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Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco,
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Proposed Action/Proposed Project: Adoption of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, including issuance of incidental take permits for covered species pursuant to Section 10
(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act and Section 2800, et seq. of the California Fish and Game
Code.
Inquires on this document should be directed to:
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Mr. Jim Bartel, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
6010 Hidden Valley Rd.
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Designation: Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
Abstract: The proposed Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
boundaries encompass approximately 1,966 square miles consisting of approximately 842,500 acres of
unincorporated County land west of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains to the Orange County line, as
well as approximately 372,700 acres with the jurisdictional areas of the Cities. The MSHCP would provide
for the creation of a Conservation Area that protects and manages 500,000 acres of habitat for Covered
Species (146 species). The 500,000 acres comprises of 347,000 acres of Public/Quasi-Public Lands and
approximately 153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands. Of the 153,000 acres, Local Permitees will be
responsible for contributing approximately 97,000 acres of privately owned land, and the State and federal
contribution will be 56,000 acres. As part of the local mitigation component, 41,000 of the 97,000 acres
conserved would accrue through the implementation of developer incentives and onsite set asides
accomplished through the development review process. The precise boundaries of the proposed 153,000acre reserve are not specifically identified in the MSHCP. Rather, the proposed reserve will be assembled
pursuant to written criteria that describe a possible design for the 153,000-acre reserve to be established
within a larger area, which is called the “Criteria Area.” The conservation of 153,000 acres is anticipated
to occur over the first 25 years of the program and when completed, must be in a configuration to, and
include the vegetation communities that, provide for the conservation of Covered Species. Covered Activities
would include, but are not limited to, public and private development (within the Plan Area) that require a
discretionary and certain ministerial action by a Permittee subject to consistency with MSHCP policies,
maintenance of and safety improvements on existing roads, the Circulation Elements of the Permittees,
maintenance and construction of flood control facilities, single-family homes on existing legal parcels with
the Criteria Area, up to 10,000 new acres of agricultural activity within the Criteria Area, and compatible uses
in the Conservation Area. The MSHCP makes a provision for the inclusion of special districts and other nonpermittee entities in the permit with a certificate of inclusion.
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SUMMARY OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Introduction
The Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for
the County of Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (State of California
Clearinghouse No. 2001101108, CEQ Number 020463, ERP Number SFW-K99032-CA)
has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the guidelines for the implementation of CEQA. The Final EIR/EIS consists of the
following contents:
•

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft
EIR/EIS;

•

The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in
the public review and consultation process (Volume V, Part 1 and 2); and

•

Revisions made to the Draft EIR/EIS (November 15, 2002) State of California
Clearinghouse No. 2001101108, CEQ Number 020463, ERP Number SFWK99032-CA, (Volume IV).

Public Review Period
The public review period for the Draft EIR/EIS and MSCHP began on November 15,
2002, and ended on January 14, 2003, covering the CEQA-mandated 45-day public
review period and 60-day public review period required by NEPA. The United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) reopened the public comment period for the EIS on
February 27, 2003, for an additional 15 days, closing on March 14, 2003. A Notice of
Completion of a Draft EIR/EIS was filed with the State Clearinghouse along with the
required number of copies of the document for circulation to various State and federal
agencies. Copies of the Draft EIR/EIS were also mailed directly to local agencies,
groups, and individuals for review (refer to Appendix A-1 for the Draft EIR/EIS mailing
list). In addition, a copy of the document was made available to the public at the
following libraries and County and USFWS offices:
County Administrative Center (Riverside)
4080 Lemon Street
Public Counter, 2nd Floor
Planning Department, 9th Floor
Riverside, California 92502
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

Riverside County Permit Assistance
Center (Murrieta)
39493 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, California 92563
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, California 92009
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday
Summary
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Libraries in Western Riverside County
Riverside County Library
Anza Branch
57430 Mitchell Road
Anza, California 92539
City of Banning
Banning Public Library
21 W. Nicolet Street
Banning, CA 92220
Riverside County Library
Canyon Lake Branch
31516 Railroad Canyon Road
Canyon Lake, California 92587
Riverside County Library
Glen Avon Branch
9244 Galena
Riverside, California 92509
Riverside County Library
Highgrove Branch
690 W. Center Street
Riverside, California 92507
Riverside County Library
Lake Elsinore Branch
600 W. Graham
Lake Elsinore, California 92530
City of Moreno Valley
Moreno Valley Library
25480 Alessandro Boulevard
Moreno Valley, CA 92553
Riverside County Library
Norco Branch
3954 Old Hammer Road
Norco, California 92860
Riverside County Library
Perris Branch
163 E. San Jacinto
Perris, California 92570
Riverside County Library
Rubidoux Branch
5673 Tilton Street
Riverside, California 92509
Riverside County Library
Sun City Branch
26982 Cherry Hills Boulevard
Sun City, California 92586
Riverside County Library
Woodcrest Branch
17024-C Van Buren Boulevard
Riverside, CA 92504

xiv Summary

City of Beaumont
Beaumont Library District
125 E. Eight Street
Beaumont, California 92223
Riverside County Library
Calimesa Branch
974 Calimesa Blvd.
Calimesa, California 92320
City of Corona
Corona Public Library
650 South Main Street
Corona, California 92882-3417
Riverside County Library
Hemet Branch
25757 Fairview Avenue
Hemet, CA 92544
Riverside County Library
Idyllwild Branch
54185 Pinecrest
Idyllwild, California 92549
Riverside County Library
Mission Trail Branch
34303 Mission Trail
Wildomar, California 92595
City of Murrieta
Murrieta Public Library
39589 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, California 92563
Riverside County Library
Nuevo Branch
29990 Lakeview Avenue
Nuevo, California 92567
Riverside County Library
Riverside Main Library
3581 Mission Inn Ave
Riverside, California 92501
Riverside County Library
San Jacinto Branch
500 Idyllwild Drive
San Jacinto, California 92583
Riverside County Library
Temecula Branch
41000 County Center
Temecula, California 92591
University of California, Riverside
Tomas Rivera Library
900 University Avenue
Riverside, California 92521
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Public Hearings on the MSHCP, Implementing Agreement, and Draft
EIR/EIS
Public hearings on the Western Riverside County MSHCP, Implementing Agreement,
and Draft EIR/EIS were held by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors on May 5,
6 and 8, 2003 in the Riverside County Board Room, 4800 Lemon Street, Riverside,
California. The public testimony was closed by the County Board on May 8, 2003. A
copy of the public hearing announcement is contained in Appendix A.

Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and Responses
Volume V, Part 1 and 2, of the MSHCP contains the comments to the Draft EIR/EIS
and responses to those comments. The primary objective and purpose of the EIR/EIS
public review process is to obtain comments on the adequacy of the analysis of the
environmental impacts, the mitigation measures presented, and other analyses contained
in the report. CEQA requires the County to respond to all significant environmental
comments in a level of detail commensurate to the comment (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088). NEPA has a similar requirement for the lead agency (USFWS) to respond to
all substantive comments received (CEQ Regulations Section 1503.4). Comments that
do not directly relate to the analysis in this document (i.e., are outside the scope of this
document) are not given specific responses. However, all comments are included in this
section so that the decision-makers know the opinions of the commentors.

List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies Commenting on
the Draft EIR/EIS
The persons, organizations, and public agencies that submitted comments on the Draft
EIR/EIS through March 15, 2003, are listed below. A total of 110 written comment
letters was received on the Draft EIR/EIS during the public review period. Thirty-three
comment letters were received from public agencies ( including power companies and
water districts, etc.), while 77 of the comment letters were from the public (including
organizations, private companies, individuals, and Indian Tribes). For reference, each
letter was assigned a code (A - Z and A2 -Z2 , A3 -Z3 , A4 -Z4 and A5 through F5 ). These
codes are included in the table below, and represent the order of letters and responses
in Volume V (Part 1 and 2).
Comments Received on the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Draft EIR/EIS
No.

Comment
Letter No.

Author

1

A

San Bernardino Valley Audubon dated 1/15/03

2

B

San Bernardino Valley Audubon dated 1/9/03

Summary
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No.

Comment
Letter No.

3

C

California Native Plant Society dated 1/15/03

4

D

Center for Biological Diversity dated 1/15/03

5

E

Center for Biological Diversity on behalf of Audubon Society &
CNPS dated 1/15/03

6

F
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Gail Wanczuk Barton dated 1/14/03
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United States Environmental Protection Agency dated 1/9/03
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United States Army Corps of Engineers dated 1/9/03
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28
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Coalition for Habitat Conservation dated 1/15/03
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Land Company dated 1/15/03

41
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Gresham, Savage, Nolan and Tilden on behalf of Wilson Creek
Development and Joe Gonzales dated 1/15/03

42

P2

Hackman Capital Partners on behalf of Park West and East-West
Properties dated 1/15/03
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Hewitt and O'Neil on behalf of Pardee Homes dated 1/14/03
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46
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The Sauls Company on behalf of the Village Project dated 1/15/03
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City of Moreno Valley dated 1/13/03
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L3

Riverside County Fire Dept. dated 1/15/03
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Juanita W. Bullock, UCR dated 1/15/03
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Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh, supplemental comments on
behalf of Murdock (1/28/03)
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Okazaki Law Offices dated 2/5/03
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County of San Diego dated 1/28/03
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County of San Diego dated 2/4/03
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B4

Grainger dated 3/3/03

81

C4

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh, supplemental comments on
behalf of Murdock (3/7/03)

82
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California Department of Parks and Recreation dated 3/7/03
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Eastern Municipal Water District dated 3/10/03

84
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California Legislature dated 3/3/03

85
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Congress of the United States dated 3/2/03
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Riverside County Farm Bureau, Inc. dated 3/6/03
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United States Environmental Protection Agency dated 3/13/03
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Alhadeff and Solar on behalf of Anheuser-Busch dated 3/12/03
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Silverado Ranch Conservation Bank by Gregory Reden dated
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Vandermost Consulting Services, Inc dated 3/14/03
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Garry Grant dated 3/13/03
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Monica Bond from Center for Biological Diversity w/ attachments
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United States Army Corps of Engineers dated 3/13/03
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South Coast Wildlands Project dated 2/12/03
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V4

Bureau of Land Management dated 3/14/03

101
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Development and Joe Gonzales dated 3/13/03
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Waser, & Price dated 3/11/03
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A5

KB Homes dated 2/11/03

106

B5

Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley dated 3/4/03

107

C5

Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter dated 2/3/03

108

D5

Van Blarcom, Lielbold, McClendon & Man on behalf of TAVA
Development Company dated 3/14/03

109

E5

Orange County Water District dated 3/14/03

110

F5

Alhadeff & Solar on behalf of Ranco Real Estate Group, dated
3/7/03

Summary of Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c) “the response to comments may take
the form of revisions to the Draft EIR or may be a separate section in the Final EIR.
Where the response to comments makes important changes in information contained in
the text of the Draft EIR, the Lead Agency should either: (1) revise the text in the body
of the EIR or, (2) include marginal notes showing the information is revised in the
response to comments.”
The County has determined that this added text would be shown as double underline and
deleted text would be shown in strikeout (). The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised as
follows.
The following summarizes the changes made to the Draft EIR/EIS.
Minor text amendments and clarifications were made in the Executive Summary, as well
as Sections 2.0, 5.0 and 7.0. Additional information has been provided as requested in
Section 4.2, Agricultural and Extractive Resources for clarification of the analysis. The
changes made to the EIR/EIS are not substantive.
Added text is shown as double underline, while deleted text is shown with a.
The information contained in the revised and additional text added to the Executive
Summary; Section 2.0, Project Description and Description of Alternatives; Section 4.2,
Agricultural and Extractive Resources; Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts; and Section 7.0,
Organizations and Persons Consulted was determined by the County not to be “significant
new information” and, therefore, it has been determined no recirculation of the Draft EIR
is warranted (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5[a]). The determination to not recirculate
the Draft EIR is based on following factors as outlined in CEQA Guidelines (Section
15088.5[a]).
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1.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: New information added
to the EIR is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect (including a feasible project alternative). Significant new information
requiring recirculation would include, for example: “a new significant
environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented”.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The added information
would not cause any new environmental effect that has not been already
analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS (biological resources, agriculture and mineral
resources, fire protection and parks and recreation, and transportation) and,
therefore; would require no additional mitigation.

2.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: A substantial increase in
the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures
are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The additional information
would not cause an increase in environmental effect or severity of an
environmental impact that has been analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS (biological
resources, agriculture and mineral resources, fire protection and parks and
recreation, and transportation) and, therefore; would require no additional
mitigation.

3.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: A feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: There is no feasible
alternative or mitigation measure proposed that are different from the alternatives
and mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS that would reduce the impacts of
the proposed MSHCP. The additional information would not cause an increase
in environmental effect that has not been already analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS
(biological resources, agriculture and mineral resources, fire protection and parks
and recreation, and transportation) and, therefore; would require no additional
mitigation.

4.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The Draft EIR/EIS was
so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The public had adequate
time for a meaningful review of the document and provide written comments.
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5.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: Recirculation is not
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or makes
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The additional text added
to Sections ES, 4.2, 5.0 and 7.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS was provided in response
to a comment letter to clarify and correct existing text. The result of the
additional information is that the retail project as proposed is not changed in any
way or is the project boundary changed as a result of the additional information
and no additional environmental effects would occur. No other sections of the
Draft EIR/EIS have been modified and no additional mitigation measures are
proposed. Therefore, the additional information merely clarifies information
already provided and makes an insignificant modification to the EIR/EIS.

xxii Summary

Section ES - Executive Summary

Western Riverside County MSHCP Final EIR/EIS
June 2003

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.1 Purpose of the EIR/EIS
The purpose of this joint Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is to evaluate the potential for environmental effects from the following:
C

Adoption of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for western
Riverside County; and

C

Issuing incidental take permits for covered species pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B)
of the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and the California Endangered
Species Act, Section 2800, et seq., of the California Fish and Game Code (CESA).

ES.2 Introduction to the Riverside County Integrated Planning
Process and Related Projects
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) estimates that, in the year
2020, Riverside County will be home to approximately 2.8 million people, who will
occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units. This represents a doubling of the
County’s present population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that Riverside County (County) will continue to grow
to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5 million people by 2040. These residents will be
located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as within numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom, the challenge of balancing the associated
housing, transportation, and economic needs of existing and future populations with limited natural resources, and the sensitivity of the natural environment required Riverside
County to develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the Riverside
County Integrated Project (RCIP), consists of three integrated regional planning efforts
to determine future land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The
goals of the effort are threefold:
C

Update the County’s General Plan to describe anticipated future growth over the
long term. The General Plan is meant to express the community’s goals with respect
to both the man-made and natural environments, and set forth the policies and
implementation measures needed to achieve those goals for the welfare of those who
live, work, and do business in the County. The update of the County’s General Plan
is presently in draft stage, and the MSHCP takes this update into account.

C

Create an MSHCP for the western portion of the County, and integrate an ongoing
Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan effort into the fabric of
comprehensive planning for the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP
will address the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and plant
and animal species endangerment. It attempts to ensure habitat conservation,
species protection and management, program costs and development certainty to the
County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies; development, agriculture, and
environmental communities; and the public at large.

C

Identify transportation corridors to meet the County’s future transportation needs
through the Community Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program
(CETAP). CETAP is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only highway
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options, but also transit and other forms of travel demand management and goods
movement.
The County has prepared an EIR to address the environmental impacts of the
implementation of the County’s proposed General Plan. The Riverside County
Transportation Commission and the Federal Highway Administration (Lead Agency for
NEPA) have also prepared two EIR/EISs to address the environmental impacts of the
proposed CETAP corridors.

ES.3 Project Location
The proposed MSHCP Plan Area (“Plan Area”) encompasses approximately 1.26
million acres (1,966 square miles) and includes unincorporated portions of western
Riverside County as well as 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris,
Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula). The western boundary of the MSHCP Plan Area
is defined by the Orange and San Bernardino County lines. The San Bernardino and San
Diego County lines form the Plan Area’s northern and southern boundaries, respectively.
The eastern boundary of the Plan Area is formed by Banning Pass and the crest of the
San Jacinto Mountains.

ES.4 Purpose and Need
Accommodating Riverside County’s projected population increase will require the
urbanization of thousands of acres of undeveloped land. Conflicts over species
conservation threaten the ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the
infrastructure necessary to provide for a high quality of life and for economic
development in Riverside County and threaten to fracture critical habitats. A
continuation of the current piecemeal process of endangered species protection would
likely preclude the possibility of creating a sustainable reserve system that will protect
endangered and threatened species and the habitats upon which they rely.
Variation in topography, soil, and climate across the elevational range of the proposed
Plan Area creates habitats for a wide variety of animals and plants, including many that
are rare or endemic to Southern California. Thirty-nine species indigenous to western
Riverside County have special status under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)
and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). These include species that are
listed as “endangered” or “threatened” under FESA or that have been “proposed” or are
“strong candidates” for such listing. The proposed MSHCP will replace the current
system of project approval and mitigation with a coordinated, comprehensive approach
based on the basic conventions of biological reserve design. This approach ensures that
project mitigation is directed to those areas most critical to maintenance of ecosystem
function and species viability. The goal of the proposed MSHCP is to target the highest
quality habitats for preservation, while allowing development of less important habitat
areas.

ES.5 Proposed Project
The proposed MSHCP is the assembly and management of a reserve for the conservation
of natural habitats and their constituent wildlife populations, and the issuance of
incidental take permits for covered species. The County, Riverside County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District (Flood Control), Riverside County Transporta-
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tion Commission (RCTC), Riverside County Parks and Open Space District, Riverside
County Waste Management District (County Waste), California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks),
and 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona,
Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto,
and Temecula) (Applicants) have applied to seek a permit to authorize incidental take
of 146 species, including unlisted species that may become listed during the term of the
permit. An incidental take permit is required to authorize take of listed species during
urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (1,966-square mile)
Plan Area in western Riverside County. The proposed term of the permit is 75 years.
The proposed MSHCP contains the overall conservation strategy for western Riverside
County and documents the conservation strategies that will guarantee the protection of
the species it covers. The conservation strategy includes the conservation of existing
habitat, the restoration of degraded habitat, managing the reserve system, and conducting
biological monitoring in perpetuity. The proposed MSHCP describes the institutional
mechanisms to coordinate MSHCP implementation among the County, cities, and agencies, and identifies funding sources necessary for project implementation.
The proposed MSHCP would provide for the creation of a reserve system that would
protect and manage 153,000 acres of habitat for Covered Species, consisting of 97,000
acres conserved as the local mitigation component and 6,000 acres conserved as
mitigation for State Permittee projects (Caltrans and State Parks). It is anticipated that
the USFWS and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), which are referred
to as the Wildlife Agencies, would provide an additional 50,000 acres to help achieve
conservation identified in the MSHCP. Of the 97,000 acres conserved as the local
mitigation component, 41,000 would accrue through the implementation of developer
incentives and on-site set asides accomplished through the development review process.
The precise boundaries of the proposed 153,000-acre reserve area are not specifically
identified in the MSHCP. The conservation of 153,000 acres is anticipated to occur over
the first 25 years of the program and when completed, must be in a configuration to, and
include the vegetation communities that, provide for the conservation of Covered
Species. To accomplish this, the proposed reserve will be assembled pursuant to written
criteria that describe a possible design for the 153,000-acre reserve to be established
within an approximately 300,000-acre area termed the “Criteria Area.” This reserve
system would complement the approximately 347,000 acres of existing reserves on
public/quasi-public land.
Collectively, the 146 listed and unlisted species are referred to as “Covered Species” by
the MSHCP. The permit would provide take authorization for covered species identified
by the MSHCP and the IA as “Covered Species Adequately Conserved.” Currently, the
MSHCP identifies 130118 species as “Covered Species Adequately Conserved.” The
remaining 1628 Covered Species would be included as “Covered Species Adequately
Conserved” when the species objectives for those species are met, as provided in the
MSHCP.
Covered Activities would include, but are not limited to, public and private development
within the Plan Area that requires a discretionary action by a Permittee subject to
consistency with MSHCP policies, two internal regional transportation facilities, safety
improvements on existing roads, the Circulation Elements of the Permittees, maintenance and construction of flood control facilities, single-family homes on existing legal
parcels within the Criteria Area, up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural activity within
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the Criteria Area, and compatible uses in the reserve. The MSHCP makes a provision
for the inclusion of special districts and other non-Permittee entities in the permit with
a certificate of inclusion.

ES.6 Goals of the MSHCP
The overall goal of the proposed MSHCP is rooted in the RCIP Vision Statement and
supporting policy directives. The proposed MSHCP was developed to allow for maintenance of biological diversity and ecosystem processes while allowing future economic
growth. Preservation of a quality of life characterized by well managed and planned
growth intersected by an open space system is also a goal of the proposed MSHCP. The
goal of the Plan is to provide for conservation of approximately 500,000 acres
supporting the habitat and life history requirements of up to 146 species. Approximately
347,000 acres are anticipated to be conserved on existing public/quasi-public lands, with
approximately 153,000 additional acres being acquired from existing private landowners. Policy directions regarding this goal were provided by the County Board of
Supervisors on December 19, 2000. The MSHCP is intended to protect and sustain
viable populations of native plant and animal species and their habitats in perpetuity
through the creation of a reserve system, while accommodating continued economic
development and quality of life for residents of western Riverside County. The
overarching goals of the MSHCP are the following:
C

In the MSHCP Plan Area, conserve Covered Species and their habitats.

C

Improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an
efficient way. The MSHCP and the General Plan will provide the County with a
clearly articulated blueprint describing where future development should and should
not occur.

C

Provide for permanent open space, community edges, and recreational opportunities,
which contribute to maintaining the community character of western Riverside
County.

ES.7 Alternatives
Both CEQA and NEPA require that this document describe the Proposed Project/Action
and the alternatives to the Proposed Action. The alternatives should be reasonable to
achieve the need that the Proposed Action is intended to address. The MSHCP is a
comprehensive program that defines actions that the federal, State, local governments,
and the private sector must undertake to assure the continued vitality of sensitive species
and the ecosystems that they depend upon in western Riverside County. These actions
include land protection, habitat restoration, land management, biological monitoring,
compliance monitoring, and funding of the program.
A range of alternatives has been included that would attain most of the basic objectives
of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen significant effects of the project.
In addition to the proposed Plan, four alternatives are analyzed in detail in the Joint
EIR/EIS. (Two alternatives were considered but eliminated from further analysis because they did not meet the objectives of the MSHCP [Appendix B].) The four analyzed
alternatives are described as follows:
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would
address listed, proposed, and strong candidate species. In addition to the 32 species listed or proposed for listing in western Riverside County, this alternative also considers
conservation needs for the seven species identified as “strong candidates” for listing.
The focus of conservation for this alternative is these 39 listed, proposed, and strong
candidate species. Under this alternative, a total of approximately 465,860 acres would
be conserved, including approximately 346,530 acres within existing reserves and
approximately 119,300 acres of currently private land outside existing reserves (Table
ES-A).
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
This alternative would address the 32 species currently listed and proposed for listing
that occur in the MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative focuses largely on the conservation
of the 32 listed and proposed species within the MSHCP Plan Area, with less
consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological concepts.
While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated in this alternative in some
areas, less emphasis is placed in this alternative on broad-based ecosystem conservation.
Under this alternative, a total of approximately 440,370 acres would be conserved,
including approximately 346,530 acres within existing reserves and approximately
93,840 acres of private lands currently outside existing reserves (Table ES-A).
Existing Reserves Alternative
Under this alternative, conservation activities would be focused on existing reserves
only. Under this scenario, the federal and State permit authorizing incidental take would
only apply to species adequately conserved on existing reserves (see Table 2L in Section
2.0 of this document). The level of conservation within existing reserves would be
dependent upon activities within the reserves and resource protection efforts undertaken
by the reserve managers. It is assumed that enhanced conservation and management
would occur within the existing reserves, in addition to that currently occurring or what
might occur in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
Southern California Conservation Strategy.
Of the 32 species currently listed or proposed for listing, only two bird species, the
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) and western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus occidentalis), would be considered to be “protected” under this alternative.
One mammal species, Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), would be
conserved based on the existing HCP; however, protection would not be expanded to
populations outside the existing HCP area. Additionally, two amphibian species, mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) and California red-legged frog (Rana aurora
draytonii), and one plant species, San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii), could be considered to be protected based on conservation on Santa Rosa
Plateau and on USFS lands. The remaining 26 listed and proposed species would not
be considered to be “protected” under this alternative.
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No Project Alternative
With the No Project Alternative, land use changes and policies that are being
contemplated to implement the MSHCP would not occur. However, planning currently
being conducted under the RCIP for the General Plan and Countywide circulation
element could still be adopted. Implementation of the various elements of those plans
resulting in take of listed species and regulated habitats would need to be permitted
separately under the applicable State and federal processes. Existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies under this alternative (Table ES-A).
Under the No Project Alternative, activities involving the take of State and/or federally
listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project basis, as is
currently the case. Incidental take permits would not be issued to Riverside County or
cities within western Riverside County except on a project-by-project basis.
Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local,
State, and federal regulatory processes. Under this alternative, these existing processes
and the resulting project modifications and mitigation are anticipated to result in some
conservation of habitats and species within the MSHCP Plan Area. Biological resources
that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and policies
are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered, and those species and
habitats associated with wetland systems.
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented, and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a coordinated system of linkages provided to connect conservation areas, and the ability to
provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.
In the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, the current regulations and policies would
continue to be applied throughout the Plan Area. History has demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the decline of species in the
Plan Area. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that, under this alternative, new
species would continue to be listed in the future, and regulation of those species and
their habitats would be applied under the current regulatory processes.

ES.8 Issues Raised
Letters received in response to the issuance of the NOP/NOI for the MSHCP provided
valuable insights into the issues and concerns of potentially affected agencies, groups,
and individuals. While many of the letters identified topics that are required by law to
be included in the Draft EIR/EIS, the information and opinions provided in the letters
identified specific issues to be addressed. For a more detailed understanding of the
issues and opinions expressed, refer to the complete set of the NOP/NOI response letters
provided in Appendix A, Attachment 7. Some of the major issues raised in the letters
include the following:
•

Biological selection criteria;

•

Need or demand for the Plan;

•

Timetable to judge the adequacy of Plan funding and management;
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•

Land acquisition, Plan boundaries, and surrounding land influence;

•

Consistency and integration of the Plan with others;

•

Long-term function and management of reserves and protected land;

•

Threatened and endangered species relocations;

•

Connecting wildlife habitats and corridors;

•

Potential impacts to wetlands and aquatic resources;

•

Potential conflicts with the existing biological water supply;

•

Protection of vernal pools;

•

Future listings of species requiring protection;

•

Regulation of take permits;

•

Adequate scientific knowledge of species requiring protection;

•

Project costs, efforts, and adequacy;

•

Potential impacts to existing land uses and communities, including residential
neighborhoods, schools, development, and businesses;

•

Consistency with adopted plans;

•

Property values and quality of life issues;

•

Relationship between the Proposed Action and transportation corridors being
planned for western Riverside County; and

•

Public outreach and input efforts.
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Table ES-A - Summary of Alternatives
Total Acres Conserved/Percent Conserved
Vegetation Community

Total
Acres in
Plan Area

Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Alternative

acres

%

acres

%

Listed and Proposed
Alternative
acres

%

Existing Reserve
Alternative
acres

%

No Project Alternative
acres

%

Agriculture

169,480

20,020

12%

26,380

16%

26,380

16%

11,480

7%

11,480

7%

Chaparral

434,950

272,280

63%

246,390

57%

234,390

54%

207,380

48%

207,380

48%

1,260

40

3%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

156,450

81,720

52%

73,740

47%

64,390

41%

34,560

22%

34,560

22%

14,570

4,990

34%

1,470

10%

1,310

9%

1,310

9%

1,310

9%

154,140

42,820

28%

38,030

25%

34,020

22%

22,810

15%

22,810

15%

1,020

510

50%

430

42%

410

40%

330

32%

330

32%

29,910

20,500

69%

20,510

69%

20,510

69%

20,480

68%

20,480

68%

7,910

6,750

85%

5,850

74%

5,850

74%

2,920

37%

2,920

37%

15,030

11,190

74%

9,370

62%

9,070

60%

7,270

48%

7,270

48%

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marsh
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playa and Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub, Woodland
and Forest
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Table ES-A - Summary of Alternatives
Total Acres Conserved/Percent Conserved
Vegetation Community

Total
Acres in
Plan Area

acres
Riversidean Alluvial Fan
Sage Scrub

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Alternative

Proposed MSHCP
%

acres

%

Listed and Proposed
Alternative
acres

%

Existing Reserve
Alternative
acres

No Project Alternative

%

acres

%

7,940

5,230

66%

4,440

56%

4,420

56%

2,060

26%

2,060

26%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

23,500

69%

22,520

66%

22,360

65%

20,770

61%

20,770

61%

Water

12,210

10,340

85%

10,090

83%

10,010

82%

9,150

75%

9,150

75%

218,260

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

1,350

1,240

92%

1,240

92%

1,240

92%

1,230

91%

1,230

91%

1,258,780

505,910

S

465,830

S

439,140

S

346,530

S

346,530

S

Developed or Disturbed
Land
Unknown
Total
Source:
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ES.9 Summary of Environmental Impacts/Consequences
Table ES-B summarizes the significance of direct and indirect impacts under each
alternative after the incorporation of mitigation measures for each resource area
discussed in this EIR/EIS. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 5.0.
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Table ES-B
Summary of Significance of Impacts after Incorporation of Mitigation Measures
Alternatives
Impact Category and Issue

Proposed Action/
Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species

Listed and Proposed Species

Existing Reserves

No Project/No MSHCP

Biology
Sensitive Natural Vegetation Communities
• Sensitive Upland (chapparal, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub)

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Listed Covered Species

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Non-Listed Covered Species

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Non-Covered Species

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Cores and Linkages

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Edge Effects

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Conflict with existing agricultural designations for land within the MSHCP Plan Area or a Williamson Act contract.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Result in the conversion of Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland (collectively, “Designated Farmland”) as
shown on maps prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, to non-agricultural uses.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in the conversion
of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural use.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of
the State.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results 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.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Directly conflicts or results in land use incompatibility with adjacent existing and planned land uses or with the
environmental goals of the general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposes MSHCP.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Existing population and housing projections are substantially exceeded.

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Displaces substantial numbers of residential units, requiring the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Displaces substantial numbers of persons, necessitating the construction of replacement housing.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Exacerbates the jobs-to-housing imbalance in western Riverside County or the Cities of western Riverside County.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in relocation or deletion of existing or planned fire protection facilities, adversely affecting the ability of local
jurisdictions to provide fire protection in an adequate manner.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in the relocation or deletion of existing or planned park facilities, adversely affecting the ability of local jurisdictions
to provide park facilities in an adequate manner.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

•

Wetland Communities (meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, water and riparian scrub/woodland/forest)

•

Forest Communities (montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, woodlands and forest)

Agricultural and Extractive Resources
Agriculture

Mineral Resources

Population, Housing, and Employment

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)
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Alternatives
Impact Category and Issue

Proposed Action/
Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species

Listed and Proposed Species

Existing Reserves

No Project/No MSHCP

Transportation and Circulation

Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., Less than significant
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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Result in inadequate emergency access

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks) Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Note: 1 If Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, conversion of natural lands to agricultural use, as defined and outlined in those sections of the MSHCP, will be allowed as a covered activity within the Criteria Area, up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the life of the plan (the “New
Agricultural Lands Cap”). If Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, then there would be a significant unavoidable adverse impact on agricultural lands.

ES-14

Section ES - Executive Summary

Section 1 - Purpose and Need for Action

Western Riverside County MSHCP Final EIR/EIS
June 2003
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
This document has been prepared as a joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) due to the combined local, State, and federal actions associated with the Proposed Project. Co-lead agencies are the County of Riverside
(County), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The following agencies are responsible for the implementation of
the proposed MSHCP in their own jurisdiction pursuant to CEQA:
C

County of Riverside;

C

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Flood Control);

C

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC);

C

Riverside County Parks and Open Space District;

C

Riverside County Waste Management District;

C

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans);

C

California Department of Parks and Recreation;

C

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and

C

Fourteen cities in western Riverside (Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon
Lake, Corona, Norco, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Perris, Hemet, San Jacinto,
Beaumont, Banning, and Calimesa).

1.1

Introduction

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP
or Plan) is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
focusing on conservation of species and their associated habitats in western Riverside
County. This Plan is one of several large, multi-jurisdictional habitat-planning efforts
in Southern California with the overall goal of maintaining biological and ecological
diversity within a rapidly urbanizing region. Large-scale HCP planning efforts have
been completed in San Diego and Orange Counties and a similar effort is underway in
the Coachella Valley. The proposed MSHCP would allow western 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 the State and federal
Endangered Species Acts.
The proposed MSHCP encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres (1,966 square
miles). The proposed Plan Area includes all unincorporated Riverside County land west
of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains to the Orange County line as well as the
jurisdictional areas of the cities of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake,
Norco, Corona, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Perris,
Hemet, and San Jacinto (see Figures 1.1 and 1.2). This MSHCP is one of the largest
plans ever attempted. It covers multiple species and multiple habitats within a diverse
landscape, from urban centers to undeveloped foothills and montane forests, all of which
are under multiple jurisdictions. It extends across many bioregions as well, including
the Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto
Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, and San Bernardino Mountains.
It would provide a coordinated MSHCP Conservation Area and implementation program
to preserve biological diversity and maintain the region’s quality of life.
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The MSHCP would serve as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (FESA), as well as a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) pursuant to the NCCP Act of 2001, as amended. The approval of the
proposed MSHCP and execution of the Implementing Agreement (IA) would allow the
Wildlife Agencies (USFWS and CDFG) to issue take authorizations for plant and
wildlife species identified within the Plan Area to the signatories of the IA. A local,
streamlined approach to planning for endangered/sensitive species would result in
greater economic development certainty and provide for and maintain biological
diversity by creating an interconnected MSHCP Conservation Area in the proposed Plan
Area where adequate management and monitoring is assured. With the proposed
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 habitats outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, in
exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated MSHCP Conservation
Area. In addition to the preservation of species and associated habitats, the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area would provide open space and recreational opportunities,
which would enhance the quality of life in Riverside County.
The MSHCP’s strategy for managing the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area requires
a balanced approach. It allocates responsibility for its assembly and long-term
management to the County, State, and federal governments, the 14 cities in western
Riverside County, and private and public entities engaged in construction activities that
would potentially affect the species covered under the proposed MSHCP. The proposed
MSHCP acknowledges the obligation of local projects, both public and private, to
mitigate their impacts on species. To encourage conservation on privately owned lands,
the implementation strategy of the proposed MSHCP incorporates a broad array of
incentives. Where incentives are not sufficient, conservation would require the purchase
of properties from willing sellers.

1.1.1

Background

Historically, urban development in Southern California has occurred in the coastal areas
of Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties, resulting in a significant loss of
important biological resources in the region. The inland valleys and hillsides of
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties have, until recently, remained largely rural,
agricultural, and relatively undeveloped. Natural habitats that were once common and
extensive in Southern California have declined rapidly due to this historic development
pattern and to increasing development pressure in the northwestern and southwestern
parts of the County over the past 15 years.
The burden of mitigating the effects of urbanization now falls largely on the County, the
cities, and private landowners who hold much of the last remaining intact habitats in the
region. As development pressure has increased, so have conflicts between landowning
interests and the State and federal regulatory processes associated with protecting
endangered, threatened, and rare species. Conflicts over species conservation threaten
the ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the infrastructure necessary for
economic development and a high quality of life in the County.
As urbanization has increased within the County, an increasing number of proponents
of public and private developments have been required to obtain “take permits” from
Wildlife Agencies for impacts to endangered, threatened, and candidate species and their
habitats. This process, however, has resulted in costly delays in public and private
development projects and created an assemblage of unconnected habitat areas on a
project-by-project basis. This piecemeal and uncoordinated effort to mitigate the effects
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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of development does not sustain wildlife mobility, genetic flow, or ecosystem health,
which require large, interconnected natural areas.
The County’s population in 2000 was approximately 1.5 million people (Stanley R.
Hoffman & Associates, revised January 2000). Its population is expected to double by
2020, to reach approximately 3.5 million by 2030, and approximately 4.5 million by
2040, according to forecasts by the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG). This is nearly a 400-percent increase over the next 40 years. Most of Southern
California’s growth over the next 40 years is expected to occur in the Inland Empire
(San Bernardino and Riverside Counties) (SCAG, 2000). Accommodating an increase
in population of this magnitude would involve urbanizing thousands of acres of
undeveloped land and result in significant conflicts with regulations protecting species
and their habitats. Without coordinated planning efforts, conflicts and delays would
escalate costs for all development projects, management efforts would not be assured,
uncoordinated mitigation efforts would fragment habitats, the region would miss
opportunities to improve the quality of life, and economic development opportunities for
the current and future residents of the County would also not be realized.

1.1.2

Riverside County Integrated Project

The proposed MSHCP is one element of a comprehensive regional planning effort begun
in 1999. To accommodate the County’s anticipated growth, the County must provide
a range of housing alternatives, encourage economic development, create new jobs at a
rate that exceeds its population growth, and build the supporting infrastructure. The
natural question is how best to meet the demands of growth while protecting the
environment. Local officials recognize that without a well-defined and implementable
plan, the County would face a very tenuous future.
To address this complex challenge, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors and the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) initiated the Riverside County
Integrated Project (RCIP). RCIP includes the following:
•

A Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), which forms the nucleus
of an open-space plan for the western part of the County.

•

An updated General Plan for the unincorporated portion of the County, which
addresses land use, circulation, housing and open space, conservation, and other
mandatory elements in conformance with State statute. The General Plan includes
several innovative programs S such as incentive programs S that would be utilized
in implementing the proposed MSHCP, programs to enhance transit alternatives, and
programs that would encourage the development of mixed-use centers.

•

Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP),
which identifies future transportation corridors in the western part of the County and
provides the appropriate environmental documentation to allow early preservation
of the necessary rights-of-way for future corridor development. These corridors
would be designed to meet future mobility needs for autos, buses, and trucks, as well
as for goods movement. The corridors would allow room to implement transit plans
to accommodate planned growth within western Riverside County and its cities.
CETAP forms an essential component of the County’s circulation element and its
arterial highway plan, and both are associated with the General Plan.

Through RCIP, a broad array of stakeholders and individual citizens are afforded
opportunities to participate in the planning process and to communicate to the decision-
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makers the factors that are important to improving their quality of life now and in the
future. The purpose of RCIP is to integrate all aspects of land use, transportation, and
conservation planning and implementation in order to develop a comprehensive vision
for the future of the County.
On October 20, 1998, the County Board of Supervisors reviewed the following
consensus “planning principles” submitted by a coalition of interest groups, and it
endorsed their use as initial guidelines in the early stages of developing RCIP:
1. Create a new, comprehensive General Plan based on an overall vision of the future
rather than piecemeal community plans.
2. Ensure that the General Plan anticipates future growth with a sufficient measure of
certainty, and provides for a high quality of life, including reasonable accommodation for housing, biological and multiple species resources, agriculture, watersheds,
and scenic landscapes.
3. Acknowledge the rights of private property owners in the General Plan and offer just
compensation according to federal and State laws regarding private property
reserved for public purposes.
4. Include positive economic and regulatory incentives, where appropriate, in the
General Plan.
5. Establish policies in the General Plan so that public benefits and improvements that
serve the entire community are funded proportionately by the entire community, and
new developments bear their share of increased infrastructure costs.
6. Base community development in the General Plan on a balanced, sustainable, and
integrated set of mapped land uses and promote the continued viability of
agricultural lands.
7. When mapping areas for development, consider the following factors:
•

Location of resource and hazard areas;

•

Opportunity for redevelopment;

•

Availability of infill sites;

•

Proximity of existing infrastructure;

•

Proximity of existing municipal spheres of influence;

•

Conformance with the policies of communities of interest; and

•

Appropriately sited new towns and villages.

8. Coordinate the new General Plan with local and regional planning efforts to the
maximum extent possible, and encourage mutually reinforcing actions by the cities
and the Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs), as appropriate.
9. Plan for and encourage, in the General Plan, the development of diverse and
distinctive communities.
10. Incorporate into the General Plan the goal of creating a more compact urban form
that requires less land per capita than current modes of development.
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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11. Plan for and encourage economic development within the General Plan; emphasize
employment opportunities situated within or near existing and future communities.
12. Integrate the General Plan with transportation planning, so that land use and
circulation elements reinforce one another. CETAP should fully examine transit/rail
corridors, and the new General Plan should include them to the maximum extent
possible.
13. Plan for and encourage within the General Plan, a wide range of housing choices
suitable for residents of all economic means.
14. Integrate a comprehensive MSHCP into the General Plan.
15. Update existing community plans as part of the General Plan planning process to
bring them into conformance with revised General Plan policies. Delay finalizing
new community plans, if any, and consistency zoning until the new General Plan is
completed.

1.1.3

Riverside County Conservation Planning Context

The County has had previous experience with single-species habitat conservation
planning, including the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (Uma inornata) HCP in the
Coachella Valley in 1985, and later the 1996 HCP for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys stephensi) in western Riverside County. During the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
HCP planning process, multiple-species planning efforts occurred through the Riverside
County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) and through the Riverside County
Regional Parks and Open Space District (RCRPOSD). In June 1992, RCHCA,
RCRPOSD, and the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) initiated a
program to develop a regional multiple-species plan for western Riverside County. This
effort began partially in response to the then-anticipated federal listing of the coastal
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) as endangered under the
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). The initial multiple-species planning effort
was intended to bring together the diverse assemblage of local and regional plans and
develop a coordinated approach to protecting biodiversity on a regional basis. This
effort focused on coastal sage scrub habitat and resulted in the preparation of a Phase 1
document entitled Information Collection and Evaluation (Pacific Southwest Biological
Services [PSBS]/KTU+A, February 1995).
As part of these initial multiple-species planning efforts, a Planning Agreement was
drafted between the Wildlife Agencies and participating local entities (see Appendix A
of Volume I of the proposed MSHCP). Section 3 of the Planning Agreement presents
the following goals and principles for development of the proposed MSHCP:
1. During the development of the proposed MSHCP and of conservation measures and
assurances to landowners and users, develop a general agreement regarding the
scope, cost, sources of funding, time required for completion, and other important
principles concerning the plan. Develop this general agreement in the first six
months of the planning process.
2. In comparison to the option of mitigating for species and habitat impacts on a
project-by-project basis, the proposed MSHCP must be more equitable and efficient,
and less expensive and less time consuming.
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3. The proposed MSHCP must produce more biologically effective habitat and species
conservation than the project-by-project alternative.
4. Develop a comprehensive MSHCP that accomplishes the following:
•

Promotes the biological viability and recovery of western Riverside County’s
ecosystems and habitats, and species dependent thereupon, toward a goal of
reducing the need to list additional species in the future.

•

Provides a comprehensive means to coordinate, standardize, streamline, and
ensure closure regarding mitigation requirements of the FESA, the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), NEPA, CEQA, the California Native Plant
Protection Act (CNPPA), and other applicable laws and regulations related to
biological and natural resources within the proposed Plan Area.

•

Assures property owners, local governments, and other affected parties that
conservation measures undertaken for species and wildlife habitat are
adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP and would satisfy mitigation
requirements of the FESA, CESA, NEPA, CEQA, and CNPPA concerning
impacts to those covered species and habitats.

•

Establishes and emphasizes the use of incentives to encourage property owners
to voluntarily conserve habitat and species within the proposed Plan Area as an
alternative to regulatory mandates.

•

Accommodates economic growth and prosperity so that it occurs in a manner
consistent with the conservation of biological resources within the proposed
Plan Area.

•

Provides the basis for issuance of incidental take permits for listed species
adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP by the USFWS and CDFG.

•

Provides for issuance of incidental take permits for species within the proposed
Plan Area that are adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP, both listed
and unlisted species.

•

Establishes consistent mitigation standards for proposed MSHCP covered
species for potential application by the USFWS under Section 7 of the FESA.

5. Equitably distribute costs for the preparation and implementation of the proposed
MSHCP among local, State, and federal participants, including equitably distributing costs among both new development and general contribution. Federal and State
contributions shall be made as provided in the IA for the proposed MSHCP.
6. Expedite the proposed MSHCP development and approval process, and complete
it within a reasonable period of time, taking into consideration the complexity of the
issues involved. All parties agree to use their best efforts to ensure that, if all legal
requirements are met, the proposed MSHCP and its environmental documents would
be completed and approved within two years of the commencement of the proposed
MSHCP planning process.
7. Through MSHCP conservation actions, promote the recovery of species that occur
within the proposed Plan Area that are listed as threatened or endangered under
CESA and/or FESA; taking into account factors related to the range of each species.
8. Decisions by all parties must be made in a timely fashion and in compliance with
agreed time parameters.
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9. Actively encourage public input and participation in order to obtain public support
for the conservation and economic benefits that the parties and participants seek
from the proposed MSHCP.
The County became the lead for the multiple-species planning effort with the initiation
of the RCIP in 1999.

1.1.4

Regulatory Context

The proposed MSHCP would serve as an HCP pursuant to FESA , as well as a Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the NCCP Act of 1991. The approval
of the proposed MSHCP and execution of the IA would allow the Wildlife Agencies to
issue take authorizations to the signatories of the IA. Issuance of take authorizations to
the local and State jurisdictions would allow Plan participants to implement land use
decisions and critical public infrastructure projects that are consistent with the proposed
MSHCP without project-by-project review and permitting by the Wildlife Agencies. A
local, streamlined approach to planning for endangered/sensitive species would result
in greater economic development certainty and provide for and maintain biological
diversity by creating an interconnected MSHCP Conservation Area in the proposed Plan
Area. In addition to the preservation of species and associated habitats, the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area would provide open space and recreational opportunities,
which would enhance the quality of life in Riverside County.
Federal Regulations
The FESA is intended to identify species needing protection, the means to determine the
type of protective measures needed, and enforcement measures. There are four major
sections that provide the structure of the FESA.
C

Section 4 contains the listing process, requirements for designating “critical habitat”
and requirements for preparation of recovery plans;

C

Section 7 requires all federal agencies to consult with the USFWS or National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) before taking any action that may affect a listed
species to ensure that the action would not jeopardize the continued existence of the
species;

C

Section 9 prohibits the taking of a listed species; and

C

Section 10 provides for incidental take permits for listed species by non-federal entities.

Section 9 of the 1973 FESA prohibits the “take” of wildlife species listed as endangered,
and it prohibits the take of species listed as threatened unless otherwise specifically
authorized by regulation. Take, as defined by the 1973 FESA, means “to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any
such conduct.”
In the 1982 amendments to FESA, Section 10 allows for the “incidental take” of
endangered and threatened species by non-federal entities. The 1973 FESA defines
incidental take as take that is “incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of
an otherwise lawful activity.” Prior to 1982, non-federal parties undertaking otherwise
lawful activities that were likely to result in take of listed species risked violating the
provisions of Section 9 and had no recourse under the law for exemption. Until that
time, only take occurring during scientific research or conservation actions could be
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authorized under FESA. The “incidental take permit” process was established under
Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA precisely to resolve this difficulty.
Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FESA requires an applicant for an incidental take permit to
submit a “Conservation Plan” or “Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).” Preparation of this
proposed MSHCP complies with this requirement. As outlined in the Habitat
Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook, published by
the USFWS and the NMFS in November 1996, under Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FESA,
and federal regulation [50 CFR 17.22(b)(1), 17.32(b)(1), and 222.22], a conservation
plan submitted in support of an incidental take permit application must detail the
following information:
•

Impacts likely to result from the proposed taking of the species for which permit
coverage is requested;

•

Measures the applicant would undertake to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such
impacts;

•

Funding that would be made available to undertake such measures and the
procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances;

•

Alternative actions the applicant considered that would not result in take, and the
reasons why such alternatives are not being utilized; and

•

Additional measures that the USFWS may require as necessary or appropriate for
purposes of the plan.

The USFWS and NMFS published a final addendum to the HCP Handbook on June 1,
2000 (65 FR 35242). This addendum, also known as the Five-Point Policy guidance,
provides clarifying guidance for the two agencies in conducting the incidental take
permit program and for those applying for an incidental take permit under Section
10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA. Developed to promote efficiency and nationwide consistency
within and between the USFWS and NMFS, and to improve the HCP program, the five
components addressed in the policy are: (1) biological goals, (2) adaptive management,
(3) monitoring, (4) permit duration, and (5) public participation.
The USFWS is charged with implementing not only the FESA but also the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661-666c) and Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16
U.S.C. 742[f] et seq.). However, it is section 10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA that authorizes
the USFWS to issue permits pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) for the incidental take of
species listed as threatened and endangered. Moreover, the legislative history of the
incidental take permit process clearly indicates that Congress also intended for unlisted
species to be addressed in HCPs:
Although the conservation plan is keyed to the permit provisions of the Act,
which only apply to listed species, the Committee intends that conservation
plans may address both listed and unlisted species. In the event that an unlisted
species addressed in the approved conservation plan subsequently is listed
pursuant to the Act, no further mitigation requirements should be imposed if the
conservation plan addressed the conservation of the species and its habitat as
if the species were listed pursuant to the Act. (H.R. Report No. 97-835, 97th
Congress, Second Session; and 50 FR 39681-39691)
On February 23, 1998 (63 FR 8859), the USFWS and NMFS published the “No
Surprises” final rule that revised parts 17 (USFWS) and 222 (NMFS) of Title 50 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), which was necessary to implement the HCP
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assurances. This rule provides that, as long as the HCP is being properly implemented,
the federal government would not require any additional lands or money from the
Permittee(s) in the event of unforeseen changed circumstances and that additional
measures to mitigate reasonably foreseeable changed circumstances would be limited
to those changed circumstances specifically identified in the HCP (and only to the extent
of the mitigation specified). Such changed circumstances may involve listing of new
species. Changed Circumstances and No Surprises are described further in Section 6.8
of the proposed MSHCP.
State Regulations
Section 2080 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) prohibits the take of
species listed under the CFGC as candidate, threatened, or endangered species. CFGC
Section 1908 prohibits the take, possession, or sale of rare native plants. CFGC Section
3503 prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any
bird. CFGC Section 3503.5 prohibits the take, possession, or destruction of any
birds-of-prey or their nests or eggs. The NCCP Act, CFGC Section 2800, et seq.,
identifies the process and standards for NCCPs. CFGC Section 2835 authorizes CDFG
to permit the take of any covered species whose conservation and management are
provided for in an NCCP approved by the CDFG. This includes listed (threatened or
endangered) and unlisted species.
The State legislature found that NCCPs are an effective tool in protecting California’s
natural diversity, and they would reduce conflicts between efforts to protect the State’s
wildlife heritage and the reasonable use of natural resources for economic development.
The legislature further found that development of NCCPs:
C

Promotes the coordination and cooperation among public agencies, landowners, and
other private interests;

C

Provides a mechanism by which landowners and development proponents can
effectively address concerns about cumulative impacts;

C

Promotes conservation of unfragmented habitat areas;

C

Promotes multiple-species and multiple-habitat management and conservation;

C

Provides one option for identifying and ensuring appropriate mitigation that is
roughly proportional to impacts on fish and wildlife; and

C

Promotes the conservation of broad-based natural communities and species
diversity.

NCCPs provide for regional or areawide protection and perpetuation of plants, animals,
and their habitats while allowing compatible land use and economic activity. They are
a cooperative planning process that involves local, State, and federal agencies and the
public, including landowners, in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
The NCCP Act, as amended, CFGC section 2830(d), provides for the CDFG to authorize
the incidental take of identified species for NCCPs that are developed pursuant to a
planning agreement entered into before January 1, 2001, and for which the CDFG finds
that the Plan has been developed using a public participation process and scientific
analysis process substantially in conformance with the intent of paragraph (5) of
subdivision (b) of section 2810 and section 2815.
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CFGC section 2810, subdivision (b), paragraph (5) addresses the inclusion of
independent scientific input to assist the CDFG and plan participants to do the
following:
•

Recommend scientifically sound conservation strategies for species and natural
communities proposed for coverage by the plan;

•

Recommend a set of reserve design principles that addresses the needs of species,
landscapes, ecosystems, and ecological processes in the plan area;

•

Recommend management principles and conservation goals that can be used in
developing a framework for the monitoring and adaptive management component
of the plan; and

•

Identify data gaps and uncertainties so that risk factors can be evaluated.

CFGC section 2815 addresses the public participation process for plan development to
ensure that interested persons, including landowners, have adequate opportunity to
provide input to lead agencies, Wildlife Agencies, and others involved in preparing the
plan. The public participation process may be achieved through public working groups
and advisory committees and includes the following:
•

Making the draft NCCP available to the public for review and comment at least 60
days prior to its adoption and providing documents to the public at least 10 days
prior to any public hearing on the documents;

•

Making draft plans, memoranda of understanding, maps, conservation guidelines,
species coverage lists, and other planning documents available to the public; and

•

Using a public outreach program to provide access for persons interested in the plan
to obtain information about it.

CFGC section 2820(f) authorizes the CDFG to provide assurance to plan participants
commensurate with long-term conservation assurances and associated with implementation measures pursuant to the approved plan and further states:
When providing assurances pursuant to this subdivision, the department’s
determination of the level of assurances and the time limits specified in the
implementation agreement for assurances may be based on localized conditions
and shall consider all of the following:
• The level of knowledge of the status of the covered species and
natural communities.
• The adequacy of analysis of the impact of take on covered species.
• The use of the best available science to make assessments about the
impacts of take, the reliability of mitigation strategies, and the
appropriateness of monitoring techniques.
• The appropriateness of the size and duration of the plan with respect
to quality and amount of data.
• The sufficiency of mechanisms for long-term funding of all components of the plan and contingencies.
• The degree of coordination and accessibility of centralized data for
analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of the plan.
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• The degree to which a thorough range of foreseeable circumstances
are considered and provided for under the adaptive-management
program.
• The size and duration of the plan.
• If there are unforeseen circumstances, additional land, water, or
financial compensation or additional restrictions on the use of land,
water, or other natural resources shall not be required without the
consent of plan participants for a period of time specified in the
implementation agreement, unless the department determines that
the plan is not being implemented consistent with the substantive
terms of the implementation agreement.

1.1.5

Related Documentation

The proposed MSHCP and CETAP are subject to CEQA and NEPA review. The
General Plan is subject solely to CEQA review. The proposed MSHCP’s Joint EIR,
required by CEQA, and EIS, required by NEPA, set forth the anticipated environmental
consequences of implementing the proposed MSHCP. The County is the local Lead
Agency for CEQA, and the USFWS is the federal Lead Agency under NEPA. While
each element of RCIP would be subject to its own environmental document(s), the
proposed MSHCP would benefit from programs implemented under the General Plan
and analyzed in the General Plan EIR. Although the other components of RCIP are
related through integration of the overall RCIP, the project description for the proposed
MSHCP EIR/EIS is independent of the other two environmental documentation efforts.
The proposed MSHCP is also accompanied by an Implementing Agreement (IA).

1.1.6

Relationship of the MSHCP to Surrounding HCP/NCCPs

In Orange County, HCPs/NCCPs that abut the western edge of the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area include the Southern Subregion NCCP that is being prepared and the Coastal
and Central Subregion NCCP that has been adopted. The southern boundary of the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area abuts an area of San Diego County where the MSHCP
North County Subarea of the Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program
is being developed. The eastern edge of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area is bordered by
the planning area for the Coachella Valley Association of Governments MSHCP.
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1.2

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project

As discussed previously, the inland valleys and hillsides of Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties have until recently remained largely rural, agricultural, and
relatively undeveloped. Riverside County’s population totaled approximately 1.5
million in 2000. SCAG predicts that the majority of the growth in Southern California
over the next 40 years will occur in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. Riverside
County’s population is expected to double by 2020. SCAG forecasts show the County’s
population at approximately 3.5 million by 2030 and approximately 4.5 million by 2040
(SCAG, 2000).
Accommodating an increase in population of this magnitude in the County would
involve the urbanization of thousands of acres of undeveloped land. Over the past 15
years, there has been increasing development pressure on northwest and southwest
Riverside County. Natural habitats once common and extensive in Southern California
are in rapid decline. The burden of mitigating for the historic pattern of urbanization in
Southern California now falls largely on Riverside County and the property owners
holding much of the last remaining intact habitats in the region. As development
pressure has increased, so have conflicts between landowning interests and the State and
federal regulatory agencies charged with habitat protection associated with endangered,
threatened, or candidate species. The conflicts over species conservation threaten the
ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the infrastructure necessary to
provide for a high quality of life and for economic development in Riverside County,
and threaten to fracture critical habitats. A continuation of the current piecemeal process
of endangered species protection would likely preclude the possibility of creating a
sustainable Conservation Area that would protect endangered and threatened species and
the habitats upon which they rely.
Prior to development, most of western Riverside County was covered by chaparral and
coastal sage scrub, with coniferous and oak woodlands at higher elevations. Elevations
within western Riverside County range from about 755 feet in the northwestern corner
of the County to about 10,800 feet at San Jacinto Peak. Variation in topography, soil,
and climate across this elevational range creates habitats for a wide variety of animals
and plants, including many that are rare or endemic to Southern California.
Seven biogeographic regions were identified within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
These seven bioregions are Santa Ana Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, Desert Transition, and San
Bernardino Mountains.
Thirty-six species indigenous to western Riverside County have special status under the
FESA and/or the CESA. These include species that are listed as “endangered” or
“threatened” under the FESA or that have been “proposed” or are “strong candidates”
for such listing.
The traditional project-by-project process for resolving conflicts between species
preservation and development involves a costly expenditure of time and money.
Morever, this piecemeal process results in uncoordinated preservation of scattered
habitat areas set aside as mitigation for individual project impacts. These generally
small, unconnected habitat areas do not necessarily guarantee the continued viability of
species populations or ecosystem functions, which generally depend on large
interconnected habitat areas designed and managed in a coordinated manner. The
proposed MSHCP replaces the current piecemeal approach to project approval and
mitigation with a coordinated, comprehensive approach based on the basic conventions
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of biological reserve design. This approach ensures that project mitigation is directed
to those areas most critical to maintenance of ecosystem function and species viability.
A goal of the proposed MSHCP is to target the highest quality habitats for preservation,
while allowing development of less important habitat areas.
Each permittee within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area would be a signatory to the IA,
which is a contractual obligation among the individual permittees, the CDFG, and the
USFWS. Upon issuance of the Section 10(a) permit, the permittees would be granted
“take authorization” for otherwise lawful actions, such as development, that may result
in incidental take or harm individuals of a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas,
in exchange for supporting assembly of a coordinated reserve system. Individual
permittees would be required to ensure future development is consistent with the
proposed MSHCP.
The Conservation Area strategy for the proposed MSHCP strikes a balanced approach
that allocates responsibility for assembly and long-term management of the reserve to
the State government, the federal government, the County of Riverside, the 14 cities in
western Riverside County, other signatories to the IA, and the private and public entities
engaged in construction activities that potentially affect the species covered under the
proposed MSHCP. The plan acknowledges the obligation of local projects, both public
and private, to mitigate for their impacts to species. The implementation strategy relies
heavily on incentives to encourage private property owners to conserve their lands.
Where incentives are not sufficient, conservation would require the purchase of
properties from willing sellers. Management and monitoring activities are intrinsic parts
of the Proposed Project and not of the alternatives.

1.2.1

Project Goals

The overall goal of the proposed MSHCP is based on the RCIP Vision Statement and
supporting policy directives. The proposed MSHCP would enhance and maintain
biological diversity and ecosystem processes while allowing future economic growth.
Preserving a quality of life characterized by well-managed and well-planned growth
integrated with an associated open-space system is a component of the RCIP vision. The
proposed MSHCP would create an MSHCP Conservation Area in excess of 500,000
acres and focuses on conservation of 146 species. The proposed MSHCP Conservation
Area includes approximately 347,000 acres on existing public/quasi-public lands and
approximately 153,000 acres of additional Reserve Land. The overarching goals of the
proposed MSHCP are:
C

In the MSHCP Plan Area, conserve Covered Species and their habitats.

C

Improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an
efficient way. The proposed MSHCP and the General Plan would provide the
County with a clearly articulated blueprint describing where future development
should and should not occur.

C

Provide for permanent open space, community edges, and recreational opportunities,
which contribute to maintaining the community character of western Riverside
County.

On December 19, 2000, the County Board of Supervisors provided the following
specific policy direction for development and implementation of the proposed MSHCP:
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1. Prepare an MSHCP and Draft IA based on Alternative 1 as identified in the October
4, 2000, MSHCP Alternatives Development Document (DUDEK, 2000).
2. Include a conservation analysis that anticipates the participation of all 14 western
Riverside cities and provides a breakdown of the conservation analysis of the 14
cities and the County.
3. Minimize the need for new local ordinances to ensure implementation of the
proposed MSHCP.
4. Utilize existing processes (including CEQA) to the maximum extent possible for the
implementation of the proposed MSHCP.
5. Include a range of incentives for land conservation to facilitate assembly of the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
6. Identify the number of acres of conservation that would be accomplished by State
and federal agencies (primarily USFWS, CDFG, U.S. Bureau of Land Management,
and California Department of Parks and Recreation [DPR]).
7. Provide for an MSHCP Conservation Area that offers assurances that additional
CESA and FESA permits would not be needed for future infrastructure development
during the term of the Permit.
8. Equitably apportion conservation actions among local, State, and federal governments and new development. The obligation of new development shall be assigned
in a manner that does not unnecessarily burden new housing and economic
development in the proposed Plan Area.
9. Include a process that allows farmers to be voluntarily covered for incidental take
of Covered Species associated with their ongoing agricultural activities.
10. Include provisions that allow for the conversion of up to 10,000 acres of uncultivated lands to cultivated lands in a manner consistent with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP.
11. Focus the acquisition of lands in a manner consistent with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP.
12. Clearly demonstrate the linkage between conservation, infrastructure, economic
development, housing, and job creation within the County.
13. Include measurable goals, criteria, and safety nets that are easily administered by the
local jurisdictions and understood by the public.
14. Include implementing mechanisms that:
•

Provide incentives for landowner conservation;

•

Minimize the potential for the Wildlife Agencies to suspend or terminate the
County’s permit as a result of local jurisdiction action on an individual project;

•

Minimize the role of the Wildlife Agencies in future decisions regarding
individual projects; and
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•

Do not imply that the program would result in regulatory takings of property or
other Fourth Amendment violations of the Constitution.

15. Provide clear guidance to incorporate public use of land consistent with achieving
the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
16. Ensure that local land-use decisions are made by local jurisdictions.
17. Clearly define the process for monitoring and managing the participants as well as
the associated costs.

1.2.2

Project Objectives

Building upon the numerous goals identified for the MSHCP, the following were
identified as the Project Objectives:
•

Assemble a criteria-based reserve that will assist in the conservation of covered
species while allowing flexibility in the assembly and location of the reserve.

•

To the maximum extent possible, streamline development authorizations under the
federal and State Endangered Species Acts.

•

Through regional habitat planning, conserve habitat in functional blocks, rather than
on a piecemeal ad hoc basis.

•

Provide incidental take authorization for the transportation, infrastructure,
housing and employment base needed to accommodate projected growth in
western Riverside County.

•

Coordinates and maximizes the value of expenditures of limited public and private
funds in such a manner that assures assembly and maintenance of a reserve system
that conserves the covered species pursuant to state and federal law.

•

Develop a fee-based funding plan that will generate sufficient revenue to contribute
to the reserve’s funding needs.

•

To the maximum extent practicable, eliminate surprises by providing certainty to
permittees and third parties that the take authorization will cover additional species
that may be listed while the permits are in effect.

•

To the extent legally possible, provide assurances that private parties will not be
required to mitigate biological impacts except as specified in the Plan.

•

Expand the conservation value of existing public and quasi-public resources for the
benefit of covered species.

•

Comply with all applicable federal and State laws and constitutional requirements.

1.2.3

Purpose of the Joint EIS/EIR

Approval and implementation of the proposed MSHCP and issuance of incidental take
authorizations could result in significant environmental impacts. Therefore, preparation
of an EIR/EIS is necessary.
This joint EIR/EIS evaluates the potential for environmental effects from the Proposed
Action, which is the adoption of an MSHCP for western Riverside County and the
issuance of incidental take permits. This EIR/EIS has been prepared in compliance with
CEQA and NEPA as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
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regulations. Joint environmental documents are permitted and encouraged under both
CEQA and NEPA. For this joint document, both CEQA and NEPA terminology is used,
generally with CEQA being listed first.
As required by both CEQA and NEPA, lead and responsible agencies must be identified,
if possible, to review, comment, and approve of the environmental document. Riverside
County is the Lead Agency for CEQA compliance requirements, while the USFWS is
the Lead Agency for NEPA compliance. Each of the 14 cities (Banning, Beaumont,
Canyon Lake, Calimesa, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta,
Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula) within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, and the County of Riverside, Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and
Open Space District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, CDFG,
and California Department of Parks and Recreation are designated responsible agencies.
Adoption of the proposed MSHCP and issuance of incidental take authorizations are required to be evaluated under CEQA and NEPA. Individual projects that require a subsequent discretionary action or a major federal action would be subject to additional
environmental review, in accordance with the standard process.
This joint EIR/EIS is an informational document intended to provide public decisionmakers, responsible or other interested agencies, and the general public with an assessment of the potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the
proposed MSHCP. This document will evaluate the potential environmental consequences and impacts associated with implementation of the proposed MSHCP; will
evaluate, at an equal level of detail, the two “Action” alternatives (Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate; and Listed and Proposed) and two “No Action” alternatives (Existing
Reserves and No Project/No Action) to the Proposed Action; provide mitigation
measures for environmental effects identified as significant; address cumulative and
growth inducing effects resulting from implementation of the proposed MSHCP; and
provide enough data to enable decision-makers to make an informed decision whether
to approve the Proposed Action.
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1.3

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (the “Preferred Alternative,” per NEPA) is to approve and
implement the proposed MSHCP and to execute the incidental take authorization for
Covered Species.
The proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive, multiple jurisdictional planning program
designed to create, manage, and monitor a system of habitat reserves in western
Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with
State and federal endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth
within the proposed Plan Area. The framework established by the proposed MSHCP
shares those responsibilities among a broader group of individuals and organizations,
recognizing that the benefits of a successful MSHCP would be shared by a broader
group that includes existing and future communities within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, as well as other individuals and organizations across California and the United
States. The criteria-based approach assumes conservation within the existing
public/quasi-public lands, comprising approximately 347,000 acres, and development
of criteria to assure additional conservation on private lands comprising approximately
153,000 acres. The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses the unincorporated
portions of western Riverside County and the Cities of Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris,
Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula.
A more complete description of the methodology used to design the proposed MSHCP
reserves is provided in Section 2.1 of this document.
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1.4

Actions Covered (CEQA) and Decisions to Be Made (NEPA)

A number of actions, decisions, approvals, and adoptions must occur prior to
implementing the proposed MSHCP. The primary decision-makers include the USFWS,
CDFG, Riverside County, and 14 cities located within western Riverside County. Other
permitees include Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and Open Space
District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, and California
Department of Parks and Recreation. The decisions, approvals, and adoptions required
for project implementation are summarized in Table 1A and the following text.

Notes:
1
Or relevant MSHCP ordinance and resolution.
2
NEPA Lead Agency.
3
California Department of Transportation.
4
California Department of Parks and Recreation.
5
CEQA Lead Agency.

Execute
Implementing
agreement

Issue Record of
Decision /
Certify EIR/ EIS /
Consider EIR/EIS

Federal
USFWS2
State
CDFG
Caltrans3
California Parks and Recreation4
Local
Riverside County5
Flood Control6
RCTC7
County Parks8
Waste Management9
Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa
Canyon Lake
Corona
Hemet
Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Murrieta
Norco
Perris
Riverside
San Jacinto
Temecula

X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

May Adopt
General Plan
Amendment1

Approve
Issuance of Take
Authorization

Table 1A - Decisions/Actions by Lead and Responsible Agencies

X
X

6

Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.
7
Riverside County Transportation Commission.
8
Riverside County Parks and Open Space District.
9

Riverside County Waste Management District.
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1.4.1

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS would be responsible for issuing or denying an incidental take permit for
those species listed on the Covered Species List (Section 2.0, Table 2B). Pursuant to
FESA, the USFWS may issue a permit authorizing take incidental to an otherwise lawful
activity, conditioned on implementation of the applicant’s habitat conservation plan
together with other measures specified by the USFWS. The USFWS would also be
responsible for issuing a Record of Decision (ROD) through the NEPA process, and for
executing the IA.

1.4.2

California Agencies

The CDFG would be responsible for approving the proposed NCCP and IA. These
actions are necessary for the CDFG to issue a CFGC Section 2835 take authorization
under the NCCP as described in Section 1.1.4.
Caltrans and California Parks and Recreation would be responsible for executing the IA
and considering the EIR/EIS.

1.4.3

County of Riverside Agencies

The County of Riverside would be responsible for certifying the EIR component of the
joint EIR/EIS document, executing the IA, and adopting the MSHCP.
Flood Control, RCTC, County Parks, and Waste Management would be responsible for
executing the IA and considering the EIR/EIS.

1.4.4

Local Jurisdictions

All jurisdictions and agencies participating in the proposed MSHCP must adopt the
MSHCP, IA, and implementation mechanism. To implement the proposed MSHCP,
local jurisdictions would rely on their land use authority provided through their General
Plans and zoning ordinances.
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1.5

Public Outreach and Scoping Process

Development of the proposed MSHCP involved a substantial amount of public input.
Numerous participation activities allowed community and interagency involvement,
including the public outreach and scoping processes described below.
1.5.1

Public Outreach

Public involvement is an essential element of preparing a regional HCP such as the
proposed MSHCP. To ensure that the proposed MSHCP reflects the priorities and
vision of the County’s residents, a community-outreach program was a major focus. The
County gathered initial community input throughout 1999 with public meetings and
surveys asking County residents what they thought their County should look like in 20
years. Several series of forums were put forth to residents of the County throughout
1999 and 2000. In addition, there were hundreds of Advisory Committee meetings to
determine the focus of the MSHCP. The Advisory Committee is made up of interested
parties and individuals who realize that the future of Riverside County is important.
Finally, local biologists were tapped for their input to the MSHCP.
The County also arranged a web site (http:\\www.rcip.org) to serve as an information
portal for the public to learn about the status of the MSHCP, upcoming meetings, and
to read and/or download documents produced during the planning process.
Residents expressed concerns about the County’s ability to retain the rural environment
and to attract high-paying jobs. There was a desire to focus growth around current city
centers. This initial information was compiled into a “Vision Statement” to guide
development of each element of RCIP (MSHCP, the General Plan, and CETAP).
There were numerous workshops, which were open to the public and advertised widely,
before the Riverside County Board of Supervisors. Many talks were presented to
member City Councils, which were also open to the public. Each City Council and
residents of each city were given the opportunity to comment on the formation of the
MSHCP, as well as other elements of RCIP. Key policy decisions, after listening to
public comments, were made before the Board of Supervisors. Some of the actions
before the Board of Supervisors included the following:
C

October 1999: The Riverside County Board of Supervisors decided to proceed with
development of an MSHCP;

C

December 2000: Comments and recommendations by Western Riverside Council
of Governments (WRCOG) and member Cities were presented in a meeting with
Riverside County Board of Supervisors; and

C

December 2000: The Advisory Committee issued a list of five recommendations to
the Riverside County Board of Supervisors and the RCTC, and Transportation Land
Management Agency summarizing Policy Direction for the selection of an MSHCP
alternative for further analysis.

Comprehensive documentation of the extensive public outreach effort for all RCIP
elements is available at the following location:
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency
Planning Department
4080 Lemon Street, Seventh Floor
Riverside, California 92502
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1.5.2

CEQA/NEPA Scoping Process

CEQA and NEPA regulations require an early and open process for determining the
scope of issues related to a proposed action. To identify key issues and concerns relevant to the scope of the EIR/EIS, the CDFG, USFWS, and Riverside County encouraged
participation in the environmental review process from many different public agencies,
organizations, and members of the public. A Scoping Summary Report is contained in
Appendix A of this document as a reference to the scoping process and comments
received.
Scoping Meetings
The intent of public scoping meetings was to solicit and receive public comment on the
issues the public would like to have addressed in the EIR/EIS as they relate to the Proposed Action. In attendance at the public scoping meetings were representatives of the
USFWS, CDFG and Riverside County, interested members of other public agencies, interested residents, and the environmental consultant. The meetings were advertised in
The Press Enterprise and La Prensa and were held on October 29, 2001, at the
Temecula City Library, and November 7, 2001, at the Perris City Library.
The scoping meetings included exhibits and informational handouts. These meetings
were conducted using an “open house” format. As participants entered the meetings,
they were provided with informational materials on the project and a comment card for
the submittal of written comments. Several information stations were set up with display
boards to provide information. Representatives of the proposed MSHCP Lead Agencies
and the project consultants were available throughout the meeting to answer questions
from individual attendees. A seating area was provided to enable participants to
complete their comment cards and allow an opportunity to obtain additional clarification
from project team members about the alternatives and the EIR/EIS process. Attendees
were allowed to stay for as long as they chose to learn about the project at their own
pace and to present their specific questions and concerns to representatives of the project
team.

1.5.3

Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft joint EIR/EIS was published on September 7,
2001, in The Press Enterprise and La Prensa. The NOP was also distributed by the
County of Riverside and mailed to 149 recipients. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare
an EIS in compliance with NEPA was published in the Federal Register on September
7, 2001.
In response to the NOI/NOP, 29 written comments were received. Written comments
have been received from the following agencies, organizations, and individuals:
Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
State Agencies
Native American Heritage Commission
Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland Empire District
Regional Agencies
Southern California Association of Governments
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County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
County of Orange Planning and Development Services Department
Organizations
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley
Ingrid Baddour and Associates, Commercial Realtors
Friends of Live Oak Canyon
Center for Biological Diversity
Center for Conservation Biology, University of California - Riverside
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Murdock Development
Friends of the Forest (Trabuco District) and Santa Rosa Plateau
California Native Plant Society
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Domenigoni-Barton Properties
San Bernardino County Audubon Society
Riverside Land Conservancy
Individuals
Judy Bryant
James Bryant
Paula Drummond
Terry Grant
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Anthony Hankins
Bill Harker
G.B. Grant
Roberta Christ

Identification of Potentially Significant Issues

Through the scoping process described above, and the preparation of the Initial Study
(IS), issues considered to be potentially significant were identified and analyzed in this
EIR/EIS. The concerns and issues raised by those who commented during the scoping
process are summarized below.
Biological Resources. Incidental take of federally listed species would result from
Covered Activities in the proposed MSHCP. The impacts of take are discussed in
Section 4.1 of the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the proposed MSHCP
may accommodate development in areas not required for the MSHCP Conservation
Area. This may result in impacts to species in these areas.
Agricultural and Extractive Resources. Included within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area
are 14 cities, and State, federal, and other lands under public ownership. Preservation
of lands within the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area may conflict with existing
and/or planned policies with respect to land use. Section 4.2 of the EIR/EIS addresses
potential MSHCP consistency with local, State, and federal land use policies.
•

Agricultural Resources. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in a
decrease in the number of acres of land available for agricultural use. Potential
impacts associated with the loss of agricultural lands are addressed in Section 4.2
of the EIR/EIS.

•

Mineral Resources. There may be lands now designated for mineral extraction that
would not be available for mining as a result of the adoption of the proposed
MSHCP. This effect of the proposed MSHCP is addressed in Section 4.2 of the
EIR/EIS.
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Population, Housing, and Employment. The adoption of the proposed MSHCP is not
intended to alter the overall amount or rate of growth in the western Riverside County
area, but it could cause a change in the distribution, density, or pattern of growth. With
implementation of the proposed MSHCP, growth and development patterns would be
shifted from areas inside the proposed MSHCP Conservation Areas (mainly potential
rural residential and suburban areas) to areas outside the proposed MSHCP Conservation
Area (such as to the urban centers and community nodes where there is increased access
to infrastructure and transportation facilities). The effects of the proposed MSHCP on
population, housing, and employment are addressed in Section 4.3 of the EIR/EIS.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks). The risk of fire could increase at the habitat
edges adjacent to existing development. Fire protection impacts are addressed in Section
4.4 of the EIR/EIS. While the proposed MSHCP would include a public access component to define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads, and passive
recreation, some recreational facilities currently being planned by jurisdictions for areas
where core reserves and linkage areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or
relocated. The potential for loss or the need to relocate a fire protection or recreational
facility is addressed in Section 4.4 of the EIR/EIS.
Transportation/Traffic. The MSHCP Conservation Area may disrupt, disallow the establishment of, or require unique design elements of some planned facilities and
programs that support various modes of transportation. The EIR/EIS addresses the
impacts of the proposed MSHCP on planned transportation facilities in Section 4.5.
Cumulative Impacts. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP may result in impacts to
biological resources; agricultural and mineral resources; population, housing, and
employment; fire protection and parks; and transportation and traffic that may be
cumulatively considerable. The EIR/EIS addresses the potential cumulative impacts of
the proposed MSHCP in Section 5.0.
Indirect Impacts (Growth-Inducing Effects). Authorization of take with the implementation of the proposed MSHCP could remove an impediment to development. This
potential impact of growth inducement is analyzed in Section 6.0 of the EIR/EIS.
Other Impacts. The proposed MSHCP may result in impacts relating to:
C

The irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources;

C

Significant irreversible changes to the environment;

C

Natural or depletable resource requirements, and conservation potential;

C

Energy requirements and conservation potential;

C

The relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity, and effects on urban quality, historical
and cultural resources; and

C

The design of the built environment, including the reuse and conservation potential.

These potential impacts are discussed in Section 6.0 of the EIR/EIS.
1.5.5

Issues Not Considered Significant and Not Selected for Detailed Analysis

Adoption of the proposed MSHCP or one of the alternative scenarios and issuance of a
take permit under Section 10(a)(1)(b) of the FESA would permanently reserve portions
of habitat in western Riverside County and would permit take of Covered Species
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outside the reserve. Long-term implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result
in changes to the regional pattern of land use, with possible increased development
pressure and intensification of development outside the criteria areas.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an environmental document include
a brief discussion of those environmental issues that were determined not to be
significant. It was determined in the Initial Study that implementation of the proposed
MSHCP would result in no significant environmental effects related to the following
issue areas: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land use (community division and
HCP conflicts only), Noise, Public Services (with the exception of fire protection and
parks), Utilities, and Environmental Justice.
The proposed MSHCP protects species by conserving habitat, restoring degraded
habitat, managing the reserve system, and conducting biological monitoring. While the
Proposed Project would result in the issuance of incidental take permits for Covered
Species to the participating jurisdictions, individual project proponents would still be
required to conduct environmental review in compliance with CEQA.
Issue areas identified as having less than significant impacts are discussed in the Initial
Study and summarized as follows:
Aesthetics. While the primary goal of the proposed MSHCP is the protection and
preservation of natural habitats, the proposed MSHCP would have a secondary benefit
of preserving visual resources (e.g., trees, natural areas, rock outcroppings) and scenic
vistas. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would reserve large areas of open space
for habitat, habitat linkages, and hillside areas, enhancing the overall aesthetic value of
the region. Because the proposed MSHCP does not entail physical development,
implementation of the proposed MSHCP would not create additional sources of light or
glare.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would likely focus development outside the
Conservation Area throughout western Riverside County. By changing development
patterns, the MSHCP has potentially significant indirect impacts on aesthetics.
However, as indicated above, the MSHCP will establish a flexible criteria-based reserve.
Consequently, the precise boundaries of the reserve are not and cannot be known at this
time. Moreover, development patterns and market considerations must also figure in to
the location of future development. Due to all these factors, it is not possible to
determine where and in what densities development will ultimately occur; such an
exercise would simply be speculation. Per applicable provisions of CEQA, future sitespecific development will be subject to environmental review, and potential
visual/aesthetic impacts will be identified, analyzed and mitigated as projects are
proposed.
Air Quality. The proposed MSHCP Plan Area is located within the South Coast Air
Basin (SCAB), an area encompassing Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los
Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. Future air quality impacts in western
Riverside County would result primarily from the increase in vehicular traffic (as
opposed to point source emissions). Air quality impacts tend to be regional in origin,
rather than localized, and are based on population growth and land use patterns.
Because there is no physical development associated with the proposed MSHCP, its
implementation would not result in direct air quality impacts. Development outside of
designated reserves is likely to be higher density “cluster” development along designated
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corridors throughout western Riverside County. This pattern of development may
indirectly result in localized air quality impacts through the generation of carbon monoxide “hot spots” in areas of high traffic congestion. In this sense, the MSHCP could
have potentially significant air quality impacts. However, as explained above, due to the
number of acres involved, the flexible nature of the reserve’s boundaries, and changing
market conditions, it is not possible to predict where future development will occur; this
would require speculation. As required by CEQA, future development proposals will
undergo environmental review and projects’ potential air quality impacts will be
identified, analyzed and mitigated.
Cultural Resources. Based on the histories of local Native American communities, soil
types within western Riverside County, previous paleontological studies, and historical
context, significant archaeological, historic, and/or paleontological resources (collectively “cultural resources”) are known to exist within the MSHCP Plan Area. However,
the MSHCP does not propose or authorize any physical development, so its implementation will not result in any direct impacts to cultural resources.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP will remove an existing impediment to
development. Consequently, the MSHCP has the potential for causing indirect impacts
on cultural resources. On the one hand, the MSHCP will protect archeological, historic,
and paleontological resources within the reserve by preventing any ground-disturbing
development in that area. On the other hand, the MSHCP has potential indirect impacts
on cultural resources within the Plan Area outside the reserve, as high density
development that may occur in areas outside of the reserve may destroy or disturb
cultural resources in these areas. Due to the number of acres involved, the flexible
nature of the reserve’s boundaries, and changing market conditions, it is not possible to
predict where future development will occur; this would require speculation. As
required by CEQA, proposals for future development will be subject to environmental
review and potential impacts to cultural resources at future development sites will be
determined, analyzed and mitigated during project-specific environmental analyses by
the County and municipalities in western Riverside County.
There is also the potential that historic human burials may be present in the MSHCP
Plan Area. Because the MSHCP does not authorize, approve or contemplate any
physical development, it will not have any direct impact on historic human remains.
However, as indicated above, the MSHCP does accommodate projected growth by
providing take authorization for development within the Plan Area outside the reserve.
As with cultural resources, human burial sites within the proposed MSHCP reserve
boundaries would be avoided, so no indirect impacts on human remains within the
reserve will occur. However, the MSHCP has the potential to have significant indirect
impacts on human resources within the Plan Area outside the reserve because
development will be shifted to those areas. Since the reserve’s boundaries are not fixed,
the Plan encompasses thousands of acres, and development patterns and timing are
largely dependent on market conditions and other factors, it is impossible to speculate
where future development may occur. However, future development proposals will be
subject to environmental review under CEQA. The potential impacts of specific
development projects on historic human remains will be identified, analyzed and
mitigated when the site-specific projects are proposed.
Geology and Soils. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in the establishment of the MSHCP Conservation Area throughout western Riverside County. The
intent of the proposed MSHCP (the preservation of sensitive biological communities/resources) would preclude development of urban uses on geologically constrained
areas located within reserve boundaries. Because the adoption of the proposed MSHCP
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does not include the development of physical structures or facilities, it would not
increase the potential for geologic/soil stability hazards.
An indirect effect of the proposed MSHCP could be an increase in development pressure
outside the boundaries of the reserve, resulting in a change of density, form, and
character of development. Such increased development pressure could result in increased development on or near properties that exhibit sensitive or unstable geologic
conditions, or on soils subject to erosion or otherwise unsuitable for development.
However, because the reserve’s boundaries are not fixed, the Plan encompasses
thousands of acres, and development patterns and timing are largely dependent on
market conditions and other factors, it is impossible to speculate where future
development may occur.
Future development within western Riverside County would require environmental
analyses in compliance with CEQA. Potential impacts arising from the unique geologic,
seismic, or soil conditions at future development sites would be determined, analyzed,
and mitigated during project-specific environmental analyses.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Adoption of the proposed MSHCP would not alter
methods utilized to generate, use, store, transport, or dispose of hazardous materials;
change the locations of hazardous materials sites; change the locations where hazardous
materials are generated, used, stored, or disposed; or modify, impair or interfere with
the establishment or execution of emergency response/evacuation plans. While the
proposed MSHCP may increase development density outside the MSHCP Conservation
Area, the MSHCP does not change the amount of growth that is anticipated to occur in
western Riverside County. Therefore, the MSHCP would not have significant direct
impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials.
By removing existing regulatory impediments to growth outside the reserve, the MSHCP
has the potential for causing indirect impacts on hazards/hazardous materials. Since
development in the reserve areas will be precluded, the MSHCP could increase the
density of development outside of reserve areas, which may increase development
pressures in the vicinity of local airports. However, for the reasons identified above, it
is impossible to speculate where growth will occur and whether it will occur in close
proximity to airports located within the Plan Area. Potential impacts associated with
hazardous materials and other hazards resulting from future development would be
determined during project-specific environmental analyses for those individual projects,
in compliance with CEQA.
Hydrology and Water Quality. The proposed MSHCP does not alter the rate or amount
of growth projected for western Riverside County, nor does it propose or authorize any
physical construction. Because there would be no change between conditions as they
exist now and how they would exist under the Proposed Action, implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would not violate any water quality or waste discharge standards,
reduce groundwater supplies, alter existing drainage patterns, or cause any other direct
impact on hydrology or water quality. Rather, the MSHCP reserve areas would
substantially reduce the types of activities that would increase urban runoff or result in
erosion or sedimentation. Because implementation of the proposed MSHCP would
preclude development in the reserve, the MSHCP’s direct impact on water quality will
likely be beneficial.
An indirect effect of the proposed MSHCP would be an increase in development
pressure outside of the reserve. This effect has the potential for both beneficial and
adverse impacts on hydrology and water quality. On the one hand, encouraging dense
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development would reduce the extent of lands from which erosion and non-point source
pollution originate and would have a beneficial effect on water quality and water
infiltration. On the other hand, land-clearing activities associated with development
increase erosion and sedimentation; runoff from developed uses generally increase the
amount of debris, dirt, grease, and petroleum products, and pathogens in storm runoff.
Development outside of the proposed MSHCP reserve areas could result in adverse
water quality impacts. Because the MSHCP does not alter the amount of development,
cumulative discharges to watersheds within western Riverside County would be the
same. However, by shifting development patterns, the MSHCP might cause indirect
water quality impacts by changing the location of discharges, which might ultimately
affect overall water quality. Whether this occurs depends on the location of future
development, which, for the reasons explained above, cannot be predicted at this time.
In compliance with CEQA, potential hydrology and water quality impacts resulting from
future development will be determined during project-specific environmental analyses
for those projects as they arise.
Land Use (Community Division, HCP Conflicts). The MSHCP does not propose or
authorize any physical development. The reserve will be assembled from undeveloped
lands. Therefore, implementation of the proposed MSHCP will not directly or indirectly
result in the division of an established community. The proposed MSHCP will not have
any significant direct or indirect impacts on adopted HCPs and NCCPs. Rather, the
MSHCP is specifically designed to augment and complement existing HCPs and NCCPs
throughout western Riverside County.
Land Use (General Plans). The proposed MSHCP does not authorize any physical
development or alter land use designations or zoning. The IA contains provisions
requiring cities and the County to adopt resolutions and/or ordinances, and, when
necessary, general plan amendments to facilitate implementation of the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, the proposed MSHCP will not conflict with any applicable general
plans. Analysis of the proposed MSHCP is based on the existing general plans of the
cities and the County.
Noise. Because implementation of the proposed MSHCP will not result in development,
no direct noise impacts would occur. Indirect noise impacts may occur due to increased
development pressure and changes to the density, form, and character of development
outside reserve areas. Because less land would have to accommodate more people, the
intensification of land use could result in the siting of high-volume noise activities in
closer proximity to sensitive receptors. As indicated above, it is impossible to speculate
where future development might occur. Potential noise resulting from future
development in western Riverside County would be determined during future projectspecific environmental analyses, in compliance with CEQA.
Public Services (Police, Schools, Libraries, Others). The proposed MSHCP does not
authorize or contemplate any construction, nor does it result in the loss of existing
facilities. Therefore, the MSHCP would not have any significant direct impacts on
public services. Regarding indirect impacts, the MSHCP would accommodate growth
in areas outside of the reserve areas. Growth in these areas would result in an increased
demand for police protection, schools, and libraries, and facilities would likely be
constructed in accordance with the relevant General Plans for the municipalities. As
indicated above, it is impossible to speculate where and when future development might
occur, and, as a result, the locations where demand for public services might be
increased, and the location of future facilities, cannot be determined. Potential public
services impacts resulting from future development in western Riverside County will be
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determined during future project-specific environmental analyses, in compliance with
CEQA.
Utilities. The proposed MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any physical
development, so it will not require the use, construction, or expansion of water facilities,
wastewater treatment facilities, storm drainage facilities, or landfill capacity. Therefore,
no direct impact on utilities would result from implementation of the proposed MSHCP.
Because the proposed MSHCP could increase pressure to develop areas outside of designated reserves and would encourage more dense or compact development, implementation of the proposed MSHCP could necessitate the “shift” of utility facilities to
areas outside of reserve areas. However, for the reasons given above, it is impossible
to speculate where future development might occur. Potential impacts to utility facilities
and service systems resulting from future development would be determined during
preparation of project-specific environmental analyses, in compliance with CEQA.
Environmental Justice. Senate Bill 115 (Solis) (Government Code Section 65040.12[c])
established the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as the coordinating
agency in California State government for Environmental Justice programs. As defined
by SB 115, Environmental Justice is “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures,
and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws and policies.” Many State and local government
agencies have additional Environmental Justice responsibilities pursuant to Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. Section 2000d). Title VII requires recipients of federal
funds to conduct their activities and/or programs in a nondiscriminatory manner. In
addition, the President of the United States issued Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, on
February 11, 1994. Objectives of the Executive Order include the following:
C

Development of federal agency implementation strategies;

C

Identification of minority and low-income populations where proposed federal
actions could have disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects; and

C

Participation of minority and low-income populations in the NEPA process.

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) issued the Environmental Compliance
Memoranda on Environmental Justice and Trust Resources, which revises the NEPA
guidance, to require an analysis of Environmental Justice issues into the NEPA
processes of all federal agencies under the auspices of the DOI, including the USFWS.
Environmental Justice issues identify and analyze, as appropriate, disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of programs, policies, and
activities on minority populations and low-income populations
The integration of Environmental Justice was assigned to USFWS Ecological Services
with administrative assistance from the Office for Human Resources. Ecological
Services serves as a liaison on Environmental Justice matters to the DOI, other bureaus,
and USFWS offices consistent with Departmental policies and mandates. It also ensures
USFWS compliance with Departmental guidance on Environmental Justice issues.
Environmental Justice issues were considered in the proposed MSHCP process. On
October 20, 1998, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors reviewed consensus
“planning principles” submitted by the coalition of interest groups, and endorsed their
use as initial guidelines in the early stages of developing the RCIP. Environmental
Justice issues were integrated with principles such as acknowledging the rights of private
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property owners and offering just compensation according to federal and State laws
regarding private property reserved for public purposes.
On December 19, 2000, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors provided specific
policy direction for development and implementation of the Proposed Action, some of
which are pertinent to Environmental Justice issues. Policy directions included the
equitable apportionment of conservation actions among local, State, and federal
governments, and new development. New development would be assigned in a manner
that does not unnecessarily burden new housing and economic development in the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The acquisition of lands would be in a manner consistent
with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP. In addition, a policy
was put in place to allow farmers to be voluntarily covered for incidental take of
Covered Species associated with their ongoing agricultural activities.
As part of the initial multiple-species planning efforts, a Planning Agreement was
drafted between the Wildlife Agencies and participating local entities. A foundation of
the Planning Agreement was the avoidance of mitigating for species and habitat impacts
on a project-by-project basis. It was agreed that the proposed MSHCP would be more
equitable and efficient, and less expensive and less time consuming than the process
currently used. Furthermore, the Planning Agreement assures property owners, local
governments, and other affected parties that conservation measures undertaken for
species and wildlife habitat would be covered by the proposed MSHCP and will satisfy
mitigation requirements concerning impacts to those Covered Species and their habitats.
Moreover, it was agreed that public input and participation would be actively
encouraged to obtain public support for the conservation and economic benefits that the
parties and participants seek from the proposed MSHCP. To further this principle,
notices of hearings and availability of documents were sent to the public in Spanish as
well as English. Spanish and Sign language interpreters and were present during public
hearings.
Adoption of the proposed MSHCP would not have a direct impact to existing
community character, because it preserves existing habitat areas, maintains the visual
character of reserve areas and their surroundings, and does not propose physical
improvements. No significant impact to community character would occur. An indirect
effect of the proposed MSHCP would be the shifting of development densities from
reserve areas to non-reserve areas. However, there will not be disproportionate negative
impacts on the character of existing minority or low-income communities. There could
be a beneficial impact to minority and low-income communities, because the proposed
MSHCP would create a reserve system designed to protect and preserve natural habitats
and constituent wildlife populations. To the extent that this contributes to a better
quality of life, all populations, including minority and low-income populations, would
be expected to enjoy the outcome of the proposed MSHCP.
Significant Environmental Justice impacts would result only if implementation of the
Proposed Action or alternatives produce disproportionate significant adverse environmental or human health impacts to low-income or minority population communities.
Because the Proposed Action and alternatives would not directly result in any physical
change to the environment, there could be no disproportionate significant adverse
impacts to minority or low-income communities.
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1.6

Relevant Statutes, Regulations, and Guidelines

The proposed MSHCP is a long-range planning document consisting of various
components including biological and land use inventories, a Covered Species list,
Criteria Area development guidelines, a financing and acquisition strategy, and a model
Implementing agreement. Adoption and implementation of the proposed MSHCP is
subject to the requirement of CEQA and NEPA. The proposed MSHCP would create
a process for the issuance of a Federal and State permit and other authorizations under
FESA and CESA and the Natural Community Planning Act of 1991. The 14 participating cities, the County of Riverside, Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and
Open Space District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, and
California Department of Parks and Recreation will consider the proposed MSHCP for
approval in their respective jurisdictions. Compliance with NEPA is required because
the proposed MSHCP and associated issuance of a take permit under FESA are subject
to federal approval, and the proposed plan is considered to be a major action with
potential significant impacts on the environment. Compliance with CEQA is required
for the County and CDFG because the proposed plan has been determined to be a
“project” under CEQA.
This joint EIR/EIS has been prepared in compliance with the following statues and
guidelines:
C

NEPA of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4321, et seq.);

C

Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations (Title 40 CFR Parts 15001508);

C

CEQA of 1970, as amended (California Public Resources Code Section 21000, et
seq.);

C

State of California CEQA Guidelines, as amended;

C

Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1991;

C

FESA of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Sections 1531 to 1544, et seq), as amended;

C

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. Section 742[a] - 754); and

C

CESA (Section 2080, et seq., of CFGC).

Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action

1.6-1

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

1.6-2

Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action

1.7

Organization of the EIR/EIS

This EIR/EIS consists of an Executive Summary, 10 sections and three appendices.
Following is a brief description of the content of each section and appendix.
Executive Summary - provides a summary of the Proposed Action and alternatives,
and the result of the environmental analysis, including the significant environmental
impacts/effects and the proposed mitigation measures contained in the EIR/EIS.
Section 1.0 Purpose and Need for Action - describes the purpose and need for action,
purpose of the joint EIR/EIS, the relevant statues and regulations and guidelines,
and the organization of the document.
Section 2.0 Project Description/Description of Alternatives - describes the process
used to formulate the alternative scenarios, the Proposed Action and alternatives that
are discussed and analyzed in the EIR/EIS, and the alternatives considered but
dismissed from further consideration.
Section 3.0 Environmental Setting/Affected Environment - describes the environment
that would be affected by the alternatives analyzed. Issue areas identified include:
biological resources; land use (agricultural and mineral resources); population,
housing, and employment; public services (fire protection and parks); and
transportation and circulation.
Section 4.0 Environmental Impact Analysis/Environmental Consequences - analyzes
and compares the environmental consequences of implementing the various
alternative scenarios.
Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts - describes the incremental impacts of the proposed
MSHCP when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions.
Section 6.0 Additional Topics Required by CEQA and NEPA - addresses additional
impacts relating to growth-inducing effects; the irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources; significant irreversible changes to the environment;
natural or depletable resource requirements and conservation potential; energy
requirements and conservation potential; the relationship between short-term uses
of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity,
and effects on urban quality, historical and cultural resources; and the design of the
built environment, including the reuse and conservation potential.
Section 7.0 Organizations and Persons Contacted - identifies the organizations and
persons consulted during the preparation of the EIR/EIS.
Sections 8.0 through 10.0 - identifies the list of preparers, provides references for
cited materials, provides a glossary and a list of acronyms used in the document, and
includes as index.
Appendix A - contains the NOP/NOI distributed for the EIR/EIS, copies of responses
received regarding the NOP/NOI, the NOP/NOI mailing list, the Scoping Report,
and Scoping Document.
Appendix B - contains the Alternatives Screening Report.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND DESCRIPTION OF
ALTERNATIVES
The proposed MSHCP is one of three components of the Riverside County Integrated
Project (RCIP). Taken together, the components of the RCIP establish a vision and
process for future growth and development in Riverside County that will provide for
high-quality development, necessary infrastructure to serve that development, and
implementation of an open space reserve that will provide for conservation and
stewardship of western Riverside County’s rich biological heritage, both for the benefit
of biological resources and for future generations within Riverside County.
The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with State and federal
endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth in the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area. Under existing regulations, the responsibility for conserving habitat
for endangered species arises on an ad hoc, random basis as activities affecting declining
species and their habitats are proposed. There is no mechanism in place for taking
regional approach to habitat conservation. The framework established by the proposed
MSHCP will allow the assembly of contiguous parcels of habitat, to provide viable
habitat blocks to assist in the conservation of species. The following groups of
beneficiaries will share responsibility for implementing the proposed MSHCP, including
lands and costs associated with reserve assembly and the costs associated with long-term
management of the Conservation Area:
C

Federal and State governments, and the communities they represent, benefit from
the survival and continuation of species that their laws are designed to protect.

C

Local governments, with jurisdiction in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area,
representing the communities of western Riverside County, have a responsibility to
contribute to assembly of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area. Existing
communities benefit from the preservation of their natural heritage and the visual
and recreational values of regional open space. Regional infrastructure facilities are
being identified and planned for as part of the overall RCIP process, and these will
benefit existing and future residents of these communities. These regional facilities
may receive take authorization through the MSHCP.

C

Private landowners and developers benefit from the proposed MSHCP because it
establishes a local permitting process, eliminating uncertainty and duplication of
agency review, which often occurs in review of individual private projects. It also
provides a framework for reserve assembly, conservation, and management toward
which mitigation funds and activities may be directed.

C

The Southern California region as a whole benefits from the proposed MSHCP,
because it will provide the framework for future development and infrastructure to
be permitted to occur in a manner that considers conservation and interconnectedness with important components of Southern California’s natural heritage.
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2.1

Project Location

2.1.1

MSHCP Plan Area

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area includes an area of approximately 1.26 million acres
(1,966 square miles) and encompasses unincorporated portions of western Riverside
County and 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake,
Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San
Jacinto, and Temecula). The Orange and San Bernardino County lines define the
western boundary of the proposed Plan Area. The San Bernardino and San Diego
County lines form the proposed Plan Area’s northern and southern boundaries,
respectively. The eastern boundary of the proposed Plan Area is formed by Banning
Pass and the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains. The regional context of the proposed
Plan Area and incorporated areas are illustrated in Figures 1.1 and 1.2, respectively,
located in Section 1.0.
The majority of western Riverside County is characterized by rural and suburban
development intermixed with agricultural operations and large blocks of undeveloped
lands. Large blocks of land along the south, east, and west boundaries of the proposed
Plan Area consist of National Forest holdings. The natural topography can be described
as a valley lowland area intersected with rolling hills surrounded by mountainous ranges.
Lowland valley areas exist below 2,000 feet in elevation while scrub/chaparral
dominated hillsides range from 2,000 to 3,000 feet in elevation. Mountainous areas
within the proposed Plan Area range from 3,000 to over 10,000 feet. The presence of
large blocks of undeveloped mountains and hillsides along the proposed Plan Area
boundaries gives evidence of the geographic and ecologic connection between these
adjacent counties.
Existing land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area can be characterized by
developed, agriculture, and open space/vacant land categories. Developed land uses
include residential uses (single-family detached, single-family attached, high-density
residential, and mobile homes), commercial uses (retail/office and tourist/commercial
recreation), industrial uses (light industrial/business park, heavy industrial, mineral
extraction, and warehouse), public facilities (utilities, other public facilities, and
schools), recreational uses (recreation open space), and rural uses (rural residential).
Open space/vacant lands are composed of natural, vacant, and water categories.
Approximately 218,260 acres of incorporated and unincorporated County lands are
currently developed. A total of 169,480 acres is in active agriculture use, and 871,040
acres are characterized as vacant land. The existing patten of land use within the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area is illustrated in Figure 2.1.
Planning areas within Orange County have Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural
Community Conservation Plans (HCPs/NCCPs) that abut the western edge of the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The Southern Subregion NCCP is in process, and the
Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP has been completed. San Diego County is
developing an HCP/NCCP referred to as the MSCP North County Subarea of the
Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program, which abuts the southern
boundary of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The eastern edge of the proposed Plan
Area is bordered by the proposed Coachella Valley Association of Governments
MSHCP.

2.1-2

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

Figure2.1
NOTE:Thisfigurerepresents"asbuilt"conditionsanddoesnotshowallreserves.
Forreserveinformation,seeFigure2.3,StatusofLandOwnership.
SOURCE:COUNTYOFRIVERSIDEEXISTINGSETTINGREPORT,2000.
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2.1.2

Institutional/Political Framework

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area is composed of the jurisdictional boundaries of 14
cities as well as unincorporated lands within western Riverside County. Table 2A
provides acreages for the various jurisdictions within the proposed Plan Area. As
shown, unincorporated County lands comprise approximately 78 percent of the proposed
Plan Area with the remaining approximately 22 percent comprising incorporated cities.
County and cities’ boundaries are depicted in Figure 2.2.
Table 2A - Land Distribution by Jurisdiction
Unincorporated County

988,135 acres (78.5%)1

City of Temecula

16,670 acres (1.3%)

City of Murrieta

18,280 acres (1.5%)

City of Lake Elsinore

24,750 acres (1.9%)

City of Canyon Lake

2,965 acres (< 1%)

City of Corona

22,875 acres (1.8%)

City of Norco

8,550 acres (< 1%)

City of Riverside

50,020 acres (4.0%)

City of Moreno Valley

32,705 acres (2.6%)

City of Perris

20,290 acres (1.6%)

City of Hemet

16,165 acres (1.3%)

City of San Jacinto

16,220 acres (1.3%)

City of Beaumont

16,775 acres (1.3%)

City of Banning

14,845 acres (1.2%)

City of Calimesa

9,535 acres (< 1%)

1

Note:
Source:

Includes all water bodies within both unincorporated and incorporated areas.
RCIP Numbers Document.

Generalized land ownership within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area is depicted in
Figure 2.2. As shown, approximately 67 percent of the Plan Area is composed of private
lands; approximately 3 percent is American Indian Lands, which are not a part of the
proposed MSHCP; and the remaining approximately 30 percent of the proposed Plan
Area is composed of various public ownerships.
Tables 2B and 2C summarize planned land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area
for the unincorporated County lands and the 14 cities, respectively, based on existing
available General Plan data for the County and cities. As shown, the proposed County
General Plan designates a total of 179,940 acres for community development land uses,
294,900 acres for rural land uses, 439,530 acres for open space land uses, and 30,610
acres for agricultural land uses within unincorporated County lands in the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area (General Plan Update). Each of the 14 cities within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area has its own General Plan. According to the General Plans of the
cities, a total of 222,530 acres would be designated for community development, 12,190
acres for rural use, 29,840 acres for open space, and 7,670 acres for agriculture
(WRCOG City General Plan land use database, October 2000).
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Figure2.2

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,OCTOBER,2002.
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Table 2B - Planned Land Uses within Unincorporated County Land
Unincorporated County Land

Acres

Agriculture

30,610

Community Development1
Open Space

179,940

2

439,530

Rural3

294,900

American Indian Lands

41,570

TOTAL

986,550
1

Notes:

Source:

Community Development includes the following designations: Very Low Density Residential, Low
Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, Medium High Density Residential, High Density
Residential, Very High Density Residential, Commercial Retail, Commercial Tourist, Commercial
Office, Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, Business Park, Public Facilities, Community Center, and
Freeways.
2
Open Space includes the following designations: Open Space-Conservation, Open Space-Conservation Habitat, Open Space-Mineral Resource, Open Space-Recreation, Open Space-Rural, and Open
Space-Water.
3
Rural includes the following designations: Rural Residential, Rural Mountainous, Rural Desert.
Based on proposed Updated Riverside County General Plan (June 2002).

Table 2C - Planned Land Uses within Incorporated Land
Incorporated Land

Acres

Agriculture

7,670
1

222,530

Community Development
Open Space

2

29,840

Rural3

12,190

TOTAL

272,230
1

Notes:

Source:

Community Development includes the following designations: High Density Residential, Medium
Density Residential, Low Density Residential, Very Low Density Residential, Mixed Use, Commercial, Industrial/Business Park, Public Facilities, and Specific Plan Area.
2
Open Space includes the following designations: Open Space-Mineral Resources, Open SpaceMulti-Purpose, Open Space-Recreational, Open Space-Water, and Watercourse Overlay.
3
Rural includes the following designations: Rural Mountainous and Rural Residential.
Based on WRCOG City General Plan database (October 2000).

Table 2D compares existing and planned land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area. As shown, planned land uses within the proposed Plan Area indicate a shift in
future use of land within western Riverside County. At build out, approximately
491,300 acres of currently vacant and agricultural lands are anticipated to shift to
community development/rural uses. This shift in land use is planned to accommodate
projected growth within the proposed Plan Area. The proposed MSHCP is being
prepared to provide for maintenance of biological diversity within the proposed Plan
Area through assembly, management, and monitoring of an approximately 500,000-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area in the context of this projected growth and anticipated land
use shift.
Table 2D - Existing vs. Planned Land Use Within Western Riverside County
Existing Land Use

Acres

Planned Land Use

Acres

Developed

218,260

Community Development/Rural

709,560

Vacant1

871,040

Open Space

469,370
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Table 2D - Existing vs. Planned Land Use Within Western Riverside County
Existing Land Use
Agriculture

TOTAL

169,470
169,480

Planned Land Use

Acres

Agriculture

38,280

American Tribal Lands

41,570

1,258,750

2

Notes:

Acres

1,258,750

1

Includes American Indian Lands.
Total does not add up due to rounding error.
Existing Land Use: LSA Associates, 1999 with updates 2000, 2001.
Planned Land Use: County of Riverside General Plan and WRCOG City General Plan Land Use
Database, October 2000.

2

Sources:

2.1.3

Demographic Considerations

Historical Growth
Southern California has experienced periods of rapid growth over most of the past
century. As the coastal regions of Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties have
built-out, much of the new growth has shifted to the inland regions of Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties. During the 1980s and 1990s, Riverside County led the region in
population growth. During the 1990s, Riverside County was also a leader in job growth.
In 1970, Riverside County’s total population was 456,916; approximately 224,032
people lived within western Riverside County cities, and 178,591 lived within
unincorporated areas (it is assumed a majority of unincorporated County occupants
reside within western Riverside County). By 1980, Riverside County’s total population
had increased to 663,199. Approximately 291,313 people lived in western County cities,
and 276,565 lived in the unincorporated County. The County’s total population grew
from 663,199 in 1980 to 1,170,413 by 1990; western County cities were populated by
594,046 people, and an additional 385,384 people lived in the unincorporated western
County. The County’s total population grew from 1,170,413 in 1990 to 1,545,387 in
2000. By 2000, a total of 848,413 people resided in western County cities, and an
additional 420,721 resided in unincorporated western County areas (California
Department of Finance web site, April 2002).
Forecast Growth
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and western Riverside
County cities have historically prepared regional growth forecasts in an effort to allocate
resources in the most efficient manner and assist infrastructure planning. Forecasts
include population, housing, employment, and other economic data. SCAG estimates
that by 2025 almost 7 million people and 4 million jobs – the equivalent of adding two
cities the size of Chicago – will be added to the Southern California region. This would
bring Southern California’s regional population from 16 million to 22.8 million (SCAG
1998, with draft update 2001). Most of the population growth is expected to occur in
north Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties; however, job growth will
also occur in Los Angeles and Orange Counties.
In 1998, SCAG released Riverside County’s population forecasts for 2020; Riverside’s
population is projected to reach upwards of 2.8 million. This population growth equals
approximately 2.8 percent a year from now until 2020 (Stanley R. Hoffman Associates,
revised 2000). Population will continue to increase within the county beyond the 2020
horizon; the County’s population will reach 3.5 million by 2030 and 4.5 million by
2050. A total of 569,608 additional housing units will be needed to accommodate this
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anticipated growth (426,354 in western Riverside County and 143,142 in eastern
Riverside County).
Infrastructure Needs
The demographics clearly lay out the demands associated with growth in population,
housing, and jobs that the RCIP is designed to address as discussed in Section 1.0 of this
document. Among those are the demands that will be placed on local governments to
provide critical infrastructure, municipal facilities, utilities, roads, parks, open space, and
the state allocation of affordable housing units. Infrastructure needs are addressed as
Covered Activities in the proposed MSHCP (Section 7.0). The demographics also
foretell the increased stress on natural habitats, native plants, and animal species.
Merely recounting numbers does not truly describe the magnitude of the challenges
facing western Riverside County. Only by looking at the demographics in terms of their
impacts on all aspects of the proposed Plan Area’s infrastructure, including the
conservation of natural resources, can western Riverside County prepare for the future.
The RCIP through each of its three elements looks at the impacts of the growth facing
the County and begins the process of building the infrastructure necessary to sustain the
natural environment and meet the needs of future citizens.
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2.2

Identification of Alternatives and Selection of Proposed Alternative

A wide range of potentially feasible alternatives was considered as part of the
development of the Plan. The range of alternatives relates to the rough conservation
locations, acreage estimates, and species lists developed for the August 9, 1999, Draft
MSHCP Proposal. The range of alternatives considered was based on their feasibility,
taking into account biological, land use, economic, regulatory, legal, and other
considerations; their ability to reduce or avoid the Project’s significant environmental
impacts; and their consistency with the Project Objectives described in Section 1.0 of
this document. In addition to the potential alternatives identified by the stakeholders and
described in detail in this section, a Description of Preliminary Alternatives was
assembled and distributed to stakeholders in February 2000. Those alternatives were
based on General Plan land use alternatives being developed as part of the RCIP General
Plan Update. Those alternatives have formed the alternative development process;
however, it was decided to develop the General Plan separately from the MSHCP, so the
Preliminary Alternatives presented in the February 2000 document were not developed
further.
The initial conservation planning process focused on identifying acreage requirements
for a conservation scenario that would conserve the majority of species from the initial
species list (discussed in Section 2.2.1). The MSHCP Advisory Committee also
recommended identification of alternative conservation scenarios that could result in
conservation of fewer species. The October 2000 Alternatives Development Document
gave rise to several alternatives. These alternative conservation scenarios were
identified as the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative; the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Existing Reserves Alternative. These
alternatives were developed and analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively using the
MSHCP database in the same manner as the Conceptual Conservation Scenario.
Schematic maps were developed for GIS analysis and visual display purposes for
stakeholders. Also considered as part of this process were a No Project/No MSHCP
Alternative and a modified reserve configuration alternative, which contemplated the
conservation of 165 species. The No Project/No MSHCP Alternative and the modified
reserve configuration alternative are discussed later in this chapter.
In general, the Lead Agencies (the County and the USFWS) concluded that the
alternatives that resulted in conservation of fewer species were infeasible for economic
and other reasons, conflicted with the Project Objectives identified in Section 1.2.2, and
would not avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s significant environmental impacts.
They also concluded that the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative was
infeasible, conflicted with Project Objectives, and would not avoid or substantially
lessen the Project’s significant environmental impacts. Based on these general
conclusions, the initial Conceptual Conservation Scenario (the Proposed Action), as
refined by input from stakeholders and the County Board of Supervisors, was selected
as the preferred alternative, and the conservation planning process proceeded with
further development and refinement of that alternative.

2.2.1

Species Considered for Conservation

The species considered for conservation during the proposed MSHCP planning process
are summarized in Table 2E. As shown in Table 2E, the initial list of species considered
for conservation included 247 species identified for consideration by the MSHCP
Advisory Committee in collaboration with the Wildlife Agencies. Early in the planning
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process, it was determined that sufficient information was not available for many of
these species to proceed with conservation planning. The initial list of 247 species was
reduced to 165 species as part of the August 9, 1999, Draft MSHCP Proposal prepared
by DUDEK. The list was further refined to 146 species as the proposed MSHCP
planning process proceeded and as information needed to proceed with conservation
planning could not be obtained for certain species. Several species were added to the
list during this process as suggested by stakeholders, such as the Wildlife Agencies and
the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Species added included great blue heron
(Ardea herodias), Dulzra kangaroo rat (Dipodomys simulans), Aguanga kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys merriami collinus), and six plant species.
Of the 146 covered species addressed in the proposed MSHCP, 130118 species are
considered to be adequately conserved. The remaining 1628 covered species will be
considered to be adequately conserved when certain conservation requirements are met
as identified in the species-specific conservation objectives for those species (speciesspecific conservation objectives for the 146 covered species are presented in Section 9.0
of the proposed MSHCP). These 16 species are identified with notation (e) in the far
right column of Table 2E. Specific survey requirements are included in the speciesspecific conservation objectives presented in Section 9.0 of the proposed MSHCP and
in Section 4.1 of this EIR/EIS.

Species Initially
Considered for
Conservation2

Species Considered for
Conservation in “1999 Draft
MSHCP Proposal”3

Species Considered for
Conservation in “March 2002
Admin Draft MSHCP Plan”4

MSHCP Covered Species
Adequately Conserved
(August 2002)5

Table 2E - Number of Species Considered for Conservation under the MSHCP since
1999

Listed/Proposed Invertebrates - Crustaceans

2

2

2

2

Other Invertebrates - Crustaceans

1

1

1

1

Listed/Proposed Invertebrates - Insects

2

2

2

2

Other Invertebrates - Insects

7

0

0

0

Listed/Proposed Fish

1

1

1

1

Other Fish

2

2

1

1

Listed/Proposed Amphibians

3

3

3

3

Other Amphibians

3

3

2

2

Listed/Proposed Reptiles

1

1

1

10

Other Reptiles

20

19

11

97

Listed/Proposed Birds

11

9

8

8

Other Birds

44

45

37

3735

Listed/Proposed Mammals

3

2

2

2

Other Mammals

30

11

12

13

Species Category1
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Species Initially
Considered for
Conservation2

Species Considered for
Conservation in “1999 Draft
MSHCP Proposal”3

Species Considered for
Conservation in “March 2002
Admin Draft MSHCP Plan”4

MSHCP Covered Species
Adequately Conserved
(August 2002)5

Table 2E - Number of Species Considered for Conservation under the MSHCP since
1999

Listed/Proposed Plants

17

13

13

1312

Other Plants

100

53

46

4931

Species Category1

Notes:

1

2

3

4

2.2.2

“Listed and Proposed” species includes federally and State threatened and endangered species as well as
Federal and State proposed threatened or endangered species. “Other” species includes Federal Species
of Concern, California Species of Special Concern, California Rare species, California Fully Protected
Species, and species with no special status at this time.
March 1999 FWS Tables 1 and 2: The list of species initially considered for conservation by the Wildlife
Agencies in collaboration with the MSHCP Advisory Committee. This list was documented by USFWS
staff in Tables 1 and 2 prepared in March 1999. Tables 1 and 2 are included in the Appendix to the
August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal” (DUDEK, 1999) on file with the County of Riverside.
August 9, 1999, Draft MSHCP Proposal: This list of species was developed by DUDEK from the list of
species initially considered for conservation based on preliminary review of the MSHCP database. This
list is described in the August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal” (DUDEK, 1999) on file with the County
of Riverside.
March 7, 2002, Administrative Draft MSHCP Plan: This list of species was developed by DUDEK as a
refinement of the list of species included in the August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal.” The
refinements were based on input from the Wildlife Agencies and a variety of stakeholders as well as
additional research conducted by DUDEK. In general, species previously considered for conservation
were eliminated from the list because information needed to proceed with conservation planning for the
species was determined to be unavailable.

Conceptual Conservation

Initial Concept
Early in the MSHCP development phase, an initial reserve concept was developed to
assist the MSHCP Advisory Committee in decisions to proceed with conservation
planning efforts. This generalized Conceptual Conservation Scenario was developed
based on the existing data and literature, habitat assessment workshops, species
occurrence information, coastal sage scrub habitat quality modeling, existing and
planned land uses, and general conservation biology principles summarized in the NCCP
reserve design tenets. The Conceptual Conservation Scenario was intended to address
the life history requirements of as many species as possible on the species list that was
developed by the MSHCP Advisory Committee (Table 2E).
A key objective of the Conceptual Conservation Scenario was to develop a rough
estimate of the number of acres needed to conserve the species on the species list
developed by the Wildlife Agencies. To the extent possible, existing reserves and areas
with multiple species and habitat resources (i.e., “hot spots”) were incorporated to design
an efficient reserve. Core Areas were identified, including areas in both existing
public/quasi-public lands and new areas.
Potential habitat linkages connecting the core habitat areas also were identified.
Consideration of the species anticipated to utilize the linkages helped determine if the
linkage should be designed as a landscape linkage containing biological features and
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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resources for permanent residence, as a movement corridor primarily intended to convey
larger wildlife, or both. The San Jacinto River is an example of a landscape linkage that
is a core area for narrow endemic plant species but also serves as a movement corridor
across the central portion of the proposed Plan Area for species such as bobcat (Lynx
rufus). These narrow endemic plant species are dependent on the river’s hydrological
processes to maintain the appropriate soil and habitat features and a mechanism for
dispersal. An example of a landscape linkage constrained by existing land use patterns
is the upland connection between core habitat areas in the Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake area and the Estelle Mountains/Lake Mathews Reserve area. Patches of coastal
sage scrub exist in this area that provide habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher;
however, existing conditions do not provide a continuous landscape connection suitable
for less mobile species such as small mammals and reptiles. Examples of movement
corridors unlikely to provide live-in habitat for most species include undercrossings of
I-15 at Indian Canyon and Horsethief Canyon for coyotes (Canis latrans), bobcats, and
mountain lions (Felis concolor) moving between the Cleveland National Forest and the
Estelle Mountains/Lake Mathews Reserve area.
Estimating rough acreages for conservation was an important component of the
Conceptual Conservation Scenario. This process involved the following tasks:
•

The narrative Conceptual Conservation Scenario was roughly mapped in the form
of potential conservation analysis units. This rough map was intersected with the
proposed MSHCP vegetation map, and vegetation acreages within each category
were calculated using GIS.

•

Consistent with the approach described in the August 9, 1999 Draft MSHCP
Proposal, 100 percent of the areas characterized as developed on the vegetation map
and 75 percent of the areas characterized as agriculture on the vegetation map were
deleted from the acreage totals.

•

Areas developed since the proposed MSHCP vegetation map was prepared (1995)
were defined using the Existing Land Use coverage developed in 1999 for the RCIP.
The Existing Land Use coverage is based on 1998 aerial photography and 1997
SCAG base data. Acreage estimates were determined for areas that appear to have
been developed since the proposed MSHCP vegetation map was prepared, and these
acreages were deleted from the overall acreage totals.

•

A global 10 percent reduction in total acreage was then assumed based on
anticipated new information such as updated information regarding existing
development, updated information regarding public/quasi-public lands, and updated
information regarding development approvals and Covered Activities.

A rough acreage estimate was derived from the four-step process described above. Then
an acreage range was applied under the assumption of various levels of species
conservation. The generalized range of conservation acreages in the Conceptual
Conservation Scenario totaled 380,000 to 500,000 acres of private and public/quasipublic lands.
Informal Gap Analysis
Based on the Conceptual Conservation Scenario described above, an informal gap
analysis was conducted. This informal gap analysis is not to be confused with the
formal Gap Analysis Program (GAP) described by Scott, et al. (1993), but is based on
the same principles (note use of lowercase for “gap analysis”). The gap analysis
identified areas as important for conservation in the Conceptual Conservation Scenario
but not currently in public ownership, i.e., there is a lack (“gap”) of protection in these
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areas. The locations of existing designated open space lands and other public lands were
mapped using GIS. The initial analysis was based on the status of land ownership map.
Subsequently, a preliminary parcel-based public/quasi-public lands database was
developed by County staff and was used for analysis. This database was then compared
with a schematic map of the Conceptual Conservation Scenario using GIS to identify the
gaps in conservation and where land may need to be acquired to assemble the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area.
The gap analysis identified 153,000 acres needed for conservation that are not currently
in public ownership (i.e., the area within the generalized Conceptual Conservation
Scenario that currently is unprotected). The gaps in protection include portions of core
resource areas, landscape linkages, movement corridors or constrained linkages, and
other important localized resource areas such as vernal pool and Delhi sands flowerloving fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) habitat areas.
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2.3

Proposed Action - MSHCP

The proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive, multiple-jurisdictional planning program
designed to create, manage, and monitor a system of habitat preserves in western
Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with
State and federal endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth
within the proposed Plan Area. Under existing regulations, the responsibility for
conserving habitat for endangered species arises on an ad hoc, random basis as activities
affecting declining species and their habitats are proposed. There is no mechanism in
place for taking regional approach to habitat conservation. The framework established
by the proposed MSHCP will allow the assembly of contiguous parcels of habitat, to
provide viable habitat blocks to assist in the conservation of species.
The proposed MSHCP will serve as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the
FESA, as well as an NCCP under the NCCP Act of 1991, as amended. The proposed
MSHCP will be used to allow, through the local land use planning process, the “take”
of plant and animal species identified in this plan. The USFWS and the CDFG (Wildlife
Agencies) have authority to regulate the “take” of threatened and endangered or
otherwise species. The intent of the plan is for the Wildlife Agencies to grant “take
authorization” for otherwise lawful actions such as development that may incidentally
take or harm individuals for a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas, in exchange
for supporting assembly of a coordinated reserve system. Conservation and management
responsibilities as well as implementation assurances will be provided as outlined in the
Implementation Agreement (IA).
The proposed MSHCP contains the overall conservation strategy for the proposed Plan
Area and documents the conservation actions that collectively are intended to protect
species covered by the proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP also describes the
cooperative institutional mechanisms through which Plan participants will coordinate
implementation of the proposed MSHCP.

2.3.1

Generalized Reserve Description

Reserve Design
The criteria-based approach assumes conservation within the existing public/quasipublic lands comprising approximately 347,000 acres, and development of criteria to
assure additional conservation on private lands of approximately 153,000 acres. The
Area Plan boundaries established as part of the County’s proposed General Plan were
selected to provide an organizational framework for the criteria areas. While these
boundaries are not biologically based, they relate specifically to County Plan Area
boundaries and to the jurisdictional boundaries of incorporated cities. Use of the Area
Plan framework for the criteria-based approach facilitates structuring implementation
strategies around established planning boundaries.
For each of the 14 County Area Plans within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, the
following methodology was applied. The first steps in preparation of the criteria-based
plan involved identification of: (1) Planning Species; (2) Biological Issues and
Considerations; and (3) Reserve Configuration and Management Issues. For each Area
Plan, several wildlife and plant species, known to occur within the Area Plan, were
selected as Planning Species to provide guidelines for reserve design. Listed species and
species with specific reserve design requirements, such as Bell’s sage sparrow
(Amphispiza bellii) (requires large patches of undisturbed habitat) and bobcat (wildlife
movement) were chosen to guide reserve design efforts.
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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Areas with biological resource value were also identified for each Area Plan. Biological
Issues and Considerations, such as maintenance of key habitat blocks or linkages, were
also identified for each Area Plan. In addition, reserve design issues and management
issues were outlined to ensure that NCCP biological concepts were incorporated into
reserve design considerations. Other general Reserve Configuration and Management
Issues were also considered as appropriate for each Area Plan including the following:
•

Representativeness of the applicable bioregion(s) within the particular Area Plan;

•

Representativeness of sensitive upland and wetland vegetation communities within
the particular Area Plan;

•

Maintenance of habitat contiguity;

•

Maintenance of large habitat blocks;

•

Maintenance of ridgelines and riparian areas for movement of mammals, such as
bobcats or mountain lions, as appropriate;

•

Minimization of edge effects;

•

Consideration of “directional” influences such as migration/dispersal patterns, rain,
wind, fire; and

•

Consideration of patch sizes and dispersal patches for Planning Species as
appropriate.

For each Area Plan, a conceptual map was roughly sketched onto a vegetation map with
species and key biological resources and later digitized using GIS software. The
conceptual maps developed for each Area Plan as part of this process formed the basis
for identifying conservation targets and generating quantitative data for the proposed
MSHCP species analyses. Target acreages for subunits within each Area Plan were later
calculated based on the digitized map. The map was refined based on constraints and
opportunities as represented on existing and planned land uses maps, topography maps,
parcel maps, existing reserves and edge area maps. Other maps and resources were used
as needed throughout the process. Consideration was given to reserve design issues
within adjacent Area Plans to provide for appropriate edge matching. The conceptual
maps developed as part of this process were developed primarily for the purposes of
drafting reserve description criteria and developing quantitative data for the proposed
MSHCP species analyses. The conceptual maps do not represent the only possible
reserve that may be assembled within a particular Area Plan during the long-term
MSHCP implementation process. Flexibility is intended to be incorporated in the Area
Plan criteria to allow reserve assembly to be formed by project-specific data and
planning as part of the MSHCP implementation process.
USGS quarter sections (i.e., 160-acre cells) were then overlain on the conceptual map
such that each cell was an area in real space with a legal description but without being
tied to a specific County assessor’s legal parcel. For each quarter section, criteria were
drafted to provide explicit description of the areas to be conserved. The quarter sections
and conservation criteria were recorded on a matrix created for each Area Plan. With
each cell assigned an arbitrary cell identification number, descriptive reserve criteria
were written for each cell that provide an explicit description that would allow one to
create a map of the reserve system. The Criteria for each Cell or Cell Group provide:
(1) a statement of the core and linkage features within the particular Cell or Cell Group
toward which Reserve Assembly will be directed; (2) a statement of the focus of habitat
conservation within the particular Cell or Cell Group; (3) a statement of the reserve
configuration or connectivity focus for the particular Cell or Cell Group; and (4) a
statement of the geographic location and percentage of conservation desired within the
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particular Cell or Cell Group. For example, the Criteria for a particular Cell might be:
“Conservation within this Cell will contribute to assembly of Proposed Core 6.
Conservation within this Cell will focus on coastal sage scrub and chaparral.
Conservation within this Cell will be connected to proposed conservation within Cell
1234 to the west. Conservation within this Cell will occur in the northern 30 to 40
percent of the Cell.” It should be noted that the Criteria statements for Cells and Cell
Groups are intended to be considered as a whole to guide Reserve Assembly; individual
Criteria statements are not intended to be used as stand-alone guidance for Reserve
Assembly. The Criteria are written with the intent that a “non-technical observer” could
re-create the initial reserve concept for the particular Cell or Cell Group. Vegetation
references in the criteria are based on the proposed MSHCP vegetation map. It is
understood that biological conditions are dynamic and will change. In cases where the
vegetation description in the criteria do not match existing conditions at the time of
reserve assembly, the geographic references incorporated in the criteria are intended to
take precedence.
Overall reserve criteria area boundaries within the proposed Plan Area are detailed
previously in Figure 2.2. Four categories are depicted on the legend for the Plan map
and are described below. The status of land ownership is illustrated in Figure 2.3.
Criteria Area
This represents the area within which proposed MSHCP Criteria will be applied and
from which 153,000 acres of new conservation will be achieved to contribute toward
assembly of the overall proposed MSHCP Conservation Area. The establishment of
Criteria Area boundaries is intended to facilitate the process by which the County or
cities will evaluate property that may be needed for inclusion in the proposed MSHCP
Conservation Area. The Criteria Area is an area significantly larger than what the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area will be, within which property will be evaluated
using proposed MSHCP conservation criteria. The Criteria Area is an analytical tool
that assists in determining which properties to evaluate for acquisition and conservation
under the proposed MSHCP and does not impose land use restrictions. Criteria have
been developed for individual Cells or Cell Groupings and are presented for each Area
Plan in Section 3.3 of the proposed MSHCP.
Public/Quasi-Public Lands. Under this category, existing known public/quasi-public
lands that will form the initial backbone of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are
depicted. Approximately 347,000 acres of conservation are anticipated on these lands.
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Figure2.3

SOURCE:COUNTYOFRIVERSIDEEXISTINGSETTINGREPORT,2000.
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Rural Mountainous Designation. This category represents the rural/mountainous land use
designation incorporated in the County General Plan. In general, these lands are
characterized by steep slopes that represent constraints to development. For example,
of the approximately 54,900 acres depicted on the MSHCP Plan map outside the Criteria
Area but within the rural mountainous designation, approximately 42,500 acres (77%)
are characterized by slopes with gradients greater than 30 percent. While Reserve
Assembly activities are not expected to occur in rural mountainous designation areas
outside the Criteria Area, existing and future land use practices in these areas may
provide an edge for the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area that would minimize edge
effects when compared with more urban land uses.
American Indian Tribal Lands. This document makes a distinction between Indian Tribal
Lands and Indian lands. Tribal land refers to land held in trust for Native American
Tribes, which are sovereign nations and govern their own lands. The term Indian lands
refers to land owned by individual Native Americans that is located within the United
States of America, and is subject to all pertinent Federal and State rules and regulations.
Native American Tribal Lands are depicted on the proposed MSHCP Plan map for
reference purposes. No conservation is assumed on these lands, and no activities on
these lands would be permitted under the proposed MSHCP. The Native American
Tribal Lands are not a part of the proposed MSHCP.
The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area will be assembled through a combination of
the following methods:
C

Conservation of lands already in public ownership;

C

Public acquisition of private lands from willing sellers;

C

Private actions to mitigate for the direct impacts of private development projects;

C

Private actions to conserve habitat in conformance with development regulations;
and

C

Public action to mitigate for the direct impacts of public projects.

As previously stated, it is anticipated that conservation of lands already in public
ownership will form the backbone of the Conservation Area, and public entities will
cooperate to manage these lands for the benefit of the species addressed in the proposed
MSHCP. Maximum use of conservation on public lands is intended to minimize the
need to conserve privately-owned habitat. Public acquisition of private lands is also
anticipated to be a key component of reserve assembly. Public acquisition of private
lands is intended to occur in accordance with the procedures described in Section 6.1.1
of the MSHCP. Other public actions to conserve habitat will be associated with
implementation of public projects. Mitigation for impacts of such projects will be
directed toward assembly and management of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
Private actions to conserve habitat are anticipated to occur as part of the development
review and entitlement process. It is intended that conservation of habitat occurring as
a condition of development approval will occur in accordance with local jurisdictions,
land use, and environmental regulations generally involving avoidance and minimization
of habitat impacts, and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Section 6.1.1
of the MSHCP describes the local implementation strategy designed to provide the
framework for conservation occurring as a result of private development approvals.
Bioregions. Within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, large percentages of the Agua
Tibia mountains (80.3%; 10,130 acres), the San Jacinto Mountains (71.7%; 134,000
acres), the San Jacinto Foothills (64.6%; 72,240 acres), and the Santa Ana Mountains
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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(61.3%; 85,810 acres) bioregions are conserved. Significant amounts of the conservation in these bioregions occur within existing public/quasi-public lands. Smaller
portions of the Desert Transition (37.7%; 33,460 acres), the San Bernardino Mountains
(34.5%; 9,990 acres), and the Riverside Lowlands (24.2%; 166,820 acres) bioregions are
conserved within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. Much of the central portion of the
Desert Transition bioregion will not be conserved. Six percent of the desert transition
bioregion currently supports urban or agricultural development. About 10 percent of the
San Bernardino Mountains bioregion currently has urban or agricultural land uses. The
remaining non-conserved lands are either American Indian Lands (5.7%), rural
mountainous (15.7%), or undeveloped private land. The Riverside Lowlands is the
largest bioregion and will have the lowest proportion of its acreage in conservation, with
24.2 percent (166,820 acres) within the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
Approximately 50.4 percent (about 347,800 acres) of the land in this bioregion is
currently supporting urban or agricultural land uses. Very little of this bioregion is
within American Indian Lands or is considered rural mountainous. See Figure 2.4.
Vegetation. Playas/vernal pools and montane coniferous forest vegetation types had the
highest percentages of conservation within the MSHCP Conservation Area, with 85
percent and 94 percent of the total acreages of these vegetation communities conserved,
respectively. Riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
woodlands and forests, chaparral, water, and coastal sage scrub are also conserved at
high levels, with 50 percent to 75 percent of each of these vegetation communities
conserved. Desert scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, and agriculture are
conserved at the lowest levels, with percentages of conservation at 34 percent, 28
percent, 24 percent, and 12 percent, respectively. See Table 2F and Figure 2.5.

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

8,540

20,020

12%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

64,900

272,280

63%

1,260

<5

40

40

3%

156,450

34,560

47,160

81,720

52%

14,570

1,310

3,680

4,990

34%

154,140

22,810

20,010

42,820

28%

1,020

330

180

510

50%

29,910

20,480

20

20,500

69%

7,910

2,920

3,830

6,750

85%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,270

3,920

11,190

74%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

3,170

5,230

66%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

12,210

9,150

1,190

10,340

85%

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Water
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2F - Estimate of Conservation by Vegetation Community
(Proposed MSHCP)

TOTALS

34,300

20,770

2,730

23,500

69%

218,260

4,780

–

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

159,380

1

Conserved

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Developed or Disturbed Land

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Woodlands and Forests

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Vegetation Type

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2F - Estimate of Conservation by Vegetation Community
(Proposed MSHCP)

505,910

Notes:
1
This area represents where proposed MSHCP Criteria will be applied and from which 153,000 acres of new
conservation will be achieved.

2.3.2

Soils

Clay soils within the proposed Plan Area include Bosanko, Auld, Altamont, and Porterville. In addition, areas from which clay had been mined (known as “claypit”) were
digitized. Within the proposed Plan Area, clay soils support several sensitive plant
species, including listed species such as Munz’s onion (Allium munzii; State threatened,
federally endangered), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia; State endangered,
federally threatened), and San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii;
State and federally endangered); and sensitive species such as Orcutt’s brodiaea
(Brodiaea orcuttii), long-spined spine flower (Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina), small-flowered morning glory (Convolvulus simulans), many-stemmed
dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis), Palmer’s grapplinghook (Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri), graceful tarplant (Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata), and small-flowered
microseris (Microseris douglasii var. platycharpha). The Domino-Traver-Willows soil
association includes saline-alkali soils largely located along floodplain areas within the
proposed Plan Area. Sensitive plants supported by the Domino-Traver-Willows soil
association include two listed species: San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata
var. notatior; federally endangered) and spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis;
federally threatened); and sensitive plant species, including Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex
parishii), Davidson’s saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii), Coulter’s goldfields
(Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri), and vernal barley (Hordeum intercedens).
Within the clay soils areas, 31 percent of the total is conserved, including 12 percent
within Additional Reserve Lands and 19 percent on existing public/quasi-public lands.
Of these clay soils, 18 percent of Auld, 23 percent of Bosanko, 37 percent of Porterville,
10 percent of claypit, and 12 percent of Altamont are conserved either on Public/QuasiPublic Lands or captured within the Additional Reserve Lands. Within Domimo-TraverWillows soils, 36 percent of the total is conserved, including 21 percent within the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area and 15 percent on existing public lands. Within
this soil association, 17 percent of Domino, 32 percent of Traver, and 74 percent of
Willows soils are conserved either on public/quasi-public lands or within Additional
Reserve Lands.
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Figure2.4

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,MARCH7,2002.
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Figure2.5

SOURCE:PSBS/KTU+A,1995.
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2.3.3

Patch Size

The individual sizes of patches comprising the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are
important elements to the functioning of the conserved lands. It is generally agreed that
large-sized patches encompass a greater portion of the landscape and allow for a greater
inclusion of ecological niches, and that larger Core Areas offer greater resistance to
catastrophic changes. However, while larger-sized Core Areas are usually considered
better-functioning, widespread smaller satellite Core Areas can incorporate greater
species diversity by efficiently preserving nodes of species of limited distribution. The
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area has both small and large areas to balance the need
to conserve narrowly-distributed species and preserve the greatest number of species and
to protect habitat function with the least management effort.
Patch size is also important in how it relates to edge effects. An edge effect is defined
as a change in the “conditions or species composition within an otherwise uniform
habitat as one approaches a boundary with a different habitat (Ricklefs, 1993).” Edge
effects at the boundary between natural lands and human-occupied lands (“urban edge
effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions such as lighting, noise, invasive species,
exotic predators (dogs, cats, and opossums), hunting, trapping, off-road activities,
dumping, and other forms of recreation and disturbance. Although some species are in
some ways unaffected by edges (e.g., reproductive output of the rufous-crowned sparrow
[Morrison and Bolger, 2002], distribution of arthropod species [Bolger, et al., 2000]) or
even show preferences for edges (e.g., indigo buntings and northern cardinals
[Woodward, et al., 2001]), human-induced edge effects are generally unfavorable to
native species.
The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area is composed of approximately 575 patches.
The spatial character of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area is complex with large
numbers of small, spatially disjunct patches, and small numbers of large connected
patches. Sixty-five percent of these patches are less than 10 acres in area and make up
less than 0.25 percent of the areas to be conserved under the proposed MSHCP. The
vast majority of these small patches occurs within areas heavily fragmented by
urbanization in the Riverside Lowlands Bioregion and are represented by small patches
of existing public/quasi-public lands. By contrast, only 28 of the patches (5%) are
greater than 1,000 acres but these make up 94 percent of the areas to be conserved under
the proposed MSHCP. A single connected block makes up the largest portion of the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area at approximately 238,000 acres (50% of the
acreage).

2.3.4

Covered Species

The 146 species that receive coverage under the proposed MSHCP are listed in Table
2G. The 146 species represent a broad range of habitats and geographical areas in the
proposed Plan Area. They include listed threatened and endangered species that have
very specific habitat requirements and conservation and management needs, other
regionally or locally sensitive or rare species, and upper trophic or generalist species that
have broad habitat requirements.
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Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Birds
Accipiter cooperi

Cooper’s hawk

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)

SSC/FSC

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

Southern California rufouscrowned sparrow

SSC/-

Ammodramus savannarum

grasshopper sparrow

-/-

Amphispiza belli belli

Bell’s sage sparrow

SSC/FSC

Aquila chrysaetos

golden eagle

SP, SSC/-

Ardea herodias

great blue heron

-/-

Athene cunicularia hypugea

burrowing owl

SSC/FSC

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

-/FSC

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

SSC/FSC

Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

ST/FSC

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
couesi

cactus wren

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover (wintering)

SSC/PT

Circus cyaneus

northern harrier (breeding)

SSC/-

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Dendroica petechia brewsteri

yellow warbler

SSC/-

Elanus leucurus

white-tailed kite

SP/FSC

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

SE/FE

Eremophila alpestris actia

California horned lark

SSC/-

Falco columbarius

merlin

SSC/-

Falco mexicanus

prairie falcon (breeding)

SSC/-

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

SP,
SE/delisted

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

SP, SE/FT

Icteria virens

yellow-breasted chat

Lanius ludovicianus

loggerhead shrike

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding)

-/-

Nycticorax nycticorax

black crowned night heron

-/-

Oporornis tolmiei

Macgillivray’s warbler

-/-

Oreortyx pictus

mountain quail

-/-

Pandion haliaetus

osprey
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SSC/SSC/FSC
SSC/-

SSC/-/-

SE/SSC/FSC

SSC/SSC/FSC

SSC/-

Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

SSC/-

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Polioptila californica californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Progne subis

purple martin

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

-/-

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

-/-

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

SE/FE

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

-/-

Canis latrans

coyote

-/-

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

Dipodomys merriami collinus

Aguanga kangaroo rat

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Dipodomys simulans

Dulzra kangaroo rat

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

ST/FE

Glaucomys sabrinus californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

SSC/-

Lepus californicus bennettii

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

SSC/-

Lynx rufus

bobcat

-/-

Mustela frenata

long-tailed weasel

-/-

Neotoma lepida intermedia

San Diego desert woodrat

SSC/-

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse

SSC/-

Puma concolor

mountain lion

-/-

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

-/-

Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

SSC/FE

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

SSC/FT

Rana mucosa

mountain yellow-legged frog

Scaphiopus hammondii

western spadefoot toad

SSC/-

Taricha tarosa tarosa

coast range newt

SSC/-

-/SSC/FSC
SSC/FT
SSC/-/SSC/FSC

Mammals
SSC/-/SSC/FE
-/-

Amphibians

SP, SSC/-

Reptiles
Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

ST/-

Clemmys marmorata pallida

western pond turtle

SSC/-
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Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

-/-

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake

SSC/-

Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

SSC/-

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

-/-

Sceloporus orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

-/-

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

-/-

SSC/-/-

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Branchinecta lynchi

vernal pool fairy shrimp

-/FT

Linderiella santarosae

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

-/FE

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

-/FE

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

-/FE

-/-

Invertebrates/Insects

Fish
Catastomus santaanae

Santa Ana sucker

Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

SSC/FT
SSC/-

Plants
Allium marvinii

Yucaipa onion

-/-

Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

ST/FE

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

-/FE

Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

-/-

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

-/-

Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

-/-

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

-/-

Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

-/-

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

SE/FE

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

SE/FT

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

-/-

Calochortus palmeri var. munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

-/-
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-/FE

Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

-/-

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

-/-

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

ST/FT

Centromandia pungens ssp. laevis

smooth tarplant

-/-

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spine flower

-/-

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

-/-

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spine flower

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

-/-

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

-/-

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

Erodium macrophyllum

round-leaved filaree

Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii

San Diego button-celery

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

-/-

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

-/-

Harpagonella palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

-/-

Heuchera hirsutissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

-/-

Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata

graceful tarplant

-/-

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

-/-

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

-/-

Juglans californica var. californica

Southern California black walnut

-/-

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

-/-

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

-/-

Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

-/-

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

-/-

Limnanthes gracilis var. parishii

Parish’s meadowfoam

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

-/-

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

-/-

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

-/-

SE/SE/FE

SE/FE
-/SE/FE

SE/-

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

2.3-19

Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii

Hall’s monardella

-/-

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

-/-

Myosurus minimus

little mousetail

-/-

Nama stenocarpum

mud nama

-/-

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

-/FT

Navarretia prostrata

prostrate navarretia

-/-

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

-/-

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

-/-

Phacelia stellaris

Brand’s phacelia

-/-

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

-/-

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

-/-

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

-/-

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

-/-

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

-/-

Sibaropsis hammittii

Hammitt’s clay-cress

-/-

Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

-/-

1

SE/FE

State Designations
SE Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission.
ST Species listed as threatened by the California Fish and Game Commission.
SSC
Species of Special Concern: Species considered by the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) as possibly facing extinction in California due to declining populations or habitat.
SP State Protected Species: May not be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game
Commission and/or CDFG.
2
Federal Designations
FE Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
FT Threatened: Species listed as threatened by the USFWS.
PT Proposed Threatened: Species proposed for listing as threatened by the USFWS.
P Petitioned as Threatened or Endangered: Species for which the USFWS has received a petition for
listing as threatened or endangered.
Source: MSHCP.
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2.4

Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative

This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed, proposed, and strong candidate species. A total of 32 listed and proposed
species occur in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. In addition to the listed and proposed
species, this alternative also considers conservation needs for the seven species identified
as “strong candidates” for listing: tricolored blackbird, cactus wren, burrowing owl,
western pond turtle, San Bernardino mountain kingsnake, San Diego mountain
kingsnake, and Los Angeles pocket mouse. These species are detailed in Table 2H. The
focus of conservation for this alternative is these 39 listed, proposed, and strong
candidate species. This alternative focuses largely on conservation of the 39 species
identified in Table 2H. While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated
in this alternative in some areas to provide for a reserve scenario that would address the
conservation needs of the focus species, less emphasis is placed on broad-based
ecosystem conservation. The reserve configuration consists of the boundaries within
which conservation is proposed to be achieved. Table 2I provides a summary of
acreages potentially conserved under this alternative, by vegetation category. These
acreages are estimates of areas that are anticipated to be conserved within the reserve
configuration depicted in Figure 2.6, along with the generalized reserve configuration
under this alternative. As shown in Table 2I, under this alternative a total of 465,830
acres would be conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300
acres of currently private land outside existing reserves.
Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Listed and Proposed Species
Mammals
Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

SSC/FE
ST/FE

Birds
Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

ST/FSC

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover (wintering)

SSC/PT

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

SE/-

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

SP,
SE/delisted

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

SP, SE/FT

Polioptila californica californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

SE/FE

SSC/FT
SE/FE

Reptiles
Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

ST/-

Amphibians
Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

SSC/FE

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

SSC/FT
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name
Rana mucosa

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

mountain yellow-legged frog

SP, SSC/FE

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

-/FE

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

-/FE

Branchinecta lynchii

vernal pool fairy shrimp

-/FT

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

-/FE

Invertebrates/Insects

Invertebrates/Crustaceans

Fish
Catastomus santaanae

Santa Ana sucker

SSC/FT

Plants
Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

ST/FE

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

-/FE

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

-/FE

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

SE/FE

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

SE/FT

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

ST/FT

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spine flower

SE/FE

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

SE/FE

Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii

San Diego button-celery

SE/FE

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

SE/-

-/FT
SE/FE

Other Species
Mammals
Canis latrans

coyote

-/-

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

SSC/-

Glaucomys sabrinus californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

SSC/-

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse (strong
candidate species)

SSC/-

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

-/-

Birds
Accipiter cooperi

Cooper’s hawk

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk
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SSC/SSC/FSC
SSC/-

Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)
(strong candidate species)

SSC/FSC

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

Southern California rufouscrowned sparrow

SSC/-

Athene cunicularia

burrowing owl (strong candidate
species)

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

-/-

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

SSC/FSC

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus

cactus wren (strong candidate species)

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Dendroica petechia

yellow warbler

SSC/-

Falco columbarius

merlin

SSC/-

Icteria virens

yellow-breasted chat

SSC/-

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding)

-/-

Nycticorax nycticorax

black crowned night heron

-/-

Oporornis tolmiei

Macgillvray’s warbler

-/-

Oreortyx picta

mountain quail

-/-

Pandion haliaetus

osprey

SSC/-

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

SSC/-

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Progne subis

purple martin

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

-/-

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

-/-

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

-/-

SSC/FSC

SSC/-/SSC/FSC

-/SSC/FSC
SSC/-/SSC/FSC

Reptiles
Clemmys marmorata pallida

western pond turtle (strong candidate species)

Cnemidophorus tigris
multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red diamond rattlesnake

SSC/-/SSC/-/SSC/-
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake (strong candidate species)

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake
(strong candidate species)

SSC/-

Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

SSC/-

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

-/-

Sceloporus orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

-/-

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

-/-

Amphibians
Taricha tarosa tarosa

coast range newt

SSC/-

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Linderiella santarosae

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

-/-

Fish
Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

SSC/-

Plants
Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

-/-

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

-/-

Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

-/-

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

-/-

Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

-/-

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

-/-

Calochortus palmeri var. munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

-/-

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

-/-

Centromandia pungens ssp. laevis

smooth tarplant

-/-

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spine flower

-/-

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

-/-

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

-/-

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

-/-
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

-/-

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

-/-

Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

-/-

Heuchera hirsutissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

-/-

Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata

graceful tarplant

-/-

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

-/-

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

-/-

Juglans californica var.
californica

Southern California black walnut

-/-

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

-/-

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

-/-

Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

-/-

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

-/-

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

-/-

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

-/-

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

-/-

Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii

Hall’s monardella

-/-

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

-/-

Myosurus minimus

little mousetail

-/-

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

-/-

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

-/-

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

-/-

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

-/-

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

-/-

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

-/-

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

-/-

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

-/-

1

2

State Designations
SE
Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission.
ST
Species listed as threatened by the California Fish and Game Commission.
SSC Species of Special Concern: Species considered by the California Department of Fish and Game as
possibly facing extinction in California due to declining populations or habitat.
SP
State Protected Species: May not be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game
Commission and/or CDFG.
Federal Designations
FE
Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
FT
Threatened: Species listed as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
PT
Proposed Threatened: Species proposed for listing as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
P
Petitioned as Threatened or Endangered: Species for which the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
received a petition for listing as threatened or endangered.
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Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

14,900

26,380

16%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

39,610

246,990

57%

1,260

<5

<5

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

39,180

73,740

47%

14,570

1,310

150

1,460

10%

154,140

22,810

15,220

38,030

25%

1,020

330

100

430

42%

29,910

20,480

30

20,510

69%

7,910

2,920

2,930

5,850

74%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,210

2,100

9,370

62%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

2,380

4,440

56%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

Water

12,210

9,150

940

10,090

83%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

20,770

1,750

22,520

66%

218,260

4,780

0

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

119,300

465,860

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2I - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Summary

Figure2.6
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2.5

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative

This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address only listed and proposed species. As shown in Table 2H, 32 listed and proposed
species occur in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative focuses largely on
the conservation of those 32 listed and proposed species within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological concepts.
While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated in this alternative in some
areas to provide for a conservation scenario that would address the conservation needs
of the listed and proposed species, less emphasis is placed in this alternative on broadbased ecosystem conservation. The generalized reserve configuration under this alternative is depicted in Figure 2.7. The reserve configuration consists of the boundaries
within which conservation is proposed to be achieved. Table 2J provides a summary of
acreages potentially conserved under this alternative, by vegetation category. These
acreages are estimates of areas that are anticipated to be conserved within the reserve
configuration depicted in Figure 2.7. As shown in Table 2J, under this alternative a total
of 439,140 acres would be conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves
and 92,610 acres of currently private lands outside existing reserves.

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

14,900

26,380

16%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

27,010

234,390

54%

1,260

<5

<5

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

29,830

64,390

41%

14,570

1,310

--

1,310

9%

154,140

22,810

11,210

34,020

22%

1,020

330

80

410

40%

29,910

20,480

30

20,510

69%

7,910

2,920

2,930

5,850

74%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,270

1,800

9,070

60%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

2,360

4,420

56%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

Water

12,210

9,150

860

10,010

82%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

20,770

1,590

22,360

65%

218,260

4,780

--

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

92,610

439,140

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2J - Listed and Proposed Species Alternative Vegetation Summary
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Figure2.7
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2.6

Existing Reserves Alternative

The Existing Reserves Alternative consists of maintained species conservation in
existing reserves, which would allow the issuance of a take permit for those species
adequately conserved (see Table 2L). This would be accomplished by the management
strategies of existing reserves that provide conservation of those species that occur there.
In comparison, the proposed MSHCP and action alternatives include this conservation
as well as additional measures and additional land. Table 2K summarizes vegetation
acreages that would potentially be conserved under this alternative. The level of
conservation within existing reserves would be dependent upon activities within the
reserves and resource protection efforts undertaken by the reserve managers.
Information regarding the size, character and mission of the existing reserves is included
in MSHCP Description of Existing Reserves (April 2000).
A brief summary of the consequences of potential species conservation under this
alternative is presented in Table 2L. As shown in this table, of the 32 listed and proposed species, only two bird species, peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) and western
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), would be considered to be
conserved under this alternative. One mammal species, Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), would be conserved based on the existing HCP; however, protection
would not be expanded to populations outside the existing HCP area. Additionally, two
amphibian species, mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) and California redlegged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), and one plant species, San Diego button-celery
(Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii), could be considered to be conserved if additional
conservation measures are implemented at the Santa Rosa Plateau and on USFS lands.
The remaining 23 listed and proposed species would not be considered to be conserved
under this alternative. The existing reserves alternative is depicted in Figure 2.8.
Table 2K - Existing Reserves Alternative Vegetation Summary
MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Existing
Public/Quasi-Public
Lands(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

7%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

48%

1,260

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

22%

14,570

1,310

9%

154,140

22,810

15%

1,020

330

32%

29,910

20,480

68%

7,910

2,920

37%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and Forest

15,030

7,270

48%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

2,060

26%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

91%

12,210

9,150

75%

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Water

Conserved
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Table 2K - Existing Reserves Alternative Vegetation Summary

Vegetation Type

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Existing
Public/Quasi-Public
Lands(acres)

34,300

20,770

61%

218,260

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

Woodlands and Forests
Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS

Conserved

Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Listed and Proposed Species
Birds
Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

Not conserved.

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover

Not conserved.

Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Conserved.

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

Not conserved.

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

Conserved.

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

Not conserved.

Polioptila californica
californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Not conserved.

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

Not conserved.

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

Conserved.

Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

Conditionally conserved.

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

Conserved.

Rana muscosa

mountain yellow-legged frog

Conserved.

Branchinecta lynchii

vernal pool fairy shrimp

Not conserved.

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

Not conserved.

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

Not conserved.

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi sands flower-loving fly

Not conserved.

Santa Ana sucker

Not conserved

Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

Not conserved.

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

Not conserved.

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Not conserved.

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

Not conserved.

Mammals

Amphibians

Invertebrates/Crustaceans

Invertebrates/Insects

Fish
Catastomus santaanae
Plants
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Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

Not conserved.

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Not conserved.

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Conserved.

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spineflower

Not conserved.

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

Not conserved.

Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii

San Diego button-celery

Conserved.

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Not conserved.

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

Not conserved.

Accipiter cooperii

Cooper’s hawk

Not conserved.

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Conserved.

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk

Not conserved.

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)

Not conserved.

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

rufous-crowned sparrow

Not conserved.

Ammodramus savannarum

grasshopper sparrow

Not conserved.

Amphispiza bellii bellii

Bell’s sage sparrow

Not conserved.

Aquila chrysaetos

golden eagle

Not conserved.

Areda herdias

great blue heron

Asio flammeus

short-eared owl (breeding)

Not conserved.

Asio otus

long-eared owl (breeding)

Not conserved.

Athene cunicularia

burrowing owl

Not conserved.

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

Not conserved.

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

Not conserved.

Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus couesi

cactus wren

Not conserved.

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Not conserved.

Catharus ustulatus

Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

Not conserved.

Chaetura vauxi

Vaux’s swift

Conditionally conserved.

Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus

western snowy plover

Not conserved.

Circus cyaneus

northern harrier (breeding)

Not conserved.

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Conserved.

Dendroica petechia brewsteri

yellow warbler

Not conserved.

Elanus leucurus

white-tailed kite

Not conserved.

Eremophila alpestris actia

California horned lark

Not conserved.

Falco columbarius

merlin

Not conserved.

Falco mexicanus

prairie falcon (breeding)

Not conserved.

Glaucidium gnoma

northern pygmy owl

Conserved.

Other Species
Birds
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Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Grus canadensis tabida

greater sandhill crane

Not conserved.

Icteria virens auricollis

yellow-breasted chat

Not conserved.

Ixobrychus exilis hesperis

western least bittern

Not conserved.

Lanius ludovicianus

loggerhead shrike

Not conserved.

Laterallus jamaicensis

California black rail

Not conserved.

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow

Conserved.

Nycticorax nycticorax

black-crowned night-heron

Conserved.

Oporonis tolmiea

MacGillivray’s warbler

Conserved.

Oreortyx picta

mountain quail

Conserved.

Otus flammeolus

flammulated owl

Conditionally conserved.

Pandion haliaetus

osprey

Conserved.

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

Conserved.

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Not conserved.

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Not conserved.

Progne subis

purple martin

Conserved.

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Conserved.

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Conserved.

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

Not conserved.

Toxostoma lecontei

Le Conte’s thrasher

Not conserved.

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

Conserved.

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

Conserved.

Antrozous pallidus

pallid bat

Not conserved.

Bassarisucs astutus

ringtail

Not conserved.

Canis latrans clepticus

coyote

Conserved.

Chaeotodipus californicus
femoralis

Dulzura California pocket
mouse

Conserved.

Choeronyeteris mexicana

Mexican long-tongued bat

Not conserved.

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

Conserved.

Dipodomys merriami collinus

Aguanga kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys simulans

Dulzura kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Euderma maculatum

spotted bat

Not conserved.

Eumops perotis californicus

California mastiff bat

Not conserved.

Glaucomys sabrinus
californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Conserved.

Lasiurus ega

southern yellow bat

Not conserved.

Lepus californicus bennettii

San Diego blacktailed jackrabbit

Not conserved.

Lynx rufus californicus

bobcat

Not conserved.

Macrotus californicus

California leaf-nosed bat

Not conserved.

Mammals
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Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Mustela frenata latirostra

long-tailed weasel

Not conserved.

Myotis ciliolabrum

western small-footed myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis evotis

long-eared myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis thysanodes

fringed myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis volans

long-legged myotis

Not conserved.

Neotoma lepida intermedia

San Diego desert woodrat

Conserved.

Nyctinimops femorosaccus

pocketed free-tailed bat

Not conserved.

Nyctinimops macrotis

big free-tailed bat

Not conserved.

Onychomys torridus ramona

southern grasshopper mouse

Not conserved.

Ovis canadensis cremnobates

peninsular bighorn sheep

Not conserved.

Ovis canadensis nelsoni

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

Not conserved.

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse

Not conserved.

Pleocotus townsendii pallescens

pale big-eared bat

Not conserved.

Pleocotus townsendii
townsendii

western big-eared bat

Not conserved.

Puma concolor

mountain lion

Not conserved.

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

Conserved.

Taxidea taxus

American badger

Not conserved.

Ensatina eschscholtzii klauberi

large blotched salamander

Conserved.

Scaphiopus hammondii

western spadefoot toad

Not conserved.

Taricha torosa torosa

coast range newt

Not conserved.

Anniella pulchra pulchra

California legless lizard

Not conserved.

Arizona elegans occidentalis

coastal glossy snake

Not conserved.

Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

Not conserved.

Clemmys marmorata pallida

southwestern pond turtle

Not conserved.

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

orange-throated whiptail

Not conserved.

Cnemidophorus tigris
multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

Not conserved.

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Not conserved.

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red diamond rattlesnake

Conserved.

Diadophis punctatus modestus

San Bernardino ringneck snake

Not conserved.

Diadophis punctatus similis

San Diego ringneck snake

Not conserved.

Gambelia wislizenii

long-nosed leopard lizard

Not conserved.

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake

Conserved.

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake

Conserved.

Amphibians

Reptiles
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Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Lichanura trivirgata
roseofusca

coastal rosy boa

Conserved.

Phrynosoma coronatum
blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

Not conserved.

Salvadora hexalepis virgultea

coast patch-nosed snake

Conditionally conserved.

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

Not conserved.

Sceloporus orcuttii orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

Not conserved.

Thamnophis hammondii

two-striped garter snake

Not conserved.

Thamnophis sirtalis infernalis

California red-sided garter
snake

Not conserved.

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

Not conserved.

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

Conserved.

Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

Not conserved.

Rhinichthys osculus

Santa Ana speckled dace

Conserved.

Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

Conserved.

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

Not conserved.

Astragalus pachypus var.
jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

Not conserved.

Atriplex coulteri

Coulter’s saltbush

Not conserved.

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

Not conserved.

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

Not conserved.

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

Conserved.

Calochortus palmeri var.
munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

Conserved.

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Not conserved.

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

Not conserved.

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

Not conserved.

Centromandia pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spineflower

Not conserved.

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

Not conserved.

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

Not conserved.

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

Conserved.

Invertebrates
Linderiella santarosae
Fish

Plants
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Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Conserved.

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

Conserved.

Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

Not conserved.

Holocarpha virgata ssp.
elongata

graceful tarplant

Not conserved.

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

Not conserved.

Huechera hirsuitissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

Conserved.

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

Conserved.

Juglans californica var.
californica

Southern California black walnut

Not conserved.

Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

Not conserved.

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

Not conserved.

Lilium humboldtii ssp.
ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

Conserved.

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

Conserved.

Limnanthes gracilis var.
parishii

Parish’s meadowfoam

Conserved.

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

Not conserved.

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Conserved.

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

Not conserved.

Monardella macrantha ssp.
hallii

Hall’s monardella

Conserved.

Mucronea californica

California spineflower

Not conserved.

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

Not conserved.

Myosurus minimus ssp. apus

little mousetail

Not conserved.

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

Conserved.

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

Conserved.

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

Not conserved.

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

Conserved.

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

Not conserved.

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

Not conserved.

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

Conserved.

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

Not conserved.

Source:

Western Riverside County MSHCP.
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2.7

No Project/No MSHCP Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, subregional permits pursuant to the following
regulations would not be issued: 1) Section 10(a)(1)(B) under the Federal Endangered
Species Act; and 2) Section 2835 of the California Fish and Game Code. Activities
involving take of State and/or federal listed species would require individual permitting
on a project-by-project basis, as is currently the case.
Land use changes and policies that are being contemplated to implement the proposed
MSHCP may not occur. However, planning currently being conducted under the RCIP
for the County’s General Plan and County Circulation Element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans resulting in take of listed species
and regulated habitats, however, would need to be permitted separately under the
applicable State and federal processes. Existing reserves would be retained with existing
management strategies under the No Project/No MSHCP Alternative. A summary of
existing reserves and associated management activities is provided in Table 2M.
Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local,
State, and federal regulatory processes. Under the No Project/No MSHCP Alternative,
these existing processes, and the resulting project modifications and mitigation are anticipated to result in some conservation of habitats and species within the proposed Plan
Area. Biological resources that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and policies are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered,
and those species and habitats associated with wetland systems, as further discussed in
this section.
Table 2N provides a summary of species currently provided protection under federal and
State endangered species regulations, their known locations within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area, and their general habitats and habitat associations. In addition, Figure 3.1.1
of this document provides a general context under which wetlands that are subject to
existing regulation can be estimated. Actual jurisdictional areas would need to be
mapped on a more detailed project-by-project basis to determine the specific areas
affected. This information is provided to summarize and depict species and potential
wetland locations that would receive some protection under the No Project/No MSHCP
Alternative based on application of existing regulations.
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented, and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a coordinated system of linkages provided to connect conservation areas, and the ability to
provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.
Although the aforementioned regulations and policies would continue to be applied
throughout the proposed Plan Area in the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, history
has demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the
decline of species in the proposed Plan Area that has resulted in increased listings of
species in recent years. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that under the No
Project/No MSHCP Alternative, new species would continue to be listed in the future,
and regulation of those species and their habitats would be applied under the current
regulatory processes.
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Table 2M - Summary of Existing Reserves within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Cleveland National
Forest

USFS

Resource conservation and compatible recreation
activities; wilderness areas; recreation restricted to
hiking, low-impact camping.

San Bernardino
National Forest

USFS

Resource conservation and compatible recreation
activities; wilderness areas; recreation restricted to
hiking, low-impact camping.

Prado Basin

US Army Corps of
Engineers

Management for watershed resource preservation as
well as flood control protection.

Bureau of Land
Management Lands

BLM

Management is based on multiple use and sustainable
yield. Designation of Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (Potrero, Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve,
Million Dollar Spring). Land swaps to promulgate
concentration of ownership with the intent to better
manage lands.

Lake Perris
Recreation Area

California State
Parks

Preservation of natural and cultural resources and
provide for recreational activities. Management for
SKR and exotic species removal.

San Jacinto Wildlife
Refuge

CDFG / California
State Parks

Native species conservation and habitat enhancement.
Hunting and fishing permitted in some areas. Mowing
of 1,500 acres for maintenance of SKR habitat, per
SKR HCP.

Chino Hills State
Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of natural communities (NCCP area) and
species as well as recreational activities. Exotic species
removal programs and promulgation of providing
wildlife linkages to surrounding open space areas also
occur.

Anza Borrego Desert
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment. Monitoring
programs for riparian vegetation communities, peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis cremnobates)
and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). Wilderness areas are managed for primitive character and
wildlife preservation.

Mt. San Jacinto
Wilderness State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment, maintenance of
non-motorized vehicle or bicycle uses. Primitive
camping and associated hiking facilities. Scientific
research of high forest ecosystems and endangered
plants occurs.

Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve

CSU, San Diego /
The Nature Conservancy / CDFG

Managed for scientific education and research. The
Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (BLM designation) is managed as a core reserve while still permitting educational and scientific research activities.

Santa Rosa Plateau
Nature Reserve

California State
Parks / County of
Riverside / The
Nature Conservancy

Managed to accommodate all owner’s mission statements; daily non-motorized vehicle access, restoration
of native habitats including vernal pools and
Engelmann Oaks (Quercus engelmannii). Exotics
removal program is underway.

Motte Rimrock
Reserve

University of California Regents

Managed for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to the public, however the entire reserve
is fenced

Box Springs Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained as research and instruction site by UCR.
Open to the public, however all sides are fenced.
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Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Emerson Oaks
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to public during daylight hours. An exotic
species removal program has also been deployed at this
reserve.

UC James San
Jacinto Mountain Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to public, however access is restricted due
to perimeter fencing.

Kabian Park

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District / BLM

Management for wildlife and recreation such as
equestrian, hiking and picnicking. Being considered as
a building block for a future core reserve.

DeAnza Park/Norton
Younglove Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Ultimate management and use of this land has not been
resolved at this time. The County is currently in the
process of evaluating prospects for a motor cycle park
or a conservation area.

Harford Springs
Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for passive recreation such as hiking, equestrian uses and wildlife viewing.

Box Springs
Mountain Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for purposes of recreation including equestrian uses.

Santa Ana Regional
Park

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District / US Army
Corps of Engineers

Hidden Valley Wildlife Area: managed for habitat
conservation and enhancement.
Martha Mclean Anza Narrows Park: managed for
active recreation.
Rancho Jurupa Park: managed for active recreation
including off-highway recreational vehicles.

Lake Skinner
Recreation Area

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for active recreation.

Riverside County
Habitat Conservation
Agency Lands

RCHCA

All lands are dedicated in perpetuity to wildlife habitat.

Orange County Water
District Lands

Orange County
Water District

Managed for sustainable water resources for Orange
County. Least Bell’s vireo habitat restoration and
species preservation program. Maintenance of 465
acres of wetland. Duck and pheasant hunting on
adjacent lands.

Sycamore Canyon
Wilderness Park

City of Riverside
Park and Recreation Department

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve system.
Exotics removal program in wetland areas is also a
component of the park’s management theme.

Lake MathewsEstelle Mountain Reserve

Metropolitan Water District /
CDFG / RCHCA
/ BLM

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve system.
Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive
management program in place.

Southwest Riverside
County MultiSpecies Reserve

Metropolitan Water District /
RCHCA / Riverside County Parks
and Open Space
District / BLM

Managed as a multiple species reserve. Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive management
program in place.
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Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Metropolitan Water
District Lands

Metropolitan Water District

A large majority of lands are reserved for operations
and maintenance. Several smaller portions of land have
been reserved for vernal pool or other habitat preservation. These parcels are managed for the perpetuity of
native habitat and species preservation.

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation
District Lands

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation District

Managed for protection of flood-related threats.
Management plans have been developed with CDFG to
regulate management regimes in sensitive areas.

March Air Reserve
Base Reserve Lands

March JPA

Managed as a component of the SKR core reserve
system (core reserve with Sycamore Canyon). March
JPA is in discussion with USFWS regarding this land.

Southern California
Edison Lands

SCE

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of
utilities. Policies within SCE have been developed in
order to reduce impacts to sensitive habitats when
emergency action is necessary.

San Diego Gas and
Electric Lands

San Diego Gas
and Electric

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of
utilities.

Mitigation Banks/
Conservation Banks

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of
habitat and/or species preservation through mitigation.
Lands are actively managed for specific species or
habitat type.

BLM
Bureau of Land Management
CDFG
California Department of Fish and Game
CSU
California State University
HCP
Habitat Conservation Plan
JPA
Joint Powers Authority
NCCPNatural Communities Conservation Plan
RCHCA Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency
SCE
Southern California Edison
SKR
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi)
UCR
University of California, Riverside
USFS
United States Forest Service

Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Plants
Allium munzii

ST, FE

13 extant populations: Estelle
Mountain, Gavilan Plateau, North
Peak, Paloma Valley, Skunk Hollow and Bachelor Mountain North,
Domenigoni Hills, Alberhill, and
Temescal Canyon.

Chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, grassland, riparian
scrub, woodland
forests.

FE

11 loosely defined areas largely
associated with Mystic Lake, San
Jacinto River, and Salt Creek. Also
associated with willow soils at
Alberhill Creek.

Alkaline playas
and vernal pools,
grassland.

SE, FE

Vicinity of Vail Lake.

Chaparral,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

Munz’s onion

Atriplex coronata
var. notatior
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Berberis nevinii
Nevin’s barberry
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Brodiaea filifolia

SE, FT

12 populations along San Jacinto
River in Nuevo, Perris, and the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area, Salt Creek,
the Santa Rosa Plateau and west of
Santa Rosa Plateau, and the old Salt
Creek drainage.

Clay, loamy sand,
alkaline silty clay,
grassland, playas
and vernal pools.

SE, FT

3 populations in the hills immediately west of Vail Lake and on the
lower north-facing slopes of the
Agua Tibia Mountains in the Agua
Tibia Wilderness.

Chamise chaparral
on ultra basic parent rock and
weathered gabbro.

SE, FE

4 areas in Temescal Wash at Indian
Creek; upper San Jacinto River at
Valle Vista and Hemet; Central
Bautista Creek, Arroyo Seco, Kolb
Creek; and Vail Lake.

Chaparral, gravels
in open chamise,
sandy soils in
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

SE, FE

2 locations: near Market Street
within the City of Riverside and
west of Fairmont Park and Golf
Club within the City of Riverside.

Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
washes and early
succession alluvial
fan sage scrub.

SE, FE

4 populations within proposed Plan
Area.

SE

1 location at Santa Rosa Plateau.

Ephemeral
wetlands in mountains.

FT

Western Riverside County supports
the 12 largest remaining populations in alkali soils within upper
Salt Creek west of Hemet, along the
San Jacinto River from west of
Mystic Lake south to Perris Valley
Airport.

Playas and vernal
pools.

SE, FE

3 vernal pool sites at upper Salt
Creek west of Hemet, Skunk Hollow, and the Santa Rosa Plateau.

Playas and vernal
pools.

3 locations at Skunk Hollow, the
Santa Rosa Plateau, and Salt Creek.

Playas and vernal
pools.

thread-leaved
brodiaea

Ceanothus
ophiochilus
Vail Lake
ceanothus
Dodechema
leptoceras
slender-horned
spineflower
Eriastrum
densifolium ssp.
sanctorum
Santa Ana River
woollystar
Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

San Diego
button-celery
Limnanthes
gracilis parishii
Parish’s
meadowfoam
Navarretia
fossalis
spreading
navarretia

Orcuttia
californica
California Orcutt
grass

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Branchinecta
lynchii

FT

vernal pool fairy
shrimp
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species
Streptocephalus
woottoni

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

FE

Skunk Hollow vernal pools, just
east of I-15 on the Pechanga Indian
Reservation, and two locations in
Rancho California along SR-79.

Playas and vernal
pools.

FE

Aguanga, Anza, Cactus Valley,
Gavilan Hills, Menifee, Murrieta
Hot Springs, Sage, Vail Lake,
Wildomar, Wilson Valley, Paloma
Valley, Kolb Creek, and Southwestern Riverside County MultiSpecies Reserve.

Open chaparral,
coastal sage scrub,
grassland, playas
and vernal pools,
open canopy
woodlands and
forests.

FE

Jurupa Hills, Agua Mansa area,
Mira Loma, and within Delhi soil
zones along SR-60.

Coastal sage scrub,
sparse with Delhi
soils, grassland
with Delhi soils.

FE

Scattered occurrences southwest of
Lake Elsinore, south of Vail Lake,
the Whitewater River, north of I-10,
Santa Margarita River basin below
609 meters elevation. Also in
Temecula, Arroyo Seco, San
Mateo, Tenaja Creek, Dipping
Springs at Vail Lake, and San
Jacinto River near confluence of
Bautista Creek and Sitton Peak.

Chaparral
(estivation),
coastal sage scrub
(estivation), grassland (estivation),
riparian woodlands
(estivation), riparian scrub, woodlands and forests
(breeding), riparian
alluvial fan sage
scrub (estivation).

FT

Very rare in western Riverside
County and Santa Rosa Plateau
(only known extant population
south of Ventura County).

Marshes and
meadows (livestock ponds), riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests (breeding).

ST

San Jacinto Mountains at Fern
Valley-Idyllwild, Suicide Peak
Trail, Marion Mountains near
Idyllwild, Hunter Park, and Devil’s
Slide Trail (most populations within
designated wilderness areas).

Chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forests,
woodlands and
forests.

Riverside fairy
shrimp
Invertebrates/Insects
Euphydryas
editha quino
Quino
checkerspot butterfly
Rhaphiomidas
terminates
abdominalis
Delhi sands flower-loving fly
Amphibians
Bufo californicus
arroyo toad

Rana aurora
draytonii
California redlegged frog
Reptiles
Charina bottae
umbratica
southern rubber
boa
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Birds
Buteo swainsoni

ST

Agricultural areas with rural and
low density residential (has not
been recorded in many locations in
central Plan Area and montane regions).

Agriculture, sparse
coastal sage scrub,
desert scrubs,
grassland,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
woodlands and
forests (open).

SE

5 territories all within Prado Basin
and Santa Ana River. Only summer
population west of Colorado River.

Riparian forests in
woodlands and
forests.

SE, FE

Sparse locations in Prado Basin and
Vail Lake. Also maybe in Temescal
Creek, Bautista Creek, Diamond
Valley Lake area, Hemet Lake,
Lake Elsinore, Santa Rosa Plateau
East, Santa Ana River, Temecula
Creek, Lake Mathews, Lake Skinner, Lake Perris, Murrieta Creek,
Prado Park.

Riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

SE,
delisted

May exist anywhere in study area,
observations in Prado Basin.

Agriculture, desert
scrubs, grassland,
Alpine meadows
and marshes,
montane coniferous forests, canyons, cliffs, escarpments.

SE, FT

Primarily migrant and wintering
species in western Riverside
County. Some nesting attempted
around bodies of water.

Meadows and
marshes, montane
coniferous forests,
riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forest, water.

FT

Throughout western Riverside
County in coastal sage scrub habitats. High densities occur along I15 corridor, continuing southeast to
Lake Skinner.

Coastal sage scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

FE, SE

Summer resident in willow areas
below 1,970 feet elevation, south of
Tehachapi Mountains and north of
northwestern Baja California.

Riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests.

Swainson’s hawk

Coccyzus
americanus
occidentalis
western yellowbilled cuckoo
Empidonax
traillii extimus
southwestern willow flycatcher

Falco peregrinus
peregrine falcon

Haliaeetus
leucocephalus
bald eagle

Polioptila
californica
californica
coastal California
gnatcatcher
Vireo belli
pusillus
least Bell’s vireo
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Mammals
Dipodomys
merriami parvus

FE

Aguanga, Sage, Temecula Creek,
and Wilson Creek.

Coastal sage scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

ST, FE

Patchy distribution from Corona/Norco Hills just west of SR-91
to Anza Valley, Temecula area,
Badlands, and Potrero Valley.
Largest populations in Lake
Mathews-Estelle Mountains, Lake
Skinner Domenigoni Valley, and
San Jacinto-Lake Perris core reserves.

Sparse coastal sage
scrub, grassland,
sparse Riversidean
alluvial fan sage
scrub.

San Bernardino
kangaroo rat
Dipodomys
stephensi
Stephens’ kangaroo rat

ST
SE
FT
FE

Listed “Threatened” under the State of California Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Endangered” under the State of California Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Threatened” under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Endangered” under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
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2.8

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (c) states the following with respect to the
range of alternatives in an EIR:
The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should
also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were
rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency’s determination. Additional information explaining the
choice of alternatives may be included in the administrative record. Among the
factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an
EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or
(iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.
NEPA regulations 40 CFR 1502.14 (a) states that the alternatives section of an EIS
should:
[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons
for their having been eliminated.
This section briefly describes two alternatives (Narrow Endemic Plant Species
Alternative and the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative) that were evaluated
and eliminated from further detailed study. Their reasons for being eliminated, which
are the failure to meet most of the basic project objectives and their infeasibility, are also
briefly discussed.
2.8.1

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative

This alternative would focus on the conservation of narrow endemic plant species. The
term endemic species refers to a species that is native to a particular geographic area.
Endemic does not imply rarity or endangerment; rather, it refers to geographic
distribution. A very narrowly distributed species is found only within a small
geographic area (e.g., the San Jacinto Valley crownscale [Atriplex coronata var.
notatior] is endemic [found only] in western Riverside County).
The term narrow endemic species has been used in conservation planning to refer to a
species that is restricted to a relatively small geographic area and for which conservation
planning decisions would have a substantial effect on the status of the species. Plant
species that are the focus of this alternative are listed in Table 2O. It is anticipated that
under this alternative, conservation areas for narrow endemic plants would overlap
similar areas identified for conservation in the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative.
Protocol surveys would be constructed for narrow endemic plants during the appropriate
season. If populations of narrow endemic plants were observed, avoidance and minimization measures would be undertaken in the design of individual projects.

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

2.8-1

Table 2O - Plant Species Protected under the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Plant Species Endemic to the Plan Area
Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

Arabis johnstoni

Johnston’s rock cress

Atriplex coronata var.
notatior

San Jacinto Valley
crownscale

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

Calochortus palmeri var.
munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains
bedstraw

Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Generally confined to Forest Service lands
Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Plant Species for which Plan Area is Critical to Conservation (not Endemic to Plan Area)
Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaf brodiaea

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned
spineflower

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed
dudleya

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River
woollystar

Hemizoniz pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Lasthenia glabrata spp.
apus

Coulter’s goldfield

Lepechinia cordifolia

heart-leaf pitcher-sage

Myosurus minimus ssp.
apus

little mousetail

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt
grass

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

Santa Ana River

Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Santa Rosa Plateau, Steele Rock

For many of the plant species being considered for conservation under the proposed
MSHCP, the existing available distribution data are limited. If coverage of these species
were sought in the selected alternative for the proposed MSHCP, the need to conduct
surveys would apply to these species, as well as to the narrow endemic plant species.
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The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative conflicts with Project Objectives.
Because it covers only 22 species, the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative does
not provide the maximum possible certainty that the Take Authorization will cover
additional species that may be listed while the Permits are in effect. Also, the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Alternative will not streamline development authorization under
FESA and CESA to the maximum extent practicable. Likewise, the Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Alternative would not provide assurances that, to the extent legally
possible, private parties will not be required to mitigate impacts under FESA and CESA
except as required in the Plan. The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative is also
infeasible due to economic and other considerations, and it would not reduce or avoid
any of the Project’s significant environmental impacts. Thus, the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative to the
Plan. However, elements from this alternative to protect endemic species were
incorporated into the Proposed Action as additional survey requirements (Appendix B,
Alternative Screening Document, contains a more detailed analysis). By incorporating
these features, the Plan takes advantage of the species benefits that would have been
provided by the Narrow Endemic Species Alternative.
2.8.2

Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative

This alternative seeks to promote the viability and recovery of western Riverside County
ecosystems and habitats, and the species dependent upon them. Additionally, this alternative seeks to reduce the need for the potential listing of species in the future. Like the
proposed Plan, this alternative also focuses generally on the following broad-based
NCCP biological tenets:
C Conserve focus species and their habitats throughout the proposed Plan Area;
C Conserve large habitat blocks;
C Conserve habitat diversity;
C Keep reserves contiguous and connected; and
C Protect reserves from encroachment and invasion by non-native species.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative provides for the most conservation of
the alternatives and the Proposed Action. It seeks to conserve up to 146 species and
218,600 acres of habitat on private lands within the MSHCP Planning Area. The
number of species to be conserved remains the same: 32 listed and proposed species, and
115 sensitive species.
Like all of the other alternatives, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
conserves 346,530 acres of existing public/quasi-public lands. In addition, the Modified
Reserve Configuration Alternative also would conserve 218,600 acres of private lands.
The 218,600 acres include the 153,000 acres proposed for conservation with the
Proposed Action plus 65,400 acres of additional conservation on private lands. The
additional 65,400 acres of private lands are largely comprised of lands designated as
critical habitat for listed, threatened, or endangered species or areas supporting sensitive
soils.
After analyzing the potential beneficial and detrimental effects of the alternatives, the
Lead Agencies determined that the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conflicts
with Project Objectives. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have
increased the number of acres to be conserved by 65,400 acres even though the amount
of habitat included in the Project is sufficient to adequately conserve all of the Covered
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Species. Thus, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have greatly
increased the cost of the project (by the fair market value of those 65,400 acres) without
significantly increasing the habitat value of the reserve. The Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative would conflict with Project Objectives because it would not
be economically efficient and it would not limit the expenditure of public and private
funds to the amount necessary to maintain a reserve that can adequately conserve the
Covered Species. Moreover, because the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
would require the purchase of an additional 65,400 acres of private lands, it is
economically infeasible and it conflicts with the Project Objective requiring that the
preferred alternative include a fee-based funding program that will generate sufficient
revenue to contribute to the reserve’s funding needs. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative also fails to avoid or substantially reduce any of the Project’s significant
environmental impacts. Based on these considerations, the Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative
to the proposed Project. (Appendix B, Alternative Screening Document, contains a more
detailed analysis of this decision-making process).
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2.9

Funding

Local funding is an essential element of the western Riverside County MSHCP. Local
funding provides mitigation for the local public and private development projects that
the proposed MSHCP will accommodate. Riverside County’s rapidly growing
population will require the construction of more than 100,000 approximately 149,000
additional residential units in unincorporated western Riverside County to be built over
the next 20 years by 2025. The local funding plan must balance the cost and benefits.
A local mitigation fee on all new development will be required, subject to a Government
Code Section 66000 establishing the legal relationship between the fee and the benefit
to those paying it.
The Plan’s ability to provide for timely acquisition of lands required for creation of the
reserve system is the single most critical element in the success of the Plan. Land values
in the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are likely to range from less than $1,000 per
acre to $100,000 per acre or more depending on location, natural constraints, access,
availability of utilities, and zoning and land use entitlements. The projected cost to
acquire 112,000 acres of private lands is $1,450,000,000. Further, the cyclical nature
of land development in Riverside County adds to the volatility of land values. During
the course of assembling the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area, inflation, economic
cycles, supply and demand for housing in the region will all impact the actual costs of
land acquisition. The financing plan will be revisited periodically during the life of the
plan to update cost and financing projections.
Local funding sources include funding from both public and private development and
regional funding sources that attempt to spread the financial burden over a broader base
than just new development. Sources in this category include, but are not limited to, City
and County developer mitigation fees, contributions from local public and private
infrastructure projects, County contribution of El Sobrante Landfill tipping fees from
out-of-County waste, County contribution of landfill tipping fees for in-County waste,
a contribution of a portion of Measure A sales tax, other regional funding that may be
developed, and County contribution of Density Bonus fees.
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2.10 Implementation
Regional Conservation Authority. Implementation of the MSHCP will be overseen,
administered, and enforced by a joint regional authority formed by the County and 14
cities pursuant to the requirements of the California Government Code and other
appropriate legal authorities. This authority will be called the Western Riverside County
Regional Conservation Authority (RCA). The RCA will have adequate authority to
carry out the requirements of the MSHCP. The RCA shall sign the IA and will be a
permitee under the permits. However, the RCA will not limit County or City local land
use authority, or prevent a permitee from approving a discretionary project. The RCA
will be formed either as a new joint powers authority or as part of an existing joint
powers authority prior to the issuance of permits by the Wildlife Agencies. It is
currently anticipated that the RCA will be governed by a Board of Directors consisting
of the 5 members of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors a well as an elected
official from each of the 14 cities.
The RCA will provide the primary policy direction for the implementation of the
MSHCP and will provide opportunities for public participation in the decision-making
process. Duties of the RCA will include (but are not limited to) the following:
• Identify and make decisions on local Additional Reserve Lands acquisitions
consistent with adopted MSHCP policies, criteria, and strategies, with input from
Funding Coordination Committee (FCC, see below);
• Identify and make decisions on local funding priorities consistent with adopted
MSHCP policies, criteria, and strategies, with input from the FCC;
• Coordinate implementation of the MSHCP by permitees and the Wildlife Agencies,
and endeavor to assist in resolving disputes between permitees and the Wildlife
Agencies;
• Approve and submit to the Wildlife Agencies all reports required by the MSHCP;
• Approve all requests (over a certain amount) for funding submitted by the Executive
Director (see below), the Reserve Management Oversight Committee (RMOC, see
below), and other entities implementing the MSHCP;
• Negotiate and execute conservation easements and fee acquisitions, accept gifts of
land donated for conservation, accept mitigation land conveyed from the County and
the 14 cities, and ensure transmission of impact mitigation fees from the County and
14 cities to the RCA on a quarterly basis.
• Select, contract, and consult with the Executive Director, and create, appoint, and
consult with the FCC;
• Grant third party take authorization and take authorization to Participating Special
Entities and others as set forth in the IA;
• Assist permitees in preparing and submitting to the Wildlife Agencies Minor
Amendments to the MSHCP;
• Establish policies as appropriate under which the FCC will make recommendations
to the RCA;
• Hire and provide staff support, as necessary, to implement the MSHCP, and contract
with outside entities for specific services such as law enforcement;
• Act as custodian of records for information concerning MSHCP implementation;
• Hold regularly scheduled public meetings;
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• Develop and implement financing strategies to maximize funding sources, manage
and coordinate the MSHCP local funding plan as set forth in Section 8.0 of the
MSHCP, and review and approve the annual funding budget for the Reserve
Monitoring Program submitted by the Executive Director;
• Coordinate with State and Federal agencies on MSHCP funding, and adopt an annual
budget, including but not limited to a capital improvement programs that identifies
planned capital and land acquisition expenditures; and
• When appropriate, assume the duties and responsibilities of the Riverside County
Habitat Conservation Agency, pursuant to the Long-Term Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
Habitat Conservation Plan.
The RCA will not have authority over State or Federal land in the MSHCP Conservation
Area.
Funding Coordination Committee. To assist in implementing its duties pursuant to the
MSHCP, the RCA Board of Directors shall form the FCC within 120 days of issuance
of the permits, to provide input on local funding priorities and local MSHCP Conservation Area acquisitions. Members of the FCC will be appointed by the RCA and will
consist of staff representatives from the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA. To the extent
possible, FCC members will have expertise in real estate or land use planning matters,
or experience in implementing large-scale conservation programs. All Planning
Directors from the County and 14 cities will receive prior notice of all FCC meetings,
which will include a meeting agenda and the list of potential acquisition sites, as
appropriate. The Planning Directors or designated representatives will participate in the
FCC as appropriate.
The FCC will advise the RCA through the Executive Director on local Additional
Reserve Lands acquisitions and local funding priorities, as requested. However, the
RCA will have the final decision-making authority in establishing and implementing the
local priorities. The FCC will also provide a forum to discuss Wildlife Agencies land
acquisition priorities and keep the RCA informed on acquisitions by non-local sources.
The RCA will establish policies, as appropriate, under which the FCC will make
recommendations to the RCA. These policies will include conflict of interest guidelines
for the FCC members.
Executive Director. The RCA will also select an appropriate individual or entity to
administer the plan (the Executive Director). Within 30 days of the formation of the
RCA, the RCA will contract with an appropriate County Department to act as the
Executive Director within 30 days of the formation of the RCA. This County
Department will be recommended by the County Executive Officer and approved by the
RCA Board of Directors. The County contract will be for an initial term of three years.
At least six months prior to the expiration of the initial contract term, the RCA will
review the County Department’s performance as Executive Director, and will, as
appropriate, either extend the contract or select an alternative entity or individual for the
Executive Director position.
Duties of the Executive Director will include but not be limited to the following:
• Implement the duties and responsibilities of the RCA;
• Administer the MSHCP on behalf of the RCA;
• Participate in and/or monitor the Joint Project/Acquisition Review Process, as
appropriate, to ensure consistent MSHCP implementation and oversight;
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• Oversee data management, including tracking Reserve Assembly on a GIS system and
digitizing information to account for MSHCP Conservation Area Design;
• Annually compare development impact fee remittance to reported development and
follow-up with individual jurisdictions where discrepancies are noted;
• Prepare an annual funding budget for the Reserve Monitoring Program based upon
an annual work plan submitted by the Monitoring Program Administrator;
• Oversee management for locally managed MSHCP Conservation Area Lands and
coordinate with other MSHCP Conservation Area property owners as set forth in
Section 5.0 of the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with the Wildlife Agencies on MSHCP Conservation Area Management
and Monitoring issues;
• Oversee ongoing activities of the Reserve Managers (see below) for locally managed
MSHCP Conservation Area Lands, as well as activities of the Monitoring Program
Administrator (see below), as set forth in the MSHCP IA;
• Select and oversee the Independent Science Advisors (ISAs, see below), and form the
Reserve Management Oversight Committee (see below), as set forth in the MSHCP
IA;
• Provide regular reports to the RCA on MSHCP implementation as required by the
MSHCP, and attend meetings of the RCA Board of Directors as requested; and
• Develop appropriate policies and procedures for operation of the RCA and delegate
duties and responsibilities, as appropriate.
Reserve Management Oversight Committee. The Reserve Management Oversight
Committee (RMOC) will be the intermediary between on-the-ground MSHCP activities
conducted by the Reserve Managers and others and the decision-making function of the
RCA. The Executive Director will serve as the chair of the RMOC. The RMOC will
be assembled within 60 days of the effective date of the contract between the RCA and
the County concerning appointment of the Executive Director. The RMOC will be
composed of at least one representative appointed by the following:
• USFWS;
• CDFG;
• Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District;
• BLM;
• USFS;
• California Department of Parks and Recreation;
• RCA; and
• Any other private or public agency or entity that owns or manages land within the
MSHCP Conservation Area.
RMOC representatives will have all the authority necessary to ensure that the RMOC’s
oversight and advisory duties and responsibilities are successfully executed. RMOC’s
representatives will therefore be Reserve Managers or the equivalent. To the extent
feasible, RMOC representatives will have appropriate expertise in land management.
Duties of the RMOC will be established by the Executive Director as necessary to
ensure implementation of the MSHCP. These duties include oversight and advisory
duties, discussed below.
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Oversight duties include the following:
• Oversee and direct implementation of the Reserve Management Plans as described
in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP (however, each agency that owns property within the
MSHCP Conservation Area will be ultimately responsible for managing the
property);
• Implement the Adaptive Management Plan as set forth in Section 5.2 of the MSHCP;
• Determine the format and timing of annual reports as required in Section 6.11 of the
MSHCP;
• Review and provide input on reports prepared by Reserve Managers and the
Monitoring Program Administrator;
• Monitor the Reserve Management and Monitoring budget to ensure adequate funding;
• Provide annual written reports to the RCA Board of Directors and the Executive
Director, including baseline assessments of Additional Reserve Lands;
• Coordinate implementation of the MSHCP Plan Area Plans; and
• Coordinate with Reserve managers selected by the MSHCP Conservation Area
property owners.
Advisory duties will include the following:
• Provide biological, technical, and operational expertise involving oversight of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, including management, Adaptive Management
procedures, and monitoring;
• Provide recommendations to the Executive Director on MSHCP implementation;
• Provide technical assistance to Reserve Managers and the Monitoring Program
Administrator;
• Assist fire protection entities in identifying and mapping potential fuel reduction
zones or fire break locations, as well as access routes for fire equipment in the event
of wildland fires that pose safety concerns, as set forth in the MSHCP;
• Assist permitees in the implementation of the terms and conditions of the MSHCP,
as requested;
• Assist the RCA in the development and implementation of financing strategies to
maximize funding sources;
• Distribute information regarding Additional Reserve Land acquisitions; and
• Assist in prioritizing management activities that benefit MSHCP Conservation Area
Land with multiple ownership.
The RMOC will meet at least twice a year, or more frequently as needed. The RMOC
will attempt to reach a consensus on recommendations, but in the event no consensus
can be reached, majority vote will prevail. If an issue goes to a majority vote, the
Wildlife Agencies would reserve their rights under the MSHCP, IA, and State and
Federal law to take actions as they believe appropriate, even if in contradiction to the
majority decision. Disputed matters may also be appealed to the RCA Board of
Directors for a final administrative determination.
Reserve Managers. Reserve Managers will be appropriate individual selected by, and
contracted directly with, the public or private entities that own affected MSHCP
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Conservation Area Land. The Reserve Managers for locally owned MSHCP Conservation Area Lands will be appointed by and report to the Executive Director. Reserve
Managers for non-locally owned MSHCP Conservation Area Lands will consult with
the RMOC.
Reserve Manager duties will include the following:
• Implement Reserve Management Plans pursuant to Section 5.0 of the MSHCP and
otherwise manage resources in the MSHCP Conservation Area;
• Evaluate best available scientific data obtained from the Monitoring Program against
measurable biological goals and make recommendations on Adaptive Management
to the RMOC;
• Prepare and submit reports to the Executive Director and the RMOC as required by
the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with other Reserve Managers, the Monitoring Program Administrator, and
ISAs, including attendance at annual meetings to discuss data collection methodologies; and
• Perform all other management duties required by the MSHCP.
Monitoring Program Administrator. A Monitoring Program Administrator selected by the
RCA will be responsible for implementing the Monitoring Program contained in Section
5.0 of the MSHCP. During the first eight years of the permits, the Monitoring Program
Administrator will be CDFG. After the initial term expires, the RCA Board of Directors
may elect to have CDFG continue acting as the Monitoring Program Administrator, or
may elect an alternative entity or individual for the position. If the RCA determines that
CDFG cannot adequately perform the duties and responsibilities of the Monitoring
Program Administrator, the RCA Board of Directors will select an alternative individual
or entity for this position. Disagreements between permitees and the Monitoring
Program Administrators regarding implementation of the Monitoring Program, the
dispute will be resolved through RCA staff, or, if needed, the RCA Board of Directors.
Duties of the Monitoring Program Administrator will include:
• Monitor MSHCP Conservation Area Lands pursuant to Section 5 of the MSHCP,
including mapping vegetative communities and wildlife habitats, compiling existing
scientific data on Covered Species, and conducting inventories to determine plant and
animal species distribution and abundance;
• Prepare and submit reports to the Executive Director, the RMOC, and/or the Reserve
Managers as required by the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with Reserve Managers and the ISAs through sharing information
obtained through monitoring efforts;
• Provide a 3-5 year projected work plan and cost estimate for implementation of the
Monitoring Program to the RMOC on an annual basis; and
• Perform all other monitoring duties required by the MSHCP.
Independent Science Advisors. The Executive Director will, as appropriate, appoint
ISAs with input from the RMOC. These ISAs will be qualified biologists and
conservation experts with expertise in the Covered Species and their habitats. The ISAs
may be independent, associated with educational institutions or public agencies,
members of a non-profit organization, or employees of biological science firms. To the
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extent feasible, the ISAs will have appropriate experience in land management. The
ISAs will be retained on an annual basis and will report to the Executive Director.
Duties of the ISAs will include:
• Assist in the MSHCP implementation process at the request and direction fo the
Executive Director;
• Provide recommendations based on the best available scientific information
concerning scientific aspects of the HCP, at the request of the Executive Director; and
• Coordinate with Reserve Managers and the Monitoring Program Administrator at the
request of the Executive Director through review of relevant reports and data.
Any conflicts between recommendations made by the RMOC and the ISAs will be
mediated by the Executive Director. If needed, the conflict may be submitted to the
RCA Board of Directors for a decision.
The RCA will sponsor an annual workshop for the ISAs. This workshop will be a venue
to exchange all current scientific information and literature that may assist in Reserve
Assembly, management, Adaptive Management, and monitoring.
The participating jurisdictions within the proposed Plan Area will be required to select
the legal mechanism to implement the terms of the proposed MSHCP prior to the
execution of the Implementing agreement. The participating jurisdictions will submit
such legal mechanism to the USFWS and CDFG in support of authorizations to “take”
listed threatened and endangered species or other species of concern. Options include
but are not limited to: adoption of an ordinance or resolution implementing proposed
MSHCP policies and requirements, amending existing open space ordinances/resolutions, incorporation of the proposed MSHCP requirement into an existing
General Plan, other General Plan Amendments, or adoption of model “mini” open
space/resource element.
Development of property outside of the proposed MSHCP reserve shall be covered for
incidental take of listed species and their habitat, provided payment of an impact
mitigation fee is made (or credit for land conveyed is obtained). Payment of the
mitigation fee is intended to provide full mitigation under CEQA and NEPA, as well as
the federal and State ESAs, for impacts to the species covered under the proposed
MSHCP, pursuant to agreements with participating regulatory agencies and as set forth
in the Implementing Agreement. The proposed MSHCP cannot provide mitigation for
projects regulated by entities or agencies not participating in the proposed MSHCP.
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2.11 Covered Activities
This section summarizes the activities determined to be compatible or conditionally
compatible with the designation and management of the proposed MSHCP reserve.
Detailed information regarding the location and extent of these activities is included in
Appendix B of the MSHCP. Chapter 7.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I, provides specific
covered uses, anticipated impacts associated with these uses, and guidelines for covered
activities.
2.11.1 Covered Activities Outside the Criteria Area
Public and private Development, including construction of buildings, structures,
infrastructure and all alterations of the land, that are carried out by Permittees,
Participatory Special Entities, Third Parties Granted Take Authorization and others
within the Plan Area, that are outside of the Criteria Area are permitted under the Plan,
subject to consistency with MSHCP policies that apply outside the Criteria Area (such
as policies related to Riparian and Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, Narrow Endemic
Plant Species, Additional Survey Needs and Procedures, and Funding/Fee Issues).
2.11.2 Covered Activities within Existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands
Some of the following activities may be proposed on federal lands, or may involve
federal agency approvals (i.e., have a federal “nexus”). To the extent that these Covered
Activities that involve a federal nexus are determined to affect federally listed species
and as such require a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS under FESA, Incidental
Take of listed species would occur through the Section 7 process, not through the
MSHCP. However, the USFWS Obligations and Assurances provided for in Section
14.9 of the Implementing Agreement would apply.
Existing Roads
Both publicly- and privately-maintained roads occur on Public/Quasi-Public lands, as
summarized in Table 7-1 of the MSHCP. Maintenance Activities on privatelymaintained roads are afforded limited coverage, subject to the submittal of an application
for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered Maintenance Activities for these roadways is
substantially limited in scope, including only such grading as necessary to restore a
smooth driving surface, maintain existing graded shoulders within the existing rights-ofway, and essential weed abatement, excluding the application of any herbicides.
Guidelines are provided in Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and
avoid impacts to sensitive species and habitats occurring adjacent to the existing
roadway. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) in Appendix C of the MSHCP would
be applied as appropriate.
Some of the existing County maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the existing
roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In addition,
safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered Activities. Guidelines are provided in Section
7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and
Habitats occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The BMPs in Appendix C of the
MSHCP would be applied as appropriate. Covered maintenance activities include:
signage, traffic control devices, guardrails and fences, pavement repairs, accident
response, tree trimming, natural disaster damage/restoration of emergency access, storm
drainage, weed control, grading shoulders (up to 12 feet), grading existing dirt roadways,
dust stabilization, culverts/drop structures, curbs/gutters/sidewalks, roadway widening,
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berms, roadway resurfacing, ditch clearing, landscape maintenance, bridge maintenance,
and roadway reconstruction.
Planned Roads
New Circulation Element roads, or improvements to existing Circulation Element roads
proposed within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands include Butterfield Stage Road,
Anza Road, Bautista Canyon Road, Gilman Springs Road and Roads crossing the Santa
Ana River, including a potential new crossing at Schleisman Avenue. Siting, design and
construction of these facilities shall be subject to the guidelines provided in Sections
7.5.1, 7.5.2, and 7.5.3, and will also be subject to the Best Management Practices
identified in Appendix C of the MSHCP.
Impacts to Habitats within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be compensated by
purchase and dedication into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land that is in addition
to the Additional Reserve Lands.
Specific planned roadway projects are subject to additional restrictions, as set forth in
Section 7.2 of the MSHCP. These include the CETAP corridors (Section 7.2.2) and the
Cajalco Road Realignment and Widening (Section 7.2.3).
Future Facilities
Future facilities such as water, sewer, electrical, gas and solid waste facilities, that are
described in more detail in Section 7.3.9 of the MSHCP would also be permitted within
existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands subject to a finding of equivalent conservation
provided through individual project mitigation. An equivalency analysis shall be
provided by either the Permittee or the entity requesting a Certificate of Inclusion. The
analysis shall be provided for review and concurrence by the Wildlife Agencies in
narrative and graphic form comparing the effects/benefits of the proposed project
including specific mitigation and compensation for lost conservation values, with the
conditions prior to facility implementation. The analysis shall consider specific project
design features, including consideration of the siting and design guidelines, contained
in Section 7.5.1, as well as the Best Management Practices contained in Appendix C of
the MSHCP. Impacts to Habitats within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be
compensated by purchase and dedication into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land
that is in addition to the Additional Reserve Lands.
Existing Facilities
Public facilities within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands may be maintained by
Permittees within the existing disturbance area of each existing facility, and without any
changes in the operating characteristics of the facility that would affect Covered Species.
Existing Agricultural Uses
Existing agricultural uses within Local Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered
Activities subject to no expansion of the area used for agriculture and no increase in the
intensity of agricultural use.
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2.11.3 Covered Activities in the Criteria Area
Public and Private Development
As discussed in Section 3.0 of the MSHCP, public and private Development within the
Criteria Area that is determined to be consistent with the Criteria is considered a
Covered Activity.
Single-Family Homes on Existing Legal Parcels within the Criteria Area
Development of individual single-family homes on existing legal parcels, in accordance
with existing land use regulations is a Covered Activity within the Criteria Area. As
described in Section 6.1.1 of the MSHCP, there is currently a process for siting a home
on an existing legal lot. The location of a single family home or mobile home on an
existing legal lot is determined by factors such as access, topography/terrain, zoning
development standards including setbacks, soil types, presence of earthquake fault lines,
leach fields, presence of oak trees and location of lot within a high fire hazard area.
Therefore, an expedited review process, through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat
Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process has been developed to assist in
determining the appropriate location of a single family home or mobile home on an
existing legal lot within the Criteria Area.
An application for the issuance of a grading permit for an individual single family home
on an existing legal lot or a site preparation permit for a mobile home on an existing
legal lot within the Criteria Area will be subject to review against the MSHCP
Conservation Criteria solely in order to determine the location of a building foot print
area and any necessary access road(s) on the least sensitive portion of the lot. A habitat
assessment for certain species may be required in order to assist in determining the most
appropriate location for the area of disturbance and any necessary access road(s). Upon
completion of the review, the Permittee will determine the location of the area of
disturbance, and the location of any necessary road(s). Any necessary firebreaks will
be included within the area of disturbance.
Agricultural Lands
Existing agricultural uses and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use, as defined
and outlined in Section 6.2 of this document, will be allowed as a Covered Activity
within the Criteria Area. New conversions to agricultural use within the Criteria Area
are covered up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the life of the Plan.
Agricultural Operations, as defined in Section 6.2, include the production of all plants
(horticulture), fish farms, animals and related production activities, including the
planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production,
plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the
purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture,
horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing
animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal part of such operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.
The guidelines for coverage of Agricultural Operations and mechanisms for implementing the New Agricultural Lands Cap are discussed in detail in Section 6.2. The purpose
of this discussion is to establish a process for monitoring New Agricultural Lands and
for ensuring that Reserve Assembly activities are adjusted to account for New
Agricultural Lands in the Criteria Area.
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In order to verify the location of the Existing Agricultural Operations, the County will
establish a database identifying Existing Agricultural Operations (“Existing Agricultural
Operations Database”) on or before the Effective Date of the Implementing Agreement
or the issuance of the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Authorization. The New
Agricultural Lands Cap of 10,000 acres within the Criteria Area will be applied to
Agricultural Operations that are in addition to the activities recorded in the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database. The 10,000 acre New Agricultural Lands Cap
represents approximately 3 percent of the total acreage contained within the Criteria
Area.
Existing Roads
Maintenance of existing roads within the Criteria Area is considered a Covered Activity
under the Plan. Existing roads within the Criteria Area are not anticipated to be included
in the total acreage of Additional Reserve Lands and will not be included in the MSHCP
Conservation Area. However, maintenance and minor modifications to existing roads
may result in impacts to listed species. Specified road maintenance activities as outlined
in this section, are Covered Activities under the Plan. Existing roadways within the
Criteria Area include interstates, freeways, State highways, City and County maintained
roadways, as well as local roads, which are not City, or County maintained that provide
property access. This latter category of other maintained roadways are generally
maintained by the adjacent property owners, either individually or collectively. Table
7-3 in the MSHCP provides an estimate summarizing the extent of these various types
of existing roadways which are permitted to remain within the Criteria Area.
Maintenance Activities on privately-maintained roads are afforded limited coverage,
subject to the submittal of an application for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered
Maintenance Activities for these roadways is substantially limited in scope, including
only such grading as necessary to restore a smooth driving surface, maintain existing
graded shoulders within the existing rights-of-way, and essential weed abatement,
excluding the application of any herbicides. Guidelines are provided in Section 7.3.5 of
the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and habitats
occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) in
Appendix C of the MSHCP would be applied as appropriate.
Some of the existing County maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the existing
roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In addition,
safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered Activities. Guidelines are provided in Section
7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and
Habitats occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The BMPs in Appendix C of the
MSHCP would be applied as appropriate. Covered maintenance activities include:
signage, traffic control devices, guardrails and fences, pavement repairs, accident
response, tree trimming, natural disaster damage/restoration of emergency access, storm
drainage, weed control, grading shoulders (up to 12 feet), grading existing dirt roadways,
dust stabilization, culverts/drop structures, curbs/gutters/sidewalks, roadway widening,
berms, roadway resurfacing, ditch clearing, landscape maintenance, bridge maintenance,
and roadway reconstruction.
Planned Roads
Planned roadways are defined as either existing facilities that require improvements (i.e.,
widening) or as new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include seven types
of roadways, freeways, CETAP Corridors and other major facilities that have been
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identified as part of the General Plan circulation element (depicted in Figure 7-1 of the
MSHCP). Planned roadways are depicted in a general fashion on the County Circulation
Element. Only those roadways identified in Section 7 of the MSHCP are Covered
Activities in the Criteria Area. Roadways other than those identified in this section are
not covered without an amendment to the MSHCP in accordance with the procedures
described in Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
Roads with special environmental issues due to their location within particularly
sensitive areas are listed in Table 7-4 of the MSHCP, which identifies specific
considerations for design and alignment of these roads.
State Park Facilities
An Off- Highway Vehicle Park/State Vehicle Recreation Area (SVRA) may be
constructed within Sections 12, 13, 24 T3S.R2W and Sections 18, 19 and 20 T3S.R1W
and access developed to the site through sections 20, 21, 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32 T3SR1W.
The SVRA may impact up to 1,200 acres including the active riding area, access roads,
parking areas and other ancillary facilities. The siting of the facilities must comply with
the terms of the MSHCP. The development of the SVRA is also required to comply
with additional measures presented in Section 7.3.6 of the MSHCP.
Existing State Park facilities within the MSHCP Conservation Area include the Lake
Perris State Recreation Area, Chino Hills State Park, Mount San Jacinto State Park, San
Timoteo State Park and Anza-Borrego State Park. The following is a description of
existing and future activities and acreages (including brush management areas) within
these State Park facilities that are Covered Activities under the MSHCP. Recreational
activities allowed within the campgrounds and day use areas include hiking, horseback
riding, bicycling, camping, picnicking, swimming, boating and hunting (at Lake Perris
SRA).
Lake Perris State Recreation Area. Existing visitor use facilities are primarily located
along the north shore of the lake and on the south shore in the Bernasconi Pass area. The
main administrative facility is located below the dam. Existing use areas consist of
approximately 220 acres of campgrounds, 120 acres of parking areas, 200 acres of day
use areas, 10 acres of administrative uses, 5 acres of water treatment and storage
facilities, a 5-acre museum, 54 acres of roads and 10 acres of trails. Future
uses/expansions of existing uses are anticipated to include a 2-acre visitor center, 15
additional acres of parking, a 15-acre swim lagoon, 1-acre campfire center, 7 additional
acres of campgrounds, 1 additional acre of trails/bridges, and 4 additional acres of roads.
Chino Hills State Park. Existing improvements within portions of the Chino Hills State
Park that are within the MSHCP Plan Area are limited to two acres of existing roads.
Future improvements will include two acres of parking, and one acre of campgrounds.
Mount San Jacinto State Park and State Wilderness. This park facility includes 20 acres
of campgrounds, five acres of parking areas, 10 acres of day use areas, one acre of
administrative facilities, one acre of water facilities, 15 acres of roads and nine acres of
trails. Future improvements will include a two-acre visitor center, five additional acres
of parking, 15 additional acres of campgrounds, two additional acres of trails, and two
additional acres of roads.
San Timoteo Park. Land is currently being acquired to establish a State Park. Existing
improvements to the land include one acre of administrative facilities and eight acres of
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roads. Future improvements include a two-acre visitor center, five acres of parking
areas, 15 acres of campgrounds, two acres of trails, and two additional acres of roads.
Anza-Borrego State Park. Within the MSHCP Plan Area this facility has five acres of
administrative uses, 18 acres of roads, and five acres of trails. No future uses are
proposed.
Flood Control Facilities
Within the Criteria Area, flood control facilities (improvements and new construction)
that are undertaken by a Permittee are Covered Activities. Maintenance of existing
flood control facilities within Public/Quasi Public Lands or the Criteria Area that is
subject to an MOU or agreement with the Wildlife Agencies for such activities would
be covered pursuant to those MOUs or agreements. Table 7-14 in the MSHCP contains
a list of flood control facilities that have been identified as Covered Activities within the
Criteria Area. It should be noted that some of the County Flood Control District lands
have been included in the Public/Quasi-Public Lands database. Flood control activities
within Public/Quasi-Public Lands are also Covered Activities pursuant to this section.
As discussed in Section 7.1 of the MSHCP, facilities that are located outside of the
Criteria Area are also Covered Activities.
The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (“County Flood
Control”) intends to implement flood control measures (including channelization or
some other form or forms of engineered flood control) on the San Jacinto River between
the Ramona Expressway and the mouth of Railroad Canyon (“San Jacinto River
Project’). The County Flood Control anticipates the development of a flood control
project for the San Jacinto River which is expected to reduce the flow to approximately
6,000 cubic feet per second at the Ramona Expressway during 100 year flood events.
Other Covered Activities within the vicinity of the San Jacinto River include Ramona
Expressway bridge and culvert, Nuevo Road bridge, San Jacinto Avenue crossing, I-215
bridge and levee, Case Road bridge, Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad bridge,
Goetz Road bridge, Ethanac Road bridge, Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel and
Romoland Channel. This facility would be subject to the criteria presented in Section
7.3.7 of the MSHCP.
Waste Management Facilities
Facilities located outside the Criteria Area are covered as outlined in Section 7.1 of the
MSHCP. Operations, maintenance and expansion activities at these existing active
waste management facilities within the Criteria Area and Public/Quasi-Public Lands will
be Covered Activities if performed within the existing boundaries (ownership or lease
area) of these facilities. Coverage for these activities is subject to satisfaction of all
obligations identified in Section 13.6 of the Implementing Agreement. Although El
Sobrante Landfill may be located within the MSHCP Conservation Area, activities at El
Sobrante Landfill will be dictated by its approved HCP. Landfill operations and
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner consistent with regulatory
authorizations and/or permits. Covered Activities also include development of waste
related activities within the existing disturbed use areas at inactive landfill sites. Waste
related activities include energy production (such as gas-to-energy operations), transfer
and recycling facilities and state-mandated maintenance activities.
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Future Facilities
Future facilities are facilities that are necessary to support planned Development.
Certain future facilities have been preliminarily identified by the agencies responsible
for their construction, operation and maintenance, while others have not been or cannot
be identified and/or located at present. Future facilities that are carried out by a
Permittee, Participating Special Entities and/or Third Parties Granted Take Authorization
will be considered Covered Activities. The process for mitigation and/or contribution
to Reserve Assembly for future facilities is described in Section 6.1.6 of the MSHCP.
There are three general categories of future facilities that may need to be located within
either the Criteria Area, due to the fact that such facilities are linear, or involve
engineering constraints that make avoidance of Criteria Areas not practicable Feasible.
Such constraints may also require location of these facilities within Public/Quasi-Public
Lands. If such is the case, all of the conditions described in this section for coverage of
future facilities apply, with the addition of a requirement that impacts to Habitats within
existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be compensated by purchase and dedication
into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land that is in addition to the Additional Reserve
Lands. The three categories include: Water/Wastewater Facilities, Electrical Utility
Facilities, and Natural Gas Facilities.
Water and wastewater facilities generally include by but are not limited to pipelines,
pump stations, lift stations, force mains, reservoirs, wastewater treatment plants,
filtration plants and appurtenant facilities. There are several potential future
subtransmission projects planned by electric utility purveyors that may need to be
located within the Criteria Area. These include new or upgraded/replacement
transmission lines, and electrical generation facilities that require specific locations (e.g.
water, and wind power facilities). Activities related to gas facilities will largely be
comprised of operation and maintenance of gas utility purveyors’ existing and planned
facilities and pipelines. The following are examples of activities that may be conducted
to install, test and maintain pipeline: ROW repair, including grading, blocking and
dragging, below-grade pipe and coating inspections, leak excavations, installation or
replacement of anodes, placement of cathodic protection units, repair of large pipeline
washouts, and road improvements.
For facilities proposed within the Criteria Area where the area proposed for the facilities
has not yet been assembled into the MSHCP Conservation Area, the facilities will be
subject to the Criteria contained in Section 3 of the MSHCP. If the facilities are
determined to meet the Criteria, construction of the facilities will proceed as a Covered
Activity within the Criteria Area. If the facilities were determined not to be consistent
with the Criteria, the facilities may still proceed as a Covered Activity within the Criteria
Area, provided that either the location and/or characteristics of the facilities are modified
to meet the Criteria, and/or the Criteria Area is amended through the Criteria Refinement
Process identified in Section 6.5 of the MSHCP. Future facilities siting criteria are
provided in Section 7.3.9 of the MSHCP.
2.11.1 Compatible Uses 2.11.4 Allowable Uses
Compatible Uses
The following uses are considered to be compatible with the overall conservation goals
and objectives of the proposed MSHCP and are covered within the Conservation Area
reserve system.
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Reserve Management and Scientific Research Activities. Scientific research activities
related to habitat conservation, monitoring, and habitat restoration and enhancement are
covered within the reserve, subject to approval by the local managing entity and/or
underlying landowner, as appropriate. Such scientific research activities shall be
conducted in a manner consistent with the proposed MSHCP criteria, conditions of
coverage for individual species, and proposed MSHCP adaptive management plan.
Emergency, Safety, and Police Services. Local, State and federal law enforcement
entities will be allowed access to the reserve system, as necessary, to enforce the law.
Medical, rescue, firefighting operations, and other emergency service providers will be
allowed access to the reserve system to carry out operations necessary for the health,
safety and welfare of the public. Local law enforcement agencies and other entities such
as the National Guard or Immigration and Naturalization Service operating within the
reserve system are subject to existing State and federal laws. The proposed MSHCP will
not create additional permit requirements for these entities beyond those of existing State
and federal laws.
Emergency Repairs. Public infrastructure facilities and utilities are currently located in
areas anticipated to be included within the reserve system and may be constructed in the
future in the reserve system in accordance with the covered activities described in this
section. From time to time, emergency repairs may be required to these facilities as
necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the public. Such activities will be covered
within the reserve.
2.11.2 Conditionally Compatible Uses
The following uses are considered conditionally compatible with the overall conservation goals and objectives of the proposed MSHCP and are covered within the reserve
subject to the guidelines and criteria detailed in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Public Access and Recreation. While the main goal of the proposed MSHCP reserve is
to protect biological resources, another primary objective is to provide recreational and
educational activities within the reserve. Because it gives the public an opportunity to
experience and appreciate the natural environment that is being protected, public access
is an important component of the proposed MSHCP. Public access, while permitted,
would be via trails and potential future opportunities for nature centers. These activities
are not part of the MSHCP and would be funded separately. By increasing awareness
and appreciation for natural resources within the reserve, local residents and visitors can
learn the importance of and practice of environmental stewardship. The covered public
access uses within the proposed MSHCP reserve would consist of trail facilities and
passive recreational activities.
Transportation Facilities. Two classifications of roadways have been identified and
evaluated for the proposed MSHCP: existing and planned roadways. Existing roadways
refer to those for which ongoing maintenance and safety improvements may be needed,
but no new construction or widening involving addition of lanes is needed. Planned
roadways are defined as existing facilities that require improvements (i.e., widening) or
as new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include those types of roadways
that have been identified as part of the General Plan Circulation Element.
Necessary operation and maintenance activities conducted for safety purposes shall be
permitted in the reserve. These uses or activities include, but are not limited to: signage,
pavement repairs, weed control, dust stabilization, accident response, repair of natural
disaster damage, roadway resurfacing, bridge maintenance, and roadway widening.
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Planned roadways, which include improvements to existing roadways and construction
of new roadways, would not occur within the reserve. With different alternatives, roads
may be conditionally covered. These roads were anticipated in existing General Plans
of the 14 cities within western Riverside County and in existing approved projects.
Planned roadways include the following:
C Roadways proposed as part of the General Plan Circulation Element;
C The Highway 79 Realignment Corridor;
C Freeways operated and maintained by Caltrans; and
C The two CETAP transportation corridors within the western Riverside County and the
“out-of-county” corridor proposed to connect San Bernardino County with Moreno
Valley.
Water-Related Activities. Water-related activities can be separated into two categories:
flood control and water/wastewater activities. Flood control activities include projects
with the main purpose of protecting people and property from flooding. Water/wastewater activities include most other water-related activities such as wastewater
treatment, water storage, and pipeline projects.
For both water-related categories, covered activities within the proposed MSHCP
reserve would consist of operations and maintenance activities at existing facilities and
construction of new projects by water districts or agencies.
Covered flood control activities within the proposed MSHCP reserve would consist of
the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s (Flood Control
District) future planned projects and operations, maintenance, and emergency activities
at existing and planned flood control facilities. Existing flood control facilities include
lined channels, unlined channels (including levees), basins, and dams throughout
western Riverside County. Maintenance activities at existing facilities are essential to
maintain hydraulic capacity and ensure public safety. Existing maintenance activities
are carried out per an agreement with CDFG. Maintenance of existing flood control
facilities within Public/Quasi Public Lands or the Criteria Area that is subject to an
MOU or agreement with the Wildlife Agencies for such activities would be covered
pursuant to those MOUs or agreements. It should be noted that some of the County
Flood Control District lands have been included in the Public/Quasi-Public Lands
database. Flood control activities within Public/Quasi-Public Lands are also Covered
Activities pursuant to this section. As discussed in Section 7.1 of the MSHCP, facilities
that are located outside of the Criteria Area are also Covered Activities.
Water districts would also be allowed to continue operations and maintenance activities
at existing facilities. These existing facilities include filtration plants, reservoirs and
appurtenant facilities, aqueducts, canals, pipelines, power plants and pumpback facilities,
and water tanks.
Utilities. The main utility providers in western Riverside County are Southern California
Edison (SCE) and Southern California Gas Company (The Gas Company). These
utilities must be allowed to perform their operations, maintenance, and emergency
activities to provide reliable and quality gas and electric service.
Existing facilities include generating facilities, substations, transmission (500 and 230
kilovolt [kV]) lines, subtransmission (115 and 66 kV) lines, and distribution (33, 12, and
4 kV) lines that were operational as of 2002. There are several potential future
subtransmission projects planned by SCE that may need to be located within the reserve.
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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Proposed transmission line improvements would involve improvements to existing lines.
In some cases, the existing facilities that would be improved traverse portions of the
proposed reserve. The MSHCP puts forth a mechanism to utilize “take” permits;
however, future facilities are not covered.
Covered utilities activities within the proposed MSHCP reserve would also comprise
operation, maintenance, and emergency activities at the Gas Company’s existing and
planned facilities and pipelines. Because specified maintenance of natural gas pipelines
is required by State and federal law to protect public safety, the Gas Company must have
access to and be able to maintain all of their existing rights-of-way and to install new
pipe where needed.
Waste Management. The Riverside County Waste Management Department is charged
with the responsibility for meeting the solid waste disposal needs of all Riverside County
residents by providing an integrated and cost-effective waste management system of
facilities and programs that operates in compliance with federal, State, and local
environmental and land use laws and regulations. The covered activities for the Waste
Management Department would include operations and maintenance activities at its
active, inactive, or closed landfills and other planned public waste facilities and/or
expansion of existing facilities.
Operations and maintenance activities at existing waste management facilities would be
covered if performed within the existing boundaries of these facilities. Existing and
future waste management facilities would receive coverage and be provided mitigation
with the MSHCP. Although El Sobrante Landfill may be located within the proposed
MSHCP reserve, activities at El Sobrante Landfill will be dictated by its approved HCP.
Landfill operations and maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner consistent
with regulatory authorizations and/or permits. Covered Activities also include
development of waste related activities within the existing disturbed use areas at inactive
landfill sites. Waste related activities include energy production (such as gas-to-energy
operations), transfer and recycling facilities and state-mandated maintenance activities.
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3.0ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING/AFFECTED
ENVIRONMENT
The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres
(approximately 1,966 square miles) in western Riverside County, California. It includes
all incorporated and unincorporated land west of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains
to the Orange County line. The proposed MSHCP is the largest HCP ever attempted and
covers multiple species and multiple habitats within multiple jurisdictions. The
proposed Plan Area covers a diverse landscape from urban cities to undeveloped
foothills and montane forests, and stretches across the Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, and San Bernardino Mountains bioregions.
The majority of western Riverside County is characterized by rural and suburban
development intermixed with agricultural operations and large blocks of undeveloped
lands. Large blocks of land along the south, east, and west boundaries of the proposed
Plan Area consist of National Forest holdings. The natural topography can be described
as a valley lowland area intersected with rolling hills surrounded by mountainous ranges.
Lowland valley areas exist below 2,000 feet in elevation while scrub/chaparral dominated hillsides range from 2,000 to 3,000 feet in elevation. Mountainous areas within
the proposed Plan Area range from 3,000 to over 10,000 feet above sea level.

3.1 Biological Resources
This section describes the biological setting in which the goal of assembling a 500,000acre Conservation Area for conservation of up to 146 plant and wildlife species would
be achieved.

3.1.1

Data Sources and Limitations

A comprehensive biological and physical database that includes information on
vegetation, species occurrences, wetlands, topography, soils, and aerial photography is
available for the proposed MSHCP Plan Area and was used in the development of the
Plan. This section describes the various data layers used to develop the proposed
MSHCP.
MSHCP Vegetation
The proposed MSHCP vegetation map is depicted in Figure 2.5 (in Section 2.0). This
map was prepared by Pacific Southwest Biological Services (PSBS) and KTU+A in
1995. The methodology used to assemble the map is described in detail in the Western
Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan Phase I Information
Collection and Evaluation Report (PSBS and KTU+A, February 1995). Data sources
include aerial photography (1 inch = 2,000 feet, 1992-1993), existing generalized
vegetation maps (CNDDB, Weislander Statewide Vegetation Survey, U.C. Santa
Barbara Southern California Ecoregion “GAP” Analysis, 1991 Dangermond/RECON
MSHCP Strategy Report). Methods used to create and interpret vegetation data include
aerial photographs, edge matching, digitizing, and geographically registering the data.
Areas of concern were ground-truthed. Vegetation types were classified according to
Holland (1986).
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The proposed MSHCP vegetation map represents conditions at the time the data were
assembled, in this case 1991-1995; the current extent and character of vegetation
communities may differ from that depicted on the proposed MSHCP vegetation map.
Published and anecdotal data suggest that ecosystem state transition is occurring within
some portions of the proposed Plan Area – in particular, fire suppression has resulted in
the conversion of frequently burned chaparral and coastal sage scrub to grassland, and
also in shifts from Ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine to incense cedar and white fir
(Minnich, et al., 1995; Keeley, 1990; Zedler, et al., 1983). The proposed MSHCP
incorporates features to update the vegetation map as new information is obtained, such
as the development of a new vegetation map as part of the proposed MSHCP Monitoring
Program. The timing and methodology for developing this map are described in Section
5.3 of Volume 1 of the proposed MSHCP.
This approach is compatible with the criteria-based format of the proposed MSHCP,
which calls for assembly of 153,000 acres of additional reserve lands from within an
approximately 300,000-acre Criteria Area. Reserve assembly will involve review of a
variety of project-specific vegetation data to refine and guide the reserve assembly
process. This criteria-based format differs somewhat from the large-scale NCCPs/HCPs
for which a specific reserve boundary is delineated on a map at the time of permit
issuance. With that type of approach, validation of the vegetation map at the landscape
level may be more important than under the criteria-based approach selected for the
proposed MSHCP.
The organizational structure established for the proposed MSHCP, as described in
Section 6.6 of the proposed MSHCP, also provides opportunities to incorporate new
information during the term of the proposed MSHCP permit.
Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat Quality Model
As part of the 1995 PSBS/KTU+A work referred to previously in the discussion of
proposed MSHCP vegetation, PSBS and KTU+A modeled and evaluated variables
potentially relevant to the suitability of coastal sage scrub habitat within the proposed
Plan Area for the coastal California gnatcatcher. A detailed description of the
methodology used to develop the model is presented in their report (PSBS and KTU+A,
1995). Variables used in the model include elevation, degree of slope, patch size, patch
shape, proximity to other coastal sage scrub patches, and adjacent land use. The
modeling designated the quality of coastal sage scrub in the proposed Plan Area and
suitability for the gnatcatcher as very high, high, moderate, low, or very low. The
primary limitations of the model with respect to proposed MSHCP planning are the age
and quality of the database used to develop the model. In this regard, the model has the
same limitations as the proposed MSHCP vegetation map.
MSHCP Species Occurrence Database
The University of California, Riverside (UCR) assembled a species occurrence database
for use during the proposed MSHCP planning process. This database is accessible at
http://ecoregion.ucr.edu/. The web site is a clearinghouse for biological information for
the proposed MSHCP. Occurrence data were compiled from museum records, USFWS
data, published and unpublished accounts, environmental impact reports, and field notes
of local naturalists. As of August 2001, this database contained over 12,800 records.
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The UCR species occurrence database incorporates accuracy and precision codes. For
the proposed MSHCP species accounts included in Section B of the MSHCP Reference
Document – Volume II of the proposed MSHCP, validity of the various occurrence data
is cited; less valid data are not used to draw conclusions regarding species conservation.
For example, species locations that have low precision are not valid for defining
conservation areas.
Herbarium Data Sources and Limitations
Additional occurrence/distribution data were gathered for particular plant species within
the proposed MSHCP Plan Area from herbarium specimens at the San Diego Natural
History Museum (SDNHM), Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Gardens (RSA) herbarium,
and the UCR herbarium. Most of the occurrence and distribution data were downloaded
from databases at SDNHM, RSA, and UCR. Additional data were hand-copied from
herbarium specimens that had not been previously databased (e.g., the synoptic
collection at RSA). The location data from each specimen were either copied or
translated into one coordinate system to generate a point coverage depicting the spatial
distribution of the sensitive plant species within the Plan Area. Approximately 800 data
points were assembled with dates ranging from 1880 to 2001.
Precision codes were applied to individual occurrence records based on the quality and
extent of both quantitative and qualitative geographic data using the precision code
guide developed for the UCR species occurrence data.
Quantitative geographic data included species occurrences whose locations were
reported as latitude and longitude in degrees, minutes, and seconds; as UTM coordinates
in meters; or as locations described using township, range, and section designations.
Species occurrences containing quantitative geographic data are considered to be the
most valid.
Qualitative geographic data include species occurrences whose locations were reported
as written descriptions. Species occurrences with only qualitative geographic data were
generally given a lower precision rating, depending upon the quality of the specific
information provided.
It is recognized that new data regarding species occurrences will become available
during the proposed MSHCP implementation process including data assembled as part
of the proposed MSHCP Monitoring Program described in Section 5.3 of the proposed
MSHCP. The species-specific conservation objectives and the proposed MSHCP
Management Plan contain measures to incorporate new occurrence data as they become
available.
Wetlands
Wetlands information for the proposed Plan Area primarily is derived from the proposed
MSHCP vegetation map. Other potential wetland areas, including streams, rivers, canals
or ditches, ponds, and lakes, were mapped by Earth Consultants International (ECI) as
part of the geologic hazards mapping assembled for the RCIP General Plan Update. A
separate riparian GIS coverage was created by UCR research assistants in 2000 through
aerial photo interpretation of 1996 digital orthophoto quarter quadrangles (DOQQs) of
the Plan Area. Riparian areas were “heads up” digitized and categorized into four
wetland habitat types based on dominant vegetation cover. All of these data were
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combined to create an exhibit depicting mapped wetland resources in the proposed Plan
Area (Figure 3.1.1).
The wetlands map has the same limitations as the proposed MSHCP vegetation map, and
those limitations are addressed in the proposed MSHCP in the same manner as those for
the vegetation map. With respect to wetlands mapping, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (U.S. ACOE) is currently developing a functional assessment and programmatic wetlands delineation for the San Jacinto River and Upper Santa Margarita River
Watersheds within the Plan Area as part of the U.S. ACOE Special Area Management
Plan (SAMP) process currently underway for those watersheds.
A planning-level wetland delineation for the San Jacinto and Santa Margarita watersheds
was recently completed, which was based on a modification of the standard delineation
sampling protocols outlined in the U.S. ACOE Wetland Delineation Manual, color infrared image interpretation, and field verification visits. The delineation resulted in
identification of 201 vegetation community types and development of a wetlands ratings
system. Although this delineation produced a finer level of aquatic resource mapping,
the U.S. ACOE wetlands map is limited in that it does not cover the entire MSHCP Plan
Area.
Soils
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Soil Conservation Service (SCS) (Knecht,
1971), and State Soil Geographic (STATSGO) database for California provided the
generalized soils map that depicts 25 general soils types for the proposed Plan Area. In
addition, the following soil types were digitized from 1973 SCS maps (at a scale of 1:15,
840 or 1 inch = 1,320 feet) and registered with digital Eagle Aerial images onscreen:
• Altamont clay (AaD, AaE2, AaF, Abf)
• Auld clay (AuC, AuD, AyF)
• Bosanko clay (BfC, BfD)
• Claypit
• Domino clay (Dt, Du, Dv, Dw)
• Porterville cobbly clay (PoC, PrD, PsC, PtB, PvD2)
• Traver (Tr2, Ts, Tp2, Tt2)
• Willows (Wg, Wh, Wm, Wn)
Soils were digitized in areas identified by DUDEK biologists to enable quantitative
analysis of soils considered important for the conservation of certain plant species. Soils
listed above were digitized for the following USGS quadrangles: Alberhill, Bachelor,
El Casco, Elsinore, Hemet, Lake Mathews, Lakeview, Murrieta, Perris, Romoland, San
Jacinto, Steele Peak, Sunnymead, Temecula, Wildomar, and Winchester.
A digital coverage for Delhi soils was also obtained from USFWS and used in the
species analysis for the Delhi Sands flower-loving fly. The area currently identified as
Delhi soils within the Plan Area may be updated based on site-specific mapping of Delhi
soils by a qualified soil scientist within 3 years after a permit issuance.
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Topography
USGS topography was used for proposed MSHCP planning process. In addition,
specific elevation analyses were developed using a 500-meter interval coverage
developed from a USGS 30-meter digital elevation model (DEM). A vegetation map
with hill-shaded relief was also used.
The topographic database is not considered to be limited for purposes of landscape-level
MSHCP planning. It is anticipated that newly flown, more accurate topography will be
available for certain areas for evaluation of specific Covered Activities and other
proposed MSHCP reserve assembly, management, and monitoring issues during the
proposed MSHCP implementation process.
Aerial Photography
Aerial photographs were obtained from Eagle Aerial and include digital aerial images
flown in fall 1999 for western Riverside County and flown on May 4, 2001, for the
Temecula Valley (pixel size: 1 meter).
USGS DOQQs were obtained from USFWS and cover the majority of the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area, with the exception of U.S. Forest Service (USFS) lands. The
DOQQs were flown on September 30, 1996, false color infrared, 1-meter resolution.
The aerial photography database is not considered to be limited for purposes of
landscape-level proposed MSHCP planning. It is anticipated that current aerial
photography will be available throughout the long-term proposed MSHCP implementation process to permit evaluation of specific Covered Activities and other proposed
MSHCP reserve assembly, management and monitoring issues as they arise.
Literature
A wide variety of literature was reviewed and used for the proposed MSHCP planning
process. Literature citations for the species accounts are provided for each proposed
MSHCP species in Section B of the MSHCP Reference Document, Volume II of the
MSHCP. Other literature references are listed in Section D of the proposed MSHCP
Reference Document, Volume II of the proposed MSHCP. It should be noted that a
large body of scientific literature was made available by UCR. This literature was
thoroughly reviewed but only specifically relevant literature was cited as appropriate.
For example, many of the species references contained little or no relevant information
for conservation planning in the proposed Plan Area.

3.1.2

Bioregions

The review of databases and literature shows that the exiting vegetation database for the
Plan Area does not adequately reflect the considerable variety of plant and animal
species in western Riverside County. Grinnell (1933) described biotic or “life” zones
for Southern California, but the scale of these life zones is generally too coarse to be
useful for analyzing potential biotic variation within the proposed Plan Area. To address
this limitation and better depict potential variation within and among species, a
biogeographical map (referred to here simply as bioregions) was created to help describe
diversity of habitats on a regional scale within the proposed Plan Area. This was done
under the assumption that regional diversity in conserved areas translates directly into
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biological and genetic diversity. By ensuring regional representation of species and
redundancy of resources, there is some buffer against the effects of natural and
anthropogenic catastrophic events, such as wildfires, floods, and disease, on conserved
areas.
Using existing information on soils (SCS), elevation (30-meter DEM data), topography
(hill-shaded DEM mapping), and local expertise, a draft map that roughly demarcates
the general bioregions within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area was drawn. Existing
levels of human disturbance (urbanization, intensive agriculture, grazing, etc.) were
considered because they have had a substantial effect on the current biota of the
proposed Plan Area. While discrete bioregion boundaries cannot capture the natural
continuum or gradient of environmental changes and transitions within the proposed
Plan Area, these boundaries roughly represent areas where species turnover and habitat
zone transitions are pronounced in relation to changes in landform and other environmental features. Because continuous climatic maps showing precipitation and air
temperature (maxima, minimi, means) were not available, landform and elevation were
used as surrogates for these variables to draw the initial map. DUDEK staff and
subconsultants knowledgeable about the distribution of plant and animal species in
western Riverside County then fine-tuned the boundaries where elevation and landforms
did not accurately reflect changes in species and habitat distributions. This methodology
is similar to the approach used to develop bioregions for San Diego County (T.
Oberbauer, personal communication, 2000). The validity of these bioregions was
initially tested by examining the distribution of vegetation types and sensitive species
that fall within them. On the basis of existing data, it was determined that the bioregions
appear to reflect the different suites of species and vegetation communities in the
proposed Plan Area. As a work in progress, these boundaries are subject to change
based on further analyses, scientific study, and input from experts familiar with western
Riverside County.
Seven distinct bioregions were identified: Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside Lowlands,
San Jacinto Foothills, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, San Bernardino
Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains (Figure 2.4). The characteristic features of each
bioregion are described below.
Santa Ana Mountains Bioregion
The Santa Ana Mountains Bioregion extends south of State Route 91 (SR-91) to the
Riverside/San Diego County line and occurs west of Interstate 15 (I-15). It encompasses
the Cleveland National Forest and areas north of the Santa Margarita River. This
bioregion generally occurs at elevations above 2,000 feet and supports Diegan coastal
sage scrub, mesic chaparral, and sparse coniferous vegetation. The Santa Ana
Mountains Bioregion is heavily influenced by coastal climate factors such as fog,
rainfall, and wind. This bioregion is relatively undisturbed and not urbanized.
Riverside Lowlands Bioregion
The Riverside Lowlands Bioregion characterizes areas east of the Santa Ana Mountains
Bioregion, south of the Riverside/San Bernardino County line, west of Diamond Valley
Lake, Lake Skinner, and Gilman Hot Springs, and north of the Riverside/San Diego
County line. This bioregion encompasses Estelle Mountain, Lake Mathews, Reche
Canyon/Badlands, the San Jacinto Valley, Gavilan Hills, Lakeview Mountains, and
French Valley. The Riverside Lowlands Bioregion generally occurs at elevations below
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2,000 feet and is characterized by Riversidean sage scrub and annual grasslands. The
relatively arid climate is in part the result of the rain shadow effect cast by the Santa Ana
Mountains. A high level of disturbance and urbanization is noted within this bioregion.
San Jacinto Foothills Bioregion
The San Jacinto Foothills Bioregion generally includes areas north of SR-79, east of the
Riverside Lowlands Bioregion and west of the San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion. This
bioregion encompasses Vail Lake, Sage, and Cactus Valley. The San Jacinto Foothills
Bioregion occurs at elevations of 2,000 to 3,000 feet and is dominated by Riversidean
sage scrub and xeric chaparral associations. This bioregion receives less frequent frost
and snow than the mountainous areas. This bioregion has not been heavily disturbed or
urbanized.
Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion
The Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion extends south from SR-79 to the Riverside/San
Diego County line. It encompasses the Agua Tibia Mountains and generally occurs at
elevations above 2,000 feet. This bioregion supports Diegan coastal sage scrub, mesic
chaparral, and sparse coniferous vegetation. The Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion has
not been heavily disturbed or urbanized.
Desert Transition Bioregion
The Desert Transition Bioregion is located in the southeastern portion of the proposed
Plan Area and encompasses the Cahuilla Indian Reservation and Lake Riverside area.
The Desert Transition Bioregion generally occurs at elevations above 3,000 feet and is
arid and desert-influenced. This bioregion supports red shank chaparral, big basin sage
scrub, and semidesert succulent scrub habitats. This bioregion has not been heavily
disturbed or urbanized.
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion
The San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion is located in the northwestern portion of the
proposed Plan Area and encompasses areas north of I-10 within the Calimesa,
Beaumont, and Banning area; it generally occurs at elevations above 3,000 feet. This
bioregion supports coniferous forests, montane chaparral, and broad-leaved forest. The
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion is floristically distinct from the San Jacinto
Mountains Bioregion. This bioregion has not been heavily disturbed or urbanized.
San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion
The San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion occurs in the eastern portion of the proposed Plan
Area and encompasses the San Bernardino National Forest, Pine Cove, Idyllwild, and
upper San Jacinto River and Bautista Canyon Creek. This bioregion supports coniferous
forests, montane chaparral, and broad-leaved forest; it generally occurs at elevations
above 3,000 feet. The San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion is floristically distinct from the
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion.
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3.1.3

Vegetation Communities

The proposed MSHCP vegetation communities map was created in 1995 by PSBS and
mapped by KTU+A. For the purpose of analysis, the 1995 vegetation communities were
subsequently generalized to ensure consistency in mapping scale across the proposed
Plan Area. In addition to the vegetation communities map, PSBS and KTU+A created
a coastal sage scrub habitat quality map for the purpose of regional reserve planning for
the California gnatcatcher. Other vegetation mapping efforts include a riparian map
coverage created by UCR in 2000. The proposed MSHCP vegetation map described
above incorporates 50 vegetation community classifications. For the purpose of
proposed MSHCP planning and analysis, the 50 classifications were collapsed to 14;
both classes of categories are summarized in Table 3A.
Table 3A - Summary of Collapsed and Uncollapsed Vegetation Communities Classifications
Collapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Montane Coniferous Forest

Uncollapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Jeffrey Pine
Lodgepole Pine
Lower Montane Coniferous Forest
Mixed Evergreen Forest
Southern California White Fir
Subalpine Coniferous

Woodland and Forests

Black Oak Forest
Broadleaved Upland Forest
Coast Live Oak Woodland
Dense Engelmann Oak Woodland
Oak Woodland
Peninsular Juniper Woodland and Scrub

Coastal Sage Scrub

Coastal Scrub
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Sage Scrub

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

Disturbed Alluvial
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

Desert Scrub

Big Sagebrush Scrub
Colorado Desert Wash Scrub
Semidesert Succulent Scrub
Sonoran Desert Scrub

Chaparral

Chamise Chaparral
Chaparral
Red Shank Chaparral
Semi-Desert

Playas and Vernal Pools

Alkali Playa
Southern Interior Basatt Vernal Pool
Vernal Pool
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Table 3A - Summary of Collapsed and Uncollapsed Vegetation Communities Classifications
Collapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Grassland

Uncollapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Non-native Grassland
Valley and Foothill Grassland

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, Forest

Arundo/Riparian Forest
Montane Riparian Forest
Montane Riparian Scrub
Mule Fat Scrub
Riparian Forest
Riparian Scrub
Southern Cottonwood/Willow Riparian
Southern Sycamore/Alder Riparian Woodland
Southern Willow Scrub
Tamarisk Scrub

Meadows and Marshes

Meadow (Montane)
Wet Montane Meadow
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Marsh

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

Water

Open Water/Reservoir/Pond

Developed or Disturbed Land

Residential/Urban/Exotic

Agriculture

Dairy and Livestock Feed Yards
Field Croplands
Grove/Orchard

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres with
approximately 871,000 acres (69 percent) supporting natural vegetation. The 14
vegetation communities within the proposed Plan Area (Table 3B) include chaparral
(434,950 acres), cismontane alkali marsh (1,260 acres), coastal (Diegan and Riversidean)
sage scrub (156,450 acres), desert scrubs (14,570 acres), native and non-native grassland
(154,140 acres), meadows and marshes (1,020 acres), montane coniferous forest (29,910
acres), peninsular juniper woodland and scrub (1,080 acres), playas and vernal pools
(7,910 acres), riparian scrub/woodland/forests (15,030 acres), Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub (7,940 acres), open water (12,210 acres), woodlands and forests (34,300
acres), and unknown (1,350 acres). In addition, approximately 169,480 acres are in
agriculture, and the remaining 218,260 acres are considered disturbed or developed land.
Section C of the proposed MSHCP Reference Document, in Volume II of the proposed
MSHCP, contains detailed habitat accounts describing the biogeography, range and
distribution, vegetation characteristics, species composition, physical environment,
ecosystem processes, community relationships, and threats for each vegetation
community within the proposed Plan Area. A brief description of each vegetation
community is provided below.
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Table 3B - Acreage and Proportional Distribution of Vegetation Communities within
the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
Vegetation Type

Total Acres in Plan
Area

Percent of Total
Vegetation

Agriculture

169,480

13.5%

Chaparral

434,950

35.0%

1,260

0.1%

156,450

12.0%

14,570

1.2%

154,140

12.2%

1,020

0.08%

29,910

2.4%

7,910

0.6%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and Forest

15,030

1.2%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

0.6%

Water

12,210

1.0%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

2.7%

218,260

17.3%

1,350

0.11%

1,258,750

100%

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
Unknown
Totals

Agriculture
Agricultural lands include areas occupied by dairies and livestock feed yards or areas
that have been tilled for use as croplands or groves/orchards. Approximately 13 percent
of the MSHCP Plan Area (169,480 acres) consists of agricultural lands. The largest
areas of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of San Jacinto and north of
Juniper Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake, Nuevo, southeast Perris,
Eastvale, Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and in Glen Avon. Field
croplands are mapped extensively throughout the proposed Plan Area. The largest areas
are around the following: State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an eastwest strip from Murrieta Hot Springs, through French Valley; Antelope Valley, Paloma
Valley, Menifee Valley, Winchester, and Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the
Diamond Valley area; and in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard is in Santa
Rosa East between Gavilan Mountain and Mesa de Colorado. Agricultural lands are
further discussed in Sections 3.2 and 4.2.
Chaparral
Chaparral vegetation is the most abundant and widespread vegetation type in western
Riverside County, covering approximately 35 percent (434,950 acres) of the proposed
Plan Area. Large contiguous stands of chaparral occur along the Santa Ana Mountains
in the western portion of the proposed Plan Area, and along the San Bernardino, San
Jacinto, and Agua Tibia Mountains in the eastern and southern portions. Although
chaparral is less common than other vegetation types in the central lowlands of Riverside
County, three large chaparral-dominated areas occur on steeper lands near the Gavilan
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Hills-Gavilan Plateau-Meadowbrook Region, the Lakeview Mountains-Double Butte
area, and the Sedco Hills-Hogbacks area.
Chaparral is a shrub-dominated vegetation community that is composed largely of
evergreen species that range from 3 to 12 feet in height (Keeley, 2000). The most
common and widespread species within chaparral is chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum)
(Hanes, 1971). Other common shrub species include manzanita (Arctostaphylos spp.),
wild-lilac (Ceanothus spp.), oak (Quercus spp.), redberry (Rhamnus spp.), laurel sumac
(Malosma laurina), mountain-mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), toyon (Heteromeles
arbutifolia), and mission manzanita (Xylococcus bicolor) (Holland, 1986). Soft-leaved
subshrubs are less common in chaparral than in coastal sage scrub (see below) but occur
within canopy gaps of mature stands (Holland, 1986; Keeley and Keeley, 1988; Sawyer
and Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Common species include California buckwheat (Eriogonum
fasciculatum), sages (Salvia spp.), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), and
monkeyflower (Mimulus spp.). In addition, herbaceous species, including deerweed
(Lotus scoparius), nightshade (Solanum spp.), Spanish bayonet (Yucca whipplei),
rock-rose (Helianthemum scoparium), onion (Allium spp.), soap plant (Chlorogalum
spp.), bunch grasses (Nassella spp., and Melica spp.), wild cucumber (Marah spp.),
bedstraw (Galium spp.), and lupine (Lupinus spp.) are also present (Holland, 1986;
Keeley and Keeley, 1988; Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995 ).
Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Cismontane alkali marsh habitat is scattered sparsely over the western Riverside County
region, occupying approximately 0.1 percent (1,260 acres) of the proposed Plan Area.
Cismontane alkali marsh was mapped in two general localities along Cahuilla Creek
south of Anza and upstream from Lake Mathews along the Colorado River aqueduct.
Typical cismontane alkali marsh species include yerba mansa (Anemopsis californica),
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali-heath (Frankenia salina), cattails (Typha spp.),
common pickleweed (Salicornia virginica), rushes (Juncus spp.), marsh flea-bane
(Pluchea odorata), and sedges (Carex spp.) (Holland, 1986).
Coastal Sage Scrub
Coastal sage scrub is distributed throughout western Riverside County, occupying
approximately 12 percent (156,450 acres) of the proposed Plan Area (PSBS, 1995). It
occurs from the eastern slopes of the Santa Ana Mountains to elevations in the San
Jacinto Mountains less than 5,000 feet. Sage scrub often is distributed in patches
throughout its range. Over a scale of several miles, it can be found in diverse vegetation
community mosaics with other plant communities, particularly grassland and chaparral,
and oak/riparian woodland in wetter areas. In western Riverside County, coastal sage
scrub is found both in large contiguous blocks scattered throughout the County as well
as integrated with chaparral and grasslands.
Coastal sage scrub is dominated by a characteristic suite of low-statured, aromatic,
drought-deciduous shrubs, and subshrub species. Composition varies substantially
depending on physical circumstances and the successional status of the vegetation
community; however, characteristic species include California sagebrush, California
buckwheat, laurel sumac, California encelia (Encelia californica), and several species
of sage (e.g., Salvia mellifera, S. apiana) (Holland, 1986; Sawyer-Wolf, 1995). Other
common species include brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), lemonadeberry (Rhus
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integrifolia), sugarbush (Rhus ovata), yellow bush penstemon (Keckiella antirrhinoides),
Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), sweetbush (Bebbia juncea), boxthorn
(Lycium spp.), shore cactus (Opuntia littoralis), coastal cholla (Opuntia prolifera), tall
prickly-pear (Opuntia oricola), and species of Dudleya.
Desert Scrub
Desert scrub, including big sagebrush scrub and Sonoran desert scrub, occurs mostly in
the southeastern portion of the proposed Plan Area. Desert scrub occupies approximately 1.2 percent (14,570 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Large acreages of the
vegetation community occur north and south of SR-371 within Tule Valley, Culp
Valley, Wilson Creek, Cahuilla, the Ramona Indian Reservation, the Community of
Anza, and east of Aguanga and Lake Riverside.
Desert scrub is typically composed of shrubs such as big sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata), bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), rubber rabbit-bush (Chrysothamus
nauseosus), yellow rabbitbrush (Chrysothamus viscidiflorus), black bush (Coleogyne
ramosissima), Mormon-tea (Ephedra viridis), horsebrush (Tetradymia canescens),
plateau gooseberry (Ribes velutinum), hopsage (Grayia spinosa), burro weed (Ambrosia
dumosa), brittlebush, crucifixion-thorn (Canotia holacantha), ocotillo (Fouquieria
splendens), and creosote scrub (Larrea tridentata) (Holland, 1986). The herbaceous
cover generally is dominated by a mixture of perennial bunch grasses, such as ricegrass
(Achnatherum hymenoides), needle-and-thread (Stipa comata), letterman’s needlegrass
(Stipa lettermanii), needlegrass (Stipa occidentalis and Stipa thurberiana), desert
needlegrass (Stipa speciosa), one-sided bluegrass (Poa secunda), bluebunch wheatgrass
(Agropyron spicata), and Great Basin wild rye (Leymus cinereus). Annual grasses and
forbs may also occur within big sagebrush scrub. Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), an
introduced annual grass, has become the dominant herbaceous species in many areas.
Grasslands
Grasslands occur throughout most of western Riverside County and cover approximately
12.2 percent (154,130 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Two general types of
grasslands occur in Southern California: (1) non-native dominated, primarily annual
grassland (“non-native grassland”); and (2) native dominated, perennial grassland
(“valley and foothill grassland”) (Heady, 1977; Keeley, 1989; Sims and Risser, 2000).
The only valley and foothill grasslands mapped within the proposed Plan Area are
distributed over approximately 0.2 percent (2,700 acres) of the proposed Plan Area on
the Santa Rosa Plateau. Non-native grasslands occur throughout the majority of the
proposed Plan Area (11.6 percent), usually within close proximity to urbanized or
agricultural land uses. Large patches of non-native grasslands occur in the Riverside
Lowlands near March Air Reserve Base (ARB), Lake Mathews, Lake Perris, Lake
Elsinore, near Banning, Cahuilla, and in the Terwilliger Valley south of Anza.
Valley and foothill grasslands typically contain the perennial bunch grasses Nassella
pulchra and Nassella lepida. Lesser amounts of other native grasses, such as Melica
spp., Leymus spp., Muhlenbergia spp., and beard grass (Bothriochloa barbinodis), may
also be present. In addition, non-native grasses or forbs may be present to varying
degrees. Native herbaceous plants commonly found within valley and foothill
grasslands include yellow fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii), common calyptridium
(Calyptridium monardum), suncup (Camissonia spp.), Chinese houses (Collinsia
heterophylla), California poppy (Eschcholzia californica), tarweed (Hemizonia spp.),
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coast goldfields (Lasthenia californica), common tidy-tips (Layia platyglossa), Lupinus
spp., Plagiobothrys spp., blue dicks (Dichelostemma capitata), Muilla spp., blue-eyed
grass (Sisyrinchium bellum), and Dudleya spp. (Holland, 1986; Keeley, 1989; Sims and
Risser, 2000).
Non-native grasslands are likely to be dominated by several species of grasses that have
evolved to persist in concert with human agricultural practices: slender oat (Avena
barbata), wild oat (Avena fatua), fox tail chess (Bromus madritensis), soft chess
(Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), barley (Hordeum spp.), rye grass
(Lolium multiflorum), English ryegrass (Lolium perrene), rat-tail fescue (Vulpia
myuros), and Mediterranean schismus (Schismus barbatus) (Jackson, 1985; Sims and
Risser, 2000).
Meadows and Marshes
Approximately 1,020 acres of meadow and marsh vegetation communities, including
coastal and valley freshwater marsh, undifferentiated marsh, and wet montane meadow,
exist within the proposed Plan Area, comprising 0.04 percent of the proposed Plan Area.
Occurrences of this vegetation community have been mapped in the Prado Basin in the
Santa Ana River Valley, on the Santa Ana River near Pedley, north of Lake Elsinore in
Walker Canyon, near San Jacinto, along the shores of Lake Skinner and Vail Lake, and
adjacent to the cismontane alkali marsh on Cahuilla Creek. Undifferentiated marsh was
mapped in three locations, including the shore of Lake Mathews, near Mystic Lake, and
upstream from Vail Lake along Temecula Creek in the Aguanga Valley. Wet montane
meadow was mapped in the San Jacinto Mountains in the San Bernardino National
Forest, primarily within the vicinity of Hemet Lake.
Meadow and marsh vegetation communities occur in both flowing and still water. This
vegetation community includes cattails, bulrushes, sedges, spike rushes, flatsedges
(Cyperus spp.), smartweed (Polygonum spp.), watercress (Rorippa spp.), yerba mansa,
and also contains perennial and biennial herbs (e.g., Oenothera spp., Polygonum spp.,
Lupinus spp., Potentilla spp., and Sidalcea spp.) and grasses (e.g. Agrostis spp.,
Deschampsia spp., and Muhlenbergia spp.) (Barbour and Major, 1977; Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf, 1995; Stephenson and Calcarone, 1999; Holland and Keil, 1995). Rooted
aquatic plant species with floating stems and leaves also may be present, such as
pennywort (Hydrocotyle spp.), water smartweed (Polygonum amphibium), pondweeds
(Potamogeton spp.), and water-parsley (Oenanthe sarmentosa). Wet montane meadows
that dry out by mid-summer have a higher percentage of perennial grasses than meadows
that remain moist during the entire growing season (Holland and Keil 1995).
Montane Coniferous Forest
Montane coniferous forest, including Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine forest, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, Southern California white fir forest, and
subalpine coniferous forest, occupies 2.4 percent (29,900 acres) of the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area. It occurs within the San Jacinto Mountains, Agua Tibia, Cleveland National
Forest, and Santa Rosa Mountains.
Montane coniferous forest is dominated by Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi), ponderosa pine
(Pinus ponderosa), Coulter pine (Pinus coulteri), lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta ssp.
murrayanna), limber pine (Pinus flexilis), bigcone Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga macrocarpa), Pacific madrone (Arbutus menziesii), bigleaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), Rocky
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Mountain white fir (Abies concolor var. concolor), and sugar pine (Pinus lambertiana).
Common understory shrubs include manzanita, California lilac (Ceanothus spp.),
chinquapin (Chrysolepis), currant (Ribes spp.), and dwarf mistletoe (Arceuthobium
campylopodum). The herbaceous layer is composed of morning-glory (Calystegia
occidentalis ssp. fulcrata), sedge (Carex multicaulis), clarkia (Clarkia rhomboidea), and
mountain-heather (Phyllodoce breweri).
Playas and Vernal Pools
These vegetation communities comprise 0.6 percent (7,910 acres) of the proposed Plan
Area. Playas and vernal pools are found in western Riverside County in the San Jacinto
Valley/Perris Basin and on the Santa Rosa Plateau.
Vernal pools are ephemeral wetlands that form in shallow depressions underlain by a
substrate near the surface that restricts the downward percolation of water. Depressions
in the landscape fill with rainwater and runoff from adjacent areas during the winter and
may remain inundated until spring or early summer, sometimes drying more than once
during the wet season. Smaller pools can fill and dry, and larger pools can hold water
longer and may in the deeper portions support species that are more representative of
freshwater marshes. Vernal pools are well-known for their high level of endemism
(Stone, 1989) and abundance of rare, threatened, or endangered species (Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Many vernal pools are characterized by concentric rings of plants
that flower sequentially as the pools dry. Vernal pools are dominated by native annual
plants, with low to moderate levels of perennial herbaceous cover. Common vernal pool
plant species in western Riverside County include woolly marbles (Psilocarphus
brevissimus), toad rush (Juncus bufonius), and spike rush. In addition, the following
sensitive or listed plant species are found in one or more of these pools: California
Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri), little mousetail (Myosurus minimus ssp. apus), spreading navarretia
(Navarretia fossalis), low navarretia (Navarretia prostrata), Orcutt’s brodiaea (Brodiaea
orcuttii), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex
parishii), Parish’s meadowfoam (Limnanthes gracilis ssp. parishii), San Diego buttoncelery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii), Wright’s trichocoronis (Trichocoronis
wrightii var. wrightii), San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior),
and smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis) (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf,
1995). The Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp (Linderiella santarosae) only occurs in
western Riverside county, which is also the location of the southernmost record for the
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) (Eriksen and Belk, 1999).
Riparian Forest, Woodland, and Scrub
Riparian vegetation, including forest, woodland, and scrub subtypes, is distributed in
waterways and drainages throughout much of western Riverside County, covering
approximately 1.2 percent (15,030 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Southern
cottonwood/willow forest makes up the largest proportion of the riparian vegetation in
the proposed Plan Area, comprising nearly one-half (6,610 acres) of the acreage. Most
of the southern cottonwood/willow forest vegetation community occurs along the Santa
Ana River drainage from Lake Evans to beyond the Prado basin, along the San Gorgonio
River north of Banning and along Temecula Creek east of Vail Lake. Additional types
of riparian vegetation can be found along the San Gorgonio River north of Banning
(montane riparian forest), Temescal Canyon Wash and its tributaries (riparian scrub and
mule fat scrub), the stream channels within the San Mateo Canyon watershed (riparian
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forest, southern sycamore/alder riparian woodland and riparian scrub), and Vail Lake
(tamarisk scrub).
Riparian communities typically consist of one or more deciduous tree species with an
assorted understory of shrubs and herbs (Holland and Keil, 1995). Depending on
community type, a riparian community may be dominated by any of several trees/shrubs,
including box elder (Acer negundo), bigleaf maple, coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia),
white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Fremont’s cottonwood
(Populus fremontii), California walnut (Juglans californica), Mexican elderberry, wild
grape (Vitis girdiana), giant reed (Arundo donax), mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia),
tamarisk (Tamarix spp.), or any of several species of willow (Salix spp.). In addition,
various understory herbs may be present, such as saltgrass, wild cucumber (Marah
macrocarpus), mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), and
poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum).
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurs throughout many drainages in the proposed
Plan Area and comprises approximately 0.6 percent (7,940 acres) of the proposed Plan
Area. Large acreages of the vegetation occur in the following areas: on the Santa Ana
River near Lake Evans in the City of Riverside; along the San Gorgonio River and
tributaries near Banning; on the San Jacinto River from the National Forest to the
Soboba Indian Reservation; near Temecula along Temecula Creek; the Aguanga area;
Bautista Creek south of Hemet; and near Murrieta and Glen Ivy in the Temescal Valley.
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub is a Mediterranean shrubland type that occurs in
washes and on gently sloping alluvial fans. Alluvial scrub is made up predominantly of
drought-deciduous soft-leaved shrubs, but with significant cover of larger perennial
species typically found in chaparral (Kirkpatrick and Hutchinson, 1977). Scalebroom
(Lepidospartum squamatum) generally is regarded as an indicator of Riversidean alluvial
scrub (Smith, 1980; Hanes, et al., 1989). In addition to scalebroom, alluvial scrub
typically is composed of white sage (Salvia apiana), redberry (Rhamnus crocea),
California buckwheat, Spanish bayonet, California croton (Croton californicus), cholla
(Opuntia spp.), tarragon (Artemisia dracunculus), yerba santa (Eriodictyon spp.), mule
fat, and mountain-mahogany (Hanes, et al., 1989; Smith, 1980). Annual species
composition has not been studied but is probably similar to that found in understories
of neighboring shrubland vegetation. Two sensitive annual species are endemic to
alluvial scrub vegetation in the proposed Plan Area: slender-horned spineflower
(Dodecahema leptocerus) and Santa Ana River woollystar (Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum).
Water
Approximately 1.0 percent (12,210 acres) of the proposed Plan Area consists of open
water habitat. Open water was mapped at Vail Lake, Lake Skinner, Diamond Valley
Lake, Lake Perris, Mystic Lake, Canyon Lake, Lake Elsinore, Lee Lake, Lake Mathews,
Hemet Lake, portions of the San Jacinto River, and portions of the Santa Ana River, as
well as various small ponds, private reservoirs, and portions of stream channels.
Open water habitat typically is unvegetated due to a lack of light penetration. However,
open water may contain suspended organisms such as filamentous green algae,
phytoplankton (including diatoms), and desmids (Grenfell, 1988). Floating plants such
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as duckweed (Lemna spp.), water buttercup (Ranunculus aquatilis), and mosquito fern
(Azolla filiculoides) also may be present (Holland and Keil, 1995). Open water includes
inland depressions, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and stream channels containing standing
water and often occur in conjunction with riparian and upland vegetation communities.
Depth may vary from hundreds of feet to a few inches.
Woodlands and Forests
The proposed Plan Area supports approximately 34,300 acres (2.7 percent of the
proposed Plan Area) of woodlands and forests composed of black oak forest, broadleaved upland forest, oak woodland, and peninsular juniper woodland vegetation
communities. Woodland and forest vegetation communities are dominated by
Englemann oak (Quercus englemannii), coast live oak, canyon live oak (Quercus
chrysolepis), interior live oak (Quercus wislizenii), and black oak (Quercus kelloggii)
in the canopy, which may be continuous to intermittent or savannah-like. Four-needle
pinyon (Pinyon quadrifolia), single-leaf pinyon pine (Pinus monophylla) and California
juniper (juniperus californica) are the canopy species of peninsular juniper woodland,
which most commonly occurs in Southern California, forming a scattered canopy from
9 to 45 feet tall (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995; Holland and Keil 1995).
Many understory plants in oak woodlands are shade tolerant and include wild blackberry
(Rubus ursinus), snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis), California walnut, California-lilac
(ceanothus spp.), Rhus spp., currant, toyon, California bay (Umbellularia californica),
Engelmann oak, manzanita (Arctostaphylos spp.), laurel sumac, poison oak, and
herbaceous plants including bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), polypody fern
(Polypodium californicum), fiesta flower (Pholistorma auritum), and miner’s lettuce
(Claytonia perfoliata) (Holland and Keil, 1995; Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995; Thorne,
1976; Brown, 1982). Munz and Keck (1949) identify similar species for this vegetation
community and include a variety of grasses and soft shrubs that also are commonly
found. This vegetation community can occur on all aspects, on stream sides, canyon
bottoms, and flat to very steep topography. Woodlands and forests are known to occur
throughout the proposed Plan Area.
Developed or Disturbed Land
Approximately 218,260 acres (17.3 percent) of developed or disturbed lands occur
within the proposed Plan Area. Developed or disturbed lands consist of areas that have
been disced, cleared, or otherwise altered. Developed lands may include roadways,
existing buildings, and other structures. The largest areas of developed land are in the
cities of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake (including the surrounding
unincorporated communities of Meadowbrook, Alberhill, El Cariso, and Lakeland
Village), Hemet (including the surrounding unincorporated communities of East Hemet
and Valle Vista), in Moreno Valley, and along the SR-91 corridor from Riverside
through Corona and Norco. More medium-sized tracts of developed land are located in
the communities of Canyon Lake (including Quail Valley, Sun City, and Homeland), in
Perris along I-215 (including Mead Valley, Gavilan Hills, and Woodcrest), Beaumont,
Banning (including Cherry Valley), and Calimesa. Small and scattered occurrences
include the southeast portion of the proposed Plan Area along SR-371 in the unincorporated communities of Terwilliger Valley, Sage, Aguanga and Anza, east of the City of
Temecula, and in Sedco Hills. Disturbed lands may include ornamental plantings for
landscaping, escaped exotics, or ruderal vegetation dominated by non-native, weedy
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species such as mustard (Brassica sp.), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), tocalote
(Centaurea melitensis), and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus).
Unknown
Approximately 1,350 acres within the proposed Plan Area were not classified into a
vegetation community during the 1995 PSBS and KTU+A mapping effort.

3.1.4

Species Considered for Conservation in the Proposed MSHCP

Table 2G in Section 2.0 lists the 146 species that were considered to receive coverage
under the proposed MSHCP. As shown in Table 2E, the initial list of species considered
for conservation included 247 species identified for consideration by the proposed
MSHCP Advisory Committee in collaboration with the Wildlife Agencies. Early in the
planning process, it was determined that sufficient information was not available for
many of these species to proceed with conservation planning. The initial list of 247
species was reduced to 165 species as part of the August 9, 1999 Draft MSHCP Proposal
prepared by DUDEK. The list was further refined to 146 species as the proposed
MSHCP planning process proceeded, and information needed to proceed with
conservation planning could not be obtained for certain species. Several species were
added to the list during this process as suggested by stakeholders such as the Wildlife
Agencies and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Species added included great
blue heron, Dulzura kangaroo rat, Aguanga kangaroo rat, and six plant species.
Of the 146 covered species addressed in the proposed MSHCP, 118 species are
considered to be adequately conserved. The remaining 28 covered species will be
considered to be adequately conserved when certain conservation requirements are met
as identified in the species-specific conservation objectives for those species (speciesspecific conservation objectives for the 146 covered species are presented in Section 9.0
of the proposed MSHCP). Specific survey requirements are included in the speciesspecific conservation objectives presented in Section 9.0 of the proposed MSHCP and
in Section 4.1 of this EIR/EIS. A complete summary of MSHCP species survey
requirements is also provided in Appendix E of Volume I of the MSHCP.
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3.2 Agricultural and Extractive Resources
3.2.1

Agriculture Resources

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses unincorporated areas of the County in
addition to 14 cities located in western Riverside County. Agricultural lands are located
within the jurisdiction of the County and various cities. In terms of dollar value,
agriculture is the largest industry in Riverside County, providing employment for a
significant number of the County’s population. Agriculture faces continuing pressure
from urbanization, foreign competition, and rising production costs. Despite these
pressures, those areas that remain in agricultural production represent a significant open
space and economic resource for the County. This section addresses important
agricultural resources within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
State Designated Farmland
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 65570 of the California Government Code, the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) compiles important farmland maps for the state. These maps utilize data from
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS) soil survey and current land use information, representing an inventory of
agricultural resources within the County. The maps depict urbanized lands and a
qualitative sequence of agricultural designations. Maps and statistics are produced
biannually using a process that integrates aerial photo interpretation, field mapping, a
computerized mapping system, and public review.
State and federal agencies have established several classifications of important
agricultural land based on factors such as soil characteristics, climate, and water supply.
The Farmland Resource Map (Figure 3.2.1) identifies the categories of important
agricultural land within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, as defined by State and federal
agencies. Categories of land mapped include the following:
C Prime Farmland;
C Farmland of Statewide Importance;
C Unique Farmland;
C Farmland of Local Importance; and
C Grazing Land.
Prime Farmland. Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and
chemical characteristics for the production of crops. It has the soil quality, growing
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high-yield crops when treated
and managed, including water management, according to current farming methods.
Prime Farmland must have been used for the production of irrigated crops at some time
during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date. These lands are best suited for
producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and have minimal management
problems. Prime Farmland does not include publicly owned lands for which there is an
adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
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Farmland of Statewide Importance. Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime
Farmland but with minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil
moisture. Land must have been used for production of irrigated crops at some time
during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date. Lands within this category may
have associated management problems such as increased alkaline or saline soils, and
have a moderate erosion hazard. Farmland of Statewide Importance does not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Unique Farmland. Unique Farmland is land of lesser quality soils currently and
specifically used for the production of the State’s leading agricultural crops (as listed in
California Agriculture, California Department of Food and Agriculture). It has the
special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply
needed to produce sustained high quality or high yields of a specific crop when treated
and managed according to current farming methods. Unique Farmland is usually
irrigated, but may include nonirrigated orchards or vineyards found in some climatic
zones in California. Examples of crops on Unique Farmland include oranges, olives,
avocados, rice, grapes, and cut flowers. Land must have been cropped at some time
during the two cycles prior to the mapping date. Unique Farmland does not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Farmland of Local Importance. Farmland of importance to the local agricultural economy
is determined by the County Board of Supervisors and a local advisory committee.
These farmlands include agricultural areas with soils that would be classified as “Prime”
and “Statewide Important” but lack available irrigation water, lands producing major
(but not unique) crops, dairylands (including corrals, pasture, milking facilities, etc.),
lands identified by City or County ordinance as agricultural zones or contracts (including
Riverside City “Proposition R” lands), and lands planted in jojoba that are under
cultivation and are of producing age.
Grazing Land. This includes land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the
grazing of livestock.
Table 3C summarizes the acreages of the various State designated farmland categories
within unincorporated areas and cities within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. Within
the MSHCP Plan Area, 99,090 acres have been designated as Prime, Unique, or
Statewide Important farmland. The majority of this Designated farmland, 67,960 acres
(69%) is located in unincorporated Riverside County. After Riverside County, the
highest concentration of Designated farmland is located in the City of Riverside (5,778
acres/6%), followed by the Cities of San Jacinto and Moreno Valley, at 5,448 acres (5%)
and 5,298 acres (5%), respectively.
Table 3C - State Designated Farmland within Western Riverside County (Acres)
Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Total

% of Total

Riverside
County

29,735

26,609

11,616

67,960

68.6

Banning

202

0

0

202

0.2

Beaumont

132

0

0

132

0.1

Calimesa

232

26

0

258

30

0

0

0

0

0.0

Jurisdiction

Canyon Lake
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Table 3C - State Designated Farmland within Western Riverside County (Acres)
Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Total

% of Total

Corona

2,792

1,023

223

4,038

4.1

Hemet

3,368

38

695

4,101

4.1

Lake Elsinore

52

19

0

71

0.1

Moreno Valley

4,614

44

640

5,298

5.3

209

290

16

515

0.5

Norco

3

0

14

17

0.0

Perris

1,938

216

2,524

4,678

4.7

Riverside

2,675

545

2,558

5,778

5.8

San Jacinto

1,610

863

3,011

5,448

5.5

537

7

14

558

0.6

48,099

29,680

21,311

99,090

100.0

Jurisdiction

Murrieta

Temecula
TOTALS

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding errors.
Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.

Existing Agricultural Use
While land may be designated by the State as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important
farmland, it may not be actively utilized for the production of crops or the husbandry of
livestock. Agricultural lands include areas occupied by dairies and livestock feed yards
or areas that have been tilled for use as croplands or groves/orchards. The largest areas
of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of San Jacinto and north of Juniper
Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake, Nuevo, southeast Perris, Eastvale,
Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and in Glen Avon. Field croplands are
mapped extensively throughout the proposed Plan Area. The largest areas are around
State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an east-west strip from Murrieta
Hot Springs; through French Valley, Antelope Valley, Paloma Valley, and Menifee
Valley; Winchester; Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the Diamond Valley area; and
in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard use is in Santa Rosa East between Gavilan
Mountain and Mesa de Colorado.
An interpretation of land use undertaken during the preparation of the Existing Setting
Report (1999) for the 2002 Riverside County General Plan identified approximately
161,792 acres within western Riverside County utilized for some manner of agricultural
production (Table 3D). The majority of this active agricultural land, 110,269 acres
(68%), is located in unincorporated Riverside County. After Riverside County, the
highest concentration of active agricultural land is located in the City of Perris (9,859
acres/6%), followed by Moreno Valley at 8,519 acres (5%), and San Jacinto at 8,350
acres (5%).

Table 3D - Existing Agricultural Use in Western Riverside County
Jurisdiction
Riverside County

3.2-6

Existing Agricultural Use
(acres)

% of Total

110,269

68.2

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

Table 3D - Existing Agricultural Use in Western Riverside County
Existing Agricultural Use
(acres)

% of Total

Banning

1,317

0.8

Beaumont

3,609

2.2

Calimesa

761

0.5

2

0.0

Corona

3,557

2.2

Hemet

4,243

2.6

Lake Elsinore

256

0.2

Moreno Valley

8,519

5.3

Murrieta

2,669

1.6

Norco

634

0.4

Perris

9,859

6.1

Riverside

6,433

4.0

San Jacinto

8,350

5.2

Temecula

1,314

0.8

161,792

100.0

Jurisdiction

Canyon Lake

TOTAL
Source:

3.2.2

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

Mineral Resources within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area

As Riverside County entered the 20th century, natural building materials (such as wood
products) became scarce, and the industry turned to cement and clay products as durable
structural replacements. Cement and clay resources in Riverside County were so rich
that in the early 1900s, the value of these commodities surpassed the value of all other
mineral products in the County. Today, these industrial commodities are the most
significant mineral resources extracted in Riverside County.
It is anticipated that future mineral production will focus on these industrial commodities
required for the urban expansion that will likely accompany projected increases in
Riverside County population. The estimated value of California’s mineral production
for 1992 was approximately $2.5 billion, 80 percent of which was from industrial
minerals (cement and clay). Riverside County’s mineral production mirrors that of the
State and, in 1997, the County produced over 21.27 million tons of industrial minerals,
the largest group being from mines that produced construction aggregate (Table 3E).
Table 3E - Mineral Production in Riverside County
Mineral Resource
Sand and Gravel
Stone

Production (tons)
17,444,706
2,261,465

Clay

284,528

Decomposed Granite

169,092

Gypsum

900
Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment
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Table 3E - Mineral Production in Riverside County
Mineral Resource
Iron Ore

50

Other Mineral Commodities
Source:

Production (tons)
1,114,476

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

In accordance with classification guidelines established by the State Mining and
Geology Board (SMGB) and in compliance with the Surface Mining and Recovery Act
of 1975 (SMARA), the State Geologist is required to classify, based on geological
factors and without regard to existing land use and ownership, the following:
• Areas containing few or no mineral deposits;
• Areas containing significant mineral deposits; or
• Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which requires further evaluation.
The SMGB has subsequently assigned the above categories into Mineral Resource Zones
(MRZs). These zones have been established based on the presence or absence of
significant sand and gravel deposits and crushed rock source areas, products used in the
production of cement. The guidelines for establishing the MRZs are as follows:
MRZ-1 Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits
are present, or where it is judged that there is little likelihood for their presence.
MRZ-2 Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are
present or where it is judged that there is a high likelihood for their presence.
MRZ-3 Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated
from available data.
MRZ-4 Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other
MRZ.
As detailed in Figure 3.2.2, areas identified as MRZ-2 are located throughout the
proposed Plan Area. In western Riverside County, there are approximately 19,700 acres
of land categorized as MRZ-2, 794,900 acres of land categorized as MRZ-4, and a total
of 444,500 acres that have not been studied for the presence of significant mineral
resources. Areas designated MRZ-2 and mining operations within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area are generally concentrated around major drainages and valleys. Within
western Riverside County, the largest area of MRZ-2 land is in Temescal Canyon
between the Cities of Lake Elsinore and Corona.
Table 3F summarizes the approximate acreages of MRZ-2 areas in the cities in the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
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Table 3F - MRZ-2 Land within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
City

MRZ-2 Land (acres)

Banning

1,400

Corona

2,300

Lake Elsinore

1,000

Riverside

1,700

Unincorporated Riverside County

13,100

Total

19,500

Source:

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

Existing land use information for the cities and western County indicate that approximately 22 percent of MRZ-2 land (approximately 4,300 acres) is currently in use for
mineral resource extraction within the Plan Area. As discussed above, since these areas
are generally concentrated around major drainages and valleys, other types of land use
compete with mineral extraction use for these areas. Valleys may be in demand for
residential and urban development, as they often do not have steep slopes and have
suitable geological conditions for supporting structures. Drainages have high value for
recreation and natural areas, and may attract nearby development by providing scenic
views. The MRZ-2 designation does not indicate that mineral extraction is the only land
use for the area, but rather indicates that the area may be suitable for mineral extraction
use.

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment
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3.3 Population, Housing, and Employment
3.3.1

Population

The population of western Riverside County in 1999 was 1,147,629 (California Department of Finance, 1999), an increase of 64,633 persons, or 6 percent, over 1,082,996 persons reported in 1994. The 14 cities that comprise western Riverside County had a 1999
population of 829,332, or 72 percent of the region’s population. The cities have grown
7.9 percent between 1994 and 1999, while the unincorporated areas in western Riverside
County only grew 1.1 percent during the same time period. As shown in Table 3G,
western Riverside County, as a whole, is growing at the same rate as both the region and
State. Table 3H shows the population breakdown within the western unincorporated
area, by Plan Area. The unincorporated area with the largest population is the Jurupa
Plan Area.
Table 3G - Regional Population Growth Trends, 1994-1999
Area

1994

1999

Change

1,082,996

1,147,629

6.0%

768,272

829,332

7.9%

314,724

318,297

1.1%

SCAG Region

15,603,036

16,545,220

6.0%

California

31,960,623

33,773,466

5.7%

WRCOG

1

Cities
Unincorporated
2

Notes:

1

Source:

1998 Regional Transportation Plan, Department of Finance. As of September 13, 2002, this is the most
recent demographic information that WRCOG has.

2

Western Riverside County Organization of Governments
Southern California Association of Governments

Table 3H - Population, Households, and Employment within Unincorporated Western
Riverside County, 1997
Plan Area
Jurupa

Population

%

Households

%

Employment

%

81,836

26.2

24,578

23.3

16,923

34.1

Highgrove/Northside

7,378

2.4

2,426

2.3

1,626

3.3

Reche Canyon/
Badlands

1,765

0.6

596

0.6

204

0.4

Eastvale

2,558

0.8

751

0.7

765

1.5

Temescal Canyon

24,977

8.0

7,533

7.1

3,789

7.6

Woodcrest/
Lake Mathews

22,445

7.2

6,725

6.4

3,564

7.2

3,517

1.1

1,186

1.1

960

1.9

35,393

11.3

13,318

12.6

3,034

6.1

REMAP

1,339

0.4

483

0.5

202

0.4

Lakeview/Nuevo

9,001

2.9

2,885

2.7

1,325

2.7

17,243

5.5

5,090

4.8

1,002

2.0

March Air Force
Base
Upper San Jacinto
Valley

Mead Valley

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment
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Table 3H - Population, Households, and Employment within Unincorporated Western
Riverside County, 1997
Plan Area

Population

%

Households

%

Employment

%

Greater Elsinore

34,229

10.9

11,451

10.9

4,636

9.3

Highway 74-79

12,548

4.0

4,841

4.6

1,381

2.8

Sun City/
Menifee Valley

31,443

10.1

13,817

13.1

5,663

11.4

Southwest Area
(SWAP)

15,253

4.9

5,177

4.9

2,679

5.4

San Gorgonio Pass

11,736

3.8

4,513

4.3

1,882

3.8

Total

312,660

100

105,373

100

49,635

100

Source:

County of Riverside Housing Element, 2001.

The Cities of Riverside and Moreno Valley are the largest in the study area, by population. Together, the two cities contain 397,547 persons or approximately 35 percent of
the study area population. The cities that experienced the most rapid population growth
during the 1990s are Corona (64.2%), Perris (68.6%), and Temecula (113.0%). The City
of Norco experienced the least rapid growth during the 1990s. Table 3I demonstrates
the historic and projected population growth within the cities. Historical and forecast
changes in population are important considerations for conservation planning, since they
represent the primary causes of urban development and habitat loss.
Table 3I - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

20,570

23,562

34,811

47,328

101

9,685

11,384

26,279

56,450

396

0

7,139

13,112

29,554

314

0

9,952

10,675

10,702

8

Corona

76,095

124,966

138,896

156,522

25

Hemet

36,094

58,812

80,904

127,899

117

Lake Elsinore

18,285

28,928

49,338

81,820

183

Moreno Valley

118,779

142,381

169,459

221,343

555

0

44,282

67,601

96,382

118

Norco

23,302

24,157

29,579

30,568

27

Perris

21,460

36,189

52,985

109,377

202

226,505

255,166

302,507

340,328

33

San Jacinto

16,210

23,779

46,983

67,115

182

Temecula

27,099

57,716

76,704

86,000

49

Total

594,084

848,413

1,099,833

1,461,388

72

Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa1
1

Canyon Lake

1

Murrieta

Riverside

Note:

1

Sources:

1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

3.3-2

2010

2025

% Change
2000-2025

1990

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.
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Housing

Total housing in western Riverside County in 2000 was estimated to be 389,342 of
which 264,753, or about 68 percent, were single family detached units (California Department of Finance, E-5 Series 2000). Between 1990 and 2000, total housing units increased by 52,275 units, or 15.5 percent. Because the housing unit increase was less
than the population increase, the average household size increased from 2.98 in 1990 to
3.17 in 2000. Table 3J shows the historic and projected housing growth within the cities
of western Riverside County. The Cities of Corona, Hemet, and Temecula had the
largest growth in housing during the 1990s. The cities of Beaumont, Calimesa, and
Perris are expected to have the largest housing growth through 2020. Table 3H shows
the housing breakdown within the western unincorporated area, by Plan Area. The
unincorporated area with the largest number of households is the Jurupa Plan Area.
Table 3J - Housing Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

1990

2000

2010

2025

8,279

9,735

11,614

15,904

63

3,718

4,258

9,249

20,544

382

0

3,229

5,523

12,316

281

0

4,036

3,727

3,794

Corona

26,480

38,903

42,382

52,303

34

Hemet

19,692

29,287

31,388

38,922

33

Lake Elsinore

6,993

9,436

15,220

25,099

166

Moreno Valley

37,945

41,388

48,170

65,679

59

0

14,800

21,753

31,091

110

Norco

5,785

6,238

7,138

7,603

22

Perris

7,780

10,484

15,669

34,395

228

80,260

85,631

93,245

109,803

282

6,845

9,340

15,296

21,650

132

Temecula

10,659

18,749

23,140

27,742

48

Total

214,436

285,514

343,514

466,845

64

Banning
Beaumont
1

Calimesa

1

Canyon Lake

1

Murrieta

Riverside
San Jacinto

Note:
Source:

3.3.3

% Change 2000-2025

1

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.
1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

Employment

In 2000, employment within the cities of western Riverside County was 301,501. The
unincorporated areas of the County had a total employment of 49,635 (Table 3H) in
1997. The region’s employment is expected to rise 54.6 percent by the year 2010 and
approximately another 20.3 percent between 2010 and 2020. Rapid increases are projected to occur in Beaumont, Lake Elsinore, and Murrieta by 2010. Less growth is expected to occur in Norco and the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County.
Table 3H shows the employment breakdown within the western unincorporated area by
Plan Area. The unincorporated area with the largest employment is the Jurupa Plan
Area.
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Region and City/County Forecasts

SCAG and local jurisdictions of western Riverside County periodically prepare forecasts
of population, housing, and economic growth for the region, cities, and unincorporated
communities. According to these forecasts, the region’s population is expected to grow
56 percent between 2000 and 2020. Total housing units are expected to grow 47.4 percent, and employment to increase 86 percent.
Forecasts of population, housing, and employment for the proposed MSHCP cities are
shown in Tables 3I, 3J, and 3K. The most rapid increases in population are projected
for Beaumont (72 percent between 2010 and 2020) and Calimesa (78.6%). Similarly,
rapid increases in total housing units are projected for Beaumont (76.7 percent from
2010 to 2020) and Calimesa (77.2%). Employment in Beaumont is projected to increase
33.5 percent between 2010 and 2020, followed by Murrieta (32%), and Calimesa
(28.4%).
Table 3K - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,453

12,145

15,342

81

Beaumont

6,185

14,811

22,291

260

Calimesa

1,867

3,692

5,273

182

Canyon Lake

1,958

2,451

2,875

47

Corona

41,583

56,751

69,905

68

Hemet

% Change 2000-2025

17,818

23,859

29,095

63

Lake Elsinore

8,289

17,539

25,562

208

Moreno Valley

33,163

53,887

71,859

117

Murrieta

8,447

19,028

28,205

234

Norco

8,891

10,631

12,140

37

Perris

11,701

22,747

32,300

176

125,938

182,943

232,326

84

6,328

11,215

15,455

144

Temecula

20,880

34,471

46,260

122

Total

301,501

466,170

608,888

102

Riverside
San Jacinto

Source:

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast.

The unincorporated areas of western Riverside County have slightly different growth
rate trends than do the cities within the region. The growth projections in population,
housing, and employment are shown in Table 3L.
Table 3L - Growth Forecasts for the Unincorporated Western Riverside County
2010

2025

2040

Annual % Change

Population

490,941

771,595

1,234,552

4

Housing

160,440

254,582

407,331

4

Employment

135,750

192,918

279,731

3

Source:

3.3-4

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast, 2040 numbers are derived from 2010 and 2025 forecasts.
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Developed land in residential use within unincorporated western Riverside County
totaled 141,050 acres in 1999. Between 1999 and the build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, developed residential land within western Riverside County
is projected to increase by 420 percent to 592,957 acres, as shown in Table 3M.
For the purpose of this study, employment land use includes lands developed for heavy
industrial, light industrial, business park, mineral extraction, public facilities, retail,
office, schools, tourist/commercial, utilities, and warehouse facilities. Developed land
in these uses in 1999 totaled 59,897 acres in western Riverside County. This is
projected to increase 258 percent to 154,559 acres by build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, as shown in Table 3M.
Table 3M - Developed Residential and Employment Land Use
Residential Land Use
City

Employment Land Use1

Developed Land
(Acres)
1999

Developed Land
(Acres)

Build Out
2

1999

Vacant Developable
Land (Acres)

Build Out

1999

1,623

1,323

9,161

Banning

2,503

2,430

Beaumont

1,017

16,155

972

2,600

10,934

Calimesa

1,347

6,132

426

759

6,885

Canyon Lake

1,264

1,576

51

151

1,057

3

6,245

Corona

8,150

13,157

4,711

Hemet

5,068

35,852

1,776

6,945

3,936

Lake Elsinore

2,771

15,211

1,625

4,446

16,765

Moreno Valley

10,763

35,954

2,789

11,603

10,141

Murrieta

5,099

25,813

1,771

9,662

8,359

Norco

3,585

5,465

1,309

1,686

2,933

Perris

2,574

17,703

1,784

8,458

5,941

20,624

42,337

10,059

13,988

12,146

San Jacinto

2,302

3,832

1,487

1,557

3,237

Temecula

5,992

14,067

2,836

3,772

5,947

County

67,991

357,273

26,678

83,597

735,055

Total

141,050

592,957

59,897

154,559

811,762

Riverside

Notes:

Source:

4,012

1

Included in Employment Land Use is: Heavy Industrial, Light Industrial/Business Park, Mineral
Extraction, Public Facilities, Retail/Office, Schools, Tourist/Commercial, Utilities, and Warehouse
land use designations.
2
The City of Banning’s latest General Plan update was done in 1986, thus numbers in this table are
projected for year 2000.
3
This is from the Corona 1986 General Plan. As of this writing, the City of Corona is currently
updating the General Plan.
LSA GIS data and City General Plans.
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3.4

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)

3.4.1

Fire

Fire protection is provided throughout the County by the Riverside County Fire
Department/California Department of Forestry, individual city fire departments, and
several district fire departments.
Western Riverside County Service Area
The Riverside County Fire Department, which is part of the California Department of
Forestry, provides the primary fire protection services to the unincorporated areas of
western Riverside County. The County of Riverside operates 85 fire stations in the
County, 58 of which are within western Riverside County. Twenty-one of the stations
are located in the unincorporated area of the western County. Nine cities in western
Riverside County contract with the County of Riverside for fire protection services.
These cities include:
•

Banning

•

Lake Elsinore

•

Beaumont

•

Moreno Valley

•

Calimesa

•

Perris

•

Canyon Lake

•

San Jacinto

•

Temecula

The County is part of a mutual aid program with all of the cities in the County. Upon
the receipt of a call for mutual aid through the County’s Emergency Command Center,
the County’s mutual aid coordinator will determine whether the city or County will
provide a response.
The Department also provides the following services:
•

Weed abatement

•

Swift water rescue

•

Ambulance response

•

Level 1 hazardous material team

County Fire Stations
County fire stations serving western Riverside County are identified in Table 3N.
Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

1

Perris

210 West San Jacinto Avenue, Perris

2

Sunnymead

23770 Sunnymead Boulevard, Moreno Valley

3

Nuevo

29490 Lakeview Avenue, Nuevo

4

Cajalco

17650 Cajalco Boulevard, Perris

5

Quail Valley

28971 Goetz Road, Quail Valley
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Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

6

Edgemont

22250 Eucalyptus Avenue, Moreno Valley

7

Sun City

27860 Bradley Road, Sun City

8

Woodcrest

17800 Van Buren Boulevard, Riverside

9

Goodmeadow

21565 Steele Peak Road, Perris

10

Elsinore

410 West Graham Avenue, Lake Elsinore

11

Lakeland Village

17643 Brightman Avenue, Lake Elsinore

12

Temecula

28330 Mercedes Street, Temecula

13

Home Gardens

135 North McKinley Street, Corona

14

Corona

1511 Hamner Avenue, Norco

15

El Cerrito

20320 Temescal Canyon Road

16

Pedley

9270 Limonite Avenue, Pedley

17

Glen Avon

10400 San Sevaine Way, Mira Loma

18

West Riverside

7545 Mission Boulevard, Riverside

19

Highgrove

469 Center Street, Highgrove

20

Beaumont

1550 East 6th Street, Beaumont

21

Calimesa

906 Park Avenue, Calimesa

22

Cherry Valley

10055 Avenida Mira Villa, Cherry Valley

23

Pine Cove

24919 Marion Ridge Road, Idyllwild

25

San Jacinto

132 South San Jacinto, San Jacinto

26

Little Lake

25954 Stanford Street, Hemet

27

Ryan Field

36850 Stetson Avenue, Hemet

28

Sage

37381 Sage Road, Sage

29

Anza

56560 Hwy 371, Anza

30

Pinyon

70080 Highway 74, Mountain Center

38

Rubidoux

3590 Rubidoux Boulevard, Riverside

48

Sunnymead Ranch

10511 Village Road, Moreno Valley

51

El Cariso

32353 Ortega Highway, Lake Elsinore

52

Cottonwood

44222 Sage Road, Aguanga

53

Garner Valley

59200 Morris Ranch Road, Mountain Center

54

Homeland

25730 Sultanas Road, Homeland

58

Moreno

28020 Bay Avenue, Moreno Valley

59

Mead Valley

19450 Clark Street, Perris

60

Canyon Lake

28730 Vacation Drive, Canyon Lake

61

Wildomar

32637 Gruwell Street, Wildomar

62

Rancho Carrillo

Lot #51 Verdugo Road, San Juan Capistrano

63

Poppet Flats

49575 Orchard, Banning

64

Juniper Flats

Vacant
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Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

65

Dennedy Park

15111 Indian Avenue, Moreno Valley

66

Beaumont City

628 Maple Street, Beaumont

68

Menifee

26020 Wickerd Road, Menifee

72

Valley Vista

25175 Fairview, Hemet

73

Rancho California

27415 Enterprise Circle West, Temecula

74

Rancho Capistrano

35420 Calle Grande, Lake Elsinore

75

Bear Creek

38900 Clinton Keith Road, Murrieta

76

Menifee Lakes

Menifee (to be constructed)

77

Lake Riverside

Aguanga

83

French Valley

37500 Sky Canyon Drive, Murrieta

84

Parkview

30650 Pauba Road, Temecula

277

Pechanga Indian Fire

Pechanga Indian Reservation, Temecula

278

Morongo Indian Fire

11581 Potrero Road, Banning

Bautista

Conservation Camp

33015 Bautista Road, Hemet

Norco

Conservation Camp

5th and Western Boulevard, Norco

Oak Glen

Conservation Camp

41100 Pine Bench Road, Yucaipa

City Fire Stations
The five western Riverside County cities that do not contract with the County of
Riverside for fire protection services are Corona, Hemet, Murrieta, Norco, and
Riverside.
City of Corona. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Corona are
provided by the Corona Fire Department. The Department currently operates six fire
stations, and a seventh facility is in the development phase. The new facility will be
located at 3777 Bedford Canyon Road. Construction on the new station is expected to
begin in November 2002. The City of Corona’s fire facilities are meeting the service
demands with the help of the County of Riverside Fire Department. The County Fire
Department is helping in the area surrounding the planned facility. After construction
of the planned facility, the County Fire Department will not need to aid the City of
Corona. The City of Corona has mutual aid agreements with surrounding cities, the
County of Riverside, and surrounding Counties. Below is a list of current fire facilities
operated by the City of Corona.
•

Station 1 - 540 Magnolia Avenue

•

Station 2 - 225 East Harrison Street

•

Station 3 - 790 South Smith Street

•

Station 4 - 915 North McKinley Street

•

Station 5 - 1200 Canyon Crest

•

Station 6 - 110 West Upper Drive
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City of Hemet. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Hemet are
provided by the Hemet Fire Department. The Department operates four fire stations.
All firefighters in the Hemet Fire Department are paid professionals; volunteer firefighters are not utilized. The City has a mutual aid agreement with the County of
Riverside. The following is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of Hemet.
•

Station 1 - 220 North Juanita Street

•

Station 2 - 895 West Stetson Street

•

Station 3 - 4110 West Devonshire

•

Station 4 - Hemet Ryan Airport

City of Murrieta. Fire prevention and protection within the City of Murrieta are provided
by the Murrieta Fire Department. The Department operates three fire stations. The City
is currently not planning any additional fire facilities and the current stations are meeting
the service level demands. The City has a mutual aid agreement with the County of
Riverside. The following is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of
Murrieta.
•

Station 1 - 41825 Juniper Street

•

Station 2 - 40060 California Oaks Road

•

Station 3 - 39985 Whitewood Road

City of Norco. Fire prevention and protection within the City of Norco are provided by
the Norco Fire Department. The Department operates two fire stations. The City is
planning construction of a new fire facility. This facility will replace another older
station. Thus, the City will continue to operate two fire stations. The City’s fire
facilities do not meet the current fire service demand. The City addresses this problem
by a fee paid, mutual aid agreement with the City of Corona and the County of
Riverside. Below is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of Norco.
•

Station 21 - 3367 Corydon Avenue

•

Station 22 - 1281 Fifth Street

City of Riverside. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Riverside
are provided by the City of Riverside Fire Department. As of 1991, the City operates
13 fire stations within the City, and employs approximately 218 fire employees. The
department has a wide range of fire fighting equipment. The City of Riverside has no
planned fire facilities for the future. At this time, the City of Riverside is in need of five
additional fire stations. The City of Riverside has mutual aid agreements with
surrounding cities, the County of Riverside, and the County of San Bernardino. The
following is a list of the fire stations that are operated by the City of Riverside.
•

Station 1 - 3420 Mission Inn Avenue

•

Station 2 - 9449 Andrews Street

•

Station 3 - 6395 Riverside Avenue

•

Station 4 - 3510 Cranford Avenue

•

Station 5 - 6963 Streeter Avenue
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•

Station 6 - 2293 Main Street

•

Station 7 - 10191 Cypress Avenue

•

Station 8 - 11076 Hole Avenue

•

Station 9 - 6674 Alessandro Boulevard

•

Station 10 - 2590 Jefferson Street

•

Station 11 - 19595 Orange Terrace Parkway

•

Station 12 - 10692 Indiana Avenue

•

Station 13 - 22250 Eucalyptus Avenue

3.4.2

Planned Park Facilities within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area

The proposed MSHCP includes portions of habitat within unincorporated areas of the
County in addition to habitat in the 14 cities located in western Riverside County. The
habitat conservation Criteria Areas specified in the proposed MSHCP may affect,
conflict, or restrict the implementation of future public park facilities in these areas;
therefore, this section will address planned park facilities within the proposed MSHCP
boundary and identify possible project-related impacts. Riverside County and each city
in the proposed Plan Area were consulted to determine the locations of planned future
park facilities. Table 3O provides a list of planned park facilities in the foreseeable
future according to each jurisdiction. Because some of the parks were in different stages
of planning, the information available for each park varies in detail. The most detailed
available information is included in Table 3O.
Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Park

Location

Aguanga

Cotton Wood Park

44260 Sage Road

Banning

Smith Creek Park

East Terminus of Porter Street

Mountain Gate Park

Mountain Avenue and Red Bluff
Lane

Lincoln Street Park

Lincoln Street and Adams Street

Jameson Park

Foothill Park and Parkway

Fresno Canyon Park

Cattle Run Road

Chase Park

Chase Drive and California Avenue

Rimpau Park

Rimpau Avenue and Ontario Avenue

Prado Sports Complex

Lincoln Avenue and Rincon Street

Stagecoach Park

Stagecoach Drive and Corydon Street

Providence Park

Sumner and Walnut

McCune Family Park

Harrison and Chandler

Harada Park

Schleisman and Cleveland

Butterfield Park

Benton Road and Cady Road

Corona

Eastvale

French Valley
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Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Park

Location

Hemet

Sante Fe Ball Field

252 South Sante Fe Street

Bill Grey Park

25330 Lake Street

Valle Vista Park

25175 Fairview Avenue

Devonshire Detention Basin

Cawston and Devonshire

Gibbel Park Addition

Kirby and Devonshire

Park Complex

Chambers and State Street

Recreation Park

Domenigoni and State Street

Jurupa

JARPD Future Park

Bellgrave and Wineville

Lake Elsinore

Alberhill Park

Coal Road

North Hill Park

Data Unavailable

Canyon Hills Neighborhood
Park

Holland Road

Canyon Hills Community Park

Holland Road

Creekside Park

Lost Road

La Palma Park

3000 Menifee Road

Menifee Wheatfield Park

30827 Menifee Road

Presidio Park

North of Sunnymead Ranch

Hidden Springs Park

Hidden Springs Drive and Sycamore
Canyon

Canyon Springs Golf Club

Heacock Street and Sandy Glada Avenue

Copper Canyon Park

Red Willow and Old Oak Terrace

Los Alamos Hills Sports Plex

Los Alamos Road and Ruth Ellen
Way

Norco Park Ridge Ranch

Vaugn Street and Hillside Avenue

Norco Hills Park

Rock Springs Avenue

122-Acre Parcel Park

Hamner Avenue

Perris

City of Perris Park

I-215 and 7th Street

Riverside

Andulka Park

5079 Chicago Avenue

Golden Park

Golden Avenue and Campbell Avenue

Tequesquite Park

4825 Tequesquite Avenue

Crown Hill Park

Pauba Road and Via Del Monte

Crown Hill Park 2

Old Kent Road

Meadows Park

Highway 79 and Meadows Parkway

Paseo Del Sol

Meadows Parkway

Linear Park

Wolf Valley Road

Menifee
Moreno Valley

Murrieta

Norco

Temecula
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Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Winchester

Park

Location

Neighborhood Park

Pala Road

Community Park

Equity Drive

Lake Park

Margarita Road

Arroyo Park

Date Street and Ynez Road

City Sports Park

Pala Road and Deer Hollow

Winchester Park

100 Haddock Street
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3.5

Transportation and Circulation

The existing circulation and transportation system serving the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, western Riverside County, is composed of a series of separate modes or types of
passenger travel and goods movement. These modes of travel and goods movement
include passenger vehicles and truck freight, transit, passenger and freight rail, passenger
and cargo air, non-motorized systems (bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, and
equestrian facilities) and major utility corridors.

3.5.1

Existing Transportation/Circulation Conditions

The proposed Plan Area’s transportation system is composed of numerous State
highways (both freeways and arterial highways), as well as numerous County and city
routes. The public transit system includes fixed route public transit systems, common
bus carriers, AMTRAK (intercity rail service), MetroLink (commuter rail service), and
other local agency transit and paratransit services. In addition, the transportation system
in the proposed Plan Area includes general aviation facilities, limited passenger air
service within the proposed Plan Area, extensive air passenger facilities in the Southern
California and San Diego regions, freight rail service, bicycle facilities, and other nonmotorized forms of transportation (pedestrian and equestrian trails).
Travel within the proposed Plan Area is a function of the size and spatial distribution of
population and economic activity and the relationship to other major activity centers
within the Los Angeles Basin or the Southern California Region (such as those located
in Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties). Outside the
Los Angeles Basin, other major urban centers that interact with western Riverside
County include those in San Diego County to the south and Kern County located in the
San Joaquin Valley to the north. In addition, there is some travel between the western
and eastern portions of the County (i.e., between Riverside and Blythe). The distance
between these two subregions of Riverside County is greater than the distance between
the City of Riverside and the City of Oxnard in the northernmost portion of the Southern
California Region (approximately 3 hours by car).
Due to the interrelationship of urban and rural activities (employment, housing and
services), and the low average density of existing land uses, the private automobile is the
dominant mode of travel within the proposed Plan Area. Trips by transit currently
represent less than 2 percent of all trips made in the County. Public transportation,
where service is available, is utilized primarily by a transit-dependent population (senior
citizens, students, low-income residents, and the physically disabled) that generally does
not have access to automobiles.
The proposed Plan Area’s industrial and agricultural economies depend on safe and
efficient goods movement. The County is responsible for maintaining an extensive
network of low volume rural roads in sparsely settled areas to service goods movement
and the agricultural industry. Large trucks are the primary means of transporting such
goods. In addition, freight rail is an important backbone of the goods movement
industry in the proposed Plan Area.
Non-motorized forms of transportation are also prevalent in the proposed Plan Area and
include numerous bikeways, pedestrian facilities, and equestrian amenities.
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3.5.2

Existing Street and Highway System

Figure 3.5.1 illustrates the relationship of the proposed Plan Areas’s roadway system to
the State highway system, nearby counties, eastern Riverside County, and major cities.
The street and highway system provides a rather dense definition of roads of
Countywide significance. The proposed Plan Areas’s highway network, which is more
dense than the eastern portion of the County, is composed of three interstate routes (I-10,
I-15, and I-215), and numerous State Routes (SRs 60, 71, 74, 79, 91, 243, and 371).
In addition, the highway system includes numerous County roadways, as well as
roadways within each of the 14 cities in the proposed Plan Area. Some of the major
roadways include Alessandro Boulevard, Arlington Avenue, La Sierra, Limonite, and
Magnolia Avenues, Market Street, Mission Boulevard, Perris Boulevard, Ramona
Expressway, Rancho California Road, San Jacinto Road, Van Buren Boulevard, and
Washington Street.
The proposed Plan Area is linked to Los Angeles and Orange Counties principally by
SR-60 (Pomona Freeway), I-10 (San Bernardino Freeway), SR-91 (Riverside Freeway),
and SR-74 (Ortega Highway). The I-15 freeway and minor conventional highways
provide links to San Diego County. Links to San Bernardino County are provided by
I-15 and I-215, as well as by other major and minor local roadways. The I-10 freeway
also provides connection to destinations in Arizona, and I-15 and I-215 provide access
through San Bernardino County to Nevada including its primary recreation areas (the
City of Las Vegas and Lake Mead). In addition, I-15 provides access south to San
Diego and its many tourist and recreational amenities, and to Mexico via I-5, I-15, and
I-805.
Functional Classification System
Functional classification is the process by which streets and highways are grouped into
classes, or systems, according to the type of service they are intended to provide.
Fundamental to this process is the recognition that individual streets and highways do
not serve travel independently in any major way; rather, most travel involves movement
through a network of roads.
The following sections define roadway classification systems currently used by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the County, and local agencies. Since issues
related to the classification of roadways range from funding to operational considerations, each agency has its own classification system. These sections define and clarify
the role of each system, and present the classification system used in this Section. For
the most part, County road standards are generally consistent with those adopted by the
local agencies in the County.
Travel should be controlled along the street and highway system in a logical and
efficient manner. Functional classifications define the channelization process by
defining the area that a particular street or highway should service through a circulation
network.
Table 3P defines the general functional classes in urban areas of Riverside County, and
Table 3Q defines general functional classes in rural areas of the County.
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Figure 3.5.1

SOURCE: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE EXISTING SETTING REPORT, 2000.
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Federal Functional Classifications
Federal functional classifications, designated for both the rural and urban areas, are as
follows:
Rural
Interstate and Other
Principal Arterial
Minor Arterials
Major Collectors
Minor Collectors

Urban
Interstate and Other
Freeways and Expressways
Other Principal Arterials
Minor Arterials
Collectors

Table 3P - Generalized Urban Functional Classification System - Definitions
Speed
Limit

Parking

None allowed.

45-65

Prohibited

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Limited access to adjoining parcels.

35-45

Generally
Prohibited

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Restricted access to
adjoining parcels.

30-35

Limited

25-30

Limited

25

Permitted

Classification

Primary Function

Freeway /
Expressway

Traffic Movement

Major Arterial
Other Arterial
Collector

Local

Direct Land Access

Distribute Traffic Be- Safety controls (such as
tween Local Streets and stop signs), limited regArterials
ulation or control on
access.
Land Access

Safety controls only,
unlimited access in accordance with design
requirements.

Table 3Q - Generalized Rural Functional Classification System - Definitions
Classification

Primary Function

Direct Land Access1

Speed Limit2

Parking3

Freeway /
Expressway

Traffic Movement

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

55-70

Prohibited

Major and
Other Arterial

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

55

Permitted

Distribute Traffic Be- Safety controls only, unlimtween Local Streets ited access in accordance
and Arterials
with design requirements.

55

Permitted

55

Permitted

Collector

Local

Notes:

1

2
3

Land Access

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

Access to arterials is generally limited or restricted if it provides access to a land subdivision or an
industrial, commercial, or multi-family use. Access is granted on a controlled basis to parcels
fronting on expressways where there is not a frontage road or access to another road.
All County roads have a 55-mph operating speed unless otherwise indicated.
Parking is permitted on all County roads unless otherwise indicated.
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Existing Roadway and Highway Capacity Analysis (Street and Highway Level of Service)
The first step toward analyzing a functional street and highway system is to thoroughly
assess existing traffic conditions. To accomplish this task, level of service (LOS)
analyses were conducted for existing roadway segments. LOS standards are used by
Riverside County, Caltrans, and local agencies to quantitatively assess the street and
highway system’s performance. To determine the type and number of transportation
projects that may be necessary to accommodate Riverside County’s expected growth;
the existing LOS was assessed along selected freeway, expressway, arterial, and
collector facilities.
According to the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), LOS is categorized by two
parameters of traffic: uninterrupted and interrupted flow. Uninterrupted flow facilities
do not have fixed elements such as traffic signals that cause interruptions in traffic flow.
Examples of such facilities would be freeways, including SR-91 and I-10. Interrupted
flow facilities have fixed elements that cause an interruption in the flow of traffic, such
as stop signs and signalized intersections along arterial roads. Examples of such
facilities include Alessandro Boulevard, Etiwanda Avenue, Ramona Expressway, Van
Buren Boulevard, and many other arterial streets within Riverside County. The
difference between uninterrupted flow and interrupted LOS is defined in Table 3R and
in Tables 3S and 3T.
Table 3R - Level of Service Criteria
Uninterrupted Flow

Interrupted Flow

70 mph
Freeway Speed Design

Urban and Suburban
Arterial 2 and 4 Lanes Signalized

Speed
Density
LOS (PC/MI/LN)1 (mph)

V/C2

MSF3
Speed
(PC/H/L)4 (mph)

Arterial ADT5

V/C2

Delay
(sec)

2-Lane 4-Lane

0 - .60

#5.0

5,000 18,000

A

#10

$70

.318/
.3045

700

$35

B

#16

$70

.529/
.487

1,100

$28

.51 - .70 5.1 - 15

C

#24

$68.5

.747/
.715

1,550

$22

.71 - .80 15.1 - 25 10,000 24,000

D

#32

$63

.916/
.876

1,850

$17

.81 - .90 25.1 - 40 12,000 27,000

E

#36.7/
39.7

$60.0/
58.0

1.000

2,000

$13

.91 - 1.00 40.1 - 60 13,000 30,000

Varies

Varies Varies

F
Notes:

<13

>1.00

1

8,000 21,000

>60

Source:

PC/MI/LN: passenger cars per mile per lane.
V/C: Ratio of traffic volume to capacity.
3
MSF: maximum service flow rate per lane under ideal conditions (ci [capacity under ideal conditions]
v/c = MSF)
4
PC/H/L: passenger cars per hour per lane.
5
ADT: average daily traffic. These figures are affected by an intersection’s degree of access control,
the type of roadway, grades, design, geometrics, percent truck traffic, etc.
1997 Highway Capacity Manual.
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Table 3S - Uninterrupted Traffic Flow Facilities Level of Service
Level of
Service

Definition

A

Represents free flow. Individual vehicles are virtually unaffected by the presence of
others in the traffic stream.

B

Is in the range of stable flow, but the presence of other vehicles in the traffic stream
begins to be noticeable. Freedom to select desired speeds is relatively unaffected, but
there is a slight decline in the freedom to maneuver.

C

Is in the range of stable flow, but marks the beginning of the range of flow in which
the operation of individual vehicles becomes significantly affected by interactions with
other vehicles in the traffic stream.

D

Is a crowded segment of roadway with a large number of vehicles restricting mobility
and a stable flow. Speed and freedom to maneuver are severely restricted, and the
driver experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience.

E

Represents operating conditions at or near the level capacity. All speeds are reduced
to a low, but relatively uniform value. Small increases in flow will cause breakdowns
in traffic movement.

F

Is used to define forced or breakdown flow (stop-and-go gridlock). This condition
exists when the amount of traffic exceeds the amount that can travel to a destination.
Operations within the queues are characterized by stop and go waves, and they are
extremely unstable.

Source:

1997 Highway Capacity Manual.

Table 3T - Interrupted Traffic Flow Facilities Level of Service
Level of
Service

Definition

A

Describes operations with average intersection stopped delay of five seconds or less
(how long a driver must wait at a signal before the vehicle can begin moving again).

B

Describes operations with average intersection stopped delay in the range of 5.1 to 15.0
seconds per vehicle, and with reasonably unimpeded operations between intersections.

C

Describes operations with higher average stopped delays at intersections (in the range
of 15.1 to 25.0 seconds per vehicle). The stable operations between locations may be
restricted given the ability to maneuver and change lanes at mid-block locations. These
conditions can be more restrictive than LOS B. Further, the longer queues and/or
adverse signal coordination may contribute to lower average speeds.

D

Describes operations where the influence of delay is more noticeable (25.1 to 40.0
seconds per vehicle). Intersection stopped delay is longer and the range of travel speed
is about 40 percent below the free flow speed. This is caused by inappropriate signal
timing, high volumes, and some combinations of both.

E

Is characterized by significant approach stopped delay (40.1 to 60.0 seconds per
vehicle), and average travel speeds of one-third the free flow speed or lower. These
conditions are generally considered to represent the capacity of the intersection or
arterial.

F

Characterizes arterial flow at extremely low speeds, with high intersection stopped
delay (greater than 60 seconds per vehicle). Poor progression, long cycle lengths, and
high traffic demand volumes may be a major contributing factor to this condition.
Traffic may be characterized by frequent stop-and-go conditions.

Source:

1997 Highway Capacity Manual.
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An important goal when planning the transportation system is to maintain acceptable
levels of service along the interstate and State highways and the streets and roads
network. To accomplish this, Caltrans, the County, and local agencies adopt minimum
levels of service in an attempt to control congestion that may result as new development
occurs.
The minimum LOS for purposes of the Riverside County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) System is LOS E unless it was already at LOS F in 1991.
Existing Traffic Counts and Roadway Geometrics
Traffic volumes used to develop LOS calculations were obtained from Caltrans, the
County of Riverside, the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG), and
various cities within the County. Traffic volumes were available from these agencies
for years 1993 through 1999.
To reflect 1999 traffic along the existing street and highway system in the County,
traffic counts (other than 1999 counts) were adjusted based on an assumed 2 percent
annual increase. The percentage increase applied is consistent with historical annual
growth rates in vehicle trips in Riverside County.
Segment Level of Service Analysis
Results of the LOS segment analysis along street and highway segments are reflected
in Figures 3.5-2a through 3.5-2g. Street and highway segments are defined as stretches
of roadway (generally 2 miles in length) and often located between signalized or
controlled intersections. The HCM-based LOS analysis is based upon a calculation of
the ADT and other variables previously described, such as the number of lanes and
signalized intersections along a segment considering roadway design standards adopted
by Riverside County.
Results of the segment analysis (Figures 3.5-2a through 3.5-2g) indicate that street and
highway segments within Riverside County are currently operating at LOS A through
F. Tables 3U and 3V provide a listing of those facilities that currently do not meet the
County minimum LOS standard of C or better. Tables 3U and 3V indicate that 27 of the
segments are operating at LOS D, 17 are operating at LOS E, and 59 facility segments
are currently operating at LOS F. As a result, these street and highway segments fall
short of the minimum LOS standards of Riverside County, Caltrans, and affected local
agencies.
Most of the deficient local, interstate, and State Route facilities (Tables 3U and 3V) are
located in the western portion of Riverside County. In addition, it appears, based upon
the analysis, that most deficiencies occur on the freeway system and other major
arterials. There are some local facilities that are also deficient; however, they are not
restricted just to western Riverside County. Most deficient local facilities occur along
arterials in the Cities of Riverside, Coachella Valley, Moreno Valley, Temecula, and
Lake Elsinore.
A number of deficient facilities operating at LOS D, E, or F have been identified (Tables
3U and 3V). The identification of these deficient facilities provides an opportunity for
Riverside County, Caltrans, and other affected local agencies to focus on street and
highway and other improvement projects that will improve the overall LOS in the
County over time.
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment
I-15

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Temecula, Jct. SR-79 - Jct. I-215 North

Freeway

8

131,600

D

Corona, Magnolia Avenue - Corona, Jct. SR91

Freeway

8

130,600

D

Corona, Jct. SR-91 - Norco, 2nd Street

Freeway

8

133,700

D

Freeway

6

5

125,500

F

5

Norco, 2nd Street - Norco, 6th Street
Norco, 6th Street - Limonite Avenue

Freeway

6

122,400

F

Limonite Avenue - Jct. SR-60

Freeway

6

111,200

E

Jct. SR-60 - San Bernardino County Line6

Freeway

95

175,500

F

SR-60 San Bernardino County Line - Milliken Ave- Freeway
nue

7

197,900

F

Freeway

67

189,800

F

Freeway

5

122,400

F

5

Milliken Avenue - Jct. I-15
Jct. I-15 - Van Buren Boulevard

6

6

Van Buren Boulevard - Etiwanda Avenue

Freeway

6

91,800

C

Etiwanda Avenue - Mission Boulevard

Freeway

6

101,000

D

Valley Way - Rubidoux, Rubidoux Boulevard

Freeway

47

89,800

F

Rubidoux, Rubidoux Boulevard - Riverside,
Crestmore Avenue

Freeway

47

96,900

F

Riverside, Crestmore Avenue - Riverside,
Main Street

Freeway

47

103,100

F

Riverside, Main Street - Riverside, Orange
Street

Freeway

47

98,000

F

Riverside, Orange Street - Riverside, East Jct. Freeway
I-215

47

100,000

F

Riverside, East Jct. I-215 - Riverside, Day
Street

Freeway

47

105,100

F

Riverside, Day Street - Moreno Valley, Pigeon Pass Road

Freeway

47

108,200

F

Moreno Valley, Pigeon Pass Road - Moreno
Valley, Heacock Street

Freeway

47

83,700

F

Moreno Valley, Heacock Street - Moreno
Valley, Perris Boulevard

Freeway

48

68,400

D

Arterial

27

33,700

F

SR-74 Elsinore, Grand Avenue - Elsinore, Lake
Shore Drive

Arterial

2

7

20,100

F

Elsinore, Lake Shore Drive - Gunnerson
Street/Strickland Avenue

Arterial

28

17,200

E

Gunnerson Street/Strickland Avenue Elsinore, Jct. I-15

Arterial

28

17,600

E

SR-71 Riverside County Line - Jct. SR-91

Elsinore, Jct. I-15 - Perris Seventh Street

Arterial

2

16,400

E

Perris Seventh Street - Perris, D Street

Arterial

2

16,900

E

Hemet, Lyon Avenue - Hemet, State Street

Arterial

48

29,100

D
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits
Hemet, State Street - Hemet, Jct. SR-79
North, San Jacinto Street

SR-79 Sage Road - Temecula, Pala Road
Temecula, Pala Road - South Jct. I-15,
Temecula South

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

48

30,600

D

Arterial

28

18,200

F

Arterial

8

30,100

F

2

Temecula, North Jct. I-15 - Borel Street

Arterial

4

32,700

E

Central Avenue/State Street - Ramona Expressway

Arterial

2

14,900

D

Soboba Road- California Avenue

Arterial

2

14,900

E

SR-86 Coachella, South Jct. SR-111 - Coachella,
Dillon Road/Avenue 48

Arterial

4

35,200

E

SR-91 Orange County Line - Green River Drive

Freeway

87

228,500

F

Freeway

7

220,400

F

7

219,300

F

8

7

222,400

F

Corona, Maple Street - Corona, Lincoln Ave- Freeway
nue

8

7

215,300

F

Corona, Lincoln Avenue - Corona, West
Grand Boulevard

Freeway

87

226,500

F

Corona, West Grand Boulevard. - Corona,
Main Street

Freeway

87

219,300

F

Corona, Main Street - Jct. I-15

Freeway

87

235,700

F

Jct. I-15 - McKinley Street

Freeway

87

211,200

F

Freeway

7

185,700

F

7

163,200

F

7

168,300

F

7

166,300

F

7

170,400

F

7

162,200

F

7

165,300

F

8

7

165,300

F

7

168,300

F

Green River Drive - Jct. SR-71 North
Jct. SR-71 North - Serfas Club Drive
Serfas Club Drive - Corona, Maple Street

McKinley Street - Pierce Street
Pierce Street - Magnolia Avenue
Magnolia Avenue - La Sierra Avenue
La Sierra Avenue - Tyler Street
Tyler Street - Van Buren Boulevard
Van Buren Boulevard - Adams Street
Adams Street - Madison Street
Madison Street - Arlington Avenue

3.5-24

Freeway
Freeway

Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway

8

8

8

8
8

8

8
8
8

Arlington Avenue - Central Avenue/State
Street

Freeway

8

Central Avenue/State Street - Fourteenth
Street

Freeway

87

168,300

F

Fourteenth Street - Eighth Street

Freeway

87

167,300

F

Eighth Street - LaCadena Drive/Poplar and
Spruce Streets

Freeway

8

7

162,200

F

LaCadena Drive/Poplar and Spruce Streets Jct. SR-60, Jct. I-215 North

Freeway

87

160,200

F
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

4

31,100

D

Racquet Club Drive - Miles/Manitou Avenue

Arterial

4

31,100

D

Miles/Manitou Avenue - Cook Street

Arterial

4

30,700

D

Cook Street - Indian Wells City Limits

Arterial

4

31,200

D

Arterial

8

31,200

D

7

SR-111 Washington Street - Racquet Club Drive

Indian Wells City Limits - Portola Avenue

I-215

Portola Avenue - Jct. SR-74 South

Arterial

4

39,500

F

Jct. SR-74 South - Bob Hope Drive

Arterial

47

33,800

F

Bob Hope Drive - Country Club Drive (40th
Avenue)

Arterial

4

8

36,400

E

Country Club Drive (40th Avenue) - Frank
Sinatra Drive

Arterial

47

38,500

F

Frank Sinatra Drive - Date Palm Avenue/Broadway

Arterial

47

40,100

F

Date Palm Avenue/Broadway - Golf Club
Drive

Arterial

47

41,600

F

Golf Club Drive - Gene Autry Trail

Arterial

47

42,700

F

South Jct. SR-74, Case Road - North Jct. SR- Freeway
74; Fourth Street

4

61,200

D

Jct. SR-60 East - Fair Isle Drive

Freeway

67

174,800

F

Freeway

6

7

180,000

F

6

7

174,800

F

6

7

173,700

F

7

172,000

F

7

177,900

F

7

178,900

F

8

151,900

E

Fair Isle Drive - Central Avenue
Central Avenue - Pennsylvania Avenue
Pennsylvania Avenue - University Avenue
University Avenue - 3rd/Blaine Street
3rd/Blaine Street - Spruce Street
Spruce Street - Jct. SR-60 and SR-91 West

1
2
3

4
5
6

7
8

Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway

6
8

8

Jct. SR-60 and SR-91 West - Columbia Avenue

Freeway

8

Columbia Avenue - Center Street

Freeway

67

147,700

F

Freeway

7

143,600

F

Center Street - San Bernardino County Line
Notes:

4

6

Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from Riverside County GIS System - Traffic Count Database or from CVAG Manual or
from Caltrans Count Manual.
Derived by VRPA Technologies.
Not exempt from CMP Requirements.
I-15: Jct. Rte 60 - San Bernardino Co. Line - Analyzed as a 9-lane Freeway. All counts increased 2
percent per year to reflect 1999 Conditions.
Exempt from CMP requirements because the facility segment has been LOS F since 1991.
Currently undergoing roadway improvements. Resultant roadway improvement should improve Level
of Service.
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Table 3V - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Classified Local Facilities1)
Existing Conditions (1999)
Roadway Segment

Limits

Facility No. of
Type1 Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

44th Avenue

Washington Street - Clinton Street

Arterial

4

32,000

D

Alessandro Boulevard

Frederick Street - Heacock Street

Arterial

4

33,100

E

Alessandro Boulevard

Overlook Pkwy - Trautwein

Arterial

4

30,700

D

Arlington Avenue

Adams - Magnolia Avenue

Arterial

4

34,300

E

Arlington Avenue

Victoria Avenue Chicago Avenue

Arterial

4

29,500

D

Chicago Avenue

Central Avenue - Alessandro Boulevard

Arterial

4

30,000

D

Gene Autry Trail

I-10 - Palm Springs Bypass

Arterial

2

14,900

D

Gene Autry Trail

Palm Springs Bypass - Vista Chino

Arterial

2

15,200

D

Collector

5

2

13,700

F

Arterial

2

14,600

D

6

27,900

F

Indiana Avenue

Cajalco Street - Fillmore Street

Jefferson Avenue

Winchester Avenue - Date Street

La Sierra Avenue

Arlington Avenue - Gramercy Avenue

Arterial

2

La Sierra Avenue

Magnolia Avenue - SR-91

Arterial

4

28,800

D

Limonite Avenue

I-15 - Etiwanda Avenue

Arterial

2

17,100

E

Limonite Avenue

Etiwanda Avenue - Bain Street

Arterial

2

17,500

E

Magnolia Avenue

SR-91 - La Sierra Avenue

Arterial

4

32,200

D

Magnolia Avenue

Harrison Street - Van Buren Boulevard

Arterial

4

29,000

D

Magnolia Avenue

Van Buren Boulevard Arlington
Avenue

Arterial

4

30,300

D

Magnolia Avenue

Arlington Avenue - 7th Street

Arterial

4

35,100

E

Monterey Avenue

Frank Sinatra Drive - SR-111

Arterial

4

28,900

D

5

22,600

F

Palm Drive

Two Bunch Palms Trail - Dillon
Road

Arterial

2

Palm Drive

Dillon Road - Varner Road

Arterial

2

17,600

E

Palm Drive

Varner Road - I-10

Arterial

2

17,600

E

5

32,900

F

Perris Boulevard

Reche Vista Drive - SR-60

Arterial

2

Perris Boulevard

SR-60 - Eucalyptus Avenue

Arterial

4

33,300

E

Perris Boulevard

Alessandro Boulevard - Cajalco
Expressway

Arterial

4

28,900

D

Ramon Road

Gene Autry Trail - Da Vall Drive

Arterial

4

31,300

D

6

20,100

F

Ramon Road

Da Vall Drive - Bob Hope Drive

Arterial

2

Ramona Expressway

I-215 - Patterson Avenue

Arterial

4

31,000

D

San Jacinto

Main Street - Commonwealth Ave- Arterial
nue

2

17,700

E

San Jacinto

Menlo Avenue - Florida Avenue

Arterial

25

36,000

F

Stetson Avenue

State Avenue - Stanford Street

Arterial

2

16,400

E
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Table 3V - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Classified Local Facilities1)
Existing Conditions (1999)
Roadway Segment

Limits

Van Buren Boulevard Washington Street - Wood Road

Facility No. of
Type1 Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

4

34,600

E

Van Buren Boulevard Limonite Avenue - Jurupa Avenue Arterial

7

31,200

D

Van Buren Boulevard Jurupa Avenue - Arlington Avenue Arterial

7

4

31,200

D

Van Buren Boulevard Arlington Avenue - Magnolia Av- Arterial
enue

4

31,800

D

Van Buren Boulevard Magnolia Avenue - SR-91

4

30,800

D

Notes:

1
2
3
4

5
6
7

3.5.3

Arterial

4

Identified by VRPA Technologies to reflect Existing Conditions on a “regional basis.”
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from Riverside County GIS System - Traffic Count Database, CVAG Traffic Count Manual
or Caltrans Traffic Count Manual. All counts increased 2 percent per year to reflect 1999 Conditions.
Not on the CMP System.
Exempt from CMP requirements. The facility segment has been LOS F since 1991.
The CMP has identified this segment as LOS F and exempt from CMP requirements since 1991. The
LOS shown in this table may differ from the LOS reported in the CMP. This can occurr because the
CMP is based on a different methodology than this table (peak hour analysis versus AADT) or because
lanes have been added to the facility since the time it was declared to be exempt (1991).

Existing Public Transportation Systems/Services

Fixed-route transit services and demand response (dial-a-ride) transit services are
provided by the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) for the western portion of Riverside
County and by SunLine Transit in the Coachella Valley.
Riverside Transit Agency
The RTA was formed in March of 1977 through a Joint-Powers Agreement (JPA)
between the County of Riverside and the incorporated cities within its service area.
Currently, RTA operates 29 fixed bus routes providing public transit service throughout
a 2,500-square mile area of western Riverside County. RTA’s fixed routes have been
designed to establish transportation connections between all the cities and unincorporated communities in western Riverside County. A Riverside Transit Agency System
Map brochure has been included in Appendix A, which shows all the fixed routes, route
connection and transfer locations, and demand response system service areas. The
brochure also includes helpful hints for using the system, an explanation of rider fares,
and instructions on the use of bike racks. RTA also participates with OmniTrans in San
Bernardino County to provide express bus service between downtown Riverside and
downtown San Bernardino, connecting with express service to Ontario.
RTA is currently operating 76 full-size buses, 67 mini-buses and vans, and two trolleys.
The system carries approximately 6.4 million passengers annually, which is about
18,000 passengers per day. All of the RTA’s vehicles are wheelchair accessible and all
full-size buses include bike racks. RTA was the nation’s first transit agency to own and
operate EPA-approved, methanol-powered buses, and has recently added several buses
that operate on Compressed Natural Gas (CNG). Overall, the rolling stock fleet now
includes 20 buses operating on alternative fuels. To provide the necessary fuel services,
RTA has recently purchased an on-site CNG fueling station.
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RTA currently utilizes several types of media and methods to share or distribute
information about the transit services. The agency prints a Ride Guide, that includes fare
schedules, route maps, and other rider information, as well as a multi-color RTA System
Map.
SunLine Transit
SunLine Transit Agency (SunLine) was formed in 1977 through a JPA between the
County of Riverside and a number of the Coachella Valley cities. The purpose of the
JPA was to provide public transit services for the Coachella Valley area. The JPA
currently includes the County of Riverside, and the Cities of Desert Hot Springs, Palm
Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho Mirage, Palm Desert, Indian Wells, La Quinta, Indio,
and Coachella. The service area covers 928 square miles with a permanent population
of over 270,000 residents. Due to the desirable climate and an economy largely based
on tourism, the population fluctuates by another 200,000 seasonal residents, and
additional national and international visitors.
SunLine operates 13 fixed routes, with more than 700 stop locations, serving over three
million passengers annually. The agency currently operates a fleet of 40 buses, all of
which operate on CNG. SunLine was the first transit agency in the nation to operate a
100 percent CNG fleet of vehicles. The agency also operates two CNG fueling facilities,
one in Thousand Palms and one in Indio.
All of SunLine’s buses are equipped with front-mounted bicycle racks, and overall the
system is carrying over 6,000 bicycles per month. While the SunLine system of fixed
route transit stops are not currently 100 percent Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
accessible, the agency has established an ACCESS Committee to review service plans
and policies and to make recommendations to staff regarding ADA issues. The SunLine
system provides transportation services to an average of 900 wheelchair passengers per
month.
SunLine also operates the SunDial System, which provides curb-to-curb demand
responsive (dial-a-ride) service for members of the community requiring such assistance.
The SunDial fleet includes 19 vehicles and serves over 40,000 passenger trips annually.
Other Specialized Transit Services
In addition to fixed route and demand-responsive services provided by RTA and
SunLine, specialized public transportation services are also available through services
operated by four municipal operators - the City of Riverside, City of Corona, City of
Banning, and City of Beaumont. Additionally, the RCTC supports a number of
specialized transportation programs including shared ride car and vanpool services,
social service dial-a-ride, and specialized services for seniors and persons with
disabilities.
Common Carriers
Greyhound Bus Lines provides private transportation services that link the principal
population centers of the County with other regions. This includes east-west service
connecting Blythe, Indio, Palm Springs, Banning/Beaumont, and Riverside (via San
Bernardino). The service continues westward to downtown Los Angeles and intermediate stops. North-south service connects Riverside with Temecula, continuing southward
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to San Diego. The number of bus trips in each direction ranges from five to eight per
day.
Intermodal Coordination
RTA, SunLine, OmniTrans in San Bernardino County, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), and each of the city transit service providers coordinate their
respective schedules and transfer stops to provide for an enhanced level of transit
service. RTA’s main terminal in Riverside is located between University Avenue and
Mission Inn Avenue, one block west of Market Avenue. Transfer points in other areas
are indicated on the RTA transit map. RTA also provides connections to selected
Metrolink stations for both inbound and outbound trains.

3.5.4

Existing Rail Transportation System

Inter-City Passenger Rail
The only AMTRAK station located in Riverside County is in the City of Palm Springs.
This station provides connecting AMTRAK service to points west including Los
Angeles and to points east including Tucson, Arizona, and El Paso, Texas. AMTRAK
provides bus connections to and from other Riverside County areas to the San
Bernardino AMTRAK station on a daily basis. RTA bus service is provided from
downtown Riverside to downtown San Bernardino; however, a transfer is needed to get
to the AMTRAK station. There is also an Amtrak stop in Palm Springs at Indian
Canyon Drive (extension of Indian Avenue South) at Amado Road. Amtrak motor
coaches and SunLine transit use the Sun Bus stop on the east side of Indian Canyon
Drive.
Commuter Rail
Commuter rail in the Southern California region has significantly grown along the
Metrolink system from 940,000 riders per year in Fiscal Year (FY) 1992-1993 (with four
operating commuter rail lines), to 4.2 million passengers per year in FY 1994-1995. In
FY 1996-1997 almost 6 million riders chose Metrolink with six major commuter rail
corridors in service. During that same period, the Riverside Line increased from
133,000 passengers in FY 1992-1993 to 927,000 passengers in FY 1996-1997.
Over the next 20 years, MetroLink is expected to increase to 169 daily trains and 50,400
daily riders (almost $0.6 billion in capital investment) on all lines to maximize use of
commuter rail in the Southern California region. The increased service may be
supported by the introduction of demand response feeder systems. System improvements are consistent with the Southern California Regional Rail Authority’s long-term
plan. The long-term plan calls for extension of the Riverside Transit Corridor, in
accordance with performance standards, along the San Jacinto branch line to the City of
Hemet.
High-Speed Rail
A regional high speed rail system is proposed that will connect major regional activity
centers and significant inter-/multi-modal transportation facilities in Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties by year 2020. This system would also
provide connection to the San Diego region, and connect with the proposed high-speed
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rail system in Northern California. On July 21, 1999, the California High Speed Rail
Authority adopted a plan for an Inland route for the system. This would include stops
at Ontario Airport, Riverside, and Temecula; however, the Authority indicated that it
would continue to consider an alternative route through Orange County. Cost and
ridership estimates will be prepared to further investigate the system’s feasibility.

3.5.5

Existing Non-Motorized Systems

Bicycling
Bicycling occurs throughout the County, but is more concentrated in the cities, and is
more recreational than commute-oriented. The current bicycle element provides for
connections between major urban and recreational facilities within the County; however,
implementation of the plan has occurred only to a limited extent. One of the major
regional bikeway paths is located along the Santa Ana River, which has been completed
from the Orange/Riverside County boundary to downtown Riverside. In addition to the
bicycle element, local agencies have adopted bicycle facility plans focusing on safe
bicycle routes to schools and other community facilities.
California Vehicle Code (Section 21200[a]) states that every person riding a bicycle
upon a highway has all the rights and is subject to all the provisions applicable to the
driver of a vehicle. While bicycles are permitted on most roads in Riverside County,
many people will not consider a bicycle as a means of transportation unless some
accommodation has been made for their safety and convenience. In order to entice these
prospective bicycle riders, a variety of bicycle facility types are necessary. The term
“bikeway” means all facilities that provide for bicycle travel. There are three types of
bikeway classifications: Class 1, which are off-road, paved paths; Class 2, which are onroad, signed and striped bicycle lanes; and Class 3, which are on-road, signed bicycle
routes with no separate lanes.
Investment in bikeways provides an inexpensive environment-friendly transportation
opportunity. Bicycle usage will continue to offer important relief to congested
roadways, provide air quality benefits, and reduce energy consumption. Bicycling is
considered an effective alternative mode of transportation that can help to improve air
quality and reduce the number of vehicles traveling along existing highways, especially
within the cities and unincorporated communities; however, the numbers of cyclists is
small in comparison to the amount of auto traffic.
A number of barriers currently impede the increased usage of bicycles as an alternative
non-motorized mode of travel. These barriers include negative perceptions about nonmotorized commuting; unsafe, insufficient, and inconvenient bikeways; and crime,
including personal and bicycle safety and security. Given the favorable climate for
cycling most of the year, overcoming these institutional barriers would help increase the
ridership of bicyclists throughout the County.
Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian facilities within the immediate vicinity of schools and recreational facilities
are also important components of the non-motorized transportation system. Pedestrian
circulation facilities within and around school and recreational areas, in the form of
sidewalks built to current County standards, are provided where they are appropriate and
enhance the safety of those who choose to walk to and from their destinations.
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For the most part, sidewalks are installed in more urban environments, when the
roadway frontage is developed. Because development occurs in stages, numerous
missing links can occur in the sidewalk system. Eventually these are filled in, but this
can sometimes take many years.
Equestrian Trails
There are a number of equestrian trails located in the rural and semi-urban areas of the
County. Large lot developments in the County allow for the care and use of horses. A
consideration during preparation of this Circulation Element Update will be to identify
appropriate locations and standards for equestrian trail development.

3.5.6

Major Utility Corridors

The major conveyance lines for water, natural gas, and electricity transmission systems
form a substantial network of corridors crossing Riverside County. These major utility
transmission lines are shown in Figure 3.5.3. The locations of these transmission lines
were obtained from information and maps provided by the Metropolitan Water District
(MWD) of Southern California and the State of California Energy Commission. There
is a concentration of major water, gas, and electrical utility corridors along I-10 through
the desert and San Gorgonio Pass. Additional corridors are created along the routes of
the other major utility transmission lines as shown in Figure 3.5.3.
Major Water Pipelines and Aqueducts
Major water conveyance systems consist of the Colorado River Aqueduct operated by
the MWD of Southern California, the California Aqueduct operated by the State
Department of Water Resources (DWR), and water distribution lines operated by MWD.
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The starting point of the Colorado River Aqueduct is in San Bernardino County. The
aqueduct extends north-south as it enters Riverside County near the intersection of SR62 and SR-177 and continues southerly towards Desert Center. The Colorado River
Aqueduct generally follows I-10 east-west across the County from Desert Center to the
San Gorgonio pass near Cabazon. At that point, the aqueduct veers to the south of I-10
and extends towards San Jacinto before terminating at Lake Mathews. Part of
California’s State Water Project (SWP), the California Aqueduct terminates in Riverside
County at Lake Perris. Lake Perris is the southernmost storage location within the SWP.
Figure 3.5.3 also shows the major water distribution system lines in Riverside County
operated by MWD. These lines are the primary water transmission pipelines conveying
water from storage locations to the eventual end user.
Major Natural Gas Pipelines
Most of the major natural gas transmission pipelines in Riverside County are operated
by the Gas Company. As shown in Figure 3.5.3, the Gas Company operates three major
pipelines extending east to west through Riverside County. These main pipelines follow
I-10 through most of the county. Dual pipelines branch off these main lines near Desert
Center and extend southward into Imperial County and another set of dual lines branch
off the main pipelines near Gilman Springs Road at SR-60 and extend southward into
San Diego County. Near the I-215 interchange, one pipeline veers to the south and
extends west across the county following SR-91. Another veers to the north and follows
I-215 before extending west across the County through the City of Riverside and Pedley.
Additional Gas Company pipelines extend north-south in the western portion of
Riverside County, providing system connectivity to west San Bernardino Valley and the
upper desert region in San Bernardino County as shown in Figure 3.5.3.
Near Desert Center, an additional natural gas transmission line extends northward from
the main pipelines following the I-10 corridor. This pipeline follows Kaiser Road before
terminating near Eagle Mountain. A separate pipeline operated by Imperial Irrigation
District extends north from MWD’s Eagle Mountain water pumping plant and terminates
near the intersection of SR-62 and SR-177.
Major Electrical Transmission Lines
Major electricity transmission lines in Riverside County are operated by Southern
California Edison (SCE) and Imperial Irrigation District. Major electricity transmission
lines are those that carry a minimum of 220 kilovolts (kV) of power, and are shown in
Figure 3.5.3.
SCE operates a 500 kV transmission line extending east-west through most of Riverside
County. The 500 kV line follows the I-10 corridor from the Arizona border west to the
San Gorgonio pass area, veers south of I-10 towards Perris, and then extends west from
Perris into Orange County. From the San Gorgonio Pass area, multiple 220 kV lines
veer north of I-10 and follow San Timoteo Canyon into Redlands in San Bernardino
County. Portions of SCE’s 220 kV transmission lines pass through the northwest corner
of Riverside County.
MWD operates a 220 kV transmission line extending from its Hinds water pumping
plant located along I-10 west of Desert Center to its Iron Mountain pumping plant
located in San Bernardino County north of the intersection of SR-62 and SR-177.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS / ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES
This document has been prepared as a joint EIR/EIS as a result of the combined local,
State, and federal actions associated with the approval of the proposed MSHCP. As
stated in the Purpose and Need (Section 1.0), the co-lead agencies are the County of
Riverside, pursuant to CEQA, and the USFWS, pursuant to NEPA. A consistent format
was used to assist the reader in understanding the implications of the proposed MSHCP
and alternatives. This section provides a narrative of how the analysis was undertaken
and presents the organization of the environmental consequences section of the
document.
This section of the EIR/EIS forms the scientific and analytical basis for the evaluation
of the proposed MSHCP and alternatives. Topics analyzed include biological resources;
land use and planning; population, housing and employment; public services (fire
protection and parks); and transportation and circulation. Sections are presented in the
following format.
Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance
The criteria for determining significance provide a threshold at which a significant impact will occur. Criteria will differ among issues.
Impact Analysis per Issue Statement
This section of the document provides an evaluation of project-specific and alternatives
impacts and determines significance based on documented thresholds levels. The Proposed Project/Action is the MSHCP as described in Section 2.3.1 of this EIR/EIS, to
include the whole of the action (policy statements, issuance of incidental take authorizations, and the implementing agreement).
According to NEPA, each of the alternatives to the Proposed Action must be analyzed
in equal detail as the Proposed Action. In this Section of the EIR/EIS, each environmental issue described in Section 3.0 of this document is analyzed with regard to potential
effects related to the proposed MSHCP (Proposed Action) and to each of the four
alternatives as well (Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; Listed
and Proposed Species Alternative; Existing Reserves Alternative; and the No Project/No
MSHCP Alternative).
The Proposed Action and the alternatives are analyzed for direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts/effects.
Mitigation Measures
For those impacts that were determined to be significant, mitigation is provided in this
section of the impact analysis.
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Level of Significance after Mitigation
An analysis of the significance of an effect after mitigation is applied is discussed in this
section of the impact analysis. The outcome of the analysis is to determine whether
there is a significant effect caused by the proposed project or its alternatives that cannot
be mitigated to below a level of significance.

4.1

Biological Resources

4.1.1

Introduction

This analysis for biological resources applies the applicable threshold of significance to
the potential effects for the Project and each alternative (with the exception of the No
Project Alternative) for each of the following biological issues:
•

Vegetation Communities

•

Cores and Linkages

•

Listed, Covered Species

•

•

Non-Listed, Covered Species

Relationship to Adopted or
Approved HCPs and NCCPs

•

Non-Covered Species

•

Edge Effects

Subheadings for each of these issues appear in the analysis section for the project and
alternatives. The No Project Alternative discussion is structured differently, since that
alternative does not involve issuance of take authorization. The No Project Alternative
discussion is formatted to address existing local, State and federal regulations, and the
effects of the application of these regulations to future growth in the MSHCP Area.
Impact Analysis Considerations
Consideration in evaluating impacts to sensitive vegetation communities is based on the
vegetation data base developed by Pacific Southwest Biological Services (PSBS, 1995)
which is based on 1992-1993 aerial photographs. It is important to distinguish between
“vegetation communities” and “habitats.” The terms often are used interchangeably, but
a vegetation community precisely refers to definable and consistent assemblages of plant
species, whereas habitat is the native environment of a plant or animal species.
The vegetation map as incorporated into the MSHCP database is depicted in Figure
4.1.1. This map was created by PSBS and mapped by KTU+A in 1995. As stated in the
February 1995 PSBS/KTU+A Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan Phase I Information Collection and Evaluation Report, this map was
created by compiling all known vegetation information within the Plan Area. These data
sources include biological survey reports, Weislander vegetation maps, satellite imagery
and the Dangermond/RECON data set. Methods used to create and interpret vegetation
data included aerial photograph interpretation, edge matching, digitizing, and
geographically registering the data. In areas of concern, ground truthing occurred.
Vegetation types were classified according to Holland. It should be noted that the
vegetation map is representative of conditions at the time of the study; existing
conditions today may differ from those represented on the map. The MSHCP vegetation
map is limited by the time frame within which the data were assembled as well as the
precision of those data. The Project encompasses all of western Riverside County, a

4.1-2

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Figure 4.1.1

SOURCE: PSBS/KTU+A, 1995.
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total of 1,966 quare miles. Due to the large scale of the Project, it is simply not possible
to map the Project area with parcel-level precision. Rather, vegetation mapping was
based on a broad scale, as has been done with other criteria-based MSHCPs that cover
large geographic regions, such as the San Diego MSCP. The vegetation map represents
conditions at the time the data were assembled, in this case 1991-1995; the current extent
and character of vegetation communities may differ from that depicted on the MSHCP
vegetation map. Published and anecdotal data suggest that ecosystem state transition is
occurring within some portions of the Plan Area – in particular, fire suppression has
resulted in the conversion of frequently burned chaparral and coastal sage scrub to
grassland and in shifts from Ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine to incense cedar and white
fir (Minnich, et al., 1995; Keeley, 1990; Zedler, et al., 1983). The MSHCP incorporates
features to update the vegetation map as new information is obtained, such as the
development of a new vegetation map as part of the MSHCP Monitoring Program. The
timing and methodology for developing this map is described in Section 5.3 of this
document. The criteria-based format of the MSHCP was designed, in part, to address
changing data and/or conditions. The MSHCP calls for assembly of 153,000 acres of
Additional Reserve Lands from within an approximately 300,000-acre Criteria Area.
Reserve Assembly will involve review of a variety of project-specific vegetation data
to refine and guide the Reserve Assembly process. This criteria-based format differs
somewhat from large-scale NCCPs/HCPs for which a specific reserve boundary is
delineated on a map at the time of permit issuance. Under that type of approach,
validation of the vegetation map at the landscape level may be more important than
under the criteria-based approach selected for this MSHCP. The organizational structure
established for the MSHCP, as described in Section 6.6 of this document, also provides
opportunities to incorporate new information during the term of the MSHCP Permit(s).
Consideration in evaluation of impacts to species is based on the MSHCP Species
Occurrence Database. The University of California at Riverside (UCR) has assembled
a species occurrence database for use during the MSHCP planning process. This
database is accessible via http://ecoregion.ucr.edu/mshcp, and is a clearinghouse for
biological information for the MSHCP. Occurrence information has been compiled from
museum records, USFWS data, published and unpublished accounts, environmental
impact reports, and field notes of local naturalists. As of August 2001, this database
contained over 12,800 records. It should be noted that the species occurrence data
represent known records of species observations. Actual presence and distribution of
individual species within the MSHCP Area are likely greater than those reflected in the
species occurrence database. Therefore, the analysis contained in this EIR/EIS also
includes consideration of vegetation community associations for covered species. As
noted in later sections of this analysis, impacts to non-covered species are not
quantifiable due to the lack of information available for these species.
Considerations in evaluating reserve design and biological function of cores and linkages
involve the following general principles of conservation biology:
C

Conservation of focus species and their habitats throughout the MSHCP Area;

C

Conservation of large habitat blocks;

C

Maintenance of habitat diversity;

C

Contiguity and connectivity of Conservation Areas; and

C

Protection of Conservation Areas from encroachment and invasion by nonnative species.
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Specific considerations in evaluating cores and linkages are based on the discussion of
the function of cores and linkages contained in Section 3.1 of the MSHCP. The effects
of the various alternatives on identified cores and linkages are based on the configuration
of the Conservation Areas proposed under each alternative. The evaluation of impacts
to cores and linkages is considered in the report prepared by the California Wilderness
Coalition in November 2000. The report identified the location and major threats to
wildlife movement corridors throughout the State of California (California Wilderness
Coalition, 2000). The report identified 232 linkages within the State, of which 17 are
located within the MSHCP Area. As part of this analysis, a review of the 17 linkages
was conducted to compare reserve features of the MSHCP to the linkages identified by
the California Wilderness Coalition.
The evaluation of impacts related to Covered Activities is based on the inventory of
Covered Activities contained in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP. As stated below, it is
assumed that the same list of covered activities would apply to all of the plan
alternatives.
Consideration of regional resource planning is based on the following existing planning
efforts. As shown in Figure 4.1.2, resource conservation planning efforts surrounding
the MSHCP Area consist of the following:
(1)

San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. This conservation planning
effort is adjacent to the northern border of the MSHCP Area and encompasses
approximately 500 square miles containing six unique habitat types, six State
endangered or threatened species, 13 federally endangered or threatened species,
and over 53 species of special concern. San Bernardino County, through its
Natural History Museum staff, has been conducting biological and botanical
surveys for the past several years in order to identify habitat needs and
requirements for the various sensitive species.

(2)

Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. This conservation planning effort covers
the central portion of Riverside County (adjacent to the eastern border of the
MSHCP Area) which is the westernmost edge of the Sonoran Desert. The plan
area covers 1,136,261 acres, a diverse mixture of desert and mountain habitats
and 28 species in the Coachella Valley. The Coachella Valley Association of
Governments (CVAG) has prepared an Administrative Review Draft which
reflects the work of the Scientific Advisory Committee, the Implementation
Subcommittee, and the Project Advisory Group. After receiving comments
from the local, State, and federal agencies, a Public Review Draft and Draft
EIR/EIS is scheduled for release in 2002.

(3)

County of San Diego Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program
(MHCOSP). The MHCOSP is adjacent to the southern border of the MSHCP
Area and the eastern border of the San Diego MSCP North County Subarea.
The County of San Diego has deferred planning for this subregion until it
completes its North County Subarea Plan MSCP amendment.
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Figure4.1.2

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,OCTOBER2002.
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(4)

San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) North County Subarea.
In December 1996, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) approved the San Diego MSCP
habitat plan that encompasses 582,000 acres and establishes a 172,000-acre
preserve system in southwestern San Diego County. This subregional plan
covers 85 species of plants and animals and 23 vegetation types. The San Diego
MSCP contains the North County Subarea, which is adjacent to the southern
border of the Riverside County MSHCP Area and the western border of the
MHCOSP County of San Diego. Lands formerly within the Multiple Habitat
Conservation Program (MHCP) area have been redefined as the North County
Subarea of the San Diego MSCP and will be amended into the MSCP.
Additional biological information has been collected, and a science advisory
process is underway. A subarea plan is anticipated to be provided for review
shortly.

(5)

Proposed Orange County Southern Subregion NCCP Planning Area. Orange
County and major landowners are preparing a subregional preserve plan
(NCCP/HCP) and special area management plan/master streambed alteration
agreement that will integrate wetlands and endangered species permits. The
Southern Subregion conservation planning effort is adjacent to the southern half
of the western border of the MSHCP Area. An update to Orange County’s
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance is also underway. A public workshop was
held in December 2001, to discuss alternatives that should be addressed for each
of the three planning efforts in southern Orange County. Currently the Southern
Subregion NCCP is in the public scoping process for the EIS/EIR that is
anticipated to be provided for public review in the next few months.

(6)

Orange County Central-Coastal Subregion NCCP Planning Area. This subregion
NCCP borders the northern half of the western border of the MSHCP Area.
This conservation plan was approved in July 1996 and establishes a 37,380-acre
reserve system that includes significant areas of 12 major habitat types and
covers 39 sensitive plant and animal species.

(7)

Orange County Northern Subregion. This subregion borders a small portion of
the northwestern corner of the MSHCP Area. This subregion is not a part of
Orange County’s NCCP plan, but a Chevron USA 4(d) permit concurrence
letter was issued by the Wildlife Agencies that will allow Chevron to complete
oil field abandonment operations in this subregion. The permit also commits
Chevron to setting aside and managing a 28-acre preserve area for California
gnatcatchers and funding cowbird control efforts.

4.1.2

Assumptions

The analysis of impacts to biological resources of the Proposed Action-MSHCP and the
Plan alternatives – is also based on the following assumptions:
109)

All of the following policies related to avoiding or reducing biological impacts,
which are outlined in the MSHCP, would be incorporated into all of the
proposed alternatives, with the exception of the No Project Alternative and the
Existing Reserves Alternative:
C Wetlands avoidance and minimization (MSHCP, Section 6.1.2);
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C Narrow endemics survey/conservation requirements (MSHCP, Section 6.1.3);
C Additional survey requirements (MSHCP, Section 6.3.2); and
C Guidelines pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface (MSHCP, Section 6.1.4).
110)

With the exception of the No Project Alternative, all of the alternatives are
assumed to include Adaptive Management and Monitoring for the species that
are covered under each of the respective alternatives consistent with the
measures described for those species in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP.

111)

Implementation strategy (i.e., Criteria-based plan) is assumed to be the same for
all of the alternatives, with the exception of the No Project Alternative and the
Existing Reserves Alternative. It is assumed that Criteria would be established
for these alternatives that would result in conservation in the same manner as the
MSHCP Criteria.

112)

Covered activities are assumed to be the same under all of the alternatives with
the exception of the No Project Alternative and the Existing Reserves
Alternative.

113)

Through the MSHCP process, there has been a total of 254 species identified for
analysis of potential conservation within the MSHCP Area. This includes the
247 species originally identified by the Wildlife Agencies early in the MSHCP
development process, plus seven additional species considered in the planning
process. It is assumed that the list of 254 species encompasses all species for
which adequate information is available to conduct an analysis under CEQA and
NEPA. Analysis of species other than the 254 identified that are not known to
exist in the MSHCP Area, have not been identified, or have not been taxonomically distinguished, would involve speculation that is not within the scope of
this analysis.

114)

For the No Project Alternative, there would be no core/linkage system, no
coordinated biological management, and no coordinated strategy for assembling
contiguous blocks of reserve lands. Any conservation that would be achieved
with the No Project Alternative would result from regulatory requirements
imposed upon individual projects.

115)

Lands defined as “Public/Quasi-Public” includes lands known to be in public
ownership managed for conservation and/or open space value, or land contained
in an existing reserve. Assembly of the public/quasi-public lands database
revealed that approximately 347,000 acres of public/quasi-public lands are
present within the MSHCP Plan Area, including approximately 200,000 acres
of lands within the Cleveland or San Bernardino National Forests that are
owned by the federal government and managed by the U.S. Forest Service. It
is assumed that the same level of conservation and management that is described
for the MSHCP would also occur under the other alternatives, with the
exception of the No Project Alternative, with the only difference being the focus
of management directed at the species covered under each of these alternatives.

116)

For the purpose of this analysis, cumulative biological impacts are defined as
those impacts resulting from development within the MSHCP Area as a result
of build out of the County’s and Cities’ General Plans, in accordance with
SCAG regional growth projections. The term of the MSHCP is proposed to be
75 years, and the MSHCP includes consideration of growth and development
within the MSHCP Plan Area for build out of the General Plans. This analysis
examines all of the alternatives under a General Plan build out scenario.
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Therefore, the analysis of cumulative biological impacts of the Proposed Action
and alternatives is assumed to be incorporated into the analysis of the alternatives themselves, since cumulative growth including build out of the General
Plans in accordance with SCAG regional growth projections is considered in the
MSHCP and the alternatives.

4.1.3

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The following criteria are used to determine whether the Project or the alternatives
would have significant impacts on biological resources. The impacts would be
significant if implementation of the Project or the alternative being analyzed would:
C

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species
(including species listed as threatened or endangered) in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS;

C

Have a substantial adverse effect on any wetlands or other sensitive natural
vegetation community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service;

C

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, or obstruct genetic
flow for identified planning species;

C

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the
surrounding region;

C

Introduce land use within an area immediately adjacent to the MSHCP
Conservation Area that would result in substantial edge effects; or

C

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

4.1.4

Impacts

MSHCP Proposed Project
Vegetation Communities. For the purposes of this analysis, vegetation types have been
grouped into four primary categories: sensitive upland, wetland, forest, and agriculture.
Sensitive upland communities include chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland (native grassland only, non-native grassland is not a sensitive community), and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub vegetation types. Wetland communities include
meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, water and riparian
scrub/woodland/forest vegetation types. Forest communities include montane
coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, and woodlands and forests.
For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area, implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would authorize take of 37 percent of chaparral, 48 percent of coastal
sage scrub, 66 percent of desert scrub, 72 percent of grassland (including both native and
non-native grassland), and 34 percent of Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4A).
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area, the proposed MSHCP would
authorize take of 76 percent of meadows and marshes, 15 percent of playas and vernal
pools, 15 percent of water, and 26 percent of riparian scrub/woodland/forest. For forest
communities within the MSHCP Area, the proposed MSHCP would authorize take of
31 percent of montane coniferous forest, and 32 percent of woodlands and forests. In
addition, 88 percent of the agricultural land in the Plan Area would be authorized for
take under the proposed MSHCP, as it would be outside the MSHCP Conservation Area
and could be used for agricultural activities.

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage
Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

Desert Scrub

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and
Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Developed or
Disturbed Land

218,260

––

––

––

––

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous
Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and
Forest

TOTALS
Notes:

1

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4A - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Source:

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land because no additional impact to biological resources would
occur in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
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Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize to the extent feasible
potential impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. These include assembly of an
approximately 500,000-acre MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved
Habitat. Conserved Habitat is defined as land that is permanently protected and
managed for the benefit of the Covered Species with the Proposed Action under legal
arrangements that prevent its conversion to other uses. The acreages of vegetation
communities not authorized for take would be included as Conserved Habitat within the
MSHCP Conservation Area. For example, while 31 percent of the montane coniferous
forest would be in the take authorized area for the Proposed Action, 69 percent of the
montane coniferous forest would be included in the MSHCP Conservation Area as
Conserved Habitat. In general, inclusion of the majority of the forest communities as
Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation Area would not result in a
substantial reduction of these communities, therefore impacts are considered to be less
than significant.
For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 63 percent of the chaparral within the
MSHCP Conservation Area would not result in a substantial reduction of these
communities given the large percentage of this vegetation community to be included as
Conserved Habitat with the Proposed Action, the extensive acreage and wide
distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area, and the relatively low
numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation community within the Plan Area.
For coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 52 percent and
66 percent of these vegetation communities, respectively, would be included as
Conserved Habitat, substantial impacts to coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would remain due to the patchy distribution of these vegetation communities
in the Plan Area and the relatively large numbers of sensitive species occurring in these
vegetation communities. However, features incorporated into the proposed project,
including the configuration of conserved lands, as well as adaptive management and
monitoring, would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The Project would
reduce grassland (including native and non-native grassland) and desert scrub by 72
percent and 66 percent, respectively. Features incorporated into the proposed Plan,
including the configuration of conserved lands, as well as adaptive management and
monitoring, would reduce impacts to desert scrub to a less than significant level.
However, as the vegetation coverage does not distinguish between native and non-native
grassland, impacts to sensitive native grassland cannot be quantified independently, and
significant impacts to this vegetation community may still occur.
With respect to agriculture, the Project and its associated take authorization could result
in impacts to 88 percent of this vegetation community. However, agriculture is not a
sensitive natural vegetation community. Thus, impacts to agriculture are not regarded
as biologically significant. (For analysis of whether the Project and the alternatives will
have significant impacts on agriculture , see Section 4.2. Impacts to species that utilize
agricultural lands are discussed below in Impacts to Listed Covered Species and Impacts
to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP discusses mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal pools, and
other potentially jurisdictional wetland areas as part of the CEQA review of applications
for Covered Activities within the MSHCP Plan Area. The policy calls for avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetland habitat throughout the Plan Area in accordance with
existing regulatory standards that call for conservation and mitigation of wetland
functions and values. Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation
communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area, and implementation of the
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Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pool policy incorporated in the MSHCP, would reduce
identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below significance.
Thus implementation of the MSHCP will not have a substantial adverse impact on any
wetland or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations or by the Wildlife Agencies.
Listed Covered Species. The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area encompasses
approximately 500,000 acres, comprising 347,000 acres of public/quasi-public land and
153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands and conserves portions of all vegetation
communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Plan Area. Representative vegetation
communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved with the
Proposed Action. No developed areas or disturbed habitats are proposed for conservation.
The MSHCP provides take authorization for covered species resulting from Covered
Activities outside of the Criteria Area, as well as those Covered Activities that are
consistent with the Criteria and permitted inside the Criteria Area. In addition, coverage
is provided for certain activities within the Criteria Area and within existing
public/quasi-public lands, including maintenance and minor improvements to existing
roads, improvements related to planned roads, and limited future facilities, such as
electrical, gas, water, sewer, flood control, and State Park facilities.
The MSHCP includes specific criteria for locating such facilities and provides guidelines
for design of the facilities that would avoid or reduce impacts. The best available
information has been used to include a quantitative analysis of the impacts from these
facilities, which is included in the impacts associated with the Plan as a whole, as
presented in Table 4A. It should be noted, however, that existing and future roadways
within the Criteria Area, including General Plan Circulation Element Roads, CETAP
facilities, and Caltrans facilities would not be included in the total acreage considered
for conservation within the MSHCP Conservation Area.
As a result of issuance of the proposed 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4B
could be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area. Nineteen of the 83 covered wildlife species and 13 of the
63 covered plant species are listed under FESA or CESA. These 19 wildlife species and
13 plant species will be directly affected by the Plan because they will no longer receive
protection outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the 32 Listed
Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information available for
known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Listed Covered Species (Table
4B). These impacts vary depending on the species. For example, as shown in Table 4B,
implementation of the proposed take authorization would result in the potential direct
loss of 45 percent of suitable habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher. For vernal
pool fairy shrimp, approximately 12 percent of suitable habitat occurring outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be directly affected, and no known localities would
be affected.
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Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
INVERTEBRATES/CRUSTACEANS
vernal pool fairy shrimp – Branchinecta lynchi
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,016 acres (60%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Vernal pool areas not included as
part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to policies related to riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I, and impacts to vernal pools shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. One of the three known locations, upper Salt Creek, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,490 acres (90%) of
suitable habitat including vernal pool habitat would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Riverside fairy shrimp – Streptocephalus woottoni
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,868 acres (33%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Wetland areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to policies related to riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to vernal pools shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities in the back basin of Lake
Elsinore would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,765
acres (40%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Murrieta,
Alberhill, and the back basin of Lake Elsinore. Approximately 9,690 acres (54%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
INVERTEBRATES/INSECTS
Quino checkerspot butterfly – Euphydryas editha quino
MSHCP Project. Approximately 41,668 acres (38%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Wilson Creek, Tule
Peak, Silverado, Oak Mountain, Warm Springs Creek, and Sage would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 46,460 acres (43%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 49,640 acres (45%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
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Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would not be conserved include Tule
Valley, Aguanga, Vail Lake, Paloma Valley, Murrieta Hot Springs, Sage, Wilson Valley,
Murrieta, Temecula, Oak Mountain, and Warm Springs Creek. Approximately 82,509
acres (75%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas
and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Delhi Sands flower-loving fly – Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 452 acres (90%) of suitable
habitat including coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands
co-occurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 791 acres (82%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected
include Jurupa and Agua Mansa. Approximately 465 acres (93%) of suitable habitat
including coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 830 acres (86%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Mira Loma,
Agua Mansa, and Jurupa. Approximately 479 acres (95%) of suitable habitat including
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands co-occurring with
Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 957
acres (99%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands co-occurring with Delhi
soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
FISH
Santa Ana sucker – Catastomus santaanae
MSHCP Project. None of the core population areas, spawning areas, dispersal, or refuge areas
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 540 acres (6%)
of suitable habitat that includes water habitat would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Riverine areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas
presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riverine areas shall
be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
AMPHIBIANS
arroyo toad – Bufo californicus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 296 acres (16%) of suitable
breeding habitat including meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,320 acres (25%) of suitable upland habitat including
agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part
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Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization. include Bautista Creek, San Juan Creek, Arroyo Seco,
Temecula Creek, and Tenaja Creek. Approximately 415 acres (22%) of breeding habitat
including meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,510 acres of suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative except
approximately 435 acres (23%) of breeding habitat including meadows and marshes,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,605 (28%) acres of
suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Vail Lake, San Jacinto River,
Indian Creek, San Juan Creek, Arroyo Seco, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Tenaja
Creek, and Bautista Creek. Approximately 415 acres (22%) of breeding habitat including
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,510 acres
of suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
California red-legged frog – Rana aurora draytonii
MSHCP Project. Approximately 47 acres (6%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal
pools riparian scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,370 acres (19%) of suitable
upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian
areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the
policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
mountain yellow-legged frog – Rana mucosa
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 140 acres (29%) of primary
habitat including riparian scrub and woodlands and forests occurring above 1,200 feet in
the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 11,460 acres (26%) of secondary habitats including montane coniferous
forests and woodlands and forests occurring above 1,200 feet in the San Jacinto
Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimization in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
REPTILES
southern rubber boa – Charina bottae umbratica
MSHCP Project. Incidental take of the southern rubber boa is difficult to quantify due to
limited knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses
may be masked by fluctuations in abundance and distribution during the life of the
permit. However, the maximum level of take of the southern rubber boa can be
anticipated by the loss of habitat for this species. Approximately 155 acres (5%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
BIRDS
Swainson’s hawk – Buteo swainsoni
MSHCP Project. Localities at Winchester would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 257,220 acres (57%) of suitable habitat including
agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Winchester would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,203 acres (68%) of
suitable habitat including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Winchester, Badlands, and Temecula Creek
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 280,545 acres
(70%) of suitable habitat including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within
the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Sedco Hills,
Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, Motte-Rimrock Badlands, Lakeview
Mountains, Sage, Wildomar, and Winchester. Approximately 335,770 acres (84%) of
suitable habitat, including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, and riparian scrub, and woodland and forest
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
mountain plover (wintering) – Charadrius montanus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include Winchester and Double Butte.
Approximately 1,160 acres (15%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools
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within the Riverside Lowlands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities that would be affected include Winchester,
Double Butte, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities that would be affected include Winchester,
Double Butte, Lakeview Mountains, upper Salt Creek/San Jacinto Valley, and
Menifee/Perris/Nueveo/Mystic Lake. Approximately 4,980 acres (63%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
western yellow-billed cuckoo – Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,580 acres (22%) of
suitable habitat including southern cottonwood/willow riparian, southern sycamore/alder
riparian, riparian scrub, riparian forest, and southern willow scrub within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Surveys for western yellow-billed cuckoo will be conducted as part of the
project review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where
suitable habitat is present. Western yellow-billed cuckoo located as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section
6.3.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures
presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 5,730 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including southern
cottonwood/willow riparian, southern sycamore/alder riparian, riparian scrub, riparian
forest, and southern willow scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
southwestern willow flycatcher – Empidonax traillii extimus
MSHCP Project. A total of 5 of 17 localities would be within the area subject to take
authorization; however, the localities are located outside suitable habitat areas within
existing residential/urban/exotic areas, non-native grassland, or open water. Approximately 3,220 acres (23%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk
scrub and mule fat scrub, would be affected throughout the MSHCP Area. Surveys for
southwestern willow flycatcher will be conducted as part of the project review process
for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present.
Southwestern willow flycatcher located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.1.3.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would
be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in
Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to wetland shall be avoided and
minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek and Santa
Margarita River would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
4,735 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub
and mule fat scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, and
Temecula Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
4,990 acres (36%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub
and mule fat scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake,
Temescal Wash, Alberhill Creek, Murrieta Creek, Santa Margarita River, and Bautista
Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,610 acres
(48%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub and mule fat
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
peregrine falcon – Falco peregrinus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. However, no impacts to raptor nests would
occur. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water and
riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian and riverine areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine,
and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts
to riparian and riverine areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,387 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including open water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana
River would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 2,475 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open
water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 3,330 acres (19%) of suitable habitat including open
water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
bald eagle – Haliaeetus leucocephalus
MSHCP Project. Two localities at Lake Riverside and Lake Hemet would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat
including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water habitat
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian and riverine areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian and riverine areas shall be avoided and
minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,390 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water
habitat would be within the area subject to take authorization.

4.1-20

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 2,475 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including riparian
habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water habitat would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Three localities at Lake Riverside, Lake Hemet, and Vail
Lake would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,840 acres
(21%) of suitable habitat including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River
and open water habitat would be within the area subject to take authorization.
coastal California gnatcatcher – Polioptila californica californica
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California east of I-15
to De Portola Road. Approximately 63,700 acres (45%) of suitable habitat including
desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to
take authorization include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho
California east of I-15 to De Portola Road, and El Sobrante Landfill. Approximately
70,980 acres (50%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California
east of I-15 to De Portola Road, and El Sobrante Landfill. Approximately 78,450 acres
(56%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California east of I-15
to De Portola Road, El Sobrante Landfill, Alberhill, North Peak Conservation Bank,
Gavilan Plateau, Canyon Lake, and Sedco Hills. Approximately 112,260 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
least Bell’s vireo – Vireo bellii pusillus
MSHCP Project. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,780 acres (23%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Surveys for least Bell’s
vireo will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. Least Bell’s vireos
located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures
described within Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Riparian areas not included as
part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon,
Potrero Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,087 acres (33%) of suitable habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands
and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon, Temecula Creek,
Potrero Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,309 acres (35%) of suitable habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands
and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon, Temecula Creek,
Murrieta Creek, Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, San Timoteo Creek, Potrero
Creek, Alberhill Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 6,350 acres (52%) of suitable habitat, including riparian
scrub, woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
MAMMALS
San Bernardino kangaroo rat – Dipodomys merriami parvus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,785 acres (32%) of
suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Surveys for San Bernardino
kangaroo rat will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. San Bernardino
kangaroo rats located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
the procedures described within Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Bautista Creek and San Jacinto River would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,357 acres (79%) of
suitable habitat, including coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Stephens’ kangaroo rat – Dipodomys stephensi
MSHCP Project. Localities at March Air Reserve Base (ARB), east Riverside (e.g.,
Alessandro Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco
Hills, Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont,
and Double Butte would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
11,850 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east
Riverside (e.g., Alessandro Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun
City, Norco Hills, Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto,
Banning/Beaumont, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Double Butte, and Warm Springs Creek
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,850 acres
(34%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east Riverside (e.g., Alessandro
Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco Hills,
Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont, Cactus
Valley, Badlands, Potrero Valley, Double Butte, Warm Springs Creek, Tule Valley,
Badlands, Reche Canyon, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to
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take authorization. Approximately 14,350 acres (41%) of suitable habitat including
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east Riverside (e.g., Alessandro
Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco Hills,
Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont, Cactus
Valley, Badlands, Double Butte, Warm Springs Creek, Tule Valley, Badlands, Reche
Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, Silverado Ranch, Motte-Rimrock, Wilson Valley, Potrero
Valley, Aguanga, Bautista Creek, North Peak, Sedco Hills, Gavilan Hills/Plateau, and
Sage/Wilson area would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
20,390 acres (59%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
PLANTS
Munz’s onion – Allium munzii
MSHCP Project. Two of the 15 known localities located northeast of Alberhill and on
privately-owned land would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 15,825 acres (42%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemics Plant list
(Section 6.1.3). Surveys will be conducted as part of the project review process for
public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where
suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure
6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Munz’s onions located as a result of survey efforts shall
be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP,
Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 17,430 acres (47%) of primary
habitat in the Plan Area, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular
juniper, and woodlands, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 18,670 acres (50%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Six of the 15 known localities located at Alberhill, De Palma Road,
Bachelor Mountain, North Peak, northeast of Alberhill, and on privately owned land
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,125 acres
(70%) of primary habitat for Munz’s onion in the Plan Area including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document,
this species would not be conserved, and surveys would not be required.
San Diego ambrosia – Ambrosia pumila
MSHCP Project. One of the three known extant localities (east of Lake Street in the City of
Elsinore) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 52,010
(70%) acres of primary habitat in the Plan Area, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization; however, 8,940 acres
of this 52,010 acres would be subject to focused surveys for San Diego ambrosia. Newly
identified populations would be conserved in accordance with the Narrow Endemics
policy described within Section 6.1.3. MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 55,100 (75%) acres of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. All three of the known extant localities at Skunk Hollow,
Alberhill Creek at Nichols Road, and east of Lake Street in the City of Elsinore would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 62,940 (85%) acres of
primary habitat in the Plan Area, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Jacinto Valley crownscale – Atriplex coronata var. notatior
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on
the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for San Jacinto
Valley crownscale will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria
Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Jacinto
Valley crownscale located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance
with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at the San Jacinto River and Alberhill Creek near Lake
Elsinore would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360
acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Nevin’s barberry – Berberis nevinii
MSHCP Project. Three of the 52 known localities (in the City of Riverside, Aguanga, and
Temecula) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,990
acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for Nevin’s barberry
will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species
Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Nevin’s barberry located as a
result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Four of the 52 known localities (in
the City of Riverside, Aguanga, Temecula, and Jurupa Hills) would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,620 acres (39%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five of the 52 known localities (in the City of Riverside,
Aguanga, Temecula, Jurupa Hills, and Badlands) would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 4,920 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in the City of Riverside, Aguanga, Temecula, Jurupa Hills, San
Timoteo/Badlands area, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 9,730 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this
species would not be conserved.
thread-leaved brodiaea – Brodiaea filifolia
MSHCP Project. Nine of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This
is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys will
be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within
the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Thread-leaved brodiaea located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Twenty-two of the 30 occurrences (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
associated with the vernal pools west of Hemet [upper Salt Creek] and associated with
the San Jacinto River) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000
Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Vail Lake ceanothus – Ceanothus ophiochilus
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 3,350 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey
Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys will be conducted as part of the project
review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I). Vail Lake ceanothus located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,870 acres (23%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,130 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities at Vail Lake would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 7,720 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Mojave tarplant – Deinandra mohavensis (formerly known as Hemizonia mohavensis)
MSHCP Project. Two of eight occurrences, including along the Banning Idyllwild Panoramic
Highway and within the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 27,850 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 32,200 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 34,300 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Five of eight occurrences, including along the Banning Idyllwild
Panoramic Highway, within the San Jacinto Mountains, and near the San Jacinto River
east of Hemet, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
35,000 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
slender-horned spine flower – Dodecahema leptoceras
MSHCP Project. Of the 27 University of California at Riverside (UCR) database and
herbarium records, 12 of the occurrences at Gavilan Plateau, north of Meadowbrook,
Temescal Canyon, Lake Elsinore, Valle Vista, Agua Tibia Mountains, El Cariso, and east
of State Street south of Hemet would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,950 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. However,
approximately 2,290 acres of the within the area subject to take authorization. Acres
would be subject to focused surveys for slender-horned spine flower. Newly identified
populations would be conserved in accordance with the Narrow Endemics policy. The
policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas would also apply.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,400 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 3,600 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Known localities at Gavilan Plateau, north of Meadowbrook, Temescal
Canyon, Lake Elsinore, Valle Vista, Agua Tibia Mountains, El Cariso, east of State Street
south of Hemet, Bautista Canyon, upper San Jacinto River, Alberhill, Alberhill Creek east
of Lake Elsinore, Railroad Canyon, Vail Lake, and Kolb Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 7,580 acres (67%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development
Document, this species would not be conserved.
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Santa Ana River woollystar – Eriastrum densifolium ssp. Sanctorum
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 910 acres (28%) of primary habitat, including Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 1,180 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,170 acres (67%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area,
including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
San Diego button-celery – Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Although no take of known occurrences would occur as part of the MSHCP, certain areas
located outside the MSHCP Conservation Area may contain vernal pool habitat that could
support this species. Precision is lacking within the vegetation mapping of the MSHCP
database and, therefore, the precise level of impact cannot be quantified at this time.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Parish’s meadowfoam – Limnanthes gracilis var. parishii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Suitable habitat for this species is present outside the MSHCP Conservation Area in
ephemeral wetlands and mima mounds in forest glades and mountain areas. The precise
quantification of impact to this section in these areas outside the MSHCP Conservation
Area cannot be determined at this time.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
spreading navarretia – Navarretia fossalis
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including playas and vernal pools,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow
Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for spreading navarretia will be conducted
as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Spreading
navarretia located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including playas
and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
Existing Reserves. Localities at Skunk Hollow and the San Jacinto River would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this
species would not be conserved.
California Orcutt grass – Orcuttia californica
MSHCP Project. One of five localities (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau) would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,130 acres (14%) of primary habitat,
including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 940 acres (12%) of the affected habitat would be subject to focused
surveys. Newly identified populations would be conserved in accordance with the
Narrow Endemics policy described within Section 6.1.3. MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,000 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,000 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including playas
and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Three of five localities (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau, at Skunk Hollow,
and upper Salt Creek west of Hemet) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,940 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000
Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Source: October 2000 MSHCP Alternatives Development Document.

Features have been incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize impacts to Listed Covered
Species to the extent feasible. These include assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area
that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at Alberhill, North Peak,
Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco
Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP Area. Criteria-based
Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step policies and the
Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy, and other implementation
strategies as described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, the proposed MSHCP includes policies that would afford additional
protection to some Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species
are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea
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Vail Lake ceanothus
slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass
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Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that is consistent with the conservation
objectives for individual species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For areas containing riparian, riverine, or vernal pool
features that are located outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and
minimization measures, as required as mitigation through the CEQA process or
State/federal regulatory processes, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization
measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting Listed Covered Species.
The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of the
wetland policy.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

peregrine falcon
bald eagle
least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with the process of wetland conservation identified in Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
Additional covered activities inside the Criteria Area that are considered to be allowable
uses within the MSHCP Conservation Area but have not been included in the
quantification of impacts contained in Table 4A are the allowances for development of
single-family homes on existing legal parcels within the Criteria Area and the possible
allowance of agricultural conversion on lands within the Criteria Area up to a maximum
of 10,000 acres.
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Development of individual single-family homes on existing legal parcels (hereinafter
referred to as the “Single-Family Home Expedite Process”), in accordance with existing
land use regulations, is a covered activity within the Criteria Area. An expedited review
process, through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition
Negotiation Process has been developed as part of the MSHCP to assist in determining
the appropriate location of a single-family home or mobile home on an existing legal lot
within the Criteria Area.
If during the review period it is determined that all or part of the property may benefit
the assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area, the Permittee may negotiate with the
property owner to acquire the entire lot or portion thereof or determine which incentives
may apply in order to acquire a conservation easement over that portion of the property
that is not necessary for access road(s) and outside of the building footprint area. If the
Permittee is unable to reach agreement with the property owner concerning the
acquisition of the entire lot or a conservation easement over a portion of the lot upon
completion of the review period, the property owner may proceed with the processing
of the grading or site preparation permit application. However, compliance with the
location of the building footprint area as well as the location of any necessary road(s)
will be required.
Trend data collected from 1995 to mid 2002 suggests that, on average, there is
development of approximately 75 single-family homes on lots averaging approximately
9 acres in size within the Criteria Area on an annual basis. Therefore, the Single-Family
Home Expedite Process will have the potential to affect approximately 675 acres of land
within the Criteria Area annually. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that
approximately 50 percent of that area, or 338 acres, potentially within the area subject
to take authorization by such development will be within areas of sensitive habitat that
are considered desirable for inclusion in the Reserve. This is based on the overall ratio
of Additional Reserve Lands to Criteria Area, which is roughly one half. Based on the
trend data and average parcel size, that 338 acres represents approximately 38 parcels.
It is estimated that the Permittees will be able to successfully negotiate with 75 percent,
or 29 of the 38 property owners through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation
and Acquisition Negotiation Process. Therefore, it is assumed that conservation that
conforms to the Criteria will be achieved on approximately 253 of the 338 acres of land
per year that is potentially within the area subject to take authorization through this
process. It is assumed that the remaining approximately 85 acres will not be developed
in accordance with the Criteria and will become unavailable for conservation on an
annual basis, as a result of the Single-Family Home Expedite Process.
The inability to incorporate into the Reserve approximately 85 acres of land that is
desirable for conservation throughout the Plan Area on an annual basis will not reduce
the overall acreage required for Additional Reserve Lands. So while conservation may
be precluded on an estimated average of 85 acres per year, it is not expected that this
will adversely affect the ability to assemble a viable MSHCP Conservation Area, since
there is adequate additional land within the Criteria Area that could be acquired in lieu
of the areas subject to development under the Single-Family Home Expedite Process.
In addition, annual reporting will determine whether the activity of single-family home
development occurs in a manner that is consistent with the assumptions used for the
MSHCP analysis. The number of grading or site preparation permits for the construction or location of a single-family home or a mobile home on an existing legal lot
located within the Criteria Area will be monitored and reported on at least an annual
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basis in order to insure that appropriate assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area is
occurring. Therefore, no significant impacts on Covered Species will result from the
construction or location or single-family or mobile homes on existing legal lots within
the Criteria Area.
If Section 6.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, conversion of natural lands to agricultural
use, as defined and outlined in that section of the MSHCP, will be allowed as a covered
activity within the Criteria Area, up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the
life of the plan ( the “New Agricultural Lands Cap”). Agricultural Operations, as
defined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, include all uses conducted as a normal part of
such operations, provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and
regulations.
To verify the location of the existing Agricultural Operations, the County will establish
a database identifying existing Agricultural Operations (“Existing Agricultural
Operations Database”) on or before the effective date of the Implementing Agreement
or the issuance of the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Authorization. The new
Agricultural Lands Cap of 10,000 acres within the Criteria Area will be applied to
Agricultural Operations that are in addition to the activities recorded in the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database. The 10,000-acre New Agricultural Lands Cap
represents approximately 3 percent of the total acreage that is contained within the
Criteria Area.
To estimate the potential effects of New Agricultural Lands in relation to the MSHCP,
it is assumed that approximately 50 percent of the agricultural conversions that take
place within the Criteria Area will be consistent with the Criteria. Therefore, it is
assumed that approximately 5,000 acres of New Agricultural Lands will occur within
areas considered desirable for conservation under the Criteria. This represents
approximately 1.5 percent of the total Additional Reserve Lands proposed to be acquired
within the Criteria Area. Tracking of MSHCP implementation, and adjustments to
Reserve Assembly strategies as outlined in this section, will provide a mechanism to
ensure that adequate acreage of Additional Reserve Lands is being acquired, and that
appropriate reserve design and configuration are being achieved. Therefore, no
significant biological impacts to Listed Covered Species are anticipated to result from
New Agricultural Lands Cap.
With the combination of impact reduction features incorporated into the Proposed
Project, including reserve configuration, adaptive management and monitoring, and
species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, the Project's impacts to Listed
Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. The Non-Listed Covered Species include 65 of the 83
covered wildlife species and 52 of 63 plant species. The impacts to the 115 Non-Listed
Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information available for
known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed Covered Species
(Table 4C). These impacts vary depending on the species. For example, as shown on
Table 4C, implementation of the proposed take authorization would result in take
authorization for 75 percent of suitable habitat for the burrowing owl. For Santa Rosa
Plateau pool fairy shrimp, approximately 15 percent of suitable habitat occurring outside
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area subject to take authorization.
For certain Non-Listed Covered Species, such as arroyo chub and San Bernardino flying
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squirrel, the precise quantification of the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack
of existing available information regarding these species.
Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
INVERTEBRATES/CRUSTACEANS
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp – Linderiella santarosae
MSHCP Project. No known localities of this species would be impacted. Approximately 1,159
acres (15%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Wetland areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to vernal
pools shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable habitat
including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 4,987 acres (63%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal
pools would be within the area subject to take authorization.
FISH
arroyo chub – Gila orcutti
MSHCP Project. No known breeding or occupied locality would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 1,870 acres (15%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riverine areas not included
as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riverine areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. The locality that would be within the
area subject to take authorization. is the Santa Margarita River. Approximately 2,115
acres (17%) of suitable habitat including water habitats would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Santa Margarita
River and Murrieta Creek near its confluence with the Santa Margarita River and
Temecula Creek. Approximately 2,205 acres (18%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Santa Margarita
River and Murrieta Creek near its confluence with the Santa Margarita River and
Temecula Creek. Approximately 3,060 acres (25%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization.
AMPHIBIANS
western spadefoot – Scaphiopus hammondii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,162 acres (15%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 348,923 acres (51%) of
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Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Banning, Badlands, area south of Hemet,
Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley, Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta,
Murrieta Hot Springs, El Cerrito, and March Air Reserve Base (ARB). Approximately
2,053 acres (26%) of primary habitat including playas and vernal pools occurring in areas
below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 348,923 acres (51%) of secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurring in areas below 4,900
feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Banning, Badlands, area south of Hemet, Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley,
Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta, Murrieta Hot Springs, El
Cerrito, and March ARB. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of primary habitat including
playas and vernal pools occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 370,193 acres (53%) of secondary
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Lee
Lake/Alberhill/Elsinore, Antelope Valley, Good Hope, Badlands, Tule Valley, Banning,
Badlands, area south of Hemet, Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley, Moreno Valley, Beaumont,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta, Murrieta Hot Springs, El Cerrito, Hogbacks, Sedco Hills,
Temescal Wash, Bautista Creek, and March ARB. Approximately 4,897 acres (63%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 449,328 acres (65%) of secondary habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurring
in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
coast range newt – Taricha tarosa tarosa
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,010 acres (32%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water within
the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion would be in areas subject to take authorization.
Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject
to take authorization within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 4,632 acres (37%)
of primary habitat including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests,
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Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
and water within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion would be in the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of secondary habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 4,536 acres (36%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of
secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
and secondary habitats. Approximately 5,152 acres (41%) of primary habitat including
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water would be affected
within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion. Approximately 36,760 acres (34%) of
secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be affected within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion.
REPTILES
western pond turtle – Clemmys marmorata pallida
MSHCP Project. The incidental take of the western pond turtle is difficult to quantify due to
limited knowledge of its distribution and abundance within the Plan Area. The maximum
level of incidental take of western pond turtle can be anticipated by the loss of habitat.
Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,331 acres (22%) of primary wetland habitat for western pond turtle in the
Plan Area would be within the area subject to take authorization. This includes meadows,
marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 34,068 acres (36%) of
suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 7,200 acres (30%) of primary
wetland habitat, including meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open
water and 37,300 acres (40%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 7,500 acres (32%) of primary wetland habitat, including
meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 39,400 acres
(42%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 10,613 acres (45%) of primary wetland habitat, including
meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 50,057 acres
(53%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
coastal western whiptail – Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus
MSHCP Project. Thirty-six of 54 records would be within the area subject to take authorization.
However, of these, 16 are within existing agriculture, and 6 are located in developed or
disturbed habitat. Approximately 182,962 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas
and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject
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to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 197,900 acres (61%) of primary habitat,
including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 209,400 acres (64%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 261,144 acres (80%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail – Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi
MSHCP Project. Seventy-seven of 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 16 are within existing agriculture, and 22 are located
in developed, disturbed land, or water. Approximately 155,483 acres (41%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and
forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 177,400 acres (46%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 192,700 acres (50%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 254,265 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Diego banded gecko – Coleonyx variegatus abbottii
MSHCP Project. Six of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take authorization.
However, of these, one is within existing agriculture, and one is located in developed or
disturbed habitat. Approximately 125,771 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 142,500 acres (52%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 155,100 acres (57%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take
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authorization. Approximately 220,157 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
northern red-diamond rattlesnake – Crotalus ruber ruber
MSHCP Project. The incidental take of northern red-diamond rattlesnake is difficult to quantify
due to limited knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that
losses may be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. Thirty-two
of the 52 records would be within the area subject to take authorization. However, of
these, six are within existing agricultural areas, and nine are in residential/urban/exotic/pond areas. Approximately 214,769 acres (39%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited
knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may
be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. At least 32 of the 52
records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 245,900
acres (44%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 265,500 acres (48%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 333,315 acres (60%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
San Bernardino mountain kingsnake – Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra
MSHCP Project. Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 7,571 acres (26%) of primary habitat,
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
San Diego mountain kingsnake – Lampropeltis zonata pulchra
MSHCP Project. Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,723 acres (26%) of primary habitat in the
Plan Area, including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,100 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and nonriparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 3,200 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 3,440 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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San Diego horned lizard – Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei
MSHCP Project. Seventy-eight of the 135 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 9 are within existing agriculture, and 20 are located in
developed or disturbed habitat. Approximately 322,536 acres (44%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least seventy-eight of the 135 records would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 358,700 acres (49%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least seventy-eight of the 135 records would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 382,400 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 78 of the 135 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 461,453 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
southern sagebrush lizard – Sceloporus graciosus vandenburgianus
MSHCP Project. Eleven of the 26 records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 10,246 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
granite spiny lizard – Sceloporus orcutti
MSHCP Project. Seventy of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 13 are within existing agriculture, and 18 are located
in developed or disturbed habitat. Approximately 237,637 acres (37%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,200 acres (42%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 290,200 acres (45%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper
woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 359,284 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper
woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and
forest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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granite night lizard – Xantusia henshawi henshawi
MSHCP Project. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited knowledge of the species
distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may be masked by natural
fluctuations in abundance and distribution. Twenty-eight of the 47 records would be
within the area subject to take authorization. However, of these, five are within existing
developed or disturbed land. Approximately 197,038 acres (40%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited
knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may
be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. At least 28 of the 47
records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 225,800
acres (46%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 243,700 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 314,421 acres (64%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
BIRDS
Cooper’s hawk – Accipiter cooperii
MSHCP Project. Three localities, including Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon, and Santa Rosa
Plateau, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 22,100
acres (29%) of suitable habitat including woodlands and forests, montane coniferous
forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests throughout the MSHCP Plan Area would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented
in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Tucalota Creek, Slater
Canyon, Badlands, and Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 26,545 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including woodlands
and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon, Santa Rosa
Plateau, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, and Temecula Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 27,000 acres (35%) of suitable habitat
including woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Ten localities, including Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon,
Santa Rosa Plateau, San Timoteo Creek, Temescal Wash, Wasson Canyon, Temecula
Creek, Murrieta Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley, would be within the area subject
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to take authorization. Approximately 29,900 acres (39%) of suitable habitat including
woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
northern goshawk – Accipiter gentilis
MSHCP Project. No nest sites would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest
and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 12,586 acres (27%) of suitable
habitat including montane coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San
Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately12,645 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane
coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 12,590 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane
coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
sharp-shinned hawk – Accipiter striatus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization. include
Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, and Woodcrest. Approximately 240,570 acres (about 36%)
of suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and
forests, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Rubidoux, Tucalota
Creek, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 313,820 acres (48%) of suitable habitat
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Badlands, Temecula Creek, Rubidoux,
Tucalota Creek, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately 336,385 acres (about 51%) of
suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Badlands, Temecula Creek, Lakeview
Mountains, Sedco Hills, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, Temescal Wash, Rubidoux, Tucalota
Creek, and Murrieta Creek. Approximately 398,495 acres (about 60%) of suitable habitat
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
tricolored blackbird (colony) – Agelaius tricolor
MSHCP Project. One recorded breeding site at Hemet Lake would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 60 acres (13%) of primary breeding habitat
including cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands
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and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 193,180 acres (74%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including
playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Impacts to riparian areas
shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitat. Approximately 64 acres (13%) of
primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within
the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 198,905 acres (77%) of secondary foraging
or breeding habitat including playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitat. Localities that would be within the area
subject to take authorization include Hemet Lake, eastern Temecula Creek, and Lakeview
Mountains. Approximately 64 acres (13%) of primary breeding habitat including
cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 201,775 acres (78%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including
playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitat. Localities that would be affected include
Hemet Lake, Lakeview Mountains, Collier Marsh, Lake Elsinore, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, eastern Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, March ARB, Badlands, and San Timoteo
Creek. Approximately 240 acres (50%) of primary breeding habitat, including cismontane
alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 224,980 acres (86%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including playas
and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow – Aimophila ruficeps canescens
MSHCP Project. Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, and De Portola Road east of Bachelor
Mountain would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 70,980
acres (27%) of primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 245,990 acres (32%) of secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De
Portola Road east of Bachelor Mountain, Wilson Valley, Jurupa Mountains, Vail Lake,
and Estelle Mountain would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 79,085 acres (51%) of primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills,
and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 191,437 acres (55%) of secondary habitat including grassland and
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chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De Portola Road east
of Bachelor Mountain, Jurupa Mountains, Temecula Creek, Wilson Valley, Jurupa
Mountains, Vail Lake, Estelle Mountain, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 87,410 acres (57%) of primary habitat
including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub within
Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 200,565 acres (57%) of
secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De Portola Road east of
Bachelor Mountain, Jurupa Mountains, Lakeview Mountains, Sedco Hills, Vail Lake,
Badlands, Wasson Canyon, Wilson Valley, Temecula Creek, and the Hogbacks would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 120,030 acres (78%) of
primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 242,510
acres (67%) of secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within the Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
grasshopper sparrow – Ammodramus savannarum
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 93,350 acres (71%) of
suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill grassland within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and
Hogbacks would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 97,085
acres (74%) of suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill
grassland within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and Hogbacks would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 99,885 acres (76%) of
suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill grassland within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Alberhill, Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and Wasson Canyon
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 111,570 acres
(84%) of suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill
grassland within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Bell’s sage sparrow – Amphispiza belli belli
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include a portion of the Badlands, Santa Rosa
Plateau, and Santa Rosa Hills. Approximately 177,440 acres (42%) of suitable habitat
including desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be affected include a portion of
the Badlands, Santa Rosa Plateau, Santa Rosa Hills, and Tenaja Corridor. Approximately
203,033 acres (48%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and
chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and
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Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be affected include the Badlands, Santa Rosa
Plateau, Santa Rosa Hills, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson Valley, and Aguanga.
Approximately 218,749 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana
Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Santa Rosa Plateau, Santa Rosa
Hills, Jurupa Mountains, Wasson Canyon, Sedco Hills, Hogbacks, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, Tule Valley, Lakeview Mountains, Badlands, Motte-Rimrock, Gavilan
Hills, Reche Canyon, San Timoteo Creek, Temecula Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Creek,
and Tenaja Corridor. Approximately 282,180 acres (67%) of suitable habitat including
desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto
Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
golden eagle – Aquila chrysaetos
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include Double Butte and the hills east of
Sun City. Approximately 332,970 acres (43%) of suitable habitat including grasslands,
playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands
and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be affected include Double
Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, and hills north of
Aguanga west of SR-371. Approximately 371,624 acres (48%) of suitable habitat
including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, oak woodlands and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Double Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, and
hills north of Aguanga and west of SR-371. Approximately 393,375 acres (51%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Double Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, hills
north of Aguanga and west of SR-371, Alberhill, Meadowbrook, and Sedco Hills.
Approximately 478,100 acres (81%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and
vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests,
coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
great blue heron – Ardea herodias
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. No impacts to rookeries would occur. Approximately 2,840
acres (22%) of primary habitat including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,160 acres (14%) of
foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented
in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 4,150 acres (33%) of primary habitat
including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of foraging habitat including playas and
vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 4,375 acres (34%) of primary habitat including freshwater
marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,055 acres (26%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools,
and cismontane alkali marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Collier Marsh, Wasson Canyon, Temecula Creek, Murrieta Creek,
San Timoteo Creek, Temescal Wash, Lake Elsinore, and Vail Lake. Approximately 6,580
acres (52%) of primary habitat including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,000 acres (63%) of
foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be
affected throughout the MSHCP Area.
burrowing owl – Athene cunicularia hypugaea
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Valle Vista, the area west of the Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area
(Long Canyon and De Portola Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont,
Banning, Murrieta, and Double Butte. Approximately 82,490 acres (75%) of primary
habitat including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 101,400 acres (82%) of secondary
habitat including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside
Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization. This species
is on the Additional Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for this species will be
conducted prior to disturbance for all public and private projects where suitable habitat is
present. Burrowing owl localities found as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Valle Vista, the area west of the Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto,
Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola Road), March ARB, the Moreno
Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte, upper Menifee Valley, east of
Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa,
west of Hemet, and Tucalota Creek. Approximately 85,790 acres (78%) of primary habitat
including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 102,293 acres (83%) of secondary habitat
including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be affected include Valle Vista, the area west of the
Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola
Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte,
upper Menifee Valley, east and south of Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis
Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa, west of Hemet, Tucalota Creek, and the Lakeview
Mountains. Approximately 88,265 acres (80%) of primary habitat including grasslands
within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 102,293acres (83%) of secondary habitat including
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agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Valle Vista, the area west of the
Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola
Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte,
upper Menifee Valley, east and south of Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis
Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa, west of Hemet, Tucalota Creek, the Lakeview
Mountains, Gavilan Plateau, Good Hope, Badlands, and Alberhill. Approximately 95,310
acres (87%) of primary habitat including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 206,120
acres (88%) of secondary habitat including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools
within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
American bittern – Botaurus lentiginosus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas surrounding Hemet Lake and Lake Riverside, would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 60 acres (13%) of suitable habitat including freshwater
marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included
as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula Creek,
Lake Elsinore, Collier Marsh, Temescal Wash, and Vail Lake would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 230 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including
freshwater marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization.
ferruginous hawk – Buteo regalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 257,290 acres (64%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal
pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular
juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within Riverside Lowlands
and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the Badlands and Sage would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,295 acres (67%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and
vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in the Badlands, Sage, and Lakeview Mountains would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 280,630 acres (70%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh,
playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Localities in the Badlands, Sage, Lakeview Mountains, Temecula, and
Murrieta would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 338,000
acres (84%) of suitable habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests
within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
cactus wren – Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake. Approximately 63,700 acres (45%) of suitable habitat
including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal sage scrub within
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Badlands, and Wilson Valley.
Approximately 70,777 acres (50%) of suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Sage, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, and Vail Lake east to Sage. Approximately 78,560 acres (56%) of
suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Sage, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, and Vail Lake east to Sage. Approximately 112,260 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
turkey vulture (breeding) – Cathartes aura
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 342,360 acres (43%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Potrero and Wilson Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 426,325 acres (53%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Potrero, Wilson Valley, Lakeview Mountains, and the
Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 452,590
acres (57%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest,
coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Potrero, Wilson Valley, Lakeview Mountains, Santa Rosa
Plateau, and the Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 487,510 acres (61%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and
vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests,
montane coniferous forest, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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northern harrier (breeding) – Circus cyaneus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest. Approximately
105,380 acres (68%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh,
freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 179,480 acres
(64%) of secondary foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National
Forest, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 110,445 acres
(71%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh,
playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 187,845 acres (66%) of secondary
foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest, Temecula
Creek, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 111,570 acres
(73%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh,
playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 196,360 acres (69%) of secondary
foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest, Temecula
Creek, Vail Lake, Lake Elsinore/Collier Marsh, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson
Valley. Approximately 129,430 acres (83%) of primary breeding habitat including
cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands
throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 237,060 acres (83%) of secondary foraging or wintering habitat including
agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
black swift (breeding) – Cypseloides niger
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of suitable habitat
including deciduous woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within the San
Jacinto Mountains and San Bernardino Mountains bioregions would be subject to take
authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
yellow warbler – Dendroica petechia brewsteri
MSHCP Project. The locality that would be within the area subject to take authorization is the
Santa Rosa Plateau. Approximately 12,710 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
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Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected
include the Santa Rosa Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, and Tucalota Creek.
Approximately 15,340 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include the Santa Rosa
Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, Tucalota Creek, and Temecula Creek.
Approximately 15,800 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Santa Rosa Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River,
Tucalota Creek, Temecula Creek, San Timoteo Creek, Wilson Creek, Alberhill Creek, San
Jacinto River, Temescal Canyon, Wasson Canyon, Murrieta Creek, Vail Lake, and
Bautista Creek. Approximately 19,020 acres (41%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
white-tailed kite – Elanus leucurus
MSHCP Project. One of 11 core breeding areas in the Santa Rosa Plateau area and one of two
winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 390,460 acres (58%) of foraging habitat
including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools,
freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral
within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,730 acres (33%)
of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation
Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas
presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall
be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa
Rosa Plateau, Temescal Wash, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, and Vail Lake and one
of two winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 414,445 acres (62%) of
foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas
and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,840 acres (40%) of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Temescal Wash, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley and one
of two winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 431,290 acres (64%) of
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foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas
and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,205 acres (41%) of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa Rosa Plateau, Temescal
Wash, Wasson Canyon, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley
and both of the winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley and
San Timoteo Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
517,090 acres (77%) of foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands,
cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 15,760 acres (53%) of breeding habitat including
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
California horned lark – Eremophila alpestris actia
MSHCP Project. The Moreno Valley/March ARB locality would be within the area subject to
take authorization as well as a portion of a locality within the Murrieta/Murrieta Hot
Springs area. About 284,800 acres (65%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands
(field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs
area, north of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley
area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, and the Badlands. About 298,220 acres (68%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs area, north
of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, the Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Hemet, Temecula/Rancho
California, Valle Vista, Anza Valley, and Reche Canyon. About 309,857 acres (71%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs area, north
of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, the Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Hemet, Temecula/Rancho
California, Valle Vista, Anza Valley, Reche Canyon, San Timoteo Creek, Wildomar,
Bautista Creek, and Wilson Creek. About 366,260 acres (84%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and
vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be affected
throughout the MSHCP Area.
merlin – Falco columbarius
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 302,430 acres (61%) of suitable habitat
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including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater
marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal
sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests,
and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Jurupa Hills and Wilson Valley. Approximately 341,875 acres
(67%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Jurupa Hills, Wilson Valley, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately
355,847 acres (72%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Jurupa Hills, Wilson Valley, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately
394,390 acres (79%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
prairie falcon (breeding) – Falco mexicanus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, and Double Butte, would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 182,490 acres (56%) of suitable
habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning,
Hemet, Double Butte, Sage, and Cactus Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 197,535 acres (61%) of suitable habitat including
grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, Double Butte,
Sage, Cactus Valley, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 209,215 acres (65%) of suitable habitat including
grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, Double Butte,
Sage, Cactus Valley Lakeview Mountains, Gavilan Plateau, French Valley, Vail Lake, and
upper Salt Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
260,340 acres (80%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools,
desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
yellow-breasted chat – Icteria virens
MSHCP Project. The locality that would be within the area subject to take authorization is
Canyon Lake. Approximately 2,780 acres (22%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
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bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita
River and its tributaries, and Potrero Creek. Approximately 4,085 acres (33%) of suitable
habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and
San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, Potrero Creek, and Temecula Creek. Approximately 4,310 acres (35%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, Potrero Creek, Temecula Creek, San Timoteo Creek, San Jacinto River,
Bautista Creek, and Wilson Creek. Approximately 6,350 acres (52%) of suitable habitat
including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
loggerhead shrike – Lanius ludovicianus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, and Homeland/Winchester/Menifee.
Approximately 318,540 acres (66%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands,
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands,
San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, Quail
Valley, and areas north of Alberhill. Approximately 333,380 acres (67%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal
pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include W ildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley,
Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek,
areas north of Alberhill, Quail Valley, Temecula, and Temecula Creek. Approximately
344,870 acres (71%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands,
cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, areas
north of Alberhill, Quail Valley, Temecula, Temecula Creek, Wasson Canyon, and
Gavilan Plateau. Approximately 403,910 acres (83%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the
Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding) – Melospiza lincolnii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 580 acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat
including meadow, montane riparian, and riparian scrub habitats within the San
Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 219,670 acres (54%) of wintering habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper
woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula,
and Murrieta would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 580
acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat including meadow, montane riparian, and riparian
scrub habitats within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 241,975 acres
(59%) of wintering habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater
marsh, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland
and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula, Murrieta, and
Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 580 acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat including meadow, montane riparian,
and riparian scrub habitats within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 256,710 acres (63%) of wintering habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and
forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub within the
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula, Murrieta, Lakeview
Mountains, Wilson Valley, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 650 acres (62%) of suitable breeding habitat including
meadow, montane riparian, and riparian scrub habitats within the San Bernardino
Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 334,460 acres (82%) of wintering habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper woodland,
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riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
black-crowned night heron – Nycticorax nycticorax
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas in Winchester, Moreno Valley, and Woodcrest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization. No take of nesting colonies will occur. Approximately 2,840 acres
(22%) of primary habitat for breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and
riparian scrub, woodland and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. An additional
1,160 acres (14%) of secondary habitat (foraging) including playas, vernal pools, and
cismontane alkali marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in
Winchester, Moreno Valley, Cajalco Creek, and Woodcrest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,150 acres (33%) of primary habitat for
breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. An additional 2,053 acres (26%) of
secondary habitat (foraging) including playas and vernal pools and cismontane alkali
marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in Winchester, Moreno Valley,
Cajalco Creek, Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, and Woodcrest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,375 acres (35%) of primary habitat for
breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. An additional 2,053 acres (26%) of
secondary habitat (foraging) including playas and vernal pools and cismontane alkali
marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in Winchester, Moreno Valley,
Cajalco Creek, Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, Temescal Wash, San Timoteo Creek, San
Jacinto River, and Woodcrest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 6,580 acres (52%) of primary habitat for breeding and foraging including
freshwater marsh and riparian scrub woodland and forests within the Riverside Lowlands
and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
An additional 5,000 acres (63%) of secondary habitat (foraging) including playas, vernal
pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would also be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Macgillvray’s warbler – Oporornis tolmiei
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. About 240,570 acres (36%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian
areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the
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MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa
Rosa Plateau, Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, and Wilson Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. About 275,865 acres (42%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, Wilson Valley, and Temecula Creek would
be within the area subject to take authorization. About 294,725 acres (45%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, Wilson Valley, Wasson Canyon, Lake
Elsinore, and Temecula Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
About 365,800 acres (55%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
mountain quail – Oreortyx pictus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 93,800 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest
within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana Mountains, and
Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake,
and Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 106,970 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands
and forests, and montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San
Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake, and Santa Rosa
Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 112,550
acres (34%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and montane
coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana
Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake, Lake Elsinore, and
Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
113,600 acres (35%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and
montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains,
Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
osprey – Pandion haliaetus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Hemet Lake and Canyon Lake, would be within the area subject to take
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authorization. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitats. Approximately 2,385 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including open water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation
communities within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitats. Approximately 2,480 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open
water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the
Prado Basin and Santa Ana River, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Vail Lake, and Canyon Lake
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,840 acres (21%)
of suitable habitat including open water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland
vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
double-crested cormorant – Phalacrocorax auritus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Hemet Lake and Lake Riverside, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,180 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake
Riverside, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,425 acres (13%) of suitable habitat including open water habitat
throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and
Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula
Creek, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,520 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open water habitat
throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and
Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula
Creek, San Timoteo Creek, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 3,920 acres (21%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
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downy woodpecker – Picoides pubescens
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,710 acres (about 27%) of suitable habitat
including riparian scrub, woodland and forest and open water would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 15,340 acres (about 33%) of suitable
habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest and open water would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at Potrero Creek and Santa Margarita River and
its tributaries would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
15,800 acres (about 34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest
and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, San Timoteo Creek, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Railroad Canyon,
Temescal Wash, and Wilson Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 21,020 acres (about 45%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub,
woodland and forest and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization.
white-faced ibis – Plegadis chihi
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Lake Riverside, and Moreno Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 60 acres (15%) of primary habitat including freshwater
marsh and 186,500 acres (76%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools,
agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and riparian scrub,
woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 64 acres (16%) of
primary habitat including freshwater marsh and 191,920 acres (77%) of foraging habitat
including playas and vernal pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 64 acres (16%) of primary habitat
including freshwater marsh and 194,605 acres (80%) of foraging habitat including playas
and vernal pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
and secondary habitats. Approximately 160 acres (40%) of primary habitat including
freshwater marsh and 211,160 acres (86%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal
pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and riparian
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scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
purple martin – Progne subis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 17,810 acres (28%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest,
and oak woodland and forest within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San
Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Approximately18,945 acres (30%)
of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous
forest, and oak woodland and forest within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana
Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitats. Approximately 19,150 acres (31%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest, and oak woodland and forest
within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitats. Approximately 20,890 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest, and oak woodland and forest within the
San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Williamson’s sapsucker – Sphyrapicus thyroideus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and montane coniferous forest within the San
Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California spotted owl – Strix occidentalis occidentalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 16,000 acres (28%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within
the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities east of the Santa Rosa Plateau would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 16,725 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within
the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
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Existing Reserves. Localities east of the Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 17,300 acres (30%) of suitable habitat including oak
woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino
Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
tree swallow – Tachycineta bicolor
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 14,580 acres (25%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests,
and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley,
Santa Rosa Plateau West, and Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 17,455 acres (30%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley, Santa Rosa Plateau
West, Temecula Creek, and Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 18,005 acres (31%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley, Santa Rosa Plateau
West, Temecula Creek, Valle Vista, Wasson Canyon, Vail Lake, Murrieta Creek, and
Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
22,080 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak
woodlands and forests, and open water would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Nashville warbler – Vermivora ruficapilla
MSHCP Project. Localities at Moreno Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 240,570 acres (36%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley and
Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
313,815 acres (48%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak
woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley, Temecula Creek, and
Tucalota Creek, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
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336,385 acres (51%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak
woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley, Sedco Hills, Temecula Creek,
Wilson Creek, Tucalota Creek, and Banning, Approximately 365,800 acres (55%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub,
woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, and
montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Wilson’s warbler – Wilsonia pusilla
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within the March ARB and Quail Valley, would be subject to take authorization.
Approximately 71,030 acres (26%) of breeding habitat including montane meadow,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 219,680 acres (53%) of transient movement habitat including grassland,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forests
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail
Valley, the Badlands, Temescal Wash, Temecula Creek, and Wilson Creek would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 81,805 acres (30%) of
breeding habitat including montane meadow, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino
Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 243,365 acres (59%) of transient
movement habitat including grassland, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail Valley, the Badlands,
Temecula Creek, Temescal Wash, and Wilson Creek would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 86,803 acres (32%) of breeding habitat including
montane meadow, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian scrub, woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto
Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 258,507 acres (63%) of transient movement habitat
including grassland, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper
woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail Valley, Temescal Wash,
Bautista Creek, Gavilan Hills, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Wildomar,
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Badlands, and San Timoteo Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 86,730 acres (32%) of breeding habitat including montane meadow,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 336,460 acres (82%) of transient movement habitat including grassland,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forests
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
MAMMALS
coyote – Canis latrans
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 495,066 acres (50%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands,
meadows and marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 538,215 acres (55%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands,
meadows and marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 560,250 acres (57%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadows and
marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 653,195 acres (66%) of suitable habitat including agricultural
lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadows and marshes,
montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal
pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse – Chaetodipus fallax fallax
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
localities in the Domenigoni Valley, would be subject to take authorization. Approximately 323,457 acres (44%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the Potrero Valley, Vail Lake, Anza, and
Cactus Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
360,780 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in the Gavilan Hills, Badlands, Sage, Vail Lake, Anza, Cactus
Valley, Crown Valley, and Aguanga would be within the area subject to take authoriza-

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-59

Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
tion. Approximately 382,360 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in the Gavilan Hills, Badlands, Potrero Valley, Sage, Vail Lake,
Anza, Cactus Valley, Crown Valley, and Aguanga would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 462,260 acres (63%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Dulzura kangaroo rat – Dipodomys simulans
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 146,632 acres (42%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 166,790 acres (48%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 180,355 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 242,135 acres (70%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and peninsular juniper
woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Aguanga kangaroo rat – Dipodomys merriami collinus
MSHCP Project. No currently known localities of this species would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 1,324 acres (19%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the southeastern portion of the Plan Area,
including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This species is on the Criteria Area
Survey List (Section 6.3.2) and surveys for this species will be conducted prior to
disturbance for all public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present. Aguanga kangaroo rat localities found as a result of survey efforts shall
be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP,
Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the vicinity of Sage would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,245 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the southeastern portion of the
Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo
Seco, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek, Aguanga, Tule Creek, and Sage. Approximately 4,490 acres
(67%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the
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southeastern portion of the Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson
Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Aguanga, Sage, Temecula Creek, Tule Creek and Wilson Creek. Approximately
6,624 acres (97%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages
in the southeastern portion of the Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek,
Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
mountain lion – Puma concolor
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 131,933 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains,
Desert Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto
Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 151,400 acres (34%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 160,005 acres (35%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 197,880 acres (44%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, San
Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions.
San Bernardino flying squirrel – Glaucomys sabrinus californicus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,404 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including broad-leaved upland forest, Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, montane coniferous forest, and Southern
California white fir and subalpine coniferous forests would be within the area subject to
take authorization in the San Jacinto Mountains bioregion. This species is on the Criteria
Area Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for this species will be conducted prior to
disturbance for all public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present. San Bernardino flying squirrel localities found as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section
6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 9,404 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including broad-leaved upland forest, Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, montane coniferous forest, and Southern
California white fir and subalpine coniferous forests would be within the area subject to
take authorization n the San Jacinto Mountains bioregion.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit – Lepus californicus bennettii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 183,412 acres (56%) of suitable habitat
including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas
and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley,
Badlands, Vail Lake, and Anza Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 217,950 acres (67%) of suitable habitat including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal pools,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley, Badlands, Vail Lake,
Aguanga, and Anza Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 231,470 acres (71%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Wildomar, Sedco Hills, Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley,
Gavilan Hills, Jurupa Hills, Badlands, Vail Lake, Aguanga, and Anza Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 261,145 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland
and scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
bobcat – Lynx rufus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 347,117 acres (43%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, and Aguanga, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 381,600 acres (47%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Aguanga, and the Badlands, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 404,200 acres (50%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Aguanga, the Badlands, Anza Valley, and Vail
Lake, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 496,523
acres (61%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
long-tailed weasel – Mustela frenata
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley, Norco, and
Temecula, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 490,675
acres (51%) of suitable habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley,
Cherry Valley, Norco, Temecula, the Badlands, and Warm Springs Creek, would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 522,300 acres (54%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley,
Norco, Temecula, the Badlands and Warm Springs Creek, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 545,000 acres (56%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal
pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley, Norco,
Temecula, the Badlands, Warm Springs Creek, San Timoteo Creek, and Alberhill would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 645,123 acres (67%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands,
meadow, playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests,
and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Diego desert woodrat – Neotoma lepida intermedia
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 218,955 acres (38%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and
scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Sage and the Badlands, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 250,400 acres (43%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Sage and the Badlands would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 270,300 acres (46%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Sage, the Badlands, and Vail Lake, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 338,197 acres (58%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Los Angeles pocket mouse – Perognathus longimembris brevinasus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Double Butte, March ARB, and the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot Springs Road.
Approximately 19,508 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including drainages with sandy soils
occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This species is on the Criteria Area Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys
for this species will be conducted prior to disturbance for all public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. Los Angeles pocket mouse
localities found as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the
procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I. Additional conservation
of suitable habitat may occur with protection of wetlands as described in the wetlands
policy presented in Section 6.1.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment
of Murrieta Hot Springs Road, Cactus Valley, Potrero Valley, Tucalota Creek, and
Cahuilla Creek. Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable habitat including drainages
with sandy soils occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot
Springs Road, Cactus Valley, Potrero Valley, Aguanga, Temecula Creek, Reche Canyon,
Warm Springs Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Valley, Cahuilla Creek, and San Gorgonio.
Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable habitat including drainages with sandy soils
occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot
Springs Road, San Jacinto River, Cactus Valley, Silverado Ranch, Potrero Valley,
Aguanga, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, Valle Vista, Reche Canyon, Warm Springs Creek,
Murrieta Creek, French Valley, San Timoteo Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Valley, Cahuilla
Creek, Wilson Creek, and San Gorgonio. Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable
habitat including drainages with sandy soils occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage
scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, playas and vernal pools, and
grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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brush rabbit – Sylvilagus bachmani
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 223,195 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, and the
Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 254,300
acres (42%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, the Badlands, and Lakeview
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 274,200
acres (45%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Anza Valley, Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, the Badlands, Lakeview
Mountains, Alberhill, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 340,814 acres (56%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
PLANTS
Yucaipa onion – Allium marvinii
MSHCP Project. It is not known whether the one historic location is included within the
MSHCP Conservation Area; however, this potential habitat is included within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area. Conservation of this potential habitat and one historic
known location, if still extant and not located in the MSHCP Conservation Area, will be
addressed in accordance with the procedures presented in the Narrow Endemic Plant
Species policy described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Approximately 2,460
acres (67%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,500 acres (68%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,600 acres (71%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 2,790 acres (77%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Johnston’s rock cress – Arabis johnstonii
MSHCP Project. Two of the 19 known localities within the San Jacinto Mountains would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,810 acres (25%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, montane coniferous forest and peninsular juniper and
woodlands, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Johnston’s rock cress will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
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Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I).
Johnston’s rock cress that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Rainbow manzanita – Arctostaphylos rainbowensis
MSHCP Project. Seventeen of the 32 recorded localities, including the Temecula and Pechanga
locations, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 29,920
acres (45%) of primary habitat, including chaparral ,would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 34,500 acres (51%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 36,900 acres (55%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 44,860 acres (67%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Jaeger’s milk-vetch – Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri
MSHCP Project. Three of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont and the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 223,800
acres (48%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and
woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Four of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills
of the Agua Tibia Mountains, and Sage would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 246,800 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Four of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains, and Sage would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 263,400 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Twelve of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains, Sage, Aguanga Valley, Vail Lake, and Potrero Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 335,600 acres (71%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Parish’s brittlescale – Atriplex parishii
MSHCP Project. One of the three localities, Winchester Valley, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat,
including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section
6.3.2). Surveys for Parish’s brittlescale will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is
present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I). Parish’s brittlescale that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the three localities, Winchester Valley and the San Jacinto River,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%)
of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development
Document, this species would not be conserved.
Davidson’s saltscale – Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii
MSHCP Project. No locality of Davidson’s saltscale would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This
is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for
Davidson’s saltscale will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area
Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Davidson’s saltscale
that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at the San Jacinto River, Nichols Road, and near Murrieta Hot
Springs would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres
(65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Orcutt’s brodiaea – Brodiaea orcuttii
MSHCP Project. Two occurrences in the vicinity of Murrieta Hot Springs and west of the Santa
Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Three occurrences in the vicinity of Murrieta Hot Springs, west of the Santa
Rosa Plateau, and along the San Jacinto River would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Munz’s mariposa lily – Calochortus palmeri var. munzii
MSHCP Project. Four of the 14 localities within the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,880 acres (23%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, meadow, and montane coniferous forests, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section
6.1.3). Surveys for Munz’s mariposa lily will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey
area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Munz’s mariposa lily that is located as a
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result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Plummer’s mariposa lily – Calochortus plummerae
MSHCP Project. Eight of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning, 2 miles south of Calimesa,
in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley Road north of Highway 74 in
the San Jacinto Mountains, and at the head of Banning Canyon along the San Gorgonio
River – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 64,630
acres (28%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Nine of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning,
2 miles south of Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley
Road north of Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning Canyon
along the San Gorgonio River and in the Jurupa Hills – would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 73,500 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Ten of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning, 2 miles south of
Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley Road north of
Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning Canyon along the San
Gorgonio River, in the Jurupa Hills, and in Reche Canyon – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 78,300 acres (34%) of primary habitat for
Plummer’s mariposa lily in the Plan Area including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Ten of the 17 known occurrences of Plummer’s mariposa lily – near
Banning, two miles south of Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May
Valley Road north of Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning
Canyon along the San Gorgonio River, in the Jurupa Hills, and in Reche Canyon – would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 111,840 acres (48%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
intermediate mariposa lily – Calochortus weedii var. intermedius
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 147,550 acres (43%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 167,100 acres (49%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 181,800 acres (53%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. One of two localities (Vail Lake) would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 239,150 acres (70%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Payson’s jewelflower – Caulanthus simulans
MSHCP Project. Aguanga, one of six occurrences in the Plan Area, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 46,380 acres (33%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Two occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga and at
Billy Goat Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 53,220 acres (38%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Three occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga, at Billy Goat Mountain,
and at Tule Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 57,100 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. All six occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga, at Billy Goat Mountain,
at Tule Valley and at Lewis Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 91,390 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
peninsular spine flower – Chorizanthe leptotheca
MSHCP Project. Twelve of 17 occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic, requires
verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon, Hemet, and
Temescal Canyon would be within the area subject to take authorization. Of the seven
unmapped locations, three locations occurring at Hemet Lake, Good Hope, and Cahuilla
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 78,150 acres (27%)
of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 88,600 acres (31%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Fourteen of 17 occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic,
requires verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon,
Hemet, Temescal Canyon, and Aguanga Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Of the seven unmapped locations, three locations occurring at Hemet Lake,
Good Hope and Cahuilla would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 94,400 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. All occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic, requires
verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon, Hemet,
Temescal Canyon, Aguanga Valley, and Kolb Creek would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Of the seven unmapped locations, six locations occurring at Hemet
Lake, Good Hope, Cahuilla, Kolb Creek at Highway 79, and Vail Lake would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 102,010 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Parry’s spine flower – Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi
MSHCP Project. Thirty-two of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
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Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, and Highgrove – would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 127,100 acres (37%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the
vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in
the vicinity of Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont,
Hemet, Moreno Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street,
Highgrove, Santa Rosa Hills, and Gilman Hot Springs – would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 147,100 acres (43%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, Highgrove, Santa Rosa
Hills, Gilman Hot Springs, Juniper Flats, and Reche Canyon – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 156,800 acres (45%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, Highgrove, Santa Rosa
Hills, Gilman Hot Springs, Juniper Flats, Reche Canyon, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, and Antelope Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 192,480 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
long-spined spine flower – Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina
MSHCP Project. Twenty-two of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan Plateau,
Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the Santa
Ana Mountains, and Lake Mathews would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 309,020 acres (44%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon,
Murrieta, Gavilan Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley,
Rancho California, the Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at
Tucalota Creek and French Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 342,100 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan
Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the
Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at Tucalota Creek and
French Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
365,200 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan
Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the
Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at Tucalota Creek, French
Valley, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, and Skunk Hollow would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 440,490 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
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prostrate spine flower – Chorizanthe procumbens
MSHCP Project. Seven of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, and the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 31,590
acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley,
Meadowbrook, Lake Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills
of the Santa Ana Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 35,600 acres (37%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 38,100 acres (40%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 36,840 acres (39%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
small-flowered morning-glory – Convolvulus simulans
MSHCP Project. Several localities (nine occurrences) at Alberhill, Homeland, near Hemet,
Paloma Valley, and Sun City would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 143,210 acres (59%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 153,400 acres (63%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 164,200 acres (67%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Several localities at Alberhill, Homeland, near Hemet, Paloma Valley, Sun
City, Vail Lake, Temescal Canyon, and Gavilan Hills would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 197,620 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including
coastal sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
many-stemmed dudleya – Dudleya multicaulis
MSHCP Project. Of 43 occurrences, 17 – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, and near Alberhill – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 185,710 acres (53%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section 6.1.3).
Surveys for many-stemmed dudleya will be conducted as part of the project review process
for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area
where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map,
Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Many-stemmed dudleya that is located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Of 43 occurrences, 20 – at Mira Loma,
the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill,
and at Estelle Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 203,000 acres (62%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Of 43 occurrences, 20 – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the
Santa Ana Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill, and at Estelle
Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
217,000 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Thirty-seven occurrences – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill, at Estelle Mountain, Temescal
Canyon, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, Gavilan Hills, along Alberhill Creek,
and in Alberhill – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
248,840 acres (76%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
sticky-leaved dudleya – Dudleya viscida
MSHCP Project. No known localities of sticky-leaved dudleya would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 26,740 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 30,540 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
round-leaved filaree – Erodium macrophyllum
MSHCP Project. Two of the 10 occurrences (in French Valley and the Gavilan Hills) would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 215,108 acres (85%) of
primary habitat, including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 218,600 acres (86%) of primary
habitat, including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 221,200 acres (88%) of primary habitat, including
woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Eight occurrences – in French Valley, Gavilan Hills, along Temescal Wash
near Lee Lake, and in the foothills of the Agua Tibia Mountains – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 231,000 acres (91%) of primary habitat,
including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw – Galium angustifolium ssp. jacinticum
MSHCP Project. One of the nine localities is within private in-holdings within the San Jacinto
Mountains and would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
8,545 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic
Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for San Jacinto Mountain bedstraw will be conducted
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as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Jacinto
Mountain bedstraw that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California bedstraw – Galium californicum ssp. primum
MSHCP Project. Three of the seven localities – within San Mateo Canyon west of Beaumont,
within the vicinity of the Diamond Valley Lake, and within private in-holdings within the
San Jacinto Mountains – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 9,180 acres (18%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Palmer’s grapplinghook – Harpagonella palmeri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-eight of the 84 occurrences, including in the vicinity of Alberhill,
Hemet Lake, Paloma Valley, Murrieta Hot Springs, Gavilan Plateau, El Cerrito, Santa Ana
Mountains, Lake Elsinore, Temescal Canyon, Gavilan Hills, and Vail Lake, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 131,300 acres (59%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 147,000 acres (66%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 158,400 acres (71%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Hemet Lake, in the vicinity of Alberhill, Paloma Valley,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Gavilan Plateau, El Cerrito, Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Elsinore,
Temescal Canyon, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, Bachelor Mountain, Alberhill Creek, French
Valley, Gavilan Hills, and Antelope Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 175,340 acres (79%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
smooth tarplant – Centromadia pungens (formerly known as Hemizonia pungens ssp.
laevis)
MSHCP Project. Sixty-four of 119 occurrences – including in Hemet, Tres Cerritos, Murrieta,
Moreno Valley, Mead Valley, south of Lake Elsinore, Glen Ivy, the City of San Jacinto,
the upper reaches of the San Jacinto River, and at Diamond Valley Lake – would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures
(Section 6.3.2). Surveys for smooth tarplant will be conducted as part of the project
review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP,
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Volume I). Smooth tarplant that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 83 occurrences – including in Hemet, Tres Cerritos, Murrieta,
Moreno Valley, Mead Valley, south of Lake Elsinore, Glen Ivy, the City of San Jacinto,
the upper reaches of the San Jacinto River and at Diamond Valley Lake, Murrieta Creek,
upper Salt Creek, Antelope Valley, Temescal Canyon, French Valley, and Lakeview
Mountains – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360
acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
shaggy-haired alumroot – Heuchera hirsutissima
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences of shaggy-haired alumroot would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,210 acres (22%) of primary habitat,
including montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
graceful tarplant – Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata
MSHCP Project. One of nine occurrences, southwest of Cherry Street in Temecula, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 156,180 acres (54%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes,
playas and vernal pools, and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 170,800 acres (60%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas
and vernal pools, and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 180,900 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools,
and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 218,850 acres (76%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, and
woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
vernal barley – Hordeum intercedens
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the four localities at the middle segment of the San Jacinto River
and near Nichols Road at Alberhill would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
beautiful hulsea – Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha
MSHCP Project. Nineteen of the 44 occurrences located on private lands would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 36,060 acres (25%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 40,200 acres (28%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 40,200 acres (28%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 41,460 acres (29%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
California black walnut – Juglans californica var. californica
MSHCP Project. Seven of the known occurrences (near Steele Mountain and scattered
occurrences near Pedley) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 3,830 acres (39%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 4,300 acres (43%) of primary
habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and
forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,400 acres (44%) of primary habitat, including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Eight of the known occurrences (near Steele Mountain and scattered
occurrences near Pedley) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,880 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Coulter’s goldfields – Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-five of the 80 occurrences (Anza, the vicinity of Murrieta and
Temecula, and at Woodcrest near Mockingbird Canyon) would be within the area subject
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to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section
6.3.2). Surveys for Coulter’s goldfields will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is
present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I). Coulter’s goldfields located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 25 of the 80 occurrences (Anza, the vicinity of Murrieta and
Temecula, at Woodcrest near Mockingbird Canyon, along the middle segment of the San
Jacinto River, and at Alberhill) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
heart-leaved pitcher sage – Lepechinia cardiophylla
MSHCP Project. Four populations recorded outside of the Santa Ana Mountains (Cleveland
National Forest) and outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area are suspect and should be
verified; these would be within the area subject to take authorization if present.
Approximately 14,560 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for heart-leaved pitcher
sage will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area species Survey
Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Heart-leaved pitcher sage that is located
as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described
within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Four populations recorded outside of the Santa Ana Mountains (Cleveland
National Forest) and outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area are suspect and should be
verified; these would be within the area subject to take authorization if present.
Approximately 16,130 acres (23%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
ocellated Humboldt lily – Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum
MSHCP Project. Two of five occurrences, located in Horsethief Canyon and near Corona,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,820 acres (33%)
of primary habitat, including montane coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 4,200 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including montane coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,300 acres (37%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 4,890 acres (42%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
lemon lily – Lilium parryi
MSHCP Project. Five of 22 occurrences, located on private lands within the San Jacinto
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,170
acres (10%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
small-flowered microseris – Microseris douglasii var. platycarpha
MSHCP Project. Seven of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization, including those at Paloma Valley, Temescal Canyon, in the Santa Ana
Mountains, the Gavilan Hills, and Alberhill. Approximately 94,380 acres (67%) of
primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 99,300 acres (71%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 101,400 acres (73%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least seven of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to
take authorization, including those at Paloma Valley, Temescal Canyon, in the Santa Ana
Mountains, the Gavilan Hills, and Alberhill, as well as additional locations at Vail Lake,
French Valley, and Cottonwood Canyon. Approximately 116,420 acres (83%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower – Mimulus clevelandii
MSHCP Project. One of 15 occurrences, in the foothills of the Agua Tibia Mountains, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 790 acres (7%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Palomar monkeyflower – Mimulus diffusus
MSHCP Project. Of the 26 known locations, 11 of the locations (in the San Jacinto Mountains,
the Santa Ana Mountains, and in the vicinity of Sage) would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 8,940 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Hall’s monardella – Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 83,530 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, grassland,
montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 93,500 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 98,400 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 98,790 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
California muhly – Muhlenbergia californica
MSHCP Project. Occurrences at Sage, Aguanga, Estelle Mountain, Gavilan Hills, Gavilan
Plateau, near Prado Dam, La Paz Canyon, Temescal Canyon, and Sitton Peak in the Santa
Ana Mountains may be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
221,350 acres (38%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows
and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Occurrences at Sage and La Paz Canyon would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 250,900 acres (43%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Occurrences at Sage and La Paz Canyon would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 270,700 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Occurrences at Sage, Aguanga, Estelle Mountain, Gavilan Hills, Gavilan
Plateau, La Paz Canyon, and Temescal Canyon would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 333,540 acres (57%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
little mousetail – Myosurus minimus
MSHCP Project. Occurrences from the vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, and Menifee, if
still extant, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370
acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional
Surveys Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for little mousetail will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Little mousetail that is located as a result of
survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section
6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Occurrences from the vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, and Menifee,
if still extant, and along the San Jacinto River would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based
on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be
conserved.
mud nama – Nama stenocarpum
MSHCP Project. The exact location of the occurrence noted in the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) 7.5-minute El Casco quadrangle is not known; therefore, it is not known whether
this location would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,220
acres (15%) of primary habitat, including meadows and marshes, and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for mud nama will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Mud nama that is located as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2,
MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including meadows and marshes, and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 5,140 acres (62%) of primary habitat, including meadows and
marshes, and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
prostrate navarretia – Navarretia prostrate
MSHCP Project. The locations of the three known occurrences from the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) are reported only generally by USGS 7.5-minute Perris, Murrieta, and
Wildomar quadrangles. It is not known whether these three occurrences would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 79,960 acres (42%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a
species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for
prostrate navarretia will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area
Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Prostrate navarretia that
is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures
described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 88,500 acres (47%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 95,600 acres (50%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. The locations of the three known occurrences from the
CNPS that are reported only generally by USGS 7.5-minute Perris, Murrieta, and
Wildomar quadrangles would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 124,810 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland,
playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
chickweed oxytheca – Oxytheca caryophylloides
MSHCP Project. Four of the eight mapped localities, located within the San Jacinto Mountains
on private lands or within road rights-of-way, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 9,200 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California beardtongue – Penstemon californicus
MSHCP Project. Four of the 18 known localities, including in Cactus Valley, north of Sage, and
within private in-holdings in the San Jacinto Mountains, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 52,100 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 59,260 acres (35%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Brand’s phacelia – Phacelia stellaris
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 11,800 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 13,000 acres (73%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 14,500 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 16,440 acres (92%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Fish’s milkwort – Polygala cornuta var. fishiae
MSHCP Project. Of 14 mapped localities, 4 (2 at Temecula Canyon and Cole Canyon west of
Murrieta, and 2 at Main Street Canyon just south of Corona) would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 75,210 acres (38%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 87,600 acres (44%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 93,100 acres (47%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 108,320 acres (54%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
cliff cinquefoil – Potentilla rimicola
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 10 acres (less than 1%) of primary habitat, including montane coniferous
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Engelmann oak – Quercus engelmannii
MSHCP Project. Forty-three of the 75 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization; 29 of those 43 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation
area. Although this area would not be included in the managed MSHCP Conservation
Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in the Rural/Mountainous
designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would persist in these areas.
Approximately 9,300 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 43 occurrences would be within the area
subject to take authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject
to take authorization at Sage. Twenty-nine of those 43 occurrences are located in the
Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 11,400 acres (40%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 43 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization at Sage. Twenty-nine of those 43 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 11,800 acres (42%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 42 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization at Sage, in the vicinity of Vail Lake, at Potrero Creek, Alberhill, and
Murrieta Hot Springs. Twenty-nine of those 42 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 15,040 acres (53%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
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Coulter’s matilija poppy – Romneya coulteri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-eight of the 43 known occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of
Woodcrest, on the Gavilan Plateau, and the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,730 acres (27%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Twenty-nine occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of
Woodcrest, on the Gavilan Plateau, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, and in Norco
Hills, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,730 acres
(27%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed. Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Thirty-three occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of Woodcrest, on the
Gavilan Plateau, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, in Norco Hills, and along
Temescal Canyon, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
30,530 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Miguel savory – Satureja chandleri
MSHCP Project. Four of the 12 known localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 224,550 (53%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant List (Section
6.1.3). Surveys for San Miguel savory will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey
area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Miguel savory that is located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the
Santa Rosa Plateau and along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 247,100 (58%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau and
along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 263,600 (62%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau and
along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 300,650 (71%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Hammitt’s clay-cress – Sibaropsis hammittii
MSHCP Project. No localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,300 acres (14%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and grassland,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow
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Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Hammitt’s clay-cress will be conducted
as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Hammitt’s
clay-cress that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 5,590 acres (15%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Wright’s trichocoronis – Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Narrow Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Wright’s trichocoronis will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Wright’s
trichocoronis that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance
with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the four localities at the middle segment of the San Jacinto River
and near Nichols Road at Alberhill would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Source: October 2000 MSHCP Alternatives Development Document.

Features have been incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize impacts to Non-Listed
Covered Species. These include assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area that
incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be conserved, as well as linkages,
such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities in the MSHCP Plan Area. The
Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step
policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described in
Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
The direct and indirect impacts of Covered Activities on Non-Listed Covered Species
would be the same as for Listed Covered Species.
In addition, the proposed MSHCP includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Non-Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP ConservaSection 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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tion Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered
Species are subject to the narrow endemic plant species policy and additional survey
needs policy.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Yucaipa onion
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya
San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Brand’s phacelia
San Miguel savory
Hammitt’s clay-cress
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
burrowing owl
Aguanga kangaroo rat
Los Angeles pocket mouse
smooth tarplant

Coulter’s goldfields
little mousetail
Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that is consistent with the conservation
objectives for individual species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For areas containing riparian, riverine, and vernal pool
features that are located outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, wetlands avoidance
and minimization measures, required as mitigation through the CEQA process or
State/Federal regulatory processes, would be employed. The avoidance and
minimization measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number
of Non-Listed Covered Species, including 10 plant species and 22 wildlife species. The
following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of this
policy.
Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
western spadefoot
western pond turtle
American bittern
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black-crowned night-heron
black swift (breeding)
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
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Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillivray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
tricolored blackbird (colony)
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler
yellow warbler
white-tailed kite
yellow-breasted chat

arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
California spine flower
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies
described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
With the combination of impact-reduction features incorporated into the proposed
project, including reserve configuration adaptive management and monitoring, and
species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, impacts to Non-Listed Covered
Species would be less than significant.
Non-Covered Species. The list of species that receive coverage under the MSHCP is in
part the result of previous analyses conducted by USFWS in their preparation of Tables
1 and 2 included in an August 9, 1999 Draft Proposal for the MSHCP (DUDEK &
Associates, 1999). Table 1 of the August 9, 1999 Draft Proposal formed the basis for
the initial species list to be considered for conservation in the MSHCP and Table 2
represented the list of species for which additional information was still needed to fully
consider the species for conservation.
Together, Tables 1 and 2 identified 247 species for consideration in the MSHCP, and 8
additional species were added to the list under consideration. Through the MSHCP
process, a total of 255 species were identified as having the potential to exist within the
MSHCP area. Upon the completion of additional analyses and literature reviews by
DUDEK and the Wildlife Agencies with respect to species accounts, the final list of
Covered Species was narrowed to 146 species. The list of 255 species encompasses all
species for which adequate information is available to conduct an impact analysis under
CEQA and NEPA. Analysis of species other than the 255 identified would involve
speculation that is not required by CEQA or NEPA.
Of these 255 species, it has been determined that the MSHCP will not include 109 of
these species as Covered Species. Table 4D includes a list of these 109 species,
including an explanation of why the species were not included as Covered Species under
the MSHCP. While it is assumed that the conservation provided under the MSHCP
could potentially benefit Non-Covered Species that occur within the MSHCP
Conservation Area, it is not possible to quantify the level of conservation because of the
lack of information available for these species or because the species are not known to
occur within the MSHCP Area. The features of the MSHCP that would contribute to the
conservation of non-covered species would include maintenance of cores and linkages
and impact avoidance and minimization policies. In addition, mitigation of adverse
effects offered through the Adaptive Management and Monitoring Programs would
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provide overall benefits to habitats that could result in a certain level of conservation for
non-covered species. However, even with these benefits offered by the Proposed Plan,
because of the lack of information available to plan adequately for conservation of these
species, impacts, including impacts resulting from Covered Activities, are assumed to
be potentially significant and not mitigable.
Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Invertebrates/Insects
Cicindela senilis frosti
Frost’s tiger beetle

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area.1

Cicindela tranquebanca viridissi- The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widema
spread distribution. 1
Greenest tiger beetle
Euphilotes enoptes cryptorufes
San Jacinto blue butterfly

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Euphyes vestris harbisoni
Harbisons dun skipper

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Hemileuca electra electra
Electra silkmoth

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Holcopasites ruthae
Ruth’s cuckoo bee

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Hydroporus simplex
Simple hydroporus diving beetle

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Amphibians
Ensatina escholtzii klauberi
Large-blotched salamander

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Reptiles
Anniella pulchra pulchra
California legless lizard

There is currently insufficient information on the species
ecology (habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2

Arizona elegans occidentalis
Coastal glossy snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1,2

Diadophis punctatus modestus
San Bernardino ringneck snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2

Diadophis punctatus similis
San Diego ringneck snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 3

Gambelia wislizenii
Long-nosed leopard lizard

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Lichanura trivirgata roseofusca
Coastal rosy boa

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Salvadora hexalepis virgultea
Coast patch-nosed snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Thamnophis hammondii
Two-striped garter snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Thamnophis sirtalis infernalis
There is currently insufficient information on the species
California red-sided garter snake distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2
Birds
Asio flammeus
Short-eared owl (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Asio otus
Long-eared owl (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Catharus ustulatus
Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Chaetura vauxi
Vaux’s swift

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1, 2

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Western snowy plover
Area. 1, 2
Glaucidium gnoma
Northern pygmy owl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Grus canadensis tabida
Greater sandhill crane

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Ixobrychus exilis hesperis
Western least bittern

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Laterallus jamaicensis
California black rail

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Oporornis tolmiei
Macgillvray’s warbler

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Otus flammeolus
Flammulated owl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Toxostoma lecontei
Le Conte’s thrasher

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Mammals
Antrozous pallidus
Pallid bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Bassarisucs astutus
Ringtail

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Chaetodipus californicus
There is currently insufficient information on the species
femoralis
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2
Dulzura California pocket mouse
Choeronyeteris mexicana
Mexican long-tongued bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Euderma maculatum
Spotted bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Eumops perotis californicus
California mastiff bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Lasiurus ega
Southern yellow bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Macrotus californicus
California leaf-nosed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis ciliolabrum
Western small-footed myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis evotis
Long-eared myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Myotis thysanodes
Fringed myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis volans
Long-legged myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Nyctinimops femorosaccus
Pocketed free-tailed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Nyctinimops macrotis
Big free tailed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Onychomys torridus ramona
Southern grasshopper mouse

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Ovis canadensis cremnobates
Peninsular bighorn sheep

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area 1.

Ovis canadensis nelsoni
Nelson’s bighorn sheep

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Pleocotus townsendii townsendii There is currently insufficient information on the species
Western big-eared bat
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1
Pleocotus townsendii pallescens
Pale big-eared bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Taxidea taxus
American badger

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 3

Plants
Allium parishii
Parish’s onion

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Astragalus bicristatus
Crested milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area,
there is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Astragalus brauntonii
Braunton’s milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area.1

Astragalus leucolobus
Big Bear Valley woollypod

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Astragalus tener var. Titi
Coastal dunes milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Atriplex coulteri
Coulter’s saltbush

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 3

Atriplex pacifica
South coast saltscale

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Ayenia compacta
Ayenia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Calochortus palmeri var. palmeri The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
Palmer’s mariposa lily
Castilleja lasiorhyncha
San Bernardino Mountains owl
clover

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Ceanothus cyaneus
Lakeside ceanothus

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area.1

Chaenactis parishii
Parish’s chaenactis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Corizanthe xanti var. Leucotheca The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
White-bracted spine-flower
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Comarostaphylis diversifolia ssp. The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
diversifolia
Summer holly
Cupressus forbesii
Tecate cypress

Known population within the MSHCP Area is questioned
by botanists- thought to be planted and not naturally
occurring.1

Dudleya saxosa ssp. Saxosa
Panamint dudleya

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Erigeron breweri var. jacinteus
San Jacinto Mountain daisy

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Erigeron parishii
Parish’s daisy

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Eriogonum foliosum
Leafy buckwheat

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Erodium macrophyllum
Large-leaf filaree

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1

Euphorbia misera
Cliff spurge

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Fritillaria biflora
Chocolate lily

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1

Galium angustifolium ssp.
gracillimum
Slender bedstraw

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Githopsis diffusa ssp. filicaulis
Mission Canyon bluecup

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Gilia caruifolia
Caraway-leaved gilia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Heuchera parishii
Parish’s alumroot

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Ivesia callida
Tahquitz ivesia

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area.1

Juncus duranii
Duran’s rush

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Lepidium virginicum var.
robinsonii
Robinson’s pepper grass

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Leptodactylon jaegeri
San Jacinto prickly phlox

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Linanthus floribundus ssp. hallii
Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Linanthus orcutii
Orcutt’s linanthus

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Loeflingia squarrosa var.
artemisiarum
Sagebrush loeflingia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Lycium parishii
Parish’s desert thorn

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Machaeranthera canescens var.
ziegleri
Ziegler’s aster

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Malaxis monophyllos ssp.
brachypoda
Adder’s mouth

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Mobergia calculiformis
Light-gray lichen

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Monardella pringlei
Pringle’s monardella

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and only known
from one occurrence in western Riverside County (1962)
in the Santa Ana Mountains. 1

Mucronea californica
California spine flower

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 3

Muilla clevelandii
San Diego goldenstar

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Opuntia parry var. serpentina
Snake cholla

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. There is a disagreement in taxonomy.
The populations in Riverside County (formerly considered O. parryi var. Serpentina) are currently recognized
as O. Acanthocarpa var. ganderi). 1

Oxytheca emarginata
White-margined oxytheca

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Penstemon clevelandii var.
connatus
San Jacinto beardtongue

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and the only known
occurrences are in the Santa Rosa Mountains. 1

Penstemon thurberi
Thurber’s penstemon

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Phacelia suaveolens ssp. keckii
Santiago Peak keckii

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Rupertia rigida
Parish’s rupertia

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Salvia eremostachya
Desert sage

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Scutellaria bolanderi ssp.
austromontana
Southern skullcap

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Sedum niveum
Davidson’s stonecrop

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Selaginella aprella
Bluish spike moss

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Sidalcea neomexocana
Salt spring checkerbloom

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Sphenopholis obtusata
Prairie wedge grass

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Streptanthus bernardinus
Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Streptanthus campestris
Southern jewel-flower

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Syntrichopappus lemmonii
Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Tetracoccus dioicus
Parry’s tetracoccus

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Thelypteris puberula var.
sonorensis
Sonoran maiden form

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Trichostema austromontanum
ssp. compactum
Hidden Lake bluecurl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Trichostema micranthum
Small-flowered bluecurls

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Wislizenia refracta ssp. refracta
Jackass clover

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Notes:

Source:

1

Removed from Covered Species List per USFWS letter December 2000, and March 2001 meeting with
Wildlife Agencies.
2
Removed from Covered Species List per Wildlife Agency Comments on March 7, 2002, Preliminary
Draft MSHCP.
“Table 2” prepared by USFWS, March 4, 1999.

Cores and Linkages. As described in the Proposed Plan, the MSHCP Conservation Area
comprises a variety of existing and proposed cores, extensions of existing cores,
linkages, constrained linkages, and non-contiguous habitat blocks. These features,
generally referenced as cores and linkages, are depicted in Figure 4.1.3. The following
is a summary of definitions that apply to the legend items shown in Figure 4.1.3.
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Core

A block of habitat of appropriate size, configuration, and vegetation characteristics to generally support the life history requirements of one or more Covered Species. Although a more typical
definition is population-related and refers to a single species
(Hunter, 2002; Primack, 2000), in the MSHCP this term is
habitat-related because of the multi-species nature of the Proposed
Plan.

Extension of
Existing Core

A block of habitat contiguous with an existing core area, which
serves to provide additional habitat for species in the adjacent
existing core and to reduce exposed edge.

Non-contiguous Habitat
Block

A block of habitat not connected to other habitat areas via a
linkage or constrained linkage.

Constrained
Linkage

A constricted connection expected to provide for movement of
identified Planning Species between core areas, where options for
assembly of the connection are limited due to existing patterns of
use.

Linkage

A connection between core areas with adequate size, configuration
and vegetation characteristics to generally provide for “live-in”
habitat and/or provide for genetic flow for identified Planning
Species. Areas identified as linkages in the Proposed MSHCP
may provide movement habitat but not live-in habitat for some
species, thereby functioning more as movement corridors. Since
it is expected that every linkage will provide live-in habitat for at
least one species, and since the term “corridor” may be easily
confused with the term as it is applied to transportation corridors
discussed in the CETAP portion of the RCIP, the term linkage is
used here. For a more thorough discussion of linkage and
movement corridors, see Section 3.1.4 of the MSHCP Project,
Applicable Conservation Biology Principles.

As shown in Table 4E, all of the cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3 would be
incorporated in the MSHCP Conservation Area under the Proposed MSHCP. As noted
in the discussion of the Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs, these
cores and linkages include all the missing links identified in the California Wilderness
Coalition Report for cores and linkages in the South Coast Ecoregion. Certain links
(like the link from Palomar Mountains to Santa Ana Mountains) include locations not
within the MSHCP Area or involve lands that are not a part of the MSHCP. For
example, the Palomar Mountains to Santa Ana Mountains linkage includes lands in San
Diego County and American Indian Lands that are not a part of the MSHCP. MSHCP
is contributing cores and linkages within additional Reserve Lands. Chapter 3 of the
Draft MSHCP identifies the distance between existing cores.
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Figure4.1.3

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,OCTOBER2002.
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The proposed Plan provides for the movement of native resident and migratory species
and protects established wildlife corridors and genetic flow. The Plan also protects the
use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, impacts related to cores and linkages
resulting from the Plan are considered to be less than significant.
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Proposed
MSHCP

No Project
Alternative

Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
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In
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In
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Existing Reserves
Alternative

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Species Alternative

Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages

Existing Core A
Existing Core B
Existing Core C
Existing Core D
Existing Core E
Existing Core F
Existing Core G
Existing Core H
Existing Core I
Existing Core J
Existing Core K
Existing Core L
Existing Core M
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block A
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block B
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block C
Existing Linkage A
Existing Constrained Linkage A
Existing Constrained Linkage B
Existing Constrained Linkage C
Existing Constrained Linkage D
Existing Constrained Linkage E
Proposed Core 1
Proposed Core 2
Proposed Core 3
Proposed Core 4
Proposed Core 5
Proposed Core 6
Proposed Core 7
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 1
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 3
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4
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No Project
Alternative

Out
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In
In
In
In
Out
In
In
Reduced
In
Out
Out
In
Out
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Existing Reserves
Alternative

In
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In
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Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative

Proposed Extension of Existing Core 5
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 6
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 7
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 1
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 2
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 3
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 4
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 5
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7
Proposed Linkage 1
Proposed Linkage 2
Proposed Linkage 3
Proposed Linkage 41
Proposed Linkage 5
Proposed Linkage 6
Proposed Linkage 7
Proposed Linkage 8
Proposed Linkage 9
Proposed Linkage 10
Proposed Linkage 11
Proposed Linkage 12
Proposed Linkage 13
Proposed Linkage 14
Proposed Linkage 15
Proposed Linkage 16
Proposed Linkage 17
Proposed Linkage 18
Proposed Constrained Linkage 1
Proposed Constrained Linkage 2
Proposed Constrained Linkage 3
Proposed Constrained Linkage 4
Proposed Constrained Linkage 5
Proposed Constrained Linkage 6
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7
Proposed Constrained Linkage 8
Proposed Constrained Linkage 9
Proposed Constrained Linkage 10

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Species Alternative

Proposed
MSHCP

Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages
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Notes:

1
2
3
4
5
6

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Species Alternative

Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative

Existing Reserves
Alternative

No Project
Alternative

Proposed Constrained Linkage 11
Proposed Constrained Linkage 12
Proposed Constrained Linkage 13
Proposed Constrained Linkage 14
Proposed Constrained Linkage 15
Proposed Constrained Linkage 16
Proposed Constrained Linkage 17
Proposed Constrained Linkage 18
Proposed Constrained Linkage 19
Proposed Constrained Linkage 20
Proposed Constrained Linkage 21
Proposed Constrained Linkage 22
Proposed Constrained Linkage 23
Proposed Constrained Linkage 24

Proposed
MSHCP

Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages
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Reduced to focus on Reche Canyon and Gilman Springs.
Reduced to focus on Silverado Area.
Reduced to focus on Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, and Wilson Creek.
Reduced to focus on Temescal Wash.
Reduced to focus on San Timoteo Creek.
Reduced to focus on Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species in Temescal Wash.

Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs or NCCPs. As shown in Figure 4.1.2,
Regional MSHCP Context, the Additional Reserve Lands and existing public/quasipublic lands do not conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the surrounding
region. Rather, the MSHCP will complement other regional planning efforts, including
those that are currently underway but have not yet been approved.
The discussion below describes the public and private lands that will provide connection
to regional conservation planning adjacent to the MSHCP Area in the different
alternative scenarios, and the extent to which the MSHCP will incorporate the missing
linkages in the South Coast Ecoregion described in the California Wilderness Coalition
Report.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. The northern border of the Plan
Area will continue to provide conservation planning in the Santa Ana River and the
San Bernardino National Forest (Existing Cores A and I, respectively). In addition
to those existing cores, Proposed Linkages 6, 5, and 4, and Proposed Noncontiguous
Habitat Blocks 1, 2, and 3 are proposed in the northern border of the Plan Area.
These existing and proposed cores and linkages provide connection to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the North.
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Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. In the eastern border of the MSHCP Area,
connection to the Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2 is provided through San
Bernardino National Forest and Anza-Borrego Desert State Park (Existing cores K
and L, respectively).
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Beauty Mountain Management
Area (BLM land), Agua Tibia Mountain Wilderness Area, Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve, and the Cleveland National Forest will continue to be managed
for biological resources and will provide connection to the MHCOSP and San Diego
MSCP North County Subarea to the south of the MSHCP Area (Existing Cores L,
M, G, and B, respectively). A parcel of BLM-owned land (Existing Linkage A),
may be used to move from Pechanga Creek south into San Diego County, and
Proposed Core 7 will also provide connection south into the MHCOSP through a
mosaic of upland and wetland habitat. Proposed Constrained Linkages 9, 10, 11,
and 12 connect the Santa Rosa Plateau and Tenaja Corridor to San Diego MSCP
North County Subarea to the south, and Proposed Linkage 9 will also provide
connection to the Cleveland National Forest in San Diego County.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. The MSHCP provides connection into the Southern and Central and
Coastal Subregion NCCP Planning Areas to the west through the Cleveland
National Forest (Existing Core B). However, in the southwestern corner of the
MSHCP Area is a small piece of land designated as “rural mountainous” surrounded
by Cleveland National Forest to the north and east, with the proposed Orange
County Southern Subregion NCCP Planning Area to the west. This small piece of
land is not proposed to be part of the MSHCP Additional Reserve Lands and does
not provide connection to surrounding regional conservation planning. As the
Orange County Southern Subregion NCCP is developed, the location of this land
should be taken in to account by all affected planning agencies.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. The Proposed
MSHCP has incorporated the missing linkages identified in the California
Wilderness Coalition Report.
Edge Effects. An edge effect is defined as a change in the “conditions or species
composition within an otherwise uniform habitat as one approaches a boundary with a
different habitat” (Ricklefs, 1993). Edge effects at the boundary between natural lands
and human-occupied lands (“urban edge effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions
such as lighting, noise, invasive species, exotic predators (e.g., dogs, cats, and
opossums), hunting, trapping, off-road activities, dumping, and other forms of recreation
and disturbance. Although some species are in some ways unaffected by edges -- for
example, reproductive output of the rufous-crowned sparrow (Morrison and Bolger,
2002), distribution of arthropod species (Bolger, et al., 2000) - or even show preferences
for edges - for example, indigo buntings and northern cardinals in Woodward, et al.
(2001) - human-induced edge effects are generally unfavorable to native species.
Edge effects could occur to species and habitats within the MSHCP Conservation Area
if proposed land uses and activities in take authorized areas occur in proximity to the
MSHCP Conservation Area. Edge effects may be short-term effects related to
construction or long-term effects associated with development or land use practices in
proximity to Conserved Habitat areas. For the Proposed Action, it is assumed that edge
effects resulting from construction activities include dust, noise, and general human
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presence that may temporarily disrupt species and habitat vitality and constructionrelated soil erosion and runoff.
It is assumed that edge effects resulting from development or land use practices in
proximity to Conserved Habitat areas include long-term presence of unshielded noisegenerating land uses in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area; unshielded nightlighting directed within the MSHCP Conservation Area; use of exotic landscape plant
materials that may invade native vegetation communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area; discharge of uncontrolled or unfiltered urban runoff toward the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including potential toxics; and uncontrolled access, dumping or
trespass within the MSHCP Conservation Area.
For those cores and linkages with higher perimeter-to-area ratios, as identified in Table
4E, edge effects would be considered to have a greater effect on Conserved Habitat and
Covered Species than for the larger cores and linkages incorporated in the MSHCP
Conservation Area.
As noted in the discussions of Impacts to cores and linkages and Impacts Related to
Covered Activities, a variety of features have been incorporated into the proposed
MSHCP that will minimize edge effects. These include the following:
C

Implementation of standard BMPs (Appendix C of the MSHCP);

C

Implementation of the Land Use Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands
Interface (Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP); and

C

Implementation of the siting, design, construction, operations, and maintenance
guidelines for Covered Activities within the Criteria Area and Allowable Uses
within the MSHCP Conservation Area (Section 7.0 of the MSHCP).

With these features incorporated, the MSHCP's edge effects are less than significant.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area,
implementation of this alternative would authorize take of 43 percent of the chaparral,
53 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 90 percent of the desert scrub, 75 percent of the
grassland (including native and non-native grassland), and 44 percent of the Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4F). For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 81 percent of the meadows and marshes, 26
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 17 percent of water, and 38 percent of the
riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest, and
35 percent of the woodlands and forests. In addition, 84 percent of the agricultural land
in the Plan Area would be authorized for take by implementation of this alternative.
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Existing Reserves Total
Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage
Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

Desert Scrub

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and
Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Developed or Disturbed Land

218,260

––

––

––

––

TOTALS

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and
Forest

Notes:

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

169,480

Vegetation Type

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Agriculture

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Table 4F - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would
occur in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
2

Source:

Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize impacts to sensitive
vegetation communities. These include assembly of an approximately 477,000-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved Habitat. Conserved Habitat is
defined as land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of the Covered
Species under this alternative under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to
other uses. The acreages of vegetation communities not authorized for take under this
alternative would be included as Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation
Area. For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 57 percent of the chaparral
within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce identified
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impacts to these communities to a level below significance given the large percentage
of this vegetation community to be included as Conserved Habitat under this alternative,
the extensive acreage and wide distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan
Area, and the relatively low numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation
community within the Plan Area. For Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 56
percent of this vegetation community would be included as Conserved Habitat under this
alternative, significant impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would remain due
to the patchy distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area and the
relatively large numbers of sensitive species occurring in this vegetation community.
Due to the large percentages of coastal sage scrub (53%), grassland (75%) (including
native and non-native grassland), and desert scrub (90%) potentially within the area
subject to take authorization within the take authorized area under this alternative,
significant impacts to these vegetation communities would occur even with application
of the minimization measures. With respect to agriculture, although the proposed take
authorization under this alternative would apply to 84 percent of this vegetation
community, this vegetation community is not a sensitive natural community, so impacts
to agriculture are not considered biologically significant. (As noted previously, impacts
to agriculture are analyzed in Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural
lands have been analyzed in the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
In addition, Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP discusses mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal
pools, and other potentially jurisdictional wetland areas as part of review of applications
for Covered Activities within the MSHCP Area. The policy calls for avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetland habitat throughout the Plan Area in accordance with
existing regulatory standards that call for no net loss of wetland functions and values.
Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation communities within
the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and implementation of the policy
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas incorporated in the MSHCP, would
reduce identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below
significance.
Listed Covered Species. The Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
encompasses approximately 466,000 acres, comprising 347,000 acres of public/quasipublic land and 119,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands, and conserves portions of
all vegetation communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Area. Representative
vegetation communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved under
this scenario. None of the land cover types identified on the vegetation map as developed
or disturbed are proposed for conservation.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the listed species identified in Table 4B could
be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. The list of Listed Covered Species for this alternative is the same
as for the MSHCP Project. The Listed Covered Species would be directly affected by
the take authorization because they will no longer receive protection outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the 32 Listed Covered Species are
quantified based on the best existing information available for known occurrences and
potential suitable habitat for each Listed Covered Species (Table 4B).
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Listed Covered Species associated with Covered
Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile homes
on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as defined
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria Area, are
the same as they are for the MSHCP.
However, the impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude
when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss of suitable habitat for
southwestern willow flycatcher would be 4,735 acres (34%) under this alternative, and
the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be approximately 3,220
acres (23%) (Table 4B). For certain Listed Covered Species, such as Delhi Sands
flower-loving fly and Munz’s onion, the precise quantity of the impact is undetermined
at this time due to lack of existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative to minimize impacts to Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of
an MSHCP Conservation Area that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat
and known locations in a configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a
number of species. For example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at
Alberhill, North Peak, Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as
linkages, such as the Sedco Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP
Area. Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough
Step policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described
in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some Listed Covered
Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area additional protection. The
narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy, described
in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require surveys to be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects where
suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species are subject to the
narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea

Vail Lake ceanothus
slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass

Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
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part of the wetland policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine,
vernal pool systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section
1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the
Federal Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools,
open water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other
habitat types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped resources that are located
outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, wetlands avoidance and minimization
measures, consistent with existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and
minimization measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting Listed
Covered Species. The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from
implementation of the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

peregrine falcon
bald eagle
least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies contained in Section 6.1.2
of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, Badlands, and Reche
Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus
Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule
Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for
inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this
alternative. However, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey
needs policy and wetlands policy, as well as reserve assembly and configuration, direct
and indirect impacts to Listed Covered Species would be reduced to less than significant
levels.
Non-listed Covered Species. Implementation of the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative would result in direct and indirect impacts to Non-Listed
Covered Species. The Non-Listed Covered Species for the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative include those species identified in Table 4G.
Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
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Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Fish
arroyo chub
Amphibians
coast range newt
Reptiles
orange-throated whiptail

San Diego banded gecko

coastal western whiptail

San Diego horned lizard

granite night lizard

San Diego mountain kingsnake

granite spiny lizard

southern sagebrush lizard

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

western pond turtle

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake
Birds
American bittern

mountain quail

black swift

Nashville warbler

black-crowned night heron

northern goshawk

burrowing owl

osprey

cactus wren

purple martin

California horned lark

sharp-shinned hawk

California spotted owl

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

Cooper’s hawk

tree swallow

double-breasted cormorant

tricolored blackbird

downy woodpecker

turkey vulture

ferruginous hawk

white-faced ibis

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

loggerhead shrike

Wilson’s warbler

Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow warbler

merlin

yellow-breasted chat

Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Los Angeles pocket mouse
Plants
beautiful hulsea

many-stemmed dudleya

California beardtongue

Munz’s mariposa lily

California bedstraw

ocellated Humboldt lily

California black walnut

Orcutt’s brodiaea
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Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
California muhly

Palmer’s grapplinghook

chickweed oxytheca

Palomar monkeyflower

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Parish’s brittlescale

cliff cinquefoil

Parry’s spine flower

Coulter’s goldfields

Payson’s jewelflower

Coulter’s matilija poppy

peninsular spine flower

Davidson’s saltscale

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Engelmann oak

prostrate spine flower

Fish’s milkwort

Rainbow manzanita

graceful tarplant

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

San Miguel savory

heart-leaved pitcher sage

shaggy-haired alumroot

intermediate mariposa lily

small-flowered microseris

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered morning glory

Johnston’s rock cress

smooth tarplant

lemon lily

sticky-leaved dudleya

little mousetail

vernal barley

long-spined spine flower

Wright’s trichocoronis

The species identified in Table 4G could be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions
where they occur outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the
Non-Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information
available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed
Covered Species (the analysis summary for these species is contained in Table 4C).
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species associated with
Covered Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile
homes on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as
defined and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria
Area, are the same as they are for the MSHCP.
The impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude when
compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss of suitable habitat for yellow-breasted chat would be 4,085 acres (33%) under this alternative, and the loss of
suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be approximately 2,780 acres (22%)
(Table 4C). For certain Non-Listed Covered Species, such as arroyo chub and San
Bernardino flying squirrel, the precise quantification of the impact is undetermined at
this time due to lack of existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative to minimize impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species. These include
assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area that incorporates substantial acreages of
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suitable habitat and known locations in a configuration that provides live-in and linkage
habitat for a number of species. For example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow
at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be
conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities
in the Plan Area. Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent
with Rough Step policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation
Process described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some Non-Listed
Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area additional
protection. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered
Species are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs
policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw
San Miguel savory
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
burrowing owl
Los Angeles pocket mouse
smooth tarplant
Coulter’s goldfields

little mousetail
Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code and Sections 401, 402, and 404 of the Federal
Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open
water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat
types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with
existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number of Non-Listed Covered
Species. The following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of this policy.
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Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
American bittern
black-crowned night-heron
black swift (breeding)
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillvray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
tricolored blackbird
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler

yellow warbler
yellow-breasted chat
arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis
western pond turtle

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies
contained in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, Badlands, and Reche
Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus
Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule
Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for
inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this
alternative. However, adequate conservation for the Non-Listed Covered Species is
provided with this alternative. It should be noted that certain species that are covered
under the MSHCP Project are not covered under this alternative.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative is presented in Table 4H. Any conservation
benefits that would accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP project would be
reduced under this alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area.
However, as noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential adverse effects to
Non-Covered Species at this time due to the lack of information for these species.
Please also refer to discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the proposed
MSHCP. Impacts to non-covered species, including impacts resulting from Covered
Activities, are therefore assumed to be potentially significant and not mitigable.
Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Insects
Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly

Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
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Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Fish
speckled dace
Amphibians
large-blotched salamander

western spadefoot

Reptiles
California legless lizard

long-nosed leopard lizard

California red-sided garter snake

San Bernardino ringneck snake

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego ringneck snake

coastal glossy snake

two-striped garter snake

Birds
Bell’s sage sparrow

northern harrier

California black rail

northern pygmy owl

flammulated owl

prairie falcon

golden eagle

short-eared owl

grasshopper sparrow

Swainson’s thrush

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

long-eared owl

white-tailed kite

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

American badger

pale big-eared bat

big free-tailed bat

pallid bat

bobcat

peninsular bighorn sheep

California leaf-nosed bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

California mastiff bat

ringtail

Dulzura California pocket mouse

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Diego desert woodrat

fringed myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-eared myotis

southern yellow bat

long-legged myotis

spotted bat

long-tailed weasel

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

mountain lion
Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s onion

ayenia

Parish’s rupertia
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Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Big Bear Valley woollypod

Parry’s tetracoccus

bluish spike moss

prairie wedge grass

Brand’s phacelia

Pringle’s monardella

Braunton’s milk-vetch

prostrate navarretia

California spine-flower

Robinson’s pepper grass

caraway-leaved gilia

round-leaved boykinia

chocolate lily

round-leaved filaree

cliff spurge

sagebrush loeflingia

coastal dunes milk-vetch

salt spring checkerbloom

Coulter’s saltbush

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

crested milk-vetch

San Diego goldenstar

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Jacinto beardtongue

desert sage

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Duran’s rush

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Hammitt’s clay-cress

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Hidden Lake bluecurl

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

jackass clover

Santiago Peak keckii

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

slender bedstraw

Lakeside ceanothus

small-flowered bluecurls

leafy buckwheat

snake cholla

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

Sonoran maiden form

light-gray lichen

South coast saltscale

Mission Canyon bluecup

southern skullcap

mud nama

southern jewel-flower

Orcutt’s linanthus

summer holly

Palmer’s mariposa lily

Tahquitz ivesia

panamint dudleya

Thurber’s penstemon

Parish’s alumroot

white-bracted spine flower

Parish’s chaenactis

white-margined oxytheca

Parish’s daisy

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s desert thorn

Ziegler’s aster

Cores and Linkages. Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative, all of the cores and linkages noted in Table 4E for this alternative would be
incorporated into the MSHCP Conservation Area. As noted in the discussion of the
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPS, these cores and linkages
include most but not all of the missing links identified by the California Wilderness
Coalition in its study of linkage priorities in the South Coast Ecoregion, for which the
MSHCP has the ability to incorporate such cores and linkages. Table 4E also identifies
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the proposed cores and linkages that are not included as part of this alternative. Most
notable is the exclusion of the constrained linkages from French Valley to Diamond
Valley Lake/Lake Skinner (Proposed Constrained Linkages 17 and 18), the proposed
linkages and core areas from Diamond Valley Lake/Lake Skinner to the San Jacinto
Mountains and Wilson Valley (Proposed Linkage 13 and 14 and Proposed Cores 4 and
7) and the linkages from the Santa Rosa Plateau to Orange County (Proposed Linkage
9) and San Diego County (Proposed Constrained Linkages 9, 10, 11, and 12). Also
reduced conservation would occur in the Badlands, Reche Canyon, Wilson Valley, Vail
Lake, and Temecula Creek areas under this alternative.
Absence of these cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to
certain species, as well as overall function of the MSHCP Conservation Area. For
example, the absence of the linkages from French Valley to the Diamond Valley
Lake/Lake Skinner Reserve would affect movement by common mammals and avian
species in this area and isolate populations of species occurring within the Diamond
Valley Lake/Lake Skinner Reserve. The exclusion of Cactus Valley (Proposed Core 4)
from the MSHCP Conservation Area would adversely affect the function of the MSHCP
Conservation Area by not providing a connection from Diamond Valley Lake/Lake
Skinner to National Forest Lands to the east. Absence of this linkage would isolate the
existing multi-species reserve from existing conserved lands to the east. Take authorized
in this area would adversely affect planning species identified for this Proposed Core,
including Quino checkerspot butterfly. These effects are regarded as significant.
Assembly of the cores and linkages will occur in accordance with the reserve assembly
process outlined in the MSHCP Plan, Volume I. However, the combination of
constrained linkages and a less robust reserve design under this alternative may affect
the ability of the cores and linkages to function. This is regarded as a significant effect.
.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. The following discussion
focuses on regional planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the
failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and
NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Area to the north are generally the same as
discussed for Proposed MSHCP with the exception that Proposed Noncontinuous
Habitat Block 2 has been reduced in size, and Proposed Linkage 4 has been
eliminated. Proposed Linkage 4 served to create missing linkage 36 in the
California Wilderness Coalition Report. Elimination of this connection north into
the San Bernardino Mountains could cause conflicts with regional conservation
planning efforts, although the San Bernardino MSHCP is not yet adopted or
approved.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Impacts to connections to the Coachella
Valley MSHCP area to the east are essentially the same as discussed for the
Proposed MSHCP.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Impacts to connection to
resource planning areas in San Diego County to the south are generally the same as
discussed for the Proposed MSHCP; however, Proposed Linkage 9 is eliminated
under this alternative. Proposed Linkage 9 serves as one of the missing linkages
identified as a high priority linkage in the California Wilderness Coalition Report
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(linkage 55) providing connection to the southeast corner of Cleveland National
Forest. Elimination of this linkage could cause conflicts with regional habitat
conservation plans and is considered to be a significant impact.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connections to the Orange County NCCP Planning Areas to the west
are the same as discussed for the Proposed Project. Regional conservation planning
impacts discussed under the Proposed MSHCP also apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. This alternative
eliminates Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2. This core extension serves as
missing linkage 45 identified in the California Wilderness Coalition Report
connecting the Santa Ana Mountains to Lake Matthews. This alternative also
eliminates Proposed Constrained Linkages 15 and 18. Proposed Constrained
Linkages 15 and 18 serve as missing linkage 58 connecting Diamond Valley Lake
to west of Temecula. Elimination of these missing linkages could cause conflicts
to regional conservation planning and is considered to be a significant impact. In
addition, elimination of the missing linkages discussed under connections north and
south into San Bernardino and San Diego Counties, respectively, are also considered
to be significant impacts under this alternative.
Edge Effects. The types of edge effects under this alternative would be the same as for
the proposed MSHCP, and identified impacts would be minimized by the same features
incorporated in the MSHCP as would occur under the proposed MSHCP. As noted in
the discussion of impacts to cores and linkages under this alternative (and identified in
Table 4E), certain cores and linkages identified for the proposed MSHCP would be
reduced or absent from this alternative. For those cores and linkages absent from this
alternative, no edge effects would occur. For those cores and linkages that would be
reduced under this alternative, it is assumed that the perimeter-to-area ratios would be
greater than under the proposed MSHCP. Edge effects to Conserved Habitat and
Covered Species within these cores and linkages therefore would be greater under this
alternative than would occur under the proposed MSHCP. Under this alternative, edge
effects to sensitive species not included on the Covered Species list, but present within
the reserve areas, would also occur.
The same features incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize edge effects would be
incorporated in this alternative, including the standard BMPs; Land Use Guidelines
Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface; and siting, design, construction, operations,
and maintenance guidelines for Covered Activities and Allowable Uses. However,
significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these minimization
measures because of the reduction in cores and linkages under this alternative when
compared with the proposed MSHCP.

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area,
implementation of this alternative would authorize take of 46 percent of the chaparral,
59 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 91 percent of the desert scrub, 78 percent of the
grassland (including native and non-native grassland), and 44 percent of the Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4I). For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 82 percent of the meadows and marshes, 11
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 18 percent of water, and 40 percent of the
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riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest, and
35 percent of woodlands and forests. In addition, 84 percent of the agricultural land in
the Plan Area would be within the area subject to take authorization by implementation
of this alternative.
Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize impacts to sensitive
vegetation communities. These include assembly of an approximately 440,800-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved Habitat. Conserved Habitat is
defined as land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of the Covered
Species under this alternative under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to
other uses. Under this alternative, to the extent the vegetation communities are not
authorized for take, they would be included as Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP
Conservation Area. For example, 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest would be
in the take authorized area under this alternative, and 69 percent of the montane
coniferous forest would be included in the MSHCP Conservation Area as Conserved
Habitat. In general, inclusion of the majority of the forest communities as Conserved
Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce
identified impacts to these communities to a level below significance.
For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 54 percent of the chaparral within the
MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce identified impacts to
these communities to a level below significance given the large percentage of this
vegetation community to be included as Conserved Habitat, the extensive acreage and
wide distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area, and the relatively low
numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation community within the Plan Area.
For Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 56 percent of this vegetation
community would be included as Conserved Habitat under this alternative, significant
impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would remain due to the patchy
distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area and the relatively large
numbers of sensitive species occurring in this vegetation community. Due to the large
percentages of coastal sage scrub (59%), grassland (78%) (including native and nonnative grassland), and desert scrub (91%) potentially within the area subject to take
authorization within the take authorized area, significant impacts to these vegetation
communities would occur even with application of the minimization measures. With
respect to agriculture, although the proposed take authorization under this alternative
would apply to 84 percent of this vegetation community, this vegetation community is
not a sensitive natural community, so impacts to agriculture are not considered
biologically significant. (As noted previously, impacts to agriculture are analyzed in
Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural lands have been analyzed in
the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and impacts to Non-Listed Covered
Species.)
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Existing Reserves Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Affected Within
the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4I - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and Forest

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial
Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

218,260

––

––

––

––

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools

Developed or
Disturbed Land
TOTALS
Notes:

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would occur in
these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
MSHCP.
2

Source:

Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP contains policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas that call for mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal pools, and other potentially
jurisdictional wetland areas as part of review of applications for Covered Activities
within the MSHCP Area. The policy calls for avoidance and minimization of impacts
to these areas throughout the Plan Area in accordance with existing regulatory standards.
Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation communities within
the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and implementation of the
riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy incorporated in the MSHCP, would reduce
identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below significance.
Listed Covered Species. The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative encompasses
approximately 440,800 acres, comprising 440,800 acres of public/quasi-public land and
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93,800 acres of Additional Reserve Lands, and conserves portions of all vegetation
communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Area. Representative vegetation
communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved under this
scenario. No developed or disturbed habitats are proposed for conservation.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4B could be
legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. The list of Listed Covered Species for this alternative is the same
as for the proposed MSHCP. Likewise, the Covered Activities permitted under this
alternative would be identical to those described for the MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts
associated with Covered Activities would be the same as for the MSHCP.
The Listed Covered Species would be directly impacted by the alternative because they
will no longer receive protection outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The
impacts to the 32 Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Listed Covered Species (Table 4B). The impacts of this alternative would be generally
much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss
of suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher would be 4,990 acres (36%) under
this alternative, while the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be
approximately 3,220 acres (23%). For certain Listed Covered Species, such as Munz’s
onion, the precise quantity of the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack of
existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative to minimize
impacts to Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of a Conservation Area that
incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at Alberhill, North Peak,
Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco
Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP Area. Criteria-based
Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Reserve Assembly process
described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Listed Covered Species associated with Covered
Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile homes
on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as defined
and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria Area, are
the same as they are for the MSHCP.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation
Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy,
described in Sections 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require
surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species are
subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
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Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea

Vail Lake ceanothus
slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass

Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of the this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal
pool systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et
seq. of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal
Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open
water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat
types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with
existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number of Listed Covered
Species. The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
bald eagle

least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia
southwestern willow flycatcher
peregrine falcon

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with policies contained in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
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A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, and Anza Valley is anticipated under
this alternative when compared to the proposed MSHCP. Areas such as the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this alternative.
Nevertheless, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey needs
policy, and riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy, as well as Reserve Assembly and
configuration, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. Implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative would result in direct and indirect impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species
outside the MSHCP Conservation Area. The list of Non-Listed Covered Species for this
alternative is included in Table 4J. The analysis summary for these species is contained
in Table 4C.
Table 4J - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
Fish
arroyo chub
Amphibians
coast range newt
Reptiles
coastal western whiptail

southern sagebrush lizard

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake

western pond turtle

San Diego mountain kingsnake
Birds
American bittern

Nashville warbler

black swift

northern goshawk

black-crowned night heron

osprey

California spotted owl

purple martin

Cooper’s hawk

sharp-shinned hawk

double-crested cormorant

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

downy woodpecker

tree swallow

ferruginous hawk

white-faced ibis

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

loggerhead shrike

Wilson’s warbler

Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow warbler

mountain quail

yellow-breasted chat
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Table 4J - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Plants
beautiful hulsea

Munz’s mariposa lily

California bedstraw

ocellated Humboldt lily

California black walnut

Orcutt’s brodiaea

California muhly

Palmer’s grapplinghook

chickweed oxytheca

Palomar monkeyflower

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Parish’s brittlescale

cliff cinquefoil

Parry’s spine flower

Coulter’s goldfields

Payson’s jewelflower

Coulter’s matilija poppy

peninsular spine flower

Davidson’s saltscale

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Engelmann oak

prostrate spine flower

Fish’s milkwort

Rainbow manzanita

graceful tarplant

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

San Miguel savory

heart-leaved pitcher sage

shaggy-haired alumroot

intermediate mariposa lily

small-flowered microseris

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered morning glory

Johnston’s rock cress

smooth tarplant

lemon lily

sticky-leaved dudleya

little mousetail

vernal barley

long-spined spine flower

Wright’s trichocoronis

many-stemmed dudleya

The impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Non-Listed Covered Species (Table 4C). The impacts of this alternative would be
generally much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For
example, loss of suitable habitat for yellow-breasted chat would be 4,310 acres (35%)
under this alternative, and the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would
be approximately 2,780 acres (22%) (Table 4C). For certain Non-Listed Covered
Species, such as arroyo chub and San Bernardino flying squirrel, the precise quantity of
the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack of existing available information
regarding these species.
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species associated with
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Covered Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile
homes on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as
defined and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria
Area, are the same as they are for the MSHCP.
Features are incorporated into the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative to minimize
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of a Conservation
Area that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be conserved, as well as linkages,
such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities in the MSHCP Area.
Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step
policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described in
Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation
Area . The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy,
described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require
surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered Species
are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw
San Miguel savory
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
smooth tarplant
Coulter’s goldfields
little mousetail

Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of that policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the MSHCP
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Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with existing
regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures would
reduce impacts to areas supporting a number of Non-Listed Covered Species. The
following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of the
riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy.
Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
American bittern
black-crowned night-heron
black swift
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillvray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler

yellow warbler
yellow-breasted chat
arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis
western pond turtle

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with policies contained in Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, and Anza Valley is anticipated under
this alternative when compared to the proposed MSHCP. Areas such as the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be excluded under this alternative. Nevertheless, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey needs policy and
riparian, riverine, and wetlands policy, as well as Reserve Assembly and configuration,
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Listed and
Proposed Species Alternative is included in Table 4K. Any conservation benefits that
would accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP developed under the Listed and
Proposed Species alternative would likely be reduced, due to the reduction in overall
Conservation Area. However, as noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential
adverse effects to Non-Covered Species at this time due to the lack of information for
these species. Therefore, impacts to Non-Covered Species, including impacts resulting
from Covered Activities, under this alternative are deemed to be significant and
unavoidable. Please also refer to discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the
proposed MSHCP.
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Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Insects
Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly

Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
Fish
speckled dace
Amphibians
large-blotched salamander

western spadefoot

Reptiles
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

California legless lizard

San Bernardino ringneck snake

California red-sided garter snake

San Diego banded gecko

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego horned lizard

coastal glossy snake

San Diego ringneck snake

granite night lizard

southern rubber boa

granite spiny lizard

two-striped garter snake

long-nosed leopard lizard
Birds
Bell’s sage sparrow

merlin

burrowing owl

northern harrier

cactus wren

northern pygmy owl

California black rail

prairie falcon

California horned lark

short-eared owl

flammulated owl

Swainson’s thrush

golden eagle

tricolored blackbird

grasshopper sparrow

turkey vulture

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

long-eared owl

white-tailed kite

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

American badger

pale big-eared bat

big free-tailed bat

pallid bat

bobcat

peninsular bighorn sheep

4.1-122

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
California leaf-nosed bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

California mastiff bat

ringtail

Dulzura California pocket mouse

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Diego desert woodrat

fringed myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-eared myotis

southern yellow bat

long-legged myotis

spotted bat

long-tailed weasel

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

mountain lion
Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s rupertia

ayenia

Parry’s tetracoccus

Big Bear Valley woollypod

prairie wedge grass

bluish spike moss

Pringle’s monardella

Brand’s phacelia

prostrate navarretia

Braunton’s milk-vetch

Robinson’s pepper grass

California spine flower

round-leaved boykinia

caraway-leaved gilia

round-leaved filaree

chocolate lily

sagebrush loeflingia

cliff spurge

salt spring checkerbloom

coastal dunes milk-vetch

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

Coulter’s saltbush

San Diego button-celery

crested milk-vetch

San Diego goldenstar

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Jacinto beardtongue

desert sage

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Duran’s rush

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Hammitt’s clay-cress

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Hidden Lake bluecurl

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

jackass clover

Santiago Peak keckii

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

slender bedstraw

Lakeside ceanothus

small-flowered bluecurls

leafy buckwheat

snake cholla

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

Sonoran maiden form

light-gray lichen

south coast saltscale

Mission Canyon bluecup

southern skullcap
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Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
mud nama

southern jewel-flower

Orcutt’s linanthus

summer holly

Palmer’s mariposa lily

Tahquitz ivesia

panamint dudleya

Thurber’s penstemon

Parish’s alumroot

white-bracted spine flower

Parish’s chaenactis

white-margined oxytheca

Parish’s daisy

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s desert thorn

Ziegler’s aster

Parish’s onion

Cores and Linkages. Under the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative, all of the cores
and linkages noted in Table 4E and depicted in Figure 4.1.3 would be incorporated into
the MSHCP Conservation Area. As noted in the discussion of the Relationship to
adopted or approved HCPs and NCCPs, these cores and linkages include some of the
missing links identified by the California Wilderness Coalition in their study of linkage
priorities in the South Coast Ecoregion, for which the MSHCP has the ability to
incorporate such cores and linkages. Table 4E identifies the proposed cores and linkages
that are not included as part of this alternative. In addition to the proposed cores and
linkages identified as not a part of the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, this alternative also omits proposed core and
linkage areas in the Lakeview Mountains, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Tule Creek, and
Temecula Creek east of Vail Lake. Also, reduced conservation would occur at Wilson
Valley, Vail Lake, and Anza Valley areas under this alternative.
Absence of these cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to
certain species, as well as overall function of the MSHCP Conservation Area. In
addition to the significant effects associated with implementation of the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, significant effects resulting from
the exclusion of the Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, Tule Creek, and
Temecula Creek would occur. For example, under this alternative, the reserve design
in the Badlands would be less robust due to the reduced number of acres conserved when
compared to the proposed MSHCP. This alternative would not provide large habitat
blocks in the Badlands for foraging raptors or mammals connecting to the National
Forest lands. The absence of Temecula and Tule Creeks as linkages further isolates core
areas in Anza Valley and the Agua Tibia Wilderness.
Assembly of the cores and linkages will occur in accordance with the MSHCP Criteria
and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process. However, as noted in
Section 3 of the MSHCP, Volume I and in Table 4E of this document, a number of the
identified linkages are regarded as constrained linkages and would be within the area
subject to take authorization. The combination of constrained linkages and a less robust
reserve design under this alternative may affect the ability of the cores and linkages to
function. This is regarded as a significant effect.
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Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPS and NCCPs. The following section addresses
regional resource planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the failure
to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north are generally the same
as discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative with the
exception that Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 have been reduced in size. Impacts
discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative also
apply to the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Connections to the Coachella Valley MSHCP
Area to the east are essentially the same as discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Alternative.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Connections to resource
planning areas in San Diego County to the south are the same as discussed for the
Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Significant impacts
discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative also
apply to this alternative.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connections to the Orange County NCCP Planning Areas to the west
are the same as discussed for the Proposed Project. Regional resource planning
impacts discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative also apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. Regional planning
impacts are the same as those discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative.
Edge Effects. The types of edge effects under this alternative would be the same as for
the proposed MSHCP, and identified impacts would be minimized by the same features
incorporated in the MSHCP. As noted in the discussion of Impacts to cores and linkages
under this alternative (and identified in Table 4E), all of the proposed cores and linkages
and extensions of existing cores and linkages would be absent from this alternative. For
these absent cores and linkages under this alternative, no edge effects would occur.
Given the greatly increased take authorized area, and the fact that existing cores would
remain isolated and would not be connected by new proposed cores and linkages, it is
anticipated that significant edge effects would occur for all of the existing cores and
linkages under this alternative with the exception of the existing Cleveland and San
Bernardino National Forest cores. Edge effects to Conserved Habitats and Covered
Species within these cores and linkages would be greater than would occur under the
proposed MSHCP. Under this alternative, edge effects to sensitive species not included
on the Covered Species list for this alternative, but present within the Conserved Habitat
areas, would also occur. The same features incorporated in the MSHCP under the
proposed MSHCP to minimize edge effects would be incorporated in this alternative,
including the standard BMPs; the Land Use Guidelines Pertaining to Urban/Wildlands
Interface; and siting, design, construction, operations, and maintenance guidelines for
Covered Activities and Allowable Uses. Significant edge effects would remain even
with implementation of these minimization measures for all of the existing cores and
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linkages, due to the absence of important linkages, reduction in core areas, and increased
human interaction with wildlife.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Plan
Area, implementation of this alternative would provide take authorization within areas
that include 52 percent of the chaparral, 78 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 91 percent
of the desert scrub, 85 percent of the grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), and 74 percent of the Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4L). For
wetland communities within the MSHCP Plan Area, this alternative would provide take
authorization within areas that include 86 percent of the meadows and marshes, 63
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 25 percent of water, and 52 percent of the
riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Plan
Area, this alternative would provide take authorization in areas that include 31 percent
of the montane coniferous forest and 38 percent of the woodlands and forests. In
addition, 93 percent of the agricultural land in the Plan Area would be within areas
subject to take authorization in this alternative.

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Table 4L - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84% 143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43% 200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75% 120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan
Sage Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes

2

Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub, Woodland and Forest
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Developed or Disturbed
Land

Notes:

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4L - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

218,260

––

––

––

––

TOTALS 1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would occur
in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
2

Source:

Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, approximately 347,000 acres of existing
reserves would be managed to provide Conserved Habitat for as many species as
possible. Conserved Habitat is defined as land that is permanently protected and
managed for the benefit of the Covered Species under legal arrangements that prevent
its conversion to other uses. Under this alternative, the vegetation communities not
included in existing reserves would be subject to take authorization. For the sensitive
upland communities, due to the large percentages of chaparral (52%), coastal sage scrub
(78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland (85%) (including native and non-native grassland),
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (74%) potentially within the area subject to take
authorization under this alternative, significant impacts to these vegetation communities
would occur even with application of the minimization measures. With respect to
agriculture, although 93 percent of this vegetation community is within the area subject
to take authorization, this vegetation community is not a sensitive natural community,
so impacts to it are not regarded to be significant. (As noted previously, impacts to
Agriculture are analyzed in Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural
lands are analyzed below in the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
Listed Covered Species. The Existing Reserves Alternative encompasses approximately
347,000 acres comprising public/quasi-public land and land under pre-existing
conservation agreements. Land that is shown as developed or disturbed on the vegetation
map is not proposed for conservation.
This alternative would not include coverage for the Covered Activities described for the
MSHCP except for those Covered Species Adequately Conserved in the existing
reserves. Therefore, the Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in any impacts
to Listed Covered Species from Covered Activities.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4M could be
legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the Conservation
Area. The Listed Covered Species would be directly affected by the take authorization
because they will no longer receive protection outside of Existing Reserves. The
impacts to the Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
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information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Listed Covered Species (Table 4B). The impacts of this alternative would be generally
much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss
of suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher would be 6,610 acres (48%) under
this alternative, while the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be
approximately 3,220 acres (23%) (Table 4B).
Table 4M - Listed Species Conserved Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Amphibians
California red-legged frog

mountain yellow-legged frog

Birds
peregrine falcon

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Mammals
Stephens’ kangaroo rat
Plants
Mojave tarplant

San Diego button-celery

Parish’s meadowfoam

Because conservation would only occur on Existing Reserves, take authorization would
be granted in areas of suitable habitat and known species localities at French Valley,
Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including San Jacinto River, Bautista Creek, Hemet vernal pools, Sedco
Hills, Gavilan Plateau, Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek. Also, under this alternative, an interconnected reserve system that incorporates both live-in and linkage habitat would not be
assembled. Therefore, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be significant.
Non-listed Covered Species. The impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species identified
in Table 4N are quantified based on the best existing information available for known
occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed Covered Species (Table
4C). The impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude
when compared to the proposed MSHCP.
Table 4N - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustacean
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
Reptiles
northern red-diamond rattlesnake

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake

San Diego mountain kingsnake
Birds
black swift (breeding)

Nashville warbler

black-crowned night heron

northern goshawk

California spotted owl

osprey
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Table 4N - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
double-crested cormorant

purple martin

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

Macgillvray’s warbler

Wilson’s warbler

mountain quail
Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Diego desert woodrat

Plants
beautiful hulsea

lemon lily

California bedstraw

Munz’s mariposa lily

California beardtongue

ocellated Humboldt lily

chickweed oxytheca

Orcutt’s brodiaea

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

San Miguel savory

cliff cinquefoil

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

shaggy-haired alumroot

Johnston’s rock cress

sticky-leaved dudleya

This alternative would not include coverage for the Covered Activities described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in any impacts
to Non-Listed Covered Species from Covered Activities.
Under this alternative, significant impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species would
occur due to the fact that no additional lands would be conserved as habitat for these
species.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Existing
Reserves Alternative is contained in Table 4O. Any conservation benefits that would
accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP would be reduced under the Existing
Reserves Alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area. However, as
noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential adverse effects to Non-Covered
Species at this time due to the lack of information for these species. Please also refer to
discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the proposed MSHCP. Impacts to
Non-Covered Species are therefore assumed to be potentially significant and not
mitigable.
Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Riverside fairy shrimp

vernal pool fairy shrimp

Invertebrates/Insects
Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

Quino checkerspot butterfly

Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly
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Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
Fish
arroyo chub

Santa Ana sucker

Amphibians
arroyo toad

large-blotched salamander

coast range newt

western spadefoot

Reptiles
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

long-nosed leopard lizard

California legless lizard

San Bernardino ringneck snake

California red-sided garter snake

San Diego banded gecko

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego horned lizard

coastal glossy snake

San Diego ringneck snake

coastal rosy boa

southern rubber boa

coastal western whiptail

southern sagebrush lizard

granite spiny lizard

two-striped garter snake

granite night lizard

western pond turtle

Birds
American bittern

merlin

bald eagle

mountain plover

Bell’s sage sparrow

northern harrier (breeding)

burrowing owl

northern pygmy owl

cactus wren

prairie falcon (breeding)

California black rail

sharp-shinned hawk

California horned lark

short-eared owl (breeding)

coastal California gnatcatcher

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

Cooper’s hawk

southwestern willow flycatcher

downy woodpecker

Swainson’s hawk

ferruginous hawk

Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

flammulated owl

tree swallow

golden eagle

tricolored blackbird

grasshopper sparrow

turkey vulture (breeding)

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

least Bell's vireo

white-faced ibis

loggerhead shrike

white-tailed kite

long-eared owl (breeding)

yellow warbler
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Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow-breasted chat

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

mountain lion

American badger

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

big free-tailed bat

pale big-eared bat

bobcat

pallid bat

California leaf-nosed bat

peninsular bighorn sheep

California mastiff bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

Dulzura California pocket mouse

ringtail

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

fringed myotis

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

long-eared myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-legged myotis

southern yellow bat

long-tailed weasel

spotted bat

Los Angeles pocket mouse

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s daisy

ayenia

Parish’s desert thorn

Big Bear Valley woollypod

Parish’s onion

bluish spike moss

Parish’s rupertia

Brand’s phacelia

Parry’s spine flower

Braunton’s milk-vetch

Parry’s tetracoccus

California black walnut

Payson’s jewelflower

California muhly

peninsular spine flower

California Orcutt grass

Plummer’s mariposa lily

California spine flower

prairie wedge grass

caraway-leaved gilia

Pringle’s monardella

chocolate lily

prostrate navarretia

cliff spurge

prostrate spine flower

coastal dunes milk-vetch

Rainbow manzanita

Coulter’s goldfields

Robinson’s pepper grass

Coulter's matilija poppy

sagebrush loeflingia

Coulter’s saltbush

salt spring checkerbloom

crested milk-vetch

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

Davidson’s saltscale

San Diego ambrosia

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Diego goldenstar

desert sage

San Jacinto beardtongue
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Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Duran’s rush

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Engelmann oak

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Fish’s milkwort

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

graceful tarplant

Santa Ana River woollystar

Hammitt’s clay-cress

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

heart-leaved pitcher sage

Santiago Peak keckii

Hidden Lake bluecurl

slender bedstraw

intermediate mariposa lily

slender-horned spine flower

jackass clover

small-flowered bluecurls

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered microseris

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

small-flowered morning-glory

Lakeside ceanothus

smooth tarplant

large-leaf filaree

snake cholla

leafy buckwheat

Sonoran maiden form

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

south coast saltscale

light-gray lichen

southern skullcap

little mousetail

southern jewel-flower

long-spined spine flower

spreading navarretia

many-stemmed dudleya

summer holly

Mission Canyon bluecup

Tahquitz ivesia

mud nama

Tecate cypress

Munz’s onion

thread-leaved brodiaea

Nevin’s barberry

Thurber’s penstemon

Orcutt’s linanthus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Palmer’s grapplinghook

vernal barley

Palmer’s mariposa lily

white-bracted spine flower

Palomar monkeyflower

white-margined oxytheca

panamint dudleya

Wright’s trichocoronis

Parish’s alumroot

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s brittlescale

Ziegler’s aster

Parish’s chaenactis

Cores and Linkages. As shown in Table 4E, all proposed cores and linkages would be
missing from this alternative. This would isolate existing reserves that would continue
to be managed for biological resources. Section 3 of the MSHCP identifies the distances
between these existing core habitat areas. In addition to isolating cores, the Existing
Reserves Alternative would result in increased edge effects. Absence of the proposed
cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to certain species that
occur within those cores and linkages, as well as overall function of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. For example, the Proposed Core 3 missing from this alternative
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would adversely affect function of the MSHCP Conservation Area by not connecting the
San Bernardino National Forest to the northeast with San Bernardino County and other
conserved areas to the north of the core. Absence of this core would authorize take in
this core area and would isolate the existing reserve in the San Bernardino National
Forest and the Potrero Area of Critical Environmental Concern from the San Bernardino
Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north.
Relationship to adopted or approved HCPs and NCCPs. The following section discusses
the regional resource planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the
failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and
NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north have changed from
those described in the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 1 and Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 have been
eliminated. Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 help create missing linkage 38 from the
California Wilderness Coalition report. Eliminating this high priority linkage north
to the San Bernardino Mountains could create conflicts to regional conservation
planning, and, but as the plan has not yet been adopted, it is not considered to be a
significant impact.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Connections to the Coachella Valley MSHCP
planning area to the east are generally the same as those for the Listed and Proposed
Alternative. Connections will be maintained through existing public lands.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. This alternative eliminates
Proposed Core 7 and its connection south to conservation planning areas in San
Diego County, but connection south is still maintained through a variety of public
lands as described under the Proposed MSHCP. Significant impacts discussed in
the Listed and Proposed Alternative also apply to this alternative.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connection west to conservation planning areas in Orange County
is the same as that discussed under the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Significant impacts discussed in the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative also
apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. Several missing
linkages from the California Wilderness Coalition Report have been removed under
this alternative in addition to those already discussed under the Listed and Proposed
Alternative. These missing linkages include numbers 44 (Corona to Temecula
Foothills Linkage), 41 (Mystic Lake/San Jacinto Wildlife Area to Portrero/San
Jacinto Mountains Area), 57 (South Lake Skinner to San Jacinto Mountains), 12
(Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve to Cleveland National Forest), 53 (San Jacinto
River), 46 (Gavilan Hills to Santa Ana Mountains), 52 (Estelle Mountain/Good
Hope to San Jacinto River), and 59 (East Side Reservoir to San Jacinto Foothills).
Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, all proposed cores and linkages have been
eliminated, so the MSHCP fails to incorporate several missing linkages identified
in the South Coast Ecoregion. Failure to provide these linkages could conflict with
regional habitat conservation planning and is considered a significant impact.
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Edge Effects. The cores and linkages identified for the proposed MSHCP would be
absent from this alternative. Edge effects would be exacerbated because of the greatly
increased amount of take authorized area, the loss of cores and linkages, and increased
human interaction with wildlife. Edge effects would therefore be significant.

No Project Alternative
This section provides an analysis of potential biological impacts associated with the No
Project Alternative, which represents the anticipated conditions and circumstances that
would result if an MSHCP were not implemented in western Riverside County.
The purpose of this analysis is to roughly quantify and analyze the effects upon habitats
and species if no action were to be taken on the MSHCP. The outcome of no action
would be continuation of existing regulatory processes related to the development of,
and the resulting impacts to, species and habitats. It should be noted that the ability to
quantify such impacts to species is limited by the extent of existing data available on the
occurrence and distribution of species within the MSHCP Area. Therefore, the rough
quantification of impacts is based on estimated impacts to vegetation communities. An
additional complication in the quantification of impacts is the inability to accurately
predict the extent and pattern of future development and mitigation associated with that
development. For the purpose of this analysis, certain assumptions are made regarding
the number of acres and type of development that would occur in the future, based on
the proposed County of Riverside General Plan and existing city general plan land use
designations and policies and SCAG regional growth projections. For example, within
the areas within the Rural designation, it is assumed that impacts would occur on
approximately 60 percent of the land. This is based on the roughly average minimum
parcel size for a single-family dwelling of 10 acres, and the assumption that the loss of
habitat value associated with a single-family dwelling is 6 acres. Assumptions for each
land use category are noted below.
The section also describes existing regulatory processes that would result in conservation
of regulated resources, such as listed species and wetlands. While these mechanisms are
described in detail, the mitigation resulting from these processes cannot be accurately
quantified. However, it is assumed that the mitigation would occur within areas that
would not otherwise be developed (e.g., within areas designated as open space).
Therefore, the estimates of conservation resulting from General Plan land use
designations and policies also account for individual project mitigation.
Table 4P provides a rough estimate of anticipated impacts to vegetation types based on
generalized land uses from the proposed County General Plan update and existing city
general plans within the MSHCP Area. These estimates are provided to assist in the
analysis of potential impacts and conservation that may result from land use designations, policies, and regulations that are contained in the updated County General Plan
and existing city general plans. The County General Plan update contains a land use
map that consists of four broad Foundation Component land uses. Land uses depicted
in the city general plans have been standardized to these Foundation Components for
consistency in this analysis.
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Table 4P - No Project Alternative Land Use and Vegetation Summary1
LAND USE CATEGORIES
Vegetation Type
Open Space
Agriculture

Community
Agriculture Development

Rural

Total

19,000

29,520

13,240

107,720

169,480

252,720

126,230

5,200

50,780

434,930

30

80

0

1,150

1,260

54,660

55,140

1,870

44,770

156,440

2,500

6,200

30

5,820

14,550

29,600

39,690

6,080

78,780

154,150

670

0

50

60

780

23,890

1,720

1,030

3,260

29,900

Playas and Vernal Pools

4,740

300

510

2,360

7,910

Riparian Scrub

8,620

1,810

190

4,400

15,020

Riversidean Sage Scrub

2,400

1,870

260

3,420

7,950

Unknown

1,300

0

0

40

1,340

Water

8,180

110

140

3,780

12,210

22,590

8,970

320

2,430

34,310

8,570

23,150

1,520

185,020

218,260

439,470

294,790

30,440

493,790

1,258,490

Chaparral
Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest

Woodlands
Developed/Disturbed
TOTAL
Note:

1

Acreages presented in the land use and vegetation summaries are rounded to the nearest 10 acres.

The generalized Foundation Component land use categories are described below. The
relative impact/conservation value of these land use components is also estimated. The
actual impact or conservation that occurs within these land use categories may differ
from the rough estimates provided.
Open Space. Open Space identifies those areas appropriate for the preservation of open
space for habitat, recreation, scenic value, mineral resource extraction, and natural
resource preservation. This category also identifies remote, large-parceled areas that
allow limited development. Areas designated Open Space are assumed to have a very
high potential for conservation for the benefit of species addressed in the MSHCP,
recognizing that permitted uses and management issues remain to be evaluated. For the
purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that 80 percent of natural vegetation communities
within the Open Space designated areas would be conserved. This is based on the
assumption that approximately 20 percent of open space lands would involve
improvements that would preclude conservation.
Rural. Rural identifies those areas with a distinctive rural character, including existing
rural communities, and mountainous and desert areas that allow limited development.
Areas designated as Rural have some potential for conservation of biological resources.
However, the pattern of allowable development may result in fragmentation of habitats
that may reduce the value of undeveloped areas for certain suites of species. For the
purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that 40 percent of natural vegetation communities
would be conserved within the Rural designated areas. This is based on the assumption
that approximately 60 percent of rural areas would be developed or disturbed.
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Agriculture. Agriculture identifies those areas to be used for agricultural production.
Areas designated agriculture have potential for conservation for the benefit of species
addressed in the MSHCP; however, disturbance represented by agricultural activities
would reduce conservation values. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that
50 percent of land designated Agriculture would result in conservation of species within
the MSHCP Area. This is based on the assumption that approximately one-half of
agricultural lands would be subject to activities that would preclude conservation.
Community Development. Community Development identifies those areas that are
appropriate for urban or suburban development, including areas for single family and
multiple family residential uses, commercial, industrial, business park, public facilities,
and a mix of uses. Areas with these designations are assumed to have little or no
potential for conservation for the benefit of species addressed in the MSHCP. It is
assumed that areas within the Community Development designations would result in
impacts to 95 percent of natural habitats. This is based on the assumption that
approximately 5 percent of Community Development areas would be placed in open
space that would have some benefit to species conservation.
The No Project Alternative includes approximately 439,470 acres of land designated as
Open Space. Based on the above-stated assumptions, it is anticipated that impacts to 20
percent of natural vegetation communities would occur within this land use category,
and that conservation would include including approximately 202,176 acres of
chaparral, 24 acres of cismontane alkali marsh, 43,728 acres of coastal sage scrub, 2,000
acres of desert scrub, 23,680 acres of grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), 536 acres of meadows, 19,112 acres of montane coniferous forest, 3,792
acres of playas and vernal pools, 6,896 acres of riparian scrub, 1,92 acres of Riversidean
sage scrub, 6,344 acres of open water, and 18,072 acres of woodlands.
Within the Rural designation area, impacts to natural vegetation communities would
include the following: 75,738 acres of chaparral, 48 acres of cismontane alkali marsh,
33,084 acres of coastal sage scrub, 3,720 acres of desert scrub, 23,814 acres of grassland
(including native and non-native grassland), 1,032 acres of montane coniferous forest,
180 acres of playas and vernal pools, 1,086 acres of riparian scrub, 1,122 acres of
Riversidean sage scrub, 66 acres of open water, and 5,382 acres of woodland.
Within the areas designated for Agriculture, impacts to natural vegetation communities
would include the following: 2,600 acres of chaparral, 935 acres of coastal sage scrub,
5 acres of desert scrub, 3,040 acres of grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), 25 acres of meadows and marshes, 515 acres of montane coniferous forest,
254 acres of playas and vernal pools, 95 acres of riparian scrub, 130 acres of Riversidean
sage scrub, 70 acres of open water, and 160 acres of woodlands.
Impacts within the Community Development designated areas would include
approximately 48,241 acres of chaparral, 1,092 acres of cismontane alkali marsh, 42,532
acres of coastal sage scrub, 5,530 acres of desert scrub, 74,841 acres of grassland
(including native and non-native grassland), 57 acres of meadows and marshes, 3,097
acres of montane coniferous forest, 2,242 acres of playas and vernal pools, 4,180 acres
of riparian scrub, 3,249 acres of Riversidean sage scrub, and 3,591 acres of open water
and 2,308 acres of woodland.
Included within the 439,470 acres of Open Space designations are existing public/quasipublic lands. A variety of management activities would continue to occur under the No
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Project Alternative; however, there would not be a coordinated system of management
among the reserves. A summary of public/quasi-public lands and associated management activities is provided in Table 4Q.
Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Cleveland National Forest

US Forest Service

Resource conservation and compatible recreation activities; wilderness areas-recreation
restricted to hiking, low-impact camping.

San Bernardino
National Forest

US Forest Service

Resource conservation and compatible recreation activities; wilderness areas-recreation
restricted to hiking, low-impact camping.

Prado Basin

US Army Corps of
Engineers

Management for both watershed resource preservation as well as flood control protection.

Bureau of Land
Management
Lands

Bureau of Land
Management

Management is based on multiple use and
sustainable yield; designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (Potrero, Santa
Margarita Ecological Reserve, Million Dollar
Spring); land swaps to promulgate concentration
of ownership with the intent to better manage
lands.

Lake Perris
Recreation Area

California State
Parks

Preservation of natural and cultural resources
and provide for recreational activities. Management for SKR2 as well as exotic species removal.

San Jacinto
Wildlife Refuge

CDFG3/ California
State Parks

Native species conservation and habitat enhancement. Hunting and fishing is also permitted in some areas. Mowing of 1,500 acres for
maintenance of SKR habitat per SKR HCP4.

Chino Hills
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of natural communities (NCCP5
area) and species as well as recreational activities. Exotic species removal programs and
promulgation of providing wildlife linkages to
surrounding open space areas also occur.

Anza Borrego
Desert State
Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment. Monitoring programs for riparian vegetation communities, Peninsular bighorn sheep and least Bell’s
vireo. Wilderness areas are managed for primitive character and wildlife preservation.

Mt. San Jacinto
Wilderness
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment, maintenance of non-motorized vehicle or bicycle uses.
Primitive camping and associated hiking facilities. Scientific research of high forest ecosystems and endangered plants occurs.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership
6

Existing Management Strategies

Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve

CSU , San
Diego/The Nature
Conservancy/
CDFG

Managed for scientific education and research.
The Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve Area of
Critical Environmental Concern (BLM7 designation) is managed as a core reserve while still
permitting educational and scientific research
activities

Santa Rosa Plateau Nature Reserve

California State
Parks/County of Riverside/The Nature
Conservancy

Managed to accommodate all owner’s mission
statements; daily non-motorized vehicle access,
restoration of native habitats including vernal
pools and Engelmann oaks. Exotics removal
program has also been underway.

Motte Rimrock
Reserve

University of California Regents

Managed for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to the public, however the
entire reserve is fenced.

Box Springs
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained as research and instruction site by
UCR8. Open to the public, however all sides are
fenced.

Emerson Oaks
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to public during daylight
hours. An exotic species removal program has
also been deployed at this reserve.

UC James San
Jacinto Mountain Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to public, however access is
restricted due to perimeter fencing.

Kabian Park

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District/Bureau of Land
Management

Management for wildlife and recreation such as
equestrian, hiking and picnicking. Being considered as a building block for a future core
reserve.

DeAnza Cycle
Park/Norton
Younglove Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Ultimate management and use of this land has
not been resolved at this time. The County is
currently in the process of evaluating prospects
for a motor cycle park or a Conservation Area.

Harford Springs
Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for passive recreation such as hiking,
equestrian uses and wildlife viewing.

Box Springs
Mountain Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for purposes of recreation including
equestrian uses.

Santa Ana Regional Park

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District/U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers

Hidden Valley Wildlife Area: managed for
habitat conservation and enhancement.
Martha Mclean Anza Narrows Park: managed
for active recreation.
Rancho Jurupa Park: managed for active recreation including off-highway recreational vehicles.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Lake Skinner
Recreation Area

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for active recreation.

Riverside
County Habitat
Conservation
Agency Lands

Riverside County
Habitat Conservation
Agency

All lands are dedicated in perpetuity to wildlife
habitat.

Orange County
Water District
Lands

Orange County Water District

Managed for sustainable water resources for
Orange County. Least Bell’s vireo habitat
restoration and species preservation program.
Maintenance of 465 acres of wetland. Duck and
pheasant hunting on adjacent lands.

Sycamore Canyon Wilderness
Park

City of Riverside
Park and Recreation
Department

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve
system. Exotics removal program in wetland
areas is also a component of the park’s management theme.

Lake MathewsEstelle Mountain Reserve

Metropolitan Water
District/ CDFG/
RCHCA9/BLM

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve
system. Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive management program in place.

Southwest Riverside County
Multi-Species
Reserve

Metropolitan Water
District/ RCHCA/
Riverside County
Parks and Open
Space District/BLM

Managed as a multiple species reserve. Active
management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive
management program in place.

Metropolitan
Water District
Lands

Metropolitan Water
District

A large majority of lands are reserved for operations and maintenance. Several smaller portions
of land have been reserved for vernal pool or
other habitat preservation. These parcels are
managed for the perpetuity of native habitat and
species preservation.

Riverside
County Flood
Control and
Water Conservation District
Lands

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation
District

Managed for protection of flood related threats.
Management plans have been developed with
CDFG to regulate management regimes in
sensitive areas.

March Air Reserve Base Reserve Lands

March Joint Powers
Authority

Managed as a component of the SKR core
reserve system (core reserve with Sycamore
Canyon).

Southern California Edison
Lands

Southern California
Edison

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of utilities. Policies within Southern
California Edison have been developed in order
to reduce impacts to sensitive habitats when
emergency action is necessary.

San Diego Gas
and Electric
Lands

San Diego Gas and
Electric

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of utilities.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Mitigation
Banks/ Conservation Banks

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of habitat and/or species preservation
through mitigation. Lands are actively managed
for specific species or habitat type.

Conservation
Lands

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of habitat and/or species preservation.

Notes:

1
2
3

4

All acreages are approximate.
Stephens’ kangaroo rat.
California Department of Fish and
Game.
Habitat Conservation Plan.

5
6
7
8
9

Natural Community Conservation Plan.
California State University.
Bureau of Land Management.
University of California, Riverside.
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency.

Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local
State and federal regulatory processes. Under the No Project Alternative, these existing
processes, and the resulting project modifications and mitigation, are anticipated to result
in some conservation of habitats and species within the MSHCP Area. Biological
resources that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and
policies are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered and those species
and habitats associated with wetland systems, as further discussed below.
The following is a summary of existing environmental regulations that are currently
applied in western Riverside County and would continue to be applied under the No
Project Alternative:
Federal Regulations
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). Section 7 of the FESA stipulates that a federal
action such as issuance of a permit under the Clean Water Act by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers requires the federal agency enter into consultation with the USFWS to
ensure that the federal action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
federally-listed endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is determined to be critical (Section
7[a][2]).
To facilitate compliance with the requirements of Section 7[a][2]), the federal agency
shall request a list of endangered, threatened, candidate (now known limited to Category
1 candidate species), or proposed species in the area of the Proposed Action. If these
species may be present, the federal agency prepares a Biological Assessment to identify
any endangered or threatened species that are likely to be within the area subject to take
authorization by the action (Section 7[c]) and whether a formal consultation with the
USFWS is required. If a formal consultation is required, the USFWS reviews the
Biological Assessment and issues a Biological Opinion determining whether the action
is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined to be critical. The Biological Opinion also may recommend reasonable and
prudent alternatives that are consistent with the intended purpose of the action (project)
and would allow the action to proceed without violation of Section 7(a)(2).
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Section 9 of the FESA prohibits the taking of species listed by the USFWS as threatened
or endangered. As defined by the FESA, “taking” means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, or capture or collect, or attempt to engage in such conduct.”
“Harass” and “harm” are further defined in federal regulation and case law as follows:
Harass means an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the
likelihood of injuring wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly
disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to,
breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
Harm means an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such acts may
include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills
or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavior patterns,
including breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
With respect to listed plants, the FESA makes it unlawful to:
1. Remove and reduce to possession any species from areas under federal
jurisdiction;
2. Maliciously damage or destroy any such species on such area; or
3. Remove, cut, dig up, or damage or destroy any such species on any other area
in knowing violation of any law or regulation in any State or in the course of
any violation of a State criminal trespass law.
FESA protection for threatened plants is substantially the same as that given to
endangered plants, except that the seeds of threatened plants may be collected.
Section 10(a) of the FESA provides for takings that are incidental to, but not the purpose
of, otherwise lawful activities. Similar provisions also are found under Section 7 for
actions by federal agencies.
Under Section 10(a)(1)(B), USFWS (via powers delegated by the Secretary of the
Interior) is authorized to approve “incidental take” permits provided that the applicant
has met certain conditions. As described in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and
Draft Conservation Planning Guidelines prepared by the USFWS, the application for
such permits must be submitted on a specific form and must be accompanied by an HCP
that contains the following information:
1. The impact that likely will result from the proposed taking of the species;
2. Steps the applicant will take to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such impacts;
3. The level and source of funding available to implement such steps;
4. Procedures that will be used to deal with unforeseen circumstances;
5. The names of the responsible party or parties;
6. Alternatives to the taking and the reasons why they were not pursued; and
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7. Other measures that may be required by the USFWS as necessary or appropriate.
The application is submitted to the Regional Director of the USFWS who, after a public
comment period, must issue the permit if it is found that:
1. The taking will be incidental to an otherwise lawful activity;
2. The applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate
the impacts of the taking;
3. The applicant will ensure that adequate funding for the conservation plan and
procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances will be provided;
4. The taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of the species in the wild;
5. The applicant will ensure that other measures (if any) that USFWS may require
as being necessary or appropriate will be met; and
6. USFWS is assured that the HCP will be implemented. (USFWS’ practice has
been to require a legally binding “implementing agreement” signed by the
permittee and the USFWS in which actions identified in the HCP are presented
in the form of a legal contract.)
Prior to approval of the HCP, the USFWS must conduct an internal consultation in
accordance with Section 7 of the FESA. USFWS also must comply with the environmental review requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which
requires that the potential effects of a major federal action be analyzed in a written
statement (Environmental Assessment [EA] and a Finding of No Significant Impact
[FONSI] or an Environmental Impact Statement [EIS], depending on the project and its
impacts).
Federal Clean Water Act. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which is administered by
the U.S. ACOE, regulates the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into “waters of
the United States.” The term “waters of the United States” generally sets forth the
jurisdiction of the U.S. ACOE and is defined in 33 CFR Part 328 as:
1. All navigable waters (including waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide);
2. All interstate waters and wetlands;
3. All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent
streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows,
playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could
affect interstate or foreign commerce;
4. All impoundments of waters mentioned above;
5. All tributaries of waters mentioned above;
6. The territorial seas; and
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7. All wetlands adjacent to waters mentioned above.
Wetlands are further defined in 33 CFR 328.3(b) as:
Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support . . . a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
The vegetation, soils, and hydrology of a wetland are further characterized in the manual
used by the U.S. ACOE as normally meeting the following three criteria:
1. More than 50 percent of the dominant plant species at the site must be typical
of wetlands (i.e., rated as facultative or wetter in the National List of Plant
Species That Occur in Wetlands);
2. Soils must exhibit physical and/or chemical characteristics indicative of
permanent or periodic saturation (e.g., a greyed color, or mottles with a matrix
of low chroma indicating a relatively consistent fluctuation between aerobic and
anaerobic conditions); and
3. Hydrology characteristics must indicate that the ground is saturated to within 12
inches of the surface for at least 5 percent of the growing season during a
normal rainfall year.
The permitting process entails consultation with federal agencies, public notice, and
preparation of a project alternatives analysis in accordance with guidelines issued by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). EPA’s guidelines are used as the
primary environmental criteria for evaluating the necessity of the proposed activity and
for determining the least damaging feasible alternative and/or appropriate mitigation for
unavoidable impacts. In accordance with the provisions of Section 404, Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act, and, if federally listed species are present, Section 7 of the
FESA, U.S. ACOE also is required to consult with the USFWS prior to acting on the
permit.
State Regulations
California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Section 2080 of CESA prohibits the import,
export, take, possession, purchase, or sale of listed species unless explicitly authorized
by other provisions of the law. Take is defined as to “hunt, pursue, or kill or attempt the
same.” Section 2081 of the CESA authorizes the CDFG to enter into Memorandums of
Understanding (MOUs) with persons, universities, zoological gardens, other institutions,
and public agencies to incidentally take, posses, import, or export State-listed threatened
and endangered species. A 2081 MOU is a legal contract with CDFG regarding the
implementation of conservation and mitigation measures. Section 2053 of the CESA
states that “. . . it is the policy of the State that State agencies should not approve projects
as proposed which would jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species
or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat
essential to the continued existence of those species, if there are reasonable and prudent
alternatives available with conserving the species or its habitats which would prevent
jeopardy.”
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California Fish and Game Code. Sections 1600-1603 of the California Fish and Game
Code regulate all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow of bed, channel,
or bank of any river, stream, or lake in California that supports fish or wildlife.
“Stream” is defined in CDFG regulations as:
A body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed
or channel having banks and supporting fish or other aquatic life. This includes
water courses having surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported
riparian vegetation.
Under State law, CDFG must be contacted for a streambed alteration agreement for any
activity that may impact a streambed or wetland. CDFG has maintained a “no net loss”
policy regarding potential impacts and traditionally has required replacement of
wetlands on at least an acre-for-acre (1:1) basis. In practice, replacement ratios are
typically higher than 1:1 to compensate for the immediate loss, replacement time, and
inherent failures of mitigation attempts.
Local Regulations
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The County of Riverside and each of the
14 cities, as well as special districts, and other public entities with autonomous land use
authority are subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. CEQA
requires that any discretionary action carried out by the decision-making authority (Lead
Agency) be subject to review for potential adverse impacts to the environment. Where
the Lead Agency finds that a project or activity could result in a potentially significant
impact, it is required to develop and implement mitigation measures to reduce or
eliminate that impact. The Lead Agency determines the threshold of significance for an
impact and is responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures are feasible and are
implemented by the appropriate responsible party. CEQA mitigation has the ability to
contribute to conservation by requiring modifications to projects, and/or mitigation for
adverse impacts through setting aside land, either on-site or off-site. Such conservation
would occur on a project-by-project basis.
Other Land Use-Related Regulations
The County of Riverside and each of the 14 cities in the MSHCP Area maintain a variety
of development regulations contained in their respective zoning ordinances, municipal
codes, General Plans, and other policies and development standards. Such regulations,
policies, and standards have the ability to contribute to conservation through restrictions
on development of areas with steep slope, sensitive habitat, and other natural constraints.
Conservation of land through these mechanisms is not specifically designed to conserve
habitat for sensitive species, and is implemented on a project-by-project basis.
Impact Summary
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a
coordinated system of linkages provided to connect Conservation Areas, and the ability
to provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.

4.1-144

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Although the aforementioned regulations and policies would continue to be applied
throughout the MSHCP Area in the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, history has
demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the
decline of species in the MSHCP Area that has resulted in increased listings of species
in recent years. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that under the No Project/No
MSHCP Alternative, new species would continue to be listed in the future, and
regulation of those species and their habitats would be applied under the current
regulatory processes.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have significant biological impacts under
each of the thresholds of significance.
Summary of Analysis
Proposed MSHCP
Vegetation Communities. Because of features incorporated into the proposed MSHCP,
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities are reduced to less than significant levels;
with exception to impacts to native grasslands, which will remain a significant and
unavoidable impact.
Listed Covered Species. With the combination of impact reduction features incorporated
into the Proposed Project, including reserve configuration, adaptive management and
monitoring, and species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, the Project's
impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. With the combination of impact-reduction features
incorporated into the proposed project, including reserve configuration adaptive
management and monitoring, and species survey and avoidance/minimization policies,
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Covered Species. Conservation provided under the MSHCP could potentially
benefit Non-Covered Species that occur within the MSHCP Conservation Areas.
However, impacts are considered to be significant due to the lack of adequate data
supporting conservation of these species.
Cores and Linkages. The MSHCP provides for the movement of native resident and
migratory species and for genetic flow identified for Covered Species. Therefore,
impacts related to cores and linkages resulting from the Plan are considered less than
significant.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. As shown in Figure 4.1.2,
Regional MSHCP Context, the Additional Reserve Lands and existing public/quasipublic lands do not conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the surrounding
region. Rather, the MSHCP will complement other regional planning efforts, including
those that are currently underway but have not yet been approved.
Edge Effects. Implementation of features incorporated into the Plan to control edge
effects would reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Implementation of features incorporated into the Plan would
reduce impacts to most of the vegetation communities to less than significant levels.
However, for the sensitive upland communities, due to the large percentages of chaparral
(52%), coastal sage scrub (78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland (85%) (including native
and non-native grassland), and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (74%) potentially
within the area subject to take authorization under this alternative, significant impacts
to these vegetation communities would occur even with application of the minimization
measures.
Listed Covered Species. A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species
localities at Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley,
Badlands, and Reche Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the
Jurupa Mountain, Cactus Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs
Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble
Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
would be excluded under this alternative. However, with application of the narrow
endemic policy, additional survey needs policy and wetlands policy, as well as reserve
assembly and configuration, direct and indirect impacts to Listed Covered Species would
be reduced to less than significant levels.
Non-Listed Covered Species. A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and
species localities at Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza
Valley, Badlands, and Reche Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such
as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm
Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and
Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation
Area, would be excluded under this alternative. However, adequate conservation for the
Non-Listed Covered Species is provided with this alternative. It should be noted that
certain species that are covered under the MSHCP Project are not covered under this
alternative.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to these species as
a result of the MSHCP would be reduced under this alternative due to the reduction in
overall Conservation Area. Impacts to non-covered species would remain significant.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are
anticipated due to the failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other
adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. The same features incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize edge effects
would be incorporated in this alternative, including the standard BMPs; Land Use
Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface; and siting, design, construction,
operations, and maintenance guidelines for Covered Activities and Allowable Uses.
However, significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these
minimization measures because of the reduction in cores and linkages under this
alternative when compared with the proposed MSHCP.
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Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation
communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and
implementation of the riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy incorporated in the
MSHCP, would reduce identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level
below significance. Impacts to most other vegetation communities would likewise be
reduced to a level below significance. However, due to the large percentages of coastal
sage scrub (59%), grassland (78%) (including native and non-native grassland), and
desert scrub (91%) potentially within the area subject to take authorization within the
take authorized area, significant impacts to these vegetation communities would occur
even with application of the minimization measures.
Listed Covered Species. With application of the narrow endemic policy, additional
survey needs policy, and riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy, as well as Reserve
Assembly and configuration, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than
significant.
Non-listed Covered Species. With application of the narrow endemic policy, additional
survey needs policy and riparian, riverine, and wetlands policy, as well as Reserve
Assembly and configuration, impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be reduced
to less than significant levels.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to species as a result
of the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
would likely be somewhat reduced under this alternative, due to the reduction in overall
Conservation Area. Impacts to non-covered species would remain significant.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are
anticipated due to the failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other
adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. Significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these
minimization measures for all of the existing cores and linkages, due to the absence of
important linkages, reduction in core areas, and increased human interaction with
wildlife.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Impacts to most vegetation communities would be less than
significant with incorporation of wetland policies. However, due to the large
percentages of chaparral (52%), coastal sage scrub (78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland
(85%) (including native and non-native grassland), and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub (74%) potentially within the area subject to take authorization under this
alternative, significant impacts to sensitive natural vegetation communities would occur
even with application of the minimization measures.
Listed Covered Species. Because conservation would only occur on Existing Reserves,
take authorization would be granted in areas of suitable habitat and known species

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-147

localities. Also, under this alternative, an interconnected reserve system that incorporates both live-in and linkage habitat would not be assembled. Therefore, impacts to
Listed Covered Species would be significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. This alternative would not include coverage for the
Covered Activities described for the MSHCP. Therefore, the Existing Reserves
Alternative would not result in any impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species from
Covered Activities. Under this alternative, significant impacts to the Non-Listed
Covered Species would occur due to the fact that no additional lands would be
conserved as habitat for these species.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to species as a result
of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Alternative would be reduced under this
alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area. These impacts remain
considered significant and unavoidable.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the failure
to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. Significant edge effects would occur under this alternative to all the
existing cores and linkages (as identified in Table 4E).

No Project Alternative
No significant effects associated with take authorization would occur under this
alternative. However, significant effects associated with existing ongoing development,
land use, and regulatory practices would continue to occur under this alternative.

4.1.5

Mitigation Measures

Under all alternatives with the exception of the No Project Alternative, the management
and monitoring programs incorporated in the MSHCP would be implemented to mitigate
to the extent feasible significant effects remaining after application of minimization
measures incorporated in the MSHCP. Minimization measures are described in the
Impact Analysis discussion for each alternative. For the purpose of analysis, it is
assumed that the management and monitoring programs for the alternatives would be
implemented according to the approaches and level of effort described in the Sections
5.0, 6.6, and 8.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I. The generalized management and
monitoring activities would occur for all alternatives within the MSHCP Conservation
Area identified for each particular alternative. The species-specific management and
monitoring activities described in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP would be directed only
toward the Covered Species identified for each particular alternative.
Aside from the features which have already been incorporated into the Plan (and each
of the criteria-based reserve alternatives), no mitigation is available to reduce any of the
identified significant impacts.
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4.1.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

MSHCP Proposed Project
Implementation of mitigation measures identified above would reduce identified impacts
to a level below significance for all impacts except those associated with Non-Covered
Species. Impacts to Non-Covered Species are significant and not mitigated.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Impacts to Non-Covered Species would remain significant. Due to the less robust
reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant impacts to the cores and
linkages identified for this alternative would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified above.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Impacts to Non-Covered Species would remain significant. Due to the less robust
reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant impacts to the cores and
linkages identified for this alternative would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified above.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Due to the less robust reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant
impacts to the vegetation communities, Listed-Covered Species, Non-Listed Covered
Species, Non-Covered species, and cores and linkages identified for this alternative
would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified
above.
No Project Alternative
The No Project Alternative would result in significant unmitigable impacts to habitats
and species, due to the lack of adequate conservation and management of natural
vegetation communities, and the lack of an adequate reserve configuration.
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4.2

Agricultural and Extractive Resources

4.2.1

Agricultural Resources

In terms of dollar value, agriculture is today the largest industry in Riverside County,
providing employment for a significant portion of the County’s population. Currently,
agriculture faces continuing pressure from urbanization, foreign competition, and rising
production costs. Despite these pressures, those areas which remain in agricultural production represent a significant open space and economic resource for the County.
MSHCP Conservation Area. The MSHCP Conservation Area will contain approximately
500,000 acres comprised of the following: 1) conservation of existing publicly owned
lands, 2) voluntary acquisition of privately held lands by the Cities, the County, or other
Permittees, 3) voluntary acquisition of privately held lands by state and/or federal
agencies, and 4) contributions from public and private development.
The MSHCP Conservation Area will be assembled through conservation of approximately 347,000 acres of existing public/quasi-public lands (PQP), and the voluntary
acquisition of approximately 153,000 acres privately held lands by the cities, County,
or other Permitees. The 153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands (ARL) will be
drawn from the 310,000 acre Criteria Area.
Existing Agricultural Operations (on parcels included in the Agricultural Operations
Database that do not require a County discretionary permit, certain City ministerial
permits, or other discretionary authorization) will receive incidental Take Authorization
and will not be required to implement MSHCP mitigation requirements. After the
effective date of the proposed MSHCP, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented,
the Take Authorization may be applied to up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural lands
within the Criteria Areas during the term of the proposed MSHCP, upon:
•

Submission and approval of an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Form as
set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457; and either

•

Execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the new Agricultural Land; or

•

County approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better assurance that
the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for agricultural production.

In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion (or other mechanism acknowledging Take Authorization) will occur prior to incidental take authorization. The County
will process all Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Forms pursuant to the
requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 457.
Existing Farmland and Farmland Designations
Farmland Categories within the MSHCP Plan Area
Various methods were utilized to identify the extent, and location, and status of
agricultural land within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. This EIR/EIS analyzes
potential impacts to agricultural resources within the MSHCP Plan Area in three
categories: These methods, distinguish between the different methods that have been
used to identify farmland Designated Farmland, Existing Agricultural Operations, and
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land zoned or designated for agricultural use under the Cities' existing or the County's
Draft General Plans or subject to a Williamson Act contract within western Riverside
County and are summarized below. Because the extent, configuration, and status
(farmed/fallow) of land within each category may vary, and because the differing
categories may overlap, separate baselines were identified for each category.
State Farmland Designations. Utilizing data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey and current land
use information, the California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP), compiles important farmland maps for each county
within the State. Maps and statistics are produced biannually using a process that
integrates aerial photo interpretation, field mapping, a computerized mapping system,
and public review. These maps categorize land use into eight mapping categories and
represent an inventory of agricultural soil resources within the county. A total of
383,650 acres in western Riverside County has been recognized as agriculturally
significant important by either State or local authorities. This sum includes 99,090 acres
designated by the Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program under its soils mapping program as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (“Designated Farmland”). Of the 99,090 acres of
Designated Farmland, 48,099 acres are Prime; 29,680 acres are Unique; and 21,311
acres are Statewide Important. The EIR/EIS utilizes 99,090 acres as the baseline for
determining whether there are impacts to Designated Farmland. The 99,090-acre
baseline represents se totals are inclusive of all land within the pre-project amount of
Designated Farmland throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including land within western
Riverside County, within cities and unincorporated areas, and within existing reserves.
Of the 99,090 acres of Designated Farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area, 18,653 are
located within the Criteria Area, from which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn
and the reserves will be assembled.
(An additional 284,560 acres have been designated as locally important (172,418 acres)
or grazing land (112,142 acres).) Riverside County has defined locally important
farmlands to include:
C

Those areas with soils that would be classified as Prime and Statewide but which
lack available irrigation water;

C

Lands planted to dryland crops of barely, oats, and wheat;

C

Lands producing major corps for Riverside County but that are not listed as Unique
crops. These crops are identified as returning $1 million or more on the 1980
Riverside County Agriculture Crop Report. Crops identified include permanent
pasture (irrigated), summer squash, okra, eggplant, radishes, and watermelons;

C

Dairylands, including corrals, pastures, milking facilities, and hay and manure
storage areas if accompanied by permanent pasture or hayland of 10 acres or more;

C

Lands identified by city or county ordinance as Agricultural Zones or Contracts.
This includes Riverside City “Proposition R” lands; and

C

Lands planted to jojoba that are under cultivation and are of producing age.

Grazing land is defined as land on which existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of
livestock.
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Lands planted to dryland crops, land producing crops, dairy lands, and lands planted to
jojoba are analyzed under the threshold of significance relating to Existing Agricultural
Operations. Lands identified by City or County ordinance as agricultural zones are
analyzed in the discussion of lands zoned or General Plan-designated for agricultural
use. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS' analysis already encompasses impacts to Locally
Important Farmlands under the thresholds of significance established by the Lead
Agencies and utilized in the Draft EIR/EIS. Consequently, the Draft EIR/EIS did not
engage in further analysis of potential impacts on Locally Important Farmlands.
While a farmland designation may be assigned to a particular area, it does not
necessarily follow that agricultural operations occur there. By intersecting the GIS data
layers that depict existing agricultural uses and Designated Farmland, it is possible to
discern the amount of Designated Farmland that is actually farmed. Based on this
exercise, 76,384 acres, or approximately 77 percent, of the Prime, Unique, and Statewide
Important farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area is utilized for agricultural production.
Table 4R identifies the amount of Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important (collectively,
Designated Farmland) that exists throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, within The Criteria
Area, and the amount that may would fall within the limits of the Proposed Action and
each MSHCP alternative within the limits of the Proposed Action and each MSHCP
alternative.
Table 4R - Designated Farmland within the Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
Designated Farmland1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning

Designated Farmland within Limits of Alternatives
Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Within
Criteria
Area

67,960

16,092

9,302
9,303

3,301
9,427

3,239
9,365

6,126

6,126

202

0

4

4

4

4

4

Beaumont

132

0

0

0

0

0

0

Calimesa

258

190

117

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

4,038

153

137

77
176

77
176

99

99

Hemet

4,101

108

140

110
213

110
213

103

103

Lake Elsinore

71

0

0

0

0

0

0

Moreno Valley

5,298

4

63

0
63

42
63

63

63

Murrieta

515

358

84

76
83

76
83

7

7

Norco

17

3

12
10

4
11

4
11

7

7

Perris

4,678

711

388
397

339
441

439
441

102

102

Riverside

5,778

41

35

17
47

17
47

30

30

Canyon Lake
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Table 4R - Designated Farmland within the Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
Designated Farmland1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
San Jacinto
Temecula
TOTAL
Notes:

1
2
3

Designated Farmland within Limits of Alternatives
Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Within
Criteria
Area

5,484

937

128

7
29

866
25

22

22

558

56

1

0

7
0

0

0

99,0903

18,653

10,411
10,419

3,935
10,498

4,881
10,432

6,563

6,563

Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland.
Includes amount of Designated Farmland within existing reserves and additional reserve lands (ARL).
The County has determined the conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural uses would
constitute a significant impact. Based on this threshold, this EIR/EIS utilizes 90,090 acres as the
baseline for Designated Farmland from which potentially significant impacts are assessed.

Active Existing Agricultural Operations Use. This document analyzes "agriculture" as a
both a vegetation community and a land use. Active agricultural use is distinguishable
from agricultural vegetation. Active agricultural use refers to commercial and residential
agricultural operations. Agricultural operations are defined as the production of all plants
(horticulture), fish farms, animals and related production activities, including the
planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production,
plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the
purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture,
horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing
animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal part of such operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.
In contrast, agricultural vegetation is one of four broad vegetation communities analyzed
in the MSHCP and in the Biological Resources section of this document. The vegetation
map and agricultural vegetation acreage figure cited in the MSHCP which was
incorporated into the proposed MSHCP was created by Pacific Southwest Biological
Services and mapped by KTU+A in 1995. This map was created by compiling all known
vegetation information within the Plan Area. These data sources include biological
survey reports, Weislander vegetation maps, satellite imagery and the
Dangermond/RECON data set. Methods used to create and interpret vegetation data
included aerial photograph interpretation, edge matching, digitizing and geographically
registering the data. In areas of concern, ground truthing occurred. Vegetation types
were classified according to Holland. The Holland classification system classifies
vegetation categories and recognizes "agriculture" as crops, orchards, vineyards or
similar uses. The Holland classification does not encompass typically agriculture-related
uses such as dairies, corrals, or feedlots as "agriculture." An analysis of agriculture as
a vegetation community is provided in Table ES-A, and impacts to vegetation
communities are analyzed in Section 4.1.4 of this document. Based on the 1995
vegetation mapping, 169,470 169,480 acres in western Riverside County throughout the
MSHCP Plan Area are identified as agricultural lands.
Agricultural lands uses include areas occupied by dairies, and livestock feed yards and
related uses; agricultural production/storage areas; and areas that have been tilled for use
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as croplands, vineyards, groves, or orchards. An interpretation of land use undertaken
during the preparation of the Riverside County Existing Setting Report (1999) for the
2002 Riverside County General Plan identified approximately 161,792 acres (amounting
to 13 percent of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area) actively utilized for agricultural
production. This interpretation was supported by field checks and a verification of land
use. Of the 161,792 acres of active farmland in western Riverside County, up to 32,726
acres may be located within the Criteria Area from which the Additional Reserve Lands
will be drawn. The largest areas of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of
San Jacinto and north of Juniper Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake,
Nuevo, southeast Perris, Eastvale, Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and
in Glen Avon. Field croplands are mapped extensively throughout the Plan Area. The
largest areas are around State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an eastwest strip from Murrieta Hot Springs; through French Valley; Antelope Valley; Paloma
Valley; Menifee Valley; Winchester; Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the Diamond
Valley area; and in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard use is in Santa Rosa East
between Gavilan Mountain and Mesa de Colorado. Table 4S identifies the amount of
land actively utilized for agricultural production that would may fall within the limits
of the Proposed Action and each MSHCP alternative.
Table 4S - Actively Utilized Agricultural Land1 within the Limits of Each MSHCP
Alternative (Acres)
Existing Agricultural Land (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa
Canyon Lake
Corona
Hemet
Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Murrieta
Norco
Perris
Riverside

Existing Agricultural Land Within Limits of Alternatives

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
Within
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Criteria Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

110,269

25,399

14,096

5782
12,679

12,123

6,887

6,887

1,317

0

14

14

14

14

14

3,609

935

739

596
583

516
583

7

7

761

331

220

5

5

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

3,557

139

108

54
130

54
130

76

76

4,243

315

255

202
270

202
270

68

68

256

39

6

7

7

0

0

0
23

23

23

8,519

1,108

78

0
23

2,669

1,237

516

429
440

429
440

11

11

634

26

15

2
14

2
14

12

12

9,859

1,679

599

1204
1,266

1204
1,266

62

62

6,433

48

69

2
69

2
69

67

67
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Table 4S - Actively Utilized Agricultural Land1 within the Limits of Each MSHCP
Alternative (Acres)
Existing Agricultural Land (acres)

Jurisdiction
San Jacinto
Temecula
TOTAL
Notes:

1
2

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Existing Agricultural Land Within Limits of Alternatives

Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
Within
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Criteria Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

8,350

1,213

156

199
207

188
196

8

8

1,314

257

27

24

24

0

0

161,792

32,726

16,898

15,745

15,178

7,235

7,235

Based on Riverside County Existing Setting Report, LSA Associates, 1999.
Includes amount of actively utilized farmland within the public/quasi public lands (PQP) and
Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

A discrepancy between The amount of "agricultural" acreage within western Riverside
County the MSHCP Plan Area exists varies according to the unit of measurement that
is used. The vegetation map and data derived from it are representative of vegetation
community conditions at the time the vegetation study was prepared (1995), while the
Riverside County Existing Setting Report is a (1999) more recent (1999) interpretation
of land use. As its data is more recent Since this section of the EIR/EIS analyzes
impacts to existing agricultural land uses, the agricultural acreage data identified in the
Riverside County Existing Setting Report will be is used as the basis for analysis in this
section of the EIR/EIS.
MSHCP Provisions Regarding Existing Agricultural Operations
The Take Authorization for Existing Agricultural Operations becomes effective upon
the County's receipt of a properly executed Certificate of Inclusion and the inclusion of
the operation into County’s Existing Agricultural Operations Database. Provided
requirements set forth in the MSHCP and its Implementing Agreement are met, Existing
Agricultural Operations:
C

Are exempt from the payment of mitigation fees or other mitigation measures; and

C

May change agricultural crop type and continue to receive Take Authorization.

(The conversion from grazing or pastureland uses to a tilled crop represents a
fundamental change in the biological value of the land use and therefore does not fall
within the definition of Existing Agricultural Operations.) The Existing Agricultural
Operations Database will be established on or before the effective date of the MSHCP.
The MSHCP and its Implementing Agreement allow landowners 36 months (48 months
for agricultural operations occurring on less than 40 acres) from the effective date of the
MSHCP to provide evidence that supports the inclusion of land into the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database.
Expansion of Existing Agricultural Operations or similar uses requiring a County or City
discretionary permit, other discretionary authorization, or certain City ministerial permits
will also receive Take Authorization, provided the requirements set forth in the MSHCP
and Implementing Agreement are met. If the expansion requires a discretionary
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authorization and occurs within the Criteria Area, then the Criteria will be applied and
appropriate mitigation imposed. Such projects will not be subject to the Criteria and
mitigation requirements if construction and operation disturbance and impacts are
confined solely to the existing building footprint (i.e., limited to those areas that have
been recently and consistently disturbed and have little or no habitat value). If the
expansion requires discretionary authorization and occurs outside the Criteria Area, then
the Criteria will not be applied. However, the policies for the protection of Narrow
Endemic Plant Species and Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools requirements,
and/or additional survey requirements forth the MSHCP shall be applied, if appropriate.
Inside the Criteria Area, the Take Authorization will be applied to a limited number of
New Agricultural Lands to be used for Agricultural Operations (including the expansion
of Existing Agricultural Operations not requiring a discretionary permit or other
discretionary authorization) after the effective date of the Implementing Agreement and
consistent with the goals of the MSHCP. The Take Authorization may be applied to up
to 10,000 acres of new agricultural land within the Criteria Area during the term of the
MSHCP. The Take Authorization shall apply to new agricultural lands, as allowed
pursuant to the MSHCP, upon: 1) submission and approval of an Agricultural
Grading/Clearing Exception Form as set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457;
and 2) either a) execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the New Agricultural
Lands or b) County or City approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better
assurance that the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for Agricultural
Operations. In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion must occur prior to
Take Authorization. This requirement shall not be applicable to projects: 1) currently
within an agricultural zone established by Ordinance No. 348, and 2) whose building
footprint will be wholly within property previously tilled as part of the Existing
Agricultural Operations. Take Authorization may be applied to unlimited new lands for
Agricultural Operations outside the Criteria Area. New agricultural lands shall be
exempt from the payment of any impact mitigation fee or other mitigation measures
imposed by the MSHCP, except as set forth in the Implementing Agreement. The cap
on New Agricultural Lands acreage is intended to accommodate expansion of
agricultural operations while providing a mechanism for accounting for Take within the
Criteria Area. It is not to be interpreted as restricting the expansion of agricultural land
uses in the MSHCP Plan Area.
Agricultural Zone(s) or General Plan Designation(s). In addition to zoning and General
Plan designated land in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County, seven Cities
(Banning, Beaumont, Corona, Hemet, Moreno Valley, Norco, and San Jacinto) within
western Riverside County the MSHCP Plan Area have established agricultural zones
and/or have designated agriculture as a distinct General Plan land use. Throughout
western Riverside, 38,280 acres are specifically designated or zoned for agricultural use.
The proposed Riverside County General Plan (also known as the "Draft General Plan"
or the "General Plan Update") identifies agriculture as a "Foundation Component." In
the proposed General Plan, "Foundation Components" are considered to be the first tier
of land uses and describe the overall nature and intent of the Draft General Plan. The
"Agriculture" Foundation Component consists of one area plan land use designation of
the same name. The Agriculture (AG) land use designation has been established to help
conserve productive agricultural lands within the County. These include row crops,
nurseries, citrus groves and vineyards, dairies, ranches, poultry and hog farms, and other
agricultural related uses. Within the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County,
30,553 30,610 acres have been specifically designated for agricultural uses under the
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"Agriculture" Foundation Component. Table 4T details the amount of land specifically
zoned or designated for agricultural uses under the Cities' existing General Plans or the
"Agriculture" Foundation Component of the County's General Plan Update. Under the
Cities' existing and the County's Draft General Plan (General Plan Update), a total of
38,223 acres (Table 4T) within the MSHCP Plan Area may be designated in the General
Plan(s)/zoned for agricultural uses. Of the 38,223 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan
Area that are zoned or designated for agricultural use under the Cities' existing and the
County's Draft General Plans, 16,947 acres will be located within the Criteria Area from
which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn.

Table 4T - Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Farmland within the
Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
- assuming adoption of County's Draft General Plan
Existing
Agriculturally
Zoned/General
Plan Designated
Land1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Land Within
Limits of Alternative

Listed,
Proposed,
and Strong Listed and
Existing
Within
Candidate Proposed
Criteria Proposed Alternative Candidate Reserves No Project
2
Area
Action2
Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

30,553
30,610

16,302

5,290

2,562
2,752

2,283
2,473

190

190

1,420

78

90

28
43

28
43

15

15

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

430

229

46

44

44

0

0

Hemet

615

0

52

0
52

0
52

52

52

Moreno Valley

564

0

9

0
9

0
9

9

9

4,620

337

97

90
109

90
109

19

19

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

38,280
38,223

16,947

5,584

2,724
3,009

2,445
2,730

285

285

Banning
Beaumont

Norco
San Jacinto
TOTAL
Note:

1.
2.

Based on land use designations in the Cities' existing General Plans (obtained through the
WRCOG City General Plan Database) and the County's proposed General Plan Update
Updated Riverside County General Plan.
Includes amount of zoned/general planned agricultural land already incorporated into the
existing reserves plus potential acreage included in the Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

As designated Under the Cities' and the County's current General Plans, 84,364 acres
within the MSHCP Plan Area are specifically General Plan designated or zoned for
agricultural uses. By intersecting the GIS data layers that depict existing agricultural
uses and land zoned or general plan designated for agricultural uses, it is possible to
discern the amount of land zoned or otherwise designated for agricultural use that is
actually farmed. Based on this exercise, 33,927 acres of the land zoned or General Plan
designated for agricultural uses within the MSHCP Plan Area is actively utilized for
agricultural production. Of the 84,364 acres of land in western Riverside County
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currently the MSHCP Plan Area zoned or General Plan designated for agricultural uses
under the Cities' and County's existing GPS, up to 16,947 acres are located within the
Criteria Area from which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn. Table 4U details
the amount of land currently designated or zoned for agricultural uses that would may
fall within the limits of the Proposed MSHCP and each alternative.
Table 4U - Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Farmland within the Limits of
Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres) - assuming land use designations
in the County's and the Cities' existing General Plans
Existing
Agriculturally
Zoned/General
Plan Land1
(acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Land Within Limits
of Alternative

Listed,
Within
Proposed, Listed and
Criteand Strong Proposed
Existing
ria
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative

76,694 16,302

No Project
Alternative

8,632

7,287

7,218

3,275

3,275

1,420

78

90

43

43

15

15

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

430

229

46

44

44

0

0

Hemet

615

0

52

52

52

52

52

Moreno Valley

564

0

9

9

9

9

9

4,620

337

97

109

109

19

19

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

84,364

16,947

8,926

7,544

7,475

3,370

3,370

Beaumont

Norco
San Jacinto
TOTAL
Note:

1

2

Based on the existing Riverside County General Plan and WRCOG City General Plan Database
(October 2002).
Includes amount of zoned/general planned agricultural land within the public/quasi public lands (PQP)
and Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

Existing Policies and Regulations
Williamson Act Land Preserves. In 1965, the California Land Conservation Act, also
known as the Williamson Act, was adopted. This voluntary program allows property
owners to have their property assessed on the basis of its agricultural production rather
than at the current market value. The property owner is thus relieved of having to pay
higher property taxes as long as the land remains in agricultural production. The
purposes of the Act is are to encourage property owners to continue to farm their land,
and to prevent the premature conversion of farmland to urban uses. Participation
requires that the area consist of 100 contiguous acres of agricultural land under one or
more ownerships. Statewide, in 2001, 16.3 million acres, representing approximately
one-half of the State's farmland (and one-third of the State's privately owned land), were
enrolled under Williamson Act contracts.
Upon approval of an application by the Board of Supervisors local governing body with
land use authority, the an agricultural preserve is established, and the land within the
preserve is restricted to agricultural and compatible uses for 10 years. Williamson Act
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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contracts are automatically renewed annually for an additional one-year period, unless
the property owner applies for non-renewal or early cancellation. Nonrenewal initiations
are requested either by the landowner or the local government and are often filed in
anticipation of converting farmland to other uses. In 2001, Riverside County ranked
fourth in the State in the amount of land (1,526 acres) on which nonrenewal was
initiated. Throughout the County in 2001, Williamson Act contracts expired on 539
acres of farmland on which nonrenewals were initiated.
The Williamson Act also contains limited provisions for cancellation of contracts. A
cancellation of a Williamson Act contract is the immediate termination of an enforceable
restriction by a landowner. A Williamson Act contract cancellation requires payment
of a cancellation fee as well as approval by the County Board of Supervisors or City
Council. Specific findings regarding the non-viability of the agricultural use must be
made, and a substantial penalty for the cancellation is assessed. Because of the rigorous
findings required for such approvals, cancellations typically amount to a small fraction
of total contract terminations each year. In 2001, Riverside County also ranked fourth
in the State in the amount (55 acres) of Williamson Act contract cancellations.
Williamson Act contracted land may be acquired for a wide range of public uses. Public
acquisition through eminent domain by a public agency results in the immediate
termination of an enforceable contract. Wildlife habitat, water resource management,
public open space, and public schools are common alternative uses for publicly acquired
contracted land. In 2001, a total of 87 acres of contracted land throughout the County
was publicly acquired. To exercise its right to take land under Williamson Act contract,
the public agency may be required to make specific findings and notifications.
Based on figures obtained from the California Department of Conservation, Division of
Land Resources Protection, 62,668 acres within the whole of Riverside County were
under Williamson Act protection in 2001. Of this amount, 55,954 acres were Prime
farmland, while 6,714 acres were located on non-prime farmland.
In 1998, the State Legislature established the Farmland Security Zone (FSZ) provision
of the Williamson Act. An FSZ is an area created within an agricultural preserve which
offers landowners greater property tax reduction in return for an initial contract term of
twenty years, with renewal occurring automatically every year. For the purpose of
property assessment, land restricted by an FSZ contract is valued at 65 percent of its
Williamson Act valuation. According to the State’s 2002 Williamson Act Status Report,
no land within Riverside County is currently covered under an FSZ contract.
County of Riverside Ordinance No. 509. This ordinance establishes uniform rules which
apply to agricultural preserves.
Impacts
Criteria for Determining Significance. The Proposed Action will have a significant on
agricultural resources if its implementation would result in the conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses. The thresholds criteria listed below are derived from
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and were used by the Lead Agencies to
determine the significance of impacts related to agricultural resources. Impacts would
be significant if the implementation of the Proposed Action Project or Alternative
would:
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C

Conflict with existing agricultural designations for land within the MSHCP Plan
Area or a Williamson Act contract;

C

Result in the conversion of Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural
use;

C

Result in the conversion of Designated Farmland (Prime, Unique, or Statewide
Important farmland (collectively, “Designated Farmland”) as shown on maps
prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, to non-agricultural
uses; or

C

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in the conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural
use.

Impacts of the Alternative Scenarios
The following discussions assess potential impacts to the various categories of
agricultural land (e.g., Existing Agricultural Operations, land zoned or General Plan
designated for agricultural use or subject to a Williamson Act contract, or Designated
Farmland). Because the extent, configuration, and status (farmed/fallow) of land within
each farmland category may vary, the analysis utilizes different baselines for each
category. Using these varying baselines, this document analyzes the potential impacts
to each category of agricultural operations that would result from implementation of the
proposed MSHCP and its various alternatives.
Existing Agricultural Designations and Williamson Act Contracts Impacts to Existing
Agricultural Operations.
Based on the thresholds identified above, impacts would be significant if the implementation of the Proposed Action or any Alternative would result in the conversion of
Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural uses. Agricultural operations are
defined as the production of all plants (horticulture), fish farms, animals and related
production activities, including the planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying,
and apiculture; and the production, plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting,
pasturing and fallowing for the purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity,
including viticulture, apiculture, horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of
livestock, horses, fur-bearing animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal
part of such operations; provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws
and regulations.
Proposed MSHCP. Of the 161,792 acres of active farmland within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area, 16,898 acres will fall may be included within the Conservation
Area upon implementation of the Proposed Action. Under alternatives to the
Proposed Action, the amount of active farmland within the Conservation Area
ranges from 7,235 to 15,745 8,510 acres. The amounts of active agricultural land
that will may fall within the Conservation Area under the proposed MSHCP and
each alternative (and the change from existing conditions) are identified in Tables
4UR-4XU. As stated in Section 6.2 of the MSHCP document, "Take" Authorization will apply to those lands within MSHCP boundaries being used for Existing
ongoing Agricultural Operations for at least one of the last five years preceding the
effective date of the Implementing Agreement. Existing Agricultural Operations
within the conservation Criteria Area are generally exempt from the payment of
impact mitigation fees or other mitigation measures.
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In order to verify the location of the Existing Agricultural Operations, the proposed
MSHCP includes provisions for the creation of a database identifying "Existing
Agricultural Operations" on or before the effective date of the proposed MSHCP.
The "Existing Agricultural Operations Database" will include parcel numbers,
acreage, ownership/operation names, and a map or other representation identifying
parcels containing Existing Agricultural Operations. The information contained
in the Existing Agricultural Operations Database will be submitted to the Wildlife
Agencies on an annual basis. A Certificate of Inclusion (a ministerial action that
verifies agricultural uses on a property) or other mechanism will be completed to
obtain incidental take coverage for Existing Agricultural Operations, which will
occur solely for the purpose of documenting acknowledgment of incidental take
authorization.
Table 4U - Acreage Within Conservation Area under the Proposed Action
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use (acres)

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture
(acres)

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

4,139

2,749

2,414

14,096

5,290

Banning

4

0

0

14

90

Beaumont

0

0

0

739

0

Calimesa

91

26

0

220

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

46

64

27

108

46

Hemet

61

0

79

255

52

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

6

0

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

78

9

Murrieta

52

25

7

516

0

Norco

3

0

9

15

97

Perris

163

4

221

599

0

Riverside

17

17

1

69

0

San Jacinto

104

19

5

156

0

0

1

0

27

0

4,717

2,905

2,789

16,898

5,584

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

Temecula
TOTALS
1

Note: A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it odes not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Outside the Criteria Area, Existing Agricultural Operations may expand and new
operations may commence indefinitely. Inside the Criteria Area, the expansion of
Existing Agricultural Operations or similar use requiring a County discretionary
permit, or other discretionary authorizations, or certain City ministerial permits (as
set forth in the MSHCP) will not be subject to requirements of the proposed
MSHCP if construction and operation disturbance is confined to the existing
building footprint. Existing Agricultural Operations may change agricultural crop
types and continue to receive Incidental Take coverage, provided all requirements

4.2-12

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

outlined in Section 6.0 of the proposed MSHCP have been met. However,
conversion from grazing or pastureland uses to a tilled crop does not fall within the
definition of Existing Agricultural Operations.
As stated in Section 6.2 of the MSHCP, "Take" Authorization will apply to those
lands within the MSHCP Plan Area that were being used for Existing Agricultural
Operations for at least one of the last five years preceding the effective date of the
MSHCP Implementing Agreement. Existing Agricultural Operations within the
MSHCP Plan Area are exempt from the payment of impact mitigation fees or other
mitigation measures. Because Existing Agricultural Operations are a Covered
Activity and will be permitted to continue even within the Conservation Area
(subject to provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), implementation of the
proposed MSHCP will not will not significantly reduce the amount of land
presently utilized for agricultural production or otherwise affect existing
agricultural operations convert Existing Agricultural Operations into nonagricultural uses and no significant impact resulting from the conversion of active
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses will occur.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. This alternative was
developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed,
proposed, and strong candidate species. Implementation of the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative may conserve a total of about 465,830
acres, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300 acres of
private land outside of existing reserves.
As stated in Table 4S, if this Alternative were implemented, 15,745 acres of the
land currently utilized for agricultural production (9.7%) may be within the
Conservation Area. As with the MSHCP, Existing Agricultural Operations would
be a Covered Activity under this Alternative. Compared to the Proposed Action,
this alternative decreases the amount of land potentially subject to conservation.
However, because Existing Agricultural Operations would continue to be a
Covered Activity under this Alternative, no significant impact resulting from the
loss of active agricultural land would occur.

Table 4V - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

4,478

2,236

2,643

5,792

2,562

Banning

4

0

0

14

28

Beaumont

0

0

0

576

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

5

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

60

63

53

54

44

Hemet

74

0

139

202

0

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

7

0

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
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Table 4V - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

0

0

Murrieta

51

25

7

429

0

Norco

1

0

10

2

90

Perris

172

4

261

1,204

0

Riverside

29

17

1

2

0

San Jacinto

9

16

4

199

0

Temecula

0

0

0

24

0

4,915

2,361

3,148

8,510

2,724

Jurisdiction

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. This Alternative was developed to depict
a potential conservation scenario that would address only the 32 species listed or
proposed for listing, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological
concepts. Under this Alternative, a total of about 439,140 acres would be
conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 92,610 acres of
private lands outside existing reserves.
As shown in Table 4S, approximately 15,178 acres of land currently utilized for
agricultural production (9.4%) may fall within the Conservation Area under this
alternative. Compared to the Proposed Action, this alternative would decrease the
amount of active agricultural land potentially subject to conservation by up to
1,720 acres. However, because Existing Agricultural Operations would continue
to be a Covered Activity under this Alternative, the Alternative does not affect
Existing Agricultural Operations. Therefore, this Alternative will not cause any
significant impact resulting from the loss of active agricultural land.
Table 4X - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1
Jurisdiction

Statewide
Existing
Zoned/General Plan
Important Agricultural Use for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

4,430

2,292

2,643

5,236

2,283

Banning

4

0

0

14

28

Beaumont

0

0

0

576

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

5

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

60

63

53

54

44

Unincorporated
Riverside County
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Table 4X - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1
Jurisdiction

Statewide
Existing
Zoned/General Plan
Important Agricultural Use for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Hemet

74

0

139

202

0

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

7

0

Moreno Valley

179

0

26

0

0

Murrieta

51

25

7

429

0

Norco

1

0

10

2

90

Perris

172

4

365

1,204

0

Riverside

44

17

1

2

0

San Jacinto

9

879

3

188

0

Temecula

0

7

0

24

0

5,024

3,287

3,247

7,943

2,445

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Existing Reserves Alternative. Under this Alternative, no additional conservation
or management would occur within the existing reserves beyond that currently
occurring or what might occur in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) Southern California Conservation Strategy. This Alternative is
described in further detail in Section 2.5.
Table 4S identifies the amount of active agricultural land within unincorporated
areas and cities that lie within existing reserves. As shown in Table 4S, under this
Alternative, the 7,235 acres of active agricultural land located within existing
reserves would receive Incidental Take Authorization. Existing Agricultural
Operations within the existing reserves would be permitted to continue, and no
additional private lands would be subject to conservation. Therefore, implementation of this Alternative will not result in any significant impacts to active
agricultural land.
This Alternative would not conserve any additional land beyond that conserved in
existing reserves. As this Alternative consists solely of existing reserves,
compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of active agricultural land
potentially subject to conservation is reduced by 9,663 acres. Because this
Alternative will not conserve any additional land and Existing Agricultural
Operations would continue to be a Covered Activity under this Alternative, no
significant impacts to agricultural resources would result from implementation of
this Alternative.
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Table 4Y - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the
Existing Reserves Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

3,031

1,685

1,410

6,887

190

Banning

4

0

0

14

15

Beaumont

0

0

0

7

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

0

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

46

26

27

76

0

Hemet

60

0

43

68

52

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

0

0

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

23

9

Murrieta

0

0

7

11

0

Norco

0

0

7

12

19

Perris

3

4

95

62

0

Riverside

14

15

1

67

0

San Jacinto

6

16

0

8

0

Temecula

0

0

0

0

0

3,201

1,746

1,616

7,235

285

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

No Project Alternative. Under this Alternative, the land use changes and policies
set forth in the proposed MSHCP would not be implemented. Development
permitted under General Plans of the County and the Cities may result in the future
Take of listed species and regulated habitats. As is currently the case, activities
involving Take of State and/or federally listed species would require individual
permitting on a project-by-project basis. Under this alternative, existing reserves
would be retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing
reserves would be retained in their current configuration, this Alternative results
in no impacts to Existing Agricultural Operations.
Impacts to Lands Zoned or General Plan Designated Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use
& or Subject to Williamson Act Contracts. Based on the thresholds identified above,
impacts would be significant if the implementation of the proposed MSHCP or any of
the alternatives would conflict with: (1) agricultural zoning or General Plan land use
designations within the MSHCP Plan Area, or (2) a Williamson Act contract.
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Proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP will result in the conservation of
approximately 347,000 acres on of existing public/quasi-public lands, and
development application of criteria to assure additional conservation on private
lands of approximately 153,000 acres (the Additional Reserve Lands). Lands
defined as "public/quasi-public" include lands: (1) known to be in public
ownership or managed for conservation and/or open space value, (2) or land
contained in an existing reserve. Within the boundaries of existing reserves are
7,235 acres of active agricultural land, and 285 acres of land that is zoned or
designated for agricultural use under a General Plan (Table 4). While the proposed
MSHCP will encompass conservation on both public and private lands, the
discussion that follows addresses only the potential impacts that may result from
establishment of conservation areas on private lands that are currently not
conserved because the Plan The proposed MSHCP will not change the allowable
uses or otherwise affect the approximately 347,000 acres of existing reserves that
are already in place. These activities will be permitted to continue as regulated by
USFS, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the other agencies which
have administration over these public/quasi-public lands. Likewise, the MSHCP
will have no effect on land outside of the Criteria Area which is zoned or General
Plan designated for agricultural use. Potential impacts to lands zoned or General
Plan designated for agricultural use or subject to Williamson Act contracts are
therefore limited to the acreage within the Criteria Area, but outside of existing
reserves, which may be conserved as Additional Reserve Lands.
About 161,792 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan Area are currently utilized
for agricultural production. Using the Cities' existing and the County's proposed
General Plan land use designations, of the 38,280 38,233 acres within the MSHCP
Plan Area that are zoned or have a General Plan designation for agricultural use,
it is anticipated that approximately 5,584 acres (about 14%) would may be
included in the reserve areas, including 285 acres in existing reserves. Thus, up
to 5,299 acres of land zoned or designated under the Cities' existing and the
County's Draft General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands.
Under the Cities' and County's existing General Plan land use designations, of the
84,364 acres within the MSHCP Plan Area that are zoned or have a General Plan
designation for agricultural use, up to 8,926 acres may be located within the
Conservation Area, including 3,370 acres in existing reserves. Thus, up to 5,556
acres of land zoned or General Plan designated for agriculture under the current
General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands.
It is not possible to determine how much of this acreage the 38,233 acres is subject
to a Williamson Act contract because Williamson Act contracts are parcel-specific
and, due to the criteria-based nature of the Plan, it is not possible to predict
precisely which parcels will be included in the reserves. Thus, the MSHCP has the
potential to conflict with existing agricultural designations for land included within
the Conservation Area. However, the Proposed MSHCP is not a land use
document and does not change zoning or land use designations. Under the
MSHCP, Existing Agricultural Operations are a Covered Activity and would be
allowed both within the Criteria Area and in the Plan Area outside of the reserves.
Regardless of whether the potential impacts to agricultural resources are analyzed
using the County's existing or proposed General Plan land use designations,
Existing Agricultural Operations on land designated for agricultural uses will be
permitted to continue. Therefore, under either the existing or proposed General
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Plan, implementation of the MSHCP will not result in the conversion of active
farmland to non-agricultural uses. Thus, to the extent the 5,584 acres zoned or
designated for agricultural use are being used for Existing Agricultural Operations,
the MSHCP allows these uses to continue and the Existing Agricultural Operations
will not be required to be assembled into the reserve if existing agricultural
operations are occurring on those lands. Moreover, to the extent that General Plan
designated or zoned land is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural
Operations, the MSHCP allows for the conversion of 10,000 acres of natural lands
to agricultural uses within the Criteria Area and unlimited conversion to
agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area. Plus, the remaining 32,696 acres
(about 86%) lands designated for agricultural use would benefit from the Plan, as
because, to the extent these lands include Existing Agricultural Operations, their
ongoing agricultural activities would receive Take coverage. Parcels subject to
Williamson Act contracts qualify as Existing Agricultural Operations; the MSHCP
specifically allows these agricultural activities to continue indefinitely. On
balance, then Consequently, the MSHCP will not conflict with any existing
agricultural zoning or General Plan designations or Williamson Act contracts and;
therefore, will not have significant agricultural impacts.
Table 4U identifies the amount of currently zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land in each city and the unincorporated areas of the County which
will could fall within the limits of the Conservation Area and thus might be
included in the reserves assembled under the MSHCP.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. This alternative was
developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed,
proposed, and strong candidate species. A total of 32 listed and proposed species
occurs in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. In addition to the listed and proposed
species, this alternative also considers the conservation needs of seven species
identified as "strong candidates" for listing. Implementation of the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would conserve a total of
465,830 acres, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300 acres
of private land outside of existing reserves. Under the Cities' existing and the
County's proposed General Plans, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative, it is anticipated that the reserve would may include about
2,724 3,009 acres (7%) of land that is zoned or designated under a General Plan
for agricultural uses, including 285 acres within existing reserves. As with the
MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would
include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered Activity, and agricultural
operations which would be allowed to continue, even within the Criteria Area as
well as in the Plan Area outside of the reserves. Thus, assuming the County's
General Plan Update is adopted, 2,724 acres of zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands under this
alternative.
Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, it is
anticipated that the Conservation Area may include approximately 7,544 acres of
land that is zoned or designated under the Cities' and the County's existing General
Plans for agricultural uses, including 3,370 acres within existing reserves. Thus,
up to 4,174 acres of land currently General Plan designated or zoned for
agricultural use might be conserved as part of the Additional Reserve Lands. As
compared to the Proposed Action, this Alternative reduces the amount of land
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potentially subject to inclusion in the Additional Reserve Lands by 2,575 acres
(assuming the County's General Plan Update is adopted) or 1,382 acres (calculated
using the Cities' and the County's existing zoning and General Plan land use
designations). (Table 4U)
As with the proposed MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative is not a land use policy and would not change zoning or land use
designations. As with the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative would include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered
Activity, which would be allowed to continue throughout the MSHCP Plan Area,
including within the Criteria Area. To the extent that General Plan designated or
zoned land is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural Operations, this
Alternative also allows for the conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses. The
"Take Authorization" may apply to up to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural Land
within the Criteria Area and unlimited Take Authorization is provided for the
conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area.
The remaining 35,556 acres (about 93%) not located within the Criteria Area
would further benefit from implementation of this Alternative, as their ongoing
Existing Agricultural activities Operations would receive Take Coverage. As with
the MSHCP, it is not possible to determine the extent of potential impacts to how
much agriculturally zoned or designated acreage is subject to a Williamson Act
contract due to the parcel-specific nature of Williamson Act contracts and the
criteria-based nature of the Plan.
Tables 4T and 4U identifyies the amount of zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land with the Cities and the unincorporated areas of the County that
would may be included in the reserve areas.
When compared to the proposed MSHCP, implementation of this alternative will
reduce the potential conflict with land zoned or otherwise designated for
agricultural use that is removed from agriculture to assemble the reserve by 2,860
acres (about 49%). Impacts to agriculturally zoned or designated land under this
alternative remain less than significant because, like the MSHCP, this alternative
allows all Existing Agricultural Operations to continue indefinitely, regardless of
their location within the MSHCP Plan Area. Therefore, this alternative will not
conflict with existing agricultural zoning, General Plan designations or Williamson
Act contracts and will not have significant impacts to agricultural resources.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. This alternative was developed to depict
a potential conservation scenario that would address only the 32 species listed or
proposed for listing that are found within the MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative
focuses largely on the conservation of the 32 listed and proposed species within the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP
biological concepts. Under this alternative, a total of 439,140 acres would be
conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 92,610 acres of
currently private lands outside existing reserves. This alternative, including a list
of covered species, is discussed in further detail in Section 2.4.
Under Cities' existing and the County's proposed General Plans, this alternative,
may include approximately 2,445 2,730 acres (6%) of land currently zoned or
designated under a General Plan for agricultural use would fall within the
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Conservation Area, including 285 acres within existing reserves. Thus, 2,445 acres
of land zoned or designated under the Cities' existing and the County's Draft
General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands under this
alternative.
Under the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative, it is anticipated that
the Conservation Area may include approximately 7,475 acres of land that is zoned
or designated under the Cities' and the County's existing General Plans for
agricultural uses, including 3,370 acres within existing reserves. Thus, 4,105
acres of currently designated or zoned land may be conserved as part of the
Additional Reserve Lands under this alternative. As compared to the Proposed
Action, this alternative reduces the amount of land within the Additional Reserve
Lands that is currently zoned or designated under a General Plan for agricultural
use by 2,854 acres (assuming the County's Draft General Plan is adopted) or 1,451
acres (calculated using the Cities' and the County's existing zoning and General
Plan land use designations).
However, as indicated above and as with the proposed MSHCP, this alternative
would include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered Activity, and
agricultural operations which would be allowed to continue in the Criteria Area as
well as in throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including within the Criteria Area
outside of the reserves. To the extent that land zoned or General Plan designated
for agricultural use is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural Operations,
this alternative also allows for the conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses.
The "Take Authorization" may apply to up to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural
Land within the Criteria Area and unlimited Take Authorization is provided for the
conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area.
Agricultural lands outside the Criteria Area would further benefit from implementation of this alternative, as their ongoing Existing Agricultural activities
Operations would receive Take Coverage. As with the MSHCP, it is not possible
to determine the extent of potential impacts to how much agriculturally zoned or
designated acreage is subject to a Williamson Act contract due to the parcelspecific nature of Williamson Act contracts and the criteria-based nature of the
Plan. Tables 4T and 4U 4W identifies the amount of land within unincorporated
areas and cities that would fall within the conservation area under this alternative.
As compared to the MSHCP, this alternative reduces the potential conflict with
agriculturally zoned or General Plan designated land that would be removed from
agriculture to assemble the reserve by 3,139 acres (54%). Impacts to agriculturally
zoned or designated land under this alternative remain less than significant
because, like the MSHCP, this alternative allows all Existing Agricultural
Operations to continue indefinitely, regardless of their location within the MSHCP
Plan Area. Therefore, this alternative will not conflict with existing agricultural
zoning, General Plan designations or Williamson Act contracts and will not have
significant impacts to agricultural resources.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Information regarding the size, character, and
mission of the existing reserves is included in the MSHCP Description of Existing
Reserves document (April 2000). Under this alternative, it is assumed that an
MSHCP would be developed and associated take permits issued based on the
existing reserves, but no additional conservation or management would occur
within the existing reserves beyond that currently occurring or what might occur
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in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Southern
California Conservation Strategy. This alternative is described in further detail in
Section 2.5.
Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, the land use status quo would not change
in that no additional land would be conserved. Currently, the existing reserves
include 7,235 acres (4%) of Existing Agricultural land Operations and 285 acres
(0.8%) of land within western Riverside County that is zoned or designated for
agricultural use under the Cities' existing or the County's Draft a General Plans.
Under the Cities' and the County's current General Plans, 3,370 acres of land
within the MSHCP Plan Area is zoned or General Plan designated for agricultural
uses. Table 4U identifies the amount of currently zoned or General Plan designated
land within unincorporated areas and cities the MSHCP Plan Area that lies within
existing reserves.
While the MSHCP includes the establishment of conservation areas on private
lands that are currently not conserved and the incorporation of existing reserves,
this alternative does not. This alternative contemplates conservation in includes
only those areas on which reserves are already established. Because the
Alternative would not conserve any additional land, it would not change the
existing environmental setting and would not create any conflict with any
agricultural zoning, General Plan agricultural land use designation, or Williamson
Act contract.
No Project Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative, subregional permits
pursuant to the following State and federal regulations would not be issued: 1)
Section 10(a)(1)(B) under the FESA; 2) Section 2081 under the CESA; and 3)
Section 2835 of the NCCP Act (CFGC). Activities involving take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. This alternative is addressed in further detail in
Section 2.6.
Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies that are being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur. However, the
planning efforts currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s
General Plan and Countywide circulation element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans may result in the take of
listed species and regulated habitats. Activities involving take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. Under this alternative, existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing reserves would
be retained in their current configuration, and no additional lands would be
conserved, the no impacts would result from implementation of this alternative, as
explained above in the discussion of would be the same as the Existing Reserves
Alternative, as summarized in Table 4X.
Analysis of Significance.
Because Existing Agricultural Operations will be permitted to continue within the
Criteria Area (subject to provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), and an additional
10,000 acres of non-agricultural land may be converted to agricultural land and receive
Take Authorization, implementation of the proposed MSHCP, and the Listed, Proposed
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and Strong Candidate Alternative and the Listed and Proposed Candidate Alternative
each of the alternatives will not significantly conflict with zoning or designation of lands
for agricultural use or any Williamson Act contract or result in the conversion of
Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural uses. Since no additional land will
be conserved under the Existing Reserves Alternative and the No Project Alternative,
these Alternatives likewise will not conflict with zoning or designation of lands for
agricultural use or any Williamson Act contract; therefore, these alternatives will not
have a significant effect on Existing Agricultural Operations.
Mitigation. No significant impact would occur. Therefore, no mitigation is
required.
Significance of Impacts after Mitigation. No significant impacts would occur due
to conflict with agricultural zoning, land use designations, or Williamson Act
contracts would occur under the Proposed Action or any of the MSHCP alternatives.
Impacts to Designated Farmland. Impacts would be significant if the implementation of
the Proposed Action or an alternative would result, directly or indirectly, in the
conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural uses. The specific discussions
and tables charts included above detail the amount of Designated Farmland that would
may be incorporated within the Conservation Area(s) created under the proposed
MSHCP and the various alternatives. (See Table 4R.) As stated earlier in this section,
the designation of land by the State as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important Farmland
does not necessarily imply that the land is currently utilized for active agricultural
production. The proposed MSHCP will not impose new or additional restrictions on
agricultural operations adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area Reserve nor will it
attempt to displace Existing Agricultural Operations that the property owners wish to
continue.
Under the Proposed Action, 3,848 up to an estimated 10,419 acres of Designated
Farmland may be located within the Conservation Area; this figure includes the acreage
included in both the Additional Reserve Lands and the existing reserves. in the MSHCP
Plan Area will be added to the conservation area (above the amount of Designated
Farmland already included in the existing reserves). Under the alternatives to the
proposed MSHCP, the amount of Designated Farmland that is potentially subject to
inclusion in the Additional Reserve Lands and thus might be added to the Conservation
Area ranges from 3,935 to 6,563 3,869 to 3,935 acres.
Agricultural activities (on parcels included in the Existing Agricultural Operations
Database that do not require a County discretionary permit, or other discretionary
authorization, or certain City ministerial permits) will receive Incidental Take
Authorization and will not be required to implement MSHCP mitigation requirements.
After the effective date of the proposed MSHCP, if Section 7.0 of the MSHCP is
implemented, the Take Authorization may be applied to a limited number of new lands
to be used for new agricultural operations. The take authorization may be applied to up
to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural Lands within the Criteria Area during the term of
the proposed MSHCP. The Take Authorization may be applied to new Agricultural
Lands as allowed to increase pursuant to applicable provisions of the proposed MSHCP,
upon:
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•

Submission and approval of an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Form as
set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457; and either

•

Execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the new agricultural land; or

•

County approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better assurance that
the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for agricultural production.

In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion (or other mechanism acknowledging Take Authorization) will occur prior to Incidental Take Authorization. The County
will process all Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Forms pursuant to the
requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 457.
Proposed MSHCP. Approximately 99,090 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan
Area qualify as Designated Farmland. It is important to note that these designations are based on soils mapping prepared by the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program rather than existing or authorized land use. Therefore, it is
possible for the amount of acreage included in Designated Farmland to exceed the
amount of acreage currently utilized for agricultural production. Under the
MSHCP, up to 10,419 acres of Designated Farmland may be located within the
Conservation Area. Of this, 6,563 acres are located in existing reserves. To the
extent that Designated Farmland within the Criteria Area is not being used for
current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into the reserve,
or it may become a Covered Activity if new Agricultural Operations are
commenced onsite. The amount of Designated Farmland that could be conserved
as Additional Reserve Lands under the MSHCP if they are not being used for
Existing Agricultural Operations is approximately 3,848 3,856 acres or 4 percent
of existing Designated Farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area. Because the
proposed MSHCP exempts Existing Agricultural Operations and provides a
mechanism for the conversion of up to 10,000 acres of non-agricultural land
within the conservation Criteria Area to agricultural use, potential impacts related
to conversion of Designated Farmland would be offset and, overall, less than
significant. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the
offset will not occur. In this event, impacts related to conversion of Designated
Farmland will may be significant.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Under the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, to the extent that Designated
Farmland within the Criteria Area is not being used for current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into the reserve. This would may result in
up to 10,498 acres 3,935 acres (4%) of the Designated Farmland being added to
located within the Conservation Area under this alternative. Table 4R identifies
the amount of Designated Farmland within the Cities and unincorporated areas that
will may fall within the Conservation Area. When compared to the Proposed
MSHCP, this alternative reduces increases the amount of Designated Farmland
added to within the Conservation Area by 79 acres.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Under the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative, to the extent that Designated Farmland within the Criteria Area is not
being used for current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into
the reserve. This would may lead to 4,881 10,432 acres (5%) of the Designated
Farmland within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area being added to the Conservation
Area. Table 4R identifies the amount of Designated Farmland within the Cities
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and unincorporated areas that would may fall within the Conservation Area under
this alternative. When compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of
Designated Farmland within the Conservation Area would may be reduced
increased by 13 acres under this alternative.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, the amount
of Designated Farmland (6,563 acres) included within existing reserves will not
change. When compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of Designated
Farmland within the Conservation Area would may be reduced. This alternative
will not have any significant impact related to the conversion of Designated
Farmland, since no additional land will be conserved. Compared to the Proposed
Action, the amount of Designated Farmland potentially subject to inclusion within
the Conservation Area may be decreased by 3,856 acres under this alternative.
No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies
being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur.
However, planning currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s
General Plan and Countywide circulation element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans may result in the Take of
listed species and regulated habitats. Activities involving Take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. Under this alternative, existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing reserves would
be retained in their current configuration, no additional land would be conserved
and the amount of Designated Farmland that will may fall within the Conservation
Area under this alternative would be the same as that for the Existing Reserves
Alternatives (as further identified in Table 4X). This alternative will not have any
significant impact related to the conversion of Designated Farmland, since no
additional land will be conserved. Compared to the Proposed Action, the amount
of Designated Farmland potentially subject to inclusion within the Conservation
Area may be decreased by 3,856 acres under this alternative.
Analysis of Significance. Up to 10,419 6,563 acres of Designated Farmland may
be will be added to the reserve located within the Conservation Area under the
proposed MSHCP. Between 6,563 acres and 10,498 acres may be included in the
Conservation Area under and the alternatives. However, because Existing
Agricultural Operations on Designated Farmland will be permitted to continue
throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including within the Criteria Area (subject to
provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), and Designated Farmland not
actively utilized for agricultural operations may obtain Take Coverage if it is
converted to agricultural use, implementation of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed,
Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative will not result in the conversion of Designated Farmland to
non-agricultural use. Since no Designated Farmland will be conserved under the
Existing Reserves Alternative and the No Project Alternative, these Alternatives
will not have a significant effect. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is
implemented, the potential impact associated with this issue is less than significant
under the MSHCP and each of the alternatives. Therefore, no mitigation is
required. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the offset
will may not occur and impacts related to conversion of Designated Farmland will
be significant under the MSHCP (Proposed Project); the Listed, Proposed and
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Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Mitigation. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, the
potential impact associated with this issue is less than significant. Therefore, no
mitigation is required. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the offset will not occur and impacts related to conversion of Designated
Farmland will be significant under the MSHCP (Proposed Project) Project; the
Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and
Proposed Species Alternative. There is no feasible means of mitigating for this
potentially significant impact under these three alternatives.
Significance of Impacts after Mitigation. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the
MSHCP is implemented, impacts related to conversion of Designated Farmland
would be less than significant for implementation of the proposed MSHCP and
each of the proposed MSHCP alternatives. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the
MSHCP is not implemented, the allowance of up to 10,000 acres of New
Agricultural Lands within the Criteria Area the offset will not occur and impacts
related to conversion of Designated Farmland will be significant and unavoidable
under the MSHCP (Proposed Project) Project; the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.

4.2.2 Mineral Resources
Mineral extraction is an important component of Riverside County’s economy. The
County has extensive deposits of clay, limestone, iron, sand, and aggregates. Mineral
deposits in the County are important to many industries, including construction,
transportation, and chemical processing. The value of mineral deposits within the
County is enhanced by their close proximity to urban areas. The proposed MSHCP Plan
Area includes an area of approximately 1.26 million acres (1,966 square miles) and
encompasses unincorporated portions of western Riverside County and 14 incorporated
cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore,
Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula).
Portions of land designated for conservation in cities and in unincorporated areas of the
County may contain mineral resources. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP could
prohibit or limit the future extraction potential of these resources.
Currently, the majority of mineral resource extraction within western Riverside County
takes place in unincorporated County areas (3,100 acres). Resource extraction in
incorporated cities within the Plan Area ranges from 2 to approximately 500 acres, with
the majority of extraction occurring in Corona and Lake Elsinore. The Riverside County
General Plan has set aside approximately 5,200 areas (an increase of 68%) for future
mineral extraction use. Projections for incorporated cities are not available, but it is
assumed that this increase is representative of the region.
Classification of land within California takes place according to a priority list that was
established by the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) in 1982, or when the
SMGB is petitioned to classify a specific area. The SMGB has also established Mineral
Resources Zones (MRZ) to designate lands that contain mineral deposits.
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Mineral Resource Zone 2
Based on the assessment of mineral resources prepared by the California State
Department of Mines and Geology, significant aggregate mineral resources exist within
Riverside County. Land designated as Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) represents
areas containing significant mineral deposits, which may be suitable for mineral
extraction. MRZ-2 is defined as an area where adequate information indicates that
significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood for
their presence exists.
As discussed in Section 3.2.2, approximately 22 percent of land that is designated MRZ2 is currently used for mineral extraction within the Plan Area. Also, as discussed, many
areas designated MRZ-2 are also highly suited for uses other than mineral resource
extraction (such as urban/residential development and natural open space). It is highly
unlikely that all MRZ-2 areas within the region would ultimately be used for mineral
extraction. Furthermore, mineral resource extraction often requires extensive
environmental mitigation to compensate for the harmful impacts to biological resources
present in or near mining operations. The proposed MSHCP would facilitate the
permitting process for mineral extraction with respect to biological resources, as it would
for other development throughout the Plan Area. The MRZ-2 designation does not
specify the quality or quantity of mineral deposits, which may make the use of these
areas for impact quantification potentially misleading. However, as the MRZ
classifications represent the best available data for mineral resources (aside from current
extraction data, which was provided in Section 3.2.2), the mineral resource impact
analysis focuses on impacts to MRZ-2 areas.
Impacts
The proposed MSHCP and alternatives would attain most of the basic objectives of the
project with varying environmental effects. Table 4YV identifies approximate acreage
of MRZ-2 that currently exists and that would be set aside for conservation under the
proposed MSHCP and alternatives.
Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance
The Proposed Action or alternatives would have a significant impact on mineral
resources if they:
C

Resulted in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the State;

C

Resulted in the loss of an availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use
plan; or

C

Directly conflicted or resulted in land use incompatibility with adjacent existing
and planned land uses or with the environmental goals of the general plans and
community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed MSHCP.

Loss of Regionally Valuable Resource
Proposed MSHCP. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in 4,300 acres
of land with known potential to be used for mineral extraction being set aside for
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conservation. This represents approximately 22 percent of such lands within the
proposed Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be available for mineral
extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral extraction would be set
aside. As 10,900 acres (2.5 times the number of acres currently used in mineral resource
extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, the proposed MSHCP would
not result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.
Table 4YV - Mineral Resource Zone 2 Acres under the Proposed MSHCP
and Action Alternatives1

Jurisdiction

Existing

Proposed
Action - MSHCP

Listed, Proposed,
and Strong
Candidate
Species
Alternative

Listed and
Proposed
Species
Alternative

Banning

1,400

7%2

S

S

100

7%3

100

7%3

Corona

2,300

12%2

50

2%

60

3%3

70

3%3

Lake
Elsinore

1,000

5%2

600

60%3

900

90%3

900

90%3

Riverside

1,700

9%2

S

S

S

S

S

S

Unincorporated Western Riverside County

13,100

67%2

3,600

27%3

2,900

22%3

2,200

17%3

Total

19,500

100%

4,300

22%2

3,900

20%2

3,300

17%2

Notes:

1

2

3

Cities not listed above (Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Hemet, Moreno Valley, Murrieta,
Norco, Perris, San Jacinto, and Temecula) do not contain areas designated as Mineral Resources
Zone 2 (MRZ-2) within the city limits. The Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in
restrictions to land use beyond those already existing within reserve areas.
Numbers are a percentage of the total 19,500 acres of MRZ-2 existing within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area.
Numbers are a percentage of the total existing MRZ-2 acres within individual cities/western
Riverside County under the indicated Alternative.

Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative
would result in 3,900 acres of land with known potential to be used for mineral
extraction being set aside for conservation. This represents approximately 17 percent
of such lands within the Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be
available for mineral extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral
extraction would be set aside. As 11,300 acres (2.6 times the number of acres currently
used in mineral resource extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, this
alternative would not result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would result
in 3,300 acres of land with known potential to be used for mineral extraction being set
aside for conservation. This represents approximately 20 percent of such lands within
the Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be available for mineral
extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral extraction would be set
aside. As 11,300 acres (2.6 times the number of acres currently used in mineral resource
extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, this alternative would not
result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.2-27

Existing Reserves Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not represent a
change over existing conditions for mineral resource extraction. No currently available
MRZ-2 zones would be set aside for conservation, except where required for project
mitigation under current Wildlife Agency regulations. No significant impacts would
occur.
No Project Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not represent a change
over existing conditions for mineral resource extraction. No currently available MRZ-2
zones would be set aside for conservation, except where required for project mitigation
under current Wildlife Agency regulations. No significant impacts would occur.
Loss of Locally Important Resource
Proposed MSHCP. Mineral resource extraction throughout the Plan Area presently
occurs on approximately 22 percent of available land. The existing extraction sites are
locally important resources, and would not be affected under the proposed MSHCP. The
sites currently in use would not be restricted in any way. The potential for establishment
of additional mineral extraction sites in the future would, however, be restricted in some
areas. By applying the estimated growth rate of 68 percent (from the Riverside County
General Plan build out land use designations) to each area, and comparing the acres
needed for growth to the acres of MRZ-2 available after project implementation,
potential impacts to local resources were determined (for cities with land classified as
MRZ-2). These impacts are summarized in Table 4ZW. As indicated in Table 4ZW,
there would be sufficient available acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated
future growth in mineral extraction.

Location

Anticipated Growth
(68 percent of
Existing)

Acres Remaining
for Growth after
Proposed
Action/Impact

Acres Remaining
for Growth after
Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species
Alternative/Impact

Acres Remaining for
Growth after Listed
and Proposed
Species Alternative/
Impact

Table 4ZW - Land Available to Accommodate Anticipated
Mineral Extraction Growth

Unincorporated Western
Riverside County

2,100

9,500 / no

10,300 / no

10,900 / no

Banning

120

1,400 / no

1,300 / no

1,300 / no

Corona

320

2,300 / no

2,300 / no

2,300 / no

Lake Elsinore

230

460 / no

190 / yes

190 / yes

Riverside

10

1,700 / no

1,700 / no

1,700 / no

Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Mineral resource extraction
throughout the Plan Area presently occurs on approximately 22 percent of available
land. The existing extraction sites are locally important resources, and would not be
affected under this alternative. The sites currently in use would not be restricted in any
way. The potential for establishment of additional mineral extraction sites in the future
would, however, be restricted in some areas. As indicated in Table 4ZW, there would
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be sufficient available acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated future growth
in mineral extraction throughout the Plan Area, with the exception of the City of Lake
Elsinore. Mineral extraction growth within Lake Elsinore would be restricted to 55
percent.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Mineral resource extraction throughout the
Plan Area presently occurs on approximately 22 percent of available land. The existing
extraction sites are locally important resources, and would not be affected under this
alternative. The sites currently in use would not be restricted in any way. The potential
for establishment of additional mineral extraction sites in the future would, however, be
restricted in some areas. As indicated in Table 4ZW, there would be sufficient available
acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated future growth in mineral extraction
throughout the Plan Area, with the exception of the City of Lake Elsinore. Mineral
extraction growth within Lake Elsinore would be restricted to 55 percent.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not change the
existing land uses or planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, no locally
important resources would be adversely affected. No significant impacts would occur.
No Project Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not change the existing
land uses or planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, no locally important
resources would be adversely affected. No significant impacts would occur.
Conflicts and Land-Use Incompatibilities
Proposed MSHCP. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would not result in
development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would occur.
The proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth and development as well as natural
resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals of the
general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative
would not result in development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would occur. This alternative would accommodate growth and development as well
as natural resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals
of the general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the
proposed MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not
result in development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would
occur. This alternative would accommodate growth and development as well as natural
resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals of the
general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Existing Reserves Alternative. This alternative would not change the existing land uses
or have any effect on the planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, it would
not result in any change to the environmental or planning goals of the jurisdictions
within western Riverside County. The potential beneficial effects of the proposed
MSHCP (facilitating growth and development, including potential mineral extraction)
would also not occur with this alternative.
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No Project Alternative. This alternative would not change the existing land uses or have
any effect on the planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, it would not result
in any change to the environmental or planning goals of the jurisdictions within western
Riverside County. The potential beneficial effects of the proposed MSHCP (facilitating
growth and development, including potential mineral extraction) would also not occur
with this alternative.
Analysis of Significance
Impacts to regionally valuable resources would be less than significant for the Proposed
Action and all alternatives. Likewise, impacts pertaining to conflicts and land-use
incompatibilities would be less than significant for all. Impacts pertaining to a loss of
a locally important resources would be less than significant for the proposed MSHCP
and the Existing Reserves/No Project Alternative. With the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative,
impacts to locally important resources would be restricted to the City of Lake Elsinore,
where potential growth of mineral extraction areas would be restricted to 55 percent,
which is less than the anticipated regional growth rate of 68 percent. This impact would
be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
As no significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP and the Existing
Reserves/No Project Alternative, no mitigation measures are required. The Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative and the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact to the City of Lake
Elsinore, as conserved lands would reduce the area available for expansion of mineral
resource extraction to below the anticipated growth rate. No mitigation is available for
this impact.
Level of Significance after Mitigation
No significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP, the Existing Reserves
Alternative, or the No Project Alternative. No regionally significant impacts would
occur under the remaining alternatives, however, a significant unavoidable impact with
respect to future mineral resource extraction expansion would occur in the City of Lake
Elsinore with the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative and with
the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
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4.3

Population, Housing, and Employment

4.3.1

Introduction

The following section analyzes the impacts resulting from implementation of the
proposed MSHCP and alternatives and the requirement for the County and each City to
provide adequate housing for its proportionate share of the population. Additionally, the
impacts related to employment are also addressed.
Section 65581 of the California Government Code, requires cities and counties within
each jurisdiction’s Housing Element to identify adequate sites for housing and make
adequate provisions for the existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the
community.
The Housing Element’s requirements to accommodate projected housing needs are a
critical factor influencing the housing supply and availability statewide and within
regional housing markets. The local regulation of the housing supply through planning
and zoning powers affects the State’s ability to achieve the State housing goal of “decent
housing and a suitable living environment for every California family,” and is an
important influence on housing costs.
The implementation of the proposed MSHCP will be consistent with and complement
the implementation of the Riverside County General Plan and its Housing Element.
Therefore, the population, housing, and employment policies and standards set forth in
the General Plan and its Housing Element will be adhered to at all times during the
MSHCP process.
One of the goals of the proposed MSHCP is to enhance and maintain biological diversity
and ecosystem processes while accommodating projected future economic growth.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would preserve quality of life by providing that
growth will be well-managed and well-planned and will be integrated with an
open-space system. This leads to a balance in land use planning of not only homes and
jobs, but also habitat and open space. One of the goals of the proposed MSHCP is to
improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an efficient
way. The proposed MSHCP and the General Plan will provide the County with a clearly
articulated blueprint describing the general areas where future development should and
should not occur. These goals are also included in the proposed Western Riverside
County MSHCP Planning Agreement, which states that “the County and Cities concur
with the goals of the NCCP Act and have determined that it may be the proper vehicle
for the County and Cities to provide appropriate protection for the range of biological
resources within its jurisdiction while at the same time safeguarding the economic,
social, health, safety, and property rights of its residents and property owners.”

4.3.2

Criteria for Determining Significance

The following criteria were used to determine significance of impacts from the adoption
or implementation of the proposed MSHCP or alternatives on population, housing, and
employment in the MSHCP study area. Impacts shall be considered significant if the
project would:
C Directly or indirectly induce substantial growth;
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C Displace substantial numbers of residential units, requiring the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere;
C Displace a substantial number of persons, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing; and/or
C Exacerbate (make worse) the jobs-to-housing imbalance in western Riverside County
and the cities within western Riverside County.

4.3.3

Impacts Analysis

Proposed MSHCP
The proposed MSHCP will be comprised of conservation on existing public/quasi-public
lands and new conservation on approximately 153,000 acres of private lands within the
Criteria Area. The precise configuration for new conservation within the Criteria Area
has not been defined or mapped. The proposed MSHCP includes 120,200 acres within
the County and 14,800 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are
currently designated for housing units. It also includes 3,200 acres in the County and
2,900 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently designated
for employment use.
Implementation of the MSHCP will likely cause dwelling units and employment
facilities previously planned for development within the Criteria Area to be shifted into
areas that are not to be conserved. However, implementation of the proposed MSHCP
will not change (either reduce or increase) the amount of development (dwelling units
and/or employment facilities) allowed pursuant to local land use controls. Regardless
of whether the MSHCP is adopted, then, the same number of dwelling units and
commercial/industrial/office space will be developed. Implementation of the MSHCP
will simply change the location of development and possibly site-specific density (e.g.,
clustering) within western Riverside County. In other words, the only difference the
MSHCP will make to future development is to change the precise location of the
anticipated land uses within western Riverside County.
To address the challenge of a rapidly growing region and the need to adequately develop
housing and employment opportunities for all economic segments of the community, the
County and cities within western Riverside County will utilize multiple planning
techniques. These methods include zoning overlays, general plan amendments, zoning
ordinance amendments, the clustering of development, and density bonuses.
State law requires density bonuses in all jurisdictions. California Government Code
Section 65915 requires that cities and counties provide development incentives, such as
a density bonus, for projects providing the following affordable housing.
C 20 percent of the dwelling units for lower income households, as defined in Health
and Safety Code Section 50079.5 (up to 80 percent of the area median income,
adjusted for household size);
C 10 percent of the dwelling units for very low income households as defined in Health
and Safety Code Section 50105 (up to 50 percent of the area median income,
adjusted for household size); or
C 50 percent of the dwelling units for “qualifying residents” as defined in Section 51.3
of the Civil Code (senior citizens).
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Utilizing density bonuses will not only help to ensure the jurisdictions’ availability of
housing units, but will also be an incentive for developers to construct dwelling units at
a higher density.
The MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any growth, construction or development. Rather, the Plan merely provides a means for managing and planning for
anticipated regional growth in a manner that will be sensitive to the needs of regional
biological resources. Thus, the MSHCP is more accurately characterized as providing
a means of planning for the biological effects of projected growth, not as a project that
facilitates growth. The MSHCP therefore will does not directly induce growth and will
not have a significant direct impact on population, housing, and employment.
However, the MSHCP will remove existing impediments to growth because it will
authorize take of listed species. Currently, the federal and state Endangered Species
Acts require issuance of an incidental take permit prior to any action that would take
species. Once the MSHCP is implemented, the regulatory process for development of
land will be simplified because incidental take coverage will be granted in accordance
with the terms of the Plan and the IA. Thus, the MSHCP will remove existing
impediments to growth outside the Conservation Area but within the Plan Area.
Because the MSHCP removes these existing impediments, it will indirectly induce
growth. Although implementation of the MSHCP will not cause growth in western
Riverside County to exceed regional growth projections, out of an abundance of caution,
the Project’s indirect growth-inducing impacts are deemed to be substantial and
therefore significant. Therefore, the MSHCP will have significant indirect impacts on
this subcategory of population, housing, and employment.
The MSHCP will not displace substantial numbers of housing units or persons;
implementation will only restrict where future development could occur. Additionally,
implementation of the MSHCP will not exacerbate the jobs to housing imbalance within
western Riverside County and cities. Implementation of the proposed plan will have the
same effect on employment facilities as housing units, which is merely to modify future
locations and densities of development. Therefore, the adoption and/or implementation
of the MSHCP will not have a significant impact on population, housing, and
employment with regard to the second, third, or fourth thresholds of significance.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Under this alternative, a total of 465,860 acres would be conserved, including 346,530
acres within existing reserves and 119,330 acres of private land outside existing
reserves. Of the 119,330 acres of private land within the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative, there are 71,800 acres within the County and 13,400
acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently designated for
housing units. This Alternative also includes conservation of 2,000 acres in the County
and 2,400 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for employment use.
In regard to population, housing, and employment, the only difference between the
proposed plan and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative is the
amount of privately held land that would be included in the plan. The Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative will conserve 33,698 acres less of privately
held land than the proposed MSHCP. Although the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
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Candidate Species Alternative will conserve far less species and acres of land, all of the
other goals of this Alternative are exactly the same as the MSHCP.
The difference between implementing the proposed MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would be a reduction in the amount open
space conserved, and, hence, in the amount of land uses shifted outside the conservation
area. Within the unincorporated western Riverside County, the Alternative would
conserve 48,400 acres less of land designated for housing units and 1,200 acres less of
land designated for employment use than the MSHCP would. Implementation of this
alternative would therefore cause less shifting in the location of development within
western Riverside County. Within the currently incorporated cities of western Riverside
County, the Alternative would conserve 1,400 acres less of land designated for housing
and 500 acres less of land designated for employment use. Again, implementation of
this alternative would reduce the shifting of land use locations in this acreage.
Like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would
create a criteria-based reserve system. The only differences between the MSHCP and
the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative are the number of
species and the amount of acreage conserved. As with the MSHCP, this Alternative is
growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing. Therefore, it would not have significant
direct impacts on population, housing, and employment in that it would not directly
induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area. However, just like the MSHCP,
the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would remove an
impediment to growth in that it would provide authorization to take the species covered
by the alternative plan. Thus, like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative could be characterized as having significant indirect
impacts on population, housing, and employment because it could be deemed to
indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area.
Like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative does
not propose or authorize construction or development; the Alternative merely restricts
the location of future development on undeveloped lands. Thus, implementation of the
Alternative will not displace substantial numbers of housing units or persons.
Additionally, implementation of the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative will not exacerbate the jobs-to-housing imbalance within western Riverside
County and cities. Hence, adoption and implementation of the Listed, Proposed and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative would have a less than significant impact on the
second, third, and fourth thresholds of significance for population, housing and
employment.
Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative
Under the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species alternative, a total of 451,370 acres
would be conserved, including 357,530 acres within existing reserves and 93,809 acres
of private land outside existing reserves. Of the 93,840 acres of private land within the
Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative there are 52,800 acres within the
County and 12,300 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for housing units. This Alternative would also conserve 2,000 acres in the
County and 3,000 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for employment use.
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In regard to population, housing, and employment, the only difference between the
MSHCP and the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative is the amount of
privately held land that would be included in the plan. The Listed and Proposed
Candidate Species Alternative will conserve 65,530 acres less of privately held land than
the MSHCP. Like the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, the
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will conserve fewer species and acres than the
MSHCP, but all of the other goals of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative are
exactly the same as the MSHCP.
As compared to the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would reduce
the amount of open space conserved, and, hence, reduce the amount of land uses that
would be shifted outside the conservation area. Within the unincorporated western
Riverside County 67,400 acres less of land designated for housing units and 1,200 acres
less of land designated for employment use would be shifted. Within the cities of
western Riverside County 2,500 acres less of land designated for housing would be
shifted.
Like the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative,
the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would create a criteria-based reserve
system. Again, the only differences between this Alternative and the MSHCP and the
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative are the number of species
and the amount of acreage conserved. As with the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative is growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing . Therefore, the
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would not have significant direct impacts on
population, housing, and employment because it would not directly induce substantial
population growth in the Plan Area.
However, just like the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would remove an impediment
to growth by providing take authorization for the species covered by the alternative plan,
i.e., the 31 listed species and the one species proposed for listing that occur in within the
Plan Area. Thus, like the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative may be
deemed to have significant indirect impacts on population, housing, and employment
because it can be characterized as indirectly inducing substantial population growth in
the Plan Area.
The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will not displace substantial numbers of
housing units or persons; as with the Plan and the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative, implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative will only restrict where future development could occur. Additionally,
implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will not exacerbate the
jobs-to-housing imbalance within western Riverside County and cities. Hence, adoption
and implementation of the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative would
have a less than significant impact on the second, third, and fourth thresholds of
significance for population, housing, and employment.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives
With the Existing Reserve and No Project Alternatives, no land would be added to the
existing conservation areas that total approximately 346,530 acres within western
Riverside County. Future development within western Riverside County would be
constructed as permitted by the County’s and cities’ General Plans, Housing Elements,
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and Zoning Ordinances. Under these Alternatives, land use changes and policies that
are being contemplated to implement the MSHCP would not occur. However, planning
currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s General Plan could still be
adopted. Under the No Project Alternative, existing reserves would be retained with
existing management strategies, whereas under the Existing Reserves Alternative,
existing reserves would be retained and new management strategies would be
implemented to increase the reserves’ benefits to sensitive species and their habitat.
Impacts resulting from development activities would continue to be subject to a variety
of local, State, and federal regulatory processes. Implementation of either the Existing
Reserves Alternative or the No Project/No Action Alternative would not change the
current development pattern or development regulation processes within western
Riverside County or its cities. The location and impacts of development would be
analyzed on a case-by-case basis, as it is currently done. There would be no regulatory
change to lands that are privately held. Moreover, implementation of either the Existing
Reserves Alternative or the No Project/No Action Alternative would not include the
authorization of any incidental take of listed species. Thus, in contrast to the MSHCP
and the Alternatives discussed above, neither of these Alternatives removes any existing
regulatory impediment to growth. Neither the Existing Reserves nor the No Project/No
Action Alternative will induce substantial population growth, either directly or
indirectly.
Moreover, neither of these Alternatives will cause the displacement of a substantial
number of persons or residential units. Likewise, neither of these Alternatives will
exacerbate the jobs-to-housing imbalance within the County and cities of western
Riverside County. Hence, adoption and implementation of either the Existing Reserve
or the No Project/No Action Alternatives would have a less than significant impact on
population, housing and employment.

4.3.4

Mitigation Measures

Proposed MSHCP; Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and Listed
and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Alternative; the Listed and Proposed Alternative will have a significant impact on
population, housing, or employment because the Plan and each of these Alternatives will
indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area by providing take
authorization for the species covered by the plans proposed in those alternatives. There
is no feasible means of mitigating this significant environmental impact.
Existing Reserves and No Project/No Action Alternative
Implementation of the Existing Reserves or the No Project/No Action Alternatives
would not have any significant impact on population, housing, or employment.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
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Significance of Impacts after Mitigation

Proposed MSHCP; Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and Listed
and Proposed Species Alternative
As explained above, there is no feasible means of mitigating the significant indirect
impact on population, housing and employment. The MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed and
Strong Candidate Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative all create
criteria-based reserve systems that would remove an impediment to growth by
authorizing take of listed species within the Plan Area. Thus, the MSHCP and each of
these Alternatives will indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area.
This impact is significant and unavoidable.
Neither the Project (the MSHCP) nor any of the Alternatives will have a significant
impact concerning: (1) displacement of people or substantial numbers of existing
housing, or (2) the jobs-to-housing imbalance. Therefore, no mitigation of these impacts
is required.
Existing Reserves and No Project/ No Action Alternative
The Existing Reserves and the No Project/No Action Alternative will not have any
significant direct or indirect impact on population, housing, or employment.
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4.4

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)

4.4.1

Impact Analysis Considerations and Assumptions

Fire
Impacts to fire protection would occur if the Proposed MSHCP or an alternative
eliminated fire protection resources, prevented planned development of a fire station,
restricted needed roadway access to provide protection to an area, interfered with
existing fire prevention programs, or increased the risk of fires.
Parks
In each alternative, existing parks are considered acceptable land uses within the
Conservation Area and would not be removed. While some modification to trail systems
might occur to protect sensitive resources, the possible loss of access to certain areas
would be offset by the overall increase in open space recreation opportunities, including
additional trails. (This would not apply to the Existing Reserves Alternative, which
would be unlikely to modify existing parks.) Regional and Historic Trails are covered
activities with the proposed MSHCP. Community trails are existing uses which would
also be permitted with the proposed Plan. Bike trails are addressed in the Transportation
and Circulation section, and would not be affected by the proposed MSHCP. Impacts
to parks would occur mainly in the areas where future parks are planned but have not
been developed. Should such areas fall within the boundaries of an alternative, the
development of park facilities would be restricted to compatible uses. Facilities such as
playgrounds, outdoor amphitheaters, ball fields, and other uses that can significantly
modify the natural environment might not be permitted in certain areas.

4.4.2

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The proposed MSHCP would have a significant effect on parks and the ability to provide
fire protection if implementation of the alternative would result in the need for deletion
or relocation of fire protection services or of existing or planned parks, and such deletion
or relocation would have adverse effects on the ability of local jurisdictions to provide
fire protection and park facilities in an adequate manner to residents of the region.

4.4.3

Impacts

Fire
Proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP would not directly result in additional
development, nor would it involve expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland
fires would not increase, as the urban-wildland edge would not change. However, the
proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth in areas outside of the Conservation
Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as development in the non-conserved regions
approaches the edges of the Conservation Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire
protection facilities will be provided to accommodate the increased development at the
time such development occurs. Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are
located in public/quasi-public lands, and as additional fire protection facilities are
allowed to be constructed within Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation
Areas would not limit fire protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or
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planned fire protection facilities would require deletion or relocation as a result of the
proposed MSHCP.
Setting aside areas for conservation within larger natural areas would allow cities and
the County to plan appropriate land uses along the anticipated urban-wildland border.
This could indirectly result in decreased risk of wildland fire damage by placing
compatible land uses and necessary buffer areas along the edges of the Conservation
Areas.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. The Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires
would not increase, as the urban-wildland edge would not change. However, the
proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth in areas outside of the Conservation
Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as development in the non-conserved regions
approaches the edges of the Conservation Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire
protection facilities will be provided to accommodate the increased development at the
time such development occurs. Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are
located in public/quasi-public lands, and as additional fire protection facilities are
allowed to be constructed within Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation
Areas would not limit fire protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or
planned fire protection facilities would require deletion or relocation as a result of this
alternative. Indirect effects would be similar to the proposed MSHCP.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve expansion of
wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires would not increase, as the urban-wildland
edge would not change. However, the proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth
in areas outside of the Conservation Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as
development in the non-conserved regions approaches the edges of the Conservation
Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire protection facilities will be provided to
accommodate the increased development at the time such development occurs.
Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are located in public/quasi-public lands,
and as additional fire protection facilities are allowed to be constructed within
Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation Areas would not limit fire
protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or planned fire protection facilities
would require deletion or relocation as a result of this alternative. Indirect effects would
be similar to the proposed MSHCP.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives. The Existing Reserves and No Project
Alternatives would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve
expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires would not increase, as the
urban-wildland edge would not change as a result of this alternative. Development
would continue to occur outside of the reserve areas, and it is anticipated that fire
protection facilities would be constructed to serve the additional development as
required by applicable ordinances and planning documents. Fire protection facilities are
permitted, and could be constructed in reserve areas as needed. Thus, the Existing
Reserves and No Project Alternatives would not result in the deletion or relocation of
existing or future fire protection facilities. The potential indirect benefit of fire-safe
planning would be significantly reduced under this alternative, as impacts to species
would require setting aside natural areas whose location would not be predictable.
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Parks
Proposed MSHCP. As discussed, no impact would occur to existing park facilities.
Planned park facilities that are located within the Conservation Area of the proposed
MSHCP would be subject to potential restrictions contained in the Reserve Criteria for
the cell in which the park is located. Recreational use is considered to be a conditionally
compatible use within proposed the MSHCP Conservation Area. Five planned park
facilities are proposed within the Conservation Area of the proposed MSHCP, as
indicated in Table 4AAX. All of these parks are located near edges of the Conservation
Area, which would facilitate public access. Thus, the proposed MSHCP would not
require the deletion or relocation of planned parks.
The preservation of natural land may provide additional opportunities for recreation. As
recreational use is included as a conditionally compatible use within the Conservation
Area, the protected areas may result in higher-quality natural areas for public enjoyment.
Thus, planned park facilities may be supplemented by recreational opportunities
available in the Conservation Area.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Planned park facilities that
are located within the Conservation Area of the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable MSHCP
regulations. Recreational use is considered to be a conditionally compatible use within
the MSHCP Conservation Area. Seven planned park facilities are proposed within the
Conservation Area of this alternative, as indicated in Table 4AAX. All of these parks
are located near edges of the Conservation Area, which would facilitate public access.
Thus, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would not require
the deletion or relocation of planned park facilities. Indirect beneficial effects would be
similar to the proposed MSHCP, though as less land would be set aside, proportionately
fewer acres of additional recreational resources would be expected.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Planned park facilities that are located within
the Conservation Area of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would be required
to comply with any applicable MSHCP regulations. Recreational use is considered to be
a conditionally compatible use within MSHCP Conservation Areas. Seven planned park
facilities are proposed within the Conservation Area of this alternative, as indicated in
Table 4AAX. All of these parks are located near edges of the Conservation Area, which
would facilitate public access. Thus, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would
not require the deletion or relocation of planned parks. Indirect beneficial effects would
be similar to the proposed MSHCP, though as less land would be set aside, proportionately fewer acres of additional recreational resources would be expected.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives. One planned park facility, the College
Park in Moreno Valley, is located within the Existing Reserves and No Project
Alternatives area. As parks and recreational activities are allowed within existing
reserves, no alteration of the planned facility would be required, and no significant
impact would occur.
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Table 4AAX - Summary of Impacts to Planned Park Facilities

Proposed
MSHCP

Listed,
Proposed,
and Strong
Candidate
Alternative

Listed and
Proposed
Alternative

Existing
Reserves
Alternative

No Project
Alternative

Cotton Wood
Park (Aguanga)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Fresno Canyon
Park (Corona)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Stagecoach Park
(Corona)

Out

In

In

Out

Out

Alberhill Park
(Lake Elsinore)

In

In

In

Out

Out

North Hill Park
(Lake Elsinore)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Canyon Hills
Community Park
(Lake Elsinore)

Out

In

In

Out

Out

College Park
(Moreno Valley)

In

In

In

In

Out

Planned Park

Analysis of Significance
None of the proposed alternative scenarios (including the proposed MSHCP) would
result in the deletion or relocation of park or fire protection facilities. Thus, no
significant impacts would occur.

4.4.4

Mitigation Measures

As no significant impacts would occur, no mitigation measures are required.

4.4.5

Level of Significance after Mitigation

Impacts to parks and fire protection would be less than significant for each of the
alternative scenarios.

4.4-4
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4.5

Transportation and Circulation

4.5.1

Introduction

The existing circulation and transportation system serving the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area is composed of a series of separate modes or types of passenger travel and goods
movement. These modes of travel and goods movement include passenger vehicles and
truck freight, transit, passenger and freight rail, passenger and cargo air, and nonmotorized systems (bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, and equestrian facilities).
In each alternative, existing roadways are considered acceptable land uses and would not
be removed. While the construction of planned roadways (as identified in Figure 7.1 of
the MSHCP) is a covered activity, the design, sitting, and construction of these planned
roadways will be subject to guidelines outlined in the MSHCP to ensure consistency
with the objectives of the MSHCP.
Transportation-related impacts would generally occur where the use or improvement of
existing roadways or construction of planned roadways was prohibited, resulting in
reduced levels of service, increased congestion, or reduced access.

4.5.2

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The proposed MSHCP and alternatives would have a significant effect on the operation
of transportation facilities if they:
C Cause an increase in traffic that 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);
C Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways;
C Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);
C Result in inadequate emergency access; and/or
C Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

4.5.3

Impacts

Existing and Planned Roadways
Proposed MSHCP
Existing Roadways. There are many existing roadways within public/quasi-public lands,
including interstates, freeways, State highways, city- and County-maintained roadways,
as well as local roads, which are not city- or County-maintained, that provide property
access. This latter category of roadways is generally maintained by the adjacent property
owners, either individually or collectively. Necessary operation and maintenance
activities conducted for safety purposes will be permitted within public/quasi-public
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lands. Therefore, there will be no significant impact on existing roadways and
emergency access within public/quasi public lands.
Some of the existing County/City-maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the
existing roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In
addition, safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
public/quasi-public lands are covered activities. Therefore, there will be no significant
impact on existing roadways and emergency access within public/quasi public lands for
roadways owned by the County.
Maintenance activities on roadways maintained by others are afforded limited coverage,
subject to the submittal of an application for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered
maintenance activities for these roadways are substantially limited in scope, including
only such grading as necessary to restore a smooth driving surface, maintain existing
graded shoulders within the existing rights-of way, and essential weed abatement,
excluding the application of any herbicides. Therefore, there will be no significant
impact on existing roadways and emergency access within public/quasi public lands for
privately owned roadways.
Planned Roadways. Coverage of new planned road facilities within existing public/quasipublic lands is limited to the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore CETAP Corridor. In the
areas where these impacts occur, the estimated width of right-of-way for the corridor is
approximately 500 feet. This facility will potentially include the following elements:
C Three mixed-flow lanes in each direction;
C One high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction;
C Shoulders at Caltrans standards for freeways;
C Medians of sufficient width to accommodate Caltrans standard median widths,
including an exclusive transitway, either rail or bus; and
C Buffer areas and areas for utilities.
No interchanges are proposed within existing public/quasi-public lands. Any
interchanges that may be proposed in the future with public/quasi-public lands will not
be covered.
Planned roadways are defined as either existing facilities that require improvements
(e.g., widening) or new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include seven
types of roadways (expressways, urban arterials, arterials, major roads, mountain
arterials, secondary roads, and collector roads), freeways, CETAP corridors, and other
major facilities that have been identified as part of the General Plan circulation element.
The specific location for planned roads, bridges and interchanges are not exact. The
ultimate alignment and design will be determined during project-level engineering, and
approval for the alignment will include appropriate environmental review pursuant to
CEQA. The ultimate alignment and design of the facility will be subject to the design,
siting, and construction guidelines outlined in the MSHCP.
Approximately 5,840 acres of roads will be improved/constructed within the Criteria
Area. The improvement/construction as well as the operation and maintenance of
circulation element roadways are covered activities within the Criteria Area, subject to
guidelines described in the MSHCP.
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State freeways within the MSHCP Plan Area include I-215, I-15, I-10, SR-60, and SR91. Freeways are operated and maintained by Caltrans. Caltrans has identified
preliminary improvements for these facilities that are included in the analysis as Covered
Activities.
Two CETAP transportation corridors are proposed to be located within the MSHCP Plan
Area: a north-south CETAP transportation corridor from Winchester to Temecula, and
an east-west transportation corridor from Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore. Multiple
alternatives for each CETAP corridor are currently being contemplated; however, only
one east-west corridor and one north-south corridor will be selected and built. The
estimated width of right-of-way for the CETAP corridors ranges between approximately
500 and 1,000 feet. The facilities will potentially include the following elements:
C Three mixed-flow lanes in each direction;
C One HOV lane in each direction;
C Shoulders at Caltrans standards for freeways;
C Medians of sufficient width to accommodate Caltrans standard median widths,
including an exclusive transitway, either rail or bus;
C Buffer areas and areas for utilities; and
C Interchanges at locations to be identified.
The San Bernardino to Moreno Valley corridor is not proposed to be covered under the
MSHCP. The selected alternative for the Orange County-Riverside County corridor
would be considered a covered activity under the MSHCP (subject to the provisions and
conditions set forth in the MSHCP).
Planned roadways are proposed within the County and cities to facilitate planned
growth. Planned roadways identified in Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP are covered
activities within the Criteria Area. Roadways other than those identified in Section 7.3.5
of the MSHCP are not covered without an amendment of the MSHCP. The MSHCP
includes design and sitting guidelines for planned roadways. The implementation of
these guidelines will ensure that planned roadways are designed and constructed in a
manner consistent with the objectives of the MSHCP, while providing for the efficient
passage of persons and goods through western Riverside County, the alleviation of
traffic congestion, the maintenance of level of service standards, and continuation of
adequate emergency access/evacuation routes. Therefore, the proposed MSHCP would
not have significant impacts on planned roadways.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. The operation, maintenance,
and construction of the existing and planned roadways identified in Section 7.0 of the
MSHCP are required for the efficient movement of persons and goods through western
Riverside County. Under this alternative, the location and alignment of existing and
planned transportation facilities will be unchanged from that identified in the Proposed
Action; therefore, potential impacts resulting from implementation of this alternative
would be identical to those occurring under the Proposed Action.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. The operation, maintenance, and construction
of the existing and planned roadways identified in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP is required
for the efficient movement of persons and goods through western Riverside County.
Under this alternative, the location and alignment of existing and planned transportation
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facilities will be unchanged from that identified under the Proposed Action; therefore,
potential impacts resulting from implementation of this alternative would be identical
to those occurring under the Proposed Action.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies
being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur. Planning
currently being conducted for the County’s General Plan and Countywide circulation
element could still be adopted. Implementation of the various elements of those plans
may result in the take of listed species and regulated habitats. Under the Proposed
Action, the maintenance construction of roadways, freeways, CETAP corridors, and
other major facilities identified as part of the General Plan circulation element are
covered activities. Because this alternative will maintain the current inventory of
roadways and because planned roadways are identical to those identified under the
Proposed Action, potential impacts to transportation facilities under the Existing
Reserves Alternative would be identical to those resulting from implementation of the
Proposed Action.
No Project Alternative. Impacts resulting from development activities are currently
subject to a variety of local, State, and Federal regulatory processes. Under this
alternative, activities involving take of State and/or Federal listed species would require
individual permitting on a project-by-project basis.
As with the Proposed Action, planned roadways under this alternative are those
roadways identified in the cities’ and County General Plan Circulation elements.
Because this alternative will maintain the current inventory of roadways and because
planned roadways are identical to those identified under the Proposed Action, potential
impacts to transportation facilities under the No project alternative would be identical
to those resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action.
Analysis of Significance
Guidelines detailed in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP would avoid and minimize impacts to
sensitive species and habitats known to occur in the vicinity of planned roadways, while
permitting the construction, operation, and maintenance of roadways. The operation,
maintenance, and construction of existing and planned roadways is necessary for the
efficient and effective passage of persons and goods through western Riverside County,
the alleviation of traffic congestion, the maintenance of level of service standards, and
continuation of adequate emergency access/evacuation routes. As the operation,
maintenance, and construction of existing and planned roadways, detailed in Section 7.0
of the MSHCP, are covered activities within the Conservation Area, potential
transportation-related impacts resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action or
its alternatives will be less than significant.

4.5.4

Mitigation Measures

Because impacts associated with this issue are less than significant, no mitigation
measures are required.

4.5.5

Level of Significance after Mitigation

Transportation-related impacts would be less than significant for the proposed MSHCP
and each of the alternative scenarios.
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5.0

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The purpose of a cumulative effects analysis is to ensure that the full range of
consequences of actions is considered. Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor, but collectively significant, developments taking place over a period of time.
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a discussion of the
potential cumulative impacts of a proposed project. Cumulative impacts are defined as
two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or that
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impacts from
several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact
of the development when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable or probable future developments. Section 15130 states (in pertinent parts):
(a) An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(c).
Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not
“cumulatively considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant,
but shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not
cumulatively considerable.
(1) As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact
which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the
EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not
discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the
EIR.
(2) When the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s
incremental effect and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR
shall briefly indicate why the cumulative impact is not significant and is not
discussed in further detail in the EIR. A lead agency shall identify facts and
analysis supporting the lead agency’s conclusion that the cumulative impact
is less than significant.
(3) An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant
cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and
thus is not significant. A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively
considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a
mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.
The lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that
the contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable.
(4) [The wording of this section was invalidated in litigation.]
(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and
their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as
is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be
guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the
cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the
attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. The
following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative
impacts:
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(1) Either:
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related
or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the
control of the agency, or
(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or
related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which
has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or
areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such
planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public
at a location specified by the lead agency.”
The EIR/EIS employs CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 b(1)B, a summary of
projections, and bases projections upon Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) regional population growth forecasts for 2025 for unincorporated western
Riverside County and the Cities within western Riverside County. According to these
forecasts, the region’s population is expected to grow 56 percent between 2000 and
2020. Total housing units are expected to grow 47.4 percent, and employment to
increase 86 percent.
Forecasts of population, housing, and employment for the proposed MSHCP cities are
shown in Tables 5A, 5B, and 5C. The most rapid increases in population are projected
for Beaumont (72 percent between 2010 and 2020) and Calimesa (78.6%). Similarly,
rapid increases in total housing units are projected for Beaumont (76.7 percent from
2010 to 2020) and Calimesa (77.2%). Employment in Beaumont is projected to increase
33.5 percent between 2010 and 2020, followed by Murrieta (32%), and Calimesa
(28.4%). In addition, city and County General Plans are used to consider future land use
patterns.
Table 5A - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

20,570

23,562

34,811

47,328

101

Beaumont

9,685

11,384

26,279

56,450

396

1

Calimesa

0

7,139

13,112

29,554

314

Canyon Lake1

0

9,952

10,675

10,702

8

Corona

76,095

124,966

138,896

156,522

25

Hemet

36,094

58,812

80,904

127,899

117

Lake Elsinore

18,285

28,928

49,338

81,820

183

Moreno Valley

118,779

142,381

169,459

221,343

555

0

44,282

67,601

96,382

118

Norco

23,302

24,157

29,579

30,568

27

Perris

21,460

36,189

52,985

109,377

202

226,505

255,166

302,507

340,328

33

16,210

23,779

46,983

67,115

182

Banning

1

Murrieta

Riverside
San Jacinto
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2010

2025

% Change
2000-2025

1990

Table 5A - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

Temecula

27,099

57,716

76,704

86,000

49

Total

594,084

848,413

1,099,833

1,461,388

72

Note:

1

Sources:

1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

2010

% Change
2000-2025

1990

2025

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.

Table 5B - Housing Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

1990

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,279

9,735

11,614

15,904

63

Beaumont

3,718

4,258

9,249

20,544

382

0

3,229

5,523

12,316

281

0

4,036

3,727

3,794

94

Corona

26,480

38,903

42,382

52,303

34

Hemet

19,692

29,287

31,388

38,922

33

Lake Elsinore

6,993

9,436

15,220

25,099

166

Moreno Valley

37,945

41,388

48,170

65,679

59

0

14,800

21,753

31,091

110

Norco

5,785

6,238

7,138

7,603

22

Perris

7,780

10,484

15,669

34,395

228

80,260

85,631

93,245

109,803

282

6,845

9,340

15,296

21,650

132

Temecula

10,659

18,749

23,140

27,742

48

Total

214,436

285,514

343,514

466,845

64

Calimesa1
1

Canyon Lake

Murrieta1

Riverside
San Jacinto

% Change 2000-2025

1

Note:
Source:

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.
1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

In 2000, employment within the cities of western Riverside County was 301,501. The
region’s employment is expected to rise 54.6 percent by the year 2010 and approximately another 20.3 percent between 2010 and 2020. Rapid increases are projected to
occur in Beaumont, Lake Elsinore, and Murrieta by 2010. Less growth is expected to
occur in Norco and the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County.
Table 5C - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,453

12,145

15,342

81

Beaumont

6,185

14,811

22,291

260

Calimesa

1,867

3,692

5,273

182

Canyon Lake

1,958

2,451

2,875

47

Corona

41,583

56,751

69,905

68

Hemet

17,818

23,859

29,095

63

% Change 2000-2025
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Table 5C - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Lake Elsinore

8,289

17,539

25,562

208

Moreno Valley

33,163

53,887

71,859

117

Murrieta

8,447

19,028

28,205

234

Norco

8,891

10,631

12,140

37

Perris

% Change 2000-2025

11,701

22,747

32,300

176

125,938

182,943

232,326

84

6,328

11,215

15,455

144

Temecula

20,880

34,471

46,260

122

Total

301,501

466,170

608,888

102

Riverside
San Jacinto

Source:

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast.

The unincorporated areas of western Riverside County have slightly different growth
rate trends than do the cities within the region. The growth projections in population,
housing, and employment are shown in Table 5D.
Table 5D - Growth Forecasts for the Unincorporated Western Riverside County
2010

2025

2040 1

Annual % Change

Population

490,941

771,595

1,234,552

4

Housing

160,440

254,582

407,331

4

135,750

192,918

279,731

3

Employment
Note:
Source:

1

Buildout of the Riverside County General Plan.
SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast, 2040 numbers are derived from 2010 and 2025 forecasts.

Developed land in residential use within unincorporated western Riverside County
totaled 141,050 acres in 1999. Between 1999 and the build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, developed residential land within western Riverside County
is projected to increase by 420 percent to 592,957 acres.
The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations implementing the
procedural provisions of NEPA of 1969, as amended defines “cumulative effects” as:
. . . the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or persons undertakes such
other actions. (40 CFR § 1508.7).
NEPA requires that cumulative effects must be evaluated along with the direct effects
and indirect effects (those that occur later in time or farther removed in distance) of each
alternative. The range of alternatives must consider the no-project alternative as a
baseline against which to evaluate cumulative effects. The range of actions that must
be considered under the cumulative effects includes not only the project but all
connected and similar actions that could contribute to cumulative effects. Cumulative
effects may arise from single or multiple actions and may result in additive or interactive
effects.
To determine major cumulative effects of a project involves the following:
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C The direct and indirect effects of the proposed action;
C Which resources, ecosystems, and human communities, are affected; and
C Which effects on these resources are important from a cumulative effect perspective.
In a general sense, all impacts on affected resources are cumulative; however, it is the
goal of this analysis to narrow the important issues to those of national, regional, or local
significance.
The assessment of the cumulative impacts is done qualitatively, because it is difficult to
predict timing and density of all the projects. Many of these projects have been or will
be the subject of separate environmental studies. The cumulative impact analysis is
provided in each issue area discussed in Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of the EIR/EIS (i.e.,
biological resources, land use, traffic, etc.).
As stated in the Executive Summary, the County of Riverside is involved in a
comprehensive and integrated planning process. In addition to the development of the
MSHCP for western Riverside County, this integrated planning effort includes the
preparation of a General Plan to set forth the policies and implementation measures
needed to express community goals of accommodating anticipated growth while
maintaining natural environments, as well as the identification of transportation corridors
to meet the County’s anticipated future transportation needs.
The cumulative analysis is based on forecasts made by SCAG, including population
increases anticipated in the western Riverside County region as provided in Tables 5A,
5B, 5C and 5D. Other related planning documents considered in the cumulative analysis
include the following general plans, which have guidance for development within cities
and their spheres of influence, or within the County, as appropriate.
C City of Banning General Plan

C City of Murrieta General Plan

C City of Beaumont General Plan

C City of Norco General Plan

C City of Calimesa General Plan

C City of Perris General Plan

C City of Canyon Lake General Plan

C City of Riverside General Plan

C City of Corona General Plan

C City of San Jacinto General Plan

C City of Hemet General Plan

C City of Temecula General Plan

C City of Lake Elsinore General Plan

C County of Riverside General Plan

C City of Moreno Valley General Plan
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5.1

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This discussion evaluates the potential cumulative effects of the proposed MSHCP and
alternatives on biological resources; land use; housing, population, and employment;
public services; and transportation. In particular, the analysis focuses on the cumulative
effects of the proposed MSHCP with the regional growth forecasts.

5.1.1

Biological Resources

Cumulative biological impacts are defined as those impacts resulting from development
within the MSHCP Plan Area as a result of build out of the County’s General Plan and
Cities within western Riverside County consistent with SCAG’s regional growth
projections. The life span of the MSHCP is proposed to be 75 years, and the MSHCP
includes consideration of growth and development within the MSHCP Plan Area for
build out of the County’s General Plan and Cities within western Riverside County in
accordance with SCAG’s regional growth projections.
As stated in Section 4.1.2 Assumptions of this document, the cumulative biological
impacts are defined as those impacts resulting from development within the MSHCP
Plan Area as a result of build out of the Cities and County’s General Plans and consistent
with SCAG’s projections for regional growth. The term of the MSHCP is proposed to
be 75 years, and the MSHCP includes consideration of SCAG’s projected growth and
development within the MSHCP Plan Area for build out of the General Plans. This
analysis examines all of the alternatives under a General Plan build out scenario for the
County’s and Cities’ General Plans, consistent with the SCAG regional growth
projections. Thus, impact conclusions in Section 4.1 and those presented below are
based on similar analysis assumptions. Therefore, the analysis of cumulative biological
impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives is assumed to be incorporated into the
analysis of the alternatives themselves, since cumulative growth including build out of
the General Plans consistent with SCAG’s regional growth projections is considered in
the MSHCP and the alternatives.
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 their habitat in order to address their life
cycle needs. Thus, based on the features of the Plan itself, impacts to Covered Species
are mitigated below a level of significance.
However, implementation of the MSHCP will result in cumulatively significant impacts
on the Non-Covered Species because the issuance of incidental take permits will remove
an impediment to development outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Non-Covered
Species would receive little or no protection outside the reserves under existing
ordinances and regulations.
The Plan will not cause adverse cumulative effects related to the reduction of sensitive
vegetation communities within the Plan Area; rather, the Plan is designed to preserve
sufficient acreage of the sensitive vegetation communities present in western Riverside
County. Similarly, the Plan will not cause adverse cumulative effects related to
interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or obstruction of genetic flow for the identified Planning Species. Part of the
Section 5.0 - Cumulative Impacts
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purpose and goals of the MSHCP is to use regional planning efforts to assemble a
reserve that will preserve contiguous blocks of habitat in large enough areas to ensure
that the reserve will allow movement of species and flow of genetic information.
The MSHCP will not cause adverse cumulative impacts by conflicting with the
provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan either
within or outside of the Plan area. Rather, the MSHCP has been written specifically to
complement existing HCPs, such as the Stephens’ kangaroo rat long-term HCP.
The MSHCP will cause adverse significant cumulative effects associated with the
introduction of land use within an area immediately adjacent to Conservation Areas.
Cumulative effects associated with the proposed take authorization would involve direct
loss of habitat and species associated with ground disturbance in take authorized areas
as development occurs in accordance with projected growth. Cumulative indirect effects
would occur to species and habitats within the MSHCP Conservation Area and would
be associated with development of proposed land uses and activities in take authorized
areas in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. Indirect effects primarily result
from adverse “edge effects” and may be short-term indirect effects related to construction or long-term indirect effects associated with development or land use practices in
proximity to conserved habitat areas. Cumulative indirect impacts resulting from
construction activities include dust, noise, and general human presence that may
temporarily disrupt species and habitat vitality and construction-related soil erosion and
runoff. An edge effect is defined as a change in the “conditions or species composition
within an otherwise uniform habitat as one approaches a boundary with a different
habitat (Ricklefs 1993).” Edge effects at the boundary between natural lands and
human-occupied lands (“urban edge effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions such
as lighting, noise, invasive species, exotic predators (dogs, cats, and opossums), hunting,
trapping, off-road activities, dumping, and other forms of recreation and disturbance.
Although some species are in some ways unaffected by edges [e.g., reproductive output
of the rufous-crowned sparrow (Morrison and Bolger 2002), distribution of arthropod
species (Bolger et al. 2000)] or even show preferences for edges (e.g., indigo buntings
and northern cardinals in Woodward et al. 2001), human-induced edge effects are
generally unfavorable to native species and are considered cumulative as edge increases
throughout the landscape.
Cumulative significant indirect impacts associated with edge effects and increased
development pressure outside the conservation areas established by the proposed
MSHCP and other MSHCPs or HCPs proposed in areas adjacent to western Riverside
County are considered cumulatively significant are addressed in the provisions of
Section 6.1.4 of the Draft MSHCP, and were taken into account when developing the
reserve requirements of the proposed MSHCP. Edge effects will result as development
occurs in proximity to habitat; however, the proposed MSHCP contains provisions that
will reduce the adverse impacts associated with edge effects. Furthermore, the MSHCP
does not authorize development, although it does provide take authorization for Covered
Species. The MSHCP would not directly cause edge effects, but it would dictate where
such effects could occur through the reserve assembly process. Thus, cumulative
indirect impacts associated with edge effects are considered less than significant.
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5.1.2

Agriculture and Extractive Resources

Agricultural Resources
Under the proposed MSHCP and each of the alternatives, varying numbers of acres of
State-designated Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland are located within the
Conservation Area. As previously stated, the designation of farmland as Prime, Unique,
or State Important does not necessarily indicate that such land is utilized for agricultural
production. The precise boundaries of the reserve are not fixed and the Criteria Area
covers thousands of acres. Due to these facts and the fact that future development is
dependent upon future market conditions, it is not possible to determine the extent to
which implementation of the proposed MSHCP might result in the conversion (to nonagricultural uses) of specific parcels that are designated as Prime, Unique, or Statewide
Important farmland on maps prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program. Likewise, it is not possible to determine whether implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would conflict with existing agricultural designations or a Williamson
Act contract on specific parcels of land within the MSHCP Plan Area.
Overall, however, the proposed MSHCP will permit the continuation of existing
agricultural operations within the Conservation Area. Additionally, the proposed
MSHCP has a mechanism to allow up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural land within
the MSHCP Criteria Area, which, if implemented, will offset potential impacts to
agricultural resources that may result from implementation of the MSHCP. Development outside the limits of the MSHCP Criteria Area may contribute to the conversion
of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. However, the MSHCP expressly permits
existing agriculture and, if the provisions for new agricultural land are implemented, also
has opportunities for new agricultural operations. Therefore, no cumulatively significant
impact to agricultural resources will occur.
Mineral Resources
Throughout western Riverside County, approximately 19,500 acres have been identified
as State-designated Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs). MRZs are known mineral
resources that are of value to the region and the residents of the State. Active mineral
extraction areas will not be incorporated into the Conservation Area. Under the Proposed
MSHCP, land designated as MRZs (but with no permitted mineral extraction operation)
will be incorporated into the Conservation Area. The loss of any portion of such an
MRZ, when taken with similar losses that may result from the implementation of other
projects (such as from assembling the existing reserves) represents a cumulatively
significant and unavoidable impact. The MSHCP will not have any other significant
direct or indirect cumulative impacts on mineral resources, because implementation of
the MSHCP will not result in the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site, as delineated on a General Plan or other land use plan.

5.1.3

Housing, Population, and Employment

Implementation of the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives will not change any
regional projections, displace persons or dwelling units, nor will it exacerbate the jobsto-housing imbalance within western Riverside County. Thus, the MSHCP will not have
significant cumulative impacts in any of these impact categories.
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With development being shifted from the Conservation Area to areas that will not be
conserved, increased urbanization or intensification of land use may occur in areas
presently not subject to these kinds of development pressures. This would occur both
inside and outside the MSHCP Plan Area. Such land use intensification may result in
community character impacts. While the Proposed Action and to some degree the other
MSHCP alternatives, could shift development to outlying areas or encourage increases
in development intensity in areas not currently subject to substantial development
pressure, the growth projected in the County’s and Cities’ General Plan consistent with
SCAG’s projected growth will result in substantial pressure to increase development
intensity in some areas with or without the MSHCP.
By encouraging intensification of development outside of the reserve areas, and
possibly encouraging in-fill development, the MSHCP could have transportation and air
quality benefits by encouraging development trends along transportation corridors and
possibly reducing traffic congestion and air pollution.
The Proposed Action is growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing. The Proposed
Action does not itself propose any growth or development; it merely provides a regional
plan to address the biological effects of existing and anticipated future market-driven
growth in western Riverside County. Given these circumstances, it may be appropriate
to find that the Proposed Action is merely a means of planning for growth, and not a
means of accommodating it. However, the Proposed Action will remove impediments
to growth and development within the Plan Area outside the reserves. Therefore, out of
an abundance of caution, the Lead Agencies have determined that the Proposed Action
will have significant indirect impacts on Population, Housing, and Employment. For the
same reasons, the Lead Agencies have determined that the Proposed Action will have
significant cumulative impacts on Population, Housing, and Employment.

5.1.4

Public Services

Fire Protection
The proposed MSHCP does not propose or authorize any physical development and
therefore will not directly result in the deletion, relocation, growth or modification of
existing fire protection facilities, roads, or wildland-urban interface areas. Thus, the
MSHCP will not have any significant cumulative direct impacts to fire protection. The
proposed MSHCP would, however, remove an impediment to growth by authorizing
take of Covered Species and allowing development outside of the reserve areas. As
development occurs in accordance with regional growth projections, additional fire
protection facilities will be needed, but, because the location and timing of future
development cannot be predicted, the location and timing of new fire protection facilities
is also speculative. Overall, though, the Project’s cumulative impact on fire protection
will be beneficial because the establishment of the reserve will allow municipalities to
plan land uses with the knowledge of where the likely wildland-urban boundaries will
be located, and to plan for fire-safe development (including strategic placing of fire
protection facilities). No adverse cumulative effects would occur.
Parks and Recreation
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would set aside land for conservation use.
Recreational use is conditionally compatible with conservation, and would be permitted
in many locations throughout the Conservation Areas. The MSHCP would not remove
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any existing park or recreational facilities, nor would it prohibit their development in the
future. It would protect the quality of natural resources available for recreational use
throughout western Riverside County. Thus, no adverse direct or indirect cumulative
impacts would occur as a result of the proposed MSHCP.

5.1.5

Transportation

The MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any physical development. Therefore,
implementation of the MSHCP will not have significant cumulative direct impacts on
transportation because it will not decrease the level of service or increase traffic on any
roadway.
As indicated above, the MSHCP will accommodate projected growth within the Plan
Area. However, the MSHCP will not have significant indirect cumulative impacts on
transportation. Roadway projects have been planned to reduce traffic-related impacts
resulting from the current and future growth projected to occur in western Riverside
County. The Circulation Element of the General Plan identifies roadway improvement/construction required to accommodate anticipated traffic volumes, and the
construction of planned roadways will reduce impacts resulting from the cumulative
growth anticipated to occur within the MSHCP Plan Area. Maintenance activities on
existing roadways within public/quasi-public lands, the construction of CETAP
corridors, and the construction/improvement of roadways identified in the General Plan
Circulation Element within Criteria Areas are Covered Activities under the MSHCP.
Thus, although the MSHCP accommodates development in accordance with regional
growth projections, it will not result in any cumulatively significant indirect decrease in
the level of service or increase in traffic on any roadway. Cumulative impacts related to
transportation issues will be less than significant.
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6.0

ADDITIONAL TOPICS REQUIRED BY CEQA AND
NEPA

6.1

California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act

6.1.1

California Environmental Quality Act

Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the analysis of the following:
C Significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project;
C Significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the Proposed Project were
implemented;
C Significant irreversible environmental changes that would be involved in the
Proposed Project if it were implemented;
C Growth-inducing impacts of the Proposed Project;
C Mitigation measures proposed to minimize the significant effects; and
C Alternatives to the Proposed Project.
Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires discussion of the cumulative
impacts of a project, and Section 15131 provides guidance as to the inclusion of
economic and social effects analyses. The CEQA alternatives analysis requires a
comparison table of the environmental effects of the alternatives, as well as the
designation of an environmentally superior alternative. Finally, Appendix F of the State
CEQA Guidelines provides guidance on energy conservation analysis.
A comparison table of environmental effects of the alternatives is located in the
Executive Summary of this document. Significant environmental effects of the Proposed
Project and mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.0 of this document;
alternatives to the Proposed Project are outlined in Section 2.0 and analyzed in Section
4.0 of this document; cumulative impacts are analyzed in Section 5.0 of this document;
and economic and social impacts are discussed in Section 4.3 of this document
(Population, Housing, and Employment). The remaining topics, as well as the
environmentally superior alternative (whose discussion is required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)), are discussed in Section 6.1.3.

6.1.2

National Environmental Policy Act

NEPA and NEPA Regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality list other
categories of environmental consequences that must be considered in an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). These include the following:
C Adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1502.1);
C The relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity (40 CFR 1502.16);
C Irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources (40 CFR 1502.16);
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C Energy requirements and conservation potential (40 CFR 1502.16);
C Natural or depletable resource requirements and conservation potential (40 CFR
1502.16(f));
C Economic and social effects (40 CFR 1508.8(b)); and
C Effects on urban quality, historical and cultural resources, and the design of the built
environment, including the reuse and conservation potential (40 CFR 1502.16(g)).
Furthermore, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations (40
Questions) numbers 6(a) and 6(b) require the identification of the “Environmentally
Preferable” alternative from the range considered.
In this document are discussed the CEQA-required significant environmental effects that
cannot be avoided and the NEPA-required adverse environmental effects that cannot be
avoided. Economic and social effects are discussed in Section 4.3 of this document
(Population, Housing, and Employment). The discussion of irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources corresponds to the CEQA-required discussion of significant
irreversible environmental changes that is presented in this section. The “Environmentally Preferable” alternative corresponds to the “Environmentally Superior Alternative”
required by CEQA, as discussed in this section. The energy requirements and
conservation potential discussion correspond to the energy conservation analysis
required by CEQA, and is also discussed in Section 6.1.3. All other additional topics
that are required to be discussed by CEQA and NEPA are also contained in Section
6.1.3.

6.1.3

Discussion of Issues Required by CEQA and NEPA

Significant Environmental Effects That Cannot Be Avoided/Adverse Environmental Effects
That Cannot Be Avoided
State CEQA Guidelines state in Section 15126.2(b) that the consideration and discussion
of significant environmental impacts include:
Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided if the
Proposed Project is Implemented. Describe any significant
impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced
to a level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot
be alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their
implications and the reasons why the project is being proposed,
not withstanding their effect, should be described.
The CEQ’s NEPA Regulations state in 40 CFR 1502.16 that the discussion of
environmental consequences include the “. . . environmental impacts of the alternatives
including the proposed action . . . and . . . any adverse environmental effects which
cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented . . . .” While all environmental
effects dismissed by the Initial Study are discussed in Section 4.0 of this document, the
following list summarizes the significant environmental effects for the Proposed
MSHCP and alternatives that cannot be avoided.
Biology. Non-Covered Species and the sensitive native grassland vegetation community
would potentially benefit from the conservation and protection of the proposed MSHCP.
However, even with these benefits offered by the MSHCP Plan, because of the lack of

6.1-2

Section 6.0 - Additional Topics Required by CEQA and NEPA

information available to adequately plan for conservation of these species, and lack of
geographical information distinguishing sensitive native grassland from non-sensitive
non-native grassland communities, impacts to Non-Covered Species and native
grassland vegetation communities are assumed to be potentially significant and not
mitigable.
Mineral Resources. No significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP, the
Existing Reserves Alternative, and the No Action Alternative. There would be no
impacts to regionally valuable resources. A significant unavoidable impact, however,
with respect to local future mineral resource extraction expansion would occur in the
City of Lake Elsinore with the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative and with the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes/Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources
As discussed in Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the consideration and
discussion of significant environmental impacts must include a discussion of significant
irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the Proposed Action should
it be implemented. It states that:
Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued
phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment
of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.
Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as
highway improvement which provides access to a previously
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar
uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental
accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments
of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current
consumption is justified.
Section 40 CFR 1502.16 of the CEQ’s NEPA Regulations require that the discussion of
environmental consequences also include “. . . any irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be
implemented.” The following discussion describes both irreversible changes and
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources involved in the implementation
of the proposed MSHCP and alternatives.
The Proposed Action is the establishment of an MSHCP, which would create a reserve
system and a mechanism for assembling the reserves as well as permitting development.
The establishment of an MSHCP would not directly result in a physical change.
Development in areas outside of the Conservation Area would occur as anticipated in
the Riverside County General Plan. The MSHCP would not increase or decrease the
amount of development that is anticipated to occur, and thus does not directly result in
development (which would involve the irretrievable and irreversible use of land, water,
and building materials). Development impacts will occur regardless of whether the
MSHCP is implemented. Indirectly, through reserve assembly and management, areas
with significant natural resources would be conserved through this Plan. These natural
resources would be committed for the duration of the MSHCP (at least 70 years).
However, this does not represent irreversible environmental changes or an irretrievable
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commitment of resources. Rather, it preserves resources for the future by allowing only
non-destructive uses.
Growth Inducement
State CEQA Guidelines requires the analysis of a proposed project’s potential to induce
growth. Specifically, Section 15126.2(d) requires that environmental documents
“ . . . discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly,
in the surrounding environment . . .” Growth inducing impacts can occur if a project
would induce growth either directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment.
Furthermore, Section 15126.2(d) states that “[i]t must not be assumed that growth in any
area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”
A project’s potential to induce growth does not automatically result in growth. Growth
can only occur through capital investment in new economic opportunities by the public
or private sectors. Development pressures are a result of economic investment in a particular locality. These pressures help to structure the local politics of growth and the
local jurisdiction’s posture on growth management and land use policy. Under CEQA,
as stated previously, growth inducement is not considered necessarily detrimental,
beneficial, or of significance to the environment. Typically, the growth inducing
potential of a project would be considered significant if it fosters growth or a
concentration of population in excess of what is assumed in pertinent master plans, land
use plans, or in projections made by regional planning agencies. In general, growth that
is induced by a project is considered a significant impact if it directly or indirectly
affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can be
demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects the environment in some
other way.
Examples of development that would directly facilitate growth include the installation
of new roadways or the construction or expansion of water delivery/treatment facilities.
New employees from commercial and industrial development and new population from
residential development represent direct forms of growth. While the establishment of
the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area would likely be regarded as an enhancement
to western Riverside County’s quality of life, neither the proposed MSHCP nor any of
the alternative scenarios contain components that would directly generate residential,
commercial, or industrial development or induce population growth within the Plan
Area.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15604(D)(2) states that “an indirect physical change in
the environment is a physical change in the environment which is not immediately
related to the project, but which is caused indirectly by the project.” Section
15604(d)(3) further states that “[a]n indirect physical change is to be considered only if
that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project.” A
project could indirectly induce growth by reducing or removing barriers to growth or by
creating a condition that attracts additional population or new economic activity that is
not currently planned. Additionally, a project that will reduce the supply of available
land for development in one area may be considered to have indirect growth inducing
effects if such a reduction would result in a shift in projected growth into an area not
currently designated for such growth.
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Each of the alternatives will, to varying degrees, result in the loss of developable land
within western Riverside County. If development cannot occur where it is currently proposed, or occurs at levels currently permitted by the County and local municipalities, it
must be accommodated elsewhere. As a result, the project could redistribute growth in
the region, as development demand may occur in areas where it is not currently
anticipated.
The USFWS and the CDFG (Wildlife Agencies) have authority to regulate the “take”
of threatened and endangered or otherwise species. Currently, the time required to process Section 10a and Section 7 permits is unpredictable, and is a constraint on
development. The intent of the plan, as outlined in the Biological, Social, and Economic
goals (see Section 2.0), is for the Wildlife Agencies to grant “take authorization” to local
jurisdictions for otherwise lawful actions such as development that may incidentally take
or harm individuals of a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas, in exchange for
each jurisdiction’s support for the assembly of a coordinated reserve system. This would
lessen the existing constraint on development by streamlining the permitting process.
Thus, the proposed MSHCP would have an indirect growth inducing effect, because it
will accommodate and streamline the approval of future development within those areas
of western Riverside County outside the limits of the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Additionally, the prior establishment of “reserve design criteria” will accommodate
development, while allowing for conservation of biological resources, by identifying
where, how, and under what conditions development within individual quarter sections
may occur.
Environmentally Superior Alternative/Environmentally Preferable Alternative
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires the identification of an “Environmentally Superior Alternative” in Questions 6(a) and 6(b) in 40 Questions require the
identification of an “Environmentally Preferable” alternative. State CEQA regulations
(Section 15126.6(e)(2)) require that “[i]f the environmentally superior alternative is the
‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.” CEQ’s 40 Questions number 6(a) states that the
Environmentally Preferable Alternative is usually “. . . the alternative that causes the
least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the alternative
which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.”
The following provides a brief comparison of alternatives (with references to more
detailed comparisons elsewhere in this document), and identifies the Environmentally
Superior/Environmentally Preferable Alternative.
The selection of alternatives for analysis is discussed in the Alternatives Screening
Document (Appendix B). The alternatives carried forward for analysis include the
Proposed MSHCP (the “Preferred Alternative” per NEPA); the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative; the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative; the
Existing Reserves Alternative; and the No Project Alternative. Section 2.0 of this
document provides a detailed description of the alternatives, which are summarized in
the following paragraphs.
The Proposed Action conserves the greatest numbers of acres of habitat in usable
configurations, and conserves the most species, and would provide a management
structure for maintaining the viability of the habitat. The Existing Reserves and No
Project Alternatives would conserve land on a project-by-project basis, and there would
be no system for management or reserve configuration in place. The Listed, Proposed,
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and Strong Candidate Species and Listed and Proposed Species Alternatives would
conserve less habitat than the Proposed Action, but would have usable configurations
for the reserves, and would also include a management structure for overseeing the
reserves.
As the Proposed MSHCP would result in the most conservation and would provide more
organized and usable habitat conservation than the Existing Reserves Alternative and the
No Project Alternative, it is the Environmentally Superior/Environmentally Preferable
Alternative per CEQA and NEPA.
Energy Conservation/Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential
Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines contains guidance for discussion of energy
conservation. The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines Section 1502.2(e) indicates that the
discussion of environmental consequences must include analysis of the “. . . [e]nergy
requirements and conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation
measures.” The Proposed Action and alternatives would not involve construction or
maintenance of any new facilities. It is a plan that would be put in place to accommodate both conservation of important natural resources as well as to accommodate growth
and development. However, as no direct physical changes to the environment would
result from the MSHCP or alternatives, they would neither require energy nor decrease
the potential for energy conservation elsewhere.
Relationship Between Short-term Uses of the Environment and the Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-term Productivity
The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines Section 1502.16 of 40 CFR that analysis of environmental
consequences must include discussion of “. . . the relationship between short-term uses
of man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity
. . .” The objectives of the MSHCP involve balancing the need to conserve habitat in an
organized and effective manner with the need to accommodate growth and development
within Riverside County. Thus, long-term environmental productivity would be
maintained through the assembly and management of a biologically-sound reserve
system. Short-term uses of the environment, such as development, mining, and
recreation, would be accommodated in a manner least likely to result in permanent
damage to the region’s natural resources.
Natural or Depletable Resource Requirements and Conservation Potential
The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines state in Section 1502.16(f) that analysis of environmental
consequences must discuss “[n]atural or depletable resource requirements and
conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation measures.” The
implementation of an MSHCP does not directly result in a physical change to the
environment. It would not require construction of facilities or the excessive use of
depletable resources. Natural resources would be preserved for conservation. Thus, the
Proposed Action and all alternatives would not result in the depletion of natural or
depletable resources.
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Effects on Urban Quality, Historical and Cultural Resources, and the Design of the Built
Environment, Including the Reuse and Conservation Potential
NEPA Section 1502.16(g) states that analysis of environmental consequences must
discuss “[u]rban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design of the built
environment, including the reuse and conservation potential of various alternatives and
mitigation measures.” As stated in the Initial Study, the proposed MSHCP would not
adversely affect scenic vistas. The Proposed Project is designed to preserve habitat in
areas of western Riverside County. Riverside County has policies in place for the
protection of scenic vistas and/or scenic highways from adverse impact from future
development activities. The Riverside County General Plan also contains policies for
the protection of scenic resources and highways. The Proposed Action will preserve
important habitat and habitat linkages for threatened and endangered species in western
Riverside County. Future development will follow policies in place for the protection
of scenic resources and historic buildings. No impacts to this issue would occur as a
result of the implementation of the proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Riverside County is known to have been visited and permanently inhabited by EuroAmericans since the 18th century. With implementation of the MSHCP, there would be
no potential impacts to cultural or historical resources associated with development, as
no development would occur within the MSHCP Conservation Area. Cultural resources
located outside of the Plan Area may be affected by increased higher density “cluster”
development, but within these areas existing requirements for the recovery of historical
resources will be implemented.
Significant archaeological resources are known to exist within Riverside County, based
on what is known of the histories of local Native American communities. Implementation of the MSHCP can lead to the protection of archaeological resources by preventing
development in the various habitats set aside for the plan. The impacts to archaeological
resources associated with higher density “cluster” development are considered to be less
than significant, since best management practices will be used to follow proper
procedures used in excavation of archaeologically sensitive areas in areas where higher
density “cluster” development may occur.
Based on the soil types within western Riverside County and previous paleontological
studies, paleontological resources are known to be present within areas considered for
the MSHCP. Implementation of the MSHCP can lead to the protection of unique
paleontological resources or unique geologic features by preventing development in the
various habitats set aside in the Conservation Area. Conversely, the destruction or
disturbance of paleontological resources or unique geologic features may be increased
due to high density “cluster” development that will occur in areas outside of the
Conservation Area. Standard management practices for the excavation of potential
paleontological resources will be used to lessen impacts associated with greater
population concentration to a less than significant level.
Because the MSHCP would be preserving habitat in its existing state, conservation is
virtually guaranteed within the Conservation Area. While reuse of the area for nonconservation purposes is unlikely, it would not be precluded by any physical changes
to the environment.
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Urban quality and design of the built environment would be permanently changed to
reflect a better quality of life, including permanent open space, community edges, and
recreational opportunities.
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ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

7.1

County

County of Riverside
Mark Brewer, Park Planner, February 2002.

7.2

Cities

City of Banning
Chris Millen, Community Services Manager, February and March 2002.
City of Beaumont
Jeff Oakley, Assistant Planning Director, February and March 2002.
City of Calimesa
Bob French, Public Works Manager, March 2002.
City of Canyon Lake
Kathy Barns, Recreation Manager, February 2002.
City of Corona
Jonathan Jones, Park Development Manager Landscape Architect, March 2002.
Bob German, City of Corona Deputy Fire Chief, February 2002.
City of Hemet
Mike Gow, Deputy Public Works Director & City Engineer, March 2002.
City of Lake Elsinore
City of Lake Elsinore Parks Department, August 2002.
Dave Sap, Manager of Community Services Department, July 2002.
City of Moreno Valley
Steve Kupsak, Parks Manager, February 2002.
City of Murrieta
Jim Holston, Community Services Director, February 2002.
Lea Kolek, Assistant Community Services Director, February 2002.
Gary Whisenand, Fire Department, Battalion Chief, February 2002.
City of Norco
Bob Franck, City of Norco Fire Department, Battalion Chief, February 2002.
Alma Robles, City of Norco Planning Department, March 2002.
Jim Daniels, Community Development Director.
Brian Petri, Park and Recreation Director, August 2002.
City of Perris
Robin Blair, March 2002.
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City of Riverside
Chris Jensen, City of Riverside Fire Department, Division Chief, Planning
Department, February 2002.
City of Riverside Parks Department, August 2002.
Andy Emry and Ewina Lau, July 2002.
City of Temecula
Marsha Bustin, Parks and Landscape Development Technician, March 2002.
Barbara Smith, Community Services Development Manager, March 2002.
City of San Jacinto
David Clayton, Information Planner, August 2002.
Tim Holts, July 2002.

7.3

Regional Agencies

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Kevin Viera, Planning Department.
Western Riverside Council of Governments Planning Directors Technical Advisory
Committee Meetings
Valleywide Parks and Recreation District
Samuel Gopp, Parks Manager, February 2002.
Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District
Dan Rodriguez, General Manager, August 2002.
Beaumont-Cherry Valley Recreation and Park District
Art Holcum, July 2002.

7.4

Consulting Firms

Hogle-Ireland
Nelson Miller, July 2002.
RHA Landscape Architects-Planners, Inc.
Michael Hutchinson, July 2002.
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REPORT PREPARATION PERSONNEL

8.1

LSA Associates, Inc.

Lloyd Zola, Principal in Charge
Lynn Calvert-Hayes, AICP, Project Principal
Felicia Bradfield, Senior Planner
Carl Winter, Planner
Karen Jordan, Planner/GIS Analysis
Lance Gannon, Planner
Renee Sendecki, Planner

8.2

Adrianne Boyd, Planner
Zac Henderson, GIS Analysis
Jennifer Schuk, Graphics
Steve Dong, Technical Editor
Sheryl Schumacher, Production

County of Riverside

Kristi Lovelady, Administrative Manager, Transportation Land Management Agency
Richard Lashbrook, Director, Transportation Land Management Agency
Karin Watts-Bazan, County Counsel

8.3

Best, Best and Krieger

Michelle Ouellette, Legal Counsel
Megan Starr, Legal Counsel

8.4

Jennifer Buckman, Legal Counsel

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

James Bartel, Field Supervisor
Karin Cleary-Rose, ESA/Section 10 Biologist
Julie Concannan, Legal Counsel
Karen Goebel, Assistant Field Supervisor
Dorean Stadtlander, Acting Branch Chief

8.5

California Department of Fish and Game

Jeff Drongesen, Staff Environmental Scientist
Robin Maloney-Rames, Environmental Scientist
Ron Rempel, Deputy Director, Habitat Conservation Division

8.6

DUDEK & Associates, Inc.

June Collins, Principal
Martie Clemons, GIS Specialist
Tonette Foster, Technical Editor
Drew Garner, Environmental Specialist
Joe Monaco, Senior Project Manager
Myloc Nguyen, Environmental Specialist
Daniel Park, Environmental Specialist
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10.0 GLOSSARY, ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS AND
INDEX
10.1

Glossary

Adaptive Management: To use the results of new information gathered through the
monitoring program of the plan and from other sources to adjust management strategies
and practices to assist in providing for the conservation of covered species.
Adaptive Management Program: The MSHCP’s program of Adaptive Management
described in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP.
Additional Reserve Lands: Conserved Habitat totaling approximately 153,000 acres that
are needed to meet the goals and objectives of the MSHCP and comprise approximately
56,000 acres of State and federal acquisition and mitigation for State Permittees, and
approximately 97,000 acres contributed by local Permittees. (Lands acquired since
February 3, 2000 are included in the Local Permittees’ Additional Reserve Lands
contribution pursuant to correspondence discussed in Section 4.0 of the MSHCP,
Volume I and on file with the County of Riverside).
Affordable Housing: Housing capable of being purchased or rented by a household with
very low, low, or moderate income, based on a household’s ability to make monthly
payments necessary to obtain housing. “Affordable to low- and moderate-income
households” means that at least 20 percent of the units in a development will be sold or
rented to lower income households, and the remaining units to either lower or moderate
income households. Housing units for lower income households must sell or rent for a
monthly cost not greater than 30 percent of 60 percent of area median income as
periodically established by HCD. Housing units for moderate income must sell or rent
for a monthly cost not greater than 30 percent of area median income.
Agriculture: For the species analyses, references to agriculture refer to the vegetation
community, Agriculture, as depicted on the MSHCP Vegetation Map, Figure 2-1 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Agricultural Operations: The production of all plants (horticulture), fish farms, animals
and related production activities, including the planting, cultivation and tillage of the
soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production, plowing, seeding, cultivation,
growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the purpose of crop rotation of any
agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture, horticulture, and the breeding,
feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing animals, fish, or poultry, the
operation, management, conservation, improvement or maintenance of a farm or ranch
and its buildings, tools and equipment; the construction, operation and maintenance of
ditches, canals, reservoirs, wells and/or waterways used for farming or ranching
purposes and all uses conducted as a normal part of such agricultural operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. The
definition of agricultural operations shall not include any activities on State and federal
property or in the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Allowable Use: Uses permitted within the MSHCP Conservation Area as defined in
Section 7.4 of the MSHCP.
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Alternative: An alternative to the proposed project/action. Under NEPA, the project and
a range of alternatives to the project are examined at the same level of detail as the
proposed project. CEQA does not require alternatives to be examined in as great a detail
as the project (i.e., alternatives are means of avoiding the impacts associated with the
project). NEPA requires discussion of mitigation measures and growth inducing impacts
as part of the discussion of each alternative. CEQA requires a separate discussion of
these issues, focusing on the project.
Annual Report: The reports prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section 6.11 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Aquifer: An underground, water-bearing layer of earth, porous rock, sand, or gravel,
through which water can seep or be held in natural storage. Aquifers generally hold
sufficient water to be used as a water supply.
Area; Area Median Income: As used in State of California housing law with respect to
income eligibility limits established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), “area” means metropolitan area or non-metropolitan county. In
non-metropolitan areas, the “area median income” is the higher of the county median
family income or the statewide non-metropolitan median family income.
Area Plan: A community planning area defined in the County of Riverside General Plan.
Sixteen County of Riverside Area Plans are located within the MSHCP Planning Area.
Area Plan Subunit: A portion of an Area Plan for which Biological Issues and
Considerations and Target Acreages have been specified in Section 3.3 of the MSHCP.
Arterial Highway: Medium to higher speeds (30-55 mph), medium to higher capacity
(10,000-50,000 average daily trips) roadway that provides intra- and inter-community
travel and access to the regional highway and freeway system. Access to community
arterials should be provided at collector roads and local streets, discouraging direct
access from parcels to existing arterials.
Assisted Housing: Generally multi-family rental housing, but sometimes single-family
ownership units, whose construction, financing, sales prices, or rents have been
subsidized by federal, state, or local housing programs including, but not limited to
Federal §8 (new construction, substantial rehabilitation, and loan management setasides), Federal §s 213, 236, and 202, Federal §221(d)(3) (below-market interest rate
program), Federal §101 (rent supplement assistance), CDBG, FmHA §515, multi-family
mortgage revenue bond programs, local redevelopment and in lieu fee programs, and
units developed pursuant to local inclusionary housing and density bonus programs. By
January 1, 1992, all California Housing Elements are required to address the preservation or replacement of assisted housing that is eligible to change to market rate housing
by 2002.
Assurances: Mutual agreements and covenants contained in the Implementing
Agreement which bind the parties to specified actions and provide each party with
benefits. The benefits include, for example, authorization for incidental take of species
in accordance with the Habitat Management Plan (HMP), and conservation of species
resulting from actions to implement the plan.
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Authorizations: Permits for incidental take of species in accordance with the MSHCP
or HCP.
Below-market-rate (BMR): (1) Any housing unit specifically priced to be sold or rented
to low- or moderate-income households for an amount less than the fair-market value
of the unit. Both the State of California and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development set standards for determining which households qualify as “low income”
or “moderate income.” (2) The financing of housing at less than prevailing interest rates.
Bicycle Lane (Class II facility): A corridor expressly reserved for bicycles, existing on a
street or roadway in addition to any lanes for use by motorized vehicles.
Bicycle Path (Class I facility): A paved route not on a street or roadway and expressly
reserved for bicycles traversing an otherwise unpaved area. Bicycle paths may parallel
roads but typically are separated from them by landscaping.
Bicycle Route (Class III facility): A facility shared with motorists and identified only by
signs, a bicycle route has no pavement markings or lane stripes.
Bikeways: A term that encompasses bicycle lanes, bicycle paths, and bicycle routes.
Biological Issues and Considerations: A list of biological factors to be used by the Plan
Participants in assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Biological Issues and
Considerations are identified for each Area Plan Subunit in Section 3.3 of the MSHCP.
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Determination: Documentation that a particular
project alternative will be biologically equivalent or superior to a project consistent with
the guidelines and thresholds established in the policies for the protection of species
associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools set forth in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, policies for the protection of narrow endemic plant species set forth in Section
6.1.3 of the MSHCP, additional survey needs and procedures policies set forth in Section
6.3.2 of the MSHCP and the Criteria Refinement Process set forth in Section 6.5 of the
MSHCP.
Biological Monitoring Program: The program detailing the requirements for monitoring
of the MSHCP Conservation Area as set forth in Section 5.3.7 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Biological Monitoring Report: Reports prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section
5.3.7 of the MSHCP.
Bioregion: A generalized area with similar elevation, topography, soils, and floristic
characteristics within the MSHCP Plan Area. Seven Bioregions are identified in the
MSHCP Plan Area and are depicted in Figure 2.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Blight: A condition of a site, structure, or area that may cause nearby buildings and/or
areas to decline in attractiveness and/or utility. The Community Redevelopment Law
(Health and Safety Code, §33031 and §3032) contains a definition of blight used to
determine eligibility of proposed redevelopment project areas.
Biotic Community: A group of living organisms characterized by a distinctive
combination of both animal and plant species in a particular habitat.
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Blueline Stream: A watercourse shown as a blue line on a U.S. Geological Service
topographic quadrangle map.
Brownfield: An area with abandoned, idle, or under-used industrial and commercial
facilities where expansion, redevelopment, or reuse is complicated by real or perceived
environmental contamination.
Buffer Zone: An area of land separating two distinct land uses that acts to soften or
mitigate the effects of one land use on the other.
Buildout; Build out: Development of land to its full potential or theoretical capacity as
permitted under current or proposed planning or zoning designations.
California Department of Fish and Game: CDFG, a department of the California
Resources Agency.
California Endangered Species Act (CESA): California Endangered Species Act
(California Fish and Game code, Section 2050, et seq.) and all rules, regulations and
guidelines promulgated thereunder, as amended..
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): The California Environmental Quality Act
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.) and all guidelines
promulgated thereunder, as amended. For the MSHCP, the County shall be the lead
agency under CEQA as defined under State CEQA Guidelines section 15367..
California Housing Finance Agency (CHFA): A State agency, established by the Housing
and Home Finance Act of 1975, which is authorized to sell revenue bonds and generate
funds for the development, rehabilitation, and conservation of low-and moderate-income
housing.
Caltrans: California Department of Transportation, a department of the California
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency.
Candidate / “Strong Candidate” Species: A candidate species is one proposed to be
Federally listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Strong Candidate species
are those considered to have a high likelihood of becoming listed in the near future.
Cell: A unit within the Criteria Area generally 160 acres in size, approximating one
quarter section.
Cell Group: An identified grouping of cells within the Criteria Area.
Changed Circumstances: Changes in circumstances affecting a Covered Species or the
geographic area covered by the MSHCP that can reasonably be anticipated by the Parties
and that can be reasonably planned for in the MSHCP. Changed Circumstances and the
planned responses to those circumstances are more particularly described in Section 6.8
of the MSHCP and in Section 11.4 of the IA. Changed Circumstances do not include
Unforeseen Circumstances.
Channelization: (1) The straightening and/or deepening of a watercourse for purposes
of storm-runoff control or ease of navigation. Channelization often includes lining of
stream banks with a retaining material such as concrete. (2) At the intersection of
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roadways, the directional separation of traffic lanes through the use of curbs or raised
islands that limit the paths that vehicles may take through the intersection.
Cities: The Cities of Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake
Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula,
collectively.
Clustered Development: Development in which a number of dwelling units are placed
in closer proximity than usual, or are attached, with the purpose of retaining an openspace area.
Collector: Relatively low-speed (25-30 mph), relatively low-volume (5,000-20,000
average daily trips) street that provides circulation within and between neighborhoods.
Collectors usually serve short trips and are intended for collecting trips from local streets
and distributing them to the arterial network.
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP):
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process overseen by RCTC
to identify future transportation and communication corridors designed to relieve current
traffic congestion and provide for the County’s and the Cities’ future transportation and
communication needs.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG): A grant program administered by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on a formula basis for
entitlement communities, and by the State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) for non-entitled jurisdictions. This grant allots money to cities and
counties for housing rehabilitation and community development, including public
facilities and economic development.
Community Park: Land with full public access intended to provide recreation
opportunities beyond those supplied by neighborhood parks. Community parks are
larger in scale than neighborhood parks but smaller than regional parks.
Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA): A local agency created under California
Redevelopment Law (Health & Safety Code §33000, et. seq.), or a local legislative
body that has been elected to exercise the powers granted to such an agency, for the
purpose of planning, developing, re-planning, redesigning, clearing, reconstructing,
and/or rehabilitating all or part of a specified area with residential, commercial,
industrial, and/or public (including recreational) structures and facilities. The
redevelopment agency’s plans must be compatible with adopted community general
plans.
Compatible Uses: Land uses that are considered to be compatible with the overall
conservation goals and objectives of the MSHCP and are covered within the reserve
system, including reserve management and scientific research activities, emergency,
safety and police services, and emergency repairs.
Conceptual Reserve Design: A reserve concept developed for purposes of providing
quantitative parameters for MSHCP species analyses, MSHCP Conservation Area
description, and target acreages within Area Plan Subunits. The Conceptual Reserve
Design is intended to describe one way in which the Additional Reserve Lands could be
assembled consistent with MSHCP Criteria.
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Concurrency: Installation and operation of facilities and services needed to meet the
demands of new development simultaneous with the development.
Conditionally Compatible Uses: Land uses that are considered to be conditionally
compatible with the overall conservation goals and objectives of the MSHCP, including
public access and recreation, transportation, water-related activities, utilities, and waste
management.
Condominium: A structure of two or more units, the interior spaces of which are
individually owned; the balance of the property (both land and building) is owned in
common by the owners of the individual units.
Congestion Management Plan (CMP): A mechanism employing growth management
techniques, including traffic level of service requirements, standards for public transit,
trip reduction programs involving transportation systems management and jobs/ housing
balance strategies, and capital improvement programming, for the purpose of controlling
and/or reducing the cumulative regional traffic impacts of development.
Congregate Care: Apartment housing, usually for seniors, in a group setting that
includes independent living and sleeping accommodations in conjunction with shared
dining and recreational facilities. (See “Community Care Facility.”)
Conservation: To use, and the use of, methods and procedures within the MSHCP
Conservation Area and within the Plan Area as set forth in the MSHCP, that are
necessary to bring any listed species to the point at which the measures provided
pursuant to FESA and the California Fish and Game Code are no longer necessary.
However, Permittees will have no duty to enhance, restore, or revegetate MSHCP
Conservation Area lands unless required by the MSHCP or agreed to through
implementation of the Plan.
Conservation Strategy: The overall approach to assure conservation of individual species
within the MSHCP Area; for each individual species, the Conservation Strategy is
comprised of four elements: (1) a global conservation goal; (2) global conservation
objectives; (3) species-specific conservation objectives that are measurable; and (4)
management and monitoring activities.
Conserved Habitat: Land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of
the Covered Species under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to other uses,
and the institutional arrangements that provide for its ongoing management.
Consistency; Consistent With: Free from significant variation or contradiction. The
various diagrams, text, goals, policies, and programs in the general plan must be
consistent with each other, not contradictory or preferential. The term “consistent with”
is used interchangeably with “conformity with.” The courts have held that the phrase
“consistent with” means “agreement with; harmonious with.” Webster defines
“conformity with” as meaning harmony, agreement when used with “with.” The term
“conformity” means in harmony therewith or agreeable to (Sec 58 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen.
21, 25 [1975]). California State law also requires that a general plan be internally
consistent and also requires consistency between a general plan and implementation
measures such as the zoning ordinance. As a general rule, an action program or project
is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the
objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.
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Constrained Linkage: A constricted connection expected to provide for movement of
identified Planning Species between core areas, where options for assembly of the
connection are limited due to existing patterns of use.
Conveyance Tax: A tax imposed on the sale, lease, or transfer of real property.
Cooperative Organizational Structure: The local administrative structure for implementation and management of the MSHCP.
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs): A term used to describe restrictive
limitations that may be placed on property and its use, and which usually are made a
condition of holding title or lease.
Core Area: A block of habitat of appropriate size, configuration, and vegetation
characteristics to generally support the life history requirements of one or more Covered
Species.
Corridor: Refers to the alignment area or footprint for man-made linear projects such as
transportation facilities, pipelines, and utility lines. Corridor does not have a biological
meaning in the MSHCP lexicon.
County: County of Riverside
County Flood Control: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.
County Parks: Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District.
County Waste: Riverside County Waste Management Department.
Covered Activities: Certain activities carried out or conducted by Permittees, Participating Special Entities, Third Parties Granted Take Authorization, and others within the
MSHCP Area, and described in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP, that will receive Take
Authorization under the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Permit, provided these
activities are otherwise lawful.
Covered Species: Those 146 species within the MSHCP Area that will be adequately
conserved by the MSHCP when the MSHCP is implemented. These species are listed
in Exhibit C to the IA and in Section 9.2 of the MSHCP.
Covered Species Adequately Conserved: Covered Species that are conserved by the
MSHCP and which are provided in the Incidental Take Coverage Section 10(a) Permit
and NCCP Permit and for animals through the Section 10(a) permit issued in
conjunction with this IA. These species are listed in Exhibit D to the IA and Section 9
of the MSHCP.
Cumulative Impact: As used in CEQA, the total impact resulting from the accumulated
impacts of individual projects or programs over time.
Criteria: Descriptions provided for individual cells or cell groups within the Criteria
Area to guide assembly of the Additional Reserve Lands.
Criteria Area: The area comprised of cells depicted on Figure 3-1 of the MSHCP.
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Critical Habitat: Refer to 50 Code of Federal Regulations Sections 17.95 and 17.96.
Dedication: The turning over by an owner or developer of private land for public use,
and the acceptance of land for such use by the governmental agency having jurisdiction
over the public function for which it will be used. Dedications for roads, parks, school
sites, or other public uses often are made conditions for approval of a development by
a city or county.
Dedication, In lieu of: Cash payments that may be required of an owner or developer as
a substitute for a dedication of land, usually calculated in dollars per lot, and referred to
as in lieu fees or in lieu contributions.
Deficiency Plan: An action program for improving or preventing the deterioration of
level of service on the Congestion Management Agency street and highway network.
Density, Residential: The number of permanent residential dwelling units per acre of
land. Densities specified may be expressed in units per gross acre or per net developable
acre.
Density Bonus: The allocation of development rights that allows a parcel to accommodate additional square footage or additional residential units beyond the maximum for
which the parcel is zoned. Under Government Code Section 65915, a housing
development that provides 20 percent of its units for lower income households, or 10
percent of its units for very low-income households, or 50 percent of its units for seniors,
is entitled to a density bonus and other concessions.
Density, Employment: A measure of the number of employed persons per specific area
(for example, employees/acre).
Density Transfer: A way of retaining open space by concentrating densities usually in
compact areas adjacent to existing urbanization and utilities while leaving unchanged
historic, sensitive, or hazardous areas. In some jurisdictions, for example, developers
can buy development rights of properties targeted for public open space and transfer the
additional density to the base number of units permitted in the zone in which they
propose to develop.
Detention Dam/Basin/Pond: Dams may be classified according to the broad function they
serve, such as storage, diversion, or detention. Detention dams are constructed to retard
flood runoff and minimize the effect of sudden floods. Detention dams fall into two
main types. In one type, the water is temporarily stored, and released through an outlet
structure at a rate that will not exceed the carrying capacity of the channel downstream.
Often, the basins are planted with grass and used for open-space or recreation in periods
of dry weather. The other type, most often called a Retention Pond, allows for water to
be held as long as possible and may or may not allow for the controlled release of water.
In some cases, the water is allowed to seep into the permeable banks or gravel strata in
the foundation. This latter type is sometimes called a Water-Spreading Dam or Dike
because its main purpose is to recharge the underground water supply. Detention dams
are also constructed to trap sediment. These are often called Debris Dams.
Development: The uses to which land shall be put, including construction of buildings,
structures, infrastructure, and all alterations of the land.
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Developable Acres, Net: The portion of a site that can be used for density calculations.
Public or private road rights-of-way and flood control channels are not included in the
net developable acreage of a site.
Developable Land: Land that is suitable as a location for structures and that can be
developed free of hazards to, and without disruption of, or significant impact on, natural
resource areas.
Development Agreement: A legislatively approved contract between a jurisdiction and
a person having legal or equitable interest in real property within the jurisdiction
(California Government Code §65865 et. seq.) that “freezes” certain rules, regulations,
and policies applicable to development of a property for a specified period of time,
usually in exchange for certain concessions by the owner.
Development Fee: See “Impact Fee.”
Discretionary Project: A proposed project requiring discretionary action by a Permittee,
as that term is used in CEQA and defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15357,
including issuance of a grading permit for County projects.
Duplex: A detached building under single ownership that is designed for occupation as
the residence of two families living independently of each other.
Dwelling Unit: A room or group of rooms (including sleeping, eating, cooking, and
sanitation facilities, but not more than one kitchen), that constitutes an independent
housekeeping unit, occupied or intended for occupancy by one household on a long-term
basis.
Easement: Usually the right to use property owned by another for specific purposes or
to gain access to another property. For example, utility companies often have easements
on the private property of individuals to be able to install and maintain utility facilities.
Easement, Conservation: A tool for acquiring open-space with less than full-fee
purchase, whereby a public agency buys only certain specific rights from the land
owner. These may be positive rights (providing the public with the opportunity to hunt,
fish, hike, or ride over the land) or they may be restrictive rights (limiting the uses to
which the land owner may devote the land in the future.)
Edge Effects: Adverse direct and indirect effects to species, habitats and vegetation
communities along the natural wildlands/urban interface. May include predation by
mesopredators (including native and non-native predators), invasion by exotic species,
noise, lighting, urban runoff, and other anthropogenic impacts (trampling of vegetation,
trash and toxic materials dumping, etc.).
Effective Date: Date on which the IA takes effect, as set forth in Section 19.1 of the IA.
Eminent Domain: The right of a public entity to acquire private property for public use
by condemnation and the payment of just compensation.
Endangered Species: Those species listed as endangered under FESA and/or CESA.
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Environment: CEQA defines environment as “the physical conditions which exist within
the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, mineral,
flora, fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”
Environmental Impact Report (EIR): A report required pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act which assesses all the environmental characteristics of an
area, determines what effects or impacts will result if the area is altered or disturbed by
a proposed action, and identifies alternatives or other measures to avoid or reduce those
impacts. (See “California Environmental Quality Act.”)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): Under the National Environmental Policy Act,
a statement on the effect of development proposals and other major actions that
significantly affect the environment.
Environmental Laws: Includes State and federal laws governing or regulating the impact
of development activities on land, water, or biological resources as they related to
Covered Species, including but not limited to CESA, FESA, the NCCP Act, CEQA,
NEPA, the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (“MBTA”), the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C., Section 1251 et seq.), the Native Plant Protection Act
(California Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq. and Sections 1801, 1802, 3511,
4700, 5050 and 5515) and includes any regulations promulgated pursuant to such laws.
ESA (Endangered Species Act): see CESA and FESA.
Exaction: A contribution or payment required as an authorized precondition for
receiving a development permit; usually refers to mandatory dedication (or fee in lieu
of dedication) requirements found in many subdivision regulations.
Executive Director: Director of the Regional Conservation Authority
Existing Agricultural Operations: Those lands within the MSHCP Plan Area that are
actively used for ongoing Agricultural Operations, as further defined in Section 11.3 of
the IA and Section 6.2 of the MSHCP.
Existing Agricultural Operations Database: The database created by the County to
identify Existing Agricultural Operations, as further defined in Section 11.3 of the IA.
FESA: Federal Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C., Section 1531, et seq.) and all rules
and regulations promulgated thereunder, as amended.
Fair Market Rent: The rent, including utility allowances, determined by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development for purposes of administering the
Section 8 Existing Housing Program.
Family: (1) Two or more persons related by birth, marriage, or adoption [U.S. Bureau
of the Census]. (2) An individual or a group of persons living together who constitute
a bonafide single-family housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit, not including a fraternity,
sorority, club, or other group of persons occupying a hotel, lodging house or institution
of any kind [California].
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Farmers Home Administration: A federal agency providing loans and grants for
improvement projects and low-income housing in rural areas.
Farmland: Refers to eight classifications of land mapped by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. Five agricultural classifications do not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors.
Flood Control District: Refers to the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.
Floor Area, Gross: The sum of the horizontal areas of the several floors of a building
measured from the exterior face of exterior walls, or from the centerline of a wall
separating two buildings, but not including any space where the floor-to-ceiling height
is less than six feet. Some cities exclude specific kinds of space (e.g., elevator shafts,
parking decks) from the calculation of gross floor area.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR): The gross floor area permitted on a site divided by the total net
area of the site, expressed in decimals to one or two places. For example, on a site with
10,000 net square feet of land area, a Floor Area Ratio of 1.0 will allow a maximum of
10,000 gross square feet of building floor area to be built. On the same site, a FAR of
1.5 would allow 15,000 square feet of floor area; a FAR of 2.0 would allow 20,000
square feet; and a FAR of 0.5 would allow only 5,000 square feet. Also commonly used
in zoning, FARs typically are applied on a parcel-by-parcel basis as opposed to an
average FAR for an entire land use or zoning district.
Fossil Fuel: Coal, oil and natural gas; so called because they are the remains of ancient
plant and animal life.
Freeway: A high-speed, high-capacity, limited-access road serving regional and
countywide travel. Such roads are free of tolls, as contrasted with “turnpikes” or other
“toll roads” now being introduced into Southern California. Freeways generally are
used for long trips between major land use generators. At Level of Service “E,” they
carry approximately 1,875 vehicles per lane per hour, in both directions. Major streets
cross at a different grade level.
Funding Coordination Committee: Members of the Funding Coordination Committee
shall consist of representatives from the Wildlife Agencies and the Regional Conservation Authority. The Funding Coordination Committee shall advise the Regional
Conservation Authority on local Reserve Land acquisitions and local funding priorities
as requested.
Gas Company, The: Refers to the Southern California Gas Company.
Growth Management: The use by a community of a wide range of techniques in
combination to determine the amount, type, and rate of development desired by the
community and to channel that growth into designated areas. Growth management
policies can be implemented through growth rates, zoning, capital improvement
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programs, public facilities ordinances, urban limit lines, standards for levels of service,
and other programs.
Habitat: The combination of environmental conditions of a specific place providing for
the needs of a species or a population of such species.
HabiTrak A GIS application to provide data on habitat loss and conservation which
occurs under the Permits.
Handicapped: A person determined to have a physical impairment or mental disorder
expected to be of long or indefinite duration. Many such impairments or disorders are
of such a nature that a person’s ability to live independently can be improved by
appropriate housing conditions.
Harass: A form of incidental take under the Federal Endangered Species Act; defined
in federal regulations as an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the
likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt
normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or
sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
Hard-Line Preserves: Land in a focused planning area that will be conserved and
managed for biological resources.
Harm: A form of incidental take under the Federal Endangered Species Act; defined in
federal regulations as an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such acts may
include significant habitat modification or degradation that actually kills or injures
wildlife by significant impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding,
feeding, or sheltering.
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP): An area-specific plan associated with an incidental take
permit for a listed species designed to minimize and mitigate the authorized take of the
species.
High-Occupancy Structure: All pre-1935 buildings with over 25 occupants, and all pre1976 buildings with over 100 occupants.
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV): Any vehicle other than a driver-only automobile (e.g.,
a vanpool, a bus, or two or more persons to a car).
Household: All those persons (related or unrelated), who occupy a single housing unit.
Householder: The head of a household.
Households, Number of: The count of all year-round housing units occupied by one or
more persons. The concept of household is important because the formation of new
households generates the demand for housing. Each new household formed creates the
need for one additional housing unit or requires that one existing housing unit be shared
by two households. Thus, household formation can continue to take place even without
an increase in population, thereby increasing the demand for housing.
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Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of (HUD): A cabinet-level department
of the federal government that administers housing and community development
programs.
Housing Unit: The place of permanent or customary abode of a person or family. A
housing unit may be a single family dwelling, a multifamily dwelling, a condominium,
a modular home, a mobile home, a cooperative, or any other residential unit considered
real property under state law. A housing unit has, at least, cooking facilities, a
bathroom, and a place to sleep. It also is a dwelling that cannot be moved without
substantial damage or unreasonable cost.
Impact Fee: A fee, also called a development fee, levied on the developer of a project
by a city, county, or other public agency as compensation for otherwise-unmitigated
impacts the project will produce. Section 66000, et seq., specifies that development fees
shall not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing the service for which the fee
is charged. To lawfully impose a development fee, the public agency must verify its
method of calculation and document proper restrictions on use of the fund.
Implementing Agreement (IA): A contractual obligation between individual cities within
the MSHCP study area, California Department of Fish and Game, and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service.
Incidental Take (also see Take): Take of Covered Species Adequately Conserved
incidental to and not the purpose of, and otherwise lawful activity, including, but not
limited to, take resulting from modification of habitat as defined in FESA and its
implementing regulations.
Incidental Take Permit: The authorization from Wildlife Agencies for taking of a
federally listed wildlife species, if such taking is incidental to and not the purpose of
carrying out otherwise lawful activities. Incidental take authorization and incidental take
permit are used interchangeably.
Inclusionary Zoning: Provisions established by a public agency to require that a specific
percentage of housing units in a project or development remain affordable to very lowand low-income households for a specified period.
Independent Science Advisors: The biologists, conservation experts and others that may
be appointed by the Executive Director to provide scientific input to assist in the
implementation of the MSHCP for the benefit of the Covered Species, as set forth in
Section 6.6.7 of the MSHCP.
Indian Lands: Native American reservation lands. Indian Lands are depicted on the
MSHCP maps for reference purposes. No conservation is assumed on these lands and
no activities on these lands would be permitted under the MSHCP.
Inland Empire: Refers collectively to western Riverside and San Bernardino Counties
and the portion of Los Angeles County east of the San Gabriel Valley.
Institutional Uses: (1) Publicly or privately owned and operated activities such as
hospitals, convalescent hospitals, intermediate care facilities, nursing homes, museums,
and schools and colleges; (2) churches and other religious organizations; and (3) other
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non-profit activities of a welfare, educational, or philanthropic nature that cannot be
considered residential, commercial, or industrial.
Intensity, Building: For residential uses, the actual number or the allowable range of
dwelling units per net or gross acre. For non-residential uses, the actual or the maximum
permitted floor area ratios (FARs).
Inter-agency: Indicates cooperation between or among two or more discrete agencies in
regard to a specific program.
Issues: Important unsettled community matters or problems that are identified in a
community’s general plan and dealt with by the plan’s objectives, policies, plan
proposals, and implementation programs.
Jobs/Housing Balance; Jobs/Housing Ratio: The availability of affordable housing for
employees. The jobs/housing ratio divides the number of jobs in an area by the number
of employed residents. A ratio of 1.0 indicates a balance. A ratio greater than 1.0
indicates a net in-commute; less than 1.0 indicates a net out-commute.
Land Banking: The purchase of land by a local government for use or resale at a later
date. “Banked lands” have been used for development of low- and moderate-income
housing, expansion of parks, and development of industrial and commercial centers.
Federal rail-banking law allows railroads to bank unused rail corridors for future rail use
while allowing interim use as trails.
Landmark: (1) A building, site, object, structure, or significant tree, having historical,
architectural, social, or cultural significance and marked for preservation by the local,
state, or federal government. (2) A visually prominent or outstanding structure or
natural feature that functions as a point of orientation or identification.
Land Use Classification: A system for classifying and designating the appropriate use
of properties.
Lead Agency: Under NEPA, the federal agency responsible for supervising the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. Federal, State, and local agencies
may act as joint lead agencies. Under CEQA, it is the public agency that has the primary
responsibility for approving the proposed project/action.
Lease: A contractual agreement by which an owner of real property (the lessor) gives
the right of possession to another (a lessee) for a specified period of time (term) and for
a specified consideration (rent).
Leasehold Interest: (1) The interest that the lessee has in the value of the lease itself in
condemnation award determination. (2) The difference between the total remaining rent
under the lease and the rent the lessee would currently pay for similar space for the same
time period.
Level of Service (LOS) Standard: A standard used by government agencies to measure
the quality or effectiveness of a municipal service, such as police, fire, or library, or the
performance of a facility, such as a street or highway.
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Level of Service (Traffic): A scale that measures the amount of traffic that a roadway or
intersection can accommodate, based on such factors as maneuverability, driver
dissatisfaction, and delay.
Level of Service A: Indicates a relatively free flow of traffic, with little or no limitation
on vehicle movement or speed.
Level of Service B: Describes a steady flow of traffic, with only slight delays in vehicle
movement and speed. All queues clear in a single signal cycle.
Level of Service C: Denotes a reasonably steady, high-volume flow of traffic, with some
limitations on movement and speed, and occasional backups on critical approaches.
Level of Service D: Designates the level where traffic nears an unstable flow.
Intersections still function, but short queues develop and cars may have to wait through
one cycle during short peaks.
Level of Service E: Represents traffic characterized by slow movement and frequent
(although momentary) stoppages. This type of congestion is considered severe, but is
not uncommon at peak traffic hours, with frequent stopping, long-standing queues, and
blocked intersections.
Level of Service F: Describes unsatisfactory stop-and-go traffic characterized by “traffic
jams” and stoppages of long duration. Vehicles at signalized intersections usually have
to wait through one or more signal changes, and “upstream” intersections may be
blocked by the long queues.
Linkage (1): A connection between Core Areas with adequate size, configuration, and
vegetation characteristics to generally provide for “live-in” habitat and/or provide for
genetic flow for identified Planning Species.
Linkage (2): With respect to jobs/housing balance, a program designed to offset the
impact of employment on housing need within a community, whereby project approval
is conditioned on the provision of housing units or the payment of an equivalent in-lieu
fee. The linkage program must establish the cause-and-effect relationship between a
new commercial or industrial development and the increased demand for housing.
Listed: A listed species is one which is protected under the Federal or California
Endangered Species Act. Listing categories include: Threatened, Endangered, Species
of Special Concern, State Protected Species, Federally Proposed Threatened or
Endangered, and Federally Petitioned Threatened or Endangered.
Live-In Habitat: Habitat that contains the necessary components to support key life
history requirements of a species, e.g., year-round habitat for permanent residents or
breeding habitat for migrant species.
Live-work Quarters: Buildings or spaces within buildings that are used jointly for
commercial and residential purposes where the residential use of the space is secondary
or accessory to the primary use as a place of work.
Local Permittees: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, County Flood
Control, County Parks, County Waste, RCTC, and the cities.
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Locality: An area with multiple occurrences of a species based on the MSHCP species
occurrence data base or literature citations as noted in individual species accounts.
Long-Term SKR HCP: The Long-Term Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation
Plan in western Riverside County dated March 1996, more particularly described in
Section 16.2 of the IA.
Low-income Household: A household with an annual income usually no greater than 80
percent of the area median family income adjusted by household size, as determined by
a survey of incomes conducted by a city or a county, or in the absence of such a survey,
based on the latest available eligibility limits established by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing program.
Maintenance Activities: Those Covered Activities that include the ongoing maintenance
of public facilities as described in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP.
Major Amendments: Those proposed amendments to the MSHCP and the IA as
described in Section 20.5 of the IA and Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
Management Unit: Broad areas planned to be consolidated for overall unified
management of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Five management units have been
defined and are depicted in Figure 5-1 of the MSHCP Plan, Volume I.
Manufactured Housing: Residential structures that are constructed entirely in the factory,
and which since June 15, 1976, have been regulated by the Federal Manufactured Home
Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 under the administration of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
MBTA: Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (50 C.F.R., Section 21, et seq.) and all rules
and regulations promulgated thereunder, as amended.
MBTA Special Purpose Permit: A permit issued by the USFWS under 50 Code of Federal
Regulations, section 21.27, authorizing Take under the MBTA of the Covered Species
Adequately Conserved listed as endangered or threatened under FESA in connection
with the Covered Activities.
Mean Sea Level: The average altitude of the sea surface for all tidal stages.
Median Strip: The dividing area, either paved or landscaped, between opposing lanes of
traffic on a roadway.
Mima Mound: A large hump of soil in a vernal pool grassland. Mima mounds can be a
few inches to a few feet high.
Ministerial Approvals: Certain city approvals involving little or no judgment by the City
prior to issuance but that could have adverse impacts to Covered Species and their
habitats.
Minor Amendments: Minor changes to the MSHCP and the IA as defined in Section 20.4
of the IA and Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
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Mitigation: Measures undertaken to diminish or compensate for the negative impacts of
a project or activity on the environment, including: (a) avoiding the impact altogether
by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (b) minimizing impacts by limiting
the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (c) rectifying the impact
by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (d) reducing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the
life of the action; or (e) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.
Mitigation Lands: Subset of Additional Reserve Lands totaling approximately 103,000
acres, comprised of approximately 97,000 acres contributed by local Permittees, and
approximately 6,000 acres contributed by State Permittees.
Minipark: Small neighborhood park of approximately one acre or less.
Mixed-use: Properties on which various uses, such as office, commercial, institutional,
and residential, are combined in a single building or on a single site in an integrated
development project with significant functional interrelationships and a coherent
physical design. A “single site” may include contiguous properties.
Mobile Home: A structure, transportable in one or more sections, built on a permanent
chassis and designed for use as a single family dwelling unit and which (1) has a
minimum of 400 square feet of living space; (2) has a minimum width in excess of 102
inches; (3) is connected to all available permanent utilities; and (4) is (a) tied down to
a permanent foundation on a lot either owned or leased by the homeowner or (b) is set
on piers, with wheels removed and skirted, in a mobile home park.
Moderate-income Household: A household with an annual income between the lower
income eligibility limits and 120 percent of the area median family income adjusted by
household size, usually as established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing program.
Modular Unit: A factory-fabricated, transportable building or major component designed
for use by itself or for incorporation with similar units on-site into a structure for
residential, commercial, educational, or industrial use. Differs from mobile homes and
manufactured housing by (in addition to lacking an integral chassis or permanent hitch
to allow future movement) being subject to California housing law design standards.
California standards are more restrictive than federal standards in some respects (e.g.,
plumbing and energy conservation). Also called Factory-built Housing and regulated
by state law of that title.
Monitoring Program Administrator: The individual responsible for administering the
Monitoring Program.
MSHCP: Western Riverside County Multiple species Habitat Conservation Plan, a
comprehensive habitat conservation planning program that address multiple species’
needs, including habitat, and the preservation of native vegetation in western Riverside
County, as depicted in Exhibit A of the IA.
MSHCP Conservation Area: Approximately 500,000 acres comprised of approximately
347,000 acres of Public/Quasi-Public Lands and approximately 153,000 acres of
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Additional Reserve Lands. The MSHCP Conservation Area will provide for the
conservation of the covered species.
MSHCP Area/MSHCP Plan Area: The boundaries of the MSHCP, consisting of an
approximate 1,966-square mile area in western Riverside County, as depicted in
Exhibit B.
Multiple Family Building: A detached building designed and used exclusively as a
dwelling by three or more families occupying separate suites.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species: Plant species that are highly restricted by their habitat
affinities, edaphic requirements, or other ecological factors, and for which specific
conservation measures have been identified in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): National Environmental Policy Act (42
U.S.C., Section 4321-4335) and all rules, regulations promulgated thereunder, as
amended. For the MSHCP, USFWS is the lead agency under NEPA as defined in 40
Code of Federal Regulations, Section 1508.16.
Natural Community Conservation Planning Program: A habitat conservation program
instituted by the State of California in 1991 to encourage the preservation of natural
communities before species within those communities are threatened with extinction.
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP): A plan prepared under the Natural
Community Conservation Planning Program designed to conserve natural communities
at the ecosystems scale while accommodating compatible land use.
Natural State: The condition existing prior to development.
NCCP Act: California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (California Fish
and Game Code, Section 2800 et seq.) including all regulation promulgated thereunder,
as amended.
NCCP Permit: The Permit issued in accordance with the IA by CDFG under the NCCP
Act to permit the take of identified species, including rare species, species listed under
CESA as threatened or endangered, a species that is a candidate for listing, and unlisted
species.
Neighborhood: A planning area commonly identified as such in a community’s planning
documents, and by the individuals residing and working within the neighborhood.
Documentation may include a map prepared for planning purposes, on which the names
and boundaries of the neighborhood are shown.
Neighborhood Park: City- or county-owned land intended to serve the recreation needs
of people living or working within one-half mile radius of the park.
Neighborhood Unit: According to one widely accepted concept of planning, the
neighborhood unit should be the basic building block of the city. It is based on the
elementary school, with other community facilities located at its center and arterial
streets at its perimeter. The distance from the school to the perimeter should be a
comfortable walking distance for a school-age child; there would be no through traffic
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uses. Limited industrial or commercial would occur on the perimeter where arterials
intersect. This was a model for American suburban development after World War II.
Neotraditional Development: An approach to land use planning and urban design that
promotes the building of neighborhoods with a mix of uses and housing types,
architectural variety, a central public gathering place, interconnecting streets and alleys,
and edges defined by greenbelts or boulevards. The basic goal is integration of the
activities of potential residents with work, shopping, recreation, and transit all within
walking distance.
New Agricultural Lands: The acreage converted to Agricultural Operations after the
Effective Date of the IA, as described in Section 11.3 of the IA and Section 6.2 of the
MSHCP.
New Agricultural Lands Cap: A designated maximum number of acres of New
Agricultural Land within the Criteria Area, as described in Section 11.3 of the IA and
Section 6.2 of the MSHCP.
Non-conforming Use: A use that was valid when brought into existence, but by
subsequent regulation becomes no longer conforming. “Non-conforming use” is a
generic term and includes (1) non-conforming structures (by virtue of size, type of
construction, location on land, or proximity to other structures), (2) non-conforming use
of a conforming building, (3) non-conforming use of a non-conforming building, and (4)
non-conforming use of land. Thus, any use lawfully existing on any piece of property
that is inconsistent with a new or amended general plan, and that in turn is a violation
of a zoning ordinance amendment subsequently adopted in conformance with the general
plan, will be a non-conforming use. Typically, non-conforming uses are permitted to
continue for a designated period of time, subject to certain restrictions.
Non-contiguous Habitat Block: A block of habitat not connected to other habitat areas
via a Linkage or Constrained Linkage.
No Surprises Assurance-Federal: Provided Permittees are implementing the terms and
conditions of the IA and the Permit(s), the USFWS can only require additional
mitigation for Covered Species Adequately Conserved beyond that provided for in the
MSHCP as a result of Unforeseen Circumstances in accordance with the “No Surprises”
regulations at 50 Code of Federal Regulations sections 17.22(b)(5) and 17.32(b)(5) and
as discussed in Chapter 6.8 of the MSHCP.
Notice (of Hearing): A legal document announcing the opportunity for the public to
present its views to an official representative or board of a public agency concerning an
official action pending before the agency.
Open-Space Land: Any parcel or area of land or water that is essentially unimproved
and devoted to an open-space use for the purposes of (1) the preservation of natural
resources, (2) the managed production of resources, (3) outdoor recreation, or (4) public
health and safety.
Ordinance: A law or regulation set forth and adopted by a governmental authority,
usually a city or county.
Other Species: Species that are not identified as Covered Species under the MSHCP.
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Outdoor Recreation Use: A privately or publicly owned or operated use providing
facilities for outdoor recreation activities.
Overlay: A land use designation on the General Plan Land Use Map, or a zoning
designation on a zoning map, that modifies the basic underlying designation in some
specific manner.
Parcel: A lot in single ownership or under single control, usually considered a unit for
purposes of development.
Park Land; Parkland: Land that is publicly owned or controlled for the purpose of
providing parks, recreation, or open-space for public use.
Parking, Shared: A public or private parking area used jointly by two or more uses.
Parking Area, Public: An open area, excluding a street or other public way, used for the
parking of automobiles and available to the public, whether for free or for compensation.
Parking Management: An evolving Transportation Demand Management technique
designed to obtain maximum utilization from a limited number of parking spaces. Can
involve pricing and preferential treatment for HOVs, non-peak period users, and shortterm users.
Parking Ratio: The number of parking spaces provided per 1,000 square feet of floor
area (e.g., 2:1 or “two per thousand.”)
Parking Space, Compact: A parking space (usually 7.5 feet wide by 16 feet long when
perpendicular to a driveway or aisle) permitted in some localities on the assumption that
many modern cars are significantly smaller, and require less room, than a standard
automobile. A standard parking space, when perpendicular to a driveway or aisle, is
usually 8.5 feet wide by 18 feet long.
Parks: Open-space lands whose primary purpose is recreation.
Parkway: An expressway or freeway designed for non-commercial traffic only; usually
located within a strip of landscaped park or natural vegetation.
Parkway Strip: A piece of land located between the rear of a curb and the front of a
sidewalk, usually used for planting low ground cover and/or street trees, also known as
“planter strip.”
Participating Special Entity: Any regional public facility provider, such as a utility
company or a public district or agency, that operates and/or owns land within the
MSHCP Area and that applies for Incidental Take Authorization pursuant to Section 11
of the IA.
Party and Parties: The signatories to the IA, namely the Regional Conservation
Authority, the County, Flood Control, RCTC, the Cities, Caltrans, State Parks, USFWS,
CDFG, and any other city within the Plan Area that incorporates after the Effective Date
and complies with Section 11.6 of the IA.
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Permit(s): Collectively, the Section 10(a) Permit and NCCP Permit issued by the
Wildlife Agencies to Permittees for take of Covered Species Adequately Conserved
pursuant to the MSHCP and the IA.
Permittees: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, Flood Control, RCTC,
the Cities, Caltrans, and State Parks.
Plan Area: See “MSHCP Area.”
Plan Line: A precise line that establishes future rights-of-way along any portion of an
existing or proposed street or highway and which is depicted on a map showing the
streets and lot line or lines and the proposed right-of-way lines, and the distance thereof
from the established centerline of the street or highway, or from existing or established
property lines.
Planned Unit Development (PUD): A description of a proposed unified development,
consisting at a minimum of a map and adopted ordinance setting forth the regulations
governing, and the location and phasing of all proposed uses and improvements to be
included in the development.
Planning Agreement: The document prepared pursuant to the NCCP Act to guide
development of the MSHCP, that is contained in Appendix A of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Planning Area: The area directly addressed by the general plan. A city’s planning area
typically encompasses the city limits and potentially annexable land within its sphere of
influence.
Planning Commission: A body, usually having five or seven members, created by a city
or county in compliance with California law (§65100) which requires the assignment of
the planning functions of the city or county to a planning department, planning
commission, hearing officers, and/or the legislative body itself, as deemed appropriate
by the legislative body.
Planning Species: Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance
for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans.
Plan Participants: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, County Flood
Control, County Parks, County Waste, RCTC, the Cities, Caltrans, State Parks, and
others receiving Take Authorization under the Permit(s).
Population: A group of individuals of a given species that inhabits a relatively welldefined geographic area and has the opportunity to interbreed freely.
Poverty Level: As used by the U.S. Census, families and unrelated individuals are
classified as being above or below the poverty level based on a poverty index that
provides a range of income cutoffs or “poverty thresholds” varying by size of family,
number of children, and age of householder. The income cutoffs are updated each year
to reflect the change in the Consumer Price Index.
Preserve: noun: an area set apart for the protection of wildlife and natural resources.
verb: to keep in safety; protect from danger or harm; to keep intact or unimpaired;
maintain. Preservation and conservation are similar terms and are used in much the
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same way. Preservation connotes the act of securing the land and its values, whereas
conservation generally is broader and includes activities such as management of the land
and its resources.
Private Road/Private Street: Privately owned (and usually privately maintained) motor
vehicle access that is not dedicated as a public street. Typically the owner posts a sign
indicating that the street is private property and limits traffic in some fashion. For
density calculation purposes, some jurisdictions exclude private roads when establishing
the total acreage of the site; however, aisles within and driveways serving private
parking lots are not considered private roads.
Public/Quasi-Public Lands: Subset of MSHCP Conservation Area lands totaling
approximately 347,000 acres of lands known to be in public/private ownership and
expected to be managed for open space value and/or in a manner that contributes to the
Conservation of Covered Species (including lands contained in existing reserves) as
depicted in Figure 3-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Rare: A species (plant or animal) existing in such small numbers throughout all or a
significant portion of its range that it may become endangered or threatened (as defined
by CESA or FESA) if its environment worsens.
RCIP: Riverside County Integrated Project.
RCTC: Riverside County Transportation Commission, created pursuant to California
Public Utilities Code section 130050.
Recreation, Active: A type of recreation or activity that requires the use of organized
play areas including, but not limited to, softball, baseball, football and soccer fields,
tennis and basketball courts and various forms of children’s play equipment.
Recreation, Passive: Type of recreation or activity that does not require the use of
organized play areas.
Redevelop: To demolish existing buildings; or to increase the overall floor area existing
on a property; or both; irrespective of whether a change occurs in land use.
Regional: Pertaining to activities or economies at a scale greater than that of a single
jurisdiction, and affecting a broad geographic area.
Regional Conservation Authority (RCA): The Western Riverside County Regional
Conservation Authority, a joint regional authority formed by the County and the Cities
to provide primary policy direction for implementation of the MSHCP, as set forth in
Section 6.6 of the MSHCP and Section 11.2 of the IA.
Regional Housing Needs Plan/Share: A quantification by a Council of Governments or
by the Housing and Community Development Department of the State of California of
existing and projected housing need, by household income group, for all localities within
a region.
Regional Park: A park typically 150-500 acres in size focusing on activities and natural
features not included in most other types of parks and often based on a specific scenic
or recreational opportunity.
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Rehabilitation: The repair, preservation, and/or improvement of substandard housing.
Reserve Assembly: Acquisition and conservation of Additional Reserve Lands.
Reserve Managers: The entities managing identified portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area for the benefit of the Covered Species as described in Section 6.6 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Reserve Management Oversight Committee (RMOC): The committee established by the
Executive Director to provide biological, technical, and operational expertise for
implementation of the MSHCP, including oversight of the MSHCP Conservation Area
as described in Section 11.2.6 of the IA and 6.6.4 of the MSHCP.
Reserve Management Plan(s): The plan(s) setting forth management practices for
identified portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area prepared and adopted as described
in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Residential, Multiple Family: Usually three or more dwelling units on a single site, which
may be in the same or separate buildings.
Residential, Single Family: A single dwelling unit on a building site.
Rezoning: An amendment to the map and/or text of a zoning ordinance to effect a
change in the nature, density, or intensity of uses allowed in a zoning district and/or on
a designated parcel or land area.
Rough Step: A Reserve Assembly accounting process to monitor conservation and loss
of specified habitats within the Criteria Area.
Rough Step Analysis Unit: A geographic unit within which Rough Step is tracked.
Rough Step Analysis Units are depicted in Figure 6-6 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Rural Mountainous: A County of Riverside General Plan land use designation permitting
single-family residential uses with a minimum lot size of 10 acres with limited animal
keeping and agricultural uses allowed; characterizes areas of at least 10 acres where a
minimum of 70 percent of the area has slopes of 25 percent or greater.
Scoping: Under NEPA, a process whereby other agencies and the public are given the
opportunity to bring to the attention of the lead agency significant issues which should
be included in the EIS. This enables the lead agency to focus the EIS on a particular
range of actions, alternatives, and impacts.
Second Unit: A self-contained living unit, either attached to or detached from, and in
addition to, the primary residential unit on a single lot.
Section 8 Rental Assistance Program: A federal (HUD) rent-subsidy program that is one
of the main sources of federal housing assistance for low-income households. The
program operates by providing “housing assistance payments” to owners, developers,
and public housing agencies to make up the difference between the “Fair Market Rent”
of a unit (set by HUD) and the household’s contribution toward the rent, which is
calculated at 30 percent of the household’s adjusted gross monthly income (GMI).
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“Section 8” includes programs for new construction, existing housing, and substantial
or moderate housing rehabilitation.
Section 10(a) Permit: The permit issued by the USFWS to Permittees, pursuant to 16
United States Code section 1539(a), authorizing Incidental Take of Covered Species.
Seismic: Caused by or subject to earthquakes or earth vibrations.
Seniors: Persons age 62 and older.
Shared Living: The occupancy of a dwelling unit by persons of more than one family
in order to reduce housing expenses and provide social contact, mutual support, and
assistance. Shared living facilities serving six or fewer persons are permitted in all
residential districts by Section 1566.3 of the California Health and Safety Code.
Single Family Dwelling, Attached: A dwelling unit occupied or intended for occupancy
by only one household that is structurally connected with at least one other such
dwelling unit.
Single Family Dwelling, Detached: A dwelling unit occupied or intended for occupancy
by only one household that is structurally independent from any other such dwelling unit
or structure intended for residential or other use.
Single Room Occupancy: A single room, typically 80-250 square feet, with a sink and
closet, but that requires the occupant to share a communal bathroom, shower, and
kitchen.
Site: A parcel of land used or intended for one use or a group of uses and having
frontage on a public or an approved private street. A lot.
Species: Any distinct population of wildlife that interbreeds when mature.
Specific Plan: A tool authorized by Government Code §65450 et seq. for the systematic
implementation of the general plan for a defined portion of a community’s planning
area. A specific plan must specify in detail the land uses, public and private facilities
needed to support the land uses, phasing of development, standards for the conservation,
development, and use of natural resources, and a program of implementation measures,
including financing measures.
Standards: (1) A rule or measure establishing a level of quality or quantity that must be
complied with or satisfied. Government Code §65302 requires that general plans spell
out the objectives, principles, “standards,” and proposals of the general plan. Examples
of standards might include the number of acres of park land per 1,000 population that
the community will attempt to acquire and improve, or the “traffic Level of Service”
(LOS) that the plan hopes to attain. (2) Requirements in a zoning ordinance that govern
building and development as distinguished from use restrictions S for example, sitedesign regulations such as lot area, height limit, frontage, landscaping, and floor area
ratio.
State Assurances: Except for the provisions in Section 15.5 of the IA, provided
permittees are implementing the terms and conditions of the MSHCP, the IA, and the
Permits, if there are Unforseen Circumstances, the CDFG shall not require additional
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land, water or financial compensation or additional restrictions on the use of land, water,
or other natural resources for the life of the NCCP Permit without the consent of the
Permittees, unless the CDFG determines that continued implementation of the IA, the
MSHCP, and/or the Permits would jeopardize the continued existence of a covered
species, or as required by law and would therefore lead to NCCP Permit revocation or
suspension.
State Parks: California Department of Parks and Recreation, a department of the
California Resources Agency.
State Permittees: Caltrans and State Parks.
Stock Cooperative Housing: Multiple-family ownership housing in which the occupant
of a unit holds a share of stock in a corporation that owns the structure in which the unit
is located.
Streets, Local: See “Streets, Minor.”
Streets, Major: The transportation network that includes a hierarchy of freeways,
arterials, and collectors to service through traffic.
Streets, Minor: Local streets not shown on the Circulation Plan, Map, or Diagram,
whose primary intended purpose is to provide access to fronting properties.
Streets, Through: Streets that extend continuously between other major streets in the
community.
Structure: Anything constructed or erected that requires location on the ground
(excluding swimming pools, fences, and walls used as fences).
Subdivision: The division of a tract of land into defined lots, either improved or
unimproved, which can be separately conveyed by sale or lease, and which can be
altered or developed. “Subdivision” includes a condominium project as defined in
§1350 of the California Civil Code and a community apartment project as defined in
§11004 of the Business and Professions Code.
Subdivision Map Act: Section 66410 et seq. of the California Government Code, this act
vests in local legislative bodies the regulation and control of the design and improvement
of subdivisions, including the requirement for tentative and final maps.
Subregional: Pertaining to a portion of a region.
Substandard Housing: Residential dwellings that, because of their physical condition,
do not provide safe and sanitary housing.
Sustainability: Community use of natural resources in a way that does not jeopardize the
ability of future generations to live and prosper.
Sustainable Development: Development that maintains or enhances economic
opportunity and community well-being while protecting and restoring the natural
environment upon which people and economies depend. Sustainable development meets
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the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs. (Source: Minnesota State Legislature)
Take: The definition of such term in FESA with regard to species listed under FESA,
and the definition of such term in the California Fish and Game Code with regard to
species listed under CESA.
Take Authorization: The ability to incidentally take species pursuant to the Section 10(a)
Permit and/or the NCCP Permit.
Tax Increment: Additional tax revenues that result from increases in property values
within a redevelopment area. State law permits the tax increment to be earmarked for
redevelopment purposes but requires at least 20 percent to be used to increase and
improve the community’s supply of very low- and low-income housing.
Telecommuting: An arrangement in which a worker is at home or in a location other
than the primary place of work, and communicates with the workplace and conducts
work via wireless or telephone lines, using modems, fax machines, or other electronic
devices in conjunction with computers.
Third Party Granted Take Authorization: Any Third Party that received Third Party Take
Authorization in compliance with Section 17 of the IA.
Third Party Take Authorization: Take Authorization received by a landowner, developer,
farming interest, or other public or private entity from the Permittees pursuant to Section
17 of the IA, thereby receiving Take Authority for Covered Species pursuant to the
provisions of the MSHCP and IA.
Threatened Species: Those species listed as threatened under FESA and CESA.
Townhouse; Townhome: A one-family dwelling in a row of at least three such units in
which each unit has its own front and rear access to the outside, no unit is located over
another unit, and each unit is separated from any other unit by one or more common and
fire-resistant walls. Townhouses usually have separate utilities; however, in some
condominium situations, common areas are serviced by utilities purchased by a
homeowners association on behalf of all townhouse members of the association.
Traffic Model: A mathematical representation of traffic movement within an area or
region based on observed relationships between the kind and intensity of development
in specific areas. Many traffic models operate on the theory that trips are produced by
persons living in residential areas and are attracted by various non-residential land uses.
Transfer of Development Rights: Also known as “Transfer of Development Credits,” a
program that can relocate potential development from areas where proposed land use or
environmental impacts are considered undesirable (the “donor” site) to another
(“receiver”) site chosen on the basis of its ability to accommodate additional units of
development beyond that for which it was zoned, with minimal environmental, social,
and aesthetic impacts.
Transit: The conveyance of persons or goods from one place to another by means of a
local, public transportation system.
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Transit, Public: A system of regularly-scheduled buses and/or trains available to the
public on a fee-per-ride basis. Also called “Mass Transit.”
Transit-dependent: Refers to persons unable to operate automobiles or other motorized
vehicles, or those who do not own motorized vehicles. Transit-dependent citizens must
rely on transit, para-transit, or owners of private vehicles for transportation. Transitdependent citizens include the young, the handicapped, the elderly, the poor, and those
with prior violations in motor vehicle laws.
Transit-oriented Development (TOD): A mixed-use community within an average 2,000foot walking distance of a transit stop and core commercial area. TODs mix residential,
retail, office, and public uses in a walkable environment, making it convenient for
residents and employees to travel by transit, bicycle, foot, or car.
Transitional Housing: Shelter provided to the homeless for an extended period, often as
long as 18 months, and generally integrated with other social services and counseling
programs to assist in the transition to self-sufficiency through the acquisition of a stable
income and permanent housing.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM): A strategy for reducing demand on the road
system by reducing the number of vehicles using the roadways and/or increasing the
number of persons per vehicle. TDM attempts to reduce the number of persons who
drive alone on the roadway during the commute period and to increase the number in
carpools, vanpools, buses and trains, walking, and biking. TDM can be an element of
TSM (see below).
Transportation Systems Management (TSM): A comprehensive strategy developed to
address the problems caused by additional development, increasing trips, and a shortfall
in transportation capacity. Transportation Systems Management focuses on more
efficiently utilizing existing highway and transit systems rather than expanding them.
TSM measures are characterized by their low cost and quick implementation time frame,
such as computerized traffic signals, metered freeway ramps, and one-way streets.
Trip: A one-way journey that proceeds from an origin to a destination via a single mode
of transportation; the smallest unit of movement considered in transportation studies.
Each trip has one “production end” (or origin S often from home, but not always), and
one “attraction end” (destination). (See “Traffic Model.”)
Trip Generation: The dynamics that account for people making trips in automobiles or
by means of public transportation. Trip generation is the basis for estimating the level
of use for a transportation system and the impact of additional development or
transportation facilities on an existing, local transportation system. Trip generations of
households are correlated with destinations that attract household members for specific
purposes.
Truck Route: A path of circulation required for all vehicles exceeding set weight or axle
limits, a truck route follows major arterials through commercial or industrial areas and
avoids sensitive areas.
Unforeseen Circumstances: Changes in circumstances affecting a Covered Species
Adequately Conserved or geographic area covered by the MSHCP that could not
reasonably have been anticipated by the Parties at the time of the MSHCP’s negotiation
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and development, and that result in a substantial and adverse change in the status of the
Covered Species Adequately Conserved. The term “Unforseen Circumstances” as
defined in the IA is intended to have the same meaning as it is used to define the limit
of the Permittees’ obligation on the “No Surprises” regulations set forth in 50 code of
Federal Regulations sections 17.22 (b)(5) and 17.32 (b)(5).
Uniform Building Code (UBC): A national, standard building code that sets forth
minimum standards for construction.
Uniform Housing Code (UHC): State housing regulations governing the condition of
habitable structures with regard to health and safety standards, and which provide for the
conservation and rehabilitation of housing in accordance with the Uniform Building
Code (UBC).
Unlisted Species: A species that is not listed as endangered or threatened under FESA
or CESA or other applicable State or federal law.
USFWS: United States Fish and Wildlife Service, an agency of the United States
Department of the Interior.
Urban: Of, relating to, characteristic of, or constituting a city. Urban areas are generally
characterized by moderate and higher density residential development (i.e., three or more
dwelling units per acre), commercial development, and industrial development, and the
availability of public services required for that development, specifically central water
and sewer, an extensive road network, public transit, and other such services (e.g., safety
and emergency response). Development not providing such services may be “nonurban” or “rural” (See “Urban Land Use”) CEQA defines “urbanized area” as an area
that has a population density of at least 1,000 persons per square mile (Public Resources
Code Section 21080.14(b)).
Urban Design: The attempt to give form, in terms of both beauty and function, to
selected urban areas or to whole cities. Urban design is concerned with the location,
mass, and design of various urban components and combines elements of urban
planning, architecture, and landscape architecture.
Urban Land Use: Residential, commercial, or industrial land use in areas where urban
services are available.
Urban Services: Utilities (such as water, gas, electricity, and sewer) and public services
(such as police, fire, schools, parks, and recreation) provided to an urbanized or
urbanizing area.
Urban/Wildlands Interface: The area where structures and other human development
meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetation.
Vegetation Community: A group of plants that tends to occur together in consistent,
definable groups based on typical constituents as depicted on the MSHCP Vegetation
Map, Figure 2-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT): A key measure of overall street and highway use.
Reducing VMT is often a major objective in efforts to reduce vehicular congestion and
achieve regional air quality goals.
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Very Low-income Household: A household with an annual income usually no greater
than 50 percent of the area median family income adjusted by household size, as
determined by a survey of incomes conducted by a city or a county, or in the absence of
such a survey, based on the latest available eligibility limits established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing
program.
Vision Statement: A document setting forth the goals and objectives of a proposed
project or action.
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio: A measure of the operating capacity of a roadway or
intersection, in terms of the number of vehicles passing through, divided by the number
of vehicles that theoretically could pass through when the roadway or intersection is
operating at its designed capacity. Abbreviated as V/C. At a V/C ratio of 1.0, the
roadway or intersection is operating at capacity. If the ratio is less than 1.0, the traffic
facility has additional capacity. Although ratios slightly greater than 1.0 are possible,
it is more likely that the peak hour will elongate into a “peak period.”
Watercourse: Natural or once natural flowing (perennially or intermittently) water
including rivers, streams, and creeks. Includes natural waterways that have been
channelized, but does not include manmade channels, ditches, and underground drainage
and sewage systems.
Watershed: The total area above a given point on a watercourse that contributes water
to its flow; the entire region drained by a waterway or watercourse that drains into a
lake, or reservoir.
Waterway: See “Watercourse.”
Wildlife Agencies: The USFWS and CDFG, collectively.
Wildlife Corridor: A wildlife corridor is a linear landscape feature that allows animal
movement between two patches of habitat or between habitat and sources of essential
resources.
Williamson Act: Known formally as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, it
was designed as an incentive to retain prime agricultural land and open space in
agricultural use, thereby slowing its conversion to urban and suburban development.
The program entails a 10-year contract between the City or County and an owner of land
whereby the land is taxed on the basis of its agricultural use rather than the market value.
The land becomes subject to certain enforceable restrictions, and certain conditions need
to be met prior to approval of an agreement.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

ABOP
ACOE
ADA
ADT
AG
AMP
A-P Zones
A-P Act
BLM
BMPs
BMR
BNSF
CAGN
Caltrans
CCC
CC&Rs
CCR
CCS
CDBG
CDC
CDFG
CDMG
CEQ
CEQA
CERCLA
CESA
CETAP
CFGC
CFR
CHFA
CMP
CNDDB
CNPPA
CNPS
CNG
COG
County
CP
CRA
CRD
CRP
CSU
CTA
CVAG
DEHS
DEM
DOI

Antifreeze, Batteries, Oil, Latex Paint
Army Corps of Engineers
Americans with Disabilities Act
Average daily trips made by vehicles or persons in a 24-hour period
Agriculture land use designation
Adaptive Management Program
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (formerly Alquist-Priolo
Special Studies Zones Act)
Bureau of Land Management
Best Management Practices
Below-market-rate dwelling unit
Burlington Northern Santa Fe
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica)
California Department of Transportation
California Coastal Commission
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions
California Code of Regulations
Conceptual Conservation Scenario
Community Development Block Grant
California Department of Conservation
California Department of Fish and Game
California Division of Mines and Geology
Council on Environmental Quality
California Environmental Quality Act
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act
California Endangered Species Act
Community Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program
California Fish and Game Code
Code of Federal Regulations
California Housing Finance Agency
Congestion Management Program
California Natural Diversity Database
California Native Plant Protection Act
California Native Plant Society
Compressed Natural Gas
Council of Governments
County of Riverside
Community Plan
Community Redevelopment Agency
Conceptual Reserve Design
Criteria Refinement Process
California State University
California Trucking Association
Coachella Valley Association of Governments
Department of Environmental Health Services
Digital Elevation Model
Department of Interior
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DOQQ
DPR
DTSC
Du/ac
DWR
EA
ECI
EIR
EIS
EMWD
EPA
ESA
FAR
FCC
FEMA
FESA
FHWA
FIS
FMMP
FPA
FSC
FY
GAP
GIS
GP
GPS
HANS
HCD
HCM
HCP
HMP
HOV
HRS
HSC
HUD
HWCL
IA
IS
ISA
IS/NOP
ITS
I-10
I-15
I-215
JPA
JWA
kV
LAFCO
LAX
LCP
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digital orthophoto quarter quadrangle
(California) Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Toxic Substance Control
dwelling unit per acre
Department of Water Resources
Environmental Assessment
Earth Consultants International
Environmental Impact Report (State)
Environmental Impact Statement (Federal)
Eastern Municipal Water District
Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act
Floor-to-area ratio
Funding Coordination Committee
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Endangered Species Act
Federal Highway Administration
Flood Insurance Study
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
Focused Planning Area
Federal Species of Concern
Fiscal Year
Gap Analysis Program
Geographic Information System
General Plan
Global Positioning System
Habitat Acquisition and Negotiation Strategy
Housing and Community Development Department of the State of
California
Highway Capacity Manual
Habitat Conservation Plan
Habitat Management Plan
High Occupancy Vehicle
Hazard Ranking System
Health and Safety Code
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Hazardous Waste Control Law
Implementing Agreement
Initial Study
Independent Scientific Advisor
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation
Intelligent Transportation Systems
Interstate 10
Interstate 15
Interstate 215
Joint-Powers Agreement
Joint Water Agencies
kilovolts
Local Agency Formation Commission
Los Angeles International Airport
Local Coastal Program
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LHA
LOS
LUP
MBTA
MCE
MHCOSP
MHCP
MLD
MOA
MOU
MPE
MRZ
MSCP
MSF
MSHCP
Mw
MWD
NAHC
NCCP
NEPA
NFIP
NMFS
NOI
NOP
NPL
NRCS
OCTA
OPR
PAPI
PCE
PC/H/L
PC/MI/LN
PQP
PRC
PSBS
PUD
QCB
RCA
RCFCWCD
RCHCA
RCIP
RCRA
RCRPOSD
RCTC
REMAP
RMOC
ROD
RSA
RTA
RTP

Local Housing Authority
Level of Service
Land Use Plan
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Maximum Credible Earthquake
(County of San Diego) Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space
Program
(County of San Diego) Multiple Habitat Conservation Program
most likely descendent
Memorandum of Agreement
Memorandum of Understanding
maximum probable event
Mineral Resource Zones
(County of San Diego) Multiple Species Conservation Program
maximum service flow rate per lane under ideal conditions
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Maximum Magnitude
Metropolitan Water District
Native American Heritage Commission
Natural Community Conservation Plan
National Environmental Policy Act
National Flood Insurance Program
National Marine Fisheries Service
Notice of Intent
Notice of Preparation
National Priorities List
Natural Resource Conservation Service
Orange County Transportation Authority
Office of Planning and Research
Precision Approach Path Indicator
Passenger Car Equivalent
passenger cars per hour per lane
passenger cars per mile per lane
Public/Quasi-Public Lands
Public Resources Code
Pacific Southwest Biological Services
Planned Unit Development
Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino)
Regional Conservation Authority
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency
Riverside County Integrated Project
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District
Riverside County Transportation Commission
Riverside Extended Mountain Area Plan
Reserve Management Oversight Committee
Record of Decision
Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Gardens
Riverside Transit Agency
Regional Transportation Plan
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SAMP
SBKR
SCAB
SCAG
SCE
SCHWMA
SCS
SDGE
SDNHM
SHMA
SKR
SMARA
SMGB
SR-60
SR-71
SR-74
SR-79
SR-91
SR-111
SR-371
SRP
SSC
STATSGO
SunLine
SWP
TDM
TEA-21
TRI
TSM
UBC
UCR
UHC
UPR
USDA
USFS
USFWS
USGS
V/C
VFR
VHF
VMT
WMWD
WRCOG
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Special Area Management Plan
San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus)
South Coast Air Basin
Southern California Association of Governments
Southern California Edison
Southern California Hazardous Waste Management Authority
Soil Conservation Service
San Diego Gas and Electric
San Diego Natural History Museum
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi)
State Mining and Reclamation Act
State Mining and Geology Board
State Route 60
State Route 71
State Rout 74
State Route 79
State Route 91
State Route 111
State Route 371
Scientific Review Panel
Species of Special Concern (State of California)
State Soil Geographic
SunLine Transit Agency
State Water Project
Transportation Demand Management
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
Toxics Release Inventory
Transportation Systems Management
Uniform Building Code
University of California, Riverside
Uniform Housing Code
Union Pacific Railroad
United States Department of Agriculture
United States Forest Service
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Geological Survey
ratio of traffic volume to capacity
Visual flight rules
Very High Frequency
Vehicle Miles Traveled
Western Municipal Water District
Western Riverside County Organization of Governments
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Introduction
The County of Riverside (County), in cooperation with the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG), U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and participating
local governments, will prepare a joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the proposed Western Riverside County Multi-Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The County is serving as the lead agency for the
EIR and the USFWS will act as the lead agency under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) for purposes of the EIS.
The County and other participating jurisdictions intend to request Endangered Species
Act (ESA) permits for up to 142 species including federally threatened or endangered
species and unlisted species that may become listed during the term of the permit. The
permit is needed to authorize take of listed species (including harm, injury, and
harassment) that may result from urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26
million-acre (around 1,966.7 square mile) study area in western Riverside County. The
proposed MSHCP would identify activities resulting in the incidental take of federally
listed species and covered species that may become listed during the term of the permit.
Moreover, the proposed MSHCP will identify those actions necessary to conserve
species within a reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres, including 26 federally
listed species and other species and major habitat types identified for inclusion and
management during the preparation of the MSHCP.
The County intends to prepare the joint EIR/EIS in accordance with Section 15168 of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and NEPA.
A joint EIR/EIS is being prepared for the MSHCP. The first step in preparing the Draft
EIR/EIS is conducting scoping in accordance with Section 15168 of the CEQA
Guidelines and the Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines for implementing the
NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508). The purpose of the scoping process is to describe the
proposed project and to solicit input from the general public and public agencies
regarding the scope of the alternatives and analysis to be included in the EIR/EIS.
This Scoping Summary Report describes the process undertaken by Riverside County,
and the USFWS to involve the public and to obtain comments on the proposed MSHCP.
In addition, this document summarizes the issues and comments raised during the
scoping period (August 2, 2001 to November 30, 2001) and also contains the actual
comments received.

Scoping Overview
Notice of Preparation and Notice of Intent
The scoping process was initiated with the preparation and distribution of a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for MSHCP and the publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the
Federal Register.
A NOP was circulated to public agencies and other interested parties in compliance with
Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines in October, 2000. The NOP is provided in
Attachment 1, and the NOP mailing list is provided in Attachment 2. A NOI
(Attachment 3) was published on September 7, 2001, in the Federal Register in
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compliance with federal regulation 40 CFR 1508.28. The NOI mailing list is provided
in Attachment 4. Both the NOI and NOP are intended to inform public agencies and the
public about the project and the environmental review process. Comments and
suggestions were invited from all interested parties in order to ensure that the full range
of issues related to the proposed improvements is addressed, and all significant issues
identified, in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Public Notification
The public notice (Attachment 5) for the Public Scoping meetings was sent to the Press
Enterprise and La Prensa. Public Scoping notices were published in the Press Enterprise
on October 22, 2001. The Californian posted the advisory on its website and the Press
Enterprise and the La Prensa both reported on the first MSHCP scoping meeting
(Attachment 5). Publication dates of the notice in each publication were as follows:
•

October 22, 2001, The Press-Enterprise, Public Notice

•

October 19, La Prensa, Public Notice.

In addition, information about the MSHCP is available on an ongoing basis via the
Internet at www.rcip.org. The Riverside County Integrated Plan (RCIP) website
provides comprehensive information about the RCIP planning process, including the
MSHCP studies. The RCIP website also provides an opportunity to e-mail comments
and questions directly to the project team. Notices of the scoping meeting were posted
on the RCIP website.

Public Outreach/Notification to Minority and Low-Income Populations
The largest minority population within western Riverside County is Hispanic, who
comprise approximately 28 percent of the population in this area. Minority ethnic
groups are concentrated in a few specific areas, which result in clusters of high
percentage minority populations. Two examples include the community of Perris, where
almost 60 percent of the population reports being of Hispanic descent, and
neighborhoods in south Lake Elsinore, west of I-15, where about 50 percent of the
residents are Hispanic (source: U.S. Census Bureau). To notify Spanish-speaking people
within the project area, public notices in Spanish were published in La Prensa on
October 19, 2001.

Public Scoping Meetings
Two scoping meetings were held in different locations within the study area in the
month of October and November, 2001. The first meeting was held at the Temecula
Library at 41000 County Center Drive in the City of Temecula on Monday October 29,
2001, from 4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. The second meeting was held at the Perris Branch Cesar Chavez Library at 163 San Jacinto Avenue in the City of Perris, on Wednesday
November 7, 2001, from 4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. Between 35 and 70 people attended the
two meetings. The scoping meetings included exhibits and informational handouts
about the project to help participants learn about the planning and environmental review
process and to consider the alternatives and issues under consideration.
The scoping meetings were conducted in an “open house” format. As participants
entered the meetings, they were provided informational materials on the project and a
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comment card for the submittal of written comments and questions about the MSHCP.
Several information stations were set up with display boards to provide information.
Representatives of the MSHCP and project consultants were available throughout the
meeting to answer individual questions. A seating area was provided to enable
participants to complete their comment cards and to allow an opportunity to obtain
additional clarification from project team members about the alternatives and the study
process. An interpreter for the hearing impaired and another one for non-English
speaking participants were provided.
This informal, “drop by” format of the scoping meetings was intended to provide a
relaxed setting and afford interested citizens with an opportunity to comment on or
question the issues as their schedules allowed. Project team members were positioned
near each information station, to provide information and respond to questions. Meeting
participants could stay for as long as they chose, to learn about the project at their own
pace, and to pose their specific questions and concerns.
The informational handout distributed at the scoping meetings is included in Attachment
6, as well as the attendance list. The materials include information sheets, about RCIP
and the environmental process, and the NOP.
The handouts provided an overview of the RCIP elements, of which MSHCP is one
component, and explained the environmental review process.

Responses to the Notice of Preparation
and Notice of Intent
Comments in response to the NOP received by November 30, 2001 are included in
Attachment 7. Many of the comments received identified areas of concern that the
commentors expected to have the County and USFWS analyze in the Draft EIR/EIS.
All of the major comments will be considered by the County and the USFWS in
developing the alternatives to be analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Except where noted,
these issues will be addressed in the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. The
comment letters have been organized into the following categories:

Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX

State Agencies
Native American Heritage Commission
Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland Empire District

Regional Agencies
Southern California Association of Governments
County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department
California Regional Water Control Board
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
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County of Orange Planning & Development Services Department
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency

Organizations
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley
Ingrid Baddour & Associates, Commercial Realtors
Friends of Live Oak Canyon
Center for Biological Diversity
Center for Conservation Biology, University of California, Riverside
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Murdock Development
Friends of the Forest (Trabuco District) and Santa Rosa Plateau.
California Native Plant Society
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Domenigoni-Barton Properties
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society
Riverside Land Conservancy

Individuals
Bryant, Judy
Bryant, James
Christ, Roberta
Drummond, Paula
Grant, GB
Grant, Terry
Hankins, Anthony
Harker, Bill

Summary of Major Issues/Comments in Response
to the Notice of Preparation and Notice of Intent
Letters received in response to the issuance of the NOP/NOI for the MSHCP provided
valuable insights into the issues and concerns of potentially affected agencies, groups,
and individuals. While many of the letters identified topics that are required to be
included in the Draft EIR/EIS, the information and opinions provided in the letters
identify specific issues to be addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Some of the major issues
raised in the letters are listed below. However, for a more detailed understanding of the
issues and opinions expressed, please see the complete set of the NOP/NOI response
letters provided in Attachment 7.

Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Region IX. The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency has written one letter containing both recommendations and concerns in regards
to the MSHCP. Included in the comment letter are also General Scoping Comments.
The following is a summary of the recommendations and concerns toward the MSHCP
and its environmental analysis:
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•

Riverside County should consult those who developed the Orange County
NCCP/HCPs regarding effective conservation and management measures, pitfalls,
and public outreach techniques.

•

Recommend a comprehensive evaluation of regional conservation needs, threats,
and stresses and the conservation actions responding to the events.

•

Recommend full integration of conservation planning with the CETAP
transportation planning effort.

•

EIS should discuss how the proposed MSHCP is being integrated into the pending
Riverside County General Plan amendments that are also a part of RCIP.

•

The potential impacts on the remaining sensitive species and habitats within the
Western Riverside County, of projected growth included in the pending Riverside
County General Plan should be fully evaluated in the EIS and be incorporated into
mitigation measures (on non-federal and non-reserve land).

•

Focus on in-fill development near existing infrastructure.

•

Concerned with the long-term implications of mitigating the impacts of take through
increased funding and coordination of conservation measures primarily on existing
public lands.

•

Advocate inclusion of specific conservation measures or non-monetary “take”
mitigation measures on the land to be developed.

•

The EIS should clearly and persuasively demonstrate that the Western Riverside
MSHCP would result in improved on-the-ground conditions which would not
otherwise be achieved through existing resource management plans.

•

A shorter permit period: shorter duration would reduce potential irreversible adverse
impacts to highly sensitive habitat and species, especially if growth projections,
development rates, and species conservation assumptions prove to be significantly
incorrect.

State Agencies
State of California, Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC
recommends that the following actions be taken in order to adequately access potential
impacts to archaeological resources in the Draft EIR/EIS:
•

Conduct a records search through the appropriate information center.

•

If a survey is required, prepare a report that details the findings and
recommendations of the records search and field survey.

•

Contact the NAHC for a Sacred Lands File Check and a list of appropriate Native
American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and for assistance in
mitigation measures.

•

Provisions for accidental discovery of archeological resources need to be included.

•

Provisions for discovery of Native American human remains need to be included.

State of California, Department of Fish and Game, Eastern Sierra-Inland Deserts Region.
The CDFG requests that the Draft EIR/EIS address potential impacts to riparian
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resources, areas occupied by threatened and endangered species, endemic plants, and
rare and remaining blocks of native plant species. The CDFG has several concerns,
which have been listed below:
•

The Department is concerned that the existing pattern of development in Western
Riverside County imposes constraints on the assemblage of a multiple species
reserve system. The concern is specifically in regard to the effects of human
impacts in urban and rural areas due to fires, off road vehicles, invasive plants and
animals, noise and edge effects.

•

Development project impacts should be analyzed relative to their effects on off-site
habitats. Specifically, this should include nearby river, streams, or lakes located
downstream of the project, public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, and
riparian ecosystems. Impacts to and maintenance of wildlife corridor/movement
areas, including access to undisturbed habitat in adjacent areas, should be fully
evaluated and provided.

•

The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their channelization
or conversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether
intermittent or perennial, should be retained and provided with substantial setbacks
which preserve the riparian and aquatic values and maintain their value to on-site
and off-site wildlife populations.

Department of Parks and Recreation - Inland Empire District. The Department of Parks
and Recreation manages the Lake Perris portion of the San Jacinto, Lake Perris (SJ/LP)
core reserve. The Department has an interest and concern about potential land use
changes and regional conservation planning efforts in this area because of the biotic
boundaries of the core reserve which will extend well beyond its jurisdictional
boundaries. The following is a list of the Department=s comments and concerns.
•

The selection of a preferred alternative for the EIR/EIS must (1) meet the County=s
commitment as outlined in the Planning Agreement, (2) be consistent with the
NCCP Act and its General Process and Conservation guidelines, and (3) meet the
HCP program requirements of FESA.

•

Alternative 1 does not provide for “the survival and recovery of sustainable
populations” of some of the species proposed for the coverage or for their “areawide
protection and perpetuation.”

•

A complete and accurate identification of the numerous proposed, permitted, and
potential future projects within the study area needs to be completed, and assessment
of their potential environmental effects needs to be completed. The preferred
alternative/preserve system needs to account for and be developed in the context of
these projects and their impacts. The Department of Parks and Recreation suggests
that additional alternatives be developed that are more consistent with the Planning
Agreement, the NCCP Act and Guidelines, and Federal HCP requirements.

•

The EIR/EIS should include species surveys for each of the proposed covered
species. These surveys should determine the presence, absence, distribution, habitat
affinity, relative abundance, and vulnerability of each species proposed for
coverage.

•

The Forest Service is in the process of updating its Forest Plan. Until this plan is
complete, it cannot be determined which habitats, species, and areas will be
managed for conservation. The EIR/EIS needs to address this issue.
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•

There are areas within public lands and state parks that are not suitable for inclusion
in the reserve system. These areas need to be determined in consultation with State
Parks and considered in the EIR/EIS.

•

A number of different entities may be seeking coverage under this plan. A complete
list of these projects including proposed permitted activities and the potential
environmental effects of these projects needs to be addressed in the development of
plan alternatives.

•

It is anticipated that state park activities associated with the ongoing operations and
maintenance would be covered by this plan. At the County=s request, state parks
will work with County MSHCP staff to provide the project information needed for
the development of the EIR/EIS alternatives.

•

Processes for the permitting of projects within reserves that are not part of ongoing
operations and maintenance need to be identified in the HCP.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to analyze the effects of private development projects in areas
identified for conservation.

•

The impacts of each potential transportation project on reserve, design, habitats and
species conservation need to be determined and analyzed in the MSHCP EIR/EIS.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to evaluate the potential effects of urban versus agricultural or
other open space edges on reserve boundaries.

•

Reserve boundary adjustments need to undergo a very rigorous process for the
equivalency analysis and there should be no net acreage loss provision added.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to address the potential impacts that may occur in the event that
required levels of funding to complete management and monitoring obligations are
not available. An alternative that included a mechanism for the funding of longterm monitoring and management would increase the certainty of adequate funding.

•

We agree with the Scientific Review Panel (SRP) that the data, analytical tools, and
methods used were not clearly presented. Their recommendations should be
implemented.

•

The vegetation database should be updated regularly, and a map of fire history
should be included and updated as necessary. Surveys should be conducted as a part
of the planning process to gain a more comprehensive picture of species populations
and distribution. The existing soils map is too general to assess plant species
distribution.

•

The amount of vegetation proposed for conservation needs to be analyzed with
respect to individual species and their distribution.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to analyze the impacts to species that would occur in the event
of a loss of existing agricultural lands.

•

The proposed zoning and land use designations need to be evaluated to determine
if they are consistent with and provide conservation value for the MSHCP.

•

Only 26 percent of grasslands are proposed for conservation; hence it is clear that
species could be at risk of local extinction at this level of conservation.

•

The effects of high perimeter to area ratios and inholdings on existing and proposed
reserves needs to be addressed in the EIR/EIS. Each existing and proposed reserve
should be evaluated based on its size and degree of connectivity for its ability to
support species and populations.
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•

Soule’s criteria for selecting target species should be incorporated in the formation
of conservation corridors for the EIR/EIS alternatives. Also, the location, number,
and configuration of conservation corridors in the preferred alternative also be based
on the maintenance of important ecosystem processes. It is essential that the
MSHCP alternative provide linkages that allow for the regional and interregional
exchange of large mammals. Several important linkages that provide for the
exchange of top predators, rare species, and other vulnerable species were not
included in Alternative 1 of the Alternative Development document.

•

There are numerous other areas that might contribute to preserve viability in the
form of corridors, potential core areas or extensions to core areas that were omitted
for no obvious reason.

•

The CETAP transportation corridors could significantly impact habitat linkages.
These effects need to be analyzed and addressed in the development of the MSHCP
Alternatives.

•

The EIR/EIS should analyze the potential impacts resulting from the conversion of
lands adjacent to core areas and linkages from low intensity uses to high intensity
uses. The alternatives should be developed to incorporate the maintenance of low
intensity land uses and buffers to core areas - this is a potentially feasible mitigation
measure.

•

The document needs clarification on how the conclusions of distance-based effects
were reached and which edge effects/perturbations were included in the analysis?
Also, how was this analysis used in the development of alternatives?

Regional Agencies
SCAG responded to the NOP as the area wide clearinghouse for regionally significant
project. Ths activity is based on SCAG’s responsibilities as a regional planning
organization pursuant to state and federal regulations. SCAG has requested that the
EIR/EIS specifically cite appropriate SCAG policies and addresses the manner in which
the MSHCP is consistent with applicable core policies or supportive of applicable
ancillary policies.
C

Address the Growth Management Chapter of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Guide.
1. Current SCAG growth forecasts
2. Timing, financing and location of public facilities, utility systems, and
transportation systems
3. Encourage patterns of urban development and land use that reduces costs on
infrastructure
4. Minimize cost of infrastructure
5. Preserve Open Space
6. Protect wetlands, woodlands, production lands, and land containing endangered
species
7. Protect archaeological resources
8. Discourage development in areas of steep slope, high fire, flood, and seismic
hazards
9. Encourage mitigation that reduces noise impacts on biological and ecological
resources
10. Support sustainable communities
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C

Address the Regional Transportation Plan
1. Transportation investments
2. Transportation Control Measures
3. Maintain existing transportation system

C

Address Air Quality Chapter
1. Consider air quality effects of the proposed plan

C

Address Water Quality Chapter
1. Encourage watershed management
2. Protect sustain ability of wetlands
3. Encourage water reclamation

C

Address Open Space Chapter
1. Maintain open space for the adequate protection of human lives
2. Minimize potential hazards of development in hillsides, canyons, areas that
flood, earthquakes, wildfire, and other known hazards
3. Maintain adequate resource production lands
4. Develop well-managed viable ecosystems of known rare, threatened and
endangered species, including wetlands.

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department. San Bernardino County is also
pursuing the preparation of a MSHCP for the Valley portion of San Bernardino County
(Chino Hills to Yucaipa). Many of the wildlife corridors, open space, and habitat areas
are located along the contiguous County boundary. Hence, San Bernardino County
looks forward to coordinating the planning, development, and implementation of the
MSHCPs for these conservation/preserve areas and wildlife transportation corridors.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. The California Regional Water Control
Board has written a letter containing recommendations for the creation of preserves.
•

The MSHCP should take into consideration the creation of preserves that effectively
protect the beneficial uses of water that riparian, aquatic, or flood dependent federal
and state listed species require. This will require that:
1. The preserves are of adequate size.
2. There is a linkage between the preserves.
3. The buffer areas are created to protect water quality and prevent erosion
surrounding the preserves.
4. Development around the preserves must be managed to not impact the waters
of the preserves.

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). There are two comment letters
from this agency. The first letter contains several comments on CETAP and the General
Plan for Riverside County. In addition, the following comments in regards to MSHCP
were the same in both comment letters.
•

MWD’s participation in the establishment, management, and funding of these
reserves has been independent of a regional reserve system. MWD will express
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severe concern with any overall regional reserve plan that assumes to assimilate
these reserves without prior consultation directly with MWD.
•

Several wildlife corridors are planned to provide connectivity between the various
existing and proposed core reserves. Many of these corridors appear to parallel,
cross, and/or connect to MWD properties and facilities. In general, MWD would
be opposed to such corridors because of their potential incompatibility with the
operation and maintenance of these facilities. MWD may be willing to negotiate
limited use on or across our rights-of-way, so that some form of connectivity can
ultimately be achieved.

Attached to this correspondence is a copy of “Guidelines for Development in the Area
of Facilities, Fee Properties, and/or Easements of the Metropolitan Water District of
Souther California.”
County of Orange Planning & Development Services Department. The County of Orange
has no comment at this time, but would like to receive a complete copy of the Draft
EIR/EIS when it becomes available.
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency. The County of
Riverside requests that the USFWS extend its public comment period on the NOI.

Organizations
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter. The Sierra Club submitted two letters, which
provide comments and outline several areas of concerns.
•

What are the biological criteria for selecting and maintaining each and every one of
the “up to 164 covered species”?

•

What are the scientific methods used to locate, count, and find all occupied and
unoccupied habitats? These data and maps need to be included.

•

How did/will you decide which lands will be purchased?

•

Since the fringed-toed lizard and Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) HCP are hampered
due to lack of money and adequate management, how will you guarantee this will
not be the case for this plan - both near and distant future?

•

How and when will you give the public a timetable with milestones to judge the
adequacy of funding and management of this plan?

•

How will this plan be integrated with the SKR HCP and SKR Recovery Plan?

•

Will the preserves and protected habitat be functional for the long term? What
criteria will be used?

•

Will the resulting building on unprotected habitat put any of these species at risk?

•

What connectivity will be provided for species that do not use riparian habitat?

•

How wide will the connectivity be between protected habitats? Will you have maps
to show this, and what species will use it?

•

If a reserve or necessary habitat becomes nonfunctional for a protected species, will
other lands be acquired?

•

Will all lands have the necessary personnel and materials for management?
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•

Why has the County worked so intensely on integrating plans for freeways with
adjacent counties, but maps end at county lines for habitat and connectivity?

•

What happens if a new listing is needed for species not protected under this plan?

•

If you decide to protect less than 164 species, what happens to the others? What
happens to projects which impact these non-protected species?

•

The reserves and protected habitat must be shown and analyzed as if Riverside
County has realized its ultimate 100-year build out. How will Riverside County
urbanization in the second half of the century affect reserves, corridors, and
protected lands and the 164 species?

•

Do you plan to relocate any threatened species/endangered species - plants/animals in the hope they will survive? To which species would this apply?

•

The service signed off on the SKR HCP with the idea that connectivity between
SKR reserves would be realized through the multi-species HCP. How are you
fulfilling this commitment? Maps need to show these connections, and they must
contain adequate SKR habitat.

•

Where are all the historic vernal pools - including those within the San Jacinto
River’s historic flood plain?

•

What protection is being provided each and every one of these vernal pools? Some
generic protection plan is not acceptable.

•

How will a causeway at the Ramona Expressway/San Jacinto River and again at I215/San Jacinto River benefit the threatened and endangered plant species found
within the historic 100- to 250-year floodplain? One alternative must include
maximum connectivity between reserves and protected habitat. How will you
coordinate this EIR/EIS with those highway corridors.

•

How are you following through on the implementation of connectivity/wildlife
corridors between reserves mentioned in the final SKR documents?

•

How will you integrate the MSHCP with the SKR HCP?

•

How much water is needed for each species?

•

How much water is available for each species and what is the source of that water?
What happens to these sources of water and to the animals/plants that depend on
them during drought years?

•

How will the MSHCP protect water sources for all species as the State implements
the new law requiring 20 years of water for new 500-unit projects?

•

How would a causeway at the Ramona Expressway and I-215 aid the plants and
animals that depend on the unique hydrology/soils of the San Jacinto River?

•

What substantial scientific evidence do you have on each endangered or threatened
species?

•

At the build out of the proposed new land uses, and build out of all city and County
approved projects, what other plants/animals/insects will at some point be expected
to be added to those that are endangered or threatened? What maps or overlays do
you have to support your conclusions? What scientific evidence do you have prior
to your conclusions? How will the MSHCP include these species as they become
listed? What money will be provided at the time of their listing?

•

How will the MSHCP provide the necessary money for management and materials
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to maintain the habitat? Will these be non-wasting accounts which increase by the
COLA? Since local, state, and federal agencies have their monies cut at times, how
will you insure that these agencies always maintain the necessary funding for the
survival of species requiring protection?
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley. The Friends of the Northern San Jacinto
Valley requested that the following issues be included in the EIR/EIS:
•

Draft EIR/EIS needs to include a copy of the proposed Multi-Species Conservation
Plan Implementation Agreement pursuant to Section 10(a) of the ESA, NCCP, and
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA).

•

Draft EIR/EIS needs to include a copy of the USFWS “Biological Opinion” for the
MSHCP pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA.

•

Request the ESA 10(a) and California NCCP/CESA Implementation Agreement to
include a specific provision allowing for citizen suit should the federal and/or state
Trustee Agencies fail to properly enforce the implementation agreements.

Ingrid Baddour & Associates, Commercial Realtors. This commercial real estate broker
stated that the scoping meetings and document reviewing locations may meet the
minimal legal requirements for public disclosure but under any consideration, this
minimizes the laws requiring open and meaningful meetings to solicit public input.
•

Inadequate Public Scoping Meeting locations: needs to have one in the Coachella
Valley.

•

Needs to have additional locations in the Coachella Valley to review scoping
documents.

Friends of Live Oak Canyon. Live Oak Canyon is bordered by I-10, the Redlands City
line, and San Timoteo Canyon.
•

No development of the inner canyon which will remove more than a small patch of
vegetation. A 5-acre minimum housing density should be maintained to keep “open
space,” scenic values, low activity level, and maintain natural fire and flooding.

•

Many areas of the canyon need further study before any construction approval is
released.

•

Recommended that a formal plan be put into action to hook up this canyon to San
Timoteo Canyon and the Santa Ana riverbed for recreational activities. Such a plan
would make the best use of the area without extensive environmental deterioration.

•

All future development should have a significant setback. Keep development away
from the woodlands to maintain low activity levels around breeding areas and
wildlife cover.

Center for Biological Diversity. This agency centers around protecting endangered
species and wild plants of Western North America and the Pacific. Their
recommendations and concerns are as follows:
•

HCPs must minimize and mitigate the impact of take to the maximum extent
practicable.
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•

HCPs must ensure survival and contribute to recovery of covered species.

•

HCPs must minimize any harmful effects of permitted take.

•

HCPs must contain measurable biological goals and objectives.

•

The rarest and/or narrowest range covered species require a higher standard of
conservation than more common wider ranging covered species.

•

HCPs must include species and reserve area specific protective management and
monitoring plans.

•

Take of covered species must be commensurate with implementation of promised
conservation.

•

Existing reserve lands must not count towards HCP conservation goals absent
improved conservation management.

•

HCP reserve lands must include a hard-line component.

•

HCP reserve lands must be free from all harmful land use.

•

HCP and related documents must be subject to independent scientific review.

•

Biological opinions on HCP should be released for public review and comment.

•

HCP funding must be assured.

•

HCP must specify any harmful effects of permitted take.

•

HCP compliance must be monitored and the take permit revoked in the event of
non-compliance.

•

The permitted activity must be incidental to an otherwise lawful activity.

Center for Conservation Biology, University of California, Riverside. The scientific review
panel has reviewed the Alternatives Development Document for Western Riverside
MSHCP. The panel has written an eight-page letter offering several critical evaluations
for the County of Riverside to consider.
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing - Murdock Development. Murdock
Development owns property in the County which may be subject to the MSHCP.
Murdock Development believes that the NOP for the MSHCP EIR/EIS is inadequate for
the following reasons:
•

The project description is incomplete and inaccurate.

•

The project location is vague and inaccurate.

•

The NOP omits several probable significant impact areas associated with the
implementation of the MSHCP.

•

The scope of the proposed project alternatives cannot be determined.

The County must at a minimum analyze the following potentially significant adverse
impact areas resulting from implementation of the MSHCP:
•

Potentially significant air quality and noise impacts must be analyzed.

•

Potentially significant aesthetics impacts must be analyzed.

•

Potentially significant geology and soils impacts must be analyzed.
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•

Potentially significant hydrology and water quality impacts must be analyzed.

•

Potentially significant utilities impacts must be analyzed.

MSHCP Process, in its present form, violates CEQA.
•

The MSHCP process constitutes illegal “piece-mealing.”

•

The MSHCP process constitutes illegal “rubber-stamping.”

•

The MSHCP process is inconsistent with the objectives of CEQA.

The MSHCP process as conceived is excessive, adds additional regulations, violates
constitutional rights, and should be slowed down.
•

The MSHCP goal of preserving approximately 153,000 acres of privately-owned
land is excessive, and the MSHCP will regulate property outside the core area.
1. The MSHCP covers numerous species presently not protected.
2. MSHCP coverage of non-jurisdictional waters.
3. Narrow endemic plant species.

•

The MSHCP attempts to create additional regulation unauthorized by federal or state
law.
1. The MSHCP exceeds the Federal Endangered Species Act requirements.
2. The MSHCP exceeds the California Endangered Species Act requirements.
3. If the MSHCP is not a voluntary program, it exceeds the requirements of the
NCCP program.
4. The MSHCP exceeds the requirements of the Clean Water Act and Fish and
Game Code.

•

More study and public review is required due to the MSHCP=s complexity and
costs.

•

Various MSHCP provisions may be an unconstitutional taking of private property.
1. Mandatory conservation of core area property.
2. Even informal designation of the core area may lead to unconstitutional precondemnation blight.
3. Funding of acquisition of core land through development fees must be
constitutionally proper.

•

The MSHCP processing framework is flawed.
1. Application of criteria.
2. The acquisition process must be revised.
3. Can MSHCP processing satisfy the mandatory time frames established under
state law?
4. The effectiveness of “Adaptive Management” is questionable.
5. The MSHCP provides inadequate assurances to landowners.

•

The MSHCP must provide protection to existing uses.
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•

The MSHCP restrictions in the Lake Elsinore area should be revised.

Friends of the Forest (Trabuco District) and Santa Rosa Plateau (FOF [TD] SRP). This nonprofit corporation is dedicated to the protection, preservation, and monitoring the
environmental integrity of the Trabuco District of the Cleveland National Forest and the
Santa Rosa Plateau. The FOF (TD) SRP has the following comments:
•

Implications of two or more projects proposed for the same site with the same
schedule: Cleveland National Forest Management Plan vs the MSHCP.

•

The EIR/EIS should address the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission plan to
build hydroelectric project within the Trabuco District.

•

FOF suggests that a wider habitat area must be considered and evaluated much like
a watershed or airshed.

•

FOF suggests that the Nature Conservancy make their management plan subservient
to the MSHCP.

•

FOF would like to see a cooperative management agreement between the
management agencies for the MSHCP in the link.

•

FOF suggests an over rigid implementation plan or mechanism to “lock out” some
other mechanism not originally contemplated, to the overall detriments of the long
range goals.

•

FOF requests that the documentation which accompanies the EIR/EIS will be
sufficiently detailed to permit those who have not participated in the day-to-day
planning to get up to speed and make their own assessment

•

FOF recommends that the approval process includes a provision for both monitoring
and reporting.

California Native Plant Society (CNPS). This private organization has several issues
regarding botanical resources that should be addressed in the MSHCP EIR/EIS.
•

CNPS is concerned that highly significant sensitive localities have been overlooked.

•

CNPS suggests that the plan is attempting to preserve the wrong habitat for sensitive
target species.

•

CNPS believes that there are errors in the data characterization/distribution section
of the species accounts, therefore, affecting the development of an accurate plant
species reserve area plan.

•

CNPS suggests that many more plant species should have been considered in the
planning process.

•

CNPS is concerned that some of the alternatives proposed would result in an
inadequate reserve system.

•

CNPS requests that an improvement be made regarding the downloading of
documents to streamline data and document retrieval via the internet.

•

CNPS states that this document must identify the mechanisms for funding,
acquiring, maintaining the proposed reserves.

•

CNPS request that this document notes procedures for preventing the loss of
biological resources within the reserve boundaries before acquisition.
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•

CNPS requests that the proposed reserve boundary be formally mapped.

•

The EIR/EIS should indicate the known critical populations for plant species, and
how reserves will protect the most important populations.

•

Proposed or potentially designated critical habitats by the USFWS should be
described in the document, and the exhibit should be developed overlaying the
critical habitat with the proposed reserve localities.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to list where conservation goals and other County plans conflict,
especially for corridors connecting the reserves.

•

It is requested that a detailed table be developed noting the benefit to each species
by alternative proposed in the document.

•

A thorough review of the potential impacts of the lack of monitoring and
management could have on these species should be conducted.

•

What are the potential impacts of urbanization along the margins of the reserves?

•

How would alteration in hydrology affect a number of the major drainages
addressed in this plan?

•

How could corridors be more effectively implemented in the course of continuing
urbanization?

Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing - Domenigoni-Barton Properties.
Domenigoni-Barton Properties owns land in the County which may be subject to the
MSHCP. There were two letters sent in regards to the MSHCP. The first letter is
requesting that the public comment period be extended. The second letter states that
Domenigoni-Barton believes that before releasing the MSHCP EIR/EIS, the work
products should be revised to:
•

Relieve regulatory burdens to private property owners - not add new regulations
beyond those that exist under State and federal laws as currently proposed;

•

Streamline project approvals - not lengthen the regulatory processes beyond the
existing time frames;

•

Establish a voluntary, incentive based program that rewards and compensates
landowners who dedicate land to the MSHCP Reserve- not a regulatory program
that restricts the use of privately-owned property and exacts it for the reserve;

•

Provide certainty of timely compensation to landowners whose land is needed for
the Reserve- not impose a cloud on hundreds of thousands of acres of private
property throughout the County;

•

Rectify technical deficiencies of the MSHCP which have been criticized by the
MSHCP Science Review Panel, among others.

•

The NOP should be revised to disclose additional potential environmental impacts,
including the cumulative effects of all three elements of the RCIP, impacts to
agriculture, and related economic impacts.
I.

Notice of Preparation Deficiencies
a. Incomplete project description - the NOP refers to incomplete documents
that are supposed to describe the project.
b. The NOP omits several probable significant impacts associated with the
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implementation of the MSHCP, including cumulative impacts of the entire
RCIP and potentially significant agricultural impacts.
II. The MSHCP should be revised prior to the releasing the draft EIR/EIS. The
revisions should include:
a. Instead of relieving regulatory burdens, the MSHCP imposes greater
restrictions and requirements than currently exist.
1. The exactions currently proposed by the MSHCP exceed constitutional
restrictions.
2. The MSHCP exceeds the requirements of CEQA.
3. The MSHCP imposes buffers on private property outside of the reserve.
4. The MSHCP would require surveys and conservation of narrow
endemic plant species beyond the requirements of existing law.
5. The MSHCP exceeds the requirements of the Federal Endangered
Species Act.
6. The MSHCP exceeds the California Endangered Species Act
requirements.
7. Since the MSHCP, as proposed, is not a voluntary program, it exceeds
the requirements of the NCCP program.
8. The MSHCP exceeds the requirements of the Clean Water Act and the
Fish & Game Code by requiring conservation of the non-jurisdictional
waters.
9. The MSHCP acquisition process must be revised.
10. The MSHCP acquisition process fails to satisfy the mandatory time
frames established under State Law.
11. The MSHCP provides inadequate assurances to landowners.
b. There is inadequate scientific basis justifying the reserve location and size.
•

Attached to this correspondence are the Domenigoni’s comment letters (see
Attachment 7) in regard to MSHCP work products 1 and 3. The letters are dated
May 16, May 24, June 28, and July 27, 2001.

San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society. The San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society
has expressed several concerns and has requested that the EIR/EIS comply and include
the following requirements.
•

The final document must comply with both the federal ESA and NEPA.

•

The final document should include and discuss in detail the Section 7 Biological No
Jeopardy Opinion by the USFWS.

•

The final document must make clear that all parties who are California public
agencies must fully comply with CEQA before any part of the document may be
implemented, including but not limited to the federal endangered species take
permit.

•

Both the State and federal take permits must be based on the latest scientific
information regarding each species, not mere speculation or future studies.

•

A moratorium on all lands considered for purchase under the plan must be in place,
so that the plan can actually be implemented.
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Riverside Land Conservancy. The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board has
identified a vital need to restore the Lower Warm Springs Creek. Attached are two
study area maps. The Conservancy’s intent is to ensure the following concerns are
addressed:
•

How do the constrictions in “study area 1" and “study area 2" both separately and
in concert, affect the functionality of the Warm Springs Creek wildlife corridor as
a whole?

•

What species would likely use the wildlife corridor if both “study areas” were
returned to a more natural state by widening the channel and restoring riparian and
wetland habitat?

•

What species would likely use the wildlife corridor if only “study area 1" was
returned to a more natural state by widening the channel and restoring riparian and
wetland habitat?

•

What are the minimum physical requirements of the above species as far as habitat,
if sections of the creek were to be restored to minimum functionality for the subject
species?

Individuals
Bryant, Judy. She would like the largest amount of land possible set aside. The growth
that this plan provides for cannot be accommodated in this area. Growth should be
minimized including no new roads, and that federal dollars should be used for a
commuter rail system. Riverside County needs a much stronger right to farm law. It
needs to allow farmers to continue operating over the objections of new housing
development neighbors. She suggests that farmers could leave their land to the forest
service, who will find people to farm the land so that it will always remain farm land.
Bryant, James. Included in the proposed alternatives should be a “No further
development” alternative. This is the only alternative that can logically be assumed to
provide the greatest assurance of protection for all listed species. There is no scientific
foundation that any of the listed species could survive on less habitat than what presently
exists, nor whether reclamation efforts are successful. The County’s biological
infrastructure should be as large an obligation as transportation or socioeconomic
infrastructures. Owners of undeveloped lands should be required to demonstrate that
any activities are in compliance with ESA. It must be recognized that very little is
known about successful management of species and their habitat. We can expect to be
much more successful if we seek primarily to limit the development of land. A more
detailed analysis should be performed of the public services and socioeconomic effects
of the MSHCP. Public services should be heavily impacted, as habitat management/
preservation should become a major obligation of County resources. It is time for the
County and local residents to do their part and commit their assets to the preservation
of the region’s natural legacy, to designate critical lands, and acquire them. These
resources should not be allowed to dribble away through a piece meal “criteria based
approach.” Any analysis of the economic effects of implementation has been focused on
the costs associated with the reserve system and should also be equally focused on the
benefits of the reserve system. Economic benefits would be realized in the following
areas: safety, health, conservation, tourism, and recreation.
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Christ, Roberta. Tenaja Community Services District governs 6,400 acres of prime
habitat located between the Santa Rosa Plateau Preserve and The Cleveland National
Forest. The Nature Conservancy has bought 20 percent of this district, which is zoned
5-acre minimum residential and contains about 60 homes. Property taxes are very high,
but no services are provided. Please put our community on your priority list for working
with the community and consider incentives like property tax relief to stimulate a
positive wildlife friendly response.
Drummond, Paula. Please include the American Indian archeological site located at
Mocking Bird Canyon Road and Harley John (also known as lot 63 tract 9842) which
is owned by Riverside County. It not only has an “Indian kitchen,” dwelling place, and
petroglyph site, but is home to the gnatcatcher, butterflies, frogs, and lizards.
Grant, G.B. Public transportation will only become popular when the average individual
cannot afford their own transportation. So don=t look for support while that condition
does not exist. USFWS must create a program whereby propagation of endangered
species is qualified and verified. Land for conservation is not the answer, population
control is.
Grant, Terry. I have lived in the Anza area of Riverside County for over 20 years. We
do not need to save any more rats, bugs or endangered species, just people. In the past
years you have not given this area any services, we do just fine without you. Please stay
out of this area and do not take our land.
Hankins, Anthony. Wildlife should not be limited to reserves away from the general
populace. Wildlife should be encouraged to stay in the cities as well. Some people,
including farmers plow their fields completely leaving no home for wildlife. They
should be encouraged by law to only plow what is necessary for firebreaks. Leave us
the owl, falcon, rabbits, squirrels, snakes, and tarantulas, etc. I believe it makes mankind
richer to be in touch with everyday nature.
Harker, Bill. People come first. The purpose of MSHCP is to facilitate the involvement
of people. That should be the first priority. Therefore, the routing should be designed
to move people in the most quickest manner, taking topography and cost effectiveness
into consideration. Special attention should be paid to property rights. Species,
wetlands, habitats, etc. should receive secondary priority.

Conclusions
Responses to the NOIs and NOPs identified a number of issues that will be addressed
in the Draft EIR/EIS for the MSHCP. Some of the key issues included the following:
•

Biological selection criteria

•

Need/demand for the project

•

Timetable to judge the adequacy of plan funding and management

•

Land acquisition, project boundaries, and surrounding land influence

•

Consistency and integration of the plan with others

•

Consulting those who developed the Orange County NCCP/HCPs

•

Long-term function, management of preserves and protected land
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•

Threatened and endangered species relocations

•

Connecting wildlife habitats and corridors

•

Potential impacts to wetlands and aquatic resources

•

Potential conflicts with the existing biological water supply

•

Protection of vernal pools

•

Future listings of species requiring protection

•

Regulation of take permits

•

Adequate scientific knowledge of species requiring protection

•

Project costs, efforts and adequacy

•

Potential impacts to existing land uses and communities, including residential
neighborhoods, schools, development and businesses

•

Consistency with adopted plans

•

Property values, quality of life

•

Relationship between the proposed project and transportation corridors being
planned for Western Riverside County

•

Broader public outreach and input efforts.

The responses received during the scoping process will be considered in the preparation
of the Draft EIR/EIS and addressed to the greatest extent possible based upon the plans
developed to date. All respondents and meeting participants will be included in the
MSHCP public mailing lists to ensure their involvement throughout the project
development.

Alternatives Suggested During Scoping
The following discussion is a summary of alternatives suggested during the public
scoping process. In some cases, the alternatives suggested include alternatives that were
considered earlier in the MSHCP planning process, but were eliminated from
consideration. In other cases, the suggested alternatives include new alignments.
•

No further development.

•

Most biologically robust.
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Attachment 1 Notice of Preparation:
Western Riverside County
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan

Scoping Summary Report
March 25, 2002

NOTICE OF PREPARATION TO PREPARE AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENT IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

LEAD AGENCY:

County of Riverside, California

ACTION:

Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an environmental impact report/environmental impact statement
(EIR/EIS) for the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) located in Western Riverside
County, California.

SUMMARY:

The action to be evaluated by the EIR/EIS is the creation of an MSHCP, which is a comprehensive,
multi-jurisdictional habitat conservation plan that addresses biological and ecological diversity
conservation needs in Western Riverside County. The MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a
focus on conserving habitats and species.

ALTERNATIVES:

This EIR/EIS will evaluate alternate conservation scenarios that address the needs of different species
within a MSHCP reserve. As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the No-Action Project Alternative will also be evaluated.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT: The public will be invited to participate in the scoping process, review the draft EIR/EIS, and attend
public meetings. The location and time of the scoping meetings to be
will be announced in the local news media.
Release of the draft EIR/EIS for public comment and the public meetings will also be announced in the
local news media, as these dates are established.
POINTS OF CONTACT:

County of Riverside, California
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
P.O. Box 1605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1605
Phone:
Fax: (909) 955-6879
Background information pertaining to the MSHCP may be found in the Conservation Information
section of the following web page http:/www.rcip.org/library.htm. Documents on the web site that are
pertinent to Western Riverside County MSHCP are as follows:
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

MSHCP Reserves and Implementation
MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of the Reserve
MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study Area
MSHCP Alternatives Document
Alternative Development Processing Memo
MSHCP Alternatives Definition Process
Approach to evaluation of reserve alternatives for SRP review

We need to know the views of you or your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to
you or your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Please submit your comments to Ms.
Kristi Lovelady at the above address no later than November 30, 2001.

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
OCTOBER 2001

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN EIR/EIS

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY
MULTI-SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
JOINT EIR/EIS

1.

INTRODUCTION

The County of Riverside (County), in cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and participating local governments, will prepare a joint
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the proposed Western Riverside
County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The County is serving as the lead agency for the
EIR and the USFWS will act as the lead agency under NEPA for purposes of the EIS.
The County and other participating jurisdictions intend to request Endangered Species Act permits for up to 164
species including federally threatened or endangered species and unlisted species that may become listed during
the term of the permit. The permit is needed to authorize take of listed species (including harm, injury and
harassment) that may result from urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (around
1,966.7 square mile) study area in western Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP would identify activities
resulting in the incidental take of federally listed species and covered species that may become listed during the
term of the permit. Moreover, the proposed MSHCP will identify those actions necessary to conserve species
within a reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres, including 26 federally listed species and other species
and major habitat types identified for inclusion and management during the preparation of the MSHCP.
The County intends to prepare the joint EIR/EIS in accordance with Section 15168 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
This notice briefly describes the currently proposed action, project alternatives, the scoping process that will be
employed during preparation of the joint document, and identifies the lead agency contact person where
questions and comments concerning the proposed actions and the joint EIS/EIR may be directed.

2.

PROJECT LOCATION

As shown in Figure 1, the MSHCP study area covers the area referred to as western Riverside County, which is
located in Southern California southeast of Los Angeles County and east of Orange County. Western Riverside
County contains most non-desert areas and urbanized areas of Riverside County even thought it makes up less
that a third of the County. Elevations within western Riverside County range from about 755 feet in the
northwestern corner to about 10,800 feet at San Jacinto Peak. Topography, soil, and climate variations that
cross this range of elevations create habitats for a wide variety of animals and plants, including many that are
rare or endemic to Southern California. In addition to unincorporated County territory, 14 cities are located
within the study area, including:
C
C
C

Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Canyon Lake

C
C
C

Murrieta
Riverside
Perris

C
C
C

Temecula
Corona
Hemet

C
C
C

San Jacinto
Banning
Calimesa

C
C

Norco
Beaumont

In addition to the incorporated (or city) jurisdictions, the Riverside County unincorporated area within the
MSHCP planning area includes 14 area plans. Boundaries of the cities and area plans are depicted in Figure 2.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Background
In the year 2020, the Southern California Association of Governments estimates that Riverside County will be
home to approximately 2.8 million people, who will occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units. This
represents a doubling of the County’s present population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that the County will continue to grow to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5
million people by 2040. These residents will be located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as within
numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom and the challenge of balancing the associated housing, transportation,
and economic needs of existing and future populations with limited natural resources and the sensitivity of the
natural environment required Riverside County to develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the
Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP), consists of three integrated regional planning efforts to determine
future land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The goals of the effort are three-fold:
•

Update the County’s General Plan to describe anticipated future growth over the long term. The General
Plan is meant to express the community’s goals with respect to both the man-made and natural
environments, and set forth the policies and implementation measures needed to achieve those goals for the
welfare of those who live, work, and do business in the County. The County’s General Plan is being
prepared and will be integrated with the MSHCP.

•

Create a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for the western portion of the County, and
integrate an ongoing Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan effort into the fabric of
comprehensive planning for the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP, which is the subject of
this notice will address the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and plant and animal
species endangerment. It attempts to ensure habitat conservation, species protection and management,
program costs, and development certainty to the County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies;
development, agriculture, and environmental communities; and the public at large.

•

Identify transportation corridors to meet the County’s future transportation needs through the Community
Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program (CETAP). The CETAP transportation program
is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only highway options, but also looks at transit and other
forms of travel demand management and goods movement. The MSHCP is expected to address the growth
facilitating effects of the CETAP corridors and to facilitate requisite environmental clearances for such
corridors.

The County is preparing an EIR to address the environmental impacts of the implementation of the County’s
proposed General Plan. Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the Federal Highway
Administration (lead agency for NEPA) are also preparing two EIR/EISs to address the environmental impacts
of the proposed CETAP corridors.
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and Federal regulation prohibit the “taking” of a
species listed as endangered or threatened. The term “take” means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound,
kill, capture, or collect listed wildlife, or attempt to engage in such conduct. Harm includes habitat modification
that kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding,
or sheltering. Under limited circumstances, the USFWS may issue permits for take of listed species that is
incidental to, and not the purpose of, otherwise lawful activities. Regulations governing permits for threatened
and endangered species are found in 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR 17.22.
If the USFWS approves the MSHCP, they may authorize incidental take of federally listed species through
issuance of Endangered Species Act incidental take permits. The MSHCP, coupled with an Implementation
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Agreement, could also form the basis for issuing incidental take permits for other identified non-listed species
should these identified species be listed during the term of the permit. The County currently intends to obtain
the USFWS’s approval of the MSHCP through a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit.
Proposed Project
The County’s proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan that seeks to conserve up to 164 species within a
reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal endangered species laws. The
MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a focus on conserving species and the habitats upon which they
depend, through conservation and management. The MSHCP will describe strategies to conserve federally
listed and unlisted species and their habitats identified for inclusion and management, while allowing incidental
take of endangered and threatened species associated with development. Development may include residential,
commercial, industrial, and recreational development; public infrastructure such as roads and utilities; and
maintenance of public facilities. This plan would allow the County and other participating jurisdictions to
retain local control over land use decisions, provide for critical public infrastructure projects, and sustain
economic growth.

4.

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

To achieve the identified conservation goals, the proposed program EIR will consider a reasonable range of
conservation alternatives consistent with the CEQA and NEPA. Although specific alternatives have not been
prepared for public discussion, the range of alternatives preliminarily identified for consideration include:
•

The No Action/No Project alternative where conservation would rely on existing or future amended
General Plans, growth management programs, habitat management efforts, and continuing project-byproject review and permitting pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and Sections 7 and 10 of
the Endangered Species Act;

•

Enhanced management of the existing preserves within western Riverside County;

•

A potential conservation scenario for currently listed and proposed species (i.e., approximately 29 species);

•

A potential conservation scenario for currently listed, proposed, and strong candidate species (i.e.,
approximately 36 species); and

•

broad-based ecosystem conservation alternatives.

5.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The County of Riverside has determined that implementation of the western Riverside County MSHCP may
have a significant adverse effect on the environment and that an EIR/EIS will be prepared. Issues to be
addressed in the ElR/EIS include:
Biology. Incidental take of federally listed species would result from activities covered under the MSHCP. The
impacts of take will be discussed in the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the MSHCP may facilitate
development in areas not required for the reserve system, which may result in impacts to species in these areas.
These potential impacts related to biological resources will be further addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Land Use and Planning. Included within the MSHCP planning area are 14 cities, State, Federal, and other
public jurisdiction lands. Preservation of lands within the proposed MSHCP reserve system may conflict with
existing and/or planned policies with respect to land use. The EIR/EIS will address potential MSHCP
consistency with local, State and federal land use policies.
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Mineral Resources. There may be lands now designated that would not be available for mineral resource
extraction as a result of the adoption of the MSHCP. This will be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Population, Housing, and Economics. The adoption of the MSHCP is not intended to alter the overall amount
or rate of growth in the Western Riverside County area, but it could cause a change in the distribution, density,
or pattern of growth. With implementation of the MSHCP, growth and development patterns could be shifted
from the rural residential and suburban areas to urban centers and community nodes where there is increased
access to infrastructure and transportation facilities.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks). The risk of fire could increase at the habitat edges adjacent to
existing development. Fire protection impacts will be discussed in the EIR/EIS. While the MSHCP will include
a public access component to define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads, and passive
recreation, some recreational facilities currently being planned by jurisdictions for areas where core reserves
and linkage areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or relocated. The potential for loss or the need to
relocate a public service or recreational facility is considered to be a potentially significant impact of the
MSHCP and will be examined in the EIR/EIS.
Transportation/Traffic. The proposed MSHCP reserve may disrupt, disallow the establishment of, or require
unique design elements of some planned facilities and programs that support various modes of transportation.
The EIR/EIS will analyze the impacts of the MSHCP on planned transportation facilities.
Indirect Impacts (Growth Inducement). Authorization of take with the implementation of the MSHCP could
remove an impediment to development. This potential impact will be analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
Other Issues will be Determined by the Scoping Process.

6.

SCOPING MEETING DATES

Two public scoping meetings will be held on the following dates and at the specified locations to discuss the
proposed western Riverside County MSHCP Joint EIR/EIS.
Monday, October 29, 2001
(4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.)
Temecula Library
41000 County Center Drive
Temecula, California

Wednesday, November 7, 2001
(4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.)
Perris Branch-Cesar Chavez Library
163 E. San Jacinto Avenue
Perris, California

Written comments related to the scope and content of the EIS/EIR will be accepted by the County at the address
below until 30 days after publication of this notice.

7.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT

Scoping materials may be found in the Conservation Information section of the following web page http:
/www.rcip.org/library.htm. Documents on the web site that are pertinent to Western Riverside County MSHCP
are as follows:
C
C
C

MSHCP Reserves and Implementation
MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of the Reserve
MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study Area
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MSHCP Alternatives Document
Alternative Development Processing Memo
MSHCP Alternatives Definition Process
Approach to evaluation of reserve alternatives for SRP review

Information, comments and/or questions related to the preparation of the EIR and the CEQA process should be
submitted to Ms. Kristi Lovelady; P.O. Box 1605; 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor; Riverside, CA 92502;
facsimile (909) 955-6879. Scoping materials also will be available for public inspection during normal business
hours (8:00 am to 5:00 p.m. Monday-Friday) at the above address. Interested persons are encouraged to attend
one of the public meetings to identify and discuss issues and alternatives that should be addressed in the
EIS/EIR. Additional public meetings will be conducted at later dates to provide public opportunities to
comment on the draft environmental document that will be developed following this scoping process.
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[Federal Register: September 7, 2001 (Volume 66, Number 174)]
[Notices]
[Page 46809-46811]
From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID:fr07se01-79]
----------------------------------------------------------------------DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the
Western Riverside County, CA, Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.
SUMMARY: Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, the Fish
and Wildlife Service (Service) advises the public that we intend to
gather information necessary to prepare, in coordination with the
County of Riverside, California (County), a joint Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) on the Western
Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The
County and other jurisdictions intend to request Endangered Species Act
permits for up to 164 covered species including federally threatened or
endangered species and unlisted species that may become listed during
the term of the permit. The permit is needed to authorize take of
listed species (including harm, injury and harassment) during urban and
rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (1,967 squaremile) study area in western Riverside County.
The Service is furnishing this notice to: (1) Advise other Federal
and State agencies, affected Tribes, and the public of our intentions;
(2) announce the initiation of a 30-day public scoping period; and (3)
obtain suggestions and information on the scope of issues to be
included in the EIR/EIS.
DATES: We will accept written comments until October 9, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Send comments to Mr. James Bartel, Field Supervisor, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Field Office, 3720 Loker Avenue
West, Carlsbad, CA 92008; facsimile (760) 431-9618. Information,
comments and/or questions related to the preparation of the EIR and the
California Environmental Quality Act process should be submitted to Ms.
Kristi Lovelady; P.O. Box 1605; 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor;
Riverside, CA 92502; facsimile (909) 955-6879.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Background information pertaining to
the MSHCP may be found in the Conservation Information section of the
following web page http:/www.rcip.org/library.htm. For additional
information please contact Mr. Jeff Newman, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, telephone (760) 431-9440 [see ADDRESSES for Carlsbad Field
Office]; or Ms. Kristi Lovelady, County of Riverside, telephone (909)
955-6742 [see ADDRESSES].
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and
Federal regulation prohibit the ``taking'' of a species listed as
endangered or threatened. The term ``take'' means to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, capture, or collect listed wildlife,
or attempt to engage in such conduct. Harm includes habitat
modification that kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing
essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or
sheltering. Under limited circumstances, the Service may issue permits
for take of listed species that is incidental to, and not the purpose
of, otherwise lawful activities. Regulations governing permits for
threatened and endangered species are found in 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR
17.22.
We anticipate that the County and other jurisdictions will request
Endangered Species Act permits for up to 164 covered species, including
26 federally threatened or endangered species, and 138 unlisted species
that may become listed during the term of the permit. The permits are
needed to authorize take of listed species (including harm, injury and
harassment) during urban and rural development in rapidly growing
western Riverside County.
In the year 2020, the Southern California Association of
Governments estimates that Riverside County will be home to
approximately 2.8 million people, who will occupy approximately 918,000
dwelling units. This represents a doubling of the County's present
population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that the County will continue to grow
to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5 million people by 2040. These
residents will be located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as
within numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom and the challenge of
balancing the associated housing, transportation, and economic needs of
existing and future populations with limited natural resources and the
sensitivity of the natural environment required Riverside County to
develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the Riverside
County Integrated Project, consists of three integrated regional
planning efforts to determine future
[[Page 46810]]
land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The
goals of the effort are three-fold:
1. Update the County's General Plan to describe anticipated future
growth over the long term. The General Plan is meant to express the
community's goals with respect to both the man-made and natural
environments, and set forth the policies and implementation measures
needed to achieve those goals for the welfare of those who live, work,
and do business in the County. The County's General Plan is being
prepared and integrated with the MSHCP. The County is preparing an EIR
to address the environmental impacts of the implementation of the
County's proposed General Plan.
2. Identify transportation corridors to meet the County's future
transportation needs through the Community Environmental and
Transportation Acceptability Program (CETAP). The CETAP transportation
program is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only
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highway options, but also looks at transit and other forms of travel
demand management and goods movement. The MSHCP is expected to address
the growth facilitating effects of the CETAP corridors and to
facilitate requisite environmental clearances for such corridors.
Riverside County and the Federal Highway Administration (lead agency
for the National Environmental Policy Act) are also preparing two EIR/
EISs to address the environmental impacts of the proposed CETAP
corridors.
3. Create a MSHCP for the western portion of the County, and
integrate ongoing preparation of the Coachella Valley Multi-Species
Habitat Conservation Plan into the fabric of comprehensive planning for
the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP, which is the subject of
this notice, will identify activities resulting in the incidental take
of covered species and those actions necessary to conserve these
species within a regional reserve system.
Proposed Action and Alternatives To Be Evaluated
In anticipation of receiving permit applications from the County
and other jurisdictions, the Service will prepare a joint EIR/EIS with
the County, lead agency for the MSHCP. The Service's proposed action is
to consider approval of the MSHCP and issuance of incidental take
permits to the County and other jurisdictions.
The County's proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan that seeks
to conserve up to 164 species within a reserve system of approximately
510,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal endangered species laws.
The MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a focus on conserving
species and the habitats upon which they depend, through conservation
and management. The MSHCP will describe strategies to conserve
federally listed and unlisted species and their habitats identified for
inclusion and management, while allowing incidental take of endangered
and threatened species associated with development. Development may
include residential, commercial, industrial, and recreational
development; public infrastructure such as roads and utilities; and
maintenance of public facilities. This plan is intended to allow the
County and other participating jurisdictions to retain local control
over land use decisions, provide for critical public infrastructure
projects, and sustain economic growth.
The EIR/EIS for the MSHCP will assist the Service during its
decision making process by enabling us to analyze the environmental
consequences of the proposed action and a full array of alternatives
identified during preparation of the MSHCP. Although specific
alternatives have not been prepared for public discussion, the range of
alternatives preliminarily identified for consideration include:
1. The No Action/No Project alternative. Conservation would rely on
existing or future amended General Plans, growth management programs,
habitat management efforts, and continuing project-by-project review
and permitting pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and
sections 7 and 10 of the Endangered Species Act;
2. An alternative for enhanced management of the existing preserves
within western Riverside County.
3. A potential conservation scenario for only currently listed and
proposed species (i.e., approximately 29 species);
4. A potential conservation scenario for only currently listed,
proposed, and certain candidate species (i.e., approximately 36
species); and
5. A more-robust, broad-based ecosystem conservation alternative.
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Potentially Significant Impacts of Implementation of the MSHCP
Potentially significant impacts could occur with the implementation
of the MSHCP alternatives. These could include impacts to biological
resources, land use and planning (land use development patterns),
mineral resources, population, housing, economics, and public services
(fire protection and parks). For all significant impacts, the EIR/EIS
will identify mitigation measures, where feasible.
The following issues will be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Biological Resources
Incidental take of federally listed species would result from
activities covered under the MSHCP. The impacts of take will be
discussed in the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the MSHCP
may facilitate development in areas not required for the reserve
system, which may result in impacts to species in these areas. These
potential impacts related to biological resources will be further
addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Land Use and Planning
Included within the MSHCP planning area are 14 cities, State,
Federal, and other public jurisdiction lands. Preservation of lands
within the proposed MSHCP reserve system may conflict with existing
and/or planned policies with respect to land use. The EIR/EIS will
address potential MSHCP consistency with local, State and federal land
use policies.
Mineral Resources
There may be lands now designated that would not be available for
mineral resource extraction as a result of the adoption of the MSHCP.
This will be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Population, Housing, and Economics
The adoption of the MSHCP could cause a change in the distribution,
density, or pattern of growth in western Riverside County. With
implementation of the MSHCP, growth and development patterns could be
shifted from the rural residential and suburban areas to urban centers
and community nodes where there is increased access to infrastructure
and transportation facilities.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)
The risk of fire could increase at the habitat edges adjacent to
existing development. Fire protection impacts will be discussed in the
EIR/EIS. While the MSHCP will include a public access component to
define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads,
and passive recreation, some recreational facilities currently being
planned by jurisdictions for areas where core reserves and linkage
areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or relocated. The
potential need to relocate a public service or recreational facility
will be examined in the EIR/EIS.
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Transportation/Traffic
The proposed MSHCP reserve may require eliminating, re-aligning, or
[[Page 46811]]
designing specific features to avoid and minimize the incidental take
of covered species for some planned facilities and programs that
support various modes of transportation. The EIR/EIS will analyze these
potential impacts.
Indirect Impacts (Growth Inducement)
Authorization of take with the implementation of the MSHCP could
remove an impediment to development. This potential impact will be
analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
Scoping
We invite the public to participate in the scoping process, review
the draft EIR/EIS, and attend public meetings. The location and time of
the scoping meetings to be scheduled during the month of September 2001
will be announced in the local news media. We invite comments from all
interested parties to ensure that the full range of issues related to
the permit requests are addressed and that all significant issues are
identified.
We expect a draft EIR/EIS for the MSHCP to be available for public
review in Winter 2002. Release of the draft EIR/EIS for public comment
and the public meetings will be announced in the local news media, as
these dates are established.
Regulatory Authority
We will conduct environmental review of the permit applications in
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), its implementing
regulations (40 CFR parts 1500 through 1508), and with other
appropriate Federal laws and regulations, policies, and procedures of
the Service for compliance with those regulations.
Dated: August 23, 2001.
Mary Ellen Mueller,
Acting Deputy Manager, California/Nevada Operations Office, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Sacramento, California.
[FR Doc. 01-22506 Filed 9-6-01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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MAILING LIST FOR MSHCP/NOI DISTRIBUTION
Temecula Branch Library
41000 County Center Dr.
Temecula, CA 92591
City of Murietta Library
39589 Los Alamos Rd.
Murrieta, CA 92563
Spirit of the Sage Council
PO Box 77027-102
Pasadena, CA 91107
Dr. Dan Silver
Endangered Habitats League
8424A Santa Monica Blvd. #592
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4210
Ms. Aleta Laurence
County of Riverside-Planning Dept.
PO Box 1409
Riverside, CA 92501
Mr. Glen Black
California Department of Fish and Game
4775 Bird Farm Rd.
Chino Hills, CA 91709
City of Temecula
Planning Department
PO Box 9033
Temecula, CA 92589-9033
City of Murrieta
Planning Department
26442 Beckman Court
Murrieta, CA 92562-8850
Attn. Jim Miller
Mr. Ed Sauls
The Sauls Company
742 Summit Drive, Suite 100
Laguna Beach, CA 92651
Mr. Jud Monroe
Southwestern Riverside County Multiple
Species Reserve
23315 Bocana St.
Malibu, CA 90265

JULY 18, 2001

Attn: Marj Nelson
US Fish and Wildlife Service
Division of Endangered Species
4401 North Fairfax, Room 420
Arlington, VA 22203
Ms. Cheryll Dobson, Esq.
Solicitor=s Office
US Department of Interior
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-1712
Sacramento, CA 95825-1890
The Honorable Ken Calvert
3400 Central Avenue, Suite 200
Riverside, CA 92506
University of California, Riverside
Attn: Mr. Mike Allen, Plant Pathology
900 University Ave.
Riverside, CA 92521
Ms. Laura Hill
US. Fish and Wildlife Service
911 NE 11th Avenue
Portland, OR 97232-4181
Ms. Jeanne-Marie Bruno
Metropolitan Water District, So. Calif.
PO 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054
Mr. Ken Osborne
7451 Mt. Vernon St.
Riverside, CA 92504
Mr. Robert Smith
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Los Angeles District
911 Wilshire Blvd.
Los Angeles, California 90017
Mr. Michael Klein
Klein/Edwards Professional Services
P.O. Box 4326
San Diego, CA 92164-4326

1

Mr. Andrew Sanders
University of California, Riverside
Department of Botany
Riverside CA, 92521-0124

Mr. Peter Kiriakos
Sierra Club
802 Silverwood Pl.
Redlands, CA 92373

Ms. Gail Barton
P.O. Box 1929
Fallbrook, CA 92088

Ms. Kate Kramer
California Department of Fish & Game
4775 Bird Farm Rd.
Chino Hills, CA 91709

Mr. Glenn Black
California Department of Fish & Game
4775 Bird Farm Rd.
Chino Hills, CA 91709
Ms. Sharon Bolton
BIA - Riverside County Chapter
3600 Lime St., Suite 221
Riverside, CA 92501
Ms. Mary Lynn Coffee
2102 Business Center Dr.
Irvine, CA 92612
Ms. June Collins Dudek
605 Third St.
Encinitas, CA 92024
Mr. Alan Crouse
WRCOG
3880 Lemon St.
Riverside, CA 92501
Ms. Marcia Howe
The Dangermond Group
911-22nd Street
Sacramento, CA 95816
Ms. Kim Gould
Southern California Edison
P. O. Box 800,
2244 Walnut Grove Ave.
Rosemead, CA 91770
Mr. Wesley Hylen
Pacific Summits Consultants
31566 Railroad Canyon Rd. #116
Canyon Lake, CA 92587

Mr. Robin Maloney-Rames
California Department of Fish & Game
4775 Bird Farm Rd.
Chino Hills, CA 91709
Mr. Michael McCollum
McCollum Associates
7722 Rio Barco Way
Sacramento, CA 95831
Ms. Linda Ocello
27780 Front Street
Suite 9B
Temecula, CA 92590
Ms. Sharon Bolton
Riverside County Farm Bureau
21160 Box Springs Road, #102
Riverside, CA 92557
Mr. Greg Reden
Silverado Ranch Conservation Bank
P. O. Box 476
Bass Lake, CA 93604
Mr. Paul Selzer
Selzer, Ealy, Hemphill & Blasdel
777 East Tahquitz Canyon Wy, Ste. 328
Palm Springs, CA 92262
Mr. Bill Warkentin
Building Industry Assoc.
2950 Fairmont Blvd.
Murrieta, CA 92501
Mr. Bob Wheeler
Murrieta/Anza Resource Conservation District
29090 Camino Alba

2

Mr. Borre Winkel
BIA - Riverside County Chapter
3600 Lime St., Suite 221
Riverside, CA 92501
Riverside, CA 92501
Mr. Chris Wright
Civic Resource Group
711 Gartel Drive
Walnut, CA 91789
Mr. Won Yoo
TPC & Ran Pac
27431 Enterprise Circle West
Temecula, CA 92590
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. . Box
- 1605; 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor; Riverside, CA 92502; facsimile (909) 955-6879. \lirinen
co m me ts may also be submitted at the publi c scoping meetings listed below. 'All' comments'.
will become. part,.l)f. the _public record, will be considered in the environmental documents.·
and will riot'. rcC:civc:·�nd.iV.idual responses. The meeting ·t0cations arc �ccessible f�r people'.,
with disabilities: Pcoplc�wi'th special needs should contact Kristi Lovelady at: the .address : .
.
: .. :.:- · -':
· �-:'.<above or by call ing (909i 955-6742
.. . ·.
��
.
··.::....
WHERE
�·".I?_
WHEN
WHAT,
,- _;:·
·
-.
.
The public s�oping mecti�gs for the MSHCP EMIS will be held in an '.' open:h.�use formar'.� l
and project rcprdcntatives.will be available to discuss the project . throughout the time periods'
given ... lnform:itional displays and written materials will be available
oping meetings:'_ .
at the.sc'
•
•t :•
":', -' f . ,
. . . , . .. :
:
·'
.
.
The d:ate; tirrie and location of the scoping meetings:
�"

.. as other species amf their habitats that

.

�
(/)

·

I

(

N
N

C>

-.•

.,.

.

,,.

I�

•

• '/
.

z

'

•

.-- •

�

·

:

:0.•'4;

.

•

�
I
(/)
(/)
�

n

.

•

;

•

,

. .

· 4:00 p
· m t� 7:30 p.m.
Monday. October 29, 2001 from
...
.. .- · • Temecula Library .,.'
·
..
41000 County Center Dr:ivc
·.
·. · ·
: r' ·//. ·
.. :· ,Temecul a, Califoroia ' ..
.

'

�

RTAbiuroutcs:'23,24

'

_-;�'.··

.-

..

. .. . .

�

..

:-

:

-�

'

',t

�

=
�

;

.

.

�
�

-.....

.

� � �:
· .::-�·•:"
·:-. <

•.

�

-.....

. .

:

.

_

�

C>
C>
N

••

.•

�

...-

·

.

·

·
·

·

·
-·

·

···•·

-

· . .� .
·

• •
.

.

r•

.

.

I,.

-:

�

. ..
.

. . • ...
·

_':·'

:_·._. ..
_

·-

.. �

Wedncsday;November.7,'2001 from 4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.
Perris Bran ch • Ces:ar Cha,·ez Library · ·
·
·

"

/ :�
j��:- _::_, _ :-.
·�-_·
. ,�:·/�,'�:'.

... '·.· ·:f,._
..

_

' '•

.

·...

'

·

· ·
163 E. San Jacinto Avenue ·
,:.>i•. Perris, Cali fornia · ·· · .,., ; -,:·, · · ·
.-.'. RTAbii·
s r�ut'cs:·i9,22,27 30 .and37
f
'"'"
\
·
.
_'.·:
..:�·-·;.,._-,
·
..
.
Plrase__cimtact RivrnUJ�·Traniit Agtn'i:j_,,

�;,f

\� �...::;�\i·

:::_
f?:�0- :g•�.
��:f:{:; :gt!.·�'_8%fJ:

·for �

_
· For additional information, please visit
·th.e RCIP web site at �.rdp.org.
. .
f'----1..,,.

·.

.
-!

' . .
. , ..� ...
"'

. .
.

-.· .

:'

,

MAR-20-20Uc

w�o i1:3� An

---.-

rHI\ l'iV,

�•

1

·-----J:;,

.
· ·: .... �-,
;��
· ··..-� .. . ,·.-.. -,,,·"·.-:: ... .:.:...-... ·. : :·-... .- ::�, �· ·;-_ � ; i ·�. :.. �: \. .- -:....
OllaA P.1.1nIJCA
·- · · : . ..- . . ......... .._. ...•. . .., ...�. .
�
n
··· · .· .. · :.·
•

,1,

..'�''.
. .,

:· ;'�nc:«'�i �
. . AA.'ii�:;�;·::::: +�:�:: {�;,;�·:'.�z:
·
.�••••;: �::)·:�
·
S
�
t;:�*
; · 1:c·;�{�ZL0'lWESE�EST
.
,Nf.l:A:»t".4:tmo
� :
. . · �.. : ; :
:

..

..

::?�>�:�.:'-::

·

..

N

·

. .,

�
"·

·

..
·
.·. ..
. .:.�,:·�. · :'..� PAR.U�-ZONA' ()ESJ1>DELCO� DE IUVERSIDE.'•·1; ;� ··
·

.
· .
. '.:. , . .-;� . .
·

· "

.
. :·'

...

, ,;,

i .F..s
· · : 'Q1t
;.. '"
.•� .'� )'•-.'.':>11••';•'•
' ·_', '·
,,
' �
.�···;'-:
·. . ·, ' ' '.. , ' ·"-'t
_
. C:. �'>'· F�1lt;l'Qli. ·:u�:fi��V(tldlif�.. .�l'llice))l.c1 C:Cndado de Rivci.<ide .'��
' '. · .� Sc:Tv�!o:���
11;� � ,de _l�tP;:at:Mcd10 !'Jllbr�1te/Prcl.llr.ld60. de:.,�,.
: ;\�:,.11cnen 1�;. m����· ·"8 · ���:!
. '1�
: > ·· 1m�a. �eCl10\·Mll?i.� , l�
��aj.:.!mpaci.-•�v1r.on111Cnral .llupacl Stall!nit�t ·
;

•

•

.. ,
·- .

.

,

1,

,

'•

•,\,.

, >'t \

.

IJ'.

·

�

::Y .'·'. �/:.>.t d;'
4.

•

'•

'•

•

,

I

\

:f�: '�ll ·� ;�1 1d..\ �Ji;,'Qt�.:'tl.e.�Caf111ait''dcl:��.Ainbie1114<IJe:'Cialil'omia {.California .:;;.
E-.iirnniii#nrar:� �ty �>..ct,�.LeE�).:;y�'�'t
t onti�.*V��
! �io · Ambicnte �•ci(ll\'11 :5N"illiollil:I -.::,.

· ,. �·

.

:"' ··:>:' <

. ···•fnvuonmenW Policy Aet fo1"'1069 (NEPA))·e1nl·pl�en1 c>de i.CO!UeMICIOn de �·e� ·••
'
·
. ·en' 'u H6biw Naninl m el Oe&te·dc.Rivenic:le �cm:Riversi�;Multirlo $Pec:1e.S H a�1w .,..:
.
. . t· .
.. c?� �N�onPlan
SHCP)).
.
·. :� : · ;:�· ' . .
. '. : '. �:
.

�

-: )�!

.
;
.
.
'.°':El·reporte MSHCP del Qondacln'dc Rivfuid<: scd un· ph1n Cl.)lnpren&iVO·CI CUtl Den� cl:lm(i �
· prop6rno ti. con�:ocitlil de mil de ·J64 .uptcieli 1111.g&ICTJU de.rescrva
•pf'OJtiJnldal
l'le ntc « ··
l
en
;.;�,? 110.000: � com�.•I Acto, f� de
:�-V� de Exl!fic10ii('Eild3;1i��.S�)C5
, , Acl}X. el. P.lan J.
...,
�.ryaci6n.de �omunidadc'N� <Naiunl
).Act), ��pone MSHCP ei.tablccerla'.un �·di_�� =i el prcipOii U> ,,, .
.· 1'1�11111:111 (NCO'
- ··
i Ocl wal dCW'ldM!)Qr .l)lCdio de co�a.tj6n� lldministrul6!1. '."
. c1c con�eiv;v c5p¢ci y d.h£bt-1i'
. Et MSHq
"cltsC
ti,bui e5tntei:ia!-.PAra con.>eC)IU ci�.t Y: � h�\>1"1.fs, )"'la con1eNa'ci6ft � �
q:,�sJ1C.y!e.• nu.cµl1sn1dar�� ral y,eai.1111lnlo11tacon·el fin.d_e�f!..c!l":s1LJ!l,&!�i? �)��\u'!6n. y ....
.. .iirtnumo 1iemp<> p.!mnur I� coleCCJ611 de tt�cics en peli!ll'o o.� vlli·dt.citt1nc160 en zon� de'·••
. ··dewrollo. f$e plllD tiene Ia intenci6n de �<ir �J'Condljdo.Y. roujorudicc\oric>-paitici(llnie'�!;·.
:el·manrcner conttnl oobrc dcew�� rclaciooadas� cerrenos. proveer'tcficoo' � projc:c!Ol . ::.
. :=
... ·de·inl'racltnlctwa·.pdbli� y :..oponaf cl cretimiento. eeoo6mico.
. .' .. ,· .; ',', · · , \. ,
� .
,
· ' . .. .
.. El EIR/ElS pan.el repc1rtt.M�CP. asis<ir4 �1. Golldl� '!1:1rlll
te :�:·��9. .de dcc1&ionei· y k! :
pcsmitiri eJ.analiumiento dt c<insecuencias al medic �rnlncme de acci<>ll8-�· pre>pi.estai; d6ndolc',

EJ�iei

C�u�ti.es.q>�w.¥:�5'"

_

. '• ·

·'

•

I

•

•

.

·

_.

, •

•

,.,

•

•

. .

.

•

01,..,

. ,·.un;i cuntida�� alJt.m.ati� idcntific3il';lS d11r.1me 11.prcp&l'.tci6 nd
: el. SH� ,.,•. : �· ,·
·
·
·· . .
._,;t)·, ..··�·..;· ·· � · �·� �;'
'
,(·,.' \
•t /•,.� - -. . ;: I
,
.·· �,,::" �.'I .,• ,1\'
·
'
.
.
.
.
. .. '1'0R
;· ., .
.· ,; . ;· �· ( . ,·'• • ,. , :\ ·� ., ..·: .••· . .

�

� ..

,'�

:

l:(\:

J:
......

QCJE.:ES'fE ANUNCIO,�
:
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Lemon StrecL Rivenidc. CA 92502 y en cl SCrvicio <k·Pl:A:cs y fauna. Carlsblld Offic:c Cl' cl .
3720 Loker .ANcuue Wesl. Car!6bad. C�92008. S1.uLtcd dcse.a � �notado en la bsta d& envio .. .
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ecnnotu1cos o ambicn!Jlle1 yen cl.sursimie'n10 �e·a11ematjv�s l S cual�s ican mtn<i> cost�s �
o mas t.n1ig�blcs. l!1eia �I rile.Sia·;unbientc :y. ·man1cmC)ldo. .cl aivel de nc<:c�idades ya iden1ii1- "
. elldas para �I CQnd..do.' Comcn t�os .cseri1ot sobr� altem�li.v� e impacto{� scr considcrado' •·
en lo• 110c:urncnto�. EIRIB!S deben · <et. envi�dos Uit6.< del 30· dC �pvjornbte del 200 I. �
Comcntarin> e.critosdcban·ser enviad06 al Sr. JMDC�· BanetFi.eld S11per:visor. U.S. Fi•ll :.rid:_,:
,
· WildWc Servie1!; C;,rhbad Field Ol'ticc,·3720·L0ur·A'Vcniie Wm.
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(76{)) 431·9618 cN ·1a·Sra.. :Kristi Lovel�Qy; }'.O. .Box· 1�5; 4080 Lcriion Sfreer, 71ti J:loor: ·• �
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FAX NO.

MEDIA ADVISORY
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:

October 25, 2001

CONTACT: Andy Andersen
(909) 781-2240

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MULTI
SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN EIR/EIS
- PUBLIC INVITED TO DISCUSS PROPOSED PROJECT -

WHAT:

The County of Riverside and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will hold a
meeting for interested individuals, organizations, federal, state, and local
agencies to discuss specific social, economic, and/or environmental concerns
and suggest alternatives on the proposed Multi-Species Habitat Conservation
Plan (MSHCP). Those concerns may be evaluated and possibly included in the
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Statement (BIR/EIS).

WHEN;

Monday, October 29th
4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

WHERE:

Temecula Library

WHO:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

41000 County Center Drive

County of Riverside

WHY:

The County of Riverside's proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive plan seeking
to conserve up to 164 species within a reserve system of approximately 510,000
acres. The EIRJEIS for the MSHCP will assist the Service

and the County of

Riverside in its decisio n making process by analyzing environmental
consequences and identifying alternatives.

FOR MORE INFORMATION A.BOUT THE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING PLEASE
CONTACT ANDY ANDERSEN AT (909) 781-2240
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MEDIA ADVISORY
..

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
November 5, 2001

CONTACT: Andy Andersen

(909) 781-2240

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MULTI
SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN EIR/EIS

- PUBLIC INVITED TO DISCUSS PROPOSED PROJECT -

WHAT:

The County of Riverside and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will
hold a meeting for interested individuals, organizations and federal, state, and

local agencies to discuss specific social, economic, and/or environmental

concerns and suggest alternatives on the proposed Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). Those concerns may be evaluated and possibly

included in the Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS).

WHEN:

Wednesday, November 7th
4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.

WHERE:

Cesar Chavez Library - Perris Branch
163 E. San Jacinto Avenue

WHO:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
County of Riverside

WHY:

The County of Riverside's proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive plan seeking

to

conserve up to 164 species within a reserve system of approximately 510,000

acres. The EIRIEIS for the MSHCP will assist USFWS and the County of

Riverside in its decision making process by analyzing environmental
consequences and identifying alternatives.

FOR MORE INFORMATION ABOUT THE PUBLIC SCOPIN G MEETIN G PLEASE
CONTACT ANDY ANDERSEN AT(909) 781-2240

Attachment 6 Scoping Meeting Handouts
and Attendance List

Scoping Summary Report
March 25, 2002

Riverside Cou
_ nty
Integrated Project
RCIP is a comprehensive, three-part, integrated program to determine future conservation,
transportation, and housing and economic needs in Riverside County. This new and
innovative project is the first-of-its-kind in the nation.

Here is a quick overview of RCIP's three elements:
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) - RCIP will protect our natural
environment by conserving habitat and open space through a MSHCP. Why does the
County need to be concerned about habitat? All too often, our natural environment is
exposed to extraordinary stressful conditions and activities which can cause valuable
resources to become endangered and/or extinct. The MSHCP will provide open-space"
protect watersheds and meet the environmental needs of the County.

Community & Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) RCIP will cover traffic congestion by addressing future traffic and circulation issues
through the CETAP. Riverside County is home to some of the busiest transportation
corridors in the nation. Traffic is expected to double on many existing freeways in western
Riverside County, including the 91 and 215 freeways, as a result of population and
employment growth in Riverside, Orange, and Los Angeles counties. RCIP's transporta
tion program is more than just a freeway plan, it is a multi-modal effort. It considers not
only highway options, but also looks at mass transit and other forms of travel demand
management and infrastructure planning including utilities and communication.
For many years, transportation, land use, and environmental planning have occurred
independently. This combined effort seeks to create plans that are coherent and consistent.
Due to the fast pace of development in Riverside County, opportunities to preserve land
for regional transportation facilities are being lost. The goals of CETAP are to:
Identify and set aside areas for major transportation facilities (both highway and
transit) that will be necessary to support the future growth in Western Riverside County.
Ensure that the transportation infrastructure will be in place to foster the economy
of Riverside County and provide citizens access to jobs, schools, shopping,
and other daily activities.
Complete environmental documentation to allow for the preservation of right-of
way for regional transportation facilities.

General Plan RCIP balances land-use in the County by determining where our future hous
-

ing, schools, and businesses will be located. Updating the County's General Plan helps ensure
that future growth in Riverside County happens in a balanced and responsible manner. The
General Plan is a very important document that is updated to reflect the growing changes in
a community. It is the blueprint for the future that affects our quality of life, neighborhoods,
education, and locations of our places of work. An update of the General Plan today will
determine where homes, businesses, and jobs will be located tomorrow.

For more information
on RCIP contact us at:
877-735-RCIP

www.rc1p.org

Environmental Process
What Happens in the Environmental
Review Process?
l.

Define Purpose and Need (Define the problem)

2.

Scoping (Confirm the problem and obtain input on possible solutions)

3.

Identify issues to study and define alternatives to address the Purpose

4.

and Need
Assemble a Draft Tier 1 Environmental Impact Study (EIS)/

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Content of Draft Tier 1 EIS/EIR will include the following sections:
Executive Summary (Discussion of all alternatives)
Statement of Purpose and Need
Alternatives Considered
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
Comments and Coordination

5.

Agencies and the public review and comment on the EIR/EIS

6.

Responses to comments are prepared

7.

Prepare the Final Tier 1 EIS/EIR

Specific Environmental Issues
that will be addressed in the
Draft Tier 1 EIR/EIS
Land Use
Socioeconomic/Community Impacts
Farmland
Cultural Resources
Biological Resources
Surface Hydrology and Water Quality

Responsible Local, State, and
Federal Agencies

Transportation and Circulation
Hazardous Waste
Visual Resources

The Draft Tier I EIS/EIR is being prepared

Public Services and Utilities

jointly under the National Environmental Policy

Energy

Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA)

•

Air Quality
Noise

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is

Environmental Justice/Protection of Children

lead agency for NEPA and is responsible for

Growth Inducing Impacts

approving the EIS.

Cumulative Impacts

•

Caltrans will also be a responsible agency for the EIS.

•

The Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC) is the lead agency for CEQA and is
responsible for approving the EIR.

For more information contact:
Cathy Bechtel
Riverside Transportation Commission
909-787-7141
cbechtel@rctc.org

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
Processes for the Western Riverside County MSHCP

I

CEQA
•Notice of Preparation (NOP)

30-day response period

•Notice in Local Newspaper
•Scoping

No formal scoping meeting

I

NEPA
• Notice of Intent (NOi)

Response period as stated in

•

Federal Register Notice

NOi.

•

Scoping

Formal scoping process

11

required, including a public

required.

meeting.
ls not subject to the Permit

•Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR)

Streamlining Act, which

• Draft Environmental lmpac No time limits for completion.
Statement (EIS)

imposes mandatory time limits
for completing development

EIRs.

•Notice of Completion filed

Minimum 45-day review period

•Public and Agency Review
•State Clearinghouse Review

• Notice of Availability filed

Minimum 45-day review

•

period.

• EPA Filing
•

Optional (30 to 45 days)

•Public hearing on Draft EIR

No review period of Final EIR
required. Responses sent to
commenting agencies 10 days
before decision.

Public and Agency Review

•

Federal Register Notice
Public hearing on Draft

Required under certain

EIS

circumstances.

•Response to Comments

•

Response to Comments

•Final EIR

•

Final EIS

•Review of Responses by
Commenting Agencies
•Riverside County Board of
Supervisors Decision

30-day review period required;

• Public and Agency Review

process is similar to Draft EIS

•

EPA Filing

review.

•

Federal Register Notice

•

US Fish and Wildlife
Decision

Notice of Determination filed 5
days after certification.
Findings must explain whether
each impact has been mitigated
and, ifnot, why (statement of
overriding consideration).

R:\svc934\CEQA and NEPA Processes.doc

•Notice of Determination

• Record of Decision (ROD)

Explains why decision was

•Findings

made. ROD includes, among

•Statement of Overriding

other items, a monitoring and

Considerations

enforcement program for any

•Mitigation Reporting and

adopted mitigation measures.

Monitoring Program adopted

i

WHERE DO I FIT INTO THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS
ON THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
AND HOW CAN I GET MY CONCERNS KNOWN?
There are many steps in the environmental process that allow for public input. Below is a list of steps that you can
take to become active in the environmental process. Please keep in mind ''this is a public process" and everyone
is encouraged to participate.
The issuance of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Notice of Intent (NOi) to prepare a joint

Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIRJEIS). The NOi was published

in the Federal Register in early September 2001, the NOP was issued by the County of Riverside on

Step 1

October 19, 2001.
NOPfNOI

This is the time the County and L'.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) seeks public input as to

what impacts and alternatives should be analyzed and in the EIR/EIS as it pertains to the MSHCP.

You have until November 30, 2001 to submit your written comments to the County or the USFWS.

During the public review period on the NOP and NOi the County and USFWS is

Step 2

Public Scoping

Meeting

hosting two Public Scoping Meetings to be held on October 29, 200land

eYOUARE

November 7, 2001. At this meeting you will learn about the MSHCP and have

HERE

the opportunity to provide written comments or to mail your written comments by

November 30, 2001. A copy of the NOP is available for you to take home with you

tonirmt if you wish!

After the public scoping period is complete on the EIR/EIS, the County and USFWS begin the

preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. In preparing the Draft EIR/EIS all written public comments

are

taken

into account. If you had prepared a written comment it will appear in the appendices to the EIR/EIS.

Step3

Draft EIR/EIS

The Draft EIR/EIS will be circulated to the public for a minimum of a 45-day public review period.

This will occur sometime in Spring 2002. A Notice of Availability (NOA) will be published in the local
newspaper and in the Federal Register identifying where the document can be viewed arl;d what the

beginning and end dates are to the public review period and who to send written comments to.

During this time period the documents are available for the public and agencies to review and make

written comment on. This is your opportunity again to provide the County and USFWS with written

comments on the content of the Draft EIR/EIS.

During the public review period on the Draft EIR./EIS there will be a series of public hearings held

Step 4

Public Hearings

before the County of Riverside Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors on the content of the

Draft EIRJEIS. The public noticing of those meetings will occur in the local newspaper. Again, this is
your opportunity to address the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors with your concerns

either in writing or orally during the public hearing.

After the public hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS. The County and USFWS compile all the written and

oral comments received during the public review on the Draft EIR/EIS and respond to those

Step 5

comments in writing. State environmental laws (CEQA) do not require public notice and review of a

Final EIR/EIS

Final EIR; however, federal law does for Final EISs. According to federal environmental laws (NEPA)
the Final EIS must be circulated to the public for a 30-days. CEQA requires that those public

agencies who responded to the Draft EIR receive a copy of the responses to their comments 10-days
prlor to the certification of the EIR. In the case of the MS HCP EIR/EIS, the final environmental

document will be circulated to the public for 30-days.
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION TO PREPARE AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENT IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

LEAD AGENCY:

County of Riverside, California

ACTION:

Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an environmental impact report/environmental impact statement
(EIR/EIS) for the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) located in Western Riverside
County, California.

SUMMARY:

The action to be evaluated by the EIR/EIS is the creation of an MSHCP, which is a comprehensive,
multi-jurisdictional habitat conservation plan that addresses biological and ecological diversity
conservation needs in Western Riverside County. The MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a
focus on conserving habitats and species.

ALTERNATIVES:

This EIR/EIS will evaluate alternate conservation scenarios that address the needs of different species
within a MSHCP reserve. As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the No-Action Project Alternative will also be evaluated.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT: The public will be invited to participate in the scoping process, review the draft EIR/EIS, and attend
public meetings. The location and time of the scoping meetings to be
will be announced in the local news media.
Release of the draft EIR/EIS for public comment and the public meetings will also be announced in the
local news media, as these dates are established.
POINTS OF CONTACT:

County of Riverside, California
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
P.O. Box 1605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1605
Phone:
Fax: (909) 955-6879
Background information pertaining to the MSHCP may be found in the Conservation Information
section of the following web page http:/www.rcip.org/library.htm. Documents on the web site that are
pertinent to Western Riverside County MSHCP are as follows:
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

MSHCP Reserves and Implementation
MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of the Reserve
MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study Area
MSHCP Alternatives Document
Alternative Development Processing Memo
MSHCP Alternatives Definition Process
Approach to evaluation of reserve alternatives for SRP review

We need to know the views of you or your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to
you or your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Please submit your comments to Ms.
Kristi Lovelady at the above address no later than November 30, 2001.

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
OCTOBER 2001

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN EIR/EIS

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY
MULTI-SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
JOINT EIR/EIS

1.

INTRODUCTION

The County of Riverside (County), in cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and participating local governments, will prepare a joint
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the proposed Western Riverside
County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The County is serving as the lead agency for the
EIR and the USFWS will act as the lead agency under NEPA for purposes of the EIS.
The County and other participating jurisdictions intend to request Endangered Species Act permits for up to 164
species including federally threatened or endangered species and unlisted species that may become listed during
the term of the permit. The permit is needed to authorize take of listed species (including harm, injury and
harassment) that may result from urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (around
1,966.7 square mile) study area in western Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP would identify activities
resulting in the incidental take of federally listed species and covered species that may become listed during the
term of the permit. Moreover, the proposed MSHCP will identify those actions necessary to conserve species
within a reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres, including 26 federally listed species and other species
and major habitat types identified for inclusion and management during the preparation of the MSHCP.
The County intends to prepare the joint EIR/EIS in accordance with Section 15168 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
This notice briefly describes the currently proposed action, project alternatives, the scoping process that will be
employed during preparation of the joint document, and identifies the lead agency contact person where
questions and comments concerning the proposed actions and the joint EIS/EIR may be directed.

2.

PROJECT LOCATION

As shown in Figure 1, the MSHCP study area covers the area referred to as western Riverside County, which is
located in Southern California southeast of Los Angeles County and east of Orange County. Western Riverside
County contains most non-desert areas and urbanized areas of Riverside County even thought it makes up less
that a third of the County. Elevations within western Riverside County range from about 755 feet in the
northwestern corner to about 10,800 feet at San Jacinto Peak. Topography, soil, and climate variations that
cross this range of elevations create habitats for a wide variety of animals and plants, including many that are
rare or endemic to Southern California. In addition to unincorporated County territory, 14 cities are located
within the study area, including:
C
C
C

Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Canyon Lake

C
C
C

Murrieta
Riverside
Perris

C
C
C

Temecula
Corona
Hemet

C
C
C

San Jacinto
Banning
Calimesa

C
C

Norco
Beaumont

In addition to the incorporated (or city) jurisdictions, the Riverside County unincorporated area within the
MSHCP planning area includes 14 area plans. Boundaries of the cities and area plans are depicted in Figure 2.
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
OCTOBER 2001

3.

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN EIR/EIS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Background
In the year 2020, the Southern California Association of Governments estimates that Riverside County will be
home to approximately 2.8 million people, who will occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units. This
represents a doubling of the County’s present population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that the County will continue to grow to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5
million people by 2040. These residents will be located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as within
numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom and the challenge of balancing the associated housing, transportation,
and economic needs of existing and future populations with limited natural resources and the sensitivity of the
natural environment required Riverside County to develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the
Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP), consists of three integrated regional planning efforts to determine
future land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The goals of the effort are three-fold:
•

Update the County’s General Plan to describe anticipated future growth over the long term. The General
Plan is meant to express the community’s goals with respect to both the man-made and natural
environments, and set forth the policies and implementation measures needed to achieve those goals for the
welfare of those who live, work, and do business in the County. The County’s General Plan is being
prepared and will be integrated with the MSHCP.

•

Create a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for the western portion of the County, and
integrate an ongoing Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan effort into the fabric of
comprehensive planning for the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP, which is the subject of
this notice will address the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and plant and animal
species endangerment. It attempts to ensure habitat conservation, species protection and management,
program costs, and development certainty to the County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies;
development, agriculture, and environmental communities; and the public at large.

•

Identify transportation corridors to meet the County’s future transportation needs through the Community
Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program (CETAP). The CETAP transportation program
is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only highway options, but also looks at transit and other
forms of travel demand management and goods movement. The MSHCP is expected to address the growth
facilitating effects of the CETAP corridors and to facilitate requisite environmental clearances for such
corridors.

The County is preparing an EIR to address the environmental impacts of the implementation of the County’s
proposed General Plan. Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the Federal Highway
Administration (lead agency for NEPA) are also preparing two EIR/EISs to address the environmental impacts
of the proposed CETAP corridors.
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and Federal regulation prohibit the “taking” of a
species listed as endangered or threatened. The term “take” means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound,
kill, capture, or collect listed wildlife, or attempt to engage in such conduct. Harm includes habitat modification
that kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding,
or sheltering. Under limited circumstances, the USFWS may issue permits for take of listed species that is
incidental to, and not the purpose of, otherwise lawful activities. Regulations governing permits for threatened
and endangered species are found in 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR 17.22.
If the USFWS approves the MSHCP, they may authorize incidental take of federally listed species through
issuance of Endangered Species Act incidental take permits. The MSHCP, coupled with an Implementation
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
OCTOBER 2001

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN EIR/EIS

Agreement, could also form the basis for issuing incidental take permits for other identified non-listed species
should these identified species be listed during the term of the permit. The County currently intends to obtain
the USFWS’s approval of the MSHCP through a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit.
Proposed Project
The County’s proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan that seeks to conserve up to 164 species within a
reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal endangered species laws. The
MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a focus on conserving species and the habitats upon which they
depend, through conservation and management. The MSHCP will describe strategies to conserve federally
listed and unlisted species and their habitats identified for inclusion and management, while allowing incidental
take of endangered and threatened species associated with development. Development may include residential,
commercial, industrial, and recreational development; public infrastructure such as roads and utilities; and
maintenance of public facilities. This plan would allow the County and other participating jurisdictions to
retain local control over land use decisions, provide for critical public infrastructure projects, and sustain
economic growth.

4.

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

To achieve the identified conservation goals, the proposed program EIR will consider a reasonable range of
conservation alternatives consistent with the CEQA and NEPA. Although specific alternatives have not been
prepared for public discussion, the range of alternatives preliminarily identified for consideration include:
•

The No Action/No Project alternative where conservation would rely on existing or future amended
General Plans, growth management programs, habitat management efforts, and continuing project-byproject review and permitting pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and Sections 7 and 10 of
the Endangered Species Act;

•

Enhanced management of the existing preserves within western Riverside County;

•

A potential conservation scenario for currently listed and proposed species (i.e., approximately 29 species);

•

A potential conservation scenario for currently listed, proposed, and strong candidate species (i.e.,
approximately 36 species); and

•

broad-based ecosystem conservation alternatives.

5.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The County of Riverside has determined that implementation of the western Riverside County MSHCP may
have a significant adverse effect on the environment and that an EIR/EIS will be prepared. Issues to be
addressed in the ElR/EIS include:
Biology. Incidental take of federally listed species would result from activities covered under the MSHCP. The
impacts of take will be discussed in the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the MSHCP may facilitate
development in areas not required for the reserve system, which may result in impacts to species in these areas.
These potential impacts related to biological resources will be further addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Land Use and Planning. Included within the MSHCP planning area are 14 cities, State, Federal, and other
public jurisdiction lands. Preservation of lands within the proposed MSHCP reserve system may conflict with
existing and/or planned policies with respect to land use. The EIR/EIS will address potential MSHCP
consistency with local, State and federal land use policies.

R:\svc934\MSHCP NOI-NOP\NOP Final Version.doc (10/18/01)
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Mineral Resources. There may be lands now designated that would not be available for mineral resource
extraction as a result of the adoption of the MSHCP. This will be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Population, Housing, and Economics. The adoption of the MSHCP is not intended to alter the overall amount
or rate of growth in the Western Riverside County area, but it could cause a change in the distribution, density,
or pattern of growth. With implementation of the MSHCP, growth and development patterns could be shifted
from the rural residential and suburban areas to urban centers and community nodes where there is increased
access to infrastructure and transportation facilities.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks). The risk of fire could increase at the habitat edges adjacent to
existing development. Fire protection impacts will be discussed in the EIR/EIS. While the MSHCP will include
a public access component to define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads, and passive
recreation, some recreational facilities currently being planned by jurisdictions for areas where core reserves
and linkage areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or relocated. The potential for loss or the need to
relocate a public service or recreational facility is considered to be a potentially significant impact of the
MSHCP and will be examined in the EIR/EIS.
Transportation/Traffic. The proposed MSHCP reserve may disrupt, disallow the establishment of, or require
unique design elements of some planned facilities and programs that support various modes of transportation.
The EIR/EIS will analyze the impacts of the MSHCP on planned transportation facilities.
Indirect Impacts (Growth Inducement). Authorization of take with the implementation of the MSHCP could
remove an impediment to development. This potential impact will be analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
Other Issues will be Determined by the Scoping Process.

6.

SCOPING MEETING DATES

Two public scoping meetings will be held on the following dates and at the specified locations to discuss the
proposed western Riverside County MSHCP Joint EIR/EIS.
Monday, October 29, 2001
(4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.)
Temecula Library
41000 County Center Drive
Temecula, California

Wednesday, November 7, 2001
(4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.)
Perris Branch-Cesar Chavez Library
163 E. San Jacinto Avenue
Perris, California

Written comments related to the scope and content of the EIS/EIR will be accepted by the County at the address
below until 30 days after publication of this notice.

7.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT

Scoping materials may be found in the Conservation Information section of the following web page http:
/www.rcip.org/library.htm. Documents on the web site that are pertinent to Western Riverside County MSHCP
are as follows:
C
C
C

MSHCP Reserves and Implementation
MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of the Reserve
MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study Area
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MSHCP Alternatives Document
Alternative Development Processing Memo
MSHCP Alternatives Definition Process
Approach to evaluation of reserve alternatives for SRP review

Information, comments and/or questions related to the preparation of the EIR and the CEQA process should be
submitted to Ms. Kristi Lovelady; P.O. Box 1605; 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor; Riverside, CA 92502;
facsimile (909) 955-6879. Scoping materials also will be available for public inspection during normal business
hours (8:00 am to 5:00 p.m. Monday-Friday) at the above address. Interested persons are encouraged to attend
one of the public meetings to identify and discuss issues and alternatives that should be addressed in the
EIS/EIR. Additional public meetings will be conducted at later dates to provide public opportunities to
comment on the draft environmental document that will be developed following this scoping process.
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October 1 9, 2001

LSA

To ·

Reviewing Agencies

Re:

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
SCH# 200 1 1 0 1 1 08

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP. focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of r�ceipt of the NOP from the Lead Agencv.
This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a timely
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concerns early in the
environmental review process.
Please direct your comments to:

Kristi Lovelady
Riverside County
4080 Lemon Street
Riverside, CA 92502-1605
with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.
If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearing};louse at
(91 6) 445-06 1 3 .
Sincerely,

s�1?;c{ ��

Project Analyst, State Clearinghouse

Attachments
cc: Lead Agency

1400 TENTH STREET
9 1 6-445-061 3

P.O. BOX 3044

FAX 9 1 6-323-30 1 8

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA

9581 2-3044

WWW.QPR.CA.GOV/CLEARI N GHOUSE. HTML
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency
Type
Description

2001 1 01 1 08

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
Riverside County
NOP

Notice of Preparation

The County's proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan that seeks to conserve up to 1 64
species within a reserve system of approximately 5 1 0 ,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal
endangered species laws. The MSHCP would establish a reserve system , with a focus on conserving
species and the habitats upon which they depend, through conservation a n d management. The
MSHCP will describe strategies to conserve federally listed and unlisted species and their habitats
identified for inclusion and management, while alllowing incidental take of endangered and threatened
species associated with development. Develoment may include residentia l , commercial , industrial and
recreational development; public infrastructure; and maintenance of public facilities. This plan would
allow the county and other participating jurisdictions top retain local control over land use decisions,
provide for critical public infrastructure projects, and sustain economic g rowth.

Lead Agency Contact
Name
Agency
Phone

Kristi Lovelady
Riverside County
909:955-6625

Fax

email
Address
City

4080 Lemon Street
Riverside

State CA

Zip

92502-1 605

P roject Location
County

Riverside

City

Riverside

Region
Cross Streets

Countywide

Parcel No.
Range

Township

Base

Section

Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

Project Issues

1-1 0,-1 5 ,-215; S R 60,74,79, ....
Several
UP, Burlington Northern-Santa Fe
S anta Ana River, San Jacinto River, Santa Magarita River, local stream
Several
Varies throughout Western Riverside County.
Agricultural Land; Archaeologic-Historic; Economics/Jobs; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Minerals;
Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation;
Wildlife; Welland/Riparian; Landuse; Cumulative Effects

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Conservation ; Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; Office of
Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Fish and Game,
Headquarters; Department of Fish and Game, Region 6; Native American Heritage Commission;
Public Utilities Commission; State Lands Commission; Caltrans, District 8; Department of Housing and
Community Development; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol ; Caltrans,
Division of Transportation Planning; State Water Resources Control Board, Division of W ater Quality;
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8

Date Received

1 0/1 9/2001

Start of Review

1 0/1 9/2001

End of Review

1 1 /1 9/2001

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.

NOP Distribution List
Resources Agency

•

0

0

8

IJ

Resources Agency
Nadell Gayou

Dept. of Boating & Waterways
Bill Curry

California Coastal
Commission
Elizabeth A. Fuchs
Dept. of Conservation
Ken Trott

Dept. of Forestry & Fire
Protection
Allen Robertson

IJ Office of Historic
•
0

0
II

Preservation
Hans Kreutzberg

Dept of Parks & Recreation
Resource Mgmt. Division

S.F. Bay Conservation &
Dev't. Comm.
Steve McAdam
Resources Agency
Nadell Gayou
Dept. of Water Resources

Health & Welfare
Wayne Hubbard
Dept. of Health/Drinking Water

Food & Agriculture

0

•

0
0
0
0
0

Reclamation Board
Pam Bruner

Health & Welfare

0

Fish and Game

Food & Agriculture
Tad Bell
Dept. of Food and Agriculture

0
0

Dept. or Flah l 01me
Scoll FUnl
E nvlronmenlal Servlees Division
Dept. or Fish 6 Game 1
Donald Koch
Region 1

Dept. or Flah l Game 2
Banky Curtis
Reglon 2

Dept. or Fish a Game 3
Robert Floerke
Region 3
Dept. of Fish & Game 4
Wllllam Laudermllk
Region 4

Dept. of Fish & Game 5
Don Chadwick
Region 5, Habitat Conservation
Program

ept. of Fish & Game 6
abrlna Gatchel
eglon 6, Habllat Conservation
Program

Dept. of Flah & Game IS UM
Tammy Allen
Region 6, Inyo/Mono, Habltal
Conservation Program
Dept. of Fish & Game M
Tom Napoli
Marine Region

Independent Commissions

0

•

11

•

CJ

California Energy Commlaalon
Environmental Olllce
Native American Heritage
Comm.
Debbie Treadway
Public Utilities Commlaaion
Andrew Barnsdale
Stat• Land• Comml11lon
Belty &lva
Governor'• Office of Planning
& Re1earch
State Clearinghouse Planner

0
0

county:

�- t:-�r?tqe,

Colorado River Board
Gerald R. Zimmerman
Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency (TRPA)
Lyn Barnett

0

Office of Emergency Services
John Rowden, Manager

CJ

Delta Protection Commlaalon
Debby Eddy

0

Santa Monica Mountain•
Conservancy
Paul Edelman

Dept. of Transportation

CJ
0
lJ
[J
lJ
lJ
,

lJ

Dept. of Transportation 1
IOA/Plannlng
Olstrlet 1

CJ

0
CJ

�

;C
�

Oept. of Trans ortallon 1 0
hris Sayre
lstrlcl 10
.
Dept. of Tranlportatlon 1 1
Lou Salazar
Olslrlcl 1 1
Dept. of Tran1portallon 1 2
Alleen Kennedy
Olstrlcl 1 2

Business. Trans & Housing

lll
II

Ill

II

Housing l Community Development
Cathy Creswell
Housing Polley Division
Callr•n• • Dlvl1lon or Aeronautics
Sandy Hesnard
California Highway Patrol
LI. Julie Page
Ollice ol Special ProJecls
Dept. of Tranaponatlon
Aon Helge1on
Caltrana · Planning

Dept. of Transportation 2
Vicki Roe
Local. Development Review,
District 2

lJ

Dept. of Transportation 3
Jell Pulverman
District 3

Air Ael®roe• Board

CJ

lJ

Dept. of Transportation 5
Lawrence Newland
Olslnct 5

�

Dept. of Transportation 7
Stephen J. Buswell
District 7

lJ

Dept. of Transportation 9
Carollno Yee for Kate Walton
District 9

Dept. of Transportation 8
Mike Sim
District 8

Dept. of General S.rvlces
Robert Sloppy
E ovlronmontill Servicoa Socllon

Cl

Dept. of Transportation 4
Jean Finney
Dlslrlct 4

Dept. of Transportation 6
Marc Birnbaum
Dlslrlet 6

SCH#

lJ
lJ

·

0
lJ

Stal• Water RtsourcH Control
Board
Diane EdwarcJa
DIVl&IOO ol lean Waler Programs

C

on o1

Stilt Watet Reaoucff Control
Board
Mike Falken1te1n
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COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

TRANSPORTA TION AND
LAND MANAGEMENT A GENCY
Transportation - Planning - Building and Safety
4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
P. 0. Box 1605
Riverside, California 92502-1605
Office: (909) 955-6838
Fax: (909) 955-6879

FOR

IMMEDIATE

DELIVERY

TO:

Lanika - State Clearinghouse

FROM:

Marie Teague

DATE:

October 25, 2001

MESSAGE:

Re: Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
SCH#: 2001 1 01 1 08

Total Pages:

1
(Including Cover Sheet)

The purpose of this fax is to correct the address shown for mailing of comments regarding the
above.
The correct mailing address is:
Kristi Lovelady
Transportation and Land Management Agency
P.O. Box 1 605
Riverside, CA 92502-1 605
For courier or overnight delivery the address would read:
Kristi Lovelady
Transportation and Land Management Agency
4080 Lemon Street
Seventh Floor
Riverside, CA 92501
Thank you for your assistance in generating a letter of correction.
If you have any questions, I can be reached at 909-955-6625.
Best regards,
Marie Teague

U NITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
R EC E�VE D

October 9, 2001
Mr.

James Bartel
Field Supervisor
US Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office
3720 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, CA. 92008

OCT 1 5 2001

U.S. FISH AND WILCLIFE SERVICE
CARLSBAD, CA

Dear Mr. Bartel:
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Notice of Intent to prepare
an environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Western Riverside County, CA. Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (Western Riverside MSHCP). Our review is pursuant to the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations (40 CPR Parts 1 500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.
Riverside County, California (County) and other jurisdictions intend to request an
incidental take permit (ITP) from the US Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), pursuant to Section
lO(a)(l)(B) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The permit is needed to
authorize take of listed species during urban and rural development in the approximately 1 .26
million-acre (l ,967� square-mile) study area in western Riverside County. To manage estimate
growth, Riverside County has developed the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) which
consists of three integrated regional planning efforts to determine future land use, transportation,
and conservation needs for the County. The goals of this effort are to update the County's
General Plan, identify transportation conidors through the Community Environmental and
Transportation Acceptability Program (CETAP), and develop the Western Riverside MSHCP.
The County's proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan that seeks to conserve up
to 164 species within a reserve system of approximately 5 10,400 acres. Of these, approximately
357 ,200 acres are already in existing reserves and 153,200 acres would be added. The MSHCP
will describe strategies to conserve federally listed and unlisted species and their habitats while
allowing incidental take of threatened and endangered species associated with development.
Development may include residential, commercial, industrial, and recreational facilities; public
infrastructure such as roads, utilities, flood control improvements; and maintenance of public
facilities.
EPA has recently provided scoping comments for the South Subregion Orange County
Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP). In addition, the
Central & Coastal Subregion of Orange County developed an NCCP/HCP in 1996. We
recommend Riverside County consult those who developed the Orange County NCCP/HCPs

regarding effective conservation and management measures, pitfalls, and public outreach
techniques. It is our belief that this southern California region would greatly benefit if all the
neighboring regional HCPs and development plans are coordinated, consistent, and integrated.
EPA strongly supports a multi-species/multi-habitat approach, use of adaptive
management, and an inclusive process in the development of MSHCPs. We recommend a
comprehensive evaluation of regional conservation needs, threats, and stresses and the
conservation actions responding to these events. We also are encouraged by the regional planning
efforts to integrate future land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The
rapid growth in the region and past planning efforts have clearly demonstrated that land use,
transportation, and conservation planning decisions should be closely coordinated and congruent.
We strongly urge the full integration of conservation planning with the CETAP
transportation planning effort. EPA is concerned that most of the alternative alignments
associated with the two pending CEfAP corridors, currently being evaluated in a tiered EIS,
have potential to substantially adversely affect one or more of the proposed MSHCP core areas or
constrained linkages between these core areas Since both CEfAP and the MSHCP are
components of the RCIP, EPA believes that the EIS for the MSHCP should clearly explain how
these two planning efforts will be integrated so that the transportation planning effort may avoid
and minimize impacts to the conservation areas identified in the MSHCP. Both the Western
Riverside MSHCP and CETAP corridors EISs should facilitate the selection of an alternative
transportation corridor alignment that contains the least environmentally damaging, practicable
facility. Likewise, the Western Riverside MSHCP EIS should fully evaluate the potential impacts
to its proposed core areas and linkages from the various proposed CETAP alternative corridor
alignments.
.

We acknowledge that MSHCPs may greatly enhance the implementation rate and scope
of conservation measures and improve species viability on public and reserve lands. However,
we also believe a commitment to planned growth which is town-centered, transit and pedestrian
oriented, and has a greater mix of housing, commercial and retail uses would significantly
enhance the benefits of the regional MSHCP planning effort. Furthermore, such growth could
provide for development while minimizing local tax increases, traffic congestion, and
degradation to the environment. The EIS should discuss how the proposed MSHCP is being
integrated into the pending General Plan Amendments that are also a part of the RCIP. In
addition, the potential impacts on the remaining sensitive species and habitats within Western
Riverside County, of projected growth included in the General Plan should be fully evaluated in
the EIS.
We strongly urge the County and the Service to integrate the above principles of planned
growth into the proposed Western Riverside MSHCP as part of the proposed mitigation measures
on non-Federal and non-reserve land (see Smart Growth enclosures). Integration of these
principles could provide for habitat corridors, open space, and reduced air and water pollution
which would result in significant benefits for both the community and Covered species. We also
suggest a focus on in-fill-fill opportunities and development near existing infrastructure which

2

would be less costly and would reduce the need to utilize undeveloped lands for new
development.
Many MSHCPs appear to mitigate impacts on listed species and other species of concern
through the enhancement or preservation in-kind habitat in areas that will be protected and
managed in perpetuity using monies generated by development on private property. While we
support the development of MSHCPs and the preservation and restoration of large habitat
reserves and corridors, we remain very concerned with the long-term implications of mitigating
the impacts of take through increased funding and coordination of conservation measures
primarily on existing public lands. We observe that many MSHCP conservation measures often
appear to be actions already planned or implemented by Federal resource managers.
We advocate inclusion of specific conservation measures or nonmonetary "take"
mitigation measures on the land to be developed. For example, the EIS should evaluate
development design features which minimize fish and wildlife impacts and preserve unique
habitats and wildlife corridors within the property to be developed. The EIS should clearly and
persuasively demonstrate that the Western Riverside MSHCP would result in improved on-the
ground conditions which would not otherwise be achieved through existing resource
management plans.
If growth

in the Western Riverside County is rapid, we recommend considering a shorter
permit period (e.g., 1 0- 1 5 years versus 20-50 years). A shorter permit duration would reduce
potential irreversible adverse impacts to highly sensitive habitat and species, especially if growth
projections, development rates, and species conservation assumptions prove to be significantly
incorrect.
Additional general scoping comments are enclosed. Please send three copies of the Draft
EIS (DEIS) to this office at the same time it is officially filed with our Washington D.C. Office.
If you have any questions, please call me at (41 5) 744-160 1 .
Sincerely,

�--

Laura Fujii
Federal Activities Office
Cross Media Division

Enclosures: General scoping comments (7 pages)
Why Smart Growth: A Primer
Best Development Practices: A Primer for Smart Growth
EO on Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments
EO on Environmental Justice
MI003767

Filename: WRiversideHCPnoi. wpd
3

cc: Pat Port, DOI, San Francisco
CDFG, Region 5
Kristi Lovelady, Riverside County
SWRCB Region 8, Riverside
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GENERAL S COPING COMMENTS
National Environmental Policy Act
Purpose and Need/Project Objectives

A clear description of the purpose and need, project objectives, and their scope will be
important given the potential loss of sensitive habitat and threatened and endangered species in
approximately 1 .26 million acres. Developing the MSHCP and granting an ITP should be
evaluated within the larger context of restoration possibilities within Riverside County and
regional species viability.
Baseline

1.
The selection of the No Action alternative is a critical step in the environmental analysis
since it provides the baseline for comparison with other action alternatives. It is EPA's position
that the "no action" alternative is not a no impact baseline. EPA believes that to inteipret the "no
action" alternative as having "no impacts" is inconsistent with NEPA regulations. Continuation
of the existing management and development situation may constitute a discretionary
commitment of resources that is, effectively, an action affecting the environment. The
alternatives analysis of the EIS should portray the environmental consequences of eveiy
alternative ...." in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis
for choice among options for the decision maker and the public." (40 CFR Part 1 502.14).

The EIS should clearly state what baseline will be used to evaluate the potential impacts
2.
of the alternatives. Include a description of underlying management and development
assumptions, assumed current and future projects, and baseline environmental conditions. The
baseline should be clearly defined, scientifically credible, logical, and have general support from
all stakeholders.
·

Existing Conditions

1.
Aquatic related ecosystems, such as riparian areas and wetlands are important habitat
components in arid regions such as Riverside County. The EIS should provide descriptions of
these ecosystems and their existing conditions. Aquatic ecosystems are highly susceptible to
reduced groundwater levels, water quality, and water quantity. The EIS should provide a
description of whether these critical ecosystems have been adversely affected by groundwater
pumping or declining water quantity and quality, or the direct loss or degradation of waters of the
United States (waters). Indicate if any are currently considered degraded and at high risk due to
potential future actions and development. If these systems are degraded or at high risk, we urge
the County and Service to increase the focus of proposed conservation measures on ensuring the
preservation and enhancement of these ecosystems.
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We also encourage inclusion in the EIS of information regarding critical, unique or
2.
valuable habitats which may be lost on non-Federal land if the Service approves the incidental
take permit. Describe the significance of these habitats, if any, for conservation of Covered
species. H any of these habitats are of significant importance to the continued viability of a
Covered species, either provide conservation measures to preserve this habitat or provide a
scientifically supportable rationale for allowing the habitat to be lost.
We recommend the EIS provide information regarding the level of risk to each ecosystem
3.
and Covered species, the level of urgency for implementing conservation measures for these
ecosystems and species, and a recommended priority order for implementation of all proposed
conservation measures.
The EIS should describe the status of southern California habitat conservation efforts and
4.
the linkages between these efforts. For instance, describe whether Orange County habitat
conservation efforts have been considered and possible opportunities for coordination and
synergy.
Alternatives Analysis

1.
The EIS should evaluate a broad mix of possible alternatives to address project
objectives. We urge a creative and flexible approach be taken in the development of potential
alternatives. Note that NEPA requires evaluation of reasonable alternatives that may not be
within the jurisdiction of the lead agency (40 CFR Section 1 502. 14(c)). Furthermore, there
should be a clear discussion of the reasons for the elimination of alternatives which were not
evaluated in detail. The EIS should describe how each alternative was developed, how it
addresses project objectives, and how it will be implemented.
2.
We recommend a two- or three-tiered process through which the number of alternatives is
narrowed to a reasonable number for detailed analysis in the EIS. Specific selection/screening
criteria should be developed with full public involvement. We urge consideration of all feasible
options, including creative development and wildlife management tools, habitat restoration
throughout the ecosystem, and species conservation measures. The goal is to develop a range of
alternatives which would bracket the range of different solutions and potential environmental,
social, and economic impacts and tradeoffs for the project purpose and need.
Environmental Consequences

1.
Given the geographic scope of the Western Riverside MSHCP we urge the County and
Service to carefully consider the structure and contents of the environmental consequences
evaluation. As mandated by NEPA, the EIS should fully evaluate the direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts of proposed actions [40 CFR Section 1 502.16, 1 508.7, and 1 508.8]. Of
specific interest to EPA are potential impacts to water quality and quantity, air quality, sensitive
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fish and wildlife species and their habitats (e.g., wetlands, riparian zones, vernal pools, unique
native plant habitats), tribal trust assets, hazardous waste sites, and public health (e.g., drinking
water sources).
2.
The EIS should fully evaluate proposed alternatives in the context of the potential for
habitat restoration, habitat fragmentation, loss of connectivity, and the cumulative effects on
species viability. Although endangered species and species-of-concern are notable focal points
for evaluation, the EIS should also evaluate potential impacts on other significant or keystone
species (e.g., native species). EPA supports the ecosystem management approach which focuses
on long-term management of the ecosystem and species viability versus a species-specific
approach. The feasibility of proposed mitigation measures should be fully demonstrated.
Indirect and Cumulative Impacts

1.
We are concerned with potential indirect and cumulative impacts to sensitive species and
critical habitat that may result from increased air pollution, decreased water quality, and reduced
water quantity which may result from growth in Riverside County. For example, it is well known
that air pollution can adversely affect sensitive vegetation in areas far removed from
development. Poor water quality and quantity caused by increased nonpoint source pollution and
increased upstream diversions or groundwater pumping can also result in adverse ecosystem
effects. Culverting and channelizing tributaries to accommodate commercial and residential
development has resulted in the permanent loss or degradation of many tributary waters in
western Riverside County. Agricultural practices have profoundly modified much of the San
Jacinto and Salt Creek floodplains adversely affecting the alkali playas and vernal pool s in these
areas. The EIS should evaluate whether such indirect and cumulative effects are likely for critical
habitat and Covered species.
2.
We note that indirect effects "may include growth inducing effects and other effects
related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and
related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems." [40 CFR
Section 1 508.8 (b)]. The EIS should fully evaluate the potential for induced growth effects.
.

The scoping notice indicates that the Western Riverside MSHCP is part of the Riverside
County Integrated Project, an integrated regional planning effort to determine future land use,
transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The EIS should include a detailed
summary of the underlying assumptions, critical issues, proposed actions, and decisions of this
planning effort. For example, provide executive summaries for the updated County General Plan
and CETAP process. The potential cumulative effects of the land use, flood control, and
transportation planning efforts should be fully evaluated in the Western Riverside MSHCP EIS.
3.

4.
Executive summaries and potential cumulative impacts of other planning efforts, such as
the Coachella Valley MSHCP, should be fully described and analyzed in the EIS.

3

EPA NOi COMMENTS, FWS, WESTERN RIVERSIDE CO. MSHCP, OCT 2001

Subsequent NEPA Review

·'

We recommend subsequent environmental analysis for project-level actions (40 CFR
Section 1 502.20) (e.g., specific development projects). We believe such follow-up environmental
planning is important given the geographic scope of the Western Riverside MSHCP and the
likely reliance on adaptive management strategies.
Water Resources
I.
The EIS should fully disclose potential beneficial and/or adverse impacts to water quality,
wetlands, and aquatic ecosystems. The fact that potential impacts to these resources may be equal
or less than impacts under "no action" does not eliminate the requirement for full disclosure
pursuant to NEPA. The discussion should include an evaluation of potential impacts on existing
fishery, restoration, and nonpoint source pollution programs. We encourage active coordination
and collaboration with these programs, if appropriate. Include information on:
The potential of the proposed alternatives to cause adverse aquatic impacts such as
a.
increased siltation and turbidity; changes in the direction of stream flow, salinity, substrate,
dissolved oxygen, and temperature; and habitat deterioration.
Critical fisheries habitat, especially spawning and rearing areas; and other sensitive
b.
aquatic sites such as wetlands. Outline past and potential beneficial uses of these areas, and
disclose potential impacts from the proposed alternatives.

The Federal Antidegradation Policy (40 CFR 131. 12) is designed to help implement the
2.
Clean Water Act (CWA), which is intended to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation's waters [Section IOI(a)]. The. Antidegradation Policy states
that where the quality of the waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish,
shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the water, that quality shall be maintained and
protected unless the State finds, after full intergovernmental coordination and public
participation, that allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic
or social development. Even then, the State shall assure water quality adequate to fully protect
existing uses. The EIS should evaluate the implications of the alternatives on compliance with
the Federal Antidegradation Policy.
3.
Indicate what measures will be taken to protect important wildlife habitat areas from
potential adverse effects of proposed development and management actions. Given the degree of
habitat fragmentation that has already taken place throughout much of western Riverside County,
the existing linkages between relatively intact habitat patches are critical to conserving many of
the target species. Because of the level of projected development in this area, we are concerned
that many tributary waters providing such linkages are at risk.
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Wetlands: Section 404 of the CWA

The EIS should identify impacts to water, floodplains, and wetlands, including
identification of Section 404 Clean Water Act (CWA) requirements, and management and
mitigation proposals to ensure compliance with these requirements.
EPA will review the proposed action for compliance with the Federal Guidelines for
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Materials (40 CFR 230) [hereafter referred to
as the Guidelines], promulgated pursuant to Section 404(b)(l) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).
To comply with the Guidelines, the proposed actions must meet all of the following criteria:
- There is no practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less
adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem (40 CFR 230. IO(a)).
- The proposed action does not violate State water quality standards, toxic effluent
standards, or jeopardize the continued existence of federally listed species or their critical
habitat (40 CFR 230.IO(b)).
- The proposed action will not cause or contribute to significant degradation of waters of
the United States, including wetlands (40 CFR 230. IO(c)). Significant degradation
includes loss of fish and wildlife habitat, including cumulative losses.
- All appropriate and practicable steps are taken to minimize adverse impacts on the
aquatic ecosystem (i.e., mitigation) (40 CFR 230. IO(d)). This includes incorporation of
all appropriate and practicable compensation measures for unavoidable losses to waters of
the United States, including wetlands. The DEIS should fully address the feasibility of
"in-kind" habitat mitigation measures.
We recognize that implementation of the MSHCP may not involve the discharge of
dredged or fill material into waters. However, as indicated above, all waters outside of the
preserve area boundaries will be at particular risk from flood control activities to support the
projected development in western Riverside County.
Air Quality

The EIS should provide a detailed discussion of air quality standards, ambient conditions,
and potential air quality impacts, for Western Riverside County. Include a description of current
and proposed activities and their impacts on air quality. The fact that potential impacts may be
equal to or less than potential impacts under "no action" does not eliminate the requirement for
full disclosure pursuant to NEPA. Cumulative and indirect impacts should be fully evaluated.
For instance, development or modified use of surrounding lands (e.g., conversion to urban,
different cropping patterns) could influence sources of PMIO.
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Federal agencies are required by the Clean Air Act to assure that actions conform to an
approved air quality implementation plan. H the proposed project area is in a nonattainment area,
the Service may need to demonstrate compliance with general conformity requirements of the
Clean Air Act [Section 176(c)]. General Conformity Regulations can be found in 40 CFR Parts
5 1 and 93 (58 Federal Register, page 63214, November 30, 1 993). These regulations should be
examined for applicability to the proposed actions.
Sound Science

The EIS should include a summary of existing scientific evidence documenting the
effectiveness of the MSHCP process and management tools. We also advocate a strong
commitment to monitoring, surveys, and adaptive management; especially given the possible
limited amount of specific scientific information regarding the ecological mechanisms of
sensitive habitats and specific species needs. The EIS should describe possible fallback options if
fish and wildlife species and critical habitat continue to experience a decline.
Funding and Administration

1.
The EIS should provide full disclosure of possible funding, implementation, enforcement,
and monitoring commitments, assurances, and mechanisms for the Western Riverside MSHCP
proposal. H this information (e.g., Implementation Agreement, funding agreements) has been
relegated to the appendices, we recommend it be summarized in the main body of the EIS.
Evaluate the reliability of these mechanisms and legal methods to ensure implementation of
management, water supply (if appropriate), and land owner commitments. Describe potential
options if funding and/or resources prove to be inadequate to ensure full implementation of the
Western Riverside MSHCP. H necessary, phasing of project actions may need to be considered.
2.
We strongly recommend the EIS include a separate section describing specific actions
and techniques which will be used to ensure continuous public participation and inter
agency/intra-agency collaboration and coordination in the Western Riverside MSHCP
management and planning process.
Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

There are several Tribes which may be affected by the Western Riverside MSHCP.
1.
These Tribes are Pechanga, Soboba, Cahuilla, Santa Rosa and Morongo Indian Reservations.
There are other Tribal entities that should be notified of the project as well. These entities are
The Morongo consortium of Coachella Valley Tribes, lntertribal Waters Protection Network and
the Native American Environmental Protection Coalition. We strongly recommend that all
potentially affected Indian Tribes be consulted on a government-to-government basis pursuant to
the Executive Order on Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments
(enclosed).
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Environmental Justice

In keeping with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (EO 1 2898), the EIS should
describe the measures taken by the County and Service to: 1 ) fully analyze the environmental
effects of the proposed Federal action on minority communities, e.g. Indian Tribes, and low
income populations, and 2) present opportunities for affected communities to provide input into
the NEPA process. The intent and requirements of EO 1 2898 are clearly illustrated in the
President's February 1 1 , 1 994 Memorandum for the Heads of all Departments and Agencies,
enclosed.
General Comments
1.

Implementation, validation, and assessment monitoring are essential in ensuring
successful implementation of the South Subregion NCCP/HCP. The EIS should describe in detail
all proposed monitoring and their effectiveness in assuring all project objectives are met.
2.

If references

to previous documents are used, the EIS should provide a summary of
critical issues, assumptions and decisions complete enough to stand alone without depending
upon continued referencing of the other documents. ·
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THE WH ITE HOUSE
Off i ce of the Press S ecretary
Novembe r 6 ,

For Inunediate Release
0

200

EXECUTIVE ORDER

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
WITH INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS

B y the authority ves ted i ri me a s Pre s ident b y the Cons t i tu t i on and
the laws of the United States of America , and in order to e st ab l i s h
regular a n d meaningful consul tation and co1·1aboration with tribal
officials in the development of Federal policies that have t ribal
implications , to s trengthen the United States government-to-gove rnment
re lat ionships with Indian t ribe s , and to reduce the impos ition o f
unfunded mandates upon Indian t ribes ; i t i s hereby ordered a s follows :
Section 1 .

Definit ions .

For purposes of thi s order :

( a ) " Policies that have tribal implications " re fers to regul a t ions
,
legis lative comments or proposed l egis lation , and othe r poli cy
statements or actions that have subs tantial direct e ffects on one or
more Indian tribes , on the relationship between the Federal Government
and Indian tribes , or on the dis tribution of power and respon s ib i l i t i e s
between t h e Federal Government and Indian tribe s .
( b ) . " Indian tribe " means an Indian or Ala s ka Native tribe , band,
nation , pueblo, vil lage , or community that the S ecretary o f the Interio
r
a cknowledges to exist as an Indian tribe pursuant to the Fede ral�y
Recogni zed Indian Tribe List Act of 1 9 9 4 , 25 U . S . C . 4 7 9a .
( c ) "Agency" means any authority of the United States that i s an
"agency" under 4 4 U . S . C . 3 5 0 2 ( 1 ) , other than those cons idered to be
independent regulatory agencies , as de fined in 4 4 U . S . C . 3 5 0 2 ( 5 ) .
( d ) 0'Tribal official s " means e lected or duly appointed o f f i c i a l s o
f
Indian tribal governments or authori zed intertriba l organi zat ions .
I n formulating or imp l ementing
Sec . 2 .
Fundamental Principles .
pol icies that have tribal impl i cations , agencies sha l l be guided by the
following fundamental principles :
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( a ) The Uni ted States has a unique legal rel ationship with I nd i a n
t ribal governments as set forth in the Cons titut ion o f the Uni ted
S ta te s , trea tie s , s tatute s , Execut ive Orders , and court dec i s ions .
S i nce the formation of the Union , the Uni ted States has recogn i zed
I ndian t ribes as domestic dependent na tions under its prote ction .
The
Fede ral Government has enacted numerous s tatutes and promulgated
nume rous regula t ions that es tabl i sh and de f ine a trus t relationship wit
h
I ndian t ribes .
( b ) Our Nation , under the law o f the United States , in accordance
wit h t reat ie s , statutes , Executive Orde rs� and j udicial decisions , has
recogni z ed the right o f Indian t ribes to s e l f-government .
As domes t i c
dependent nations , Indian tribes exercise inherent s ove re ign powe rs ove
r
their members and territory .
The United S tates continues t o work with
I ndian t ribes on a government-to-government basi s to addres s i s sues
concerning Indian t ribal self-government , t ribal t rus t resources , and
I ndian t ribal t reaty and other rights .
( c ) The United States recogni zes the right o f Indian t ribes t o
s e l f-government and supports tribal sovereignty a n d s e l f-de t e rmin a t i on .
Sec . 3 .
Policymaking Cri teria .
In addition to adhering to the
fundamental principles set forth i n s ection 2, agencies shall adhere ,

0

t

t h e extent permitted by law, to the following criteria when formu l a ting
and implementing policies that have tribal implica tions :
( a } Agencie s shall respect Indian tribal s e lf-governmen t and
s overeignty, honor t ribal treaty and other rights , and s trive �o mee t
t h e respons ibilities that arise from the unique l egal relationship
b etween the Federal Government and Indian t ribal governmen t s .
( b ) - With respect to Federal s tatutes and regulations adminis t e red
b y Indian t ribal governments , the Federal Gove rnment shall grant · Indian
tribal governments the maximum admini s t rative discretion pos s ible
•

. •·-

·

( c } When undertaking to . formulate and implement · policies that have
t ribal implications , agencies s ha l l :

;

t

(1)

�ncourage Indian tribes t o develop the i r own pol icies to
achieve
program obj ectives ;

(2)

where poss ible ,

defer to I ndian t ribes t o e s tablish s tandards

and

(3)

in determining whethe r t o e s tablish Federal s tandard s ,

consul

with tribal o fficials as to the need for Federal s tandards an

. ...
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.

d

any alternatives that would limit the scope of Federal
s tandards or otherwise preserve the prerogative s and authorit

y

of Indian tribes .

Sec . 4 .
Special Requi rements for Legi slative Proposals .
Agencies
sha l l not s ubmit to the Congres s · legislation that would be incons i s tent
with the policymakin� criteria in Section 3 .

1
Consultation .
( a ) Each agency shall have an accountable
Sec . 5 .
proces s to ensure meaningful and timely input by tribal of�icials in th
e
development of regulatory policies that have tribal impli cations .
Within 3 0 days after the e f fective date of this order ,· the head. o f e ach
agency shall designate ; an · official with prin�ipal responsib i lity f o r th
.,
!
.. .
-. � ::'
e
Within 60 days of the e ffective
agency ' s implementation of this order .
date of this order, the designated official shall submit to the Office
of Management and Budget ( OMB ) a des cription of the agency ' s
consultation proce s s .
(b)

To _ the · extent practicable and pernii t ted by law,

no agency shal

1
.
promulgate any. · regulation that has tribal implications , that impos e s
s ubstantial direct compliance costs on Indian tribal governments , and
that i s not required by s tatute , unless :

n

,

(1)

funds necess·ary to pay the direct costs incurred by the I ndia
tribal government or the tribe in complying with the
regulation are provided by the Federal Government ; or

(2)

the agency, prior to the formal promulgation of the regulation

(A)

e
,

I

(B)

consulted with tribal offi cials early in the proce s s of
developing the proposed regulation ;
in a separately ident i fied portion of the preamble t o th
regulation as it is to be is sued in the Federal Reg i s te r
provides t o the Director o f OMB a tribal s umma ry imp a ct
s tatement , which consists of a des cription of the extept
of the agency ' s prior consultation with tribal officials
a s wnmary of the nature o f the ir concerns and the
agency ' s position supporting the need to i s sue the
regulation, and a s tatement of the extent to which the
concerns of t ribal officia ls have been met ; and

0
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(C)

ma kes ava i lable to the Director of OMB any wri tten
communica tions submi tted to the agency b y tribal
officials .

( c ) To the extent practicable and pe rmi tted by law, no agency shal
l
promulgate any regulation that has tribal impl i cations and that
preempts tribal law unless the agency , prior to the formal promu lgat ion
of the regulation ,
(1 )

cons ulted with tribal offi cials early in the proce s s of
developing the proposed regulat ion ;

(2 )

i n a separately identified portion of the preamble to the
regulation as it is to be i s sued in the Fede ral Regi s t e r ,
provides t o the Director of OMB a tribal summary impact
.
s tatement , which cons ists of a description o f the extent of
the agency ' s prior consultation wi th tribal o f fi cial s , a
s ummary of the nature of the i r concerns and the agency ' s
pos ition s upporting the need to i s s ue the regula tion, and a
s tatement of the extent to which the concerns o f tribal
o f ficials have been met ; and

(3)

makes available to the Director o f OMB any wri t t en
communications submitted to the agency by tribal official s .

( d ) On i s sues relating to tribal s e l f-government , .tribal tru s t
res o urce s , or Indian t ribal treaty and other rights , each agency should
explore and, where appropriate , use cons ensual mechanisms for developin

9
regulations ,
Sec .

6.

including negotiated rulemaking .
.
Increasing Flexibi lity for Indian Tribal Waivers .
.

.

·,_

( a ) Agencies
apply for waivers
appropriate s teps

s hall review the proce s s e s under which I ndian t ribes
of statutory and regulatory requiremen t s and t a ke
·
to �treamline thQse : _proce�s e s .
. '"' ? ·. �·:
..:
j
:.: .
. ;,-, �· . :
(b) Each agency shall, to the extent practicable and permitted by
·
J.aw,, consiqer. any application J;Jy an Indian .tribe for a waiver o f ·
statutocy o r regulatory requiremen"ts ;n connection with any program
··adminis te :r::e d by the age�cy with a .general view .toward -increas ing
opportunities . for util i z ing flexible pol i cy approaches at the I ndian
tribal lev.el .:in cases . in which the proposed wa iver i s con s is tent - with
the · applicable . Federal.� policy obj ective s · a�d is otherwis e appropriate .
·

.

•

#

.. . .••

.

··

·.

.. .

.

.

.

1 ..

( c) Each agency s hall, to the extent practicable and permi t t ed by
law, render � decision upon . a complete application for a waiver within
120 days o f receipt of . such · appli cation by the agency, o r as otherwise
provided by law or - reguiation .· , � · l f : the appl i ca tion · for waiver is not
granted, the agency shall provide the applicant with t ime l y written
noti ce o f the decis ion and the reasons therefor .

0
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'"·

( d ) This section applies only to s tatutory or regula tory
requirements that are discretionary and subj ect to wa ive r by the agency

Sec .

7.

Accountability .

( a ) In transmitting any draft final regulation tha t has t riba l
implication s to OMB pursuant to Executive Orde r 1 2 8 6 6 of September 3 0 ,
1 9 93 , each agency shall include a certification from the official
des ignated to ensure compliance with this order s tating that the
requirements of this order have been met in a meaningful and timely
manner .
(b) I n transmitting proposed legislation that has t ribal
implications to OMB, each agency shall include a certification from the
official designated to ensure compliance with ihis order that .all
relevant requirements of this order have been met .
( c ) Within 1 8 0 days after · the e ff ective dat e of this order the
Director o f OMB and the Assistant to the President for Intergovernmenta
1
Affairs shall confer with tribal officials to ensure that this order i s
being properly and e ffectively implemented �
Independent regulatory agenci e s a r
Independent Agencies .
Sec . 8 .
e
encouraged to comply with the provis ions of this orde r .
General Provisions .
( a ) · This order shall s upplement but
Sec . 9 .
.
not s upersede the requirements contained in Executive Order 1 2 8 6 6
( Regulatory Planning and Review ) , Executive Order 1 2 9 8 8 ( Civil Jus tice
Re form) , OMB Circular A-1 9 , and the Executive Memorandum o f April 2 9 ,
1 9 9 4 , on Government-to-Government Re lations with Native American Tribal
Governments .
( b ) This order shall complement the consultation and waiver .
provisions in s e ctions 6 and 7 . of Executive Order 1 3 1 3 2 ( Fede ralism)

•

.

(c ) Executive Order 130 8 4 ( Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments ) is revoked at the time this o rder takes
e ffect .
(d)
orde r .

This order shall be e ffective 60 days a fter the dat e o f this

Judicial Review . · This order i s intended only t o improve
Sec . 1 0 .
the internal management of the executive branch , and is not intended to
create any right , bene fit , or t rust responsibility, subs tantive o r
procedural , enforceable at law b y a pa rty against the Uni ted States , i t
s
agencies , or any pe rson .

0
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WILLIAM J.

CLINTON

THE WHITE HOUSE ,
November 6 , 2 0 0 0 .
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TH & W H IT E HOUS E
W A S t" l :.. G"':"O ,_,

Fe.b:-.;ia..ry 1 1 , 1 9 9 4

Order · en Federal Ac�ions co Address
Environmencal J'USt ice in Minority Popul.a:ions
and LOw• Income .?opulations

EX•c:ut!.ve

-�

.

Today ... I have ias:ued an Execueiva o:der on !'e�r� Ac:t i�na
co Add:ess �vi:omzie.ni:al Ju.Stice i:i Minority PcpUlaticns and
..at ·order is designecl to foc:ua .Federal
T"
Low- Income Populationa .
attention on the ·envircmmental me! · human healch con.d.itiona in
minority communities and low-income comnnmitie• with the . goal
c� achieving anvi:onm.ental jwstice. 4.t'.bat order _i• also int.en4•d
to promot e nondia¢mi:wt1on in F•daral. prcgrau .. subst;antially
a:ffecting human health ancl th� .envi:'onmant � and · .to p:ovid• .
minority comz:mmit i•• a.n.d· low�incom• communi t iQ• access to �lie
information on, and an... cpporamity. .1or. · pul:>lic---�-cipaci.on· · !..:: . · ·
matter• ··rel ating- to ·human health or
envircmrle?t-.
-.

·

·

;hi

�e
m�n.ndum ·1..-.-t:o

· ·

�

purpo•• of
s ·• �pa.rat e
unde;-:score · · c -r:a.i:
provision ot· . existing- law,., �t cm help ensure that: .an.�.·:co=-.:.:i tie5 and persona ac:oa•
..-.Hatiori live . in a safe and heal-:��
environment .; t;n.vironmentu ·and c:ivi1 , rights · · a-c.itu�esa • .prov ide ·
many ?pporeunitiea :: to ·ad.dress e:nvironmenul. huar� in m.ino::1::y
co�ties and lov- ineeme cormmmiei•• ·
App1icac1c= of t:�es•
existing st:aeutory provisions is a1'. important part of this
Admjni stracicm.' 3 . effc:i:s to preYene chose mi.norit:y cQmalU.ni: ;e� ·
and low-l.Dcome communities frcaa being subj ect � to · cliepropor;;.r. : · � .
The

e"ionately. hig�
.
. -· , ·" .

this

-�� a�� _ej�omnen�;:.�f���.!"'";i� ' :lt���� ,
.

....
,..... ... ,!,, tr
·. ,, · ��..
,.... .. · ... . . . ..
· · - .,,;...- ·.
� · -� �� .i,._......, ...
l
t�fc:e::t.oday'_diree
ting cthae:tall '�pa:rtin•nt and· .ia�ianc:Y
headil -�ak� -·�·���tf•. <.,�.-necc:s•� s�f!P� :,t� ��Sure_J:thac;i��-- �
foll�� ���!e_�.,!.«;1:.i�s. u:e'. �if;�ted imm•cliat:.ely.
..::..
:tn a::;�dance rich Title VI of ·t!le Civil Rig-h1:a Act o f :. s '" ·
eac:b. Federal aganc::y ch.all . ensure that:. all ·pr.ograms:
acciv:. : : e 1
rec ei�g Fed� financial _ as�;stanc:• that af£ec� . human hc a: �b
am

---

�·.

:.. .;...

•

_ _

•

.

<- .

'. -. -·

.

_,

...

·"'

.

.....,.,, ,.. *i -' •

f ...

•.

;i:_
· c � r tr-::�
.

..Jt ···•. .

c; ..

•.•

_ __

....

or

enviro?U!:lent do not direct.ly.; or through c:ontrac::ual : :
_.
ot.her a.r:angeuumts , : use ·:s:=iteria ; •-'mechods ., o r pract:ices t.!:.a�
clis�m.ina�e on ·· the ·-ba•i:s gf ·"'ra.c:e , color , or nat:.ional o::-:.g :..!'\

· or

t};le

·:

- - - - -·-- ·

.

.
'

2

I

ascncy s=..al l analyze the environmen�al e = f e � : s
'
incl�di.ng human heal th, economic and social ef! ec t � . of
�ederal actions , includi�g effects on m.incricy comm.uni t � e s
and lo\rl - inc: ome c:omm.unic ies , when suc:h analyeis is :equ.i::-cc. hy
the Nat:iona.l Environmetlt:al Policy Ac:t o! l 9 Ei 9 (NEPA) , 4 2 o . s . c :
Mi�igati on mea.aures outlined or anal yz e d
s ection ' 3 2 1 e t ae� .
�n � environmental asse a sment , envircnment al impact sca� eQent ,
or record of decision, whe.::.ever feasible , shoul d add:::e ss
• ignificant and adva�ae envi:-onmt111tal effec�• ot proposed
Federal actions on minori�y communi ties a.?!d low- incom•
-communi tie:a .
� aeh �Fe deral

.

.I

Federal agency shall provide opportunit ies for coC1mll:!:. cy
input in the NEPA proc:e:ss , includi.ng identifying poeentia.1
effecta and mitigation measures in c:onsuleaticn with affected ·
coimuni�ies and _ improving th• accessibility of meetings , c::"Ucial
'doeuments, and ncti� .

Each
./

.

- --

J

_

-

when reviewing
enviroamenta1 eff acts of propoaec\ action cf other Federal
agencies under ••ction 3 0 9 of c�!'t Clam Air Act , 42 'O' � s . c .
section ?609 , $hall ensura that the inVolved agency bas fuJ.ly
analyzed . environmeneal effacts cm ad.uority _comzm.micies and -.
low-income · c:cim:mmit ies , inclu�g human heilth� social . cµ::.d
·
eccnom.:ic effects .
·�·

The Envi:roiimental Procection Agency;

•.

Gray Davis

STATE OF CAI IFOBNIA

GokJMIOC

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 9!?814
(916) 653-4082
(916) 657-5390 - Fax
October 30, 2001
Kristi Lovelady
Riverside County
4080 Lemon Street
Riverside, CA 92502-1 605
RE:

SCH# 2001 1 01 1 08- Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)

Dear Ms. Lovelady:
The Native American Heritage Commission has· reviewed the above mentioned NOP. To adequately
assess the project-related impact on archaeological resources, the Commission recommends the following actions
be required:
./

./

./

•

./

Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:
•
Whether a part or all of the project area has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.
•
VVhether any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the project area.
•
VVhether the probability is low, moderate, or high that (!Ultural resources are located within the project
area.
•
Whether a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are
present.
If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.
•
The report containing site significance and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately to
the planning department.
•
The site forms and final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been
completed to the Information Center.
Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
•
A Sacred Lands File Check.
•
A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning the project site and assist in
the mitigation measures.
Provisions for accidental discovery of archeological resources:
•
Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude the existence of archeological
resources. Lead agencies should include provisions for accidentally discovered archeological
resources during construction per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) § 1 5064.5 (f).
Provisions for discovery of Native American human remains
•
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA § 1 5064.5 (e), and Public Resources Code §5097.98
mandates the process to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery and should be included in all environmental documents.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 653-4040.
Sincerely,

Rob Wood
Environmental Specialist Ill
CC:

State Clearinghouse
Pechanga Cultural Resources, Pechanga Indian Reservation
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4775 Bird Farm Road
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CARLSBAD FIELD OFFICE. CA

November 30, 2001
Kristi Lovelady

Riverside County
4080 Lemon Street
Riverside, CA 92502-1 605
(909) 955-6625
Re:

-·--·

·t . .,,. ..

. .

·· .

Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) - SCH # 2001 1 01 1 08

..!�...,.,.· '1u�ar fli1S. i"bveraJY:":·:: �-:.:·�;:..�.-. ;:;:;�. -:::���·
.

�

-:::

..

-:

· · � ·.".:"'; - · ·.

· . .

; ....: :�-;.-:·
.•

. ·Th� .Department �f .Flsh aod G.arn� _(Dep�rtment) appreciates this opportunity to comment
on the above:referenced project- with· rega rd to impacts -to biological .resources. The proposed
project is a compcehensive plan that seeks to conserve up to 1 64 species within a reserve system
of approximately 51 0,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal endangered species laws and the
.NCCP act The-MSHCP would establish a r�senie system, with a focus on conserving species and
the habitats upon "which· they depend. through c0nsenfcltion and managemerit, ·While ·allowing
incidental take of e ndangered threatened and other cov.ered s pe cies·�sso ciated with d evelo_pment
.
enrconsiStS.:ef.'.fe
si0entrai.�cQIDrp�.ciat:fr1.�alancrre�ationai deveiOPmeiii;-pub"lic -··
. wv-e1opro
. infrastructure; and-. maintenance . of: public· facilities. Thi&' plan . would allow the county and other
l
l and.J.Jse .deci.�iQ!'.\St'�id&.for .cr:ilica�public· .-·,- :..
.-.... ,=. !,.. ��i,Q_�t�g,.J.Ytj_��ipi�n�_\Q_ r�!i'.i..,._pcaf�r\trQ.I p:v.er..
··
infrastructure projects, a nd sustain economic growth. The p roposed project site varies throughout
Western Riverside County.
.

.. · .

.

.

__ _

.

-

�· .
·

-

_

-

The -Department is responding as a Trustee Agency· pursuant to fhe · California
Environmental Quality Act (CEOA) Guid elines Section 1 5386, and as a Responsible Agency
regarding any discreti onary actions p u rsu a nt to CECA G uideli nes Section 1 5381 . The Department,
as a Trustee Agency. has jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project which are
. . .he�d in trust for tl:le. people of the State of California. The Department, as a Res pons i bl e Agency,
is required to actively participate in the CECA process and review and use the Lead Agency's
CEQA documents "!'hen �akil)g 53 _dec.ision on the project (CEQA Guidelines Sec 15096)
.
. . ... . - - . . ·""" ·
. .:.:. .�:·� ·:."":: :.:...:·... :,..:;_7;;.����-�-=.::::. .:.�·:.: ::� 1 �� ·':-'"�:·. -:··::. •:._.:.. · ::�. :..·. . .:. .�,� ;:,:-.•;-tic t.·> '.,..� ____
..
.. . . .
.
.
.
··
: ·
: Th�- .proposed Western Ri\�e.rs ide County . Multiple . Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP.) is a con servation plan· under the N atli'ral Co.mmunit)i ConservaticmPlanningAct (NCGP).
Section 2805 of .the. Fish
and Ga me Code provides defines a conservation plan as a plan which:
.. .
,

.

.

.. -

..

-:..- ..

: .

..

.. :
. .

.. .

:�!

.

.

....,. ___

,

•.
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::-:-

. .

.

.

..

.... . .. - ·

.

... identmes and provides for the regional or areawide protection and perpetuation
of natural .wildlife diversity, while allowing compatible and appropriate development

and growth.

plan to:

Section 281 0 of the Fish and Game Code describes the purpose of an NCCP conservation
•
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WRMSHCP NOP
SCH #2001 1 01 1 08
... provide comprehensive management and conservation ofmultiple wildlife species,
including, but not limited to, those species listed pursuant t9 Article 2 (commencing
with Section 2070) of Chapter 1.5. Act
Finally, Section 2835 of the Fish and Game Code contains the provision which allows the
Department to issue incid enta l take permits for species which are not listed as threatened or
endangered. It states:
The department may permit the taking. as provided in this code, of any identified
species whose conservation and management is provid�d for in a department
. approved natural communities conservation plan.

NCCP's are cooperative efforts and therefore the Department has been involved in
discussions with the County and the County's consulting biologists regarding the number of species
to be in cluded . the amount of land for tore reserves, landscape linkages and corridors, and other
details of the plan. The Department has a lso been participating in stakeholder meetings,
particulariy the multiple species advisory group , which have been established to obtain the input
of concerned business interests . environmental interests, property owners, farm interests and other
public and private organizations.

··--

The D epartment is concerned that the existing pattern of development in Western Riverside
i mposes constraints on the assemblage of a multiple species reserve system. In particular, the
Department is concemed about the effects of human impacts in urban and rural a reas due to fires.
off road vehicles, invasive plants an� animals, noise and edge effects. Therefore, the Department
will be examining the short and tong-te1171_"l��-9.�rri�ntof the rese..Ve,· the monitoring plan and the
adaptive management plan: Due to the lack · of biolog ical information on some species , the
.
.
biological survey effortS and the results · or·ffie-:""m<)mtoring plan -Will provide information to
supplement the existing biological information. The adaptive management plan will provide for the
assessment of the existing biological information. future biological information and monitoring plan
---- . ·· results on species distribution and numbers to i mp lement measures to counteract adverse impacts
·on species.
The Department looks forward to working with the County a nd its consulting biologists to
develop management, monitoring and adaptive management plans to ensure the short- and long
term viability of biodiversity in Western Riverside.
Although the MSHCP does pf9vid� �pr inc.idental take of specific species and habitat, it does
not provide for impacts· ··ta� 'streams in the overall Western Riverside planning area and the
Department will retain jurisdiction as per the 1 601 -1603 Streambed Alteration Agreement.
Development project impacts should be analyzed relative to their effects on off-site habitats.
Specifically, this should include nearby river, streams, or lakes located downstream of the project,
public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, and riparian ecosystems. I mpa cts to and
maintenance of wildlife corridor/movement areas, including access to undisturbed habitat in
· adjacent ·areas:·should l>e fuDy-evaluated".and pmvidea. - · - ·

The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their channelization or
conversion to subsurface d rains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether intermittent or perennial,
•

-
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WRMSHCP NOP
SCH #2001 1 01 1 08

should be retained and provided with s ubstantial setbacks which preserve the riparian and aQuatic
values and maintain their value to on -s ite and off-site wildlife populations.
Under Section 1 600 et seq of the Fish and Game Code, the Department requires
the project applicant to notify the Department of any activity that will divert, obstruct
or change the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank (which includes associated
riparian habitat) of a river, stream or lake. or use material from a streambed prior
to the applicanfs commencement of the activity. Streams include, but are not
limited to, intennittent and ephemeral streams, rivers, creeks. dry washes, sloughs,
blue-line streams, and watercourses with subsurface flow. The Departmenfs
issuance of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement for a project that is subject
. to CEQA will require CEOA compliance actions by the Department as a responsible
agency. The Department, as a responsible agency under CEQA, may consider the
local jurisdiction's (lead agency) EIR for the project. However, if the CEOA
document does not fully identify potential impacts to lakes, streams, and associated
resources [Including, but not limited to, riparian and.alluViahfaR..5�ge scri.i�h.��i.�tf : :-:...· .: ..
··- -·· -· . ·--- -···· ·�··· . an " ·-·' rov e - ·aaeqr..iate
awidance, mitigation,' · -monitc)ring . ..arid,.. reporting
d p id
commitments, additional CEQA documentation will be required prior to execution
(signing) of the Streambed Alteration Agreement. In order to avoid delays or
repetition of the CEQA process, potential impacts to a lake or stream, as well as
avoidance and m itigation measures need to be discussed within this CEQA
document. The Department recommends the following measures to avoid
subseQuent CEOA d ocumentation and project delays:
a.

. . .-

. . - . . , , . • ,_.

··- · ·-··
,

... · · - ·

_

. . - -· · · · ·

_

,

-

(1 )

Incorporate all information regarding impacts to takes, streams and
.
assocla'tedriaoitat witnin the DEIR. ,lntOrinationthat neeas fo·· se inciUded
within this document includes: (a) a delineation of lakes, streams, and
, associ�ted ��pitat .���11 b�.� in:��ly �f.indire!=_tly.if:npacted bytg�.p,roposf.td ._ .. , . .
project (estimate the total amount of various habitats likely to be impacted);
(b) detail s on the biological resources (flora and fauna) associated with the
es...andlor... streams�. .(c)..Jdentification ..of ...the...presence. .or. -absence of . .. . .
--lak
-·
...·· ·-... .
,. 'sensitive plants, animals; or naturaf" communities; (d) a discussion of
environmental alternatives; (e) a discussion of avoidance measures to
reduce project impacts; and (f} a discussion·of potential mitigation measures
required to reduce the project impacts to a· level of insignifieance. The
applicant and lead agency should keep in mind that the State also has a
·
· ··
policy of no net loss of wetlands.
---·

.·--

.

·-

· -="" =·-

.

..

---·-·--· �-----

-

.

•..

·

(2)

Include in the DEIR a discussion of. .potential adver.se Jmpacts ..from any
increased runoff, .sedimentation, soil erosion, and/or um.an pol.l���!'lts on
streams and watercourses on or near the project site, with mitigation
measures proposed to alleviate such ·impacts must be included.

·

.

(3)
The Department recommen ds that the project applicant and/or lead agency
. - --···-:.·consult with the Department to discu� potential P-roject _ jmpacts and
avoidance ·and mitigation measures. Early consultation)vith the De�artment
is recommended, since modification of the proposed project may be
:· ·,·�.·---::-_:·
. . ·.:. . - . �required to ·avoid or reduce impacts to fish and Wildlife resources:
-

. . . - . . ; : ·..
.

. . ...,-:• ... �·:. .

.

�.:.:.

"eJ V V V
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Questions regarding this letter and further
coordination on these issues should be directed to Robin Maloney-Rames, Environmental Scientist,
at (71 4) 81 7-0585.

Sincerely,

:J4( �

Jeff Drongesen

Senior Environmental Scientist
Habitat Conservation - Southwest
Region 6

.·
cc:

Jeff Newman, USFWS, Carlsbad

State Clearinghouse
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bee:

Robin Maloney-Rames
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AlTACHMENT 1
State of California

THE RESOURCES AGENCY
D epa rtm ent of Fish and Game
May 4, 1 984

GUIDELINES FOR ASSESSING THE EFFECTS OF PROPOSED
DEVELO P M E NTS ON RARE AND E N DANGERED PLANTS AND PLANT COMMUNITIES
The following r ecommendations are intended to help those who pre pa re and review environm ental documents determir
when a botanical survey i s n eeded , wh o shou ld b e considered qualified to co nd uct such surveys, how field surveys shou
be conducted a nd }Yhat information should be contained in the survey report.
1.

B o ta nical surveys that are conducted to d etermine the environmental effects of a proposed d eve l o pm ent shoulc
directed to all rare and e n d a ngered plants and plant communities. Rare and endangered plants are not necess;
limi�ed to tt .os e species which have been ·usted.. by state and federal agencies but should Include any species ti
based on all available data, can be s h own to be rare and/or endangered under the following d efinitions.

A species , :;ubspecies or variety of plant is "en dang ered " when the prospects of its survival and repro duction are
imm ediate ieopardy form one or more causes. including loss of habitat, change in habitat. over-exploitation .
predation, t:ompetitJon or disease. A plant Is "rare• when, a lthough not presently threatened with extinction , th e
species, subspecies or variety i s found in such s mall numbers throughout its range that i t may b e endangered i f i
environment worsens.

Rare plant ::ommunities are those communities that are of highly limited distribution. These commu nities may or
may n ot co 1tain rare or end�ngered species. The most current version of the California Natural Diversity Data
Base's Outline of Terrestri al C o mmunities in California m ay be used as a guide to the names of communities.
2.

It is approp.iatE to conduct a botanical field survey to determine if, or the extent tha� rare plants will be a ffected t
pro posed p roj ect wh e n:

a.

B a: ;cd o n an initial biological assessment, it appears that the project may damage potential rare plant

hahitat:

3.

b.

Ra ·e plants have historically been identified on the project site, but adequate information of impact
as� essment is la cking; o r

c.

No initial biological assessment has been conducted a nd it is unknown wheth er or not rare plants or theil
habitat exist on the site.

Bota nical consultants should b e s e l e cted on th e basis o f possession of the following qualifications (in order of ·

importance:•:

a.
b.

4.

Experience as a botanical fie ld Investigator with experience In field sampling design and field methods;
Ta>'.onomic experience and a kn owledg e of pl a nt ecology:

c.

Fa r niliarity with the p lants of the area, in cluding rare species; and

d.

Farniliarity with the appropriate state a n d federal statutes related to rare plants a n d plant collecting.

Field surveys should be con u cted in a manner that wil l locate any rare or endangered species that m ay be
present Specifically, rare or e ndangered plant surveys should be:

d

a.

Conducted at the proper time of year when rare or endangered species are both "evident" and ldentifiabl
Fie:d surveys should be sched ul ed (1) to coincide with known flowering periods, and/or (2) during period�

pheno oglcal d eve lo pm ent that are necessary to Id entify the plant species of concern.

b.

c.

Floristi<: in nature. "Predictive surveys• (Which predict the occurrence of rare species based o n th�
occu rre nee of habitat or other physical features rather than actual field Inspection) should be reserved r
ecologl :;al studies, not for impact assessment Every species noted In the field should be identified to the
extent riecessary to determine whether it Is rare or endangered.
Conduc ted in a manner that is consiste nt with conservation ethics. Collection of rare or suspected rare
species (voucher specimens) should be made only when such actions would n o t jeopardize the continued
-existenc:e of the population and In accordance with applicable state and federal permit regulations.
Voucher specimens s hould be deposited at recognized public herbaria for future reference. Photograp
should he used to document plant Identification and habltat whenever possible, but especially when the
population cannot withstand collection of voucher specime ns.
•·

d.

e.

5.

Conducted using systematic field techniques in all habitats of the slte to ensure a reason ably thorough
coverage of potential impact areas.

Well do·;umented. When a rare or endangered plant (or rare plant community) ls located, a Californla
Native S pecies (or Community) Field Survey Fonn or equivalent writte n form should b"e 'compl eted and
submitte d to the Natural Diversity Data Base.

Reports of botanical field surveys should be included In or with environmental assessments, negative declarations,
EIR's and ElS's, should contain the following lnforma!ion:
a.

Project description, Including a detailed map of the proj e ct location and study area.

b.

A writte n d es criptio n of biological setHng referencing the community n omenclature used and a vegetation

map.

c.

Detailed description of survey methodology.

d.

Dates of field surveys.

e.

Results <1f survey (including detailed maps).

f.

An asse E s ment of potential impacts.

g.

Dlscussi<•n of the Importance of rare plant populations with consideration of nt3arby populations and total
species c]stribution.

h.

Recommended mitigation measures to reduce or avoid Impacts.

i.

Ust of all species identified.

j.

Copies of all California Native Species Field Survey Forms or Natural Community Field Survey Forms.

k.

Name of field l nvestigator(s).

I.

Referenc3s cite d, persons contacted, herbarla visited. and disposition of vouch e r specimens.
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ATTACHMENT 2
SENSITJVITY OF TOP PRIORITY RARE NATURAL
COMMUNmES IN SOlTTHERN CALIFORNIA*

Sensitivity ranl<Jngs aru ·determined by the Department of Fish end Gama, Califomla Natural DJverslty Data Base and based on er.her
nu m ber or known occurrences (locations) and/or amount of habitat remaining (acreage). The three rankings used for these to p priorit
rare natural communities are as follows:

51. -

Les > than 6 known locations and/or on less than 2,000 acres of habitat remaining.

S2 -

Occ urs In 6-20 known locations and/or 2,000-10,000 acres of habitat remaining.

53. -

. 0,000 acres or habitat remaining.
Oet urs In 21-1 00 known locations and/or 1 O,Q00.5

The number to the right of the decimal point after the ranking refers to the degree of threat posed to the natural comm u nity regardless
the ran king.

For exarr pie:

= vervJhreatened
52.i = threatened

S1 .1

S3.�

=

no current threats known

SensltMtv Rankings (February 1992)

Community Name

51.1

Southam Dune Scrub
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub
Maritime Succulent Scrub
Riversldean Alluvial Fan Sago Scrub
Southam Maritime Chaparral

Mojave Rlpa:ian Forest
Sonoran Cottonwood Wiiiow Riparian
Mesquita B o: ;que

Sephant Tree Woodland

Crucifcdon Thom Woodland

VaOey Neadlegrass Grassland
Great Basin Grassland
Mojave Desert Grassland

Allthom Woe dland
Arizonan We odland
Southam Ca ifornla Walnut Forest
Mainla nd Ch:my Forest
Southern Bishop Pine Forest
Torrey Pine Forest

Pebble Plains
Southam Sedge Bog

Clsmontane AlkaliMarsh

Desert Mountain White Ar Forest

51.2

South e rn Fo ·edunes
Mono P umic e Flat
Southern lnt•nlor B asalt F1. Vemal Pool

Ventu ran Coastal Sage Scrub

52.1

Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
S. Arroyo WDJow Riparian Forest
Southern WIDow Scrub

Olegan Coa� tal Sage S:rub
Riversldlan l 1pland Coastal Sage

scrub
. Rlversldlan [•esert Sage Scrub

Modoc-G. Bas. Cottonwood Wilow Rip.
Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub
Mojave Desert Wash Scrub
Engelmann Oak Woodland

Sagebrush �;teppe

Desert Sink :>crub
Maflc Southorn Mixed Chaparral
San Di eg o Mesa Hardpan Vemal P.
San Diego Mesa CJaypan Vernal P.
Alkall Meadcw
Southam Cc·astal Salt Marsh
Coastal Brat:klsh Marsh
Transmonta le AlkaU Marsh
S2.2

.

•

Open Engelmann oak Woodland
Closed Engelmann Oak Woodland

Island Ironwood Forest
Island Cheny Forest
S. Interior cypress Fore&t

Blgcone Spruc&-Canyon Oak Forest

AcfNe Coas�al Dunes
Active Dese:t Dunes
Stab. and Put stab. Desert Dunee
Stab. and p art. Stab. Desert Sandtield
Mojave MiXud Steppe
S2.3
Trensmonttne Freshwater Marah·
Forest
Plnu
Coutter
;
t.J.i y:. �!
� Califoml<. Fellllald
·�;-�td f!·� ��

·

White Mountalns

Brisllecone Pine Forest
Umber Pine Forest

•••

. ��--�··:���·�.
�'

FelUlald

.

_;�·�·:•:'

NDDB rare communities R-5 Feb. 1 992
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Top Priority Ra re Nahual Communities

From Region Fcve

Code Numher

Lo cation

Few Records

Name

S 1 . 1 Rank
2 1330
31200
32400
32720
37030
421 1 0
43000
43m
47000
s11n
5231 0
61700
61810
61 820
75100
75200
75300
75400
8 1 600
81 820
83122
83140
85330

Cls
Cls
Cls
Cls
Cls
Cls
Des
Des

Cls
Cls

Cls
Des
Des
Des
Des
Des
Des
Des
Cls
Cls
Cls
Cis

Des

v
y
y
y

y
y
y
y
y
y
y

Southern Dune Scrub
Southern Coastal Scrub
Maritime Succulent Scrub
Riversldean ADUVial Fan Sage Scrub
Southern Maritime Chaparral ·

Valley Needlegrass Grassland
Great Basin Grassland
Mojave Desert Grassland

Pebble Plains
Southern Sedge Bog
Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Mojave Riparian Forest
Sonoran Cottonwoo d WDlow Riparian
MesqUile Bosque
8ephant Tree Woodland
Crucifcdon Thom Woodland
ADthom Woodland
' Arizonan Woodland
Southern California Walnut F orest
Mainland Cherry Forest
Southam Bishop Pine Forest
Torrey Pine Forest
Desert Mountain White Flr Forest

S 1 .2 Ranlc
21230
3541 0
· 4431 0

Southern Foredunes
Mono Pumice Rat
Southern Interior Basalt Ft Vemal Pool

Cls
Des
Cls

S2.1 Ranlc
32300
32500
32710
32730
35300
35120
371 22
44321
44322
45310
52120
52320
524 1 0

. ti

ii

Cis
Cis
Cls
Cls
Des
Des

Cls

Cls
CJs
Des
Cls
Cls
Des

y
y
y
y
y
y

Coded as uither cis (for cismontane) or des (for desert)

Venturan Coastal Sage Scrub
Dlegan Coastal Sage Scrub
Rlversidlan Upland Coastal Sage Ser.
Riversldian Desert Sage Scrub
Sagebrush Steppe
Desert Sink Scrub
Mafic Southern Mixed Chapamil
San Diego Mesa Hardpan Vernal P.
San Diego Mesa Claypan Vemal P.
Alkalf Meadow
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
C oastal Bracklsh Marsh
Transmontane Alkali Marsh

NDDB rare communffies R-5 Feb. 1 992

page 2

Code Number

524 1 0
61320
63320
61610
63600
63700
71 1 80
7 1 1 81
7 1 1 82
7 1 1 90
7121 0
81700
81810
83230
841 50

Location

Few Records

Cis

Cis

Cis
Des
Des
Des

Cis
Cls
Cls

Cis

Cis

Cis
C\s

Cis

Cis

y
y
y
y
y
y
y

y

Name

Coastal and VaUey Freshwater Marsh
S. Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest
Southern WDlow Scrub
Modoc-G Bas Cottonwood Wi.1ow Rip.
Modoc-Great Basin Riparian Scrub
Mojave Desert Wash Scrub
Engelmann Oak Wood
Open Engelmann Oak Wood
Closed Engelmann Oak Woodand
·"'- ·" '
Island Oak Woodland
California Walnut Woodland
Island Ironwood Forest
Island Cherry Forest
S. Interior Cypress Forest
Bigcone Spruce-Canyon Oak Forest

S22 Rank:

21 1 00
22100
22200
22300
34220
52420
84140
81130
61 140

Cls
Des
Des
Des
Des
Des
Cls

Cis

Des

y

y
y
y
y
y
y

Al:;tive Coastal Dunes
Active D esert Dunes
Stab. and Part Stab. Desert Dunes
Stab. and Part Stab. Desert Sandfield
Mojave Mixed Steppe
Transmontane Freshwater Marsh
Coulter Pine Fo rest
S. Cafzfomia Fe..
llfield
Wh1e Mountains Fellfield

S2.3 Rank:

86400
86700

Des
Des

y

Bris�econe Pine Forest

Umber Pine Forest

ELEMENT RANKING
GLOBAL RANKING

The global rank (G-nmk) is a n:fJrcboa of the ow:nD cuutiAot:a of aa dancmt tbrougboat its global rmgc.
SPECIF.S OR. NA1lJRAL COMMUNITY LEVEL

= Less than 6 viable eh::mm1 occum:nccs {EOs) OR. Jess lha.n 1,000 iDd.ividtalls OR. less than 2.000 acn:s.
== 6-20 EOs OR 1,000-3,000 iDdividulls OR2,000-10,000 acres.
aarc:s.
.
= 21-100 F.os OR 3,000.1. 0,000 individuals OR. 10,000.SO,OOO
= Appuadly sec:me; this mat is clcad:y .Iowa' dim m but iac:mn c::mt ID came some c:onccm; i.e., rh=e is some
tbn:at, or SOllliCWbal mnow habitaL
= Populabon or stand demonstrably accu:rc to in=adicablc due to being c:ommoaly found in the '1W'ODd.

G1
G2
G3
G4
GS

SUBSPECIES LEVEL
Subspccics rccc:ivc a T.......0 abchcd ID the G-rank. W:ath the subspecia.. the G-nnk teflccts the condition of the cati:r:
species, wbereu the T-nnk rc&cts the global sitmJion ofjust the subspecies or �
For example:: � '°'1llSlll YU'. barnwgii.. Tbis plant is nnbd G2'I1. The a.amt R:fcrs to the whole species range
A.t.•
i.e., Oiorizanthe robllStll.. The T-ank :n:i:rs only to the global conctiticm ohar. ,�·
·

·

STATE RANKING

The Slllel rank {S-rank) is assigned much the same way as tbc global D.ak. =.ccpt stale mks in California often also contain a
ducat dcsigmtion au:acbed to the S-nnk:.
SI

=

S2 =

S3

=

S4

=

SS

=

Less

than 6 EOs OR lea tbao 1,000 indMduals OR Jp:s 1ban 2,000 acn:s
Sl.l = vwy thrab:ncd
Sl.2 = thrcalcacd
Sl.3 = DO cum::at threats bown
6-20 EO.s OR 1,000-3,000 indiYiduaJs OR 2.,000-10,000 ac:n::s
S2.l - very lbrcab::ncd
S2..2 = tbreaf.c:ned
si.3 = DO c:am::nt tbrea&s Jamwn
21-100 EOs or 3,000-10,000 individuals O:R 10,000-SO,OOO acres
S3.l = Vf:f:1 tbrc:l1C'.ncd
S3..2 = dan:afcned
S3.3 = DO cum::at tbrea&s DJWll
Apparc:nt1y secure within California; this n.nk is clearly lowct than S3 but 1iictors ctist to cause some concern; i.e.
tbcrc is some tbrc:at, or somewhat mm>W habitat. NO lHREAT RANK.
.

Demonstrably sccun:: to incn.dicablc in Califomia.. NO 1HREAT RANK.

Notes:
1.

Other considerations used

D&bm.l community include the psw:m of distribution
of the clement on the landscape, f:ragmc:mation oftbe

wbca ranking a spccic:s or

3.

GH

population/stands, and IUstorical cxtmt as compared
to its modem n.ngc.. k is impo112nt to ukc a bird's
eJe or aerial Tiew wben ranking sc:mitivc dc:mcnls
ntba than simply counting EOs.
·

2.

GX

Unccrtainty about the nU:: of an cJcmcnt is
c:xprascd in two major ways:

GXC
GlQ

By expressing the n.nk u a range of values:
e.g., S2S3 means the rank is somcwbc:rc bc:twr:c:n S2
and S3.

By adding a ? to the nnt:
more certainty than

e.g., S2? 11Us rc:prcsc:nts
8253, but � than S2.

Ckhc::r symbols

. ..
m

AB sires an: hi.Uurical; the dcmcat bu not
bcco seen for at least 20 years, but suable
habitat still cmts (SH = AD CalifimDa sites
are bislorical).
AB sit.ea are edirpated; this r:kmc:mt is
clbact in the wild (SX ·= AD CalifimDa si1cs
are c:ldiipatcd).
Extinct in the wild; exists in cultivation.
The dcmc::at is vr:cy rare, but there uc
tnoDomic qoestiom associated with it.
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November 28, 2001

Ms. Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street,
Riverside, California 92502-1605

7•h Floor

Re: Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIRIEIS) for the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation

Plan (MSHCP)

located in Western Riverside County, California

Dear Ms. Lovelady:
We appreci ate the opportunity to provide comments on the above referenced NOP.
State Parks is a trustee agency as defined by the California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA).
We are also participants in the Stephens' kangaroo rat HCP. Our office is responsible for the
management of the Lake Perris portion of the San Jacinto, Lake Perris (SJILP) core reserve. We
have an interest and concern about potential land use changes and regional conservation planning

efforts in thi s area because the biotic boundaries of the core reserve extend wen beyond its
jurisdictional boundaries. This and other Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) planning
efforts will directly affect the long-term health of regional ecosystems and the persistence of
communities and species within the SJ/LP and other core reserves.
Developing Effi./EIS Alternatives
In its SKR

HCP agreement with the with the state and federal government, the County

agreed to use the SKR reserve system as the foundation for the development of an ecosystem
based multiple species plan - a l arger system of interconm:cted core reserves.

An MSHCP

Planning Agreement was developed to articulate the specific terms of the MSHCP that the
County agreed to develop. The terms of the Planning Agreement state that the

MSHCP must

focus on the conservation, protection, management and recovery of habitats; promote the

biological viability and recovery of western Riverside County ecosystems; provide for effective
conservation, protection, management and promote the recovery of habitats and; produce a more
bi o logi cally effective plan that the project-by project alternative.

5.0 of W ork Product #3 states that the western Riverside County MSHCP is being
prepared as a habitat conservation planning program under Section lO(a)(l )(B) of the federal
Endangered Species A ct (FESA) and as a Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP)
plan authorized by the State of California.

Lake Perris SRA • Chino Hills SP • California Citrus SHP • Silverwood Lake SRA
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Ms. Kristi Lovelady
NOP for the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Page 2 of 1 2

The selection of a preferred alternati ve for the EIRJEIS must l) meet the County's
commitment as outJined in the Planning Agreement, 2) be consistent with the NCCP Act and it's
General Process and Conservation guidelines, and 3) meet the HCP program requirements of
FESA.

Alternative l, as described in the Alternative Development Document and Work Product
2, appears to possess the necessary elements to serve as the basis for the development of a
preferred alternati ve. However, in order to meet the requirements of the NCCP Act, and NCCP
General Process and Conservation Guidelines Planning and to meet FESA HCP requirements, it
is clear that the preferred alternative will need to add addi ti onal features. Specifically,
Al ternati ve 1 does not provide for ••th e survival and recovery of sustainable populations" of some
of the species proposed for coverage or for their ••area wide protection and perpetuation."

Improvements are needed in the proposed reserve system includi ng greater protection of
specific plant communities and habitat types, improved reserve configurati on, increased reserve
size, reserve buffers, and additional habitat linkages.
A complete and accurate identificati on of the numerous proposed, permi tted, and
potenti al future projects within the Study Area needs to be c ompleted , and assessment of their
potential environmental effects needs to be completed. The preferred alternative/preserve system
needs to account for and be developed in the context of these projects and their impacts.

Several respondents to earlier documents, i ncl uding State Parks have articulated a
number of reasons why Alternatives 2-4 as described i n Work Product # 2, S ecti on 3.3 and i n the
Alternati ves Development Document, do not meet the goals of the Planning Agreement and why
th ey are not c on sisten t with the NCCP Act and the NCCP Process and Conservation Guidelines.
In place of these alternatives, we suggest that addi ti on al alternatives be devel oped that are more
consistent with the Planning Agreement, the NCCP Act and Guidelines, and Federal HCP

requirements.
Species An al vsi s
The EIR/EIS should include species surveys for each of the proposed covered species,
using accepted scientific methods. These surveys should determine the presence, absence,
distribution, habitat affinity, relative abundance, and vulnerabi lity (to the effects of habitat
fragmentation) of each species proposed for coverage.

Existing Reserves
National Forest Lands h ave been proposed for incl usi on in the MSHCP to provide
species coverage. The Forest Service is in the process of updating its Forest Plan. Until this plan
is complete, it cannot be determined which habitats, species and areas will be managed for
conservation. The EIR/EIS needs to address this issue.

lake Perris SRA • Chino H ills SP • California Citrus SHP • Silverwood Lake SRA
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Ms. Kristi Lovelady
NOP for the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Page 3 of 12

A broad range of different uses is allowed within the existing reserves. The EIRIEIS
needs to evaluate the range of these ongoing activities for existing and potential new reserves. It
needs to detennine the potential effects of these activities on proposed covered species, and on
the efficacy of the MSHCP. The EIR/EIS MSHCP alternatives should analyze and address the
effects of these activities on areas that are proposed for conservation under the plan.
Work Product 3, Assembling the MSHCP Reserve, identifies lands within four state park
units for potential inclusion in the MSHCP reserve system, Lake Perris SRA, Chino Hills State
Park, Mt. San Jacinto SP and Anza-Borrego Desert State Park. There are areas in each of these
parks that are not suitable for inclusion in the reserve system - i.e. existing and potential
operational areas and facilities. These areas need to be determined in consultation with State
Parks. Once determined they need to be considered in the EIR/EIS species conservation
analysis, preserve design and alternatives development. It is anticipated that other public lands
being considered for inclusion in the preserve system will also have areas unsuitable for
conservalion; these lands need to be i dentified and included in the development and analysis of
alternatives.

Proposed Permitted Activities Within and Adjacent to the Reserves
number of different entities may be seeking coverage under this plan. A complete list
of these projects including project descriptions and project footprints needs to be complied. This
list should include proposed permitted activities that would directly or indirectly affect areas
proposed for inclusion in the reserve system. The potential environmental effect of these projects
needs to be analyzed and addressed in the development of the plan alternatives.
A

It is anticipated that state park activities associated with the ongoing operations and
maintenance would be covered by this plan. At the County's request, state parks wilJ work with
County MSHCP staff to provide the project information needed for the development of the
EIRIEIS alternatives.
One of the listed non-financial contributions by the state and federal governments listed
in section 4.2.3 of Work Product #3 states in part, mitigation of impacts associated with federal
and state activities lo be directed toward MSHCP reserve assembly, conservation and
management. It is not clear what type of activities wouJd require state and federal mitigation and
which activities would be covered by the plan. This needs to be clarified. Processes for the
permitting of projects within state park units and other reserves that are not part of ongoing
operations and maintenance need to be identified in the HCP - this should include both projects
on enrolled conservation lands and projects that are not (i.e. a proposed new facility located in a
developed area of a park that is not part of the preserve).
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Proposed

or Permitted Private Development Projects

A num ber o f residential. industrial and commercial projects have been proposed or
permitted in areas identified for conservation. The EIR/EIS needs to analyze the effects of
these projects on the species and habitats proposed for conservation, and on proposed reserve
design. New or modified alternatives may need to be developed as a result of the effects of
these projects and conservation of certain species may not be possi ble as a result of these projects
- i.e. if a permi tted project precludes the establishment of a linkage to a core reserve and the core
reserve is too s m all , if isolated to sustain a rare species.
CEfAP Transportation

Corridors/General Plan Circulation Element

A number of the alternative alignments in the East/West and North/South CETAP
corridor alignments would have significant impacts on the proposed reserve system, its habi tats
and species. C h anges in th e County's circulation element, including the upgrade of roadways
could also have significant impacts. The impacts of each pote ntia l transportation project on
reserve, design, habitats and species conservation needs to be determined and analyzed in the
MSHCP EIR/EIS. A thorough assessment of the potential effects of the different possible
corridors, alignments and circulation elements needs to be made and incotporated in the
EIR/EIS.
Specific

Projects

The MSHCP identifies lands within the Prado Basin as potential conservation areas.

A

draft EIR, Chino Subarea 2 M aster Plan, SCH# 2000121036 was recently circulated for the dairy
preserve lands n orth of the Prado Basin. The preferred alternative incl udes substantial
commercial and residential development above the conserved lands in the Basin. In addition the
United States Army Corps of Engi neers and Cal-Trans are planning major projects in the Prado
Basin, and downstream in Reach 9 of the Santa Ana River - a portion of the lands identified for
conservation in Chi n o Hills S tate Park are in Reach 9.
The Riverside County Flood Control Distri c t is proposing a flood control project in the
Jacinto River in an area identified as important to conservation in the MSHCP pl anning
process. This proposed project would have en vironmental effects on l ands and resources both
upstream, in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, and downstream of the Ramona Expressway. The
proposed project would affect three federally listed rare plant species, spreading navarret ia
(Navarretiafossalis). San Jacinto Vall ey crownscale (Atriplex coronaJa var. 11otatior), and
thread-leafed brodiaea (Brodiaeafilifolia), and the ecological processes they depend on. It
would also affect rare wildlife species and connectivity between lhe LP/SJ, t he San Jacinto
River, and core habitat areas both up and downstream.
San

The proposed "Oak VaJley" development on the south side of Interstate 1 0, in the vicinity
wildlife corridor thaL has been identified in the

of Singleton Road, could affect an interregional
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MSHCP·and by the Wild1ands Project as important to conservation. This project would also
affect sensitive species and habitats.
The EIRJEIS needs to analyze and address the potential environmental effects of the
above projects on the species and habitats proposed for conservation. The conflicts of these
projects with reserve design, and their effects on the ability to conserve species needs to be
evaluated and reflected in the MSHCP and it<> Alternatives.
General Plan Process
Whi1e we appreciate the land use adjacency guidelines outlined in Section 6.2.4 of Work
Product #3. the importance of compatible land use designations and zoning next to reserve
boundaries cannot be overstated. The difference in edge effect and the adverse impacts
associated with them can be very great depending on adjacent land use. We encourage
integration of the MSHCP with the General Plan so that compatible l and use designations and
zoning can be maintained adjacent to the reserves to reduce edge effects. We ask that the
EIR/EIS evaluate the potential effects of urban versus agricultural or other open space edges on
reserve boundaries.
Assembly of the

Reserves

Section 6.5 of Work Product #3 discussed reserve boundary adjustments. The criterion
used for making an adjuslrnent is "the adjusted boundary results in the same or grater biological
value to the reserve." There should be a very rigorous process for the equivalency analysis and
there should be a no net acreage loss provision added. Review and concurrence by the
regulatory agencies should be required when an adjustment is proposed.
Funding Assurances, and Management and Monitoring

Due to the relatively small size of the proposed reserves, the potential conversion of
much of the lands adjacent to them 10 higher intensity uses, and other factors , the need for
reserve management and monitoring will be very high - it w ill be essential if many of the species
in the plan area are to persist over the long-term. The cost of providing the equipment,
personnel and other resources necessary to manage the reserves will be significant. 4.2.3 of
Work Product 3 lists a number of proposed non-financial contributions by federal and state
governments. The first states, in part, "management of lands for the benefit of the species
addressed in the MSHCP." Each local office must go through a budget change proposal process
and compete with other parks in other locations for funding. Even if they are successful in
obtaining the funding, these funds can be reduced or eliminated du1ing periods of economic
downturns. The EIR/EIS MS HCP needs to address the potential impacts that may occur in the
event that required levels of funding to complete management and monitoring obligations are not
available. An MSHCP alternative that included a mechanism for the funding of long-term
monitoring and management would increase the certainty of adequate funding.
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Data Source and Evaluation Tools
We agree with the Scientific Review Panel (SRP) that the data, analytical tools and
methods u sed were not clearly presented. We request that their recommendations be
imp1emented.
We endorse the use of data and the literature to derive m·uch of the conservation analysis
but believe much more data is needed. We continue to have significant concerns about the
development of a plan based on historic distri bution reports including some of unknown veracity.

We agree with the USFWS and CDFG that the vegetation database should be updated
regularly, and that a map of fire history should be included and updated as necessary. We agree
that the database should be regularly updated with new species distribution infonnation however surveys should be conducted as part of the planning process to gain a more
comprehensive pi cture of species popu lati ons and distribution. We also agree that the existing
soils map is too genera l to assess plant species distribution within the planning area.
Vegetation Communities
The amount of the vegetation proposed for conservation needs to be ana1yzed with
respect to the indi vidual species and their distribution.

Agriculture - Of 1 69,475 acres of agricultural land in the s tudy area only 14 percent or
23,983 acres nre proposed for preservation. As we have stated before, agricultural lands can
play a valuable role in species conservation. They provide habitat for both resident and
wintering wildlife, they provide foraging grounds for wil dlife residing in reserves, and they
buffer and li n k core habitat areas. The potenLial l oss of 86 perc ent of exi stin g agricultural lands
and its presumed conversion to h igher inten si ty human uses could have profound negative effects
on wi ldlife species and populations in Western Riverside County. The draft EIR/EIS needs to
conduct a thorough analysis of the impacts to species and populations that would occur in the
event of such a loss. Alternati ves that conserve key agricultural areas, areas that provide
imponanl habitat, buffers and habitat linkages should be incorporated in the EIR/EIS. As part
of the integration of the MSHCP with the General Plan, the proposed zoning and land use
designations for each sub area plan need to be evaluated to determine if they are consistent with
and provide conservation value for the MSHCP. If they are not consistent, the impacts of the
potential conversion of these areas n eed to be addressed by the EIR/EJS . This analysis should
evaluate the p ote n tia l for increased edge effect, habitat fragmentation and habitat loss.
Grassland
Preservation of this plant community is of significant importance to
regional conservation. A number of the species proposed for coverage are dependent on
relatively flat or gently sl oped grassland areas. Of 154,139 acres of grassland in the study area
only 26 percent or 40,2 15 acres are proposed for preservation. We question the conclusion that
this level of conservation wil l provide coverage for grassland dependent species. A simple
-
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analysis of some of these species, based on their home ran ge/tenitory

req uirem ents (as provided

in the Dudek and Associates species accounts) may help illustrate our concern (See t ab le below).

Grassland Habitat Snecies - MSHCP Study Area
Species

American bad2er
lon2-tailed weasel
San Dieizo Black-tailed iackrabbit
golden eagle
nonhern harrier (breedinR)
white-tailed kite

Total Individuals Sunoorted
Proposed
Existing
Total Stui.ly
Protected
Conserved
Area
Acreage
Acreage
Hi2h

Low

Hie:h

Low

Hi2h

260

73

38

11

68

3853

390

562
l

65

1 005

7

450

57
I

2

1031

3083

447

3952

145

577

21

128

128

19

19

7

804
34

llomc R.nnge
(Acres)

Low

High

/" -

Low

.

19

102

593

2100

1 17

40

395

50

345

2

23040

23040

38

1200

39

1200

34

1060

The numbers above are based on an ass umption that the entire acreage of conserved
habitat is avai labl e to each species. The actual number of each species supported would be
smal ler, in some cases much s mal ler to numerous other Jimiting factors. These i nc l ude but are
not limited to the condition of the habitat, its size, the amount and type of edge (urban versus
agricultural), its degree of isolation or connection to other grassland habitat, and species specific
requirements such as s ui table nest sites.

Using the general rule of needing an effecti ve (breeding ) population of at )east 500

i ndi vi dual s to maintain sufficient genetic variation in a popul ati on to maintain l ong-term

adaptability, i t is clear that each of the above 1isted species could be at risk of local extinction at

this level of conservation. When other factors that introduce un certai nty to populati ons such as

n atural and human caused catastrophes, environmental variation, and random variations in

demography are also considered, the number of individuals needed to s ustain a viable population

could be much larger. It is obvious, even with the most optimistic estimates of existing·

population size that these species would be at risk in the Study Area at the current level of
proposed conservation.

B urrowing owl ' s exemplify the fact that there are many limiting factors that can result in
a much smaller population than that inferred by simply looking at the number of acres of the
animals preferred habitat and its home range or nest tenitory size.

Us ing only these criteria

would lead one to believe that burrowing owls are common in the plan area. In fact. they are very

rare throughout most, if not all the regi on. We agree with che USFWS and CDFG that the

distribution and breeding habitat infonnation for burrowin g owls is currently insufficient, and we

do not believe that adequate conservation can be achieved for covering them in

the plan area.
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The EIR/EIS needs to carefully and thoroughly analyze the adequacy of proposed acreage

of grassland cons�rvation in providing for species coverage. It needs to analyze the direct and

indirect effects of the Joss of up to

74 percent of existing grassland habitat on grassland

dependent species including those proposed for coverage.
Riversidian A11uvial Fan Sage Scrub - It is our understanding that 75 percent or more of

the original Riversidian alluvial fan sage scrub plant community has been extirpated.

rarity of this community. 70 percent conservation may not be sufficient.

Given the

Reserve Size and Configuration
One of the defined characteristics of an NCCP is that it provides a conservation strategy
based on the principles of conservation biology. One of the principles of conservation biology

concerns perimeter to area ratio. Essentially the lower the perimeter to area ratio, the greater the
integrity of Lhe reserve - there is less edge relative to the size of the reserve. A number of the

proposed core areas appear to have a high perimeter to area ratio. The proposed core area in the
Wilson Creek area, as depicted, presents an example of a more favorable ratio. Some of the
reserves also have significant inholdings. The preferred alternative should include the best
possible reserve configuration to minimize edge. The effects high perimeter to area ratios and
inholdings on existing and proposed reserves needs to be addressed in the EIR/EIS.

Although linkages may help to offset the effects of fragmentation, the size of reserves is

still critical. We agree with the NCCP Conservation Guideline tenant that larger reserves are

better. The location and size of each reserve should be based on the requirements of the species
it will conserve. If the reserve is not linked to other reserves it must be large enough to support a
viable population of the species found there. If it is linked but the linkage will nol provide for
the passage of certain species, the reserve must be large enough to support a viable population of

those species. Each existing and proposed reserve should be evaluated based on its size and

degree of connectivity for its ability to support species and populations.

A habitat patch that is

too small to ensure the persistence of a given species should not be considered as a conservation
area for that species in the MSHCP. Larger reserves will reduce the costs of monitoring,

management, and maintenance. We recommend the development of a preferred Alternative

based on this tenant.

Linkages
Habitat fragmentation has been identified as a major contributing factor to the wor1dwide
decline of biological diversity. By facilitating the exchange of plants and animals and the
maintenance of ecosystem processes corridors may help

to offset the effects of isolation, and

thereby increase the likelihood that a species (or set of species) will persist in a habitat island.
While we appreciate that that potential linkages have been identified in the MSHCP
planning process, it is unclear if an objective assessment of the needs of "target" species has

Lake Perris SRA • Chino Hills SP

•

Ca1ifornia C itrus SHP • Silverwood Lake SRA

Ms. Kristi Lovelady
NOP for the Wester:n Riverside County MSHCP
Page 9 of 12

been conducted to determine the appropriate number, location and configuration of needed
conservation corridors. An established riparian conidor for example, may have the wrong
spatial orientati on, or lack the resources needed by a target species. The establishment of
conservation conidors must be based on target species and their needs. Michael Soule, in

Landscape Linkages and Biodiversity, identifies three general categories of need for animals.
First, some animals need periodic rnigntti ons to breeding or birthing sites. Second, some animals
may need to move between patches for foraging or roosting, or to follow seasona11y moving
resources. Third . some populations must receive immigrants if they are to persist. Some
animals have a greater need for corridors than others Soule suggests looking at vulnerability in
selecti ng target species. In general, large, wide ranging species, rare species and habitat

specialists are considered the most vulnerable to the effects of habitat fragmentation . However,
even animals that are nonnally rather abundant can be vulnerable in small habitat fragments.

Soule's criteria

for selecting target species are shown bel ow:

Criteria for Candidacy

Contributing Factors

Abundance (N)

Area (A) of isolated patches and remnants
Population density (D)
Body size

Variability of pop ul ation size

Body size, mortality and fecundity rates
Foraging needs (migratory)
Breeding Requirements (migratory)

Mobility

We ask that the above information be incorporated in the formation of conservation
corridors for the EIRIEIS alternatives.
Establishing conservation corridors for the purpose of maintaining ecosystem processes is

also i mportant. For example, periodic flooding is nee<led to maintain the rare plants of the
alkaline sink of the San Jacinto River. We ask that the location, number and configuration of

conservation corridors in the preferred alternative also be based on the maintenance of important

ecosystem processes.

It is essential that corridors be of a size and configuration that does not tum them into
mortality sinks. Michael Soule states, ..A corridor must be tailored to the needs of the specie it is
designed to serve, but it must not comprorn.ise the viability of other species. Designers must

consider th e possible impacts of a

corridor on non target species as well as target species.

If a linkage is longer than the dispersal distance of a species, it must be able to dwell in
the corridor, while moving through it (A Checklist for Evaluating Impacts to Wildlife
Movement Corridors, Beier and Loe 1 992). Linkages must also be buffered from edge effects.
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Generally, the longer the distance between reserves, the wider the corridor has to be to achieve
these ends.
The loss of top predators as a result of habitat fragmentation can result in mesopredator
release. Mesopredator release has been implicated in the decline and extinction of scrub
breeding birds (Crooks and Soule 1999). It is essential that the final MSHCP alternative provide

linkages that allow for the regional and inter-regional exchange of

large mammals.

The preservation of interregional corridors is especiaUy imponant in the plan area to
achieve adequate conservation. The EIR/EIS preferred alternative should include the identified
interregional connections.
Several important linkages that provide for the exchange of top predators, rare species

and other vulnerable species were not i ncluded in Alternativ e 1 of the Alternatives Development

Document. They are listed below:
•

A crucial interregional linkage needs to be preserved between the Santa Ana Mountains
and the Auga Tibia and Palomar Mountains via the Pechanga and Tenaja corridors. This

linkage provides for the exchange of plants and animals including top predators. A series
of stepping-stones or a long linear riparian corridor as depicted in Alternative 1 would not
provide the needed level of exchange. This linkage has been identified in the in the
Missing Linkages report of the Wildlands Project as one of the most important habitat

linkages in Southern California. In his 1 993 report Paul Beier stated that it is essential to
the Jong-term persistence of mountain lions. and to the ecological balance in the Santa
Ana Mountains and Puente-Chino Hills. It provides for the exchange of species between
the Orange County NCCP lands and the proposed MSHCP reserve system. This linkage
should connect forest service lands i n the Santa Ana Mountains to those in the Palomar
Mountains via the S anta Rosa Plateau, and the Santa Margarita Ecological reserve.
Preservation of this linkage is essential to the long-term viabi lity of regional plans.
•

As we stated in our comments on the Alternatives Development document the linkage
between the· Lakeview Mountains (Juniper Flats) proposed core area and the SJ/l.P core

reserve needs to be preserved. This linkage is essential to the maintenance of the
populations of vulnerable species in both areas.
•

As we have stated before, given the steep topography around much of the Lake Perris

portion of the reserve, and road kiU observations, the Bernasconi Pass serves as an
important linkage between the SJ/LP reserve and the San Jacinto river valley. Its
inclusion is vital to the maintenance of pJanc and animal exchange between these core
habitats.
•

It appears that the map of Alternative 1 of the Alternatives Development Document
includes two corridors between the Badlands and the San.Bernardino Mountains i n the
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Wildwood Canyon, Oak Glen area. However, the exact route i s difficult to ascertain.
From ground reconnaissance, it appears that the area around Singleton road trending
northeast and s outhwest may provide the best connection. State Parks has recently held
public hearings regarding the proposed acquisition of new lands in this area to the north
and south this linkage, increasing the potential for its preservation.
•

It is difficult to tell if the linkage at San Gorgonio Creek/ Banning Bench east of Banning
is shown as continuous linkage. As has been stated by the Sierra Club and others in
Advisory Committee meetings, this linkage is of great importance. In addition to its
regional significance in connecting the San Bernardino and San Jacinto ranges, it is a key
link wilhin an interconnected series of mountain ranges stretching from Mexico to
Canada. It deserves the highest consideration for conservation.

We ask that the above linkages be included in the preferred Alternative for the MSHCP,
and that the importance of each corridor, in the context of ecosystem function, including
ecosystem processes, and vulnerable species preservation be analyzed.
We concur with the Conservation Biology Institutes comment that there are numerous
other areas that might contri b ute to preserve viability in the form of corridors (physical linkages
or s teppi ng stones), potential core areas or extensions to core areas that were omitted for no
obvious reason. We ask that their suggestions, be given careful analysis and consideration in
developing a preferred alternative for the EIR/EIS.
corridors could significantly impact habitat linkages. These
effects need to be analyzed and addressed in the development of the MSHCP Alternatives.
Provisions for the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of these potential effects should be
part of the MSHCP and RCIP plans.
The CETAP transportation

Buffers and Edge Effects

The discussion of edge effects in the Alternatives Development document did not
differentiate between agricultural l ands and urban areas. Although it stated that field/pasture was
included with natural vegetation as habitat area, Figure 28 appears to depict the agricultural lands
in the San Jacinto Valley, and possibly elsewhere in the urban category. There is, in fact, a
considerable difference i n edge effect between agricultural lands and urban lands.
The concept of transitional zones or buffers around core reserves is well known and
described in Conservation Biology theory (Harris 1 984, Noss 1987, Noss and Cooperider 1 994).
Layers of lower intensity land use such as agricultural lands around core habitat areas and
linkages buffer them from more intensive human uses.

Agricultural lands of the S an Jacinto Valley buffer reserve lands, ameliorating the effects
of urban areas including but not limited to the introduction of exolic plants, animals, and
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pathogens, the increased potential for wildfire, and increased Jight and noise. They also provide
connectivity, and foraging habitat for reserve residents. We ask that the EIRIEIS analyze the
potential impacts resulting from the conversion of lands adjacent to core areas and linkages from
low intensity uses such as agriculture to higher intensity uses such as residential, commercial and

industrial development. We also ask that alternatives be developed that incotporatc the
maintenance of low intensity land uses and buffers to core reserves - this is a potentially feasible

mitigation measure that should be incorporated in the Riverside County Integrated Plan (RCIP).

The legend on the Edge Area Map, Figure 28 of the Alternatives Development Document
indicates by distance the degree that various areas are affected from the edge inward. For

example, it states that areas 601 feet to 12,000 feet in from the edge are not affected. On page
44. 2.0 Data S ources and Evaluation Tools, the document states that the data has not been
analyzed in enough detail to provide an adequate interpretation of the results. We request
clarification on how the conclusions of distance-based effects were reached and which edge

effects/perturbations were i ncluded in the analysis.

AJso. how was this analysis used in the

development of the Alternatives? Fire, vehicle trespass, exotic plants, animals and pathogens,
and other edge effects can impact much larger areas than depicted in Figure 28.

Summarv
Only an ecosystem based plan, conserving a full range of habitats and species, and their
metapopulations can ensure the pexpetuation of the species in the MSHCP plan area. Crooks
and Soule's study of the combined effects of trophic cascades and island biogeographical
processes on top predators, meso-predators and their prey in a fragmented system provides a
poignant illustration why an ecosystem based plan is needed. Other studies on species area

relationship, habitat fragmentation, pollination
also underscore this need

biology, and other aspects of ecosystem function

.

Once again we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the proposed
western Riverside County MSHCP. If you have additional questions or need further
information, please contact me at

940-5617.

(909) 6576-0676 or Geary W.

�.,iJJt
�

Hund, Senior Ecologist. at

atts

District Superintendent

cc:

Richard Rayburn, State Parks
Nadell Gayou, The Resources Agency
Jim Bartel, USFWS
Curt Taucher, CDFG
Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse
June Collins, Dudek and Associates
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Ms. Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside
Planning Department
P.O. Box 1 605
1t1
4080 Lemon Street, 7 Floor
Riverside, CA 92502-1 605

ASSOCIAT I O N of
G O V E R N M E N TS

RE:

Comments on the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species

Main Office

Habitat Conservation Plan - SCAG No. I 2001 0581

818 West Seventh Street

Dear Ms. Lovelady:

12th Floor
Los Angeles, California

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental

90017-3435

t

Impact Report for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat

Conservation Plan to SCAG for review and comment. As a reawide clearinghouse
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In addition, The California Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs d iscuss any
inconsistencies between the proposed project and the applicable general plans and
regional plans (Section 15125 [d]). If there are inconsistencies, an explanation and
rationalization for such inconsistencies should be provided.
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for regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans,
projects, and programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG's
responsibilities as a regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal
laws and regulations. Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist
local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to the
attainment of regional goals and policies.
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Policies of SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and Regional
Transportation Plan, which may be applicable to your project, are outlined in the
attachment. We expect the Draft EIR to specifically cite the appropriate SCAG
policies and address the manner in which the Project is consistent with
applicable core policies or supportive of applicable ancillary policies.

Please

use our policy numbers to refer to them in your Draft EIR.

would

discussion of the consistency or support of the policy with the Proposed
Project.

Please provide a minimum of 45 days for SCAG to review the Draft EIR when this
document is available. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments,
please contact me at (21 3) 236-1 867. Thank you.
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COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSAL TO DEVELOP A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY
MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
SCAG NO. I 2001 0581

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers the creation of a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan, which addresses biological and ecological diversity conservation needs in Western
Riverside County, in the County of Riverside. The proposed Project would establish a
reserve system of approximately 51 0,000 acres with a focus on conserving up to 1 64
species and habitat.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND G U I DE POLIC I ES

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Guide (RCPG) contains the following policies that are particularly a pplicable a nd should
be addressed in the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan.
3. 01

The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's
Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG
in all phases of implementation and review.

Regional Growth Forecasts
The Draft EIR should reflect the most current SCAG forecasts which are the 2001 RTP
(April 2001 ) Population, Household and Employment forecasts for Riverside County and
the Western Riverside Council of Governments (SBCOG) subregion. These forecasts
are as follow:
Riverside
County
Forecasts

Population
Households
Employment

2000

1 ,553,619
508,507
51 1 ,878

2005

1 ,81 3,898
570,349
642, 1 1 9

201 0

2,031 ,075
652,993
776,71 8

201 5

2,244,636
732,1 39
856,314

2020

2,534,435
829,320
929,080
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WRCOG
S ubregional
Forecasts

Population
Households
Employment
3. 03

2000
1 , 1 99,21 5
385,843
371 ,430

2005
1 ,4 1 6, 994
439,974
484,774

201 0
1 ,590,774
503,954
601 , 920

201 5
1 ,76 1 ,652
565,229
671 , 1 85

2020
1 ,993,534
640,467
734,503

The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, utility systems, and
transportation systems shall be used by SCAG to implement the region's growth
policies.

The Regional Transportatio n Plan (RTP) also has goals, objectives, policies and
actions pertinent to this proposed project. This RTP links the goal of sustaining mobility
with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing
energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and
encouraging fair a nd equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic,
geographic and commercial limitations. Among the relevant goals, objectives, policies and
actions of the RTP a re the following:
Core Regional Transportation Plan Policies
4.02
4. 04

4. 1 6

Transportation investments shall mitigate environmental impacts to an acceptable
level.
Transportation Control Measures shall be a priority.
Maintaining and operating the existing transportation system will be a priority over
expanding capacity.

G M C POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL
STA N DARD OF LIVI N G

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend
less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and
that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to
stim ulate the regional economy. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the
following policies would be intended to guide efforts toward achievement of such goals
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and does not infer regional interference with local land use powers.

3.05
3.09

Encourage patterns of urban development and land use, which reduce costs on
infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities.
Support local jurisdictions' efforts to minimize the cost of infrastructure and public
service delivery, and efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and
the provision of services.

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG G OA L TO I MPROVE THE REGIONAL
QUALITY OF LIFE

The Growth Management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to develop
urban forms that enhance quality of l ife, that accommodate a d iversity of life styles, that
preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and
preserve the character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining
the regional quality of life. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the
following policies would be intended to provide direction for plan implementation, and
does not allude to regional mandates.

3. 18
3. 19
3.20

3.21
3.22
3.23

Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental
impact.
Support policies and actions that preserve open space areas identified in local,
state, and federal plans.
Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge
areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered
plants and animals.
Encourage the imple1]1entation of measures aimed at the preservation and
protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites.
Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in
areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards.
Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures
aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would
reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and to
develop emergency response and recovery plans.
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GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO PROVIDE SOCIAL, POLITICAL,
AND CULTURAL EQUITY

The Growth Management Goal to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social
polarization promotes the regional strategic goal of minimizing social and geographic
d isparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society. The evaluation of the
proposed project in relation to the policy stated below is intended g u ide direction for the
accomplishment of this goal, and does not infer regional mandates and interference with
local land use powers.

3.27

Support local jurisdictions and other service providers in their efforts to develop
sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society,
accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care,
social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

The Air Quality C hapter core actions related to the proposed project includes:

5. 1 1

Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at all
levels of government (regional, air basin, county, subregional and local) consider
air quality, land use, transportation and economic relationships to ensure
consistency and minimize conflicts.

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

The Water Quality Chapter core recommendations and policy options relate to the two
water quality goals: to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity
of the nation's water; and , to achieve and maintain water quality objectives that are
necessary to protect all beneficial uses of all waters.

1 1. 02 Encourage "watershed management" programs and strategies, recognizing the

primary role of local governments in such efforts.

1 1. 05 Support regional efforts to identify and cooperatively plan for wetlands to facilitate

both sustaining the amount and quality of wetlands in the region and expediting
the process for obtaining wetlands permits.
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1 1. 07 Encourage water reclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effective,

feasible, and appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water and wastewater
discharges. Current administrative impediments to increased use of wastewater
should be addressed.

OPEN SPACE CHAPTER A N CILLARY GOALS .

Public Health and Safety
9. 04
9. 05

Maintain open space for adequate protection of lives and properties against
natural and man-made hazards.
Minimize potentially hazardous developments in hillsides, canyons, areas
susceptible to flooding, earthquakes, wildfire and o ther known hazards, and
areas with limited access for emergency equipment.

Resource Production
9. 07

Maintain adequate viable resource production lands, particularly lands devoted
to commercial agriculture and mining operations.

Resource Protection
9. 08

Develop well-managed viable ecosystems or known habitats of rare, threatened
and endangered species, including wetlands.

CONCLUSIONS

All feasible measures needed to mitigate a ny potentially negative regional impacts
associated with the proposed project should be implemented a nd monitored, as required
by CEQA.
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ENDNOTE
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS

Roles and Authorities
THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG) is a Joint Powers Agency established

under California Government Code Section 6502 ET seq. Under federal and state law, SCAG is designated as a
Council of Governments (COG), a Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), and a Metropolitan Planning

Organization (MPO). SCAG's mandated roles and responsibilities indude the following:
SCAG is designated by the federal government as the Region's Metropolitan Planning Organization and mandated to
maintain a continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a Regional
Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.S.C. '134, 49 U.S.C. '5301
et seq., 23 C.F.R. '450, and 49 C.F.R. '613. SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency,

and as such is responsible for both preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation
Improvement Program (RTIP) under California Government Code Section 65080 and 65082 respectively.

SCAG is responsible for developing the demographic projedions and the integrated land use, housing, employment,
and transportation programs, measures, and strategies portions of the South Coast Air Quality Management Plan,
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40460(b)-(c). SCAG is also designated under 42 U.S.C. 7504(a)

as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality planning for the Central Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin Distrid.

SCAG is responsible under the Federal Clean Air Ad for determining Confonnity of Projects, Plans and Programs to
the State Implementation Plan, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 7506.
Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089.2, SCAG is responsible for reviewing all Congestion
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transportation plans required by Section 65080 of the
Government Code. SCAG must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of such programs within the region.
SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 1 2,372 (replacing A-95 Review).
SCAG reviews, pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 2 1 083 and 21 087, Environmental Impacts Reports of
projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans [California Environmental Quality Ad Guidelines
Sections 1 5206 and 151 25(b)].
Pursuant to 33 U.S.C. '1 288(a)(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Ad), SCAG is the authorized

Areawide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency.

SCAG is responsible for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to California Government
Code Section 65584(a).
SCAG is responsible (with the Association of Bay Area Governments, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments.
and the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments) for preparing the Southern California Hazardous Waste
Management Plan pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 251 35.3.
Revised July 2001
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November 30, 2001
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
P.O. Box 1 605
4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
RE:

RESPONSE TO NOP TO PREPARE AN EIR/EIS FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE
COUNTY MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

Dear Ms. Lovelady:
.Thank you for providing our office the above-stated Notice of Preparation for review and
comment. As you may be aware, San B ernardino County is similarly pursuing the preparation
of a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for the Valley portion of San
Bernardino County (Chino Hills to Yucaipa). The Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plans
have the dual purposes of protecting wildlife species and their habitat as well as allowing
development to occur in an environmentally sound manner. Many of the wildlife corridors, open
space and habitat areas are located along the contiguous County boundary. As such, we look to
coordinate the planning, development, and implementation of the MSHCP's for these
conservation/preserve areas and wildlife transportation corridors.
Please continue to maintain our office on the project notice/distribution list. Please send any
future notices for this project to the attention of Randy Scott and/or M atthew Slowik.
Sincerely,

MATTHEW W. SLOWIK, M.U.R.P.
Senior Associate Planner
Advance Planning Division

MWS:dja
cc:

Michael E. Hays, Director, Land Use Services Department
Randy Scott, Division Chief, Advance Planning Division

JOHN F. l\!iCHAELSON
County Administrative Officer

JOHN GOSS
Assis�ar;t Co•mty Administrator
Econor.ii: Development and
Public Serv:ce:; Group

Board of Supervisors
BILL POSTMUS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . First District
D ENNIS HANSBERG ER . . . . . . . .
JON D. MIKELS . . . • . . . . . • . . Second District
FRED AGUIAR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
JERRY EAVES

• . . . . . • • . . • . . •

.
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Fourth District
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November 29, 2001
Kristi Lovelady
Riverside County
4080 Lemon Street
Riverside, Ca 92502-1 605
NOTICE OF PREPARATION WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MULTIP LE S PECIES HABITAT
CONSERVATION P LAN I STATE CLEARING HOUSE NUMBER 2001 1 01 1 08

Dear Ms. Lovelady:
Staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region ( RWQCB), has reviewed the
Notice of Preparation for the above referenced plan. The proposed Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) seeks to conserve up to 1 64 species within a reserve system of
approximately 51 0,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal endangered species law. The MSHCP
will describe strategies to conserve federally listed and unlisted species and their habitats identified
for inclusion and management, while allowing incidental take of endangered and threatened species
associated with development. The plan seeks to allow the county and other participating jurisdictions
to retain local control over land use decisions, provide for critical public i nfrastructure projects, and
sustain economic growth.
It is the role of this Regional Board to protect and enhance water q uality to protect the beneficial uses
associated with the waters of the Santa Ana River Drainage Basin . A beneficial use is one of the
various ways that water is used for the benefit of people and/or wildlife and supporting plant
communities. Some of the beneficial uses that this Regional Board and the other California Regional
Water Quality Control Boards have recognized and that might be associated with the proposed
preserves of the MSHCP are waters that support: 1 ) water contact recreation, 2) non-contact water
recreation, 3) warm freshwater habitat, 4) cold freshwater habitat, 5) preservation of biological
habitats of special significance, 6) wildlife habitat, 7) rare, threatened or endangered species, and 8)
high quality aquatic habitats necessary for spawning, reproduction, and development. In addition, the
creation of a series of wildlife and plant preserves as proposed in the MSHCP would likely affect other
beneficial uses of water such as for groundwater recharge and for use as municipal and domestic
supply.
Therefore, the MSHCP should take into consideration the creation of preserves that effectively p rotect
the beneficial uses of water that riparian, aquatic, or flood dependant federal and state listed species
require. This will require that: 1 ) the preserves are of adequate size; 2) there is linkage between the
preserves; 3) buffer areas are created to protect water q uality and prevent erosion surrounding the
preserves and; 4) development around the preserves must be managed to not impact the waters of
the preserves.

California Environmental Protectiqn Agency

�

Recycled Paper
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Kristi Lovelady
Riverside County
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The creation of a system of preserves as described above will not only protect beneficial uses
of water for wildlife and plant species but will allow other water quality benefits. Recreational uses will
be expanded, groundwater recharge will be enhanced, and general water quality will be improved.
If you shoul_d have any questions, please call me at (909) 782-7960 or Mark Adelson at (909) 7823234.
Sincerely,

j) Q..A,� _)j

David G . Woelfel
Planning Section

cc:

.

A A
�,

w-�

o

_

Scott Morgan - State Clearinghouse

California Environmental Protection Agency
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October 17, 2001
Ms. Cathy Bechtel

Riverside County Transportation Commission

3560 University Ave, Suite 1 00
Riverside, CA 92501
Dear Ms. Bechtel:
Review of the Community and Environmental Transportation
Acceptability Project (CETAP)
Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comments to the Scoping Meeting
informational packet for the subject planning proj ect, as well as to the GIS mapping for
the project provided by your consultant, Robert Bein, William Frost & Associates (RBF).
As you know, because CETAP is one component of the overall Riverside County
Integrated Project (RCIP), Metropolitan requested GIS mapping not only for CETAP, but
also for the other two components ofRCIP, namely the western Riverside County Multi
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the Riverside County General Plan
Amendment (GPA). The mapping for these three components of the RCIP covers a
significant geographical area within Riverside County and hence overlaps with numerous
Metropolitan land holdings and facilities.
We are, therefore, responding to this proj ect as a potentially responsible public agency.
Although our comments in particular pertain to the effects of CETAP as they relate to
Metropolitan's land holdings and facilities, we also wish to point out the effects on our
facilities of the other two components of the RCIP. For this reason, the comments
outlined below reflect our concerns not only with CETAP, but also with the MSHCP and
the GPA.

CETAP
In regards to CETAP, the County must document and assess impacts of the two principal

transportation corridors that may affect several Metropolitan facilities: the Winchester
Temecula corridor and the Hemet-Corona/Lake Elsinore corridor. The proposed corridors
cross several ofMetropolitan' s major conveyance facilities, including the Colorado River
Aqueduct, the Inland Feeder Pipeline, the Eastside Pipeline, San Diego Pipelines
Nos. 1-5, the planned San Diego Pipeline No. 6 Project, and the planned Central Pool
Augmentation Project.
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The County should also note in their environmental documentation that many of the
crossings for the two corridor proj ects would impact Metropolitan fee-owned rights-of
way, ·and as such will require easements or other approval mechanisms to allow
construction of the corridors. Similarly, the County should note the proximity of the
Hemet-Corona/Lake Elsinore corridor to the Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Reserve,
and document and assess any potential impacts to the reserve.
In addition, to avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan's rights-of-way, we request that

any preliminary engineering design drawings or improvement plans for any activity in the
area of Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-way be submitted for our review and
written approval. The County may obtain detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's
pipelines and rights-of-way by calling Metropolitan's Substructures Information Line at
(2 13) 217-6564. To assist the County in preparing plans that are compatible with
Metropolitan's facilities and easements, we have enclosed a copy of the "Guidelines for
Developments in the Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, and/or Easements of The
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California. " Please note that all submitted
designs or plans must clearly identify Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way.
MSHCP

With respect to the western Riverside County MSHCP, Metropolitan supports the
planning effort and ultimate realization of an overall County reserve system. However,
several issues must be addressed by the County during the planning process, in particular
as relating to existing reserves within Riverside County.
Metropolitan is a major stakeholder and property owner for several of these reserves (i. e. ,
Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Reserve, Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species
Reserve, Santa Rosa Plateau Ecological Reserve). These reserves have been established,
managed, and funded by Metropolitan independently of a regional reserve system, and
Metropolitan will express severe concern with any overall regional reserve plan that
assumes to assimilate these reserves without prior consultation directly with

Metropolitan. As such, the County needs to coordinate with Metropolitan regarding the
feasibility of such strategy, particularly in l ight of the existing Habitat Conservation Plans
(HCPs) and mitigation agreements, which established these reserves as well ongoing
reserve management objectives and policies.
It also appears, based upon review of the GIS mapping provided by RBF, that several
wildlife corridors are planned to provide connectivity between the various existing and
proposed core reserves. Many of these corridors appear to parallel and/or cross
Metropolitan properties, or are adjacent to Metropolitan properties. Metropolitan has not
yet been consulted regarding the compatibility of these corridors with existing and
planned uses of its facilities. In general, Metropolitan would be opposed to such
corridors because of their potential incompatibility with the operation and maintenance of
Metropolitan facilities. Metropolitan may be willing however, to negotiate limited use on
or across our rights-of-way, so that some form of connectivity can be u ltimately
achieved.
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As a Stakeholder and member of the Riverside County MSHCP Advisory Committee,
Metropolitan has been involved in the planning process for the new MSHCP. However,
as a primary landowner in the region, Metropolitan must be directly consulted to
coordinate specific requirements of our facilities, including existing reserves, water
conveyance facilities, telecommunication sites, power transmission lines, access roads
and other various land holdings. We look forward to hearing from the County to identify
and develop specific goals and objectives in the planning process for the overall reserve
system.

Upon review of the GIS mapping provided for the GPA, it appears that the County
proposes to integrate all of the existing City General Plans into an overall County General
Plan. It is also evident that most of the unincorporated areas of Riverside County would
be assigned new land use designations, and in particular that many of the lands owned or
under lease by Metropolitan would be designated "Open Space Rural", "Conservation
Habitat" or "Conservation".
Similar to some of the wildlife corridors proposed under the new MSHCP, these land use
designations are not consistent with actual and planned land uses by Metropolitan. As
you know, Metropolitan is a regionally significant public utility, chartered to provide
supplemental water to a population of more than 17 million within its service area,
including several Member Agencies and Sub-Agencies within Riverside County. As
such, Metropolitan's facilities should have the land use designation of ''Public Facilities",
rather than "Open Space Rural", "Conservation Habitat" or "Conservation".
Metropolitan is willing to coordinate with the County to provide the location of these
facilities in GIS format, so that the County can integrate Metropolitan's public facilities
into the overall GPA. Please contact Mr. John Vrsalovich at (2 13) 2 17-6066 to facilitate
coordination of this effort.

Finally, Metropolitan encourages projects within its service area to include water
conservation measures. Water conservation, reclaimed water use, and groundwater
recharge programs are integral components of regional water supply planning.
Metropolitan supports mitigation measures such as using water efficient fixtures,
drought-tolerant landscaping, and reclaimed water to offset any increase in water use
associated with the RCIP.
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look
forward to receiving future environmental documentation on this project. Ifwe can be of
further assistance, please contact me at (213) 217-6242. Also, please use me as your
primary contact for formal review and consultation ofthe RCIP planning process and
prep�ation of environmental documents.
Very truly yours,

Laura ]. Simonek
Principal Environmental Specialist
JPV/jpv
cc:

Mr. Richard Lashbrook

County of Riverside
Transportation and Land
Management .A.gency
4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, CA. 9250 I

Mr. Jerry Jolliffe

County ofRiverside
Planning Department
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor
Riverside, CA. 92502

bee:

R. L. Wolfe
N.N. Flette
G.L. Johnson
P. J. Carpenter
D. A Irizarry
D. K. McElroy
K. Callanan
]. P. Vrsalovich
CRG Files

MWD

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office

November 30, 2001

Ms. Kristi Lovelady
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor

Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Dear Ms. Lovelady:

Notice of Preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for
the Western Riverside County. California. Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has received a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS) for the Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The MSHCP is part of the overall Riverside C ounty
Integrated Project (RCIP), which also includes the Community and Environmental
Transportation Acceptability Project (CETAP) and the Riverside County General Plan
Amendment (GPA). The MSHCP is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional habitat
conservation plan that addresses conservation needs for biological and ecological
diversity in western Riverside County. This letter contains our comments as a
Responsible Agency. Metropolitan has previously provided initial comments on the
RCIP in response to the scoping meeting for the CETAP. Those comments are included
as an attachment for your reference.
Metropolitan supports the formulation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the
ultimate realization of a County reserve system. However, several issues must be
addressed by the County in the MSHCP EIRIEIS, in particular as relating to existing
reserves within Riverside County, as well as impacts to Metropolitan land holdings.

As you know, Metropolitan is a major stakeholder and property owner for several
reserves within Riverside County (i.e., Lake Mathews-Estelle Mountain Reserve,
Southwestern Riverside County Multi-Species Reserve, S anta Rosa Plateau Ecological
Reserve). Metropolitan's participation in the establishment, management, and funding of
these reserves has been independent of a regional reserve system, and Metropolitan will
express severe concern with any overall regional reserve plan that assumes to assimilate
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these reserves without prior consultation directly with Metropolitan. As such, the County
needs to coordinate with Metropolitan regarding the feasibility of such a strategy,
partieularly in light of the existing Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) and mitigation
agreements which established these reserves and ongoing reserve management objectives
and policies. We appreciate that the coordination process began with the initial meeting
between Metropolitan and the County on October 24, 200 1 .
It also appears, based upon review of the GIS mapping provided t o Metropolitan during

the CETAP review process, that several wildlife corridors are planned to provide
connectivity between the various existing and proposed core reserves. Many of these
corridors appear to parallel, cross, and/or connect to Metropolitan properties and
facilities, including the Colorado River Aqueduct, the Casa Loma Cannal, the Inland
Feeder Pipeline, the Eastside Pipeline, San Diego Pipelines Nos. 1 -5, the planned San
Diego Pipeline No. 6 Project, the planned Central Pool Augmentation and the Lake
Mathews, Lake Skinner, and Diamond Valley Lake reservoirs. In general, Metropolitan
would be opposed to such corridors because of their potential incompatibility with the
operation and maintenance of Metropolitan facilities. Metropolitan may be willing,
however, to negotiate limited use on or across our rights-of-way, so that some form of
connectivity can be ultimately achieved.
As a stakeholder and member of the Riverside County MSHCP Advisory Committee,
Metropolitan has been involved in the planning process for the new MSHCP. However,
as a primary landowner in the region, Metropolitan must be directly consulted to
coordinate specific requirements of our facilities, including existing reserves, water
conveyance facilities, telecommunication sites, power transmission lines, access roads
and other various land holdings. Ms. Wendy Picht is Metropolitan' s primary contact for
formal review and consultation of the MSHCP planning process and preparation of
environmental documents. Ms. Picht can be reached at (21 3 ) 2 17-7256.

To avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan's rights-of-way, we request that any
preliminary design drawings or plans for any activity in the area of Metropolitan's
pipelines and rights-of-way be submitted for our review and written approval. The
County may obtain detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of
way by calling Metropolitan's Substructures Information Line at (2 13) 2 1 7-6564. To
assist the County in preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan' s facilities and
easements, we have enclosed a copy of the "Guidelines for Developments in the Area of
Facilities, Fee Properties, and/or Easements of The Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California. " Please note that all submitted designs or plans must clearly
identify Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way. We look forward to hearing from the
County to identify and develop specific goals and objectives in the planning process for
the overall reserve system.
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look
forward to receiving future environmental documentation on this project.
Very truly yours,

lo..... -o

-c\-3 1�
.

Laura J. Simonek
Manager, Environmental Planning Unit
Enclosures:
Letter to Riverside County Transportation Commission, dated October 1 7, 2001
Planning Guidelines

Guidelines for Developments in the
Area o f Facilities , Fee Properties , and / or Easements
. o f The Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali fornia

l.

Introduction
The following general guidelines should be
a.
followed for the design o f proposed facilities and
developments in the area o f Metropolitan ' s facilities , fee
properties , and/ or easements .
b.
We require that 3 copies o f your tentative and
final record maps , grading , paving , street improvement ,
landscape , storm drain , and utility plans be submitted
for our review and written approval as they pertain to
Metropolitan ' s facilities , fee properties and / or
easements , prior to the c ommencement of any construction
work .

2.

Plans , Parcel and Tract Maps
The following are Metropo l itan ' s requirements for the
identification of its facilitie s , fee propertie s , and / or
easements on your plans , parcel maps and tract maps :
a.
Metropolitan ' s fee properties and/ or easements and
its pipelines and other �acilities must be fully shown and
i dentified a s Metropolit an ' s on all applicable p l ans .
b.
Metropolitan ' s fee properties and/ or easements
must be shown and identi fied as Metropolitan ' s with the
official recording data on all applicable parcel and
tract maps .
Metropolitan ' s fee properties and /or easements
c.
and existing survey monuments must be _ dimensionally tied
to �e parcel or tract boundaries .
d.
Metropolitan ' s records o f surveys must be
referenced on the parcel and tract maps .
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3.

Maintenance o f Access Along Metropolitan ' s Rights -of-Way
a.
Proposed cut or fill s lopes exceeding 1 0 percent
are normally not allowed within Metropolitan ' s fee
properties or eas ements .
This is required to fac ilitate the
use of c onstruction and maintenance equipment , and provide
ac cess to its aboveground and belowground facilities .
b.
We require that 1 6-foot-wide commercial-type
driveway approaches be constructed on both sides o f all
s treets cro s s ing Metropolitan ' s rights-of-way .
Openings
are required in any median island .
Access ramps , i f
necessary , must be at least 1 6-feet-wide .
Grades o f ramps
are normally not allowed to exceed 1 0 percent .
If the s lope
o f an access ramp must exceed 1 0 percent due to the
topography , the ramp must be paved .
We require a
4 0-foot- long level area on the driveway approach to acce s s
ramps where the r amp meets the s tree t .
At Metropo litan ' s
f ee properties , we may require fences and gates .
c.
The terms of Metropolitan • s permanent easement
deeds normally preclude the building or maintenance o f
s tructures o f any nature or kind within i ts easements , to
ensure s afety and avoid interference with operation and
maintenance of Metropolitan ' s pipelines or other fac il itie s .
Metropolitan must have vehicular acces s along the easements
at all times for inspection , patrolling , and for maintenance
o f the pipelines and other . facilities. on a routine bas i s .
We require a 2 0-foot-wide clear zone around all above-ground
facilities for this routine access .
This c lear zone s hould
s l ope away from our facility on a grade not to exceed
. 2 percent .
We must also have acc�ss along the easements
An example of this is shown o n
with construction equipment .
Figure l .
The footings of any proposed buildings adj acent to
d.
Metropol itan ' s fee properties and/ or e asements must not
encroach into the fee property or easement or impose
additional l oading on Metropolitan ' s p ipelines or other
A typical s ituation is shown on
facilities therein .
Prints of the detail plans of the footings for
Figure 2 .
any bui lding or s tructure adjacent to the fee property or
e a sement must be submitted for our review and written
approval as they pertain to the pipeline or other facilities
therein .
Also , roof eaves of buildings adj acent to the
e asement or fee property must not overhang into the fee
property or easement area .

- 3 -

e.
Metropolitan ' s pipelines and other facilitie s ,
e . g . structures , manholes , equipment , survey monuments , etc .
within its fee properties and / or easements must be protected
from damage by the easement hol der on Metropo litan ' s
property or the property owner where Metropo litan has an
easement , at no expense to Metropolitan .
I f the facility is
a c athodic protection station it shall be l ocated prior to
any grading or excavation .
The exact location , d es cription
and way of protection shall be shown on the r elated pl ans .
for the easement area .
4.

Easements on Metropolitan ' s Property
We encourage the use o f Metropo l i tan ' s fee rights
a.
o f-way by governmental agencies for public s treet and
util ity purposes , provided that such use does not interfere
with Metropolitan ' s use of the property , the entire width of
the property is accepted into the agency ' s public s treet
sys tem and fair market value is paid for such use o f the
right-of-way .
b.
P lease contact the Director of Metropolitan ' s
Ri ght o f Way and Land Division , telephone ( 2 1 3 ) 2 5 0 - 6 3 0 2 ,
concerning easements for landsc aping , street , storm drain ,
s ewer , water or other public facilities proposed within
Metropolitan ' s fee properties .
A map and l egal description
of the requested easements must be submitted .
Also , written
evi den c e must be submitted that shows the c ity or county
will accept the easement· for the specific purposes into its
The grant of th e easement will be subj ect to
public system .
i
t
an
'
s
rights
to use its land for water pipelines
Me tropo l
and related purpose s to the same �xtent as if such grant had
not been made .
There will be a charge for the easement .
P lease note that , if entry is required on the property prior
to issuance of the easement , an entry permit must be
There will also be a charge for the entry permit.
obtaine d .

5.

L ands c a'Ding
Metropolitan ' s landscape gu ide line s for its fee
properties and/ or e as ements are as follows :
a.
A green belt may be allowed within Metropolitan ' s
fee property or easement .
All lands cape plans shall s how the location and
b.
s i z e of Metropolitan ' s fee property and/ or e a s ement and the
location and size o f Metropolitan ' s p ipel ine or other
facilities therein .
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c.
Absolutely no trees will be allowed within 1 5 feet
of the centerl ine of Metropolitan ' s exis ting or future
pipelines and f acilities .
Deep-rooted trees are prohibited within
d.
Metropolitan ' s fee properties and/ or easements .
Shallow
The shallow-rooted
rooted trees are the only trees allowed .
trees will not be permitted any c loser than 1 5 fee� from the
centerline o f the pipeline , and · such trees shall not be
taller than 2 5 feet with a root spread no greater than
2 0 feet in diameter at maturity .
Shrubs , bushe s , vines , and
ground cover are permitted , but larger shrubs and bushes
should not be planted directly over our p ipeline .
Turf is
acceptable .
We require submittal of land s c ape plans for
( See
Metropolitan ' s prior review and written approval .
Figure 3 ) .
e.
The l andscape plans must contain provisions for
Metropolitan ' s vehicular acce ss at all times along its ·
rights-of-way to its pipelines or facilities therein .
Gates capable o f accepting Metropolitan ' s l ocks are
required in any fences across its rights- o f-way .
Also ,
any walks or drainage facilities across its access route
must be constructed to AASHTO B- 2 0 loading standards .
f.
Rights to landscape any o f Metropolitan ' s fee
properties must be acquired from its Right o f Way and
Land Division .
Appropriate entry permits must be obtained
prior to any entry on its property.
There wil l be a charge
for any entry permit or easements require d .
6.

Fencing
Metropolitan requires that perimeter fencing o f its fee
properties and f acilities be constructed· of univers al chain
link , 6 feet in height and· t;opped with 3 strands of barbed
wire angled upward and outward at a 4 5 degree angle or an
Suitable
approved e qual for a total fence height o f 7 feet .
substitute fenc ing may be considered by Metropolitan .
(Please s ee F igure 5 for details ) .

7.

Utilities in Metropolitan ' s Fee Properties and / or Easements
or Adjacent to I ts Pipeline in Public Streets
.

Metropolitan ' s policy for the alinement o f utilities
permitted within its fee properties and / or e a sements and
street rights-of-way i s as follows :
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Permanent structures , including catch basins ,
a.
manh oles , power poles , telephone riser boxes , etc . , shall
not be located within its fee properties and / or easements .
b.
We request that permanent utility structures
within public streets , in which Metropolitan ' s facilities
are constructed under the Metropolitan Water District
Act , be placed as far from our . pipel ine as pos s ible , but
not closer than 5 feet from the outside o f our pipel ine .
The installation of utilities over or under
c.
Metropolitan ' s pipeline ( s ) must be in accordance with the
requirements shown on the enclosed prints of Drawings
Nos � C- 1 1 6 3 2 and C-9 5 4 7 .
Whenever pos s ible we request a
minimum of one foot clearance be tween Metropolitan ' s pipe
Temporary support o f Metropolitan ' s
and your facility .
p ipe may also be required at undercros s ings o f its p ipe
The temporary support plans must be
in an open trench .
reviewed and approved by Metropolitan .
d.
Lateral utility cross ings o f Metropolitan ' s
pipelines must be as perpendicular to its pipeline
alinement as p ractical .
Prior to any excavation our
pipeline shall be located manually and any excavation
within two feet of our pipeline must be done by hand .
This shall be noted on the appropriate drawings .
Utilities constructed longitudinally within
e.
Metropolitan ' s rights-of-way must be located outs ide the
theoretical trench prism· for uncovering its pipeline and
mus t be located parallel to and as c lose to its rights
o f-way lines as practical .
When piping is j acked or install.ed in j acked
£.
cas ing or tunne l under Metropolitan ' s pipe , there must be
at l.east two feet o f vertical clearance b etween the
bottom of Metropolitan ' s pipe and the top o f the j acked
pipe , j acked c as ing or tunne l .
We also require that
detai l drawing s of . the shori.Dg for the j acking or
tunneling pits be submitted for our review and approval .
Provisions mus t be made to grout any voi ds around the
If
exterior of the j acked pipe , j acked casing or tunne l. .
the piping is installed in a j acked casing o r tunne l the
annu lar space between the pipi.Dg and the j acked casing or
tunne l must be filled with grout .
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g.
Overhead e lectrical and telephone line
requirements :

1)
Conductor clearanc es are to conform to the
California State Public Utilities Commi s s ion , General
Order 95 , for Overhead Electrical Line Construction or
at a greater clearance if required by Metropol itan .
Under no circmnstances shall c le arance be le ss than
3 5 feet .

2)
A marker must be attached to the power pole
showin� the ground clearance and line voltage , to help
prevent d amage to your facilities during maintenance or
other work being done in the area .

3)
Line clearance over Metropolitan • s fee
properties and/or easements shall be shown on the
drawing to indicate the lowest point o f the l ine
under the most adverse conditions including
consideration of sag , wind load , temperature change ,
and support type .
We require that overhead l ines be
located at least 3 0 feet laterally away from all
above-ground structures on the pipelines .

4)
When underground electrical c onduits ,
1 2 0 volts or greater , are installed within
Metropolitan ' s fee property and / or easement , the
conduits must be incased in a mi ni mum o f three inches
Where poss ible , above ground warning
of red concrete .
s igns must also be placed at the right-o f-way lines
where the conduits enter and exit the right-of-way .
h.
The construction of sewerlines in Metropolitan • s
fee properties and/or easements must c onfo:c:m to the
California Department of Bealth Services Criteria for the
Separation of Water Mains and Sanitary Services and the
local City or County Bealth Code Ordinance as it relates t o
installation o f s ewers in the vicinity o f pressure
waterl ines .
The construction of sewerlines .should also
conform to these standards in street rights-of- way .
Cross sect�ons shall be provided for all pipe l ine
i.
crossings showing Metropolitan ' s fee property and/ or
The
easement limits and the location of our pipeline ( s )
exact locations of the crossing pipelines and their
elevations shall be marked on as-built drawings for our
information .
•
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j.
Potholing o f Metropolitan ' s pipe line is required
i f the vertical clearance between a uti l ity and
Metropo litan ' s pipeline is indicated on the plan to be one
foot or les s .
If the indicated clearance is between one and
two feet , potholing is suggested .
Metropo litan wi l l provide
a representative to a s s ists others in locating and
identifying its pipeline .
Two-working days notice i s
requested .
Adequate shoring and bracing i s required for the
k.
full depth o f the trench when the excavation encroaches
within the zone shown on Figure 4 .
The location o f utilities within Metropo l itan • s
1.
fee property and / or easement sha l l be plainly marked to
help prevent damage during maintenance or other work done
Detectable tape over buried utilitie s
in the area .
should be placed a minimum of 12 inches above the utility
and shall c onfo:rm to the following requirements :
Water p ipeline :
A two-inch b lue warning
1)
tape shall be imprinted with :
• CAUTION BOllED WATER PIPELINE "

2)
Gas , oil , or chemical pipeline :
A
two-inch yellow wc;rning tape shal.l be imprinted
with :
• CAUTION BURIED

----

P IPELINE"

3)
Sewer or sto:rm drain pipel.ine :
A
two- inch green warning tape shall be imprinted with :
•CAUTION BURIED

----

PIPELINE •

Electric , street lighting , or traf fic
4)
signals conduit :
A two-inch red warning tape s hall
be imprinted with :
• CAUTION BURIED

----

CONDUIT"

Telephone , or televis ion c onduit :
5)
A
two-inch orange warning tape s h all be imprinted
with :
• CAUTION BURIED

----

CONDUIT•
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m.

Cathodic Protection requirements :

1)
I f there is a cathodic protection
station
for Metropolitan ' s pipeline in the area o f the proposed
work , it shall be located prior to any grading or
excavation .
The exact location , description and manne r
o f protection shall be shown on all applicable plans .
P lease contact Metropolitan ' s Corro sion Engineering
Section , located at Metropo litan ' s F . E . Weymouth
Softening and Filtration P l ant , 7 0 0 North Moreno
Avenue , La Verne , California 9 17 5 0 , telephone ( 7 1 4 )
5 9 3- 7 4 7 4 , for the locations o f Metropo litan ' s cathodic
protection stations .
2)
I f an induced-current cathodic protection
system is to be installed on any pipeline cro s s ing
Metropolitan ' s pipeline , please contact Mr . Wayne E .
Risner at ( 7 1 4 ) 593- 7 4 7 4 or ( 2 1 3 ) 2 s o- s o ss ·.
Be will
review the proposed system and determine if any
conflicts will arise -with the existing c athodic
protection systems installed by Metropolitan .
3)
Within Metropolitan ' s rights-of-way ,
pipelines and carrier pipes ( cas ings ) shall be coated
with an approved protective c oating to conform to
Metropolitan • s requirements , and shall be maintained in
a neat and orderly condition as directed by Metropolitan .
The application and monitoring o f cathodic protection
on the pipeline and casing shall conform to Title 4 9 o f
the Code o f Federal·· Regulations , Part 1 9 5 .
4)

I f- a steel carrier pipe

( casing )

i s used :

( a)
Cathodic protection shall be provided
by use of a sacrificial magnesium. anode ( a sketch
showing the cathodic protection details can be
provided for the des igners information ) .
(b)
The steel c arri er pipe shall be
protected with a coal tar enamel coating inside
and out in accordance with AWWA C 2 0 3 specification .
All trenches shall be excavated to comply with the
n.
CAL/ OSHA Construction Safety Orders , Article 6 , beginning
Trench backfill shall be
with Sections 1 5 3 9 through 1547 .
placed in 8-incb lifts and shall be c ompacted to 95 percent
relative compaction (ASTM D 6 9 8 ) across roadways and through
protective dikes .
Trench back fill elsewhere will be
compacted to 9 0 percent relative compaction (ASTM D 6 9 8 ) .
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Control cables connected with the operation o f
o.
Metropo litan ' s system are buried within s treets , i ts fee
properties and / or easements .
The locations and elevations
of the s e cables shall be shown on the drawings .
The
drawing s shall note that prior to any excavation in the
area , the control cables shall be located and measures
shall be taken by the contractor to prote ct the cables in
place .
Metropolitan is a me:mber of Underground S ervice
p.
Alert (USA) .
The contractor ( exc avator ) shall contact
USA at 1 - 8 0 0- 4 22-4 1 3 3 ( Southern Californi a) at least 4 8
The c ontractor
hours prior to s tarting any excavation work .
will be liable for any damage to Metropo litan ' s facilities
as a result o f the construction .

8.

Paramount Right
Facilities constructed within Met:ropo litan ' s fee
properties and / or easements shall be subj ect to the
· paramount right o f Metropolitan to use its f e e properties
and/ or eas ements for the purpose for which they were
acquired .
If at any time Metropolitan or its assigns
should , in the exercise o f their rights , find it nece s s ary
to remove any o f the facilities from the fee properties
and/ or easements , such removal and rep lacement shall be at
the expense o f the owner of the facility .

9.

Modification o f Metropolitan ' s Facilities
When a manhole or other of Metropolitan ' s faciliti e s
must be modified to accommodate your c onstruction or recons
truction , Metropolitan will modify the faci l ities with its
forces .
This s hould be noted on the c onstruction p lans .
The
e stimated cost to perform this modification will be given to
you and we will require a deposit for this amount before the
work is performe d .
Once the deposit i s received , we w�ll
s chedule the work .
Our forces will coordinate the work with
your contractor .
Our final billing wil l be based on actual
cost incurred , and will include materials , construction ,
engineering plan review , inspection , and admini s trative
overhead charges calculated in accordance with Met:ropolitan ' s
s tandard accounting practices .
If the cost i s les s than the
deposit , a refund will be made ; however , i f the cost exceeds
the depo sit , an invoice will be forwarded for payment of the
additional amount .
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10 .

Drainage
a.
Residential or commercial development typically
increases and c oncentrates the peak storm water runoff as
well as the total yearly s torm runoff from an area , thereby
increasing the requirements for storm drain fac i lities
downstream of the development .
A lso , throughout the year
water from landscape irrigation , c ar washing , and o ther
outdoor domestic water uses flows into the storm drainage
system resulting in weed abatement , insect infestation ,
Therefore , it is
obstructed acce s s and other problems .
Metropolitan ' s usual practice not to approve plans that show
discharge of drainage from developments onto its f ee
properties and/ or easements .
b.
I f water must be carried acros s or discharged onto
Metropolitan ' s fee properties and / or easements , Metropolitan
will insist that plans for development provide that it be
.
carried by c losed conduit or l ined open channel approved in
writing by Metropolitan .
Also the drainage facilities must be
maintained by others , e . g . , city , c ounty , homeowners as sociation
If the development proposes changes to existing drainage
etc .
features , then the developer shall make provisions to provide
for replacement and these changes must be approved by Metropoli
in writing .

11.

Construction Coordination
During construction·, Metropolitan ' s f ield representative
will make periodic inspections .
We request that a stipulation
be added to the plans or specific ations for noti fication o f
o f Metropolitan • s Operations Services Branch ,
Mr .
,
at least two working days prior to
telephone ( 2 13 ) 2 5 0any work in the vicinity o f our facilitie s .

12 .

Pipeline Loading Restrictions
Metropolitan ' s pipelines and conduits vary in
a.
structural strength , and s ome are not adequate for
Therefore , specific loads over the
AASHTO B- 2 0 l oading .
specific sections of pipe or c onduit mus t be reviewed and
approved by Metropolitan .
However , Metropolitan ' s pipelines
are typically adequate for AASBTO B-2 0 loading provided that
the cover over the pipeline i s not les s than four feet or
the c over is not substantially increased .
If the temporary
construction
is between three
cover over the pipeline during
and :f our feet , equipment must restricted to that which
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imposes 1.oads no greater than AASHTO H 1 0 .
If the cover i s
between two and three feet , equipment must b e restricted to
If the cover
that o f a Caterpillar D-4 tract-type tractor .
is l e s s than two feet , only hand equipment may be used .
Als o , if the contractor pl. ans to use any equipment over
Metropol itan ' s pipeline which will impose loads greater than
AASHTO H-2 0 , it will be necessary to submit the specifications
of such equipment for our review and approval at least one
More restrictive requirements may
week prior to its use .
app ly to the loading guideline over the San Diego Pipelines
l and 2 , portions of the Orange County Feeder , and the
Colorado River Aqueduc t .
P lease contact us £or loading
res trictions on all o f Metropolitan ' s pipelines and
conduits .
-

b.
The existing cover over the pipeline shall be
maintained unless Metropol.itan determines that proposed
changes do not pose a hazard to the integrity of the
pipel.ine or an impediment �o its maintenance .
13 .

Blast ing
At 1.east 2 0 days prior to the start of any
a.
dri11ing for rock excavation blasting , or any bl.asting , in
the vicinity of Metropolitan ' s fac il. ities , a two-part
preliminary conceptual pl.an shall be submitted to
Metropolitan as fo11ows :
Part l o f the conceptual p lan shal.1 include a
b.
complete s ummary of . pr oposed transportation , handling ,
storage , and use of explos ions .

Part 2 s hall include the proposed general concept
c.
for blasting , inc luding controll.ed bl.asting techniques and
controls o f .noise , fl.y r oe� , airblast , and g round vibration .
14

•

CEQA Reau irements
a.
Prepared

When Environmental Documents Have Not Been

l)
Requl.ations implementing the Cal.ifornia
Environmental Qual.ity Act (CEQA) require that
Metropol.itan have an opportunity to consult with the
agency or consultants preparing any environmental
documentation .
We are required to review and cons ider
the environmental. e f f e cts of the proj ect as shown in
the . Negative Decl.aration or Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) prepared for your proj ect before committing
Metropolitan to approve your request .
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2)
In order to ensure compliance with the
regulations implementing CEQA where Metropolitan is not
the Lead Agency , the following minimum procedures to
ensure c ompliance with the Act have been established :

a)
Metropolitan shall be timely advised of
any determination that a Categorical Exemption
applies to the proj ect .
The Lead Agency is to
advise Metropolitan that it and other agencies
participating in the proj ect have complied with
the requirements o f CEQA prior to Metropolitan ' s
partic ipation.
b)
Metropolitan is to be consulted during
the preparation o f the Negative Declaration or
EIR .
c)
Metropolitan is to review and submit any
neces s ary c omments on the Negative Declaration or
draft EIR .
d)
Metropolitan is to be indemnified for
any costs or liability arising out of any
violation o f any laws or requlations including but
not l imited to the California Environmental
Quality Act and its implementing regulations .
b.

When Environmental Documents Rave Been Prepared

If environmental documents have been prepared for your
project , please furnish us a copy for our review and f iles
in a timely manner so that we may have suf ficient time to
review and comment .
The following steps must also be
accomplished :
·

The Lead Agency i s to advis e Metropolitan
l)
that it and other agencies participating in the pro j ect
have complied with the requirements o f CEQA prior to
Metropolitan •· s . participation .
2)
Y ou must agree to indemnify Metropolitan , its
of f icers , engine ers , and agents for any costs or
liability . arising out of any violation of any l aws or
regulations including but not limited to the Cali fornia
Enviromnental Quality Act and its implementing regulation s .
15 .

Metropolitan ' s P lan-Review Cost
a.
An engineering review of your proposed facilities
and developments and the preparation o f a letter response

-

lJ

-

g iving Me tropo li tan ' s comment s , requireme n ts anc / o� aporov a l
that wi ll require 8 �an-hours or le s s o f e f fort i s typ l cal l v
performe d at no cost to the developer , unles s a faci lity
·must be modified where Metropolitan has superio r rights .
!f
an engineering review and letter response requires more than
8 man-hours o f effort by Metropolitan to determine if the
proposed facility or development is compatible wi th its
f aciliti e s , or if modifications to Metropo l itan ' s manhole ( s )
or other facilities will be required , then all o f
Metropolitan ' s costs associated with the pro j ect must be
p aid by the developer , unle s s the developer has superior
rights .
-

b.
A deposit o f funds will be required from the
developer before Metropolitan · can begin its detailed
The
engineer ing plan review that will exceed 8 hours .
amount o f the required deposit will be determined after a
cursory review of the p lans for the propos ed development .
Metropolitan ' s f inal billing will be based on
c.
actual c o s t incurred , and will inc lude engineering plan
review , inspection , materials , construction , and
administrative overhead charge s calculated in accordance
::tf the
with Metropolitan ' s standard accounting practice s .
c ost is l e s s than the depos it , a r efund will be made ;
h owever , i f the cost exceeds the d eposit , an invoice will be
f orwarded for payment of the additional amount .
Additional
d eposits may be required i f the cost of Metropolitan ' s
review exceeds the amount o f the initial depo s it .
16.

Caution
We advise you that Metropolitan ' s plan reviews and
response·s are based upon information available to
Metropolitan which was prepared by o r on behal f o f
Metropol itan for general record purposes only .
Such
information may not be suf f i c i e ntly detailed or accurate for
your purposes . · No warranty o f any kind , e i ther express or
imolied
, is attached to the information therein c onveyed as
.
to its ac curacy , and no inference s hould be drawn f rom
Metropol itan ' s failure to comment on any a spect o f your
You are therefore cautioned to make such surveys
proj ect .
and othe= field investigations as you may deem prudent to
as sure yourself that any pians for your pro j e c t are cor:ec� .

-

17 .
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Addi ti onal I nforma t i on

Should you require additional

inf ormation ,

please conta c t :

C ivi l Enqineerinq Subs tructure s Section
Metropolitan Wa ter Di s trict
of Southern California
P . O . Box 5 4 1 5 3
L o s Ange les , Cali f ornia
9 0 054 -0153
(213 ) 2 17 - 6 0 0 0
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PLAJ."'�'1NG & DEVELOPlVIENT
Enviro n m e n tal &

SERVlCES DEPAR'TME:NT

Proj ect P l:i n ni ng Sen:ice:s D ivision
.300 N. Flower

P. O. Box 4048

S3nta An:i., CA 92702-4048
Fax Number: (714) 83-t-6132
f !1,; Number

FROM;

�·

DIV1SION:

:Phone:

Environment.ill & Project Plannin: Sc:rvic:= Di11iston 2nd Jor Cu r'l'ent PliinninJ Scrvicel

0

�

O
0
0
O

Environm ental Plaaniai:

Publi� Ptojeet$

Advance Planning
Tra11spo�tion Pl:111ning

Site Planning
Other

Division

F.\X (711) S34-4 I 32

•

l"Ul lSA-2522

CHARLOTTE HARRYMAN
ENVIRONMENTAL & PROJECT l'WfNING �
,.""1Cl;S OMSICN
P�NNING & DMLOPMetf S!;fMCES DEPARTMENT

LOCATION:
300 NORTH FLOWER smm
l'HIAO A.OOA
s.wi'.l ANA. C\ ;2703-!iOOO

�UNGADOiliiSS:
P.O. BOX 40.a
SANTA ANA. � 92702"""'4

�!fBIE�;:a:�
The following

_ pagc(:i) have been sent for _ review/comment _){

Note: lf traru:mieta! is incomplete or ille_eiblc please conc;ict

(

.....

Se:.e

information.

a bo\JE: )
at

· --

�

THOMAS B. MATtmws

Diii.ECTOR

County of Orange

300 N. FLOWP.lt n.
$AN'TA A.�A, CAUA:>'RNIA

Planning & Development Serl'ices Department

MAIUl'l"G ADORB.'5:1;
P.O. BOX M\48
SAl\'TA ANA. CA 9270;!-400

NCL Ol-107
Novcm�r 29, 2001

Ms. Kristi Lovelady
Cou.nty of Riverside
P.O. Box J.605
4080 Lemon Street, 7m Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1605

SUBJECT: NOP of a DEIR/EIS for the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)

Dear Ms. Lovelady:

Thank you for the opportunity to TC8pond to the above referenced project The County of Orange
has reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and has no comment at this time. However. we
would like to rcc�ive a complete copy of the Ora.fr Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (I>EJR/EIS) when ii becomes available.
If you have any questions, please contact Charlotte Harryman at {714)

834-2.522.

Sincerely,
er
Tim Neely,
Environmental Planning Services Division

CH

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE

TRANSPORTATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Richard K. Lashbrook
Agency Director

October 3,

T. H. Ingram
Director

2001

David E. Barnhart
US FWS
Dincto'CARLSBAO

Aleta J. Laurence
CA Dinctor

FIELD OFFICE.

Mr. Jeff Newman
U.S. Fish and W ildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office
2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, CA 92008
SUBJECT:

Request tor extension of p ublic comment period pertaining to the Notice of Intent
for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

Dear Mr. Newman:
The purpose of this correspondence is to request that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service extend
its public comment period tor the notice concerning preparation of an Environmental I mpact
Report/Statement for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservatio n Plan
(MSHCP) from October 9, 2001 to November 1 4, 2001 . Such an extension wil l 1 ) accommodate
the MSHCP public scoping meetings the County expects to schedule i n late October and early
November and, 2) allow time to receive comments that may be submitted in writing following the
meetings.
Thank you tor your consideration of this matter.

��
£

Kris!J Lovela
Administrative Manager - MSHCP

cc:

Richard Lashbrook
Karin Watts-Bazan
Michelle Ouellette
Lynn Calvert-Hayes
Jim Henderson
June Collins

4080 Lemon Street, 7th Aoor • Riverside, California 92501 • (909) 955-6838
P. 0. Box 1 605 • Riverside, California 92502- 1 605 • FAX (909) 955-6879

Will all lands have the

necessa ry

personnel and materials for management?

Why has the County worked so Intensely on lntegrat1ng
maps end at county lines for habitat and amnectiVity?

What happens if a new listing is needed for species

..

plans for freeways With adjacent oounties,

not protected under thiS plan?

If you decide to protect less than 164 species, what happens to the others? What happens to
which Impact these non-protected species?

but

projects

reserves and protected habitat must be shown and analyzed as If Riverside County has realized Its
ultimate 100-year build-out. How will Riverside County urbanization In the second half of the century
affed: the reserves, corridors and protected lands a nd the 164 species?

The

Do you plan to relocate any threatened/endangered
survive? To whidl species would this apply?
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species - plants/animals - In ltle hope they will

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
l

How will you collect this toxic run-off so It does not impact our environment?

If a species Is listed as threatened or endangered In the future, and Its aitical habitat is designated to be
eventually used for one of these OlfTidors, would the road be changed to prevent hann to the species?
Where are all approved projects and
indude type, size and density.

existing projects wtthin ten miles of all possi ble routes? Ple.ase

What zoning has cha ng ed within three mlles of all routes for the new General Plan? What Is the old
zoning? Is the new zoning appropriate ff these corridors are not built?
·

Will the General Plan allow housing/commercial construction dependent on the corridors before these
roads are fully improved or any portion of them?
What will the noise levels be - including single-event noise levels? Will you be building walls? Where?

What is meant by "innovative financing• as ft relates to the money necessary for these roads?
How much money is needed to buTid each corridor In 2002 doU� - and In 2010 doDars?
·

.

..;. .
, . ..,.. . ,

�.

I

�. ·_,
.:
. . ·. .

I

;.h' _;;5 �: .
.

-

.

"

.

How much growth d o yo u expect when you state it "follows corridors'? would
chokepoints in wildlife corridors/link.ages'?

I

this urbanization

produce

How much will the a ir pollutants (all aspects) Increase at build-out of new and projected zoning because
growth follows the c:onidors vs. maintaining the old zoning and existing roadways with improvements t:o

I

highways and

mass

transit?

Where will all off-ramps be placed as well

I

What roadways/sections will be

as

underpasses, bridges and culverts?

Improved first and last?

How many large truckstops will be needed and where wnr they be located?

l
I
I

·.

'

j� •.

What are you doing to alk:>w the Stephens (SKR) and San Beman:jjno Kangaroo Rat (SBKR)

other side of these 300 to 1,000 foot wide roads?

to

get to the

What will be the Impacts from lights on SKR and SBKR and other animals?:

How ls this
County?

project avoiding segmentation - that is, being part of a larger project going

Into Orange

How wm you guarantee that this roadway will not eventually go tnto Orange County?

Where will the traffic moving westward on these roadways go once It reaches the 215? How much
increase tD the 215/91 Interchange wfll result?

The Moreno Valley Group of the Sierra aub would appreciate being notified of any future meetings and
documents related to these projects. When the DRAFT EIR/EIS becomes available, please send the
document and all technical appendices to me at the address below.

Sincerely,

·

�
·
.
t#
·
.
/
A
· - -� �
-

·

. George Hague - .
Conservation
. ,,, Moreno Varley Group· of the Sierra Oub
26711 Ironwood Avenue
Moreno Valley, CA 92555-1906
909-924-0816
" . ', -:'. :;}. '
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FISH MID WILOLIFE SERVICE I
CAF1LSBAD, CA

Via F_AX· and U.S. Mail
. Ms. · Kristi Lovelady

Mr. James Bartel, Field Supervisor
· U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office
3720 Loker Avenue West
.Carlsbad, CA 92008 ·

County of Riyerside

P.O. Box 1605 ·

Rivef$ide, CA 92502

\, · ·.

Dear Mr. Bartel and Ms. L:<>velady:

·

. Re: Prepar tion of an Environme taU mpact R portJEnVironmen
hnpact Statement for the Western
Riverside County, CA, Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan .

�

�

�

bl

�

·

·

·

·

. The.Friends of the Northe� $an J�to Valley are �ery much· �e� in participating in the NEPAICEQA review for
the Western Riverside. County, C4, Multiple S�cies Habi_tat Conser-Vation Plr,in. We.are requesting the following
infoniiation be included in the Draft Environment.al
Inipact Rep0rl (EIR)/EnVironment.al Inipact Statement .(EIS).
.
presented for pu�lic review and comment: .
.

·' ·

.

·

ro}>o

The Draft EIR/EIS needs t6 inCI�de a �PY. of the p

.

·

·

Specl

.

.·

.

.

sed Multi
eS° Coµservation Pian IIDplementation
Natural
Agreemen*) pui'suant to Section lO(a) of.the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the.California
'
Comniwiitles Conservation Plan (NCCP)/CalifomjaEndangere9 Si>ecles
Act
(CEQA).
' .
.
�

·

.

.

·

·

.

.

.

·

Th� Draft ErwElS presented for public reviCW: needs. to. include a copy of the U;S. Fish �d.Wildlife Servi�
"Biological Opfuion" for the Western RiVerside County, C4, Multiple Species H�bitat Conservation Plan
pursuant to Section 7 ;of the ESA_. .
·

·

·

·

·

. .

•

.. .: The Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley also requeSt the ESA lO(a) and California NCCP/CESA
. Iniplementation Agreement(s) include:a specific pro\.jsion allowing for citizen Suit should the federal and/or state
Trustee
Agencies fail to·properly..enforce the Iniplementation Agreement(s).·
.
··

.

.

ThaDk you for the opportunity .to provide our input. co�cerning the preparation of the �A/CEQA document for this

important project. Please keep us informed nf all actions taKen, all publi� meetings, and all documents regarding the ·
EIRiEIS for the Western Riverside Countj, '.C4, Multiple Species Habitat ConserVaiion Plan.
.

.

.

.

.

·

Sincerely,

� L..

.

��t(�.}�·�·. ·

Ann i... TUrrier-McKibben, President
Tei: (909) 924-$150 .
e-mail: amckibben@nunclspruig.c0m

.·

.

·

·

·

·

.

By :

760 327

BADDOUR OFFICES ;

4549 j

Ingrid Baddour & Associates, Commercial Realtol'S

Oct - 29· 01 1 1 : 37 ;
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Page

!401 N. Plllm C.Uyon Di., Ste 200
Palm Springs. Ca 921.62
om.cc 76().322-9032. ext7. Fax 760-3Z7-4549

�t�@C8J'tbH.nk ne!.
omt
aJ
hUJrl/wtl!rtN pa!mSprinpQ;xnmerciaIRr.Esta1e.o
29 ()ctobeT 2001

Mt. James Bartel, Field :Snpervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office

Fax To:

F� No. 760-43 1

96 18

..

Ms. Kristi Lovelady

Copy To:

To Those It May Concern:

a mail notice of the Public Scoping Meetings Re: Multi·Species Habitat Conservation
Plan ElR/EIS. According to this notice· only two meetings are planned, one in Temecula and the
other in PerTis. I can see where the Fish and Wildlife Service would be con1ent with those

I received

locations, but I

caimot

envision a reason why officials with the County of Riveni de would

consider those locations adequate for public input for the Westem Riverside County.

am a comm c:rcia! real estate broker with my office in Palm Springs. Our working spher� Cif
influence covers all of lhe Coachella VaUey. The Coachella Valley is currently studying a Multi
Species Plan for the Valley. If, as it sounds, tbe ElRJEIS being considered in th�sc meetings also
covers the Coachella Valley, then I have a real concem about why these locations were selected
and why there is oo meeting in the Coachella Valley.

I

Both locations selected for the public meetings are in isolated locations, away from 1118.jor

metropolitan areas and accordingly, away from easy public access. Seco.od1y, while ha'\'ing
.scoping documents available for review onl y at the County Offices in Riverside and at the Fish
and Wildlife in Carlsbad works well in·maintaining political control o.f the process, it prevents
meaningful public input. This approach may meet the JJ'linimal legal requirements for public
disclosure but I feel that under any consideration this minimizes the laws requiring open and
meaningful meetings to solicit public input.
I

would appreciate a response to my concerns.

:?��
Paul. Allen

Fax Copy

To: County Supervisor Wilson

1 /1

November

5, 2001

James Bartel, Field Supervisor
US Fish And Wildlife S e rvice
Carlsbad Field Office

3720 Loker Ave. West
Carlsbad, CA 92008
RE: MSHCP E I R Comment
Dear Mr. Bartel:
Please include into the public record the foll owing comments from the Friends of Live
Oak Canyon regarding the preparation of the E I R for the Western Riverside Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation P l an (MSHCP). Live Oak C anyon is bordered by
I nterstate 1 O, The Redlands city l i n e , and San Timoteo Canyon.
The Friends of Live Oak Canyon commissioned nationally renowne d environmental
biologist , David Bixler, to prepare the Survey of Biotic Resources of Live Oak
Canyon. Bixler's study clearly s upports a " R u ral road" designation for Live Oak

Canyon Road. R u ra l road desi g n ation shall i nclude no more than the existing two-lane
road with the addition of roadside horse trails and bike lanes.
Bixler further reco m mends:

1 "No development of the inner canyon w h ich will remove more than a small patch of
vegetation. No large scale removal of vegetation. A five acre minim u m housing density
should be maintained to keep "open space", scenic values, low activity level and
.

maintain natu ral fire and floodin g .

2.

Many areas o f the canyon need further study before a n y construction approval i s

released: west canyon vireo pro b l e m , horned lizard distrib ution, presence of sensitive
plants with a more detailed floristic analysis, Stephen's K-rat potential--especially on
the east canyon area, protection of raptor p resence, possible badge rs in g rasslands,
and a su rvey of native g rasses to assess the condition of the Foothill oak woodland
relict. Also a check should be made as to the source of the California b l ack waln uts in
the canyon.

3.

Recommended that a formal plan to put i nto action to hook up this canyon to San

Timoteo canyon and the Santa Ana riverbed for hiking, bike , and equestrian use. Such
a plan would make best use without extensive environmental deterioration .

4 . Extensive relict foothill oak g roves need further study by a specialist synecologist to
look for possible endemics and othe r relict species. An extensive stan d of this oak is
located on the northern side of the east canyon. It is the most extensive stand in the
area and has t� e best chance of harboring rare species. This environment has been

locally overlooked by other biologists who are not specifically trained in post
pluistocene biography of the area.

5.

All future development should have significant setback, away from the woodlands to
maintain low activity levels around breeding areas and wildlife cover.

The complete text of the Bixler Report is available upon request. If you have any
questions, feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

David F. Matusz , Presi
Friends of Live Oak Canyon
RR 3 Box 668-A
Redlands, CA 92373-871 O

ccKristi Lovelady
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DELM:RRD VIA F'ACSIMJLE AND REGt.n...AR MAIL
November 7, 200 1
Mr. James Bartel, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish .and Wildlife Service
3720 Loker A.venue

Carlsbad CA 92008

Ms. Kristi Lovelady, MSHCP Administrative Manager
Cou!JtY ofR.iveiside
P.O. Box 1 605
Riverside CA 92S02

Re: Comments on �on ofY. RlR I EIS for1hc Westen Riven:.ide MSHCP

Dear Mr. Bartel and Ms. Lovelady:
Thank yw for the opportunity to pro'l'ide c:ommenl'$ on preparation of a. draft Emi.romncntal
Impact Report I Euvironmm::dal Impac:t ST.ill� for the Westmi Riverside
Habitat
Conscnflltion PJan (..MSHCP"). Thac commconts ue pl")vided today as we will be unable to �
this aftcmoon's scoping meeting and opm bouso at the PmJis Library.

Muhiptc Speoics

Section 10 ofthe Endange.l'l!:d Speoi.es Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq. \£SA") authorixes 1he
Scoretary tif the ITII=rior or the S ecrc:wy of Commcn.--e ("Secnstaryj 'to permit activities otherwieo
prohibited undm' 'The £$A's Section 9 •'take" provisions undc:t· certain very limited �.

1'ake may be authori2ed unde:r Section 1 O 1hrough issuance of m tnoidental take pcnnh for
a.ativitic:s carried out Di aocord with an appcoved habitat oonaervation plan ("HCP"). 16 U.S.C. §
l 53 9(a). Before issuing a take permit, the Secmary muct make &dings including: Cl) the 'tak.mg -.i1J
be incidenr.a.1 t.o an otherwise lawful activity; (2) the applicant will, to the maximum CJdmtt pnolioablc,
minimize and mitigate the impact of sudi taking; (3) the applicant will iPsUre tl'IS.t adequate ftmding
for I.he oomc:rvation plan wiJI be provided; (4) the taking will z:wt appreciably reduce 1bc likelihood
of the SUNival and recovery m tbc wild. (S) any an all o1hcir measures required by the FWS haw been
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met; (6) the FWS has recel'\l\td the necessary assunmces 1hat the Plan will be implc:mented. 16 §
U.S.C. l S39(a)(2)(B); SO C.F.R. 17.22(b)(2). The Secrewy must a.lao prepare a biological opini011
for auy HCP to � that issi>anoe of an take pennit will nat jeopardize list:cd spoaiea or .v.dvencly
modify critical habitat, and will actually CODS«'\'e �d listed species. 1 6 § U.S.C. J S36(a)( l );
1S36(a)(2).

The preceding rcquircmcuts, along with ageaoy rq:ulatjom, policy guidance, and case law
interpreting them. prcMde the basis for 1he cc:moepb and standards set fin1h. in rhese aammCdts. While
the body of case law � tbi:s roquircmmts for take pennits and Hep•, is llill rdatively small.
the case law that exim.a Cl:l'"ODSlY supports a slriot. intctpre:ution al th" requirements in favor of
oonaervation cfthreatened. and cod.angered spcoics.
Applicant& for take perm.its and the Scc:rdazy must follow <.."Cl1ain principles in order to craft
These principles are s=t forth below in order to aid the Couaty and Service in
preparation ofthe MSHCP.

sound HCPs.
L

HCPa !!!!JI!.

practicable

minimize and mitigate the hnJP£t of take

to

the msaitmmn ut.m.t

Perhaps 1he mOSt import.an:t requirement of Section 10 i$ that HCPs must identify .tcps to both
minimize and mitiga1e taJ.:.c o£ oovc:red speoies. (See 16 U.S.C. § l S39(aX2)(B)(ii): 'ibc applicant
'lo\'ill., io tho maximum me.ot practicable. minimize and mitigate the impacts of such tal:fog ") Couits
have repeatedly struck do"llPll HCPs and take ponnits for failiug to ensure tha1 thoir efFccO had been
minimized and mitigated to the !%l:nc:imum extent practical National Wildlife Federation. et al. v.
Babbin;� Sism Club et al. y. Bruce Babbitt et a1.2 In 'N•tional Wildlife Ee:dtntion, the Court 51.&U;d
·•
the atatutory phrase "maximum extcnI praotioablc;" nonetheless t-equircs 1he Service to oomidci
an alternative involving � mitigation
The plain language of tbe lstatuto] is not satisfied by
a fee sec, a.s hae., at the minimum amouat ucoessary 1o meet the m1n.imum biolosical nco=ssitic:s of
the oovc:rcd sp�."'
. . •

• . •.

. • .

Certain principles mUst ba £'ollowcd to talSUIC the harmful e.tfcots of tllk.e are :minimized and
mitigared to the maximum extent. J')1-acticablc. Adhcnmce to these principles is also neoeuary io
ensure eonservation ofHCP covered speoies, as described in scc:tion 11 below.

' 128 f.
z

3

Supp. 2d.. 1274 (ED.Cal. 2000)

l� F.Sllp.p
128 F.

24

1274

(S.D.Ala. 1998)

Sopp. Zd at 1292"'93
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n.

BCP1 must 'Ilrmt@ SlU"Vival :ancl

cgtribpte to �err of covered sp!!C:i@s

HCPs muat not appreciably reduce � likelihood of the sunival and rcopw:ry of covered
species in the wild. 1 6 U.S_C. §lS39(a)(2)(B)(iv). The Secretary is obligated to oomply with ESA
c:t lime! species when approving ibo HCP and issuing
Sc�on 7 ooo:sCl'Vation standards for all eiiced
aA m'"1dentat take permit. Congress titled Scdicn 10 "�alion plans" OOJl&istan with the ESA
Section 3 dc:fi:nition oftbe tcnn "�arioa" w include all meaaurcs nccessmy to hriug fedcnlly
listed �-peciea to a poinr at which £SA protecliom � no longor necessary. 16 U.S.C. §1532(3).
"(A]ll measures necessary . . " includes consistency with any rec:overy p1am prcp�d pu.rsuant to
Seotion 4(f) of the ESA HCPs must therefore at least be con.simmt with available recovery plans,
and move beyond the stems qu.c to actively improv� tho ool'l8ervation srams of all oovcred species,
espec:i.ally the nacst and/or narrowest r.aDge speoies. HCPs must also ensure surYival and oom:ributc
to recovery !or plants for these same reasons.
.

HCP must abide by me following principles 10 cnsmc maximum minimization and mirlg.atioa
ofhumfol dfeats of take. and to msurc ccmsc:r\'atioi:i ofcova-ed species.
a.

HCP.i; must minimize anyhgmful c'ffects ofp� take

HCPs must ide:atify srep1 to both minimize a:nd m.iiigtato lake of 00Ycn"6Cl species. Despite thia,

HCPs often greatly ernphamc mitigation instead ofminimization by caaablishing mitigation sia:odarda
while exi::luding politically uupopular standards for avoidanco.

Of CO\U"81: miligation is an imporr:ant CODlp()nen.t of HCPs, but mitigation JnUSt be �ouplcd v.itli
mrlic:r, project-level StCpS to minimize harmful effects of the pcmnittcd take, ia,glwling measures suob
a., consideration ot"less han:nfll l alternative projectsJ projcot rcdesigu. project rc-looation and reduatio:n
of projeot foolprint. among others..

Also. aome HCPs have unwi.sc:ly authorized out-of'-kmd mitiptian, whereby dcatrudian of
or: species is 4llowcd in exchanged fOt' oona«vation of an cirt:irely di:ftbcm: habitat..
lype or spcoics. In one c:xan:iplc of this, the San Diqio Multiple S:peoi"a Co:ascrvation Program
allows dewlopera to mitigate the loss of maritime cbapa.rral wilh protection of native sruslands or

one habitat type

oak woodlands. ·Ibis teclmiquc will ultimately grc.:tly 1.m.demllne 1he likelihood that an HCP program
will live up to necessary comc:rva.tion goals.
b.

HC.Ps must oont:sin me!#jurabl� bioloeioa1 goals and obieotivsi

HCPe must oonta.in biological goals and objectives a�ordiag t.o 1he Scorewy•s Lal
Addendsm to the Ran.db� fqr Habitat Conservatiao. Planning md lncider:ltaJ Take ,Pmmitg
tjn
Prg.ceM ('Cfivc-poim policy"). Federal R.egi:stcr 65 at 35250-3S252, June l, 2000. � to the
polioy.

---- - --
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DBb:::tmination of the; biological goals and
opm-a:&ing oooservation program.

objcolivcs is integral to the d�lopnu::rrt of the
·

Register 65 at 3525 1. Biological goals and objectives are ct!ifttr.11 to mee:ting tho take pamit
m
appfu:e:nt'lll oblisation lhat lhe HCP minimize and mitipte ihc harm:fW. effects ot18.kc to the ma11imn
eJCICm practic:l&ble, and thatthe Ha oomctVe coverw=d species.

Feckn.l

(Biologjcal goals and objectives] are the ratiomlc be.bind 1bc �ation and mitiptjon
strategies. . . .the biological go3ls and objectives ofHCPs covering [species with rccovc:cy plan
goals] should :support tht recovery goals and conservation.

Federal Register 65 at 352.S 1 .

A �eacty articulated set cf bioloaioal goals and objectives for the ovaall program and each
covered speoics is essential for The IUClCCSS of HCPa. Biological gcals and objcctivc:s arc nooossary
to guide both implementation of'thc HCP, and to provide a � process of HCP planning and
implemcnr.a:tion to inainta.in public tnJSt.

Biological goals

and

objectives for the o'VC:rall HCP pro;run and each species shoul d be

pn;pared by an independent body of scicnritrs with proven cxpm'tise with the specifio species. made
available for public revic:w and commeat. IUad subsequctaly � to provide a olot:t direction far

of the HCP. Biological goals and objectives should be c:stahlished in
consideration of 1he rarity, cadcmism, PoJ>Ulaiion viability and coangotivity needs for caCb species.
The objc:ctives should alaO iJJclu.d.e measuTCS for invai1ory, protection and m.itig.tion to be:: appti•d
as projects are brought forward for pt:rm.iUing, pJ"()T.Cel.ivo znanagcme.nt inotuding rcstotatiOD. and
�cm.cnt, !MC.itoriD.g. and public education.

successful impl"1'!1CDtation

C.

The rmest �or narrowest rngge COVt:TCld so.egies requi-re a
ccmervation than rnpre eommcm.da.wi
ranging ooJm?9 speojJ§

l!igbcr srapdani of

There is a teudc:a.cy among HCPs to treat all oovcred species aa if they aro of idmtical
comcrvation SUX"CUS. Yet the rarest and/or uarrowcst� oovc:rcd specie;$ will inevitably need grca1er
and more apitcific protcativc mc:uures than atb.in:, and so should be provided mote rigorous
biologioal goals and objectives to cn.isure conservation.

Some HCP$ make the mistake of operating under the assumption that generalized habitat
protection will automatically rMUlt in oonscrv.atio.o of all covered species. This may be we for soi:nc
species., but gCl1Cl1llizcd habitat protection alone will not make a suoCC88fbl HCP. Sp.-cial pcpnJaction
and. habitat-apcoific biological seals and objciotiv05 should be �d for the tvCst and/or nartOWCll
rangl:l covered species.
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The rarest and/or na.rrawcm 11UJ8C covered species should also be subject to riscrous biological
objec:tivcs for protcctioc. These should inaludc: clearly artialla1cd objcoti� :for -whes> covered
species will be avoided as penn:ittcd aotivitice proceed.

The range and diet:noution of some covered spcoics may be so reduced 'that protection and
manaeemcnt biologioal objc:ctive& should address prmec::r:ion of !!! kn.own population looaiimus,
including tho=ici discovered through future projelX·lcvol surveys. at least until aiab time 'that restoration
and cnbaDcem.ent measw-os \)Jldcr 1hc HCP ba'Ye areat}y Unproved 1be species' status. For these
oove:red species, resorve aY"1Cm boundaries may need to incJw:lc all known poplllatiDA locations. In
the altcmativc, protcotion cmd managem1.2D: biological objec:liwa could be raadc to apply to thme
species beth inside and olltside of th� reserve system, as was the caso with all wctlnods and �attO"IN
Endemic Species" under the San Die£<> Multiple Species Comervatio:n Program.

The rare.st and/or nattowcst range covered &pecies 9hodld also be the subject of �vc
surveys either tbroush the planWng process for single I few-property- or m.uJti-species TCgiOMi-t)'pe
HCPs, or as projeots oome fof'\lla:rd over the life of the permit for mulii-apecios HCPs. Either way,
there must be a con.:ierrecl effort to improve the kno'wfedgc of tho r.mge and distribution of these
spa.'ies and to � �on of important populatio:ns.
d.

HCPs must inclydcd species- .nd
mODiloringpie

rcsetVC

arca-mecific prgteotivc managemcat and

Species- and reserve area-speaifig protective D18Dagem&:d and monitoring plans should be
ooo.o;idered essential cotnpQDcms of HCP&,, and a.re ind.iapcmable to ensun Ml minimization and
mitigation of all impacts from p�d activitic:e;. Biological objeoti'ves abould include spcc.i.e- Ind
rcs�rvc arca-3))00ific protcotivc m&na.&emcnt me� ;as discllssed in the Sccreta:ry':s Five-point
policy, Federal Registc:r 65 at 3525 1 . "Monitoring is a mandatory element of all RCPA (Sec SO CFR
17.22, 1732, and 222.307)." Federal Register 65 ar 3525 1 . The monitorins plan should he a
oomponent ofthe HCP adaptive manag=:ient program.
The monitoring program plays as essential rale of dcLermining whether the chosen
strategy(isa) is providing the desired outcome (i.e. achieving the biological goals oftli.e HCP).

Federal Resister 65

at

352S3 .

Many HCPs l&Gk detailed protec1ivi: �ent biological objectiv� and a monitoring plan
of an adaptive inana.sem.eut program at the time of •pp-oval,. despite t:f:wir imponance and m
violau011 of"the £SA and implementing regulations.

as pa1"t

Protcctiw roa.nagi;meat biological objeatiircs and 'the monitoring plm. must provide mimy of
the essential HCP im:plernClltaliQQ details The plans sbouJ.d address oonsc:rvation of all known

·
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coverc:d species populatiC10:5 and. oadi sub-area af th� reserve: fur the Ii& of tho permit, with an
amendment process as new populations arc �d and additional la:nds a� Maoapment
and monitoring plans Ahould provide cxtcmiYc dCllAil on 1hc following topiel' ud others:
HCP compliance
Firci; maugcinem, inclwline � rcspa:msc and prescn"bed fire
Fencing

Siezili1g

Exotic spccia control
llaitotation
Scc:d b=kins
Uses to be allowed in the reserve

Public accea poims. if airy
R.aervo sblff' duties

Educaiion. including ucigbbmbood and

school programs

Moni1orin8 a!� � of covered spc:ca.ca populat>ODS

Monitoring of annual QCJl:ldition of the
sub-arcaa ofUu: rese:f"W

•

Protective n1anagcrnent biological objoctiwcs and motlitori.:Pg pla:ps should bfJ pn:pared c:srly,
prior to approval of the prograzn and distributed for public review and com.mout u t. part of1hc total
draft HCP padcagt. The bendils of prc:paring 1he.w early in tb.c proce:ss - sound soiencc, oenaimy
and public trust - by :far outweigh the bwdc:n of �ed HCP preparation oom.

Of' oourse early prcparadoo. of protective mamagcment and m�ring piaos JnCaO& � will
only speoifically admess knMJl'D � species populatiODB aml � rcsc:tVC 1mds, with a
general outline of how Jatei...t:tiscovcred popUlations or acquired RSetVc areas will be managed and
m�d.. These plans should 'therefore be revisited perioclioally ovei· the life of the 'Pennit.. with a
proc� for public review and oommetlt.

Fundiog for imploaumtati.on of prot� managem� biologioal objcativcs and !!lOlli'Loring
plans should be assured for all HCPs M disoo.cd below (liCP imp\T?ertatjon fun.ding must be
auured). Funding should also be assu:rccl for lta:ff" 1imc and other reaouroos for impla:ncnrat;ot1,. a.is
well as for imple.rnent.a.tion oversight and compliance monitoriJlg by the U.S. Fish 3Uld Wildlife
Service and state fish and game agencies.
c.

Tab! of covered
consorvation

m,ecies must be cgqu:penAQ'11:te with imptcmenta.t!on ot promised

The purpose of He.Pa is to ensure oonserv:ation of oovcred spcoic::a while allowing oth«Wiso
harmful activitim to prooeed. Yct harm:fu1 activities and resulting take are often pennitd
te by
participa.t:ing a,genoics at at rate far cxoeoding promised conservaiion measures under musy HCPs.

Take of covered spl:()ics unckr HCPs sha..ud be commcasuraie with funding �
implemcrrtation t:tf oomcrvation ootnmitmc:ats - that is take- of oovercd species and ba1:>hat ahoulcl oaly
proceed aa conservation <lotm11mncnts are fWfllled:- incb1ding land acquisitions per mitigation nitios
ot other HCP standards, proteetive mana� and monitorin& and others.

---- ----- - - - ----Pl.-: Cilve Ho;an To: Jim Daittet
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f.

Exi!Ws reserve lands inust pot count towan:la Hcy 002lSCl'Yllticm, goals a.bscnt
iroprove�onmapagcrncgt

'Ih::i �lishmeut of a i-escrve lands sysr::m is an oftca-used conservation 'tool v:udcr HCPs..
cases, partioipatins :t.geocies in multi-species HCPs seek to reduce exptmes and political
fallout by cOUdting aiat.Ulg pr�"ted areu � the: total amOUIJl of land � under their'
prognon - previous.ly established priv:ue land open space caaoments, loce1 -md state parla, naiicaal
wildlife rctb.gcs and others. Applioants will also o:ftca "'bulk. up" rcscrvc; sylltr::m � with road
casements, previously di$turbcd
woiks land and other areas of dulri.cn.a oomcrvatian value in
a tNblic relations maneuver imend.ed 'kl downplay the loss elsewhere of importan:r bAbit&l aad open
space .

ln many

pu.bUc

11:11Bsemial that all lands inollJded in any :HCP reserve a.atually be: important for tho oo�
as to further the conservation gQals and � publio trust. Existing prabsctod areas
should only b� ooumed towar&i HCP c:ooserva:tion goals when new pTCteotive manapment and
monitoring u provided or substantill.lly � for these areas. This mcam tmtr. &rlailed subarea
and spccies-spccUio protective n:wia.sement biological objec:tivcs and DIODitoring pbQ:s muat be in
place with a comrni1Inem: 'tQ ncoessary yearly imp�1ion budgels (aee 5CCtion m below. BC?
i:mJ>lcmcrrtaion
i fUnding must be astiured) for all such lands at the tin:lc of ap,proval of the program
subject to amendment as additional lands are brought into ihe reserve.
species

h is
so

In some m.\Jltiple $pCOies HCP;. land is set a.aide for the t'eSl!lrVe systi:m as mdividual
come fol'\lUlllrd for development. Yct lhia balancing of devDlopm&:;at and camervati.on on
� individual property within such a soA-linc reserve syste:i:n will greatly fragment those lands
idcatified as rncst important 'kl success ofthe program.

properties

Hard boundmy linca for so.me portion of HCP land conservation rescnea - "lllby
llbcre all bmd
withiD tbe reserve boundlvy is protcotccl - arc necessary to conserve covered species, foous and
increase the effici.cmc:y of reserve and oova-cd species me.nagemcat and capeoially to minimiz;c:
harmful edge cffccra. Assured funding must be identified at the 'time of proKJam approval 'tQ c:aaurc
oompensation of any total losses of reasonable eoanomic use for tho&c properties looatod wilhin �
hard-� �.
h.

Hg1 te.§erve Ian&. must be ft"ec .&pm all banntbl land w;s

Comcn>ation of coverod species shouid. be the primary purpose af any rtdll!:r"VC$ estabHsbcd
Aaivities han:nNl 10 covered spcoies should b= excl.uded ft-om HCP 1ucrve ladl.
Cornpatl'ble. lo•impaot uses like biking, bird--watdig
in aad photagraphy may be appropriate on
reserve lands. But thes� lands should not be inanaged for multiple use.. suoh u tha1 praotioed by the

under fICPs.
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Forest Sllr'1ice whose mil.sion throu.gbout tbD c:ntinny of 'their
holctinss is to bala.ncc reso\ll'Oe conscrvatiQD. with continuing �oitatioIL A baJ"tWC bet�
te aotivi.tic:a should be struck
conservation cf oovered sipecics and urban development or other ponnitd
under HCPs, but by a different means wbcroby resc:tVC areas are Qff-limits to banDfU1 uses., and
conservation restnctiOJ)S ar-c t'educcd on remainiq lands.

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

or

HCP! must ensure aw-"1val and cansiltmcy with recov=ry of � species, 8l'DCllg other
ESA section 10 and 7 mandalc:s. HCP.s oftea fall short ofthis important conservation goal and other
ESA IDand.ittes because thiey arc prepared by one or a fi::w oonsultants - m the: employ of pc:rmh
applicants - who may lack the qpcttise and/or political independence nccesaary to craft complex
and sound conservation pluaa.

Take permit applicant.or; should conscat to and filnci ind.t;;pondc:nt sc:iicntific l'IS'Viow ofimportant
HCP docum.eat$, such as those add:reuiq biolog;cal goals and objective:e, reserve design and
proteotivc maoas=ncat and monir.o.rins of cove.red spegios and the n:sarw r;ystcm, among otbev:a.
. lndc::pendeni scientific review of an HCP is likely to conuibute significm:lfly t.o the building af'public
trust and support - especially important for multiple species HCPs - by cmuring the; prognmi bas
fOUowecl a rigorous &oiemific process and will acoomplish stated goals.
'I'bc results of ihc
md.ependent soientitio ri:Mew should be provided as part of tho public review paQbgc of the dPft
HCP.

j.

BiolosisaJ oginions on HCPa aQould be :released :[gr publio n:wiew and comment

The $C(lf"e'i.ary must prepai-e ESA Section 7 biologioa.l opinions on a.11 liCPs to ensure that 1hc
gnmting of mi inoidcnta.l take pc:irmit will DOI'. jeopardi:r.e listed species or a.dvencly modify critical
habib1. In considering whether to issue a take permit, the s� must balanae this with
comidcraiion of wb.cther iia iasuancc of the take ponnit will aetullly
l oonserve the aavawd epecics.
HCP biological opinions arc often wrl1r.en by Fish and W"tldlifc Service staff with liltle prior
knowledge of the HCP strategy. and ouly gC!lCl31 knowledge of covered spcoi.a biology. HCP
biologioal opinions arc s�m.i:s rc::lcascd to pc:rmit applicaats, but almost nc:vcr to the publio or
e..'CpCt'l eoicntiirts. Public and CIXJ)e.rt review ofbiolosioal opinions is .in no way prohibitied by the ESA,
"'Dd will serve to impT"ove the final opinion .and HCP.

Tako permit .applicanrs mould consent to public and independent eoientific review ofnotjutt
flCP doc:umeots. bur also tho Service: •s biological opinion to IJ'l•intain sound science. oc:rtaiuty and
public 1x'ust. HCPs oftt:iri iavolve very complex conservation strat.cgice, ad� »Umarous covered
species with widely varyjng c:osuierva:tion necd.9. Because of this.. HCPs will only bcmefit fiom broad
publio and independent sc;icmtific TC�C\o\' oftbe SQt\"ioe"s biological opinion.
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III.

HCP implementatio1i fmldine m.uat 'he as.sn.reG

HCPs must include an asaured. funding source for program impl&ftlCGtatian. 1 6 U.S.C.
§ l 539(a)(2)(A)(iii). This rcquiremeut is obviously cc::atral to the suocess of the comerwtion mategy,
.u courts have rccogniz•d. In Nwtigwl Wildlif;...E.cdcratign. The Court invalidated a take permit foe
failing 10 en.c;me tbaI proini:led ccm.servui.on actions would be fimdec:t.' Yet many HCPs rely an
unccn.a.in ftmding S0U1·.::cs sudi u allocations in future state or &da'al bu.clte15, grants and future bcmd
meMurcs. HCPs also cJ1en fail to arlicu.lato specific fimrling noeds.

lt is essemial that all iUDding nc:cds, including the cost of promised land amJUiaicion, protective
managemcmt for the reserve and covet:Ed spodcs, scicni5o am1 COJtrpliance mouitoring amt all o1h=
meuures 'be clearly and speoi&cally idcrd:ified m HCP documents so that. the amount of funding
neo� 1.o carry wt promised mcau.'Ul'eS may be usurccl.
·

burdon of fUnding should be shared by all parties who will
�d othen; benditting from cxpoditcd take petmits, the
local public who enjoys HCP open space, and taxpayers nationwide who wppon. federal �
species prou:oticm..
foc multiple

species HCPs,

the

bendit from the program - property

O'Wnqs

£�-property HCPs, fundine, must be provided u:p-frOJJt for all pl.uulod.
prior to program appro'1&1. Wh::r-e lhc amount of Ameling D� for
oon.sc;rva'tioa obligations exceeds that available a.t the time of permitting. fimdin& may be tiered to
phases of developm.4!lt. Mth funding provided ahead of construdtion of caoh phase. Funding for any
longcr-'tefm conservation obligations should be plaoc::d m & trust for that specific purpose.
For single

<lOnsetVatiori.

or

me.owes,,

Multiple spc�ies HCPs should zuak.e a substantial down p&ymaut on promised conserv.atiao
mea5Urcs a:t the time of appcoval oftbe program, with oonaervatiou bud aoquisitions, establ.isbment
of a tnl6't for im.pl=iorita1ion of new or ex:pandN resc:rve- and species-speciDo pl"Olcat;�
management, monitoring and other measures. '!"he ret:Qainder of funding necessary to implcme:at
multiple specicss HCPa over the life of th: permit naed not nec:essarily be in the bank, but a pooo55
for bow this funding will be assured should be disclo£1Sd md wdepr:ndcntly analymd as pan of the
draft HCP.
Take of covered species under multiple species HCPs should be c:amz:ntmurate with fi:mding
and implementation of ccmserva.tion obligatians tb.1% is take of eo-vcred speoics and habitat should
only proceed as COll.8�atio:a comminnears e:rc fW.fillcd. inoluding land acquisitions per JUiti,ption
r.n:ios or achc::r HCP sta:ndards, protecti-vc managCU\limi a.ad monitoring. and othon. Agencies
partioipating ju :multiple speoies HCPs should establiAh a poli� st th� tiine of HCP approval to
provide yearly budgets neocaaiy to carry out conscrvaiion obliga:tiom.
-·

" 128 F. Slipp.
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IV.

HCPs J1!!!Jt specify agy ha.rmfol

eft'ecJ! ofptunt'!ged. tab

HCPs must specify all bn.nnfi.lJ impacts which will likely result from pmnittcd take of c:cvcrcd
l.pecics. 16 U.S.C. § 1 539(a)(2)(A)(i). Curnmdy, however, most multiple species HcPs allly include
pcrcema.gas oflhe unou.ut of' habitat which will be aa.vcd for it. particular covered spcciaa. A few
tmthiptc 6pccies HCPI go so far g,s to inohsde a rough estimat. of 1he �Udt of QOvered apcoies

habif.:lt which will be lost UDder the pl:m, but few prr.sem
covered species' populations or individuals whioh will be lost

cpecific infarmaricm

cm

1hc number of

Quantifying the extent of take of Qovend species under HCPs can be difficult. But it is
to specify the amount of on single or few-property HCPs, as required by 1b.c ESA.
For multiple: q>ecics prosr.ams whc!:n: quantifyiDg take i:nay be most di:fficuh, HCPs should idcm::ify
'the amol.lllt of habitat which will be sa'\t'ed for t.adJ �cies, but should also clearly idem:ify the wont
case tekc:; :soenario. e.g. what is the maximum amount ofhabitat far eac;h oovered species which could
be 1o� how many major knoWll. populancns aJ'ld roo..mg sita could bo lOflt, ecc? 'lbif; in:form.ation
is esscoua.l as larui dcvelopm.oat "Will inevitably proceed in same sensi'livc areas, pogsibly in a manner
not contemplatcm by drafters of'ib.e HCP.
entirely possible

V.

HCP compliance must be n:ionitored yd die bke pemm revoW in the event of non•
con:apliw,p_ce

The Seart;tuy has a mandaiory� non-.disQ'Ctiooary cklty to revoke any take pcnqjt where the
and conditions oftbc permit have not bcco md. 1 6 U.S.C. § 1 S39(2)(C). This ii a vital pan
ofthe Sccr:tcary's obligation to c::mu:re that inlpcriled speaica and tb.eir habit.ab ate protected.

tc:rms

A clear, i:riforeea'ble. 1llCDl
Ch.a:ais for monitoring oompl.Wioe - Nndcd by h permit applicallt
part of HCP D:nplcmentaiion - should be csra.blished and provided for public rovicw a.a p.st of'tbe
draft HC'..P. Put ofthe compliance monitoring process should incl� be the he flow ofidonna:tion
to the imerestcd public. Nonethetc:ss, the u.1tircate resporw"bility ofoomplianCiO molrltorins falbs soJeiy
with the Secretary. The S�tazy should discorxtimJ.e issuance of take permits if the 1...-cl of
compliance JDonitoring for e� permits exceeds available raourccs..
as

VI.

Tl'! penrUttecl,adivitt nmst be incidental to !D othel'Wke brwful at:tirity

Take permits can Ollly
l be issued for activities that arc incidental to :ui othen:tise la"111'ful
activity.
16 U.S.C. § l S39(a)(l)(B). This means that the Secretary QalJD.ot iasu.e a take permit for
any activity tbm: .is in �olation of any olber law, jngluding. bui not llmhcd to, tho National
Enviromn�l Policy Act, Clean Wa:ter Act, Clean Air A.a, Mi,gn:rory Bird Traey Act. Porter-
Cologne Watc:r Quality Act or a.a:y state statutes. The Sccret.iqy and take permit =-pplicant should
carefully review the legality of the permitted .ati.on to C1UW"C that this rcquir=u::nt is Qlet. It' at any

. _.
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-poi111 the pemr.ittcd activity violates the pro'1ision af auy law, the Secretacy has
duty to r'C'Voke tbe take pamit. 1 6 U.S.C. § 1539(2)(C).
TbluJk you for yow caosidcratio;o. Please cantaot
questions rcgard.Uis these comm.ems.

Sincerely
Isl
David Hogan

me at

a.

.DOl.Hliscntionacy

619 .523-1498 it you have any

Scientific Review Panel
Center for Conservation Biology
University of California, Riverside
1 1 November 2000

Review for the County of Riverside
of:
The Alternatives Development Document

Michael F. Allen
Center for Conservation Biology
University of California, Riverside
Riverside, CA 9252 1 -0334
Allen, Edith B., Cooperative Extension, University of California
Boarman, William, Biological Resources Division of the U.S. Geological Service
Boyd, Steve, Curator of the Herbarium, Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden
Diffendorfer, James, Department of Biology, San Diego State University
Malcolm, James, Department of Biology, Redlands University
Minnich, Richard, Department of Earth Sciences, University of California
Nunney, Leonard, Department of Biology, University of California
Redak, Richard, Department of Entomology, University of California
Reznick, David, Department of Biology, University of California
Summary

The Scientific Review Panel has reviewed the Alternatives Development Document for
the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan. In
summarizing this document, we appreciate the efforts put into this document and fully
support the goals of the MSHCP. The efforts thus far go forward in making the plan a
realistic goal for saving species and open spaces for protecting our natural heritage.
However, we offer these critical evaluations for the County of Riverside to consider:
•

Based on Conservation Biology theory, alternatives 2-4 have an inadequate
scientific basis for an MSHCP. Alternative 1 has a minimally adequate scientific
baCkground, because it is based in part on the distributions of species and
remaining natural areas in western Riverside Cou
' "'"
<"�
� ;.,,0\- <
L
There remains an over-reliance on reviews and unrefereed information.

���

•
•

• '-

The data, analytical tools and methods used were not clearly presented. For each
step, a criterion should be defined, the methods described with citations, outcomes
listed or mapped, and relationship to the overall goals presented

Alternatives and scientific information.
•

'�

I

·�

Based on Conservation Biology theory, alternatives 2-4 have an inadequate
scientific basis for an MSHCP. Alternative I has a minimally adequate scientific
background, because it is based in part on the distributions of species and
remaining natural areas in western Riverside County.

Alternative 1 can be scientificalJy evaluated as a MSHCP. It contains connected units that
Conservation Biology theory demonstrates are essential to sustaining gene flow among
populations and allow for the existence of metapopulations. Further, this alternative, by
maintaining connections among core reserves, may compensate for catastrophic
ecosystem processes (fires, flooding) and local extinction by allowing re-colonization
from adjacent reserves. However, even alt�rnative 1 has some limitations. In particular,
the Santa Rosa Plateau and the Anza area become isolated for many species. While there
are archipelagos providing connectedness for some species, not all can migrate using this
means. The implications for this isolation should be addressed.
Alternatives 2 through 4 do not provide the same level of assurance for species and
ecosystem persistence as alternative 1 . These alternatives are based on single species
management, which is far more difficult to provide compelling arguments for coverage in
the absence of information. The appeal ofbioregional multiple species planning has
always been that enough components of regional ecosystems were saved that permits
could be granted with less-than complete knowledge of the species under consideration.

Whereas alternatives 2, 3, and 4 deviate from an ecosystem-based plan, they fail to
provide an adequate scientific basis for an MSHCP. No information is presented on
community structure, ecosystem dynamics, or biogeographical context. Existing mapping
exercises show discreet, isolated preserves in which populations are likely to fluctuate
wildly and gene flow diminish to a biologically unacceptable level. In the resulting small
individual preserves, dynamics such as predator-prey relationships, pollination biology,
diseases, and stress tolerance must be understood if such units are to be managed for the
persistence of the covered species. Otherwise, apparent random variation in population
alone could result in extinction of sensitive populations. Even the larger preserves, such .
as the Shipley/Skinner preserve is subject to random catastrophe, such as the 1 993 fires.
With no connectivity among preserves, each area is extremely sensitive to such
ecosystem processes. There is no protection for as yet unknown organisms or listings,
which could re-open the entire process. Alternative 1 may also be susceptible to this
criticism, but because it is based, in part, on areas with the highest potential for
containing unlisted or undescribed species, it can form the basis of an MSHCP. Finally,
alternative 1 or some related plan could provide relief from some of the critical habitat
issues that are beginning to affect the county by setting aside these areas. Alternatives 2,
3 and 4 provide no possible options for critical habitats.
Given the time and logistical constraints, the scientific review panel does not think it is
possible to collect and synthesize sufficient information that will provide long-term
persistence for the lists of species under Alternatives 2, 3 or 4.

2

Questions Posed by the County

1 . Was the best available scientific information utilized in developing the Draft
Alternatives Document?
•

For Alternative 1 , the information utilized ranged from marginal to good. For
Alternatives 2, 3 and 4, appropriate scientific information was not reviewed.

Species Accounts: The species accounts are generally adequate in describing the
biological activities (niche) of each species. There was concern, particularly in the plant
information, that the analyses relied too heavil y on general books and reviews, and not
the primary literature. In their defense, there has been little primary literature produced
on some of the 1 64 species in the past 20 years. However, what is there is crucial to the
process.
The accounts for the vertebrate groups were generally acceptable. However, one concern
should be noted. For the various records, there was no information presented as to
whether the distribution was based on voucher specimens, literature citations, field notes,
or casual observations. Each of these observations carries with it a different level of
confidence.
In the plant section, there were persistent misidentification problems, such as Payson' s
jewelflower, Cau/anthus simulans Payson. Many records of C. simulans which have been
reported in the region, are based on misidentifications of C. heterophyllus var.
pseudosimulans, a lower elevation, coastal sage species which can be confused with the
higher elevation C. simulans in the Transverse and Peninsular Ranges. DUDEK should
check with the Cal Flora on-line or the Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden listings.
Because of the frequent misidentifications, the observation level (voucher specimen,
casual observation) must be verified.

.
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. \ One major note of caution needs to be made. If alternatives 2,3 and 4 are accepted, a suite

'

of follow-up surveys is essential for both the planning process and as these lands are
purchased. Many of the species described may or may not remain. In the Alternatives
sta s is based on.
document, DUDEK clearly notes that the land us nd
iii
often out-datediiif0iat1on.
is wou d negate the goal for which t}_!_is_effort i_s
undertaken!
·

The impacts of catastrophic and chronic hazards have been studied extensively in this
region. The importance of hazards such as floods, fire, and pollution are described in
scientific publications down to the regional level within the project area. We could not
determine, from this document, that this information had been considered with respect to
any of the species chosen for coverage. Many species are especially sensitive to
perturbation, or even lack of perturbation. For example, the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly
appears to be dependent on Plantago erecta, which is a small annual forb dependent on
particular disturbance regimes, but not disturbances that facilitate competitive grasses.
Any small preserve will become extremely vulnerable to these hazards. This is especially
important for Alternatives 2-4, which consists of isolated preserves.
Finally, since the species accounts were used to derive the tentative maps of areas to be
preserved, it would be helpful to describe the impact of the conservation areas on each
species in its species accounts. While this was done in by proxy in the "key populations
3

in the planning areas" and "conservation considerations" sub-sections of some of the
species accounts, the information is absent for many of the species. Consistent use of the
term "key population" in the absence of references or data is troubling. These statements
need some form of substantiation to survive scrutiny by biologists and the public-at-large.
Even when key information is present, the names do necessarily correspond to the
location names used in the Description of Alternatives Section.

Habitat Accounts: We do not know how this concept is woven into alternative plans or
even what this concept is. There is no clear definition of "habitat" or the manner that it
differs from "vegetation type." The two terms are often used interchangeably, yet they
are very different concepts.
The vegetation types presented are generalized descriptions and often not relevant to our
region. For example, Artemisia tridentata i s widely distributed (from Baj a California to
British Columbia, east to the Dakotas and New Mexico) and the description is
generalized for its entire range. However, this species behaves differently in each area
including here in southern California. Habitats are specific to individual populations.
On a positive note, ecosystem processes such as flooding and fire are incorporated into
some of the habitat accounts. These should b e retained in the document but folded into
individual species accounts, or into a process/vegetation type section.
Similarly, some assessment of endemism should be incorporated here. Endemics are
likely to be associated with vegetation types. In a MSHCP, taking account of vegetation
types with large numbers of endemics should help protect against future listings.
Finally, there are unique features of common habitat types created by their juxiposition to
other habitats in the study area. Rather than dwell on the continent- or state-wide
attributes of these types (see Physical Environment in the Big Sagebrush Habitat
Account) it would be better to discuss these unique features of these types and the values
created by those features.

Quality and Coastal Sage Scrub: If a habitat type, or vegetation type is mapped, there
must be criteria. In a similar fashion, if habitat quality is mapped, there must be criteria.
We find none. Almost all coastal sage scrub communities contain exotic annual grasses.
Where are the dividing lines? The original maps of coastal sage scrub quality have
mapping criteria, but these new criteria need to be judged in the context of the current
exercise.
BioRegional Diversity: This could be a useful concept. Developing a physiographic unit
for incorporating biodiversity and unknown species into the MSHCP is a valuable
addition to protect the county against future listings. However, we did not see how this
was incorporated into the Alternative Plans.
Edges:
"1 f; I

!r \
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ined and elegant discussion. However, it is an edge of what, urban
::ats, weed, and air pollution? What are threshold values? Finally,
\OW was this idea incorporated into the various Alternative Plans?
�ffort is to define the core areas and the types of perturbations that
these same edge effects should be laid against corridors, as
' . In alternatives 2, 3 and 4, few corridors are presented, so only
·,

4

core edges become important. In these cases, the edge effects become all-important.
These ideas are not described in the Alternatives document.

Granite: The notion that specialty habitats such as granite outcroppings are important
and incorporated into a plan is excellent. We applaud this effort. Granitic outcroppings
can be crucial to many species. However, we caution that other specialized habitats also
exist and should be incorporated into the Alternatives document. These include gabbro
basalt, clay lenses, badlands, limestone outcrops, wetlands, vernal pools, alluvial fans and
other specialized areas. In part, this again is an important insurance against future listings.
Hazards and Geological Coverages: The coverages are included in the data section but
do not appear to have been used and are not referenced in the report.
2.

Did DUDEK consider all available sources and did they apply the information
they gathered appropriately in developing the Draft Alternatives Document?
•

There was an over-reliance on reviews and unrefereed information.

The primary literature was made available to DUDEK but we find inadequate effort to
bring this information to bear. This is critical. The refereed literature has been reviewed
for quality of data as well as presentation. Vouchers are generally required in the primary
literature, but rarely in reviews and unrefereed publications.
With respect to vouchers, two particular points stand out. First, the status of a location
report is important. With a voucher specimen, it can be evaluated if the correct
identification is made. However, with EIS reports or field notes alone, a mistaken
identification can lead to an erroneous report and funds spent to preserve habitats of
lesser value. Second, the processes that affect a species can nullify even the best plan.
Even simple concepts such as competition or pollution can be difficult to assess. Anyone
can generalize that some process affects a species. However, in the primary literature,
those assumptions must be tested and evaluated independently. Erroneous judgments,
again, can reduce the ability of selection of valuable habitat.
Inaccurate assessments based on inadequate or erroneous information is especially
difficult to assess for alternatives 2, 3 and 4. These small individual land units must be
exact. Any inadequate or mistaken reporting will result in an inadequate reserve.
Alternative 1 is less sensitive as connectivity is retained. There is a major gap in this
document in the areas dealing with risk uncertainty, preserve selection criteria, and with
management are ignored or missing. This is essential for alternatives 2, 3 and 4, and
important for alternative 1 or modifications therein. These relevant areas are all in the
reference database that was provided by UCR to DUDEK.
Alternatives 2,3 and 4 are especially problematic. Research on connectivity and corridor
management specifically notes that geographic isolation results in a very low resilience
for sustaining particular species. A large suite of studies and references are needed to
evaluate these events. Examples include work by Noon, Beier, and many others (e.g.,
Wiens, J. A. 1 996. Wildlife in Patchy Environments: Metapopulations, Mosaics, and
Management. Metapopulations and Wildlife Conservation. D.K. Rosenberg, et al. . 1 997.
Biological corridors: form, function, and efficacy. BioScience; Beier, P. and R. F. Noss.
1 998. Do habitat corridors provide connectivity? Conservation Biology) .

5

The same problems exist with ecosystem dynamics, perturbations, and climate change.
Again, this topic is critical, particularly for alternatives 2, 3 and 4. Ecosystem dynamics
and processes, large infrequent but regular disturbances, and climate change could easily
render small isolated pockets susceptible to random extinction events. Examples include
the work by Edith Allen on N deposition and plant competition (E.B. Allen, et al.
Nitrogen deposition effects on coastal sage vegetation of southern California.
Proceedings of the International Symposium on Air Pollution and Climate Change), the
increasing database on large, infrequent disturbances (e.g., Dale et al. 1 998, Ecosystems
I , 546) and the estimated regional climate analyses and impacts on potential shrub/grass
vegetation shifts (Watson et al. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change- The
regional impacts of climate change).

3. Have the issues and comments from the December 13, 1999 letter from the

been incorporated and answered within the current document? Are the
questions/comments adequately answered?
•

SRP

We note that our prior concerns with the individual species analyses and the
appropriate use of GIS as a tool, not an end, have been incorporated into the
alternatives document. However, Alternative plans 2,3 and 4 require explicit criteria
for assessing data quality, attention to the primary literature, and an overview of the
management strategies.

Many of our concerns have been defined in the above section. We note the appropriate
reliance on the individual species analyses. Further, we noted that GIS has not been used
as an end, but as a tool for visualizing and defining alternatives.
However, we noted again an overall omission of ecosystem processes, particularly
catastrophic disturbances, and no mention of monitoring and adaptive management
strategies. These will be especially critical if Alternatives 2,3 and 4 are accepted.
Catastrophic ecosystem processes and adaptive management processes are extremely
critical to this Alternative Plans Document. As the land area for protection declines,
connectivity among populations also is reduced. Maintaining T&E species increasingly
relies on managing catastrophic natural processes (fires, flood). While Alternative 1
places lesser reliance on an active, adaptive management strategy, Alternatives 2, 3 and 4
require a strategy and the background data to assess those strategies.

4. Are there other data, analytical tools, or methodologies that should have been
considered in developing the Draft Alternatives Document?

•

The data, analytical tools and methods used were not clearly presented. For each
step, a criterion should be defined, the methods described with citations, outcomes
listed or mapped, and relationship to the overall goals presented. Finally, because
of these ambiguities, we strongly recommend that an editor be hired by DUDEK
or a single individual be placed in charge of pulling together all of the material in
a cohesive manner.

6

Preserve Selection Tools
•

The literature describing preserve selection including values used to select areas,
types of units, algorithms, and interpretations needs to be utilized in this exercise.

There is a large literature base of at least 3 5-40 publications over the past 1 5 years
dealing with preserve selection. The reasons for one land unit versus another will
eventually have to be justified. The rationale for almost every decision can be consulted
from the scientific literature. This allows both scientists and the public to understand the
reason for each decision.

Decision Rules for Mapping
•

Criteria and decision rules must be clearly delineated for each step. Criteria must
determine map boundaries and protected areas, not the reverse.

Our task for this activity was to evaluate the criteria whereby decisions for alternative
plans are made. What are the criteria for species and areas to be included or not? Why is
a boundary located here and not there? Importantly, these are the same questions asked
by the public.
We do recognize that this is an on-going effort. We also recognize that not all criteria are
biological, but often based on other societal needs. These should be explicitly stated.
However, we had difficulties in reviewing the criteria because we had difficulty in
finding them. Where these were stated, they were sometimes muddled and not clearly
stated. Clarity of criteria and decision rules is essential if all involved are to buy into the
plan and from which decision makers can determine the value of each step.

Editing.
A maj or difficulty with this document is that there is no overall editor. Pieces stand alone,
with no attachment to the maps, to each other, or to the overall goals. An overall editor is
essential to making sure that the pieces are relevant and the activities incorporated into
the final document. Parts that do not play a role in the actual preparation of the plan and
maps for the plan should not be incorporated.
This is especially apparent when contrasted with the 1 995 Western Riverside County
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan, Phase 1 - Information collection and evaluation
(PSBS 1 995). The executive summary of this older document identifies the direction of
the plan and the relation of the document to that plan. The introduction provides
background and overview of all the parts of the document. Each section that follows
contains a description of methods, results, interpretations and recommendations. The
document allows readers to judge the merit of each step in the process. Documents
prepared by the consultant should follow this level of organization.
We recommend that a single format be utilized. For each step, a criterion should be
defined, the methods described with citations, outcomes listed or mapped, and
relationship to the overall goals presented. These steps would make the document
readable for everyone involved, and allow decision-makers to modify policy as
appropriate.

7

Overview
•

The "grand scheme" and rationale should be succinctly stated at the beginning of
the document.

There is no overview or "big picture" of this activity. The "Grand Scheme" that pulls the
pieces of the document together is missing. This sets the stage for the entire document
and makes it understandable to the average citizen and scientist as well. Specifically,
what is an MSHCP? As opposed to simply a collection of individual species HCP's, and
why is an MSHCP a better direction? This is the core question for this document, and,
indeed for this activity. A good place to start is described in Jewell (2000, Multi-Species
Recovery Plans, Endangered Species Bulletin, May/June issue).
We believe that an MSHCP goes beyond a collection of HCP's in that an M SHCP pulls
together the behavior of species in the context of their communities, not as simply
individual populations. Thus, issues of connectivity, predation, catastrophes and
biodiversity are central points, not peripheral considerations in an MSHCP. Because of
the larger biodiversity and community issues, an MSHCP also provides some measure of
protection for the unknown species and those species not yet listed. This activity also
provides protection for development in that there should be minimal future challenges
due to new listings. We strongly believe that the M SHCP is the right direction. Protection
comes in the form of an organized protective unit that helps biodiversity at the regional
scale, as opposed to individual postage-stamp protection units or single species HCP's.
In this sense, we strongly reiterate that the effort to create an MSHCP is the right

direction. Alternative 1 will have the scientific underpinnings to provide for a viable
MSHCP once the above recommendations are incorporated. However, as noted above,
even alternative 1 has l imitations in that some critical areas will become isolated and
overall connectedness must be addressed. Alternative 4 should continue to be considered
as almost a "current status" comparison. Alternatives 2 and 3 will require a massive
amount of more scientific information before a judgment can be made. These alternatives
will eliminate connectivity and reduce the land areas to where individual T&E species are
likely faced with extinction from periodic ecosystem catastrophes. The levels of
management inputs necessary to overcome this problem are likely to require a
significantly higher investment than the larger MSHCP.
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nA FACSIMILE AND

Ms. Kristi Lovelady

(949) SS l -7404

U.S. MAIL

County of Riverside
Transportation and Land Management Agency
Post Office Box 1 605
4080 Lemon Street, 71}, Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605

Re:

W!Ul'E1t"� Il1111!.CT" Du1.-'

James Bartel.

Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fic:ld Office

3 720 Looker Avenue West

Carlsbad.. CA 92008

Comments on the Noti.t:e ofPreparation

("NOP'? of a Joint

Environmental Impact Reporr/En-viron.mental lmpa.r::t Statement
("EIR/EIS") for the Western Riverside Count)'
Multi..Species Habitat Conservation Plan ("MSHCP,,J

Dear Ms. Lovelady:
We represent Murdock Development ("'Murdock"). Murdock ovvns property in

the Courity which may be subject to the MSHCP, includiJ:lg two properties in the City of Lake
Elsinore, an approximately 5 1 1 acre undeveloped site kno'Wll as the Alberhill Ranch property,

and an. outlet mall with adjacent undeveloped property. Murdock also owns imdeveloped
property in the City of Corona and 1.374 acres near Lake Elsmore in an unincorporated area of

the County, mown as the Paci.tic Clay property, which consists of a brick factory and
undeveloped land.

For the reasons discussed below. Mmdock objects to the NOP

allow agencies and the public to proVide meaningful comment on the SCO]:>C

as

inadequate to

an.d content of the

MSHCP EIRJEIS, and therefore, requests that it be renoticed and recirculated for public review
once its deficiencies are coi:rected.. Furthc:cmore, the Murdock objects to the MSHCP in its
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present mate. Adoption would violate numerous laws and subject Murdock and other landowners
to oJJerous new restrictions. subsamtial delays in processing of entitlements due to the MSHCP' s
inclusion of numerous vague criteria, failure to delineate a specific bard.line depicting the �ore"
or "Reserve" area, and would result in an regulatory expansion ofjurisdiction otherwise not
authorized by federal and state law.
Due to these shortcomings, Murdock hereby requests that the MSHCP proce!S be
slowed, with the fonna.tion and approval process opened to further public input and independent
scientific review to ensure that the MSHCP is a plan that can be accepted by all citizens of the
County and Cities in the County.
Summaiy

The NOP for the MSHCP EIRJEIS is inadequate for the following reasons:
•

•

The project description is incomplete and inaccurate. Without a complete
MSHCP it is impossible for affected agencies and the public to provide
rnea.:c.ingful responses on the scope and content of the MSHCP EIR/ETS .

The proj ect location is �
c:rue and inaccurate. Without a more ddinitive
project location it is impossible for affected agencies and the public to
.

provide meaningful respomes on the scope and content of the MSHCP

EIRIEIS.
•
•

The NOP omits several probable significant impact areas associated with
the implementation of the MSHCP.
The

scope of proposed proj ect alternatives can .not be determined.

Even if the NOP wore

not inadequate. the MSHCP process as currently

contero.plated would violate the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§
2 1 000 et seq. ('tCEQA"), fur the following reasons:
•

The MS.HCP process constitut.es ill egal '"piece-mealing.

•

The MSHCP process constitutes

•

The MSHCP process is

"

illegal "rubber-stamping.,.

inconsistent with the objectives of CEQA

The MSHCP process must be slowed and further opened to in.dependent scientific
and public review and input. & presently drafte� the MSHCP provides no incentive for any
landowner to voluntarily participate in the pro� for several reasons:
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•

The MSHCP incorporates onerous new regulations which are not
othelwise authorized under federal or state law.

•

Project applicants, both inside and outside the Core area, will be subject to
a much longer and compli cated review process.

•

•

•

•

Because the MSHCP is purported to be a crlteria�based plan, it places a

cloud over hundreds of thousands of acres of privately-owned property in

the County> because restrictions on property are not easily disc::emable.

For property owners in the Core area, who are to have their land
purchased. the Acquisition Process could last at least six years, and a:t the

conclusion of the six years, the property o'WD.el'S still may not have their
prope-n:ies purchased or be allowed to develop (hem.

No lan.d owner would agree to such a process, considering it is our
experience that typically a project can get all approvals, even from federal
and state agencies, in two years or less.
The MSHCP provides little certainty to land owners in that its Take
Authorization will :remain in effect, due to other factors discussed below.

The MSHCP

which

are

wil� create enormous burdens on the County and participating cities:

•

Due to the enormo'u.s siz.e of the Core area, approximately 1 53 ,000 acres of
privately owned land, it may cost the County $1 .5 bil1ion in order to
acquire the Cote area property.

•

The County and participating cities will be subjected to a new co.ruplicated
administrative process, which today is typically handled by the various
federal and state agencies.

•

Due to the cost and complexity of ad.ministering the MSHCP, the County
and affected cities will be hard-pressed to satisfy starutory time frames for
approving projects; and will be hard·pressed to justify the restrictions due
to constitutional and statutory protections.

•

The MSHCP requires additional fwther study because:

The MSHCP is targeting conservation of over 1 00

not either state or federally listed.

species, the vast majority of

-- - ----
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•
•
•

I.

Notice

There is inadequate science supporting 'the rationale for inclusion of so
many acres of land and so many species.

The MSHCP itself concedes 'that ''adaptive management," the basis of the
MS HCP, is unte3ted on a la:rge scale.
-

There is no proof that the County can. acquire all 153,000 acres within the

Core a:rea.

of Preparation Deficiencies

Thi: EIR process begins with the decision to prepare an EIR. 14 Cal. Code of
Regs. ("'CEQA Guidelines..) § 15081. The County. as the lead agency, bas indic� its mtc:ntio.tl
to prepare a j oint EIRJEIS for the MSHCP. NOP at 1 . Immediately after the lead agency decides
that an BIR is the appropriate CEQA document for a project,, the lead agency must prepare and
distribute an NOP. CEQA § 21080.4(a); CEQA Guidelines § 1 5082(a). The pmpose ofthe NOP
is to solicit guidance from other agencies, and presumably the public. on the scope and content of
the EIR. CEQA § 21 080.4(a); CEQA Guidelines § 1 5375. However, the NOP must provide
sufficient information concerning the project and its potential environmental effects to enable
affected agencies a.nd the public lo :make a "meaning�bhesponse[s]." CEQA Guidelines §
1 5082(a)(l ). In order to allow affected age:.ccies and the public an opportunity to provide
meaningful responses on the scope and content of the EIR., the NOP, at a minimum must contain
the following infonnation:

ii

iii

A description of the project;

The location ofthe project; and

The projec.t,s probable eoVironmcntaJ effects.

CEQA Guidelines § 1 5082(a)(l).

Unfottuo.ately,

as

discussed below, the County's NOP is woeful inadequate

as

vehicle for soliciting affected agencies• and the public' s me aningful responses regarding the
scope and contents of the F.lR/EIS

for the MSHCP. Accordingly, the NOP deficiencies must be
corrected and the NOP must be renoticed and recirculated for agency and public review before
the preJ'aration of the MSIICP EllVEIS can commence.
·
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A.

Inaccurste Project Descriptioa

As mentioned above, mi NOP must provide an adequate description of the project

in order to allow affected agencies and the public: to provide meaningful responses. CEQA

Gwdelines § 1 5082(a)(l). Tue County's NOP indicates that:

"[t]he County's proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan
that seeks to conserve up to 1 64 species within a reserve system of
approximately 5 1 0,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal
endangered species law. The MSHCP would establish a reserve
system, w.ith focus on conserving species and the habitats upon
which they depend, th.rough conservation management.. The
MSI ICP will describe strategies to conserve federally listed and
unlisted species and their habi'tat.s identified for inclusion and
mauagcmen� while allowing incidental take of endangered and
threatened species associated with development. . . This plan
.

would allow other participatingjurisdid:ions to ICtain loc:a.l control
over land use decisions, provide for critical infrastructure projects,
and sustain economic growth.,,

NOP

at

31•

However, these are premature statements and provide an inaccurate description of
the MSHCP, because the MSHCP2 itself is incomplete and in a state of flux. To date, the
follo...ving critical sections of the MSHCP are outstanding:
MSHCP study area vicinity map. MSHCP, Figure 2

at 1 -3 ;

The NOP is also inconsistent with information provicicd in the MSHCP. For

example, the MSHCP iDdicates that presently, 1 49 species are being considered for conservation.
MSHCP at 3-22. Due to additional data concertis, it is possible that tbe total number of prot.ect.ed
species for conservation in the MSHCP would be reduced to 135 mecies. MSHCP at 3-23.
However, the NOP inclicatcs that 164 species will be conserved. This is another example of the
inaccurate project description provided in the NOP.
2

The County's NOP confusingly references the MSHCP, as part ofits Scoping
materials, in three separate documents; MSHCP Organi'nrtion and Outline/Description of'the
Study .A:rea, MSHCP Reserve Plamring Process/Description of Reserve, and MSHCP Reserves
and Implementation. NOP at 4, 5. These three documents arc actually three separate Work
Products that comprise the existing incomplete MSHCP.
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i

l
'
1

The descripti.oJJ of the reservei

MSHCP, Section 3.2 . 1

l
a1 �7;

a1

3-22;

Financial contributions by feciP:a.4 state and local governments. MSHCP,
Sections 4.2.2 at 4-5, 4.3.2
�

adapti�e management. and reserve management.
MSHCP, Sections 5 .2 and 5 .3 \at S-14;
Biological monitoring,

Local

I
'

implementation strated; MSHCP. Section 6.2. l
i

j

at 6-4;

hrterim controls and agricul�. MSHCP, Sections 6.2.5 and 6.2.6"at 6'

17;

I

Cooperative institutional struc�e for
MSHCP, Section 6.6 at &-21 ; j
Amendments to the MSHCP.

implementation of the MSHCP.

'

l

�SHCP. Section 6.10 at 6-33;

Land use co�idere.tion in the rhscrve/pcrmiited activities.
·

Chapter 7;

MSHCP,

MSHCP funding/financing of resCI11e assembly and management.
MSHCP, Chapter 8;

'

Conservation and incidental taJ4e estimates. MSHCP, Chapter 9; and
i
MSHCP reference document. MSHCP, Volume TI (MSH CP conservation
analysis, MSHCP species accoiints, a:n.d MSHCP habitat accounts).
I

Accordingly. without a complete MSHCP it is impossjb}e for affected agencies
and the public to provide meaningful responses on the scope and content
MSHCP
EIR/EIS.
1I

\ j

oflbe

l

of thejneed

The NOP also notes that becau8e
to balance housing, transportation,
and economic needs of existing and future populations! wi.tb. lin.rited resources the County has
developed the Riverside County Integrated Project ("RCIP")- NOP at 2. The RCIP consistS of
updating the County' s General Plan, creating the MSI{CP, and identifying transportation

corridors through the Community Environmental and °transportation Acceptability Program
("CETAP'} prQcess. Id. Accordingly, the County is iri1 the process of prepa.ring a. separate EIR
for the its General Plan Amendment, an EIR!EIS for � MSHCP, and two EIRs/ElSs for two
proposed CETAP conidors. Id. However, as with the MSHCP, '!he County' s Genexal Plan
•

;
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Amendment nor the

developed.

CETAP corridors supporting documentation is complete and is sri.ll being

Therefore, as the County's General Plan Amendment and CETAP co:tri.dors are
critical io the development of the MSHCP and vice versa, without these background materials it
is m;,possible for a:ffected agencies and the public to provide meaningful reispo.uscs on the scope
and conteTlt of the MSHCP EIRIEIS.

Jf the County fails to address these NOP J)roject description deficienci=s and
chooses to forge ahead witb. the preparation of the MSHCP EIR/EJS, it should bear in mmd that
CEQA mandates a:o accurate project descriplioa San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue C�nrer v_
County ofSl.anislaus, 27 Cal. App. 4th 7 1 3 , 730 (1994). A complete project description is
necessary to assure that allow oftb.e project's enviromnc:ntal impacts are comridered. City of
Santee v. County ofSa:n Diego, 2 1 4 Cal. App. 3d 1438, 1450 (1 989). A project description must
include all relevant parts of a project, including reasonably foreseeable future expansion or other
activities th.at are part of the project. Laural Heights Improvements Ass 'n v. Regents of Univ. of
Cal., 47 Cal. 3d 376, 396 (1988). The lack of one, concrete project description violates CEQA in
that it precludes the public from intelligent participation in the ana.lysis of the project. Counly of

Inyo v. Ctty ofLos Angeles, 71 Cal. App. 3d 1 85, 1 97 (1 977).

Furthermore, 4'[a]n accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent
evaluation of the p0tential environmental effects of a proposed activity." Burbank-Glendale
Pa.sadena Airporl Authority v. Hensler, 233 Cal.App.3d 577, 592 (1 991). "A curtailed,
enigma.tic or unstable project description draws a. red herring across the path of public input."
County ofInyo, supra, 11 Cal. App. 3d J 85 at 1 93 ; McQ;ueen v. Board ofDirectors, 202 Cal.
App. 3d 1 13 6, 1 143 (1988); Mira Monte Homeowners Association v. Cc:runty ofVentu.ra, 1 65
Cal App . 3d 3 57, 365 ( 1 985).
Accordingly, Murdock requests tb.a1 a more accurate, stable, and finite project
description be provided to the public for comment prior to the preparation of the Draft EJR/ETS.
B.

The Project LoC3tion is Va,,.
"'ll e and Inaccurate

.� mentioned above, an NOP must provide the location of the project to allow
affected agencies and the public to provide meaningful responses. CEQA Guidelines §
15082(a)(l). As the MSHCP is still incomplete on the exact location of the study area and 1he
reserves (MSHCP, Figure 2 at 1 -3, Section 3 .2.1 ar 3-22). affected agencies and the public cannot
provide meanin"'oful responses on the scope and content oftbe MSHCP EIRJEIS.
'

Accordingly, Murdock requests that a more definitive project location be provided
to the public for comment prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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C.

The NOP Om.its Several Probable Signjftcant Impacts

Implementation of the MSBCP

Associated with the ·

As mentioned above., an NOP must provide the project's probable environmental
effects to allow affected agencies and the public to provide meaningful responses. CEQA
Guidelines § 150&2(a)(l). The NOP Dotes that County bas determined that implementation of
the MSHCP may have the following significant adverse impacts: biology; land � and planniug;
mineral resources; population) housing, and economics; public services (fire protection aud

parks); tran.sportatiollitra.mc; and indirect impacts (growth inducl!ttlent). NOP at 3, 4. However,
tb.e County only provides a brief CUl'SOI)' ·expluiation for its reasons for choosing to discuss only
these D:npa.cts. Moreover, the County provides no explanation for including other impact areas
that are reqUired to be analy-� under CEQA.

Before the preparation of an EIR., the lead agency must decide what issues the EIR.
should evaluate. CEQA and the CEQA-Guidelines mandate various steps that lead agencies
must and should use to define and linUt the contents of an EIR. One of these steps is the use of
an Initial Study ("IS"). CEQA Guidelines § 1 5082(a)(2). An IS assists in the preparation of an
E1R by:

i
ii
iii

Focusing the EIR on en.vironmental effects t6 be significant;

Identifying the effects that are·not sigcificant;

Explaining why potentially significant effects were determined not
to be

iv

signjficant; and

Identifying whether a program EIR, tiering, or other process can be
used for the e.n.vironmeutal analysis.

CEQA Guidel)nes § 1 5063(c)(3).

Here. it appears that the County has used an IS to narrow the scope of the MSHCP
EIRIEIS to only address seven impact areas. Yet, the County has not attached a copy of the IS to
the NOP which would explafo why other impacts were eliminated from the EIR!EIS analysis.
Further. the NOP does not provide effected agencies or the public 'With &Dy information on. how

the IS may be obtained. NOP at 4, 5. This information is critical for affected agencies and the
publi.c to provide meaningful responses on the scope and content of the MSHCP EIR/EIS_

Ac:cordingly, Murdock requests that the County's IS be provided to the public for
the preparation of the Draft EtR!EIS.

comment prior to
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If the County should chose to deprive atfected agencies and the public of
opportunity to revi� its IS, it must, at a minimum, analyL.e the following additional potentially

significant adverse impact areas resulting from the implementation of the MSHCP.
1.

Potentiallv Signific.ant Air Quality an d Noise lm,Pacl:s Must be
Anabzed

NOP notes, 1.he MSHCP "could cause a change in the distribution, density,
. or pa'!:'..crn of growth" in Riverside County. NOP at 4; See also MSRCP at l -67 1-14. As a result,
these changes could intensify air quality and noise impacts (e.g., constructi.on and operational)
associated with increased resi dential density not otherwise allowed. Accordingly, these
potentially significant short-term and Jong-term impacts must be analyzed in the MSHCP
As the

EIR/EIS.

2.

Potentially Signmcant Aesthetics Impact§ Must be Analvud

As the MSHCP process may include the obtaini'ng of public and private rn:operty

with scenic views, this potentially adverse significant impact must be analy7..ed in the MSHCP

EIR/EIS.

3.

Potentially Significant Geology and Soils Impacts Must be Analyzed

The intensification of residential or commercial density under the MSHCP
process could result in greater seismic impacts. Accordingly, this potentially signillcant impact
must be analyzed in the MSHCP EIRJEIS.
4.

Potentially Significant Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts Must be
Anatvzed

The intensification of residential or commercial density under the MSHCP

process could result in greater water quality impacts associated with runoff. Accordingly, this
potentially significant impact must be analyze:d in the MSHCP EIRJEIS.
5.

PotentiaDy Significant Utilities Impacts Mm:t be Analyzed

The intensification of residential or commercial density under the MSHCP

proce5s could result in a greater demand for wastewater treannen.t facilities, water supplies, and
landfills for a given area. Accordingly, this potentially significant impact must be analyzed in

the MSHCP EIR!ElS.

_,.

-

- ---
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The

Scope of Proposed Proiect Alternatives can not be Determined

The NOP indicates that the proposed MSHCP E.IR/EIS will consider a reasonable
range of conservation alternatives including: No Action/No Project alte:mative; enhanced.
management of existing preserves alternative; a potential conservation scenario for cmrent1y
listed and proposed species altemativl!; a potential conservation sceiimio for currently listed,
proposed, and strong candidates alternative; and broad-based ecosystem conservation
alteroa.tives. NOP at 3. However, the s cope � content of these p?OJ>?Sed alteruative (;Ould not
be detcmrined because the reference document (MSHCP Alternatives Document) could not be
accessed from the County1s RCJP website.
be

Accordingly, Murdock requests th at the County's MSIICP Al1ero.atives Documeni
provided to the public for comment before 'the preparation of the Draft EIR.IF.IS.

Furthermore, it appears that the NOP proposed alternatives conflict 'With the

alternatives discussed in the MSHCP. MSHCP at 3-52 through 3-7 1 (no discussion ofbroad
based ecosystem conservation alternatives.) This is another example of inconsistent and
incomplete information provided in the NOP.

Il.

M8HCP Process, in its Present Forms Violates CEQA
On a much

broader scale, even if the NOP was not woefuJly inadequate, the

preparation of an EIRJEIS for the MSHCP is prematur.e considering that the MSHCP process, as
cwrently proposed, would violate the precepts of CEQA.
A.

·

MSHCP Proce.�s Constityfes Illegal Piece Mealing

As noted in the NOP, the MSHCP is just one of the critical components ofthe
RCIP process , which is also includes: a General Plan Am.endmerit and CETAP corridors. NOP at
3 ; MSHCP at 1 -7, 1 - 1 2. Yet. despite this import.ant and critical fact, the County attempts to
analyze each component independently, rather than the whole of the project, which is the RCIP
process. Therefore. it appears that the County is attempting to ill egally 4'piece-meal" the MSHCP
process Wlder CEQA.
An agency cannot treat one project as

a

succession of smaller p:rojects, none of

which, by itself, causes significant impacts. Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authorizy v.
Hensler, 233 Cal. App. 3d 577, 592 ( 1 99 1 ) ('"CEQA .mendates environmental considerations do
not become submerged by chopping a large project :into little ones.'") Furthermore�

a

..

'Project'

the whole of an action, which has a potcIJ.ti.al for resulting in either a direct physical
change m the ecvironment,, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment . . . . " CEQA Guidelines § 153 78(a); See also CEQA Guidelines§ 1 5378(c)
("•project' does not mean each separate governmental approval"); CEQA Guidelines
means

�l/30/2001 17 : 13

FA.I. 9 4 9 7 5 2 0 5 97

.J�CKSON DEM.AR.CO &

PECJ,.
"ENFAlJGB

Ms. Kristi Lovelady
November 30, 2001

..

Page 1 1
§ 1 5063 (a)( I ) (the lead agency must conside.r "[a]ll phases of project planning, implementation,
and operation..")

Accordingly, Murdock requests that the County undertake an appropriate CEQA
process that analyzes the entire RCIP regulatory process, including the MSHCP� Genera! Plan
Amendment, and CETAP corridors, as one project. Otherwise, the Cowty may avoid analyzing
the true impacts of the whole proj ect by analyzing separately impacts associated with the General
Plan Amendment, the MSHCP, and the CETAP conidors, vvhich significantly overlap one
another.
B.

MSHCP Process Constitutes Illegal Rubber Stampilg

The primary component of the MSHCP is its goal of conserving ••Core" or
"Reserve.. property of approximately 5 1 0,000 acres of property, consisting of approximately
3 57,000 acres owned by public/quaSi-public agencies, and an additional 1 53,000 acres to be
acqufred from existing private landowners. MSHCP ai 1-13. We understand that a:t the

November 8, 200 1 , MSHCP Advisory Committe,e Brad Hudson of the Riverside County
Economic Development Agency indicated that the Col.Ulty is starting an on-going process of
purcl@sing property that will be included in the MSHCP reserve.

The County is putting the cart before the horse by first purchasing MSHCP
n�serve property and then conducting an after-the-fact environmental review of the MSHCP
process. Under Califomia law, this is illegal and is called "rubber-stamping.•• Three cases
discussed below make it clear th.at the MSHCP EIRIEIS enviromnental analysis should proceed
any undc:rtak.ing of the MSHCP process.
In Redevelopment Agency v. Norm 's Slauron,

1 73 Cal App. 3d 1 121 (1 986)

("Norm 's"), the court held that an agency' s contracts with a developer for construction of a
condominium. project, before instituting condemnation proceedings, was a gross abuse of
discretion. The Court invalidated the condemnation proceeding by holding that the subsequent
adoption of a resolution of necessity to justify the prior decision -was an example of
"rubber-stamping'':

"I:c the instant case, it seems

clear that the bearing which led to the
adoption ofthe resolution of necessity was a sham and the
· Agency's policy making board simply 'rubber stamped' a
predetermined result.

By the time the Agency actually conducted a hearing to det:r:nnine
the 'necessity' for taking the property in question, it had, by virtue
cf its contract with the developer an issuance of revenue bonds,
irrevocably committed itselfto t.ake the property in question,
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:regardless of any evidence that might be presented at 1hat
bearing- . . . ,,

Norm 's,

1 73 Cal. A:pp. 3d

at

1 1 27.

In Metcalf v. Daley, 21 5 F.3d 1 135 (9th Cir. 2000), the Ninth Circuit reccmtly

a similar result in a case brought under the National Environmental Protection Act
("NEPN')'. In this case, plaintiffs sued various federal ci9fendants, alleging that the defendants
violated NEPA by preparing an environmental assessment that was both untimely and
inadeqLlate, and by declining to prepare an environmental impact statement. Th= project
authorized the Makah Indian Tribe to resume whaling activities. The plaintiffs contended that
the defendants violated NEPA by undc:naking environmental review only after they had already
signed two agreements binding them to support the Mak.ab whaling proposal. The Ninth Circuit
agreed :

reached

''It i5 highly likely that because of the Federal Defendants' prioi;
\ll.ritten commitc:umt to the Makah and co:cicxete efforts on their
behalf, tbe EA [Environment Assessment] was slanted in favor of
finding that the Mak.ah whaling proposal would not significantly
affect the environment. As the court below noted, •the longer the
defendants work with the Tribe toward the end of whaling, the

grc::aterr the pressure to achieve this end. - . . [A)n. EA prepared
under such circumstances might be subject to at least a subtle pro
whaling bias.' The EA itself somevmat disingenuously claims in

1 997 that the 'decision to be made' is 'whether to support the
Makah Tribe in its efforts to continue its whaling tradition,• when
in point of fact that decision had already been made in contract .
foml."

Metcalf, supra, 2 1 5 F.3d at 7.

Citizensfor Responsible Gove.rnment v.

City ofAlbany, 56 Cal. App. 4th 1 199
In this case, the court found that the City of Albany bad
approved a project when it voted to place a development agreement for gambling activities on the
City's waterfront on the ballot. Id. at 1219. The court found ''[t]he critical consideration . . . is
that the city council subnritted a fully negotiated development agieement 10 the voters . . The
(1 997) reached a similar result

· -

Cases subject to NEPA are also applicable to CEQA Friends ofMammozh v.
3
Board ofSupervisors, 8 Cal. 3d 247, 260-61 (1 972). In fact under NEPA, the same documents - .
the EA� the FONSI, and the EIS � · have their California kin under CEQA - - the Initial Study, the
Negative Declaration, and the EIR.
_
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negoti.atio:n o f the 95-page development �ent
"tmquestionably involved the exercise of
judgme"Jlt and deliberation, culminatln.g in a decision to adopt an agreement 'With specific
negotiated terms." Id. The court then �lamed that: .
.

.

.

"the appropriate time ro

introduce environmental consider4tions
into the decision makingprocess WQS during the negotiation ofChe
development agreement. Decisions reflecting environmental
considerations could most easily be made when other basic
decisions were being made, that is, dUTing the early stage
of "project conceptualization, design and planning.' Since the

development site and the general dim.ensjons of the project were
known ftom the start, there was no problem in providing
•meaningful information for enviromnentaJ assessment., At this
early stage. environmental review would be an integral part of the

decision-making process. .Any later enviTcm.mental review might
callfor a burdensome reconsideration ofdecisions already made
and would risk becoming the sort of 'post hoc 'l'ationaUzation{] to
support �tion t:1lready ta.ken, which our high court disapproved in
Laurel Heights Improvement A.san. v. Regents of Univers/J:y of
California (1988) 47 Cal. 3d 3 76� 394, 253 Cal. Rptr, 426. 764
P.2d 278."
•

Cily ofAlbany, supra,

S6 Cal. App. 4th at 122 1 (emphasis added.)

Here, analogous to the cases

illustrated above. the County is intCllding to purchase
Reserve property and then conduct the an environmental revic.-:w as an afterthought. In essence,
. the County is committing itself to a definite course of action, from which there is no turning back
- - the illegal '"nlbber-stmnpi:llg" oftbe MSHCP EIR/EIS.

Accordingly, Murdock requests that the County does not proceed -..vi.th the
tmdertaking of the MSHCP process until the MSHCP bas been completed and the appropriate
environmental analysis under CEQA has been con.ducted.
C.

MSHCP is Inconsistent with the Objective of CEOA

The MSHCP violates three fundamental precepts of the CE.QA :
l

CBQA mandates project modification only when feasfole. CEQA

Guidelines § 15091;

V .L "Z I

..,. .
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For projects where significant impacts are not avoided or
substmltially lessened, a lead agency still may approve a project if
it adopts a statement of overriding. CEQA Guidelines § § 1 5043,
1 5093 ; and

w

A projeot•s ehl'ected environmental impacts are compared with the
environmental baseline, the enviromn�tal setting for the project at

the time the notice of preparation is issued.

§ 1 51 25.

CEQA Guidelines

The MSHCP provides that projects within the MSHCP study area are expected to
be designed and implemented in accordance vnth the criteria of each area plan of the MSBCP.
See, e.g., MSHCP at 3�2g (Elsinore Area Plan). Consistency :findings 'With these criteria must be

made ill conjunction witb. individual project approvals Within the MSHCP study area. ld.
Deviations from the criteria. may be made based upon a completion of an equivalc:ncy analysis, to
conclude that the proposed project is to be considered biologically equivalent or superior to a
proj ect on the same site not deviating from the MSHCP. MSHCP at 3-29, 3·30. If a project is
determined not to be biologically equivalent or su:perior, then> ostensibly, the project would be
denied because the MSHCP would require an amendment pursuant to Section 6. 1 1 of the
MSHCP (which has not yet been produced for review). MSHCP at 3-30.

This framework violates the :first two cited CEQA principals because it deprives
the decision maker, either the County or the city, from approving a project if it deviaies from
MSHCP criteria.

Various MSHCP provisions alSo violate principal iii, by focusing on what may

have cXisted historically, rather than what

exists presently, contrary to CF.QA.

An example of

this is found in the MSHCP requirements conce.min.g narrow endemic plant species. Rather than
comparing the .present environmental setting with what impacts are expected upon proj ect
approval, as required under CEQA., the MSHCP requires soils surveys to be done which could
reqW!e preservation of such land, even if the land is disturbed. MSHCP al. 6-10, 6-1 1 , 6-12.
Even if conservation is not require� the MSHCP requires the landowner to engage in costly soils
and habitat surveys whi ch could delay development, because these surveys must be conducted in
the appropriate season, in accordance with established protocols. Id.

ID.

MSHCP Process, as Conceived, is F..xcessivC, Adds Additional Regulations, Violates
Co:n.stitudonal Rights, Aad Should Be Slowecl Down

Fot all the reasons discussed helowi the adoption of the MSHCP would violate
numerous laws and subject Murdock and other landowners to onerous new restrictions,
substantial delays in processing of enti:tleID.ents due to the MSHCP' s inclusion of numerous
vague criteria, failw-e to delineate a specific hardlin.e depicting the "Core'' or "Reserve" area, and
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gulatory expansion ofjurisdiction otherwise not authorized by federal and

would result in an re
state

law.

A.

The MSHCP Goal of Conserving Approxhutety 153.000 Acres of Privately
Owned Land is Excgs:ive, and the MSHCP will Regulate Propertt Outside

the Core Area.

MSHCP is the largest habitat conservation plan ("HCP'') ever attempted, covering
and multiple habitats within multiple jurisdictions. See generally MSHCP at 1 1 . "Die primary component ofthe MSHCP is its goal of conserving ''Core" or "Reserve" property
of approximately 51 0,000 acres of propeny, consisting of approximately 357,000 acres owned by
public/quasi-public agencies. and an additional 1 53,000 acres to be ac:qmred from existing
private landowners. MSHCP at 1 - 1 3 . Today only appro?Citnatr:ly 202,912 acres of the County
are developed (MSHCP at 2-22), and there is approximately 880,958 acres of u:odcvcloped land.
MSHCP at 2-24, 2-30, Table 4. Of the approximately 1 .47 million acres in and near the MSHCP
multiple species

study area� there is projected,

at build-out under existing

acres

of open
space. ld. Further adding to this excessiveness is that additional restrictions are contemplated to
be placed on property outside the Core area MSHCP at 4-3 . The MSHCP should discuss how
much additional land will be subjected to these further regulations.
general plans, 659,793

Because of this large amount ofland that :is already proj ected to be open space,
from a pJanning and policy standpoint, it is questionable as to whether such a large reserve area is
needed . Scientific review is also :required as to why biologically, so much land is needed for
conservation. Such study should be independently peer-reviewed.

1.

The MSHCP

Covers Numerous Species Prqentlv Not Protected.

Even after a reduction in the n1I01ber of species to be studied in the MSHCP, the
number of targeted species is staggering. Presently, 149 species are being considered for

additional data concerns, it is possible tha:t the total
number of protected species for conservation w the MSHCP would be reduced to 1 3 5 species.
conservation. MSHCP at 3-22. Due to

MSHCP a1 3-23 .

'While the idea of conserving all species is la'Qdable, of the proposed targeted
1 8 animals being i;;onsidered are listed as threatened or endangered, either under the
f�deraJ or state Endangered Species Acts, and there are only 1 1 plants so listed. MSHCP at 3-23,
3-24. The MSHCP does not provide detail concerning why this large number of unprotected
species must be conserved. We understand that there have been critiques of the science allegedly
supporting the rationale for inclusion of so many species (most unlisted), but that these critiques
have not been addressed. The MSHCP should be formally independently peer-reviewed to
ensure that this large number of species is appropriate in order for the MSECP to be effective.
species, only
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2.

MSHCP Cover-age of Non-Jurisdictional Water&

Apparently, th e Core area will include are as which include USGS blueline
isolated or non-isolated wetlands and streams, including vernal pools, alkali playas, and
drainages. MSHCP at 2-2, 2-3, 6-6, 6-7. Also, such features must be preserved ollt$i.de Core
areas throughout the MSHCP srudy area. MSHCP at 6-4. The MSHCP will also limit

streamS�

dev�lopment adjacc.o.t to tbe Core area (MSHCP at 6-14, 6-15), and adj acent to Core areas the
MSHCP will require "edge treau:ncnts." MSHCP at 6-7. These edge treatments.limit land uses
adjacent to sensitive habitat and drainage and wetland areas, ira order to allegedly protect the
sensitive habitat areas. As discussed below, federal and stale law may not authorize such
regulation.

3.

Narrow Endi?mic Plapt Species

As a "criteria-based plan..., the MSHCP is to require surveys for "narrow endemic"
plam species. MSHCP at 6-9, 6-1 0, 6-12. There is no scientific basis provjdcd in the MSHCP as
to why such surveys are required, ·even though the vast majority of these narrow endemic plants
are not listed. Even if such plants are not found possibly due to prior land disturbances, the
MSHCP provides that soil surveys may be required to deter.mine whether such property would
MSHCP at 6·10.

support these narrow endemic plant species.

These regulatiollS also would apply to development outside the Core area
throughout the MSIICP area. MSHCP at 6- 1 0. The MSHCP also provides limitations on
development if impac::t:i to such plant species are unavoidable, based upon decreases in the
population of such plants not exceeding 5% within the Core area or 20% outside the Core area.
MSHCP at 6-12.

The MSHCP, however, acimi1s that these two thresholds are not based upon

any science or any empirical studies. MSHCP at 6-12. This component of the MSHCP also
needs to be further studied
:S.

·

The MSHCf ,&.ttentpts to Create Additional Regulation

Fede:r•J oz: State Law
1.

Unauthorized by

The MSHCP Exceeds Federal Endanger-ed Species Act Regpirements

discussed in the MSHCP, the MSHCP is to serve as an HCP, pursuant to
Endangered Species Act of 1 973 ("FESA"), as well as a
Nattnal Communities Conservation Plan ("NCCP"') under the N CCP Act of 1 991 . MSHCP at 1 1 , 6-1 . Section 9 of FESA makes it unlawful to ''lake" any fish or wildlife species listed as
endangered. FESA defines the term ''take" to mean "harass. hmm, pursue, hunt, shoot.· wotmd,
kill, trap, capture, or attempt to engage in any such conduct." 1 6 U.S.C. § 1 532 (19). In order to
authori2e an incidental take of an endangered animal, a lando"-"Der is required to obtain a Section
1 0 Io.cident.al Take Permit along with an HCP.
As

Section 1 0(a)( 1 )(B) of the Federal
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C ases inrexpreting FESA have held that there needs to be an ac:tual

"take" in order
to trigger Section 9, even when it is claimed that a project may affect the habitat of endangered
species. m Babbitt v. Swe11t Ifome Chapter ofCommunityfor a Greater Oregon, 5 1 5 U.S. 687
(1 995) ("Sweez Home), the Supreme Court upheld a regulation of including habitat modification
-within the definition of ·�e, .. but strictly cons1rued it to require substantial habitat modification
which results in (1) death or actual injury, (2) to an identifiable member of a li...c;tcd wildlife
species. and (3) th.at is pr�ximately caused by the ac:tion in question. Sweet Home, 5 1 5 U.S. at
708-709 (Justice O' Coimor concmrence); See also Defenders of Wildlife v. Bernali 204 F.3d 920
(9th Cir. 2000).

Under FESA, therefore, a landowner need not obtain a Section 1 0 Incidental Take
Permit if mere is no actual ..take" of an endangered animal or its babitgt.. The MSHCP purporu
to prohibit development of 153,000 acres of private property, the Core area, and land ol.ltside the
Core area, even though the vast majority of this property may not actually be occupied or serve as
habita1 of any endangered animals.
·

The MSHCP also attempts to conserve 59 plantS. MSHCP at 3-24, 3-26. Of
these 59 plants, only nine of tbem are federally-designated as endangered or threatened. MSHCP

at 2-21 , 2-22, Table L The limitations on the taking of endangered plants, pu.rSuant to FESA, is
much Jess strict than for animals. Section 9 of FESA makes it unlawful to re.move and reduce to
possession any endangered plant from land under federal jurisdiction. 1 6 U.S.C. § 1 538(a)(2).

Unless the land which has the federally-listed plants is subject to federal jurisdiction., it is not
unlaVl<-ful for a land developer to remove such plants. The MSHCP attempts to enlarge regulatory
authority to include numerous plants wbJch are not federally or state-listed, and to provide further
regulation for endangered plants.

Another imPortant component of traditional HCP�

is their voluntary nature. It is
unclear whether the MSHCP is similarly voluntary_ Planning Principal 14 of the MSHCP
provides that the County General Plan, which is presently bem.g update� "should integrate a
comprehensive MSHCP." MSHCP at 1 -9, 3-7. It is unclear what is meant by ..integrating" the
MSHCP into the Gene:r2:1 Plan. If it is mcluded as part of the General Plan, then, of course, the
MS HCP no longer is a voluntary program., but is mandatory. as California law prohibits 'the
issuance of approvals that are inconsistent \.\litb. a general plan. See Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board ofSupervisors, 52 Cal. 3d 553 (1 990). If the MSHCP is voh.rr.rt:ary, due to its excessive
regulations and flawed Acqt.risition Process, it is doubtful that landowners would agree to be
subject to it.
l.

listed

The

as threatened

The MSHep Exceeds the California Endangered Species Act
Reouirements

California Endangered Species Act ('•CESA") prolnoits the "take" of species
or endangered Fish & Game Code § 2080. California Fish & Game Code
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meaning "huut, pursue, catch, capture or kill.. or to attempt any of these
acts. Witb. respect to habitat modification, the California .Attomey General c;oncluded in a
May 15, 1 995 opinion that in c;ontrast to PESA, CESA does not prohibit ind� harm to CESA
ljsted species through habitat modification. 78 Ops. Cal. Any. Gen. 1 3 7 (May 1 5, 1 995). The
MSHCP purports to create new regulation to freeze or limit development of propeny, both illside
and outside the Core area, which is not authorized under CESA.
§ &6 defines '�e''

3.

as

not 3 Yoluptarv Program, it Exceeds the
Regnire:tnents of the NCCP Program

If the MSHCP is

NCCPs

are

authorized by the NCCP Act of 1 991 (Fish & Game Code §§ 2800 et

seq.). As is the case with an HCP, the NCCP program is a.voluntary plan. Ye� here, if the
MSHCP is U'l.ade a part of the general plan, it no longer serves as a voluntary arrangement, at
least for lando'Wllcrs in the County or in participating cities.
4.

'The MSHCP Exceeds the Regltirements of the Oean Water Act and
the Fish & Game Code . .

The MSHCP includes as crit.eria to detennine Core

areas wetlands,

whether

or not

vernal pools, alkali playas, stockponds, etc., end includes restriction both inside
and outside the Core area through "'edge treatments.'' MSHCP at 6-6, 6-7. If an avoidance
alternative of these wetlands is not feasible, a practicable alternative to minimi�e direct and
indirect effects to wetlands and associated functions and values to the greatest extent shall be
selected, in accordance with the "no net loss" 'Policy of federal and state wetlands regl.tls.tions. Id.

they are isolated,

attempting to impose jurisdiction which otherwise may not exist.
The U.S. Supreme Court greatly limited the ability of the U.S. Army CoipS of Engineers
("'Corps) to exert.jurisdiction over isolated waters and wetlands. In Solid Waste Agency of
Northern Cook CoW!iy v. U>iited States Army Corps ofEngineers, 53 1 U.S. 159 (2001 )
("SWANCC'), the Supreme Court held that the Clear Water Act did not vest the Cor:ps with
jurisdiction over isolated waters, such as wetlands, because the use, degradation or destruction of
such waters does not affect foreign or interstate commerce. Today, numerous isolated strearns
and wetlands of the County no longer are subject to Corps regulation due to SWANCC.
Similarly, they should not be subject to the jurisdiction of the County pursuant to the MSHCP.
The MSHCP is

Under Fish & Game Code § 1 603, state jurisdiction is limited to activities which
substantially divert, alter or obstruct the natUral flow or substantially changes the bed. channel or
banks of any river, stream or lake. Fish & Game Cade § 1603. The Department of Fish and
Game is not authorized to regclate wetlands because they are not rivers, streaJ:ns or lakes. If

regulation of isolated wetlands is not allowed under federal or state

in 'the MSHCP.

law, it should not be allowed
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C.

More Stud-v and Public Review is Required Due to the MSHCP's Complexin·
and Costs

The centetpiece of the MSHCP is its preservation of the Core area, which consists
of 153,000 acres of privately owned land. MSHCP at 1 � 13. As discussed below, however, the
County cannot deprive land o"WJ'Jers of all economically feasiole uses of their land without
providing just compensation. Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council, 505 U.S. 1 003 (1 992).
As is legally :requir� the MSHCP contemplates purchase ofthe Core area
properties. The cost of such large: scale acquisition will be staggering. I.fit is assumed that the
per-acre cost of the Core area land is $1 0,000 per acre, the County will be faced with an
acquisition bill of $1.5 billion. This sum is undoubtedly far in excess of the County's entire
budget. The MSHCP provisions concen:ring how the program is to be financed are far too vague
and incomplete to presently wariant adoption ofthe MSHCP.
The MSHCP indicates that 1 27 million acre.c: fall within the MSHCP study area.
l · l , 2-30. Tabl e 4. However, the MSHCP does not specify how much acreage
outside the Core areas ""1ll be subject to regulation not otherwise authorized by federal and state
law. The MSHCP must at least provide an estimate of the amount of this additional acreage.

MSHCP

at

In addition tO the fiscal burdens imposed due to the constitutional azid statutory
requirements of providing just compcn�ation to Core area property owners, the administrative
burdens of implementing the MSHCP must be farther studied. For example, who is to
implement,. interpret an.d enforce the MSHCP? In unincorporated areas, undoubtedly it vrould be
the County, but 'What abom jn those cities which agree to the MSHCP? 'Ibe MSHCP attempts to
minimfae this burden by stating that local jurisdictions wil1 somehow implement the MSHCP

through their ''normal land use plamring and approval process as described in Section 6.2.1
MSHCP', (which

is cUITently unavailable). MSHCP at 6 J .
..

of the

However, the MSHCP imposes an extra.ordinal)' new complicated regulatOJY
framework.. Many of the MSHCP restrictiom do not exist because they are not authorized by
federal or state law, and if such regulations exist, they are primarily administered by the "'wildlife
.

agencies,"' not local governments.

If panicipating cities are required to interpret the MSHCP. there is a. possibility
that land ov..-ners will receive inconsistent treatment, based upon which city is interpreting and
enforcing the MSHCP. On the other hand, if the County assumes me tremendous administrative
burden of regulating of all propeny in the MSHCP study area,. then the County possibly would be
usurping the authority of cities, due to the MSHCP' s apparent prohibition of development if it is
inconsistent with the MSHCP� as discussed below.
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D.

Various MSHCP Provisions may be ap UnconstitgtionaJ Taldng of Priyate
Propem
1.

Mandatory Conservation of Core Area Propertv

Tue centerpiece ofthe MSHCP is its goal of conserving (i. e. • prohibiting any

develo}'m�t of) the 153 ,000 acre Core area. MSHCP id 1-13. Also, due to MSHCP
restrictions, land outside the Core area also will have development restrictions. However, when

called upon to sacrifice all economically beneficial uses in the name of
is a taki:Dg. requiring just
compensation. Lucas, supra, 505 U.S. 1 003 (1 992). For this component of the MSHCP to
swvive constitutionally. therefore. it must -provide property owners with just compensation ill
order to insure that the property owner is not deprived. of all economically beneficial uses. It is
question.able due to the scope of the MSHCP and the large amount of land thaI is to be restricted,
whether such a compensation program could work.
an. O'WXler

of property is

the c ommon good, i.e. to leave property econoniica.Uy idle, there

2.

Even Informal Designation of the Core Anl.May Lead to
Upcou1titJitioiial Pre-condemnation Blight

The MSHCP provides that it is a ci.teria..based plan, rather than a "'bardline" plan,
with respect to the conservation ofthe 1 53,000 a�res of private land MSHCP at 3-20. There is a
fundamental tension between drawing "hardfulc7' boundaries of the Core area and the use of a

criteria-based system of regulation. Use of a criteria-based system will undoubtedly greatly
increase the administrative burden of the County or those participating cities, because the
appropri ate agency will have to review the MSHCP and apply its criteria, although the MSHCP
does provide that the criteria were \llritten V\ri.th the intent that a "naive observer could recreate
the Core area.. MSHCP at 3-22.

On the other hand. by creating a hard.line Core area boimdary, the County or the
citi es would be vulnerable to attack on constitutional grounds, because property ovmers whose

land is clearly designated as Core land, meaning it cannot be developed, would effecti.vcly have
its land taken by the County or the participating city, and just compensation would have to be

as the MSHCP provides. MSHCP at 1-8, 1 - 1 5. It is uncoJJ.Stitutional for a government
undertake activities to depress the value of property before condemning it, to lower the amount
of just compensation that would have to be paid upon condemnation of the property. Klopping v.
City of Whittier, 8 Cal. 3d 39 (1 979).

provided.
to

In order to attempt to avoid this conundrum, the MSH.CP relies upon creation of a

system of cells, with somewhat vague restrictions. However, using this method

does not

eliminate pre..c:ondemDation blight liability. If, as stated in the MSHCP, a "naive" observer could

recreate the reserve system, certainly this tactic would n.ot defeat a pre-c�ndemnation blight
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claim. Rather than mystifying the MSHCP process, the MSHCP
boundary to provide landowners with certainty.

3.

should ·employ a hardline Core

Funding of Acqnisition ofCore IJand Through Development Ft!es
Must Be Constituti.onaQy Proper

The United StateS and California constitutions. and provisions of the Califomia
Government Code, require a land developer o:Dl.y to pay its fair share of public facilities, as there
must be a "rational nexus" between the impacts generated by the development and the ex.actions

that

can

be imposed..

Nollan "V.

Cal.ifomia Coastal Commission.1 43 U.S. 825 (1987).

There must also be a "rough proportionality" between the aniollllt or type of
exaction and the development' s generarion of demand for the public facilities that will paid for
by the mitigation payments. Dolan v. City of Tigard, .5 1 2 U.S. 374 (1 994); Government Code
§ § 66000 et seq. These rrutigation payments may be subject to higher scrutiny if thgy are
imposed on an ad b.oc basis, pursuant to negotiations between the govermnent and the land
developer. Ehrlich v. City of Culver City, J 2 Cal. 4th 854 (1 996).

The MSHCP cannot inipose the entire cost' of constructing or funding public
facilities upon one land developer unless that developer is solely responsible for generating the
need for the public facility. Bixel Associates v. City ofLas Angeles, 216 Cal. App. 3d 1208
(1 989).
Constitutionally and starutorily, the MSHCP may only impose ilnpact fees or
exactions on �ose land developen whose developme11ts affect resources to be conserved. The

County

or

the cities l:Ilay not be able to satisfy their legal burden of demo.nstrating that

developments outside 1he Core area are generating impacts to habitat and other resources. This
burden must be met in order for the fee or exaction to be imposed. At1en1pts to impose such a
fee ot exaction may be questionable; the amount 6f a fee also would be constitutiorutlly and

stanrtorily limited. With the amount of hmd that has to be purchased, development fees will
probably not be able to be a major funding source for purchase of the Core land. The whole
concept of how financing of the land acquisition component of the MSHCP is to be funded must

be

studied much more thoroughly.
E.

The MSHCP Processing Framework is Flawed
l.

AJWlica.tion of Criteria

discussed abov� there is a conflict between the MSHCP's professed goal of
creating a criteria-based plan, and on the other hand, creating a "hardline" Core boundary. Use
As

of a b.ardline boundary would provide landowners with the

certainty that they must r�ceive. A
lando-wner should have the right to go into the County or the participating city and determine
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immediately how the MSHCP affects his property, if at all. A property owner now can go into
planning deparnnc:nt to determine the general plan designation and zoning of a property.

a

As proposed, therefore, the MSHCP does not provide a satisfactory .solution, from
a landowner's perspective. Virtually every property owne.r in the MSHCP study area will have a
cloud over their respective properties, concerning whether they-\1'/ill able to develop their
property or not. The adm;11istrative burden on the County and the cities to administer the
MSHCP will be tremendous. The County or the participating city will have to have the
appropriate MSHCP criteria easily accessible. Also. what is the level of discretion to be

provided to tbe appropriate personnel? Will it be purely a judgment call whether a development
satisfies the criteria of the �SHCP, or will the rules be hard and fast to ensure that planning
department staff members can. detel:"IX:Une whether there is consistency wi1h the MSHCP? In
essence, the arlministrative processing burdens which otherwise would be handled by the
"wildlife agencies" for those projects implicating the jurisdictions of these agencies will shift to
the County or the appropriate city. There is no discussion as to how the MSHCP will fund this
tremendous increased fiscal burden that will be created through day-to·day enforcement of the
MSHCP.
2.

The Ar:guisition Process Mnst be Revised

Further evidence ofthe onerous restrictions and the substantial delays in.
processing development entitlements that will be created by the MSHCP is illustrated in the
Acquisition Process. The Acquisition Process, a c.ritical component of the MSHCP program.,
was not intended to impose land use restrictions on private property. However, private property
that falls "Within the Criteria Area <:'CA"') of the Acquisition Process would be subject to a
k.-ngthy review an d negotiation process with no assurance of compensation or removal from the
CA at the end of the process. Neither the MSHCP nor the Acquisition Process provides any
information concern.mg how much land will be designated .. CA," other than it is "signi6.cantly
larger" than lhe C..ore area.4

in the

The Acquisition PrQcess will apply to property which may be needed fox inclusion

MSHCP Core or subjected to other MSHCP criteria. To determine which property is

subject to the Acquisition Pro�s, CA bolllldarles are established. According to the Acquisition
Process, the CA is intended to facilitate the process by which the County or a participating city

will evaluate property that may be needed for inclusion in the MSHCP Reserve. All proposed
discretionary development projects within CA boundaries shall be subject l.o review under the
Acquisition Process.

4

We understand that the current estimate of CA is approximately 250,000

private property.

acres

of
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Th.e stated purpose of the Acquisition Process is to ensure that au early
determination will be made of what properties are needed for the MSHCP Reserve, that the
owners of property needed for the MSHCP Reserve are compensated, and that owners ofland not
needed for the MSHCP Reserve will be covered for inc:icicntal take of covered listed species and
their habitat through pennits issued to the County and participating cities pursuant to the
MSHCP- Unfortunately, the Acquisition Process as currently proposed falls far short of these
goals and completely undermines an incentive-based MSHCP program.

The time frames associated with the Acquisition Process are unworkable and
illegal- A private property owner within the CA that is subject to an application for any
discretio:nary land use app�val could be in limbo for three years or longc:r with no assurance of
ever receiving compensatio11 for the la:nd or the abiUty to economically use the land.
The Acquisition Process begins 'With a 45 day period to undertake a '"pre
application review" to determine how the property is to classified under the MSHCP, through
review of the MSHCP criteria to see how they affect development of the property. Assuming
th.at the property is in the Core area, it can take up to two years before a purchase price is reached
for 1h.e property. Then,, - after tb.c purchase price is reached. the County would have a year to
attempt to raise the funds to pmcb.ase the property- While land owners are subject to this
process, the property is in, essentially, a deep freeze, as the property owner is not allowed to
submit any developIQ.e.nt applications.
This frs.xnework is constitUtionally and statutorily suspect. It is well settled that

a

gov�ent.al e.u:ti.ty is liable for a taking, even if the taking is only "temporary''. Firsr English
Evangelical Lutheran Church \1. County ofLos Angeles, 482 U.S. 304 ( 1 987). Certainly, three
years is far too long for the property owner to await potential acquisitiou, especially. because at
the end of the three year period, the County is under no legal obligation to ac:tually blly the

prope.tty if it does not have the money to buy

it_ The Acqmsition Process ' prohibition of

development of the land, or evcn_submitting a development application during the six year period
would constitute a development moratorium on the land owner. The California Government
Code authorizes the imposition of mora.toria,, but they must be adopted by four-fifths vote of the
legislative body, and. a1 a maximum, may only have a duration of two years (Government Code §
5858), not the six: years set out in the Acquisition Process.
Further troubling is the fact that at the end oftl:riS three year period, there is 110
guarantee.that a private property owner can move forward with its development plans if there is
insufficient funds to buy the property. The County or participating city may initiate: an

amendment to the MSBCP to remove the property from the CA boundaries. In l.µlderta.king tbis
amendment process, the County or participating city is only regµired to use its best efforts to
insure completion of the amendment within the four year time period. If the County or
participating city does not initiate the MSHCP amendmen.t process, then the burden is on the
private property owner to request that the Couney or participating city process a development
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application for the property without further consideration of the MSHCP coIJServation criteria.
However, the County or participating city still has the ability to deny the development application
based on CEQA grounds. for ex.ample, inadequate biological resource mitigation.
Moreover, if a lando"WD.cr is unable to obtain an amendment to the MSHCP for a
development, their development project could potentially trigger the loss of take permits to all
landowners under the MSHCP. Landowners are forced to bear the fell burden of the potential
loss of take permits, as only ''third-pany status" is lost the County continues its take permits
for its projects.
-

On the whole, therefore, the Acquisition Process is unsatisfactory, illegal and
is not

provides little or no incenlive for a landowner to agree to its provisions. Property that
acquired is merely placed on a priority list for acquisition.
3.

to

Cau MSHCP Processing Sstisfr the Mandatorv Time Frames
Establic:hed Under State Law?

In addition to the tremendous fi scal burden. that.will be: �catcd through attempting
administer the MSHCP, :further pressure "Will be placed on the County and affected cities to

comply with the time frames established under state Jaw to process development applications.
For example, under CEQA, the lead �ency is required to complete and approve a neg�:tive
declaration within l 80 days and an Em. within one year after the application is accepted as
complete. CEQA § 2 1 080.2, 21 1 5 1 .5; CEQA Guidelines § 1 5 1. 07, 151 08; Th.ese deadlines have
been held to be mandatory, cxposirig a local government to liability if they arc not met. Sunset
Drive Corp. v. City ofRedlands, 73 Cal. App. 4th 2 1 5 (1 999).

The Permit Streamlming Act (Government Code § 65920 et seq.) and the
Subdivision Map Act (Government Code § 6641 0 et seq.), also require development applications
to be approved or denied within certain periods of time. C:reatfon of this ambitious and complex
MSHCP will greatly increase the pressure on the County and the cities to meet these mandatory
time :f:rames and process development applications in accordance with the MSHCP.
4.

The Effec.tiveness of "Adaptive Manmment" Is Questionab_k

The effectiveness of the MSHCP relies upon the creation of a "'self-sustaining

reserve sy�m" to the extent feasible, with a focus on conserving habitats and species, through a
"flexible inductive approach,"

i.e�, informed "learning by doing." MSHCP at S-2. The MSHCP

states that this approach, called t'adaptive management," is an experimental and flexible

approach. MSHCP al S-3. The MSHCP provides, however, that others have cautioned against
extrapolation and generali7.ation of experimental results from small scale studies to larger scale
processes of adaptive management. MSHCP at 5-4. The MSHCP also states that adaptive
management is "inh=rendy uncertain and risky". MSHCP at 5- 1 3. In other words, it is
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questionable whether adaptive management will work. It is also questionable, due � the size and
complexity of the MSHCP, whether it would qualify as an ''HCP" under FESA. Given the
complexity, com and imp�ts of the MSHCP on all residents of the County, further study must
be done, with independent peer review, to ensure that 1he MSHCP adoptive management
approach will be effecrive.
5.

The MSHCP Provides Inadequate Assurances to Lando�ers

One of the primary l"eason.s landowners would voluntarily agree to the MSHCP is
to obtain certainty that if there is compliance with the MSHCP, the landowner would not be
subject to further habitat regulatory risk in the future. Aside from the tremendous problems with
the Acquisition Process. discussed above, another c:rucial issue is whether there· are 'imf<?rseen
circUIIJStances"5, i.e.• a change in circum.stances affecting a species or geographic area covered by

MSHCP that could not have reasonably been anticipated by the County and the wildlife
agencies at the time the MSHCP is negotiated and adopted, which results in a substantial and ·
adverse change in the status oi the covered species. MSHCP al 6-24.

the

The MSHCP provides that a find;.ng of "uoforseen circumstances" will not be
grounds to suspend, terminate or revoke the take authorizations issued pursuant to the MSHCP,
provided that the County and "affected beneficiaries" cooperate with the wildlife agencies to
identify and implement reasonable necessary modifications. MSHCP at 6-26. U: pursuant to a
determination of the v.dldlifc agency, that a "beneficiary" of the MSHCP is not cooperating (for
example, a city refusing to agree to the MSHCP), and this is considered an "unforseen
circumstan.ce" th� it is possible that the MSHCP provides for a revocation of the take authority,
or an attempt to impose additional mitigation. MSHCP at 6-24, 6-27.

\Vb.at would occur if the adaptive management approach fails? The MS!ICP
provides that if the wildlife agencies d.etennine that unforsecn circumstances have arisen and that

additional iand, land restrictions, or additional financial compensation beyond that required by
the MSHCP are necessary, the obligation for such additional measures will not rest with the
County or third party beneflci.aries. MSHCP at 6-24. The question then becomes who is

responsible? The MSHCP should provide additional infonnation concemmg this.

5

At times, the MSHCP 'uses the term"cxtraordina:ry" circumstances instead .of

'\mforsee:n'' circumstances (MSHCP at 6-25); it is assumed that "extraordinary" was used in

error.
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F.

The MSRCP Mnst Provide Protection to Exi.Sting Uses

Although the MSHCP does include language concerning preservation of pre
existing agricultural uses (MSHCP at 6-17, which is currently not available), there is no similar

protection for other pre-existing Uses. Murdock owns and operates a brick factory in the City of
Lake Elsinore. The MSHCP should include provisions allowing pre-existing uses to

continue,

that such pre-existing "U.Ses will not be considered non-conforming and th� MSHCP will not
require mitigation. if such uses are legal and permitted.

G.

The MSHCP Restrictions in the Lake Elsinore Area Should be Revised

The MSHCP treatment of land located in the City of Lake Elsinore provides proof
of the excessive reach of the MSHCP . The MSHCP states that there is a total of ::Z l ,853 acres in
the Ci.ey of Lake Elsinore. MSHCP at 2-28 6_ The MSHCP specifies that 8,810 to 9,880 acres of
privately-owned land in Lake Elsinore is to be conserved pursuant to the MSHCP. MSBCP at 41 0. This estimate apparently does not include land outside the Core area i;i;hich may also be

subject to development restrictions_ Therefore, at least approximately 40% of Lake Elsinore is to
be prohibited from development. It is difficult to understand bow Lake Elsinore will be able to
meet the needs of its citizens when the MSHCP contemplates locking up 40% of its undeveloped

land7•

Another example of how the MSHCP may be over-reaching concerns the limited
resources found on two of Murdock's properties, Alberbill Ranch and the P acific Clay property.
Although it is diffi cult to determine which cells of1hc MSHCP match up with these two
holdings, we have esti.m.a.u:d that several of the cell groups in the MSHCP would be applicable to
these two propenies'. These restrictions :include conserving ri.pari.a:r.J. scrub, th.e woodland forest
6

The County' s General Plan Screen.check Draft of the Elsinore Area Plan
("ELAP") dated Septembc-.r 2001 indicates that the total open space for the EL.AP is 59,704 acres.
ELAP at 1 8, Table ELAP-2- Contradictorily, the ELAP indicates that the "total conservation
acreage for ELAP is more tha.t 7 1 , 1 40 acres, 55,540 acres or which are existing public/quasi

public lands already designated for conservation . .." ELAP at 35 (MSHCP insert).
,

Accordingly, it is unclear the amol.lll.t of acreage that will be
or ELA.P.
7

conserved under either the MSHCP

Ironically, the County's General Pla.:o. Screencheck Draft for the ELAi..P indicates

that it is the County' s policy to "[p]rotect sensitive biological resou:rCes in ELAP through
adherence to policies found in the MSHCP and the Multipurpose Open space Element of the

General Plan." ELAP ar 36 (MSHCP insert).

�

The ELAP indicaies that Subunit 2 (Alberhlll) "'has

conservation on private lands

a targe1

acreage range

from 2,620 to 2,690." lt is unclear from this description if

for new
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along Temescal wash and an upland hahital within 300 feet of the channel, and to the extent
feasible, the remainjng coastal sage sc::rub, cbapmal and riparian babitai as part of a Core habitat
(MSHCP a1: 3·39. 3-40), conserving the maj ority of the central and nortl?-east sections of the cell
"C" grouping, expanding conservatiou of tbe south and west to the extent feasible (MSHCP a1 341, 3-42); and conserving generally the north Y2 and south�m 1 /4 ofthe cell, focusing on
natu.ra1 habitat in the cell, including cha.pa:rral and aD.uvie.l fan sage scrub, to provide connection
with two additional cells (MSHCP at 3-44), one of which apparently is owned by Murdock.
MSHCP at 3-44 .

.

In October 2001 , Murdock bad biological constraints analyses prepared for
Alberhill Ranch and the Pacific Clay property. Concerning the Alberbill Ranch, the analysis
consisted of surveying for the existence of 1 3 listed and unlisted but sensitive species. Eight of
these 1 3 species are covered in the MSHCP. MSHCP at 3-23;3-26. The analysis indicated that
none of the 1 3 species were observed on site in 2001 , and only one of the 13 species was
previously recorded in the California Natural Diversity Data Base ("'CNDDB'»).
Concerning the Pacific Clay property, similar :results wtre observed. Only one

of

the 1 3 species was observed on site in 2001 . The constraints analysis also summarized the
results of a complete biological assessment done in 1 992. This biological assessment observed
non.e of the 1 3 species on site. Concerning the (CNDDB) records, only one o f the 1 3 species was
recorded on site.
Any additional restrictions the MSHCP could impose on development of these

properties could be -improper. With no listed species observed on either property, there
could be no federal or state jurisdiction concerning endangered species. and in such a situation it

two

Elsinore, as the appropriate permitting
authority, to attempt to impose mitigation on these two properties via the MSHCP.

would be improper for either the County or Lake
IV.

Conclusion

The NOP is woefully inadequate and most be renotlced and recirculated once its
discrepancies are corrected. However, even if the NOP was not woefully inadequate, the
MSHCP process, a.s currently proposed, violates CEQA. Furthermore, in the larger context. the

Murdock's propertf would be included in this subunit.
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MSHCP. as presently drafted, is simply too complicated, untested and too costly to adopt.
quickly. Its negative impacts on landowners, the County and affected cities iiU"C great, requiring
additional study and public input

Very truly -yours,

DWS/tms
43::?.S:ll.l
cc :

Mr. Richard Lashbrook, County ofRi'Versidc Transportation and Land Management
Agency
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Friends of the Fo rest Tra bu co District and Santa Rosa Plateau

Ms. Kristi Lovelady

P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor

November 30, 2001

Riverside, CA 92502-1 605

Re: Notice of Preparation of EIR/EIS for the Western Riverside County, California Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan
Dear Ms. Lovelady
Thank you for giving the Friends of the Forest (Trabuco District) and the Santa Rosa Plateau the
opportunity to comment on the subject project. The FoF (TD) SRP is a newly formed nonprofit

corporation with a m ission to monitor, protect, and preserve the environmental integrity of the Trabuco

District of the Cleveland National Forest and the Santa Rosa Plateau. The FoF(TD)SRP welcome the
participation of groups and individuals who believe in the importance of carefully managing and
maintaining our remaining open spaces.

We recognize the development pressure which would construct infrastructure as well as housing in our

remaining open space, which in many cases, will be detrimental to important habitat and habitat

linkages. We are encouraged by the designation of a link between the Santa Rosa Ecological Reserve and

the Trabuco District as part of the proposed plan. We will be especially anxious to see to it that this
segment be implemented. We understand that the inclusion of the Santa Rosa Ecological Reserve and the
Trabuco District of the Cleveland National Forest in the plan will be assumed.
PROJECT CONTEXT
We are familiar with Riverside County's integrated plan and appreciate the fact that a transportation plan
and a general plan are necessarily enmeshed in any habitat plan. In addition to those there is a major
planning effort taking place within the National Forests in the County.
When two or more projects are proposed for the same site with nearly the same schedule it is a .
requirement of CEQA that the environmental documents for a project must discuss the effect of the other
project(s). Will any of these projects be unable to meet project goals because of the other project(s)? Or
will there be accumulated project impacts?

While the Cleveland National Forest Management Plan is probably somewhat behind the schedule for the
MSHCP, the fact is, that an NOI for the Forest Plan bas been announced at the same time as the MSHCP

Should there be any delay in the habitat plan, the two plans will be virtually on the same schedule. This
requires discussion and consideration on the part of both sets of environmental documents.
We are concerned that the plan for a highway through the Trabuco District has not been officially
announced but that it is already in advanced planning stages. We expect to see a discussion of this
highway proposal within the context of the habitat plan.

32395 C l i nton Keith Rd., B-7-1 60, Wi ldomar, CA 92592

We know that the MSHCP can not take every individual development proposal into account and that it
will be up to those proposals to take the MSHCP into account. Nevertheless, there is a major proposal
before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to build a high impact hydroelectric project within the
Trabuco District. This project has the potential to disrupt important biological relationships with serious

ecological consequences. It should be discussed within the context of those sorts of considerations for the

plan. It is on the same schedule as the MSHCP.
CONTIGUOUS AREAS

While the MSHCP must be a Riverside County Plan, biology knows no such boundaries. [We ask
parenthetically why it is that we have recognized that airsheds and to some extent watersheds must be
dealt with across political boundaries but are still waiting for habitatsheds to reach the same enlightened

treatment?] We would suggest that looking at a wider pallet must be used to help in the evaluation of
priorities that will develop in plan implementation. In our own area we would like to see impacts on

Camp Pendelton along with those of Orange and San Diego Counties contiguous to Riverside County.
The fact that a habitat link under the 9 1 freeway has just been secured, makes a link between the Trabuco
District and the Santa Rosa Ecological Reserve all that much more important. While small in area, the
habitat linkage along the Tenaja Road alignment is very important. If this is left out or disrupted, it would
be equivalent to leaving out a small stretch of freeway. This is especially true if no other viable bypass is
operational.
MANAGEMENT
We expect that the U. S. Forest Service will be the manager of the MSHCP in the Trabuco District and the

plan management will be commensurate with the forest management plan mentioned earlier. We are not
sure that The Nature Conservancy will be willing to make their management plan subservient to an
MSHCP and ask that this be discussed in the EIR to assure compatibility.
Because the Tenaja alignment is dearly a lfuk between the Trabuco District and the Santa Rosa Plateau

Ecological Reserve we would like to see a cooperative management agreement between the management

agencies for the MSHCP in the link.

IMPLEMENTATION
The goals of a habitat plan are not to plan but to preserve habitat. This will clearly require some sort of
acquisition of title or restricted use. We are not yet fully conversant with all of the funding and title
mechanisms which might be used but are concerned that a protracted delay in our area will lead to
permanent loss of an opportunity that now exists.
The idea of adaptive management that we have heard mentioned should contain sufficient flexibility
so that any delay in "standard" implementation can accommodate new or different mechanisms which
will achieve nearly the same results. The last thing we would like to happen is for an overly rigid
implementation plan or mechanism to "lock out" some other mechanism not originally contemplated, to
the overall detriment of the long range goals.
We request that the documentation which accompanies the EIR/EIS will be sufficiently detailed to permit
those who have not participated in the day to day planning effort to get up to speed and make their own
assessment.
MONITORING

Those who have become familiar with planning of this sort and with mitigation efforts know that goals
are sometimes not accomplished.. These "failures" are sometimes abandoned either for lack of interest,
lack of funds, political expedience or even shame.
Monitoring is a key element used to overcome these shortcomings. Thus monitoring plans are now more
or Jess standard. Frequently, there is no recourse if monitoring is defective.
Since the MSHCP is such an integral part of the County's future we request that rigorous steps be taken to
insure its successful implementation. We recommend that the approval process include a provision for
both monitoring and reporting. We recommend that the plan include a yearly requirement for a Notice of

Report availability as well as a hearing following report release.

The Monitoring and Reporting will accomplish little if there are not quantitative measures for goal
accomplishment. Progress can be m easured yearly in terms of habitat lands acquired or lands actually

protected. Goals should be stated in terms which can be measured by competent biologists and these

measures should be reported every five years for the life of the plan. These measures and reports will give

the interested public a chance to lobby for plan modification in a hearing process should the plan lag
behind expectations. This will make the accomplishment of planning goals feasible in the sense defined by
CEQA.
ALTERNATIVES
It is common to pose alternatives as differences in place, in this case as total area, or in m ethod. Since this

plan will be implemented over a long period of time, alternatives in time should be considered as well. It
is likely that financial circumstances may change over time, recessions being one example. The

monitoring and reporting plan recommended above will atlow for plan modification in the event that
goals are not being accomplished. This reporting and hearing plan could be posed as a time alternative to

a plan which is fixed at the start. The usual alternative analysis and/or amendments would then be applied

to determine the preferred plan. Periodic review and simple amendments may be appropriate.
In addition to these comments we would like to ask that we be considered a resource for plan

implementation. Since some of our membership is from the Tenaja area and since we have a m ission that
is compatible with the MSHCP, it is likely that we can be influential in assisting the County and other
agencies in accomplishing our common goal.
Thank you for this opportunity. We wish to be placed on the mailing list for the circulation of the draft
EIR/EIS as well as any and all hearings for the project. Please address these to the following people.

el1Jrti#

��

Elin Motherhead, Secretary, Friends of the Forest

Roberta Christ, Chair, MSHCP Interface Committee

Murrieta, CA 92562

Murrieta, CA 92562

1 8575 Vista de Montanas

Home: 909-677-9849
Fax:

909-677-5 1 32

DoubleMElin@prodigy.net

1 8020 Tenaja Road

909-677-5294
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California . Native PlaMt SocietJ]

Riverside/San Bernardino Chapter
1 8550 COuntry Pine Road
Perris CA 92570
.

November 30, 200 1

Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside Transponation & Land management Agency

Ms.

P.O. Box 1605

Riverside CA 92502-1605

RE: Western Riverside County MSHCP NOP
Dear Ms.

Lovelady:

The ruverside/San Bernardino Chapter of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) wish to
note several potential issues regarding botanical resouteeS that should be a.ddressed in the
Western Riverside ColDlty Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan {MSHCP) BIR/EIS. The
intent of the County to prepare this document was noted in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of
October 241h f!nd in the previous background documents, as referenced in the NOP. The
following sections provide comments on both the current MSHCP pla.nn.ing process, and the
scope of the EIR/ElS for the implementation of this plan.

There are still many errors or misinterpretatioru; on the botanical TeSOurc� including both plant
and communities of special interest, within the species accounts and on the GJS distribution
maps. Unfortunately some oftbe area plans have overlooked highly significant localities of
several

species, e.g. .Atriplexparishii, and are attempting to preserve the wrong habitat for other
In other atMS plans core reserves arc being planned

species. e.g. Chol"i:tatzJhe parryi var. parryi.

for species that are not found within the geographical location of the area plan e.g. Caulanthus

Some of these enors were noted in the data characterization 5';'!Ctions of the species
other species acco1,mts �ill cont� errors in the distrilrution of the plant species,
However, many of these corrections appear to have been overlooked in developing the potential
plant species for reserve design within each of the area plans.
simulans.

accounts, while

CNPS has always been concerned

about the selection process for the plant species that were to
be considered within the MSHCP. It is our contention that many more species should be have
been considered in the planning process. and that the process should have considered those
species being considered for and now added to the 6&i Edition ofthe CNPS Inventory. Some
examplc:s oftbese additions wouJd include .A.bronia villosa var. aurita. .A.Ilium marvinii. and
Erodium macrophyllum. The Society is highly concerned that some of alternatives proposed
v."Ould result in an inadequate reserve system, and a requirement for additional listing of plant

neJ.ica.td to the preservatjon of california. native flora
'·

.
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species in the future.

We greatly appreciate the wotk that the County of ruverside has done in making the background
documents availabJe on the Internet However, information 011 the website is often dumped into
the hbmry section with little infonnation on the contents of each of these references. We would
request that a short abstract and date of the document be provided to improve the information
provided on these materials and reduce the frustration of downloading old or duplicate
dooum.ents. In addition tiOmc: of the files are very large and Wlavailable to the public without
advanced computer equipmdll We would request that the C.Ounty alternatively provide (for a
fee) some of these materials on CD. which would make some ofthe large files more accessible

to the public

interested in these materials.

EIR/EIS Scoping

One of the most important aspects of the EtR/EIS is to show that each particular reserve
alternative being proposed for the MSHCP is both feasible and implementable. The EIR./EIS
must documem the mechanisms for acquiring and maintaining (long tenn) the proposed reserve

system. This document needs to also

note the procedures fm preventing the Joss of biological

resowees within the reserve hotm.daries before aequi.$ition., such as a $pecial 20ning de$ignation
for these areas. Finally, the potential funding mechanisms to allow for purchase of these lands,
such as special assessment districts. conservation fees, etc., need to be fully di�U$� within thi$

document.

CNPS contends that the proposed qua.rt.er section boundary method is inadequate to show a

We do not see the procedUM for conserving resources that
occur in small areas, such as localized plant populations or vernal pools that may occur in a
small portion of the 160-acre block. In addition. the public cannot completely review the
resomces within any of the proposed reserve blocks. as provided in the preliminary drafts of the
Area Plans. Therefore. we would request that the proposed reserve boundaries be fonnally
mapped (a line on the map). so that resources within these reserves can be addressed and the
suitability of the reserve design can be reviewed.

potentially feasible reserve design.

A number oflisted pl.ant spocies1

including the San Jacinto VaUey crovvnscale. and the Munz's
onion, have been severely impacted by recent development projects or land use practices. 'The
EIR/EIS should indicate the known critical populations for these species� and bow the reserves
will protect the most important populations. Proposed or potentially designated critical habitat
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Seivice (USFWS) should be described in the docume� and the
e-,cbjbit should be developed overlaying the critical habitat with the proposed reserve localities.

Several conservation goals stated in the previous backgrolDld documents for each sub-� e.g.
conservation of Murrieta Creek, would appear to be overridden by current flood control,
transportation. and land use planning (zoning). The EIR.IE1S needs to provide a clear list where
conservation goals within these plans conflict with other planning processes within the County,
especially for corridors connecting the reserves. The analyses need to note how the proposed
land uses, such as increased flood protection or new roads, could comprise the proposed reserve

FP.OM

J l M & AL I SON

PHONE NO.

909 789 1 304

Nov.

30 2001

1 0 : 48AM P3

system, and the significance of these projects to the reser\les in each sub-area. Compensation
measures need to be developed 10 insure the viability of each of sub-area reserves. This needs to
include proposals to maintain the connectivity between these reserves, s.ince this will be critical
in maintaining the populations of sensitive plant and animals within the overall reserve system.
The alter.natives analysis the core of any NBPA docwnent and CNPS would like to see a detailed

review of each ofthe alternatives being proposed in the MSHCP ptannms process. We would
consider the beneficial impact analysis as a critical feature in determining the potential benefits
of the implementation of any ofthe proposed alternatives of this plan. Therefore, it is requested
that detailed tables he developed noting the benefit to each species or species group by
alternative proposed in this document. This would provide the public with a clear overview of
potential advantages or comprises that would result to biological resources from the

implementation of the MSHCP in western Riverside County.

At least one of the proposed alternatives would potentialiy use a "'landscape" approach to protect

the plant species of special interest being C011$idered in this plamling process. In this approach
there would be little7 if any, monitoring or active man�m.ent of these plant populations within
the reserve areas. lt is the opinion of CNPS that a thorough review of the polential impactS of
the lack of monitoring and management could have on these plant species should be conducted

within the EIRIEIS. It is ow- concem that the lack of continued monitoring could result in the
requirement qf fuftber listing of species, even ifthe reserve plan were implemented TIUs could
result from degradation oflands within the reserve system. due to increased human disturbance.
in� in e;!.(otic weedy species, alterations of hydrology and other factors.

The cumulative :impacts section will be a very important part of the analysis of the proposed
MSHCP program. This section should review a scenario of how the reserve system would
function in light of an ultimate build out in western Riverside County. What are the potential
impacts of urbanization along the margins of the reserves? How would alteration in hydrology
affect a number ofthe major drainages addressed in this plan? How could conidors be more
effectively implemented in the course of continuing urbanization and expanded transp:>rtation
needs"? These potential impacts need to be reviewed to determine how the MSHCP reserve
system would function in light of the continued mbanizarion within the County. If potential
Jong-term effects could occur to reserves, then a series of mitiption measures should be
develope.d to insure that any significant cumulative effects on the implemented reserve system
are minimized.

CNPS greatly appreciates this oppornmity to provide these issues for the scoping process, and
would request a copy of the Draft EIRJEIS when it is available for public review.
Sincerely7

��Clo�=�>

Alison Shilling
RiversidcJSan Bernardino C�
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1"WTU'fDaal!cr DIAL l'IUMllD:

Via Facsimile & Overnite Express

Mr. Jim Henderson
Riverside County Integrated Plan
1 746 Spruce Street
Riverside, California 92507
Re:

Comment Deadline Extension
Notice ofPreparation ofan Environmenlal Jmpacl Report/
£1'Niromnental Impact Statementfor ihe Western
Riverside Co101tv Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

Dear Mr. Henderson: ·
1bis letter confirms our convcrsa:tion today. wherein you informed me that the

County of Riverside has requested the United States Fish & Wildlife Service ("USFWS") to
extend 'the deadline to submit mitten comment letters to the above-referenced Notice to·
November 1 5, 2001 .

As you arc aware, I contacted Richard Lashbrook at the County o f Riverside,
Transportation Land Management Agency, to obtain copies of the Notice of Preparation ("NOP")
and Initial Study for purposes of responding to the Notice. At that time Mr. Lashbrook informed
me that tbe County of Riverside -was seeking an extension of the comment period, however he
did not have specific information regarding this extension or the availability oftb.e NOP and

Initial Study. He requested that I contact you.

Thereafter, I co�t.acted you, and you informed me that the NOP and initial study

were not yet available for public review, and because of that, the County requested an

JACKSON DEMARCO & P.ECXENP.A.UGH
Mr. Tllll Henderson

Riverside County_ Integrated Plan
October 5, 2001

Page 2

extension of the comment period to November 1 5, 200 1 . You also informed me that the Scoping

Meeting

was

scheduled for October 29, 200 1 .

Although you di d not have confirmation of this extension in writing from the

USFWS, you informed me that the County requested this extension from the USFWS on
Wednesday, October 3 , 200 l , and that it lilcely would be granted. You also assured me. that you
would not allow the comment period to expire without having the NOP or Initial Study available

for public comment.

When these documents become available, please contact me

that we can make arrangements to get the appropriate copies.

at

949-85 1 -74 1 7 so

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

JAS :lds
427928. 1

cc:

U.S. Fish & Wildlife S ervice (by fax)
Mr. Richard Lashbrook/Ms. Kristi Lo"Velady. County of Riverside (by fax)

Mr. Jim Bartel/Mr. JeffN�
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mstaples@jdpl.aw.com
WlllTB't DIUCT D:..t N::M1r.1:

(949) 851 -7409

VIA FA CS/MILE AND U.S. MAIL
Kristi Lovelady

Post Office Box 1 605
4 0&0 Lemon Street. 7u. Floor
Riverside. California 92502-1 605

Re:

James

Bartel, .Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Carlsbad Field Office
3720 Looker Avenue West
Carlsbad, CA 92008

Comments on Notice ofPreparation to Prepare an Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement/or the Western River.ride County,
California Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

Dear Ms. Lovelady and Mr. Bartel:

The follov.-ing comments are submitted on behalf of the Francis N. and Jean Domenigoni
Family Trust, Domenigoni-Barton Properties, Domenigoni Brothers Ra11ch, Jean Domenigoni,
and Andy and Cindy Domenigoni (collectively, the "Domenigonis") in response to Riverside
County' s Notice of Preparation to Prepare an Environmental Impact Report/Environment.al

Impact Statement and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servicc � s Federal Register Notice regarding
Preparation of an Enviroruncntal Impact Report/Statement for the Western Riverside County,
CA, Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (collectively, the ••NOP")_
I.

INTRODUCTION

The Domenigonis own 1 �735 acres of land in the Domenigoni Valley area of Riverside

CoWlty straddling IIigh'way 79/Winchester Road west of the Diamond Valley Reservoir project.

The Domenigonis' have ovmed and fanned land in the Domcnigoni Valley continuously for five

12/03/2001 08 : 44
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Page 2 generations. The Domenigonis '

agricultural operations include growing wheat, oats, com

,

barley, al falfa, turf grass, and other crops; cattle grazing; a cow-calf operation; and other

agriculrural activities.

The Domenigonis are cUITently processing a Specific Plan with Riverside County

(Specific Plan No. 3 1 0) for commercial. recreational, and residential development of their land.

This c ulminates over ten years of master planning for the Domeni gonis' ranch.

The final EIR for
Specific Plan No. 3 1 0 is to be considered by the Riverside County Bomd of Supervisors in
December, 200 1 .

Cindy Domenigoni serves as a member of several Riverside County Integrated Project
committees, including the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan ("MSI ICP") Advisory
Committee. Ms. Domenigoni also served on the Riverside County Habitat Conservation
Agency's Advi sory Committee. The Domenigonis have devoted significant time and :resources
to the MSHCP process and have provided extensive comments and suggestions on the MSHCP
Work Products in an effort to assist the County to develop a program that can receive broad
based support from private landowners. (The Domenigonis' comment l etters dated May 1 6, May
24, June 28. and July 27, 2001, are attached and incorporated by reference.)
·

Unfortunately, the MSI ICP

work products that form the basis of the project description

for the MSHCP EIR/ElS are still incomplete and do not address several significant issues raised
in the Domenigonis ' prior comments. We urge the County to revise the MSIICP work products

and re-circulate ilie Notice of Preparation . Additionally. as discussed below, we request that the
scope of the MSHCP EIRIEIS be expan ded to

discuss environmental impacts and mitigation

measures beyond those listed in the Notice of Preparation.

The potential impacts of the MSHCP on the Domenigonis ' existing commercial land uses
and future master planned community cannot be deterrttlncd at this time due to the lack of
specificity in the NOP and related documents. Since the NOP for the MSHCP EIR/EIS contains

inadequate project description and incomplete discussion of probable envirorunental impacts,
the NOP sho uld be revised and re-circulated as necessary to provide interested parties and public
agencies an opportunity to provide meaningful responses on the scope and content of the
MSHCP ElR/EIS .
an
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SUMMARY

Before releasing the MSHCP EIR/EJS, the MSHCP Work Products should be revised to:

Relieve regulatory burdens to private propeny owners - not add
new regulations beyond those that exist under State and. federal
laws as currently proposed;
Streamline project approvals - not lengthen the regulatory
processes beyond the existing time frames;
Establish a voluntary, incentive-based program that rewards and
compensates landowners who dedicate land to the MSHCP

Reserve- not a regulatory program that restricts the use of privately

owned property and exacts it for the Reserve;

Provide cenainty of timely compensation to landowners whose
land is needed for the Reserve - not jmp ose a cloud on hundreds of
tho usands of acres of private property throughout the County; and
Rectify technical deficiencies of the MSHCP which have been
criticized by the MSHCP Science Review P anel, among others.
The NOP shoul d be revised to disclose additional potential environmental in1pacts,
including the cumulative effects of all three elements of the Riverside County ln Legrated Project,

impacts to agriculture, and related economic impacts.
L

NOTICE OF PREPARATION DEFICIENCIES

The EIR pro cess begins with the decision. to prepare an EIR. 1 4 Cal. Code of Regs.
("CEQA Guidelines") § 1 508 1 . The C ounty and the Service, as the lead agencies, have indicated

their intention to prepare a j oint EIRJEIS for the MSHCP. NOP at 1 . Immediately after the lead
agency decides that an F.TR is the appropriate CEQA d o cument for a proj ect, the lead agency
must prepare and distribute an NOP. CEQA § 2 1 080.4(a); CEQA Guidelines § 15082(a). The
purpose of the NOP is to solitit guidance from other agencies, and presumably the public, on the
scope and content of the EIR. CEQA § 2 1 080.4(a); CEQA Guidelines § 1 5375. However, th e
NOP must provide sufficient information concerning the project and its potential environmental
effects to enable affected agencies and the public to make a "meaningful response." CEQA
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Guidelines § 1 5082(a)( 1 ). In order to allow affected agencies and the public

an

opponunity to

provide meaningful responses on the scope and coIJtent of the EIR, the NOP, at a minimum must
contain the following information:

a.

A description of the project;

b.

The location of the project; and

c.

The project's pro babl e environmental effects.

CEQA Guidelines § I 5082(a)( l).

discussed below, the NOP is inadequate as a vehicle for soliciting
affected agencies' and the public's meaningful responses regarding the scope and contents of the
EIR/EIS for the MSH CP. Accordingly� the NOP deficiencies must be corrected and the NOP
must be re-noticed and re-circulated for agency and public review before the preparation of the
Unfonunately,

as

MSHCP ElR/El S can commence.

A.

Incomplete Project Description

As mentioned above,

an

NOP must provide

an

adequate description of the project in

order to allow affected agencies and the public to provide meaningful responses. CEQA

Gu idelines § 1 5082(a)(l ). Instead, the NOP refers to incomplete documents that are supposed to
describe the project. For example, the NOP references as part of its Scoping materials three of
the draft MSHCP Work Products: MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study
Aiea; MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of Reserve; and MSHCP Reserves and
Implementation. Ho'\\'-ever� to date, the following critical sections of the MSHCP Work Products

are outstanding:

MSHCP study area vicinity map. MSI JCP, Figure

2 at

1 -3 ;

The description o f the reserv'e. MSHCP, Section 3 .2. l at

3-22;

Financial contributions by federal, state and local govenunents. MSHCP,
Sections 4.2.2 at 4-5. 4.3.2 at 4-7;

Biological monitoring, adaptive management, and reserve management. MSIICP,
Sections 5.2 and 5.3 at 5- 1 4;
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Lo cal impl ementation strategy. MSHCP. Section

6.2.1 at 6-4;

Interim controls and agriculture. MSHCP, Sections

6.2.5 and 6.2. 6 at 6- 1 7;

Cooperative institutional structure for impl ementation of the MSHCP. MSHCP,
Section 6.6 at 6-21 ;
Amendments to the MSHCP. MSHCP, Section 6. 1 0 at 6-33;
Land use consideration in the reserve/permitted

activities. MSHCP, Chapter 7;

MSHCP funding/financing of re serve assembly and management. MSHCP,
Chapter 8;
Conservation and incidental take estimates. MSHCP, Chapter 9;

and

MSHCP reference document MSHCP. Volwne II (MSHCP conServation
analysis: MSHCP species accounts, and MSHCP habitat accounts).

The NOP notes that the MSHCP is one of three components of the .Riverside County
Proj ect ("'RCIP"). 1be RCIP consi$ts of updating the C ounty' s General Plan, creating
the MSHCP. and identifying transportation corri dors through the Community Environmental and
Transportation Acceptability Program ("CETAP") process . Id. The NOP states that these three
regi onal pl ann ing etfons arc "integrated"and describes their interdependency. Id. However, as
with the MSHCP, both the County's draft General Plan Amendment and the CETAP supponing
documentation are i nco mpl ete and in a st.ate of flux with significant changes currently bei ng
Integrated

developed.

Accordingly, without a complete description the MSHCP, it is impossible for affecte d
agencies and the public to provide meaningful responses on the scope and content of the MSH CP

EIR/EIS .

The Califo rnia Envjronmental Quality Act. Publ i c Resources Code §§ 2 1 000 et seq.
("CEQA") mandates an accurate project description. San Joaquin Raptor!Wildlife Rescue Center
v. County ofStanis/au�,., 27 Cal.App.4th 7 1 3 , 730 (1 994). A co mpl ete proj ect description is
necessary to assure that all of the proj ect's environmental impacts are considered. City ofSantee
v. County ofSan Diego, 2 1 4 Cal.App.3d 1 438, 1 450 (1 989). A proj ect description must include

all relevant pans of a project, including reasonably fore seeabl e future expansion or other

activities that are

part of the project.

Laurel Heights Improvements Ass ;n v. ReRents of Univ. of
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3 76, 3 96 ( 1 988). Th e l ack o f one, concrete project description vi o l ates CEQA in
that it precludes the public from i:ote11igent paiticipation in the analysis of the proj ect. County of
Inyo v. City ofLos Angeles, 7 1 Cal.App.3d 1 85, 1 97 ( 1977).
Cal. , 4 7 Cal.3d

Furthennore, "[a]n accurate project description

is necessary for an intelligent evaluation

of the potential environmental effects of a proposed activity." Burban.k-Glendale-Pasadena
Airport Authority v. Hensler; 233 Cal.App.3d 577, 592 (1991 ). ..A curtailed, enigmatic or
unstable project descript i on draws a red herring across the path of publi c input. n County (JjInyo,
supra, 71 Cal.App.3d 1 85 at 1 93 ; McQueen v. Board ofDirectors, 202 Cal.App.3d 1 1 36, 1 1 43
( 1 988); Mira Monte Homeowners Association v. Counzy of Ventura, 1 65 Cal.App.3d 357, 365
(1 985).

Accordingly, the Domenigonis Tequest tha\ the proposed RCIP work pro ducts be
through the Advisory Committee proceedings as necessary to provide an accurate,
stable, and finite project description to the public prior to the prepar�tion of the Draft EIR/EIS.
completed

B.

The NOP Omits Several Probnble Simificant I mpa cts Associated with the
Implementation ot the MSHCP

An NOP must describe the project's probable environmental effects to allow affected
agencies and the public to provide meaningfuJ re sponses . CEQA Guidelines § 1 5082(a)( l ). The
NO'P notes that implementation of the MS HCP may have the following significant adverse
impacts: biology; land use and planning; mineral resources; population, housing, and economics;
public services (fire protection and parks); transportation/traffic; and indirect imp acts (growth
inducement). However, the County and the Service provide no explanation for not including
other impact areas that arc requ ired to be analy:r.ed under CEQA.

Before the preparation of an EIR. the lead agency must decide what issues the EIR should
evaluate. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines mandate various steps that lead agencies must and
should use 10 define and limit the contents of an EIR. One of these steps is the use of an Initial
Study (..IS"). CEQA Guidelines § l 5082(a)(2)_ An IS assists in the prepaiation of an EIR by:
a.

Focusing the EIR on environmental effects to be si�iticant:

b.

Identifying the effects that are not signifi cant;

c.

Expl ai n i ng why potentially

to

be significant; and

significant effects were determi ned not
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Identifying whether a program EIR. tiering, or other process can be

d.

used for the environmental analysis.

CEQA Guidelines § 1 5063(c)(3).

The Service's pro cedure under the National Environmental

Policy Act ("NEPA") is similar, calling for the preparation of an initial study ("IS").

Here, it appears that the C ounty has used an I S and the Service has used an EA to narrow
the scope of the MSHCP EIR/EIS to address only seven impact areas. Yet, neither the C ounty or

Service attached a copy of the IS or EA to the NOP, or indicated where it may be obtained.
Many other potential impact areas were identified by correspondence and oral comments
(including those of the Domenigonis) received by the MSHCP Advisory Committee. as well as
the GPAC and CETAP A dvisory Committees. However, without the IS and EA, no explanation

is provided as to why other impacts were not discJosed by the NOP as foreseeable environmental
impacts to be discussed in the EIR/EIS analysis. This information is critical for affected agencies
and the p ublic to provide meaningful responses on the scope and content of the MSHCP
EIRIEIS.

the Domen;gonis request that the County' s IS and the Service's EA be
provided to the public for comment prior to the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS .
Accordingly,

At a minimum, the EIR/EIS should analyze the following additional potentially
significant adverse impact areas resulting from the implementation of the MSHCP.
1.

Cumulative Impacts of the Entire RCIP

As r;Hscu.ssed above, the MSHCP is but one of three component of the RCJP. As a result,

it appears that one EIRIEIS should be prepared to evaluate the entire RClP project. Even if the
County and Service may properly proceed vvith separate EIR/EIS documents, as currently

EIR consider not only the impacts associated with the propo sed
project, bul also those of "closely related past, present, and Teasonably foreseeable probable
future project.s.11 The potenti al impact areas associated 'With the General Plan update and CETAP
proposed, CEQA requires that

proj ect must be disclosed in

an

the NOP and analyzed in the MSHCP EIR!EIS.

likely to include intensifying air quality and

Such impacts arc

noise impacts, utilities impacts, and other impacts
associated with increased residential density aud ex.pansion of transportation infrastructure.
Accordingly. these p oterttially significant impact areas must be disclosed in the NOP and
analyzed in the MSHCP EIRIEIS.
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The problem of evaluating the

MSHCP separate from the other RCIP components 1s

illustrated by considering the impacts of the current draft General Plan. The draft General Plan
component of the RCIP was recently amended v.'ithout explanation to incorporate ··subunit
areas." The subuni t areas establish over 300.000 acres of "new conservation on private lands"

pursuant to the MSIICP. Additionally, habitat management practice policies have been included
in the most recent versions of the draft General Plan to ·provide general conservation direction for
the MSHCP reseI"Ve process. We understand from discussions at the GPAC Advisory Committee
and the RCJP Steering Committee that the County and resource agencies arc already treating
lands within the subwrit areas as "offlimits" to proj ect approvals.

Tf this is true, then the draft General Plan undermines the premise that the MSHCP is a
and increas es its potential impacts to land use and associated
economic impacts by doubling the Re serve acreage.
vo l untary, incentive-based program.

Accordingly, the Domenigonis request that the

County and Service undertake an

appropriate CEQA p rocess that analy-as the impacts of the entire RCTP regulatory process,

including the MSHCP, General Plan Amendment, and CETAP corridors. Otherv.ise. the County
and Service may avoid analyzing the true impacts of the whole integrated RCIP project by
analyzing separately inipacts associated with the General Plan Amendment, the MS HCP, and the
CETAP.
C.

Potentiallv Significant At!ricultura] Jmgacts Must be Analvzed

The MSHCP's provisions related to agricultural resources are not currently available.

MSHCP at 6- 1 7. However, in M SHCP Work Product #2, the table summarizing veg etati on
communities call s for 1 5,500 acres of privately-owned agricultural land plus 8,483 acres of
public lands currently devoted to agricultural land uses 10 be conserved as part of the MSHCP
Reserve. An M S HCP that relies on taking many thousands of acres of agriculture ou1 of
producti on would violate the principles of the 1 998 Plaruring Agreement and have. devastating
environmental and economic effects on agriculrure in Western Riverside County. S ee 1 998
Planning Agreement section 1 0-9. The I:::lS/EIR must analyze these significant impacts.
TI.

THE MSHCP SHOULD BE REVISED PRIOR TO_RELEASI{'.iG THE DRAFT

EIR/EIS

As discussed below and in the attached correspondence, the draft MSHCP violates the

principles established in the 1 998 Planning Agreement to address pub l i c concerns with

the

MSHCP. As a result, without significant modifications that have repeatedly been called for by
the Domenigonis and other affected· landowners throughout the MSHCP Advisory Committee' s
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review process, the MSHCP is unlikely to gamer the public support nece ssary to sustain a
program of its scope and dur�tion. Additionally, the MSHCP vi ol ates the U.S. and California

Constitutions and starutcs that protect private propeny. The Domenigtlnis request that the
MSl ICP be revised to address these shortcomings prior to releasing the Draft EIR/EIS.
A.

Instead of Relieving RegulatorV Burdens, the MSHCP Imposes Greater
Restrictions and Requirements Than Currently Exist

A major purpose of the MSHCP is to reduce regulatory burdens to private landowners.
However, as currently proposed, the MSHCP would subject landowners 10 onerous new
restricti ons and substantial delays in processing entitlements, and would resul t in a regulatory
expansion of jurisdiction otherwise not authorized by federal and state law.
The MSHCP attempts to requi re landowners and proj ect proponents to set aside their land

and subject it to management as a condition of project approval beyond the req\lix"em ents of law
and without assurance of compensation.
1.

The Exactions Currcntlv Proposed by the MSHCP Exceed Constitutional

Restrictions
program of land exactions unsupported by any ..nexus11 betwcc.n
project impacts and the exactions cWTently proposed. The MSHCP provides that proj ects within
the MSHCP study area are expected to be designed and implemented in accordance with the
criteria of each atoa pla.n of the MSHCP. See, e.g., MSHCP at 3-28 {lllsinore Area Plm>)
Consistency findings with these criteria must be made in conjunction with individual projeCt
approvals within the MSHCP study area. Id. Deviations from the criteria may be made based
upon a completion of an equivalency analysis, 10 conclude that the propo sed proj ect is to be
considered biol ogically equivalent or superior lo a project on the s ame site not deviating from the
MSHCP. MSHCP at 3-29, 3-30. If a project is determined not 10 be biologically equivalent or
superior, then, ostensibl y, the project would be denied because the MSHCP would require an
amendment pursuant to Secti on 6. 1 1 of the MSHCP (which has not yet been made avai labl e for
public review)_ MS HCP at 3-30.
The MSHCP imposes

a

The United States and California constitutions, and provisions of the California
Government Code, require a land. developer only to pay its fair share of public facilities, as there
must be a "ralional nexus" between the impacts generated by the development and the exactions
th at can be imposed. No/Jan v. California Coastal Commission, 43 U.S. 825 ( 1 987).
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There must also be a "rough proportionality" between the amount or type o f exaction and
the development•s generation of demand for the public facilities that will paid for by the

mitigation payments. Dolan v. Cily o/Tigard, 5 1 2 U,S. 374 ( 1 994); Government Code §§ 66000
et seq. These mitigation payments may be subject to higher scrutiny if they are imposed on an ad
hoc basis, pursuant to negotiations between the government and the land developer. Ehrlich v.

Cily of Culver City, 12 Cal.4th 854 (1 996).

Constitutionally and statutorily. the M SHCP may only impose impact fees or exactions
on those land developers whose developments affect resources to be conserved. Ho wever. as
currently proposed, the MSHCP requires certain landowners to set aside their private property
and subj ect it to management lllldet the MSHCP so that others may develop thejr land.
2.

The

MSHCP E,xceeds the Requirements of CF.QA

The MSHCP impo ses a higher level of environmental review on projects than currently
exists under CEQA. Various provisions ofthe MSHCP focus on what may have existed
historically. rather than what exists presently, contrary to CEQA. An exampl e of th.is is found in
the MSHCP requirements concerning narrow endemic plant sp eci e s. Rather than comparing the

present environmental setting with what impacts are expected upon project approval, as required
under CEQA, the MSHCP requires soils surveys to be done which could require preservation of

such land, even if the land is disturbed. MSHCP at 6- 1 O. 6-1 1 , 6-1 2. Even if conservation is not
required, the MSHCP requires the l andowner to engage in costly soils and habitat surveys which

could delay development, because these surveys must be

accordance 'With

3.

established protocols.

Id.

conducted in the appropriate season, in

The MSHCP Imposes Buffers on Private

Property Outside of the Reserve

The centerpiece of the MSilCP is its goal of conserving (i.e .• prohibiting any

development of) the 1 53.000 acre Core area. MSHCP at 1 -1 3 . Also,
land outside the Core area also will have deve lopment restricti ons.

due to MSHCP restrictions,

The MSHCP 'Will limit development adjacent to the Core area (MSHCP at 6- 1 4, 6- 1 5),

at 6-7. These ed€e treatments limit land uses
adjacent to sen si tive habitat and drainage and wetland areas, in order to allegedly protect the
sensitive habitat areas. J.n this respect, the MSHCP violates principles in the 1 998 Planning
Agreement requiring reserves and linkages to include habitat necessary to mitigate for edge
and wi11 require "'edge treatments." MSHCP

eITects (Planning Agreement secti on

I 0-7).
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4.

The MSHCP Would Reguire Surveys and Con.sen1ation ofNarrow

Endemic Plant

Species Bevond the ReguiremenLc; of F.xi sti ng Law

The MSHCP requires surveys for "'.narrow endemic" p]ant species.

MSI ICP at 6-9. 6-1 0,

6- 1 2. There is no scientific or legal basis provided in the MSHCP as to why such surveys are

required, even though the vast majority of these narrow endemic plants are not listed. Even if

such plants are not found possibly du.e to prior land disrurbances, the MSHCP provides that soil
surveys m�y be required to determine whether such property would support thc!'c narrow
endemic pl ant species. MSHCP at 6-1 0.

These regulations also would apply to development outside the Core area throughout the
MSHCP area. MSHCP at 6- 1 0. "!be MSHCP also provides limitations on deve lopment if

impacts to such plant species are unavoidable, based upon decreases in the population of such
plants not exceeding 5% within the Core area or 20% outside the Core area. MSHCP at 6-t 2.
The MSHCP, however. admits that these two thresholds a.re not based upon

empirical studies. MSITCP at 6-1 2.
5.

any science or any

The MSHCP Exceeds the Requirements of the Federal Endangered

Species Act

As presently drafted, the MSHCP's conservation criteria are inte nded to protect 149
species. MSHCP at 3-22. However1 of the targeted species, only 1 8 animals being considered
are listed as threatened or endangered, ehher under the federal or state Endangered Species Acts,

MSHCP at 3-23 , 3 -24. While with the goal of the MSHCP
to conserve as many listed and potentially future listed species is )audible. we arc concerned with
the current proposal to do so by expanding regulatory burdens on private landov.rners.
and there are only 1 1 plants

so listed.

As discussed in Lhe MSHCP. the MSHCP is to serve as a Habitat Conservation Plan.
pursuant to Section I O(a)(l )(B) of the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1 973 ("FESA"). as

well as

a Natural Communities Conservation Plan ('�CCPj under the NCCP Act of 1 99 1 .
MSHCP at 1 - 1 , 6- 1 . Section 9 of FESA makes it unlawful to "take" any fish or ·wildlife species
listed as endartgered. FESA ddincs the term '"take'' to mean "harass, harm, pursue. hunt, shoot,
wow1d� kil l , trap, captuxe, or atiempt to engage in any such conduct." 1 6 U .S.C. § 1 532 ( 1 9). In
order to authorize an inci dental take of an endangered a.nimal, a l andowner is required to obtain a
Section 1 0 Incidental Take Permit along ·with an HCP.
Cases interpreting FF.SA have hel d that there needs to be

"take"

in order to

even when it is claimed that a project may affect the habitat of endan gered
In Babbitl v. Sweet fl()me Chapter of Communityfor a Greater Oregon. 5 1 5 U.S. 687

trigger Section 9,

species.

an actual

12/03/2001

08 : 47

Fil Y U i H ; 'it. U :> Y I

JU&.1" UH .l .l'<.I::.

it!J U l J ! U 4 4

JACt(SO� DEl\'IA.RCO & PECKENPAUG H

Ms. Kristi Lovelady

Mr. James Bartel

November 30, 200l
Page 12

(1 995) (0Sweet Home"). the Supreme Court upheld a regulation of including habitat modification
within the definiti on of '"tak.e/' but strictly construed it to require substantial habitat modification
which results in ( I ) death or actual injury, (2) to an identifiable member of a listed wildlife
species� and (3) that is proximately caused by the ac tion in question. Sweel Home, 5 1 5 U.S. at
708-709 (Justice O' Connor concurrence); See also Defendf!.rs of Wildlife v. Bernal, 204 F.3d 920
(9th Cir. 2000).
Under fESA, therefore, a landoVlliler need not obtain a Section 1 0 Incidental Take Permit
ifthere is no actual "take" of an endangered animal or its habitat. The MSHCP purports to
prohibit development of 1 53,000 acres of private property, the Core area, and land outside the
Core area, even though the vast majority of this property may not actually be occupied or serve as
habitat of any end�ngered animals.

The MSHCP also attempts to conserve 59 plants . MSHCP at 3·24, 3-26. Of these 59
plants, only nine of them are federally-designated as endangered or threatened. MSHCP at 2-21 .
2-22, Tabl e 1 . The limitations on the taking of e ndangered plants, pursuant to FESA, is much
less strict than for animal s . Section 9 of FESA makes it unlawful to remove and reduce to
p ossession any endangered pl ant from land nnder federal jurisdiction. 1 6 U.S.C. § 1 53 8(a)(2).
Unless the land which has the federally-listed plants is subject to federal jurisdiction, it is not
unlawful for a land developer to remove such plants. The MSHCP attempts to enlarge regulatory
authority to include numerous pl ants which arc not federally or state-listed, and to provide further
regulation for endangered pl ants .
Another important component of traditional HCPs is their voluntary nature. As drafted,

the MSHCP is

not a voluntary program. As discussed above, the draft General Plan has been

recently revised to incorporate "subunit areas" and related habitat management practice policies.
See, for example, S outhwest Area P lan p. 3 of39. As a result of being included in the General

Plan, the MSHCP is no longer is a _voluntary program, but is mandatory, as California law
prohibits the issuance of approvals that ·arc inconsistent with a general plan. See Citizen.r of

Goleta Valley v. Board ofSupervisors, 52 Cal.3d 553 (1 990).
6.

The MSHCP Exceeds the California Endtgi.s,ereg Soecies Act
Requirements

The California Endangered Species Act (..CESA") prohibits the ·'take,, of species listed
threatened or endangered . Fish & Game Co de § 2080. California Fish & Game Code § 86

defines "take" as meaning "'hunt, pw-sue, catch, captW'e or kill'' or to attempt any of these acts.
With respect to habitat modification, the California Attorney General concluded in a May 1 5 ,
1 995 opinion that in contrast to FESA, CESA does not prohibit indirect harm to CESA-listed

as

� u .a. • .•
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species through habitat modification. 7 8 Ops. Cal. Arty. Gen. 1 37 (May 1 5 . 1 995). The MSHCP
pwports to create new regulation to free?..e or limit development of property, both inside and
outside the

Core area, which is not authorized under CESA.

7.

Since the 'MS.I:tCP, as Proposed. is not a Voluntary Proaram. it Exceeds
the Reguirements o f the NCCP Program

NCCPs arc autho rized by the NCCP Act of 1 99 1 (Fish & Game Code § § 2800 et .s·eq.).
As is the case with an HCP, the NCCP program is a vol untary plan. Yet, here, if the MSHCP is
made a part of the general plan. it no longer serves as a voluntary ammgement, at l east for
landowners in the ColliltY or in. participating cities.
8.

The MSHCP Excee ds the Requirements of th e Clean Water Act and the
Fish & Grune Co de By Reguiririg Conservation of Non-Jurisdictional

Waters

Apparently, the Core area wil l include areas which i nclude USGS bl ueline streams,
isol ated or non-isolated wetlands and streams, including vernal pool s, alkali pJayas, and

drainages. MSHCP at 2-2, 2-3, 6-6. 6-7. Also, such features must be preserved outside Core
areas throu�hout the MSHCP srudy area. MSHCP at 6-4. The MSHCP includes as criteria to
detem1ine Core areas wetlands. whether or not they are isol ated, vernal poo ls, aJkali playas,
stockpond s , etc., and includes restriction both inside and outside the Core area through "edge
treatments ." MSHCP at 6-6, 6-7. If an avoidance altematjve of these wetlands is not feasible, a
practicable alternative to minimize direct and indirect effects to wetlands and associated
functions and values to the greatest extent shall be selected, in accord ance v.ith the �·no net lossn
policy of federal and state wetlands regulations. Id.
The MSHCP is attempting to impose jurisdiction which otherwise may not exist. The

U.S. Supreme Court greatly limited the ability of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (..Corps") to
exert jwisdiction over isolated v.11ters

and wetlands . In Solid Waste Agency ofNorthern Cook

County v. United S1a1es Army Corps ofEngineers, S3 1 U.S. 1 59 (2001 ) ("SW.A.NCC}, the

Supreme C ourt held that the Clear W at er Act did not vest the Corps with jurisdiction over
isolated waters, such as wetlands, because the use, degradation or destruction of such waters does
not affect foreign or interstate commerce. Today, numero us isolated streams and wetlands of the

CoWlty no longer are subject to Corps regulation due to SWANCC. Similarly, they should not be
subject to the j urisd i ction of the County pursuant to the MSHCP.

Under Fish & Game Code § 1 603 , state jurisdiction is limited to activities which
substantially divert� alter or obstruct the narural flow or substantially changes the bed, channel or

v .. ..
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banks of any river, stream or lake. Fish & Gainc Code § 1 603 . The Department of Fish and
Game is not authorized to regulate wetlands because they arc not rivers. streams or lakes. If
regulation of isolated wetlands is not allowed under federal or state law, it should not be allowed
in the MS HCP.

9.

The MSHCP Acquisition Process Must be Revised

As currently drafted,

the MSHCP imposes a cloud on land within the criteria area. by

singling it out for increased regulatory restrictions and requirements and burdensome
administrative processes with no 3.$Surance ofjust compensation.

It is unconstitutional for a government to undertake activities to depress the value

of

property before condemning it. to lower the amount of just compensation that would have to be
paid upon condemnation of the property. Klopping v. City <?[Whittier, 8 Cal.3d 39 (1 979). In

order 10 attempt to avoid this conundrum, the MSHCP relies upon creation of a system of cells,
with narrative criteria describi ng restrictions on land that ultimately result in setting aside the
MSHCP Reserve. However� using this method does not eliminate pre-condemnation blight
liability. If, as stated in the MSHCP, a "n.ai'1e" observer could recreate the Reserve system.
certainly this tactic would n ot defeat a pre-condemnation blight claim.
The MSHCP shoul d either remove the Criteria Arca or else its provisions should be

substantially revised to clearly provide that land within the Criteria Area is entitled 10 the benefits
of a streamlined process. and monetary rewards and compensation in exchange for voluntarily
setting aside land desired for the MS:HCP Reserve. No private lan d should be treated as part of
the MSHCP Reserve until after it i s voluntariJy acquired and the landowners are compensated.
See 1 998 Planning Agreement S ection l 0-4, 1 0-5 and 1 Q.7.
The stated purpose

of the Acqui sition Process is to ensure that an early dete rminati on will

be made of what properties are needed for the MSHCP Reserve, that the owners of property

needed for the MSHCP Reserve are compensate d and that 01i\lners of land n o t needed for the
,

MSHCP Reserve will be covered for incideotal take of covered listed species and their habitat

through pennits is sued to the

CoWlty and participating cities pursuant to the MSIICP.

Unfortunately, the Acquisition Process as currently proposed falls far short of these go al s and
completely undermines an incentive-based MSHCP program.
The Acquisition Process, a critical component of the MSHCP program.,

was not intended

property. However, private property that falls within

to impose 1and use restrictions on private
the Criteria Area ("CA '1 of the Acquisition Process would be subject to a lengthy review and
negotiation process with no assurance of compensation or removal from the Criteria Area at the
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end of the process. Neither the MSHCP nor the Acquisition Process provides any infoinlation

concerning how much land �ill be designated within the "Criteria Area," other than that it is

"significantly larger" than the Core area. The Criteria Area was estimated to encompass over
250.000 acres of private property. However, the subunilc; in th e TCvised draft General. Plan cover
well over 300,000 acres of private property.
The Acquisition Process �ill apply to property which may be needed for incl usion

in the

MSHCP Core or subjected to other MSHCP criteria. To determine which property i s subj ect to

the Acquisition Process, Criteria Areas boundaries are established. According to the Acquisition

Process, the Criteria Area is intended to facilitate the process by which the County or a

participating city v1till evaluate property that may be needed for i n cl usi on in the MSHCP Reserve.
All proposed discretionary development proj ects within Criteria Area boundaries shall be subject
to review under the Acquisition Process.

The time frames associated with the Acquisition Process are unworkable and illegal. A

private property owner within the Conservati on Area that

is subject to an appl icati on for any

discretionary land use approval could be in limbo for six years or longer with no assurance of
ever receiving compensation for the land or the ability to economically use the land.
The Acquisition Process begins with a

45- day period to undertake a "'pre-application
p
review" to determine how the roperty is to classifi ed under the MSHCP, through review of the

MSHCP criteria to see how they affect development of the propeny. Assuming that the propeny
is in the Core area,. it can take two years or more before a purchase price i s reached for the
propeny. Then. after the purchase price is reacb.ed, the County could have four years or e ven

longer to attempt to raise the funds to purchase the property.

This framework is constitutionally and statutorily suspect. It is well settled that a
governmental entity is Habl e for a taki ng, even if the talcing is on ly "temporary". Firsl English

Evangelical Lutheran

Church v.

Co11nty ofLos Angele.f, 482 U.S. 304 (1 987).

Certainly, six

years is far too long for the property OVv'"Iler to await potential acqui sitio� especially, because at

the end of the six year period, the County is under no legal obligation to actually buy the propeny
if it does not have the mon ey to buy it. The Acquisition Process' prohibition of development of
the land, or even submitting a development appl ication during the six year period would
constitute a development moratorium on the land owner. The California Government Code
authorizes the imposition of moratoria,. but they must be adopted by four-fifths vote of the
legislative body, and. at a maximum, may only have a duration of two years (Government Code §

5 858).
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Further troubling i s the fact that at the end ofUlis period, there is no guarantee that a

private property o\Vller

can

m ove forward with its development plans if there are

illSufficient

funds to buy the property. The County or participating city may initiate an amendment to the
MSHCP to remove the property from the Criteria Area boundaries. In undertaking this
amendment process. the County or participating city is only required to use its best efforts to
insure completion of the amendment 'Within the four year time period. If the County or
participating city does not initiate the MSHCP amendment process, then the burden is on the
private property owner to :request that the County or participating city process a development
appli cation for the property without further consideration of the MSHCP conservation criteria.
However. the County or participating city still has the ability to deny the development appUcation

based on CEQA grounds, for example , inadequate biologi cal resource mitigation. Additionally,
third party beneficiary status could be revoked: potentially requiring the aggrieved lando'WTler to
process

an

individual take permit after all.

On the whole* therefore, the Acquisition Process is unsatisfactory, illegal and .provides
little or no incentive for a landowner to agree to its provisi ons.
1 0.

)be MSHCP Acquisition Process Fai ls to Satisfy the Mandatory Time
Frames Esmblished Under State Law

Under the Acquisition Process as proposed, the County

and affected cities would be

unable to comply with the time frames established under state law to process de velopment

applications_ For example, under CEQA. the lead agency is required to complete and approve a

negative declaration within 1 80 days and an EIR within one year after the application is accepted

as

complete. CEQA § 2 1 080.2, 2 1 1 5 1 -5;

CEQA Guidelines § 1 5 1 07, 1 5 1 08; These deadlines

have been held to be mandatory, exposing a local government to liability if they are not met.
Sunset Drive Corp. v. City of Redlands, 73 Cal.App.4th 2 1 5 ( 1 999).

The Permit Streamlining Act (Government Code § 65920 et seq.) and the Subdivision

Map Act (Government Code § 664 1 0 er seq.), also require development applications to be
approved or denied 'Within certain perio ds of lime. Implementation of the MSHCP Acquisition
Process precludes the C ounty and the cities from meeting these mandatory time frames.
I I.

"!be MSHCP Provides Inadequate A!i!\'Urance� to Landowners

One of the primary reasons landowners would voluntarily agree

to the MSHCP is to

obtain certainty that if there is compli ance with the MSHCP, the landowner would no t be subj ect

to the imposition of further habitat regulations in the future. However, the:: MSHCP fails to
provi.de i!dequate assurance in the event of "unforsecn circumstances", i.e., a change in
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circumstances affecting a species or geographic aica covered by the MSBCP that could not have
reasonably been artticipated by the County and the wildlife agencies at the time the MSHCP is
Degotiated and adopted, which results in a substantiaJ and adverse change in the status of the
covered species. MSHCP at 6-24.
The MSHCP provides that a finding of "unforseen circumstances" will not be grounds to
suspend, terminate or revoke the take authorizations issued pursuant to the MSHCP 1 provided

that the County and "affected beneficiarics'1 cooperate with the wil dl ife agencies to identify and
implement reasonable necessary modifications. MSHCP at 6-26. If, for examp)e, the adaptive
management approach fails, the MSHCP provides that the wildlife agenci es may determine that
unforseen circumstances have arisen a:nd that additional land, Jand restrictions. or additional
financial comp ensation beyond that required by the MSHCP are necessary. MSHCP at 6-24.
The question then becomes. who is responsible for such additional measures? The MSHCP
should provi d e additional information co ncerning this.
B.

There

is Inadequate Scientific Basis JustifYing the Reserve Location and Size

There have been significant critiques of the science allegedly supporting the rationale for
inclusion of so much land in the MS HCP proposal but these critiques have not been addresse d .

esUlbUshing the MSHCP consenration area were
i dentified over six years ago by the then-existing Advisory Committee in a po si tion statement

Deficiencies in the PSBS report relied upon in

for peer review. No such peer review was ever undertaken. Additionally, the MSHCP's
own Science Review Panel criticized the MSHCP on numerous grounds of technical deficiency.
including fa.Hw.e to justify the reasons for including in reserves on land unit versus another, and
calling

failure to identify the criteria for including or excluding species and areas. lmportantly,

by the SRP, these

arc

the same que stions asked by the public .

as

noted

The MSHCP should be formally and independently peer-reviewed to ensure that the large

reserve acreage amount and location are appropriate. Additionally, the proposed adaptive
management approach should be reconsidered. The effectiveness of the MSHCP relies upon the

creation of a "self-sustaining reserve system" to the extent feasibl e, with a focus on conserving
habitats and species, through a "flexible inductive approach," i.e informed "learning by doing."
MSHCP at 5-2. The MSHCP states that this approach, called "adaptive management," is an
experimental and flexible appro ach. MSI ICP at 5-3. The MSHCP provides, however� that
others have cautioned against extrapolati on and generalization of experimental results from small
scal e studies to larger scale processes of adaptive management. MSH CP at 5-4. The MSHCP
.•
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also states that adaptive management is "inherently uncertain and risky". MSHCP at 5-1 3 . In
other words, it is questionable whether adaptive xna.:nagemcnt will work. The significant

commiunent of local resources required to implement the MS HCP
emp loying such an unreliable management approach.

III.

!>hould not be jeopardiz.ed by

CONCLUSION

On behalf of the Domenigonis, we urge the County to revise the MSHCP prior to
releasing the EIRJEIS as necessary to address landowner concerns, comply with the principles
provided in the 1 998 Planning Agreement, and rectify technical deficiencies in ihe data that form
the basis for the MSHCP. We further request that the NOP be revised and re circulated once its
discrepancies have been corrected.
-

We appreciate this opportunity to c omme nt on the NOP. We look forward to conti nuing
to work with the County and the Service to develop an MSHCP that can receive the broad based
community support necessary to sustain a project of its scope and duration.
Vcry truly yours,

Michele A. Staples
MAS/jaa

Enclosures

433 132. 1

cc:

Richard Lashbrook

Cindy and Andy Domenlgoni
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VIA FA CSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL
Ms. Kristi Lovelady

County of RiverSide

Transportati on and Land

Management Agency
4080 Lemon Street, 1°1 Floor
Post Office Box 1 605
Riverside: California 92502-1605
Re:

CotTiitlettts on Multiple Species H4bitat Conservation

Plan Work Product #1

Dear Kristi:

The following comments on the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
("MSHCP") Work Product #1 are submitted on behalf of the Domenigonis for consideration by
the MSHCP Advisory Committee at its meeting on May 1 7, 2001 .
Se<::tion 1 .3 incorrectly states that the MSHCP is to provide
"1 53,000 acres of gew conservation on private lands." The goal is to provide a 51 0,000-acre
conservation area. including up to 1 53,000 acres of private land. As drafted, the MSHCP would
exclude existin2 conversation banks and other conserved private lands from the 1 53,000-acre
cap, thereby increasing the MSHCP, s impact to private land.
Page TOC(i) -

PROPOSED REVISION: Tue 1 53,000 acres of privately owned
property to be conserved as part of the MSHCP Reserve is to
include both newly conserved land and existing conserved land,
such as private property within habitat conservation pl�s and
conservation banks.

...., _ _ ... ,
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Page TQC(ii) - Section 2.2. l , and several other sections, incorrectly reference an
"'MSHCP study area" Section 1 0.4 of the Planning Agreement executed in 1 998 by the County
and the resources agencies states, "The MSHCP will not in comorate Study Areas. development
moratori� or any other means of regulating private property for habitat or species protection

purposes beyond that required by law."

PROPOSED REVISION: All references to an "MSHCP study
area" must be deleted from the MSHCP Work Product # 1 , and all

subsequent work products.

Page TOCCiv) - Section 4.3 .3 calls for "non-financial contributions" by local
governments including development regulations and mitigation guidelines in order to assemble
the M SHCP Res erve. lmposiDg regulatory restrictions on privately owned property as a method
of assembling the MSHCP Reserve is inconsistent with the incentive-based MSHCP program

concept that has received broad-based community support. Such regulatory restrictions have

al so been consistently opposed by local bndo wners. including the Domenigonis.

PROPOSED REVISION: The section should be revised to instead

reference non-financial c ontributions by local governments through
implementation of an incentive based program to reward

and

compensate prop erty owners who dedicate their land to the
MSHCP.

Page TOCCv) - Sections 5.3 and 5.4 discuss "adjacency management issues
including exotics, fencing, noiset lighting, runoff7erosion, etc.," as well as fire management and
brush management adjacent to the MSHCP Reserve. However, Section 1 0.6 of the 1 998
Planning Agreement commits that the MSHCP Reserve and l inkages will include buffer areas

their boundaries. Therefore. there must not be "adjacency management issues" that would
impair land uses and impose uncompensated Reserve management responsibilities on private
landowners adjacent to the Reserve.
within

PROPOSED REVI SI ON : Delete all references to "adjacency
management issues and obligations of private landowners to buffer
the MSHCP Reserve.,,

Page TQC(vi) - Sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3 reference the need to protect species and
are imposed by the MSHCP, the private
propeny impacted is greater than 1 53,000-acrc cap. However, the County's consultant has
committed in numerous public meetings that the eXtent of privately owned lands needed under
the MSHCP to conserve the targeted species is up to 153,000 acres. Imposing regulations on
private land outside of the Reserve would exceed that total by an unspecified amount of
additional private property. The conservation of more than 1 53,000 acres of lands currently in
habitats outside of the Reserve. If such obligations

private ownership has been consiStently opposed by local landowners, including the

Domenigonis.

..... ..... ....
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PROPOSED REVISION: Delete

all references to conservation
measures required outside of the MSHCP Reserve.
Page TOC(vi) - Section 6.2,.5. calls for lo cal agencies to impose "interim controls"
in order to maintain resources in their existing c ondition prior to conveyance to the reserve. The
proposal is contrary to the commitment made by the County� the cities, and the resources
agencies in Section l 0.4 of the 1 998 Planning Agreement that "the MSHCP will not incorporate
Study Areas) development moratori� or any other means of :regulating private propeny for
habitat or species protection purposes beyond that required by law."

PROPOSED REVISION: Revise all reference$ to "interim
controls" to affirm that no such interim controls

will be imposed

on privately owned land, consistent with the 1 998 Planning
Agreement.

Page TOC (vi) S ecti on 6.4 re ferences the need to address pesticides in
agriculture. Restricting pesticide use on private agricultural operations would impair crops and
•

impose economi c burdens on local farmers. Uncompensated restrictions on agricultural
operations have been consistently opposed by local agricultural landovmers. including the
Domenigonis.
PROPOSED REVISJON: Delete all references to restricting
pesticide use in agricultural operations.

Page 1- 7 - The summary of the 1 998 Planning Agreement fails to incorporate the
planning concepts that are to be incorporated into the MSHCP. as set forth in Section 1 O of the

Planning Agreement. The MSHCP planning concepts were expressly incorporated into the
Planning Agreement, "(b )ased upon preVious habitat conservation planning experiences, revenue
limitations, and sentiments expressed by western Riverside County citizens and property
O\\ners . ... " An MSBCP that fails to incorporate the fonndation planning concepts required by
the Planning Agreement cannot gain the public acceptance necessary to sustain a program of the
size and duration of the proposed MSHCP.

PROPOSED REVISION: Insert the following :plannmg concepts
required by Section l 0 of the Planning Agreement:

The MSHCP will not incorporate Study Areas, development

moratoria, or any other means of regulating private property for
habitat or species protection purposes beyond that required by law
(Planning Agreement section

1 0.4);
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Consistent with the provisions ofFESA and CE SA, the MSHCP

will rely to the maximwn extent practicable on the use of voluntary
incentive based programs in order to encourage private property
owners to conserve habitats and species on their lands (Planning

Agreement section 1 0.5);

MSHCP Core Reserves and Viable Habitat Linkages will be

include core habits! and buffer areas within their
boundaries . Such boundaries will be designed in a imlion which
ensures that reserves and linkages include habitat necessary to
mitigate for edge effect impacts (Planning Agreement section
designed to

1 0.6);

Any private property whose acquisition is necessary for the
MSHCP will be purchased only from willing sellers (Planning
Agreement section 1 0.7);
The MSHCP will be developed to automatically extend incidental
take permits to ongoing agricultural operations. subject to the
requirements of law and on such terms

and conditionS tIB may be

agreed upon by the Service, the Department,. the County1 and the
Cities. Take of species covered by the MSHCf» resulting from

bona fide agricultural operations will be mitigated through
measures set forth in the plan. Conversion of new lands into

agricultural uses should be

mitigated through the plan in a fair,

equitable and economically viable manner, subject to the
,

requirements of law and on such terms and conditions

as may be

agreed upon by the Service, the Department, the County and the
Cities (Planning Agreement section 1 0.9).

Page 1 -9 - Section 1 .2.2 should update the planning context to include the
MSHCP Advisory Committee's recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. In section 7. 1 of
the Planning Agreement, the County committed to prepare the MSHCP based upon consideration
of the recommendations of the Advisory Committee.

PROPOSED REVISION: Include a summary of the incentive
based implementation program concept recommended by the

Advisory Committee and approved by

the Soard of Supeivisors.

Page 1 - 1 0 - Consistent with the MSHCP policies recently adopted by the Board o f
Supervisor� the section entitled ·�Regulatory Contexf' (commencing on page 1-9) should include
landowners as third party beneficiaries of "take authorization" issued to "the applicant.7'
•

.
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PROPOSED REVISION: Insert at end of section entitled
"Regulatory Context:" Property oVJileJ'S are considered to be third
party beneficiaries of the "take authorization" issued to "the
applicant."
Pa.ge 1 -1 2 - Section 1 .3 should be revised to affirm that the goals of the MSHCP
are also set forth in the Planning Agreement.

PROPOSED REVISION: Insert a sentence stating that the 1 998
Planning Agreement sets forth the goals and planning concepts for
the MSHCP.
Pages 1 - 1 3 through 1 - 1 5 - Section 1 .3 must be revised to set forth the policies
adopted by the Board of Supervisors, including additional or alternative policies that are
scheduled to be considered by the Board on May 22, 200 I .
Page 2-2 - Section 2. 1 . 1

-

In discussing the

as

PSBS report and mapping, the section

should include information developed by the Stephens' kangaroo rat habitat conservation plan
advisory committee on the errors and general unreliability of the report and maps.

PROPOSED REVISION: Insert the follo'1ting language: After the
Draft PSBS report was rel eased in February 1995, the RCHCA
Advisory Committee discussed the deficiencies of the report at
several meetings. Because of the errors in the report, the Advisory
Committee devel oped a p0sition statement advising the Riverside
County Habitat Conservation Agency to: (1) establish a biological
technical cornminee comprised of agencies, private interests and
conservation interests to peer review the PSBS report; (2) circulate
the report to regulatory agencies and responsible local agencies for
comment and evaluation of the methods used in the PSBS report;
and (3) based on the results of steps (1) and (2), incorporate into
the data base those parts of the document that are accurate. (See
RCHCA Advisory C ommittee Minutes dated May 25, 1 995.) No
such peer review or public agency analyses were conducted.
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May 1 6, 200 1

Page 6

Please i11corporate the following revisions prior to circulating the draft MSHCP

for public review and comments

Sincerely,

Michele A. Sta.pies
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FA CSIMILE ANlJ V.S. MAIL

Ms. Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside

Transponation and Land

Management Agency
4080 Lemon Street, 7u. Floor
Post Office Box 1 605
Riverside, califomia 92:502-1 60$
Re:

Supplemental Comments on Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan Work Product #1

Dear Kristi:
The fol l owing supplemental comments on the Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan e'MSHCP") Work Product # 1 are submitted on behalf of the Domenigonis for
consideration by the MSHCP Advisory Committee at its meeting on May 24, 200 1 .

At its May 1 7 meeting the Advisory Committee requested revisions to clarify two
of the Domenigonis' comments incl\lded in our letter to you dated May 1 6. The following
revised comments are submitted in response to the committee's request.
,

Page TOC(iv) - Section 4.3 .3 cans for "non-financial contributions" by local
governments including development regulations and mitigation guidelines in order to assemble
the MSHCP Reserve. Imposing regulatory restrictions on privately owned property as a method
of assembling the MSHCP Reserve is inconsistent with the incentive-based MSHCP program
concept that has received broad-based community support. Such regul atory restrictions have
also been consistently opposed by local landowners, including the Domenigonis.

..

� 0 27 1 0 4 4

Ms. Kristi Lovelady

May 24, 2001
Page 2

REVISION: The section should be revised to
describe non-financial contributions by local govel'JlIDents through
implementation of the incentive based program to reward and
compensate property owners who dedicate their land to the
MSHCP. The County' s existing open space requirements
ge nerally applicable to all development projects will still apply.
However, private land needed for conservation and management of
species and habitats covered by the MSHCP (whether or not it
overlaps v.ith open space land) will be obtained for the MSHCP
Reserve in exchange for compensation ro the lando'WTler.
PROPOSED

Page TOC(vi) Sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3 reference the need to protect species and
habitats outside of the Reserve. If such obligations are imposed by the MSHCP. the private
property impacte d is greater than 1 53 ,000-acre cap. However, the County's consultant has
committed in numerous public meetings that the extent of privately owned lands n�ed under
the MSHCP to conserve the targeted spe cies is up to 1 53 ,000 acres. Imposing regulations on
private land outside of the Reserve would exceed that total by an unspecified amount of
additional private property. The conservation. of more than l )3 ,000 acres of lands currently in
private OV\lllership has been consistently opposed by local landowners, including the
-

Domtn.lgonis.

PROPOSED REVISION: The sections should be revised to clarify
that private land needed for conservation and management of
species and htibitats covered by the MSBCP will be obtained for
the MSHCP Reserve. Existing regulations that apply to
conservation of other species and habitats not covered by the
MSHCP would still apply, but would not be included as part of the
implementation of the MSHCP.
Please incorporate the requested revisions prior 10 circulating the draft MS HCP

for public review and comments.

Sincerely,

� A-�
Michele A. Staples
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VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside

Transportation and Land
Management Agency
4080 Lemon Street, 7-m Floor
Post Office Box 1605
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Re:

Comments on Multiple Species Habitat Conservatio11
Plan fr..qrk Product #3

Dear Kristi:
The fol1owing comments on the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan

C'MSHCP") Work Product #3 are submined on Oehalf o f the Domenigonis for consideration by
the MSHCP Advisory Committee:

Like earlier MSHCP work products, Work Product #3 fails to address (or even
concerns with regional habitat conservation planning, resulting in
large part from the Stephens' kangaroo rat habitat conservation plan. In response to those
concern$, the 1 998 Planning Agreement established the dgrowid rules,, for the MSHCP process
which were agreed to by the County, participating cities, the U.S. Fish and Wi ldli fe Service and
the California Department of Fish and Ga.me. Nevertheless, the MSHCP work products
uniformly depart from the ground rules. Work Product #3 perpetuates the shortcomings that we
i dentified in earlier MSHCP work products, including the imposition of requirements and
restrictions on private land uses and projects beyond the requirements of current laws.
acknowledge) the public's
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Ms. Kristi Lovelady

July 27, 2001
Page l

It has been represented by the County' s MSHCP consultant that the

conservation

of a large reserve areat including 1 53,000 acres of privately-owned land, would protect the
species and habitats proposed to be covered by the MSHCP. Instead, the MSHCP work ·
products, ineluding Work Product #3, describe a scheme that would establish as large a rcserve1
plus impose wicompensated regulatory restrictions on private land throughout western Riverside
County. Continued departure from the original purpose and scope of the MS HCP, and continued
resistance to documenting an incentive-based pro gram in the MSHCP work products at this late
stage in the program's development is disturbing.

Enclosed arc proposed revisions to

Work Product #3. The revisions are necessary
to address concerns raised by the D omenigoni s and other private landowners throughout the
MSHCP process. We urge the County to revise MSHCP Work Product #3, as well as the other
MSHCP work products, to describe an incentive�based MSHCP program that works to the
mutual benefit of landowners whose land is needed for the MSHCP Reserve (whether or not
listed species are present) as well as landowners and public entities who construct projects on
land otherwise constrained by the presence of listed species and their habitats.

Essentially. the incentive-based program provides a mechanism for the MSHCP to
be implemented COO$istent with all applicable laws, resulting in the establishment of a huge
wildlife reserve including 1 53,000 acres of private land without requiring wicompensated
sacrifice on the part of private landowners. The program would result in a ..win-win" MSHCP
that can receive the broad-based community support needed to sustain the long-term commitment
of political and financjal resources necessary for successful implementation of the MSHCP.
The significant revisions described in the attachment are considered necessary to
salvage an MSHCP that can receive broad-based community support. Once the revisi ons have
been incorporated, Work Product #3 should be re-circulated for review and comment.

Sincerely,

�a. �
Michele A. Staples

MAS/jaa
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420749.1

cc:

Cindy and Andy Domenigoni (w/encls.)

�

Ms. Kristi Lovelady
July 27. 200 1

Page 3

ATTACFiMENT TO COMMENTS ON MSHCP PLAN WORK PRODUCT #3

General Comments

Throughout the document, all references to "study area" should be deleted_
Thmu3hout the doc'UtI'lent, all sections that were incomplete must be completed
and circulated for revi ew and comment.
Throughout the document, the text is highly technical and, in many cases, not
easily understandable. The document must be understandable by the affected

public. Therefore, the technical jargon should be replaced with common English
words.

Snecific Comments

Page 4- 1 . in between the first and second paragraphs the following text should be inserted

··nie MSHCP is intended to provide an incentive-based procedure
for creating an MS HCP Reserve of approximately 500,000 acre s,
including up to 1 53,000 acres of l and currently in private
ownership. In exchange, the County of Riverside and participating
cities wo\lld obtain permits to· "take': species and habitats listed as
threatened or cndan,eered under state and/or federal law, in
connection with public works projects and private land uses
(including development and agriculture) outsi de of the MSHCP
Reserve on land otherwise constraine d by the presence of listed
species and their habitats. n
';The state and federal resource agencies having jurisdiction over

these issues have indi cat ed their intention to use the proposed

County MSHCP

as

the sole

basis for satisfying requirements

pertaining to species and habitat protections. Consequently1 it is
critical that this program be workable and effective for all parties,
and that it include options and alternatives to address as many
outcomes as can be foreseen at this time.
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Ms� Kristi Lovelady
July 27' 200 1
Page 4

The incentive-based MSHCP program rewards and compensates
private property owners who dedicate their land to the MSHCP and
thereby benefit other entities' publi c and private projects. As a
result, the incentive-based MSHCP program works to the mutual
benefit of landnwners whose land is needed for the MSHCP
Reserve as well as landowners and public entities who construct
projects on land otherwise constrained by the presence of listed
$pecies and their habitats. The incentive-based MSHCP program
is a ·"win-win" proposal that can J"eceive the broad-based
community support needed to sustain the long-term commitment of
political and financial resources riecessary for successful
implementation."

Pages 4-1 through 4-2, only selective benefits are included in the bullet points. As noted
in the 1 998 Planning Agreement, equally important benefits that should be included are:
3 .4,2. 3 .4.3. 3 .4.7. and 3.4.8 (comprehensive means to coordinate1
standardize, streamline, and ensure closure regarding mitigation
requirements and permitting under FESA, CESA1 NEPA, CEQA,
the California Native Plant Protection Act (..CNPPA") and other
applicable laws and regulations relating to biological and natural
resources ·within the plan area);

3 .4.4.

1 0.5 (establishes and emphasizes the use of incentives to

encourage propeny owners

to voluntarily conserve habitat and

species within the plan area as an alternative to regulatozy

mandates);

3.4.5 (facilitates economic growth and prosperity so that it occurs
in a manner which: is consistent with the conservation of biological

resources within the plan area);
1 0.4

(prohibiting the use of Study Areas, development moratoria,

or any other means of regulating private property for habitat or
species protection purpo:ses beyond that required by Jaw);

1 0.6 (reserves and linkages to incorporate core areas and buffers
within their boundaries);

JACKSON DEMARCO & �<::JmN'P.A.UGH

Ms. Kristi Lovelady
July 27, 200 1
Page 5

.. _ ....

..

_lQd (requires that private property whose acquisition is necessary
for the MSHCP will be purchased only from willing sellers); and
.llh2 (MSHCP to automatically extend incidental take pennits to
ongoing agricultural operations, to include measures to mitigate

take from bona fide agricultural operations, and to mitigate in a

fair, equitable, and economically viable manner the conversion of
new lands into agricultural uses).

Page 4-7 through 4-8, the ·�on-Financial Contributions" di scu ssion should state that
imposing regulatory restrictions on privately owned property as a method of assembling
the MSHCP Reserve is inconsistent with the incentive-based MSHCP program concept
that has received broad�based community support. Such regulatory restrictions have also
been consistently opposed by local landowners1 including the Domenigonis. The
discussion also should stress non-financial contributions to be made by federal. state, and
local governments through implementation of the incentive based prograJil to reward and
compensate property owners who dedicate their land to the MSHCP. The County's
existi ng open space requirements generally i!pplicable to all development projects will
still apply. However, private land needed for conservation and management of species
and habitats covered by the MSHCP (whether or not it overlaps with open space land)
will be obtained for the MSHCP Reserve in exchange for the incentive program's
rewards and compensation to the landov..ner.
Pages 4-7 through 4-8, the paragraph starting on the bottom of the page 4-7 and
continuing on to the top of page 4-8 should be replaced with:
"Land exchanges may jnvolve the exchange of developable lands
currently owned by public entities with consenting private entities
whose land contains important habitat. Such land exchanges could

also occur between v�nous public entities."

Pages 4-9 through 4-1 3, the term "private habitat," is unclear. Section 4.3.4 should
clarify that the table sets forth projected acerage of resources currently in private
ownership that is to be obtained for the MSHCP Reserve in exchange for rewards and ·
compensation to the landowner under the incentive-based program.
Page 5-1. in the second paragraph should include a brief explanation of the federal

requirements for adaptive management programs contained in the USFWSINMFS

Handboolc. It should also state that adaptive man agement applies to land obtained for the
MSHCP Reserve.
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Page 5- 1 , the first sentence in the second bullet point does not follow the first bullet
point. A brief explanation of the significance of incidental take permits.ill the context of
adaptive management programs should be included. For example :
Recognizing the delicate balance that the ESA's Section 1 0
attempts to address. the USFWS said:

"While species conservation is of course paramount,
the sectioD 1 0 process recognizes the importance of
both biol ogical and e conomic factors. BiQ)ogically ,
it provides FWS . . with a tool to minimize and
_

mitigate the incidental take of listed, proposed, and
candidate species at the local, ransewidc, or

ecosystem level. For landowners and local

governments, it provides long-term assurances that

their activities will be in compliance with the
requirements of the ESA. For both sides. the HCP

process promotes negotiation and compromise and
provides an alternative to conflict and litigation."
(Handbook, fl. 1 -7.)

Page 5-2, in the first paragraph should include a brief summary of the NCCP Program
requirements analogous to an adaptive management programs. For example:
Under the NCCP Act of 1 9 9 1 , the California Resources Agency

be gan implementing a pilot program for the protection of coastal
sage scrub habitat. The primary goal of this program is "to

conserve natural communities and accommodate compatible land
use." The program organizes five counties in southern California,
including and Riverside County, into 1 1 planning "s\lbregion!ll,"
whlch are further divjded into "subareas." Each subregion and
subarea must design its own HCP for endangered species, whicb is
submitted to the USFWS. Jf approved, these plans allow local
communities to manage endangered species on specified reserve
areas without having to seek additional Section 1 0 incidental take
permits from the USFWS. The intention is to streamline the
administrative efforts of affected parties.

Page 5-2 through 5-8. the text is hlghly technical. Most of the teclmical jargon should be
replaced with common English words.
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Pa�e 5-4. in the list, item No. 4 either should be deleted in its entirety or further clarified.
Page 5-4. in the list, item No. 6 the term "reversible treannent" should be defined·. This
can b e done in a footnote.

Page 5-7, the discussion of edge effects should state that the MS HCP Reserve will
include buffer areas necessary to prevent s\lch edge efforts.
PaQe 5 - 1 0 tlrrougb 5-1 1 . the statements that stakeholders must b e willing to accept risk
and uncertainty should be clarified. The incentive-based program removes risk to
landowners by requiring private prop erty to be obtained for the MSHCP Reserve.
Adaptive Management Activities would be applied within the reserve. Therefore,
changes in the adaptive management program would not result in increased burdens to
private property owners under the incentive-based M SHCP program.

Page 5-12, throughout list item Nos. 3 and 4. the tentl "MSHCP Reserve
the term "conseIVation and management goals and obj ectives."

..

should precede

Page 5-13. the text i n ite m No. 5 should begin . .MSHCP Reserve management . . ."

Page 5-1 3, the statement that adaptive management programs are "inherently uncenain
and risky•• should be deleted from the second sentence in the paragraph at the· bottom of
the page. The discussion indicates that, to the contrary, they arc designed to address site
specific management needs over the long-term. As a result, they would not be fully
developed in the near term.

Page 5-1 4. the missing secti ons should be drafted and circulated

possible.

for comment as soon as

first paragraph, the discussion regarding local agencies' implementation
should be revised to reflect theit implementation of incentives. The current statement

Page 6-1 . in the

indicates thilt local agencies v.il l use their land use authority to exact privately-owned
lands for the MSHCP Reserve. Such a plan has been soundly rejected by key
stakeholders, is unlikely to gain broad-based local support, and is unnecessary in light of
the incentive�based program that has been proposed, should also include discussion on
how resource agencies, environmental organizations, and the private sector will be
involved in the MSHCP.
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Page 8
Page 6-1 . in the second to the last sentence of the .third paragraph.
See Handboo� p. 1 -2, citing H.R. Rep. No. 97·835, 9Th Congress,
Second s�ssion ('•Congress . . . intended this process to reduce
conflicts between listed species and economic development
activities, and to provide a framework that wo uld encourage
' creative partnerships' between the public and private sectors and
state, municipal, and federal agencies in the interests of endangered
and threatened species and habitat conservation. [� This is

critically important, for Congress was not instituting merely a
perm.it procedure but a. process that, at its best, would integrate
non-F�deral development and land use activities with conservation
goals , resolve conflicts between endangered species prQtection and
economic activities on non-Federal lands, and create a climate of
partnership and cooperation.n)

Page 6-3, in the table

replace No.

3 teKt with:

"Funding mechanisms available to monitor, minimi2e, and
mitigate environmental impacts."

Page 6-3, at the bottom of the page,

analogous to HCP table.

a NCCP Act

requirements table .should be created

Page 6-3, section references should be inserted for the HCP elements listed at the bottom
of the page.

Page 6-4, in the Background section, there should be a brief discussion of the deficiencies
in the data the MSHCP relies on. Deficiencies in the PSBS report were identified over
six years ago by the then-existing Advisory Committee in a positi on statement advising

the

Riverside County Habitat Consen'a.tion Agency to: ( 1) establish a biological technical

committee comprised of �gencies, private interests and conservation interests to peer

review the PSBS report; (2) circulate the rep0rt to regulatory agencies and responsible

local agencies (or comment and evaluation of the methods used in the PSBS report; and
(3) based on the results of steps (I) and (2), incorporate into the data base those parts of
the document that are accurate. (See RCHCA Advisory Committee Minutes dated May
25) 1 995.) No such peer review or public agency analysis were conducted.

1£J
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Page 9

("SRP.,) also has criticized.the MSHCP on numerous grounds
ofteclmical deficiency. including failure to justify the reasons for including in reserves
one land unit versus another and failure to identify the criteria for inclucling or excluding
specie s and areas. Importantly, as noted by the SRP, these are the same questions asked
The Science Review Panel

by the public.

P ages 6-4 through 6-21. discuss the need to protect species and habitats outside of the
MSHCP Reserve. Such a plan is in direct conflict with basic ground rules established for
the MSHCP in the Planning Agreement arid in the subsequent discussions of the
incentive-based program. The discussion ignores two primary objections of the MSHCP.
First, the MSHCP is not to impose greater regulatory burdens than exist under current
law. If the MSHCP does so, or if it does not relieve those burdens. 'then there is

absolutely no reason for such a plan. Second , privately owned land that is to be subject to
MSHCP conservation criteria are to be obwined for the MSHCP Re serve. As a result, the
entire section must be re·writtcn. There is no support among 'key stakeholders for a plan
that establishes a huge reserve area that will include 1 53 ,000 acres of land currently in
private ownership, plus impose uncompen5ated regulatory restrictions on private property
o�ners. Accordingly. all references to conservation requirements within the MSHCP
Area must be revised to apply only to the MSHCP Reserve. If such obligations are
imposed by the MSHCP, the private property impacted is greater than 1 53 ,000-aere cap.
However. the County's consultant has committed in numerous public meetings that the
extent of privately owned lands needed under the MSHCP to conserve the targeted
species is up to 1 53 ,000 acres. lmposins regulations on private land out.side of the

Reserve would exceed that lotal by an wispecified amount of additional private property.
The conservation of more than 1 53 ,000 acres of lands c urrently i:n private ownership has
been consistently opposed by local landowners, including the Domenigonis.

Accordingly, delete all re ference s to conservation measures required outside of the
M SHCP Reserve. Private property that is subjected to conservation criteria should be
included as part of the MSHCP Reserve and the landowner should be rewarded and
compensated through the incentives program.

Pages 6-12 through 6-1 7, would impose requirements on private and uses and proj ects
'
well beyond existing law and must be rewritten. The MSHCP :Reserve is to include
within its boundary all areas needed to buffer the Reserve from adverse land uses outside
of the Reserve.
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Section I 0.6 of the 1 998 Planning Agreement commits that 1he MSHCP Reserve and

linkages will include buffer areas within theit boundaries. Therefore, there must not be
adjacency management issues that would impair land uses and impose uncompensated
Reserve management responsibilities on private landowners adjacent to or otherwise
outside of the Reserve.

Page 6-1 7 indicates that a section entitled ''Agriculture" is "in progre ss ." As agriculture
is the County's foremost industry, Work Product #3 is inherently incomplete without the
section. The proposed section should be distributed as soon as possible for review and
comment prior to any further dissemination of any MSHCP document containing Work
Product #3. At a minimum� the section must discuss the fact that agriculture is the
>

County's number one industry, and must comply ·with Section 1 0.9 of the Planning
Agreement:

Tue M'.SHCP \\ill be developed to automatically extend incidental take permits to
ongoing agri.culnrral operations, subject to the requirements of law and on such tcnn.s and
conditions as may be agreed upon by the S ervice, the Department, the County. and the
Cities . Take of species covered by the MSHCP resulting from bona fme agricultural

operations will be mitigated through measures set forth in the plan. COn'Version of new

lands into agricultural uses should be mitigated through the plan in a fair, equitable, and
economically viable manner, subject to the requirements of1;1w and on such terms and

conditions as may be agreed upon by the Service, the Department, the County and the

Cities.

6-J 7 through 6- 1 8, propose to establ i sh heightened survey rcquircmen� vvithin
specified areas. Since the surveys are required to determine which lands are needed for
the MSHCP Reserve, the costs of such swveys should be borne by the MS HCP.
Adwtionally, the sections shou l d specify the time limitations 'Within which such surveys
are to be completed so as not to delay private projects. As written, the survey
Page

requirement appears to all �\privat: projects" within the specified areas. Such: a
requirement would create hardship and significant burdens on many discretionary
approvals. The section should clarify those "private proj ects" that would be subject to the
new survey requirements proposed to be established by the MSHCP.
Page 6-1 8 through 6-20. states that "private projects" are expected to be designed and
implemented in accordance with the criteria for each Area Plan, and that findings of

consistency would be required. The section turns the incentive-based program on its head

by oblig ating private property ov.ners to conform to the conservation criteria rather than
obligating the County and participating Cities to obtain the private land necessary to
assemble the MSHCP Reserve

and must be rewritten. The Proj ect Information and
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Page 1 1

Equivalency Analysis sections should be deleted and substituted w:ith a section that

clarifies that it is the obligation of the County

or participating Cities to process an

application to change the Rese;rve boundary - not the private landowner. If the Count)' or
participating City is unable to obtain the private land necessary for the Reserve, then the
application of conservation criteria sho uld be extinguished on that private land and. if
necessa.r)r, the County or participating City should process an independent amendment of

the Reserve boundary. The priv�te landowner's project or land use should not be bogged
down in the amendment process.

surveys to ensure that development proj ects track
Reserve assembly. The premise of the MSHCP is the establishment of the MSHCP
Reserve area over time. The section shoul d be revised to provide a time schedule for
reserve �sembly and a system to triu:k land acquisitions co nsistent with that schedule. A

Pages 6-21 tluou_gh 6-22, woul d require

p rop o sed sysiem is included in the attached document titled, ··safety Nets." Under such a ·
system, more detailed surveys and tracking on a project by proj ect basis would not be

necessary.
Page 6-23. the section should state that private landowners with.in the MSHCP boundary

are third party beneficiaries. Additionally, the last sentence ofthe first paragraph should

be replaced with:

as

otherwise required by law and/or provided under
the terms of the MSCHP and except for Unfo reseen
Circumstances, no further mitigation or compensation v.ill be
"Accordingly.

required by the resource agencies to addres s impacts of permitted

activities and the private landowners within the MSHCP boundary.

Page 6-25, list item No. 2 should be inserted before the "No Surprise.. discussion.
Page 6-25, the first sentence of the last paragraph should be revised as follows�
"Extraordinaiy circumstances will not include the changes anticipated to occur as

a result
of the activities anticipated by the . . . " Exempting only anticipated 'mban development
activities" from the definition of extraordinary or unforeseen circumstances is too
restrictive. The MSHCP is to provide take authorization for many other anticipated land
uses on private property which should also be exempt from the definition of extraordinary
or unforeseen circwnstances.
Page 6-26, the "permitting agencies" should be defined. This can be done in a footnote.
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Page l2

.

Page 6-27, the second sentence in th� first paragraph should be replaced with:
'(Additfonal conservation and mitigation measures will not involve
commitment of additional land, water (including quantity and
timing of delivery), restriction on the use ·of land, or other natural
resources without consent of the County and/or landowner.··

Page 6-28, should discuss the relationship between Changed Circumstances and adaptive
management. Circumstances such as invasion by exotic species are more appropriately
addressed through changed management of the Reserve instead of ..additional
conservation and mitigation measures" as proposed in section 6.8.3 .

Page 6-30, should clarify what i� meant by "toxic spills."
Page 6-32t the last sentence of the first full paragraph should be revised as follows: ... the
Wildlife Agencies will not require the additional measures withom tlle consent of the
County and the landowner."
Page 6-32, the critical habitat designation for the Riverside fairy shrimp should be
"final.11
changed from "proposed" to
Page 6-33. the first sentence of the second para.graph should be revised as follows:
then neither the County nor the landowners within the MS HCP boundary will be required
to commit additional land.

.
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SAFETY NETS
(Draft dated March 22, 2001)
A plan for obtaining land for the Reserve vvill be developed and assessed annually to

ensure that assemblage of the Reserve is on schedule. The plan will set forth the acreage to be
added to the Reserve within defined time periods. If an annual assessment indicates a $hortfall of
ten percent or more in acreage obtained for the Reserve, or if the ultimate reserve configuration
would be precluded by a project. then the signatories ;must immediately commence proceedings
to obtain a sufficient interest in the property needed for the Reserve to preserve it consistent with
the Reserve Conservation Criteria via the habitat acquisition negotiation process described in the
attached flow chart.

Jf an annual assessment indicates a shortfall of at least thirty-five percent in the acreage
obtained for the Reserve, the signatories will provide public notice within six months that the
MSHCP permits arc in jeopardy of being S11.$pcn.ded and that, if suspended, take authorizations
roust be individually obtained under applicable state and federal laws. The notice will be given
via publication in the Press-Entemrlse and the Californian once per week for four consecutive
weeks and via U.S. mail to all landowners of record within the MSHCP bowidary. The noti ce
will include the address(es), phone number(s), and \\.'Cb s ite address where additional information
is available. No notice is necessary if the shortfall in acreage is reduced to within ten percent of
the scheduled amount set forth in the pl� within six months after the annual assessment.
If an annual assessment indicates a shortfall of fifty percent or more in the acreage
authorization under MSHCP permits will be suspende d for a
maximum perio d of five years until sufficient acreage is obtained for the Reserve to reduce the
shortfall to within ten percent of the schedul ed amowit set forth in the plan. During the period of
suspension, take authorizations must be individually obtained under applicable state and federal
laws.
obtained for the Reserve, the take

If there is a shortfall of fifty percent or more in acreage obtained for the Reserve for a
period in excess of five consecutive years, then the take authorization wider MSHCP permits will
be revoked. After revocation, take authorizations must be individually obtained under applicable
state and federal laws.
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ANALYSIS OF PECllANGA BAND' S REQUESTED REVISIONS TO
MITIGATION 'MEASUR.F.S CR-7 AND CR-S AND ADDITI ON OF NEW Iv.!ITlOAllON
MEASURES CR-9 AND CR- 1 0
Th e Pechanga Band hac; reque sted that we revi se Mitigation Measures CR·7 and CR-8 as

follows:

CR-7 c urrently provides: "A Native American monitor will be permitted on-site during all
groundwdisturbing acti vities in areas likely to contain significant arche olo gical resources."
The Pechanga Band reguests that Miti�ation Measure CR-7 be replaced ·with the following
lanl?uagc: "A member of the Pechanga Cultural Resources Department \\ill be present during all
ground-disturbing activities to assist the archaeological monitor in identifying and/or
ascertaining the significance of any surfact or subsurface cultural resources or to aid in the
avoidance of sensitive areas. The Pechanga Band wi ll compensate the Pcch anga Tribal

Monitor(s) unless it is necessary for the Tribal Monitor to work separate from the prescribed
archaeological moni tor in order to pro vi de the required mitigation for the Proj ect The Applicant
¥.ill compensate th e Pechanga Tribal Monitor(s) when the Tribal Monitor(s) are providing
archaeological monitoring in complianc e with the archaeological monitoring mitigation stated in
.

Technical Appendix G."

We recommend the following revisions: "A member of the Pechanga Cultural Resources
Department will be permitted to be present during all ground-disturbing activities to assi st the

archaeological monitor in identifying �ndior ascertaining the significance of any surface or
subsurface cultural resources or to aid in the avo idance or mitication of �en::siti o·e mat!'
significant Natin A merica n cultural resources. The Pechanga Band will compensate the
Pcchanga Tribal Monitor(s} ·tJ:nle::s� it is nee:;e::ssftr;r fer the Tribal Monitor to work septtrttte frem
lhe preseribea M.ehaeelegieal nl:eniter in ercler te p1eviae the req1:1ifea mitigatioo fot' the Prejeet.
The ,i\prilieM::t vri:ll eempens&te the Peehi:tnti:t Tribttl Meniter(::s) when the Triba:l Mo:r.litor(s7-mc
· � n"1enttern
·
• xs m
· eenri:na:nee
..-.-,.'tt1 a1e ::t:te1iaeolo-g,1e
r
· a:1· moouonB:g
prn,·1·a·m� metil:aeo�o�tei:r
mitigation stated itt Teehn:ieed l".¢it'Ct.tdt:ll'. 6."
•

COMMENTS: As ori ginally

•

worded, under the Pechanga Band's requested mitigation
measure, no grading or other groWld-disturbing activities would not be able to occur
unless a Pechanga monitor is present. As revised. the Pcchanga Band is permitted to
have a monitor on site during all groWld-disturbing activities. As originally worded, the
mitigation measure infers that the project will avoid all "sensitive areas." This would
exceed existing law, which allows mitigation where avoidante is not feasible. The
revisions reflect the project' s ability to mitigate instead of avoid, and narrows the scope
of the provision to significan Native American cu ltural resources rather than "sensitive
areas." I have deleted the provisions that would require the Applic ant to compensate the
}>echaT.\ga Tribal Monitor to accurately reflect the position of the Domenigonis, as T
understand it, that they will provi de for a Tribal Monitor to be present during all ground
disturbing-activities as long as the Band pays the costs of the monitor.
-

CR-8 currently provides: "Dcvcloper(s) will consult with the Pecha:nga Band regatdi.ng

provisions for reburial of any human remains and treatment of any significant Nat.ive American

culrural resources

found in Ihe proj ect area during proj ect gradi ng. "

The Pech�ga Band requests that Mitigation Measure CR-8 be replaced with the followi11g

language: "Domenigoni-Barton Properties (''Applicant") agrees to give all Native American
artifacts that may be found on Ihe project site to the Pechanga Cultural Resources Committee for

appropriate treatment and disposal unless otherwise ordered by an agency or court with lawful
jurisdiction over the Project. (The di spositi on of Native American remains vvill be handled in

accordance with applicabl e State and/or Federal law). The Applicant agrees to waive any and all
daims to ownership of all Native American anifacts that may be found on the Project site in
favor of the Pechanga Band."
We recommend the following re�isions: "Domenigoni-Ba.non Propenies ("Applicant") agrees to
give all Native American artifacts that may be � collected on the project site to the Pecha:nga

Cultural Resources Committee for appropriate: treatment and disposal unless otherwise ordered
by au agency or court with lawful jurisdiction over the Project. (The disposition of Native

American remain s will be handled in accordance with applicable State and/or Federcll law). The
Applicant agrees to waive any and all claims to OVl.'llership of all Nati ve American artifacts that
may be ft'rl±ed collected on the Proj ect site in favor of the Pechanga Band."
COMMENTS : Artifacts found on the project site may be too insignificant or large to

collect. The Domenigonis should not relinquish control

of any and all arti facts "found"

on the proj ect site because they would Jose the ability to destroy them after appropriately

mitigating the impacts to the resource through data recovery or otherwise. As with all of
these proposed mitigation measures, Jeanette McKcnna should be consulted to determine

whether Ihe proposal presents any logistical

implementation.

or other problems for project

The Pechanga Band proposes to add the foll owing new Mitigation Measure CR-9: "The
remains, sacred goods, and ceremonial and cultural items will reflect the

treatment of human

traditional religious beliefs and practices of the most likely descended Native Ameri cans, the
as required by federal and state laws which may apply, namely:

Pechanga Band,

Resmrrces Code Sections 5097.98; 5097.98(c), 5097.99; California
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(c); California Government Code Section 6254. the
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1 99 1 . as amended, 42 U.S.C.
Section 1 996, et seq; Section 1 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); the First
Amendment to the United States Constitution; and the California Environm ental Quality Act
(CEQA). Publi c Resources Code Section 2 1 000 et seq .. and applicable regulations."
California Public

COMMENT: We recommend that the mitigation measure be deleted. Since the new

mitigation measure references existing laws, it should not

be necessary to also include it
as a mitigation measure. The risk of including it as a mitigation measure for the project is
that a vi olation would subject the project to suspension Wlder CEQA section 21 1 68.9.

-.:.r ..... .. .. ; ..... .. ..

Many of the laws listed in rbe proposed mitigation measure impose obligations on third
parties, such as the coroner, who are outside of the control of the proj ect developer(s).

The .Pechanga Band proposes to add the following new Mitigation Measure CR- IO: "Prior to the
issuance of grading permits for the Proj ect, the Applicant. the Pechanga Band,. and the

applicant ' s archaeologist will meet and devise a program that will address the protection and
preservation of cultural resources l ocated on the Project site."

Fe. recommend the followin&.,revi�()�: ''Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the Project,
the Applieant; the Peehauga Baud, and the Applicant's arc.:haeologist will, in consultation with
the Pechanga Band, devise a program that will address the mitigation, protection and/or
preservation of cultural resources located on the Project site ...
COMMENTS : As originally proposed. the new mitigation measure would subject the
project to delays if the Pechanga Band is WlWilling to agree to a program. Additionally,
revisions have bee:o. ma.de to retain lhe project's ability to destroy cultural resources
l oc ated on the Project site with appropriate mitigation.

November 30, 2001
San.Bernardino Valley Audubon Society
Clo Susan Nash, Conservation Chair
3 13 8 Brockton Av.
Riverside, CA 92501
Kristi Lovelady
POB 1 605
4080 Lemon Street, 7th floor
Riverside, Ca 925oa
Re: NOTICE OF PREPARATION TO PREPARE AND ENIVRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE WESTERN
RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT
CONSERVATION PLAN

Ms. Lovelady:
Please incorporate these comments by the San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society into
the final EIRIEIS document for the above project.
(1) The final document must comply with both the federal ESA and NEPA as held in
National Wildlife Federation

v.

Babbitt, 128 F. Supp.

iM 1274 (E.D. Cal. 2000).

(2) The final document should include and discuss in detail the section seven

biological no jeopardy opinion by the FWS.
(3) The final document must make clear that all parties who are California public

agencies must fully comply with CEQA before any part of the document may be
implemented, including but not limited to the federal endangered species take
permit.
(4) Both the state and federal take permits must be based on the latest scientific

information regarding each species, not mere speculation or future studies.
(5) A moratorium on all lands considered for purchase under the plan must be in

place, so that the plan can actually be implemented.
Thank you for your full consideration of our comments. Please address any further
information to the person and address above.
Susan L. Nash
� 1/l/J
U�f\
Chair
Conservation
SBVAS
,._
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County of Riverside
Attn: Ms Kristi Lovebdy
P.O. Box 160S
4080 Lemon Street,

Riverside, CA 92502-UiOS

November 30, 2001
Sent Via Facsimile
Dear Ms. Lovelady

The following is in response to the NOP to prepare an EIRJEIS for the
Wesiem Riverside County MSHCP. The Riverside tand ComeIV311Cy is
cUrrently conducting a feasibility study for lhe restoration of Lower Warm
Springs Creek, which is in the MSHCP study area, on behalf of the San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

The San Diego Regional Water QualitY Control Board has identified a vital
need to restore the Lower Warm Springs Creek. The desired restoration
entails acquisition of portions of land parcels bordering a section of the
creek/channel west of Interstate 1 S (see Study Area #1" and "'Study Area #2
on the attKhed map), in order to widen the channel. restore riparian habitat,
a.nd Greate a wildlife conidor i_n accordance with the County• s MSHCP.
..

OW' preliminary studies have shown that with the exception of the impacl�
sections shown on the attached map, Lower Warm Springs Creek remains
largely in a native to semi-native state. The sections ideulified on the attached
mop represent a bottleneck or constriction in the Warm Spring& C� wildlife
corridor.

Our intent is to ensure that the following is addressed:

1) How do the constrictions in "Study Area # l" and "Study Area #2", both
separately, and in concert, affect the functionality of the Wann Springs Creek
wildlife corridor as a whole?

2) What species would be likely to use the wildlife corridor if both "Study
Arca #1" and "Study Area # 2" were returned to a more natural state by
widening the channel and restoring riparian and wetland habitat?

. versicle Land COnscrvanq
«r15 Milsioft Inn AV011W!
R.ivmiclc. Califmnia 92501

Phol!!IFax: '909} 711-0070

Non-Profit Orgftnizmon
Section .SOl (c) (3)

3) What species would be likely to use the wildlife corridor if only "Study
Area # I" was returned to a more natural state by widening the channel and
restoring riparian and wetland habitat?

4) What are ihe minimum physical requirements of the above species � f.a.r as
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habitat, if sections of ihe creek were to be restored to minimum :functionality
for the subject species? (i.e. minimum creek/wetland width. micimum riparian
sttip width, maximum length of concrete bottom under existing bridges,
vegetation types required , etc.)

Thank you for your continued work on this important project.

Pete Dangerm

Executive Director

1 1/30/01
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These conunents need to be return
November 30, 2 00 1 . They can be returned at the
meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:
Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7 th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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These comments need to be returned by November 30, 200 1 . They can be returned at the
meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:
Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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these comments'r;e � to be returnee by November 30, 2001 . They can be returned at the

meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:

Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
P .0. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7 th Floor
Riverside, California 92502- 1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879

These comments need to be returned by November 30, 200 1 . They can be returned at the
meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:
Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879

Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
tii
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7 Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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These comments need to be returned by November 30, 200 1 . They can be returned at the
meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:
Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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These comments need to be returned by November 30, 2001 . They can be returned at the
meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:
Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:
Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7 th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation JJmd Mana ment Agency
P .0. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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Ms . Kristi Lovelady

Riverside County lnLegra
P 0 Box 1 605
Riverside, CA 92502

Plan

Via Pax: 909.955 .6879
Dear Ms . Lovelady,

Thzmk you for all you hav done to help endangered �pecies in Riverside County . l know

a big job

you have

to

do t ' protect ti� today and in the future.

e include the American Ind ian archcoloiical site located at
and Harl ey John (also known as lot 63 tract 9842) which is
own;d by Riverside Coun
lt not only has an " l!'\dian kitchen.. , dwelling place, and
petroglyph site, but it is h
c to the gnatcatcher, butterflies, frogs in the ru nning stream
bed, and i izards . 'The only lace I've seen it identified as an uchcologicn.I site is in the
Thomas Bros. map book. haven't seen it identified as such on your maps.
If you could, would you p
Mockingbird

Canyon Ro

.

to know the A erican Indian tribe, rm s ure the office o( American Indian
studies at UCR can help y u.

If you need
Thank

you for your auenLi n

Sincerely,

Paula L.

-PQ.A/...f!.A

to

this

matter.

Drummond

1 8255 Wood Edge Lane
Riverside. CA 92504

909.789.7239
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These comments need to be returned by November 30, 200 1 . They can be returned at the
meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:

Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land M anagement Agency
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879

Ad d itional Comments
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Dear County & State:

1 1 -3-200 1

I have lived in the Anza area of Riverside County for over 20. years.
We do not need to save anymore rats or bugs or endangered species, just

people. In the past years you have not given this area any services, we do

just fine without you. Please stay out of this area and do not take our land.

Terry Grant

·

4 1 53 0 Gassner RD
Anza,CA 92539
909-763-0503
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meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:
Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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These comments need to be returned by November 30, 200 1 . They can be returned at the
meeting in the boxes or sent as follows:
Kristi Lovelady
County ofruverside, Transportation Land Management Agency
rh
P.O. Box 1 605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7 Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1 605
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879
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TEMECULA ---- A plan to preserve 155,000 acres to provide
habitat for as many as 164 endangered species in Western Riverside County will be discussed
during a meeting Monday at the Temecula Library.
"Open space and habitat is important to people's quality of life," said Jane Hendron, spokeswoman
for the Carlsbad Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. "As more areas become urbanized,
people want to maintain open space."
Therefore, she said, it's very important that people attend the meeting so they can learn what the
plan proposes and how they will benefit. The meeting, which is being co-sponsored by the Fish
and Wildlife Service and county planning officials, is set for 4 to 7:30 p.m. at the library, which is at
41000 County Center Drive.
The discussion will include social, economic, environmental and other concerns about the plan that
residents may have. The comments provided will be evaluated and may be incorporated in
environmental impact documents to be prepared later.
Public hearings on the county's Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan are set to take place
early next year and county supervisors are set to approve the plan by August. The habitat blueprint
is part of an ambitious plan that seeks to integrate land use, transportation and habitat and water
conservation in Western Riverside County over the next 50 years.
In addition to giving residents a chance to have their views considered, Monday's "scoping"
meeting will provide an opportunity for officials to dispel any misconceptions residents may have
about the habitat plan.
County and service officials emphasize that the reserves are being assembled by buying land at fair
prices from willing sellers. It may take as long as 20 years to buy the 155,000 acres. This land will
be added to land already in public hands to create a reserve system totaling 510,000 acres.
The county has set itself a "very ambitious schedule" for putting the habitat plan in place, Hendron
said.
"These efforts provide an opportunity to have a win/win situation whereby counties have a clearer
idea of where to direct future economic development and identify preserve areas of biological

http://www.nctimes.net/news/2001/20011028/52249.html
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importance."
Staff writer Jose L. Sanchez Jr. can be reached at (909) 676-4315, Ext. 2605.
10/28/01
Previous Story || Headlines || Next Story
webmaster@nctimes.com
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP

PROJECT TITLE

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)

PROJECT LOCATION

County of Riverside, California

DESCRIPTION OF NATURE,
PURPOSE, AND
BENEFICIARIES OF PROJECT

The action evaluated by the EIR/EIS is the Western Riverside County MSHCP, which is the subject of this
notice. The EIR/EIS addresses the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and “take” of plant
and animal species. The Plan provides for habitat conservation, species protection and management, program
costs, and development certainty to the County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies; development,
agriculture, and environmental communities; and the public at large.

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS ON
THE ENVIRONMENT AS A
RESULT OF THE PROJECT

With implementation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP there will be significant unavoidable adverse
environmental effects to biological resources (native grasslands and non-covered species) and population and
housing with possible adverse impacts to agricultural resources.
County of Riverside, California

LEAD AGENCY
DATE WHEN PROJECT
NOTICED TO PUBLIC

November 15, 2002

ADDRESS WHERE COPY OF
THE EIR AND ALL
DOCUMENTS REFERENCED
ARE AVAILABLE

Transportation and Land Management Agency
4080 Lemon Street
Planning Department, 9th Floor
Administrative Offices, 7th Floor
Public Counter, 2nd Floor
Riverside, California 92502

REVIEW PERIOD

November 15, 2002 through January 15, 2003.

DATE, TIME AND LOCATION
OF PUBLIC HEARING

The public is invited to participate in the public hearings. The location and time of the public hearings to be
scheduled during January 2003, will be announced in the local news media and are not included in this Notice
of Availability.

POINTS OF CONTACT

County of Riverside, California
Transportation and Land Management Agency
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
Post Office Box 1605
4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879

Copies of the EIR/EIS and MSHCP are also available at
libraries and at Riverside County offices. A list of
addresses is attached for your convenience.

Project information is also available on the Planning
Department Internet site at:
http://www.co.riverside.ca.us. Click on the Blueprint
for Tomorrow button on the left of the screen.
Documents on the web site that are pertinent to the
MSHCP EIR/EIS are as follows:
MSHCP Volumes I, II, III and V

Please submit your written comments on the Draft EIR/EIS to Ms. Kristi Lovelady at the above address no later than
January 15, 2003. Comments on the adequacy of the analysis and the appropriateness of the project may be made in writing,
indicating the section of concern. Comments may include additional or alternative mitigation measures to those proposed in the
document.
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY OFFICES AND LIBRARIES
PUBLIC AVAILABILITY
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
County Administrative Center (Riverside)
4080 Lemon Street
Public Counter, 2nd Floor
Administrative Offices, 7th Floor
Planning Department, 9th Floor
Riverside, CA 92502
Hours of Operation – 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

Riverside County Permit Assistance Center (Murrieta)
39493 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, CA 92563
Hours of Operation – 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

Libraries in Riverside County
Anza Public Library
Anza
57430 Mitchell Road
Anza, CA 92539
Riverside County Library
Calimesa Branch
974 Calimesa Blvd.
Calimesa, CA 92320
Riverside County Public Library
Glen Avon
9244 Galena
Riverside, CA 92509
Riverside County Public Library
Idyllwild
54185 Pinecrest
Idyllwild, CA 92549
Riverside County Public Library
Moreno Valley
25480 Alessandro
Moreno Valley, CA 92553
Riverside County Public Library
Nuview
29990 Lakeview
Nuevo, CA 92567
Riverside County Public Library
San Jacinto
500 Idyllwild Dr.
San Jacinto, CA 92583
Riverside County Public Library
Woodcrest
17024 Van Buren
Riverside, CA 92504

Riverside County Public Library
Banning
21 W. Nicolet Street
Banning, CA 92220
Riverside County Library
Canyon Lake Branch
31516 Railroad Canyon Rd.
Canyon Lake, CA 92587
Riverside County Library
Hemet Branch
25757 Fairview Avenue
Hemet, CA 92544
Riverside County Library
Lake Elsinore
600 W. Graham
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530
Riverside County Public Library
Murrieta
39589 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, CA 92563
Riverside County Public Library
Perris
163 East San Jacinto
Perris, CA 92570
Riverside County Public Library
Sun City
26982 Cherry Hills Boulevard
Sun City, CA 92586
University of California, Riverside
Tomas Rivera Library
900 University Avenue
Riverside, CA 92521-5900

Beaumont Library District
Beaumont
125 East 8th Street
Beaumont, CA 92223
Corona Public Library
Corona
650 South Main Street
Corona, CA 92882-3417
Riverside County Library
Highgrove Branch
690 W. Center Street
Riverside, CA 92507
Riverside County Public Library
Mission Trail
34303 Mission Trail
Wildomar, CA 92595
Riverside County Library
Norco Branch
3954 Old Hamner Road
Norco, CA 92860
Riverside Riverside County Library
Rubidoux Branch
5673 Tilton Street
Riverside, CA 92509
Riverside County Public Library
Temecula
41000 County Center
Temecula, CA 92591
Riverside County Public Library
Riverside Main Library
3581 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92501
2
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Mail to: State Clearinghouse, 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Project Title : Western Riverside County M u ltiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan CM SHCP)

Countyof Ri verside

Lead Agency:

Contact Person: Kristi Lovelady
Phone: (909)955-6625

Street Address: 4080 Lemon Street 7"' Floor
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Zip Code: varies

Base: San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian
---_
-_T w p . _
Assessor's Parcel No. Western Riverside County Section:_
_
_Range:-==-.
_
Within 2 M i les:

State Hwy #: lnterstates 1 0, 1 5. and 2 1 5: State Routes 60, 74. 79. 91. 243. and 3 7 1

March Air Reserve Base: Hemet-Ryan. Flabob.
Waterways: Santa A n a River. San Jacinto River, Santa Margarita River. local streams Airports:
Banning. and Riverside Municipal Airports Railways: Union Pacific. Burlington Northern-Santa Fe Schools: 1 7 local school districts, University

of California (Riverside), Riverside Community College. San Jacinto College, La Sierra University, California Baptist College
Document Type
CEQA:

0 Suppl ement/Subsequent

0 NOP
0 Early Cons

0 NOi

NEPA:

• Draft EIR

Local Action Type

0 General Plan Update
0 General Plan Amendment
0 General Plan Element
0 Community Plan Amendments

0 Rezone

0 Planned Unit Development

0 Use Permit

0

Master Plan

0

Site Plan Review

0 Other_
_
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_
_

0 FONS!

0 Specific Plan Amendments

• Joint Document

0 Final Document

• Draft EIS

0 Other_
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0 Neg. Dec.
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0 EIR (Prior SCH No.)_
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0 Prezone
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0 Land Division (Subdivision,
Parcel Map, Tract Map, etc.)

Development Type
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0 Residential:
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Acres

0 Office:

Sq.ft. __

___

0 Commercial: Sq.ft. __

Acres _ Employees

Acres _ Employees ___

0 Industrial:
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___

Sq.ft.__
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__

0 Transportation:
0 Mining:
0 Power:
0 Waste Treatment:

0 Educational:

Type

____
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_
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____

Watts
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-------

0 Hazardous Waste:
Type _
0 Recreational:
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• Other: Establishment o f a M u ltiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan in Western Ri verside County
Project Issues Discussed in Document

0 Aesthetic/Visual

0 Flood Plain/Flooding

0

0 Geologic/Seismic

• Agricultural Land
Air Quality

0 Archaeological/Historical
0 Coastal Zone

0 Drainage/Absorption

• Economic/Jobs

0 Fiscal

• Forest Land/Fire Hazard

• Minerals

0

Noise

• Population/Housing Balance
• Public Services/Facilities

• Recreation/Parks

0 Schools/Universities
0 Septic Systems

0 Water Quality
0 Water Supply/Groundwater

•
•
•
•
•

0 Sewer Capacity

0
0
0
•

Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading
Solid Waste
Toxic/Hazardous
Traffic/Circulation

• Vegetation

Wetland/Riparian
Wildlife

Growth Inducing
Land Use
Cumulative Effects

0 Other:

Present Land Use/Zo ning/General Plan Use: Varies throughout Western Riverside County.
Project Description: The County's proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive plan that seeks to conserve up to 247 species within a reserve system of

approximately 500,000 acres within 1 .26 m i l l ion acres of western Riverside County pursuant to State and federal endangered species laws. The MSHCP
establishes a reserve system, with a focus on conserving species and the habitats upon which they depend, through conservation and management. The
MSHCP will describe strategies to conserve federally listed and unlisted species and their habitats identified for inclusion and management, while allowing
incidental take of endangered and threatened species associated with development. Development may include residential, commercial, industrial, and
recreational development; public infrastructure; and maintenance of public facilities.

This Plan would allows the County and other participating

jurisdictions to retain local control over land use decisions, provide for critical public infrastructure projects, and sustain economic growth.

/,

Date:

I1- /8-Q2

Reviewing Agencies

for SCH #

2001 1 0 1 1 08

•

Resources Agency
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Caltrans DISTRICT 8
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Boating/Waterways
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Dept. of Transportation Planning

•

Conservation
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California Highway Patrol
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•
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•
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0

Public Works

•

Native American Heritage Commission
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•

RWQCB: Region #Santa Ana Region 8

•

Forest Service
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convenience.
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County of Rimsidc

REVIEW PERIOD
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DESCRIPTION OF NATURE,
. January 15, 2003.
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DATE, TIME AND LOCATION OF
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comprehensive briefing for new Public
Advisory Committee members,
discussions about the status of the Gulf
of Alaska Ecosystem Monitoring and
Research program, an update on
lingering oil injury, and a review of the
habitat protection program.
Willie R. Taylor,
Director, Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance.
[FR Doc. 02–29080 Filed 11–14–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–RG–P

address, telephoned to the above
telephone numbers (collect calls will be
accepted from fishers and boaters who
call through the marine operator), faxed
to (907) 276–7178, or e-mailed to
paula_banks@oilspill.state.ak.us. Public
comment will also be accepted at the
Trustee Council meeting, at 10:30 a.m.
on Monday, November 25, 2002.
Willie R. Taylor,
Director, Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance.
[FR Doc. 02–29079 Filed 11–14–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–RG–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Office of the Secretary, Exxon Valdez
Oil Spill Trustee Council; Invitation for
Comment
AGENCY: Office of the Secretary,
Department of the Interior.
ACTION: Notice.

19:39 Nov 14, 2002
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Performance Review Board
Appointments
Department of the Interior.
Notice of Performance Review
Board Appointments.
AGENCY:
ACTION:

SUMMARY: The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill
Trustee Council is asking the public,
private organizations, and government
agencies to submit comments on the
Draft Work Plan for Federal Fiscal Year
2003: Phase II, which implements the
Gulf Ecosystem Monitoring and
Research Program. The Draft Work Plan
is available on the Internet site listed
below. Paper copies of the Draft Work
Plan are available upon request.
DATES: Comments are due November 25,
2002.
ADDRESSES: Submit comments to Exxon
Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council, 441
West 5th Avenue, Suite 500, Anchorage,
Alaska 99501–2340. See SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION for additional instructions
about submitting comments.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The
Trustee Council Office, (907) 278–8012
or toll free at (800) 478–7745 (in Alaska)
or (800) 283–7745 (outside Alaska) or
via Internet at www.oilspill.state.ak.us.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Following
the Exxon Valdez oil spill in March
1989, a Trustee Council of three state
and three federal trustees, including the
Secretary of the Interior, was formed.
The Trustee Council prepared a
restoration plan for the injured
resources and services within the oil
spill area. The restoration plan called
for annual work plans identifying
projects to accomplish restoration. An
extension of the Restoration Plan, the
Gulf Ecosystem Monitoring and
Research Program, also requires
implementation through annual work
plans. Each year proposals for
restoration, monitoring, and research
projects are solicited from a variety of
organizations, including the public.
Comments may be mailed to the above

VerDate 0ct<31>2002

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

SUMMARY: This notice provides the
names of individuals who have been
appointed to serve as members of the
Department of the Interior Performance
Review Board.
DATES: These appointments are effective
upon publication in the Federal
Register.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Carolyn Cohen, Director of Personnel
Policy, Office of the Secretary,
Department of the Interior, 1849 C
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20240,
Telephone Number: (202) 208–6761.

2002 SES Performance Review Board
The following individuals have been
appointed to serve on the Department of
Interior 2002 Performance Review
Board.
Mary K. Adler—Deputy Inspector General
Edith R. Blackwell—Deputy Assoc
Solicitor—Indian Affairs
Brian P. Burns—Chief Information Officer
Terry R. Carlstrom—Field Director, National
Capital Field Area
Horace J. Clark—Southeast Regional Solicitor
(Atlanta)
Robert D. Comer—Associate Solicitor (Land
and Water Resources)
Walter D. Cruickshank—Deputy Director,
Minerals Management Service
Sharon Eller—Assistant Inspector General for
Management and Policy
Pamela K. Haze—Deputy Director, Office of
Budget
Paul W. Henne—Assistant Director—
Business Management and Operations
James M. Hughes—Assistant Director for
Policy & External Affairs
Donald Murphy—Deputy Director
Jonathan B. Jarvis—Field Director, Pacific
West Area
Arthur D. Jones—Deputy Director, Internal
Management
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Daniel H. Jorjani—Special Assistant and
Counselor to the Asst Secretary
Roger LaRouche—Assistant Inspector
General for Audits
Phillip P. Leahy—Associate Director for
Geology
Aurene Martin—Deputy Assistant
Secretary—Indian Affairs
David A. Montoya—Assistant Inspector
General for Investigations
Michael D. Nedd—State Director, Eastern
State Office
Glenda Owens—Deputy Director
Mamie Parker—Regional Director—Hadley
Clinton M. Riley—Special Assistant
William Rinne—Director, Operations
Michael Rolutti—Director, Technical Service
Center
David P. Russ—Regional Geologist, Eastern
Region
Carol L. Sampson—Deputy Director for
Finance and Administration
Christine M. Schabacker—Counselor to the
Assistant Secretary
Denise E. Sheehan—Asst Director—Budget,
Planning and Human Resources
Margaret Sibley—Director, Office of Policy
George T.C. Skibine—Director, Office of
Indian Gaming Management
Michael R. Smith—Director, Office of Tribal
Services
Paul Smyth—Deputy Assoc Solicitor—Land
and Water
Willie R. Taylor—Director, Office of
Environmental Policy Compliance
Robyn Thorson—Assistant Director—
External Affairs
Michael Tollefson—Park Manager, Great
Smokey Mountains National Park
Michael J. Trujillo—Dep Asst Secretary for
Human Resources & Workforce Diversity
Sarah E. Wisely—State Director, Utah
Robert W. Wolf—Director, Program, Budget
and Liaison
Elaine Y. Zielinski—State Director, Arizona
Dated: November 8, 2002.
Carolyn Cohen,
Director of Personnel Policy.
[FR Doc. 02–29051 Filed 11–14–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–10–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
Notice of Availability of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report and
Receipt of an Application for an
Incidental Take Permit for the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Department of the Interior.
ACTION: Notice of Availability; Receipt
of Application.
SUMMARY: The County of Riverside
(County), Riverside County Flood
Control and Water Conservation
District, Riverside County
Transportation Commission, Riverside
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County Parks and Open Space District,
Riverside County Waste Department,
California Department of
Transportation, California Department
of Parks and Recreation, and 14 western
Riverside County cities (Applicants)
have applied to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) for an
incidental take permit pursuant to
section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).
The Service is requesting public
comment on the Draft Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and
draft Implementing Agreement. The
Applicants seek a permit to authorize
incidental take of 146 species, including
unlisted species that may become listed
during the term of the permit. An
incidental take permit is required to
authorize take of listed species during
urban and rural development in the
approximately 1.26 million-acre (1,967
square-mile) Plan Area in western
Riverside County. The proposed term of
the permit is 75 years.
A Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, which is the Federal portion
of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR), has been prepared jointly by
the Service and the County of Riverside
to analyze the impacts of the MSHCP
and is also available for public review.
The analyses provided in the Draft EIS/
EIR are intended to inform the public of
our proposed action, alternatives, and
associated impacts; address public
comments received during the scoping
period for the Draft EIS/EIR; disclose the
direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental effects of the proposed
action and each of the alternatives; and
indicate any irreversible commitment of
resources that would result from
implementation of the proposed action.
DATES: Written comments should be
received on or before January 14, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Send comments to Mr. Jim
Bartel, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 2730 Loker Avenue
West, Carlsbad, California 92008. You
also may submit comments by facsimile
to (760) 431–9618. Information,
comments and/or questions related to
the EIR and the California
Environmental Quality Act should be
submitted to Ms. Kristi Lovelady,
Riverside County Transportation Land
Management Agency, PO Box 1605,
4080 Lemon Street—7th Floor,
Riverside CA 92502; facsimile (909)
955–6879.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Karen Evans, Assistant Field
Supervisor, at the Carlsbad Fish and
Wildlife Office above; telephone (760)
431–9440.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Availability of Documents
Documents available for public
review, includes the applications, the
Public Review Draft MSHCP Volumes I
(the proposed plan and mitigation) and
II (the MSHCP reference document), and
the accompanying Implementing
Agreement, and the Draft EIS/EIR.
Individuals wishing copies of the
documents should contact the Service
by telephone at (760) 431–9440 or by
letter to the Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife
Office. Copies of the MSHCP, Draft EIS/
EIR, and Draft Implementing Agreement
also are available for public inspection,
by appointment, during regular business
hours, at the Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife
Office (see ADDRESSES). Copies are also
available for viewing at the Riverside
County Administrative Center, 4080
Lemon Street, 7th Floor, Riverside,
California; at public libraries in each of
the applicant cities; and on the World
Wide Web in the library section at http:/
/www.rcip.org.
Background Information
Section 9 of the Act and Federal
regulation prohibit the ‘‘take’’ of fish
and wildlife species federally listed as
endangered or threatened. Take of
federally listed fish or wildlife is
defined under the Act to include kill,
harm, or harass. Harm includes
significant habitat modification or
degradation that actually kills or injures
listed wildlife by significantly impairing
essential behavioral patterns, including
breeding, feeding, and sheltering (50
CFR 17.3(c)). Under limited
circumstances, the Service may issue
permits to authorize incidental take; i.e.,
take that is incidental to, and not the
purpose of, otherwise lawful activity.
Regulations governing incidental take
permits for threatened and endangered
species are found in 50 CFR 17.32 and
17.22, respectively.
The Applicants seek a permit to cover
a total of 146 species, including 64 plant
species (8 endangered, 3 threatened, and
53 unlisted); 3 crustacean species (1
endangered, 1 threatened and 1
unlisted); 2 insect species (both
endangered); 2 fish species (1
threatened and 1 unlisted); 5 amphibian
species (2 endangered, 1 threatened, and
2 unlisted); 12 reptile species (all
unlisted); 45 bird species (2 endangered,
2 threatened, 1 proposed threatened, 1
candidate and 39 unlisted); and 14
mammal species (2 endangered and 12
unlisted). Collectively the 146 listed and
unlisted species are referred to as
‘‘Covered Species’’ by the MSHCP. The
permit would provide take
authorization for covered animal species
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identified by the MSHCP as ‘‘Covered
Species Adequately Conserved.’’
Currently, the Draft MSHCP identifies
128 species as ‘‘Covered Species
Adequately Conserved.’’ The remaining
species would be included as ‘‘Covered
Species Adequately Conserved’’ upon
completion of the conservation
measures identified in the Draft
MSHCP.
The MSHCP is intended to protect
and sustain viable populations of native
plant and animal species and their
habitats in perpetuity through the
creation of a preserve system, while
accommodating continued economic
development and quality of life for
residents of western Riverside County.
In the year 2020, the Southern
California Association of Governments
estimates that Riverside County will be
home to approximately 2.8 million
people, who will occupy approximately
918,000 dwelling units. This represents
a doubling of the County’s present
population and housing stock. Another
study by the California Department of
Finance estimates that the County will
continue to grow to 3.5 million people
by 2030 and 4.5 million people by 2040.
These residents will be located within
14 incorporated cities, as well as within
numerous unincorporated areas.
The MSHCP is one part of the
Riverside County Integrated Project
(RCIP) intended to integrate and provide
for future land use, transportation and
conservation needs in Riverside County.
The MSHCP plan area encompasses 1.2
million acres in western Riverside
County and includes the following
fourteen incorporated cities: Banning,
Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake,
Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno
Valley, Murietta, Norco, Perris,
Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula. It
is one of two large, multiplejurisdictional habitat planning efforts in
Riverside County, each of which
constitutes a ‘‘subregional’’ plan under
the State of California’s Natural
Community Conservation Planning
(NCCP) Act of 1991.
As described in Volumes I and II of
the Public Review Draft MSHCP and the
Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed MSHCP
would provide for the creation of a
preserve system that protects and
manages 153,000 acres of habitat for the
Covered Species, consisting of 97,000
acres conserved as the local mitigation
component, 6,000 acres conserved as
mitigation for State Permittee Projects
(California Department of
Transportation and California
Department of Parks and Recreation)
and it is anticipated that the State and
Federal Wildlife Agencies would
provide an additional 50,000 acres to
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help achieve conservation identified in
the MSHCP. The financing plan for the
local portion of the reserve assembly of
97,000 acres includes a mitigation fee,
tipping fee for use of waste management
facilities, and other funding sources to
conserve 56,000 acres. Conservation of
the remaining 41,000 acres would
accrue through the implementation of
developer incentives and on-site set
asides accomplished through the
development review process. The
proposed 153,000 acre reserve area is
not specifically identified in the
MSHCP. The conservation of 153,000
acres is anticipated to occur over the
first 25 years of the program and when
completed, must be in a configuration
to, and include the vegetation
communities that, provide for the
conservation of covered species. To
accomplish this, the proposed reserve
will be assembled pursuant to written
criteria that describe a possible design
for the 153,000 acre reserve to be
established within an approximately
300,000-acre area termed the ‘‘Criteria
Area.’’
Covered Activities would include, but
are not limited to: public and private
development within the plan area that
requires a discretionary action by a
permittee subject to consistency with
MSHCP policies, two internal regional
transportation facilities, maintenance of
and safety improvements on existing
roads, the Circulation Elements of the
permittees, maintenance and
construction of flood control facilities,
single family homes on existing legal
parcels within the Criteria Area, up to
10,000 new acres of agricultural activity
within the Criteria Area, and compatible
uses in the reserve. The MSHCP makes
a provision for the inclusion of special
districts and other non-permittee
entities in the permit with a certificate
of inclusion.
The EIS/EIR considers analyzes four
other alternatives in addition to the
proposed MSHCP Project Alternative
described above including: A listed,
proposed and strong candidate species
alternative; A listed and proposed
species alternative; an existing reserves
alternative; and a no project alternative.
The listed, proposed and strong
candidate species alternative focuses on
the conservation of 29 State and/or
federally listed species and 7 unlisted
species. This alternative would conserve
approximately 119,300 acres.
The listed and proposed species
alternative focuses on the conservation
of 29 State and/or federally listed or
proposed species. This alternative is
approximately 93,800 acres.
The existing reserves alternative does
not provide any new land acquisition
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for conservation purposes, but instead
focuses on conservation for six State
and/or federally listed or candidate
species and some unlisted species
present in existing reserves. Species
coverage would be dependent upon
additional management regimes in the
existing reserves.
Public Comments
The Service invites the public to
comment on the Draft MSHCP, Draft
Implementing Agreement, and Draft
EIS/EIR during a 60-day public
comment period beginning the date of
this notice. All comments received,
including names and addresses, will
become part of the official
administrative record and may be made
available to the public. This notice is
provided pursuant to section 10(a) of
the Endangered Species Act and Service
regulations for implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (40 CFR 1506.6). The Service will
evaluate the application, associated
documents, and comments submitted
thereon to prepare a Final
Environmental Impact Statement. A
permit decision will be made no sooner
than 30 days after the publication of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement
and completion of the Record of
Decision.
Dated: November 7, 2002.
Miel R. Corbett,
Acting Deputy Manager, Region 1, California/
Nevada Operations Office, Sacramento,
California.
[FR Doc. 02–28875 Filed 11–14–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Proposed Agency Information
Collection; Comment Request
AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice.
SUMMARY: In compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, this
notice announces that we are seeking
comments from interested parties to
renew the clearance for Application for
Job Placement and Training Program,
OMB No. 1076–0062.
DATES: Written comments must be
received by January 14, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Written comments should
be sent to: Lynn Forcia, Office of
Economic Development, Bureau of
Indian Affairs, 1849 C Street, NW., Mail
Stop 4640–MIB, Washington, DC 20240.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
more information or copies of the forms,
call Lynn Forcia at 202–219–5270 (This
is not a toll-free number). You may send
requests by facsimile to 202–208–3664.

Public
Law 84–959 and Public Law 88–230
authorize the Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to help
adult Indians who reside on or near
Indian reservations to obtain reasonable
and satisfactory employment. The
information collection documents
provide information necessary to
administer the program for Job
Placement and Training Program. The
Department is authorized to undertake a
program of vocational training and
direct employment that provides
vocational counseling, guidance, and
training in any recognized vocation,
apprenticeship, trade, or on-the-job
training. The program is available to
Indians who are primarily not less than
18 years old and not more than 35 years
old who reside on or near an Indian
reservation. The acts authorize the BIA
to enter into contracts or agreements
with Federal, State, local government
agencies or associations with
apprenticeship programs or on-the-job
training that leads to skilled
employment. The same application form
is used for both 25 CFR parts 26 and 27.
We are also proposing to combine 25
CFR parts 26 and 27 into one
comprehensive Federal regulation
combining vocational training and
direct employment services. Information
of a confidential nature is protected by
the Privacy Act.
You are asked to comment on the
necessity of the information collection
to fulfill the functions of the bureau;
whether the burden estimate is accurate
and the methodology and assumptions
are valid; the utility, quality, and clarity
of information requested; and ways that
the burden might be minimized for
respondents. All comments are subject
to review by the public during regular
business hours (9 a.m. to 3 p.m.). If you
wish your name or address withheld,
you must state this prominently at the
beginning of your comments. We will
honor your request to the extent allowed
by the law. Individuals who represent
businesses, or companies will have
comments available for review by the
public. In some cases we may decide to
withhold comments from review for
good reason.
Please note that an agency may not
sponsor or conduct, and a person need
not respond to, an information
collection unless a currently valid OMB
Control Number is displayed.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
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wetland and grassland habitats;
Alternative 2—historical management of
refuge habitats and wildlife to replicate
pre-settlement conditions; Alternative
3—the intensive management of refuge
habitats and refuge program to increase
outputs in certain areas; and the
preferred Alternative 4—modified
historical management of habitats for
native birds and wild animals and to
pursue a more natural historic
management regime. The alternatives
were assessed in the Draft CCP
management plan and Environmental
Assessment. Based on this assessment
and comments received, the preferred
Alternative 4 was selected for
implementation.
The preferred alternative was selected
because it best meets the purposes of the
Refuge to reserve and set apart as a
refuge and breeding ground for birds
and wild animals. The preferred
alternative will also provide for public
access for wildlife-dependent
recreation, and provides environmental
education opportunities related to fish
and wildlife resources.
Dated: October 2, 2002.
Elliott Sutta,
Acting Regional Director, Denver, Colorado.
[FR Doc. 03–4590 Filed 2–26–03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
Draft Environmental Impact Report,
and Receipt of an Application for an
Incidental Take Permit for the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice of availability; reopening
of comment period.
SUMMARY: The Fish and Wildlife Service
is reopening the comment period on the
draft Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, draft Implementing
Agreement, and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for an incidental take
permit for 146 species in western
Riverside County, California.
DATES: To ensure consideration, we
must receive written comments on or
before March 14, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Send comments to Mr. Jim
Bartel, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 2730 Loker Avenue
West, Carlsbad, CA 92008. You also may
submit comments by facsimile to (760)
431–9618.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Karen Evans, Assistant Field
Supervisor, at the Carlsbad Fish and
Wildlife Office (see ADDRESSES);
telephone (760) 431–9440.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
County of Riverside (County), Riverside
County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District, Riverside County
Transportation Commission, Riverside
County Parks and Open Space District,
Riverside County Waste Department,
California Department of
Transportation, California Department
of Parks and Recreation, and 14 western
Riverside County cities (Applicants)
have applied to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) for an
incidental take permit pursuant to
section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).
The Applicants seek a permit to
authorize incidental take of 146 species,
including unlisted species that may
become listed during the term of the
permit. An incidental take permit is
required to authorize take of listed
species during urban and rural
development in the approximately
5,095-square-kilometer (1.26-millionacre (1,967-square-mile)) Plan Area in
western Riverside County. The
proposed term of the permit is 75 years.
On November 15, 2002, we published
‘‘Notice of Availability of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report and
Receipt of an Application for an
Incidental Take Permit for the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan’’ (67 FR
69236). In that notice, we requested
public comment on the draft Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) and draft Implementing
Agreement. We also made available for
public review a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, which is the Federal
portion of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (EIS/EIR), to analyze the
impacts of the MSHCP. The analyses
provided in the Draft EIS/EIR are
intended to inform the public of our
proposed action, alternatives, and
associated impacts; address public
comments received during the scoping
period for the Draft EIS/EIR; disclose the
direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental effects of the proposed
action and each of the alternatives; and
indicate any irreversible commitment of
resources that would result from
implementation of the proposed action.
The comment period for the
November 15, 2002, notice closed on
January 14, 2003. We are now reopening
the comment period for 15 days on the
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draft MSHCP, draft Implementing
Agreement, and Draft EIS. The County
of Riverside has decided not to reopen
the comment period on the Draft EIR.
Comments already submitted on the
Draft EIS/EIR, draft Implementing
Agreement, and draft MSHCP need not
be resubmitted, as they will be fully
considered in the final documents.
Authority: This notice is provided
pursuant to section 10(a) of the Endangered
Species Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.), and Service regulations (40 CFR
1506.6) for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).
Dated: February 13, 2003.
Ken McDermond,
Deputy Manager, California/Nevada
Operations Office, Sacramento, CA.
[FR Doc. 03–4591 Filed 2–24–03; 4:31 pm]
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
Receipt of a Permit Application
(Tindall) for Incidental Take of the
Houston Toad
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice of availability.
SUMMARY: Lewis Tindall (Applicant) has
applied for an incidental take permit
(TE–0666141–0) pursuant to Section
10(a) of the Endangered Species Act
(Act). The requested permit would
authorize the incidental take of the
endangered Houston toad (Bufo
houstonensis). The proposed take would
occur as a result of the construction and
operation of a retail store on a 1.01-acre
property on Highway 71, Bastrop
County, Texas.
DATES: Written comments on the
application should be received on or
before April 28, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Persons wishing to review
the application may obtain a copy by
writing to the Regional Director, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box
1306, Room 4102, Albuquerque, New
Mexico 87103. Persons wishing to
review the EA/HCP may obtain a copy
by contacting Clayton Napier, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, 10711 Burnet
Road, Suite 200, Austin, Texas 78758
(512/490–0057). Documents will be
available for public inspection by
written request, by appointment only,
during normal business hours (8:00 to
4:30) at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Austin, Texas. Written data or
comments concerning the application
and EA/HCP should be submitted to the
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Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS
BEFORE THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS REGARDING THE PROPOSED ADOPTION OF
THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (MSHCP) AND
NOTICE OF INTENT TO CERTIFY THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE MSHCP
PUBLIC HEARINGS have been scheduled for May 5, 6 and 8 before the Riverside County Board of

Supervisors regarding the proposed approval of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat

Conservation Plan (MSHCP). A ,f a1 the time· and s b � I m atte r to be considered d1 r rg eac h day of the
� o ng

s provided n tr is r >I

�

The COL rty of Riverside :COL n ty) in cooperatio'l with tr e Ca l i fo r n ia

Jwartrrent of Fish and Game 1C.DFG) Lr S. � sh und W;ldlife Serw::e !USFWS) O'ld part1c1pat1ng local

gove rnments prepared a jo•'lt rnv1rormen1al Impart R cport/Env•ronmenta l Impart Statemert (EIR/E S) for the
o·(lpns•d Wester'l Rive rsi de Cr>unty MSHC.P

The Cou n ty .s serving as :he lead agency for the E I R and the

.... SFWS s act ng as •he lead agency und('' N r PA l0r pl •oases or the E S Or Novembc-r

' 5 2002, copies

L'r th-' draft MSHCP, EIR/EIS ond the lrrplem£11t1119 Agreernen• were prrlVl d ed 10 lac.a l libraries listed i n

Attorhment A of th s notice. These document< ore o,s0 ava·lable on th e RCIP i nternet website at www rc1p org

The proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive, multiple jurisdictional planning program designed to creote,
manage, and monitor a system of habitat reserves in Western Riverside County. Witr the proposed MSHCP,
the w·1dlife Agencies will grant authorization for otherwise lawful actions such as public and private d evelopmen t
that may nc id e n tolly toke or harm i ndividual species or their habitats outsi de of the MSHCP Conservation Area, ·n

excho n ge for the assem bly and management of a coordinated MSHCP Conservotior' Area

In addition to th e

preservot1or of species and associated ha bitats. the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area woL.ld prov•de o pen

<Mrr and r"Creot1ono1 opportur ties. wh ch wnuld e r ho nce :he q ua lity of ;fe i r River<1de Courty

The EIR/EIS addresses the potential impacts of urban growth natural habitat loss and to k(' of plant and

"J ' rn o
OPC es The E R EIS C'""ln< -:j• a tr 1' w'h ' rn �1Prn ·rto• "' of trre MSHCP thpre wo1.. d be sign if cont
Jnovc> dable adverse env1rorrnentol ef•ects to b101091cal res(lurc<:>s sens111ve hob 'ots <1..c.h os choporro coastal

<age <rr.ib desert scrub gros�brds, R1vcrs1deon olluv10 for sage scru b and n0n-covc·ed �pee 1es1 ord

r10 pu lo11 o r a n d hous i n g

Irr pacts tu m rt!rol resources ogr1 cu l tu ro

•ro'lsportot'on arid

•

re .ilot·::iri po r ks and

rec rcot'on and f re Sf"v1eh were analyzed ard deter'Tl ned to be 1ess • h or signif1cor1

The Boo 'd of Supervisors w

c o n < 1 der the EIR

th pu b1 1c h ea rings referenced herein

11

con 1 un c.t • on with its consideration of the proposed MSHCP at

Any person wishir'g to testi fy i n support of ,

'"J r

n oppos1t1on lo the

proposed Western R,verside Courty MSHCP rnoy do so in wr"ting prior to the public hea r i n gs , or may appear

and be heard at the local1on and limes stated in lhe nolice.

All com m en ls received prior to lhe public

hea rin gs will be submitled lo t h e Boord of Su pe r v' sors , and the Boord of Supervisors will consider such

c w1rrrnts 1r add iti o n lo ony oral teslimony, be fore lak i n g on action on lhe MSHCP
IV1SHCP

O'

If you challenge lhe

!re ossoc1oted EIR 1n court you may be I m ted to ra i s i n g only those ssues you or someone e 1 se

o ,ed at the public hear rgs dAscrrbed in tr s notice, or n writlen corres ponde nce delivered lo lhe Boord of

Superv sors at or prior to tr e oub1 c heorrr gs. Please send a l l wri:ter correspo nd e nce to the fo, owing
oridress RCIP/MSHCP R ve',1d• Courty T'o ns por to • on a n d lord Monogemert Agency, P O Box
R ve 's1de CA

92502

1 605

Be adv sed that as a resu l t of the pu bl r c. �t:or ngs and co m ments , the Boord of Supe rvi sors may amend, n

wro1f

O'

ri

pa r', •he proposed MSHCP and/ o r the env ron mento : doc u rnerts assoc r oted therew i th

Add tonal ly, County staff may erorr rrend c.honges to the '\!\SHCP pr or to, o r at , t he pub: c: hear i ngs
rdrrerced above (Accord i ng ly, the Westerr River<1de County MSHCP may cha nge so that it

IS

d fferent than

whot 1s pro posed )

The fV\SHCP s one component of the Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) on i n teg rated planing process
that also includes a proposed new General Pion and a proposed lronsporlolion corridor pion - Community

and Environmental Tro n sportol 1 on Ac ceptob r l ity Process (CETAP) for Wesle rn Riverside Counly The General

Plor and CETAP plans w11. nol be considered at the pu bl ic h ear i ngs tha t ore the su b1 ecl of lhis no t i ce . Public

hea r i n gs for the General Pion were previously held n Mo rc h
n December

2002 and J a nu ary 2003

2003, a nd pub1 c hea r ings for CETAP were held

0

Monday, May
4080

5, 2003
Lemon Street, First Floor, Board Chambers, Riverside, CA

8 : 30 a . m . :

Exhibits of Draft MSHCP Pla n , Draft Environmental Im pact
Report ( E I R)/Environmental I mpact Statement ( E I S ) , a n d
Response t o Comments available i n lobby for public
review an d qu estions/a n swers.

9 : 30 a . m . :

Overview of the Riverside County I n tegrated Project (RCI P)
Draft Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Pla n (MSHCP)

1 0 : 30 a . m . : Opportu n i ty for C i ty representatives to comment on any

aspect of the MSHCP.

l l :00 a . m . :

a nd Response to Comments available i n lobby for public
review an d questions/a n swers.

3 :00 p

m.:

5 : 00 p . m . :
6 : 00 p . m . :

Heari ng on the following area plans: Lake Mathews/
Woodcrest, Mead Valley.
Dinner break.
Hearing on the fol lowi ng area pla ns: Eastvale, Jurupa.

2003
Lemon Street, First Floor, Board Chambers, Riverside, CA

1 2 : 3 0 p . m : Exh i bits of Draft MSHCP Plan, Draft EIR/EIS, a n d Response

to Comments available in lobby for public review and
questions/a n swers.

l : 30 p . m . :

Hearing o n the following area pla ns : Southwest, REMAP.

3 :00 p . m . :

Hearing o n the following a rea plans: Sun City/Menifee Valley.

5 : 00 p . m .

Dinner break

6 : 00 p . m . :

4080

8, 2003
Lemon Street, First Floor, Board Chambers, Riverside, CA

8 : 30 a . m . :

Exhibits of Draft MSHCP Plan, Draft E I R/EIS, and Response
to Comments available in lobby for public review and
questions/ answers.

9 : 00 a . m . :

Hearing on the following area pla ns: San Jacinto Valley,
Harvest Valley/Winchester.

1 1 :00 a . m . : Hearing on the following area plans: Reche Canyon/Badlands.
1 2 :00 Noon: Lunch break; Exhibits of Draft MSHCP Plan, Draft E I R/EIS,

and Response to Comments available i n lobby for public
review and questions/answers.

l :30 p.m.:

Opportun ity for Wildlife Agencies to comment o n any
aspect of the MSHCP.

2 : 00 p . m . :

Presentation and public comments on the Draft E I R/EIS and
on other MSHCP matters.

Hearing on the following area plans: Elsinore, Temescal Canyon.

Tuesday, May 6,
4080

Thursday, May

Hearing on the following area plan : The Pass

1 2 : 00 Noon : Lunch break; Exhibits of Draft MSHCP P l a n , Draft EIR/EIS,

l : 3 0 p. m . :

Ej't

Hearing o n the following area plans: Highgrove,
Lakeview/Nuevo.

Additional hearings are possible. If they are
scheduled, they will be noticed in area newspapers.

BLUEPRINT
TO
i hl l l '

For more information visit http://www.rcip.org

Draft EIR/EIS Mailing List

Western Riverside County MSHCP Final EIR/EIS
June 2003
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MSHCP PUBLIC REVIE W DRAFT EIR/EIS - FEDERAL AGENCIES COMPLETE MAILING RECORD
Address
980 - 9•h Street, Ste. 400

Sacramento

CA

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

9 1 1 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles

CA

Tabatabai

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

9 1 1 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles

CA

Susan

DeSadi

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers

91 1 Wilshire Boulevard

Los Angeles

CA

Jim

Kenna

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

P.O. Box 2000

North Palm

CA

Last Name

Maryanne

Rondinella

Brian

Moore

Fari

Cheryll

Title

Deputy District Engineer for PM

Area Manager

Dobson, Esq.

Ronald

Jaeger

Mary
Liz
Jim

Butterwick
Varn hagen

District Manager

U.S. Bureau of Land Management

6221 Box Springs Blvd.

Solicitor's Office

U.S. Department of Interior

BLM-PS/S Coast
Bureau of Indian Affairs
WTR-4
WTR-4

Bartel
Cleary-Rose

Karin
Doreen
Marjory

Stadtlander
Nelson

Laura

Hill

Tom

White

Agency

City

Federal Highway Administration

First Name

Division of Endangered Species

St

Springs
Riverside

CA

2800 Cottage Way, Room E

Sacramento

CA

U.S. Department of Interior

P.O. Box 2000

CA

U.S. Department of Interior
U.S. EPA Region IX

2800 Cottage Way, Room E
75 Hawthorne Street
75 Hawthorne Street
2730 Loker Ave., West
2730 Loker Ave., West
2730 Loker Ave., West
4401 North Fairfax, Room
420
9 1 1 NE 1 1 th Avenue

North Palm
Springs

U.S. EPA Region IX

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
U.S. Forest Service, Cleveland

Sacramento

CA

San Francisco

CA
CA

San Francisco
Carlsbad

CA

Carlsbad

CA

Carlsbad

CA

Arlington

VA

Portland

OR

1 0846 Rancho Bernardo Rd.

San Diego

CA

1 1 47 East 6th Street

Corona

CA

3400 Central Ave., #200
155 S. Palm Canyon Dr.,
#B23
1700 Montgomery St., #240
1 Post St., #2450
201 N. "E" St., #102
1 1 50 Brookside Ave., #J5

Riverside
Palm Springs

CA

National Forest

Ken

Calvert
Bono

Mary
Barbara
Dianne
Joe

Boxer
Feinstein
Baca
Lewis

Jerry

Manager

U.S. Forest Service, Cleveland
National Forest

Congressman

U.S. House of Representatives

Congresswoman

U.S. House of Representatives

Senator

U.S. Senate

Senator
Congresswoman

U.S. Senate
U.S. House of Representatives

Congressman

U.S. House of Representatives

Key I Legend:

Light Blue Highlight = (shaded) Waiting on information from USFWS as to number and medium type (total of 5 records)
HC:

Total docs from this list (8)

CD:

Total CD's from this list ( 1 1 )

Notice:

Total notices from this list - (24)

CA

San Francisco

CA

San Francisco
San Bernardino

CA
CA

Redlands

CA

Zip

958142724
900173401
900173401
900173401
922582000
925070714
958251 890
922582000
95825
94105
94105
92008
92008
92008
22203

Not

Doc

x

HC

x

CD

x

CD

x

CD

x

CD

x

CD

x

HC

x

CD

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

CD
HC
CD

x

972324181
921272107
91 7 1 9

x

CD

x

CD

92506
92262

x
x

941 1 1
94104
92401
92373

x
x
x
x

HC
HC
HC
HC
CD
HC

MSHCP PUBLIC REVIE W DRAFT EIRIEIS- COUNTY DEPARTMENTS COMPLETE DOCUMENT DISTRIB UTION LIST
First
Name

Last Name

City I County

Title

Address1

Planning Department
John

Snell

Third District

County of Riverside
Planning Department

James

Porras

Fourth District

County of Riverside
Planning Department

Jan

Zuppardo

Fifth District

State

4080

Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

4080

Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

4080

Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

1 995

Market Street

Riverside

CA

Planning Department

Record Count:

Notice only
David

County of Riverside

City

Zappe

General Manager
Chief Engineer

Flood Control & Water Conservation District
County of Riverside

KEY I LEGEND:
Light Blue Highlight: ( 1 51) Hard Copies of document to be distributed
Green Highlight:
Yellow Highlight:

(2"d) C D Versions of document to
(3rd) Notice only

Total Record Count

be distributed

Record Count:
Record Count:
Record Count:

8
21
1
30

Zip

1 409
925021 409
925021 409
925021 409
92501

Notice
x
x
x
x

Doc

CD
CD
CD

MSHCP PUBLIC REVIEW DRAF T EIRIEIS - STA TE A GENCY COMPLETE MAILING RECORD
First Name

Titl e

Last Name

Andrea

Deleon

Susan

J. Wootten

D.O.

Helmick

Office of

Assemblyman Hollingsworth

Agency

Address1
27555 Ynez Road, Ste. 205

Temecula

CA

92345

California Department of Water Resources

770 Fairmont Avenue

Glendale

CA

91320

x

California Highway Patrol

P.O. Box 942898

Sacramento

CA

94298-0001

x

Public Affairs

City

St

Zip

x

Dennis

Hollingswor
th

Assemblyman

California State Assembly

27555 Ynez Rd., #205

Temecula

CA

92591

x

Rod

Pacheco

Assemblyman

California State Assembly

1223 University Ave., #230

Riverside

CA

92507

x

Russ

Bogh

Assemblyman

California State Assembly

34932 Yucaipa Blvd.

Yucaipa

CA

92399

x

Dave

Kelley

Assemblyman

California State Assembly

73-710 Fred Waring Drive, #108

Palm Desert

CA

92250

x

Johanna

Haggerty

California State Parks

1 7801 Lake Perris Drive

Perris

CA

92571

x

Curt
Steve

Taucher

California Department of Fish & Game
California State Parks, Salton Sea Director

330 Golden Shore, Ste. 50
1 00-225 State Park Road

Long Beach

CA

North Shore

CA

90802
92254

x
x

Jeff

Morales

California, Department of Transportation

P.O. Box 942874

Sacramento

CA

94274-0001

x

Scott

Quinnell

Caltrans, District 8 (MS-822)

454 W. Fourth St., 5th Floor

San Bernardino

CA

92401 - 1 400

x

5800 Indiana Avenue, Ste. 130
10581 Foothill Blvd., #325

Riverside

CA

Rancho

CA

92505
91 730

x
x

91709
95814

x
x

95814
95814

x
x

Horvitz

Park
Superintenden
t
Director, Fire
& Rescue Div.

Raymond

Haynes

Senator

Biological Studies Branch
State of California

Jim

Brulte

Senator

State of California

Jeff
Ron

Drongeson
Rempel

Ken

Trott

Ruth

Coleman

Deputy
Director

California Department of Fish & Game

California Department of Fish & Game
California Department of Food & Agriculture

Director

California Department of Parks and

Recreation
California Department of Conservation

Notice

Med

4775 Bird Farm Road
1415 Ninth Street, 1 3th Floor

Cucamonga
Chino Hills

CA

Sacramento

CA

1220 "N" Street, Rm. 448
1 41 5 - 9th Street, Rm. 1 405

Sacramento
Sacramento

CA

801 "K" Street, MS-24-01
1 4 1 5 - 9th Street, 1 2th Floor
901 "P" Street

Sacramento

CA

Sacramento
Sacramento

CA
CA

95814
95814
95814

x
x
x

HC
HC
HC

CA

HC
HC

Darryl

Young

Director

Robert

C. Hight
Vitulli

Director
Public
Information

Board

Officer
District

Caltrans, District 8

454 West 4th Street, 5th Floor

San Bernardino

CA

92401-1400

x

HC

State Clearinghouse

1 400 Tenth Street, Room 222

Sacramento

CA

95814

x

HC

1415 - 9th Street, 1 2'h Floor

Sacramento

CA

95814

x

HC

1 7801 Lake Perris Drive
1 7801 Lake Perris Drive
454 W. 4th St. - 5th Floor
454 West 4th Street. 5th Floor
454 West 4th Street, 51h Floor

Perris
Perris

CA
CA

San Bernardino

CA

San Bernardino

CA
CA

92571
92571
92401
92401-1 400
92401-1 400

x
x
x
x
x

1225 - 23'° Street, #220
4148 Hinderaker Hall

Sacramento
Riverside

92495-0001
92521

x
x

Fran

Ann

Mayer

California Department of Fish & Game
California State Water Resources Control

Director, MS

1201
Terry

Roberts

Office of

Juliet

Virtue

State of California, Resource Agencies
Department of Fish and Game

Gary
Geary

Watts
Hund

Mahmoud

Sudeghi

California State Parks, Los Lagos District
California, Department of Parks & Recreation

Bill
Sumner

Mosby
Baker

Dave

Widell

Director

State of California - OHV

France A.

Cordova

Chancellor

University of California, Riverside

Planning &
Research

Caltrans

Caltrans, District 8
Caltrans, District 8

San Bernardino

CA
CA

CD
CD
CD
CD
CD

CD
CD

MSHCP PUBLIC RE VIE W DRA F T EIRIEIS- COUNTY DEPAR TMENTS COMPLETE DOCUMENT DISTRIBUTION LIST
First

Last Name

City I Cou nty

Title

Name

8

Record Count:

Hard Copies of document to be distributed

State

Notice

Doc

CA

92501

x

HC

Fifth District
County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

HC

Supervisor

First District
County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

HC

Wilson

Supervisor

Fourth District
County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

HC

Tavaglione

Supervisor

Second District

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

HC

Su pervisor

County of Riverside
Third District

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

HC

County of Riverside

t
3535 - 1 o h Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

HC

Best, Best & Krieger

3750 University Avenue

Riverside

CA

92501

x

HC

County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

Third District

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

Tom

Mullen

Supervisor

Bob

Buster

Roy
John

Venable

County of Riverside
Karin

WattsBazan

Deputy, County
Counsel

Michelle

Ouellette

Legal Counsel

Record Count:

CD Versions of document to be distributed
Wallace

Agricultural

21

Commissioner
Ken

Zip

Riverside

Beck

James

City

t
3525 - 1 4 h Street

County of Riverside
Economic Development Agency

Brian

Jim

Address1

Graff

Legislative Aide

County of Riverside
Denise

Lanning

Legislative Aide

Fifth District
County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

Gary L.

Orso

Assessor

Riverside

CA

Doyle
McDonnell

Sheriff-Elect
Treasurer - Tax

County of Riverside
County of Riverside
County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street

Bob
Paul

4095 Lemon Street
4080 Lemon Street

Riverside
Riverside

CA
CA

92501
92501
92501

x
x
x

CD
CD
CD

County of Riverside
County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street
4080 Lemon Street

Riverside
Riverside

CA
CA

92501
92501

x
x

CD
CD

Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

Collector
Auditor - Controller

Tony
Tom

Bellanca
Ingram

Bradley

Hudson

Roger

Uminski

County of Riverside

t
4080 Lemon Street, 1 2 h Floor

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

Kawasaki

Executive Office
County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street, 2nd Floor

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

Fire Department
County of Riverside
Health Services Agency Administration

4065 County Circle Drive

Riverside

CA

92503

x

CD

County of Riverside

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

925021 409

x

CD

Director

Building and Safety Department

Frank

Director

Ken

Cohen

Director

Aleta

Laurence

Planning Director

County of Riverside
Economic Development Agency

3525 - 1 4

th

Planning Department
Paul

Frandsen

George

Johnson

General Manager

County of Riverside
Regional Parks and Open Space District

4600 Crestmore Road

Riverside

CA

92509

x

CD

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92502-

x

CD

Director of

County of Riverside

Transportation

Transportation Department

1090

Robert

Nelson

Chief Executive
Officer

County of Riverside
Waste Management

1995 Market Street

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

John

Roth

First District

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

CA

92502-

CD

Petty

Second District

CA

1409
92502-

x

John

County of Riverside
Planning Department
County of Riverside

x

CD

4080 Lemon Street

Riverside

MSHCP PUBLIC REVIE W DRAFT EIRIEIS - STA TE A GENCY COMPLETE MAILING RECORD
First Name
Mike

Title

Last Name

Center for

Allen

Agency
U niversity of California, Riverside

900

Address1
U niversity Avenue

Conservation
Biology
Lynn

LSA

Hayes

For forwarding to State Clearinghouse

City
Riverside

St
CA

92521

Zip

x
x

Key I Legend:

Record Count: (33)
Light Blue Highlight
Grey Highlight
Purple Highlight
Yellow Highlight
Bright Green
Blue

=

=

=

=

(3:j, HC of document to be distributed through LSA to State Clearinghouse ) Advisory
(2
(

Committee
4th)
C D t o b e distributed

( 1 st )

and State Resource Agency rep- need clarify on type and method of distribution

( th
)
(5th HC distributed by Printer
6 ) LSA labels for distribution of 15

Notice only
=

=

sets to State Clearinghouse (labels only}

Total notices from this list - (33)
(8)

Notice

Med

HC

MSHCP PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT EIRIEIS - ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMPLETE MAILING RECORD
Key I Legend:

Light Blue Highlight
**

HC

=
=

=

Per LSA Jeff is not on the list to receive a paper document through the State Clearinghouse.

Hard copy of document to be distributed on Federal Agencies list so number of documents for distribution is not noted on this list (See Federal Agency Listing)
Hard copy of document to be given to member. If line is blank then no document is to be given, but members will be noticed.

HC - Hard Copy of Document

Total docs from this l ist (25)

NT - Notice to be sent

Total notices from list

(30)

MSHCP PUBLIC RE VIEW DRA F T EIRIEIS - CITIES/SPECIA L DISTRICTS
First Name
Ruth

Last Name

Title

Bird

City I County

Banning Heights

Address

City

State

Zip

Ms. Jo Ellen

Seik

Beaumont Cherry

CA

92220

x

CD

P.O. Box 20378

Beaumont

CA

92223

x

CD

21740 Dracaea Avenue

Moreno Valley

CA

92553

x

CD

P.O. Box 297

Cabazon

CA

Banning

CA

92230
92220

x
x
x
x
x
x

Valley Water
District
Box Springs Mutual
Water Company
Rick

Hall

Roger

Derda

Cabazon Water
Community

City of Banning

99 E. Ramsey

99 E. Ramsey
550 E. 61h Street
P.O. Box 1 1 90
3 1 5 1 6 Railroad Canyon

Development
Director
Don

Foster

City Manager

City of Banning

Alan

Kapanicas

City Manager

City of Beaumont

Harry

Jensen
Powers

City Manager
City Manager

City of Canyon

Delbert
George
Thomas

Guayante
Schwab

City Manager
City Manager

Steve

Temple

City Manager

City of Calimesa
Lake
City of Corona
City of Grand
Terrace
City of Hemet

Watenpaugh

City Manager

City of Lake
Elsinore
City of Loma Linda
City of Moreno

Dennis

Halloway

City Manager

Gene

Rogers

City Manager

Stephen

Mandoki
Hatzenbuhler

City Manager

Valley
Ed
William
John

Vasquez
Davidson

George
Jake

Caravalho
Wager

Calimesa

CA

Canyon Lake

CA

815 W. Sixth Street
22795 Barton Road

Corona
Grand Terrace

CA
CA

92882
923 1 3

x
x

CD
CD

445 E. Florida Avenue,

Hemet

CA

92543

x

CD

130 S. Main Street

Lake Elsinore

CA

92530

x

CD

25541 Barton Road
P.O. Box 88005

Loma Linda
Moreno Valley

CA
CA

92354
92552-0805

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

CA
CA

Road

CA

1 O Civic Center Plaza

Santa Ana

CA

92701

x

CD

P.O. Box 4048

Santa Ana

CA

92702-4048

x

CD

Division
County of San

385 North Arrowhead

92415-0182

x

CD

Avenue
1600 Pacific Highway

San
Bernardino

CA

Bernardino
County of San

San Diego

CA

92101

x

CD

5201 Ruffin Road, Ste. B

San Diego

CA

92123-1 666

x

CD

P.O. Box 8300

Perris

CA

92572-8300

x

CD

P.O. Box 3000

Lake Elsinore

CA

92531-3000

x

CD

Nelson

City Manager

City of Temecula

Tooker
Larson

City Manager
Executive

City of Yucaipa
Coachella Valley

Director

Association of

Neely

Manager

CD
CD

CA

Shawn
John
Patricia

Tim

CD

CA

City Manager

City of Riverside
City of San Jacinto

Interim County
Executive Officer

CD

Yucaipa
Palm Desert

City of Redlands

City Manager

Governments
County of Orange
County of Orange
Environmental

26442 Beckman Court
2870 Clark Avenue
101 North "D" Street
P.O. Box 3005
3900 Main Street
201 E. Main Street
43200 Business Park Drive
34272 Yucaipa Blvd.
73-710 Fred Waring Dr.,
Ste. 200

CD
CD

Temecula

City Manager

Schumacher

CD

92562
9 1 760
92570
92373-1505
92522
92383
92589-9033
92399
92260

City Manager
City Manager

City of Murrieta
City of Norco
City of Perris

Michael

CD

92220
92223
92320
92587

Banning
Beaumont

South
Richard

Cd

Banning

Mutual Water
Company

Not

P.O. Box 367

Murrieta

CA

Norco
Perris

CA
CA

Redlands
Riverside

CA
CA

San Jacinto

CA

CD
CD
CD
CD
CD
CD
CD
CD
CD

Planning Services
Michael
Walt
Joseph

Hays

Director of Land
use Services

Ekard

Chief Executive

DeStafano I I

Officer
CPP

Diego
County of San
Diego
Department of
Planning and Land

Victor

Barreto

Use
Eastern Municipal
Water District

Loren

Sober

Elsinore Valley

Doc
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First Name
Larry

Last Name

Borre

La Pre'
Winckel

Jeff
Bob

Drongenson
Wheeler

Organization

Address

Company

City

St

Notice

Zip

Doc
HC

Audubon Society

3969 Linwood Place

Riverside

CA

92506

NT

Building I ndustry Association

3600 Lime St., Ste. 3 1 2

Riverside

CA

92501

NT

HC

4775 Bird Farm Road
29090 Camino Alba

Chino Hills

CA

91709

HC

Murrieta

CA

92563-5650

NT
NT

8424-A Santa Monica Blvd.
#952

Los Angeles

CA

90069

NT

HC

LMC

1 00 South Charles Street,

Baltimore

MD

21 201

NT

HC

Properties,
Inc.

Ste. 1 400

Cal ifornia Dept. of Fish & Game
Elsinore-Murrieta-Anza Resource

HC

Conservation Dist.
Dan

Silver

Endangered Habitats League

Jim

DeNapoli

Lockheed Martin Corporation

Wendy

Picht

Jane
Cindy
Won

Block
Domenigoni

Metropolitan Water District
Property Owner
Property Owner

Yoo

Property Owner

Greg

Reden

Property Owner

P.O. Box54153

Los Angeles

CA

90054-0153

NT

HC

424 - Two Trees Road
31851 Winchester Road

Riverside
Winchester

CA
CA

92507

HC

clo Ranpac,

27431 Enterprise Circle West

Temecula

CA

92590

NT
NT
NT

Inc.
Silverado

1900 Sunset Dr., Ste. D

Escondido

CA

92025

NT

HC

742 Summit Drive
P.O. Box 1929

Laguna Beach

CA
CA

92651
92088

NT
NT

HC

Fall brook

29771 Eagle Point Drive
35126 Tack Road

Canyon Lake
Temecula

CA
CA

92587
92592

NT
NT

HC
HC

1 995 Market Street

Riverside

CA

92501

NT

HC

423 - V2 Iris Avenue

Corona del

CA

92625

NT

HC

Mar
Riverside
Riverside

CA

92501

NT

CA

92501

NT

HC
HC

Redlands
Lake Elsinore

CA
CA

92374
92530

NT

HC

29421 Sunharbor Court

NT

HC

Dept. G01 Quad 1 A
30 N. Raymond St., Ste. 302

Rosemead
Pasadena

CA

91770
91 1 03

NT

CA

HC
HC

92596

HC
HC

Ranch
Conservation
Bank
Ed
Gail

Sauls
Wanczuk-

Jules

Barton
Wesselink

Sharon

Bolton

Zully

Smith

Riverside County Flood Control
District

Bruce

Colbert

Property Owners Association of
Riverside County

Property Owner
Property Owner
Property Owner
Riverside County Farm Bureau

c/o California

HC

Land Institute

Pete
Shelli

Dangermond
Lamb

Riverside Land Conservancy
Riverside-Corona Resource Cons.
Dist.

Tony

Metcalf

Pete

Kiriakos

San Bernardino County Museum
Sierra Club

4075 Mission I n n Drive
4500 Glenwood Drive
2024 Orange Tree Lane
c/o San
Timeteo
Greenway
Cons.

Tracey
Leeona

Alsobrook
Klipstein

Karin
Mary

Cleary Rose

Southern California Edison

P.O. Box 800

Spirit of the Sage Council
The Towne Group

2201 Dupont Dr., Ste. 2 1 0

Irvine

CA

92612

NT
NT

Carlsbad
Corona

CA

U . S . Forest Service

2730 Loker Avenue West
1 1 46 E. 6th Street

92008
92879

NT

ldyllwild
Riverside

CA

92549

NT

CA

92521

NT

HC

Santa Ana

CA

92705

Hemet

CA

92543

NT
NT

HC

U . S . Fish & Wildlife Service

Diane

Thomas
Freeman

U.S. Forest Service

P.O. Box 5 1 8

Dr. Tom

Scott

University of California, Riverside

Department of Earth
Sciences

Richard

Friesen, Ph.D.

URS

Robin

Reeser Lowe

WRCOG

c/o Mayor's
Office - City
of Hemet

2020 East 1•1 St., Ste. 400
445 E. Florida Avenue, South

CA

NT
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First Name

Last Name

Title

City I Cou nty

Address

City

State

Zip

Municipal Water
District

Not

Cd

Sharon

Sweeny

Elsinore Water
District

P.O. Box 1 0 1 9

Lake Elsinore

CA

9253 1 - 1 0 1 9

x

CD

Tom

Horne

P.O. Box 387

ldyllwild

CA

92349

x

CD

Ken

Johnson

Fern Valley Water
District
Gage Canal

7452 Dufferin Avenue

Riverside

CA

92504

x

CD

Testa

Company
Gage Canal

7452 Dufferin Avenue

Riverside

CA

92504

x

CD

P.O. Box 397

ldyllwild

CA

92549-0397

x

CD

Loui

Company
Tom

Lovejoy

ldyllwild Water
District

Herbert

Bergstrom

ldyllwild Water
District

P.O. Box 397

ldyllwild

CA

92549-0397

x

CD

Tom

O'Neil

Jurupa Community

8621 Jurupa Road

Riverside

CA

92509

x

CD

Lake Hemet

P.O. Box 5039

Hemet

CA

92544-0039

2480 E. Florida Avenue

x

CD

Municipal Water
District
Metropolitan Water
District

P.O. Box 54153

Los Angeles

CA

90054-0 1 53

x

CD

Services District
Thomas W.

Wagoner

Leslie

Barrett

Jerry

Houder

Pine Cove Water

P.O. Box 2296

ldyllwild

CA

92349

x

CD

Brannon

District
Rancho California

P.O. Box 9017

Temecula

CA

92589-90 1 7

x

CD

4080 Lemon St., 3"' Floor

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

4080 Lemon St., 3"' Floor

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

Riverside County
Transportation
Commission

4080 Lemon St., 3"' Floor

Riverside

CA

92501

x

CD

Steve

Water Company
Eric

Haley

Executive
Director

Riverside County
Transportation
Commission

Hideo

Sugita

Cathy

Bechtel

Gene

McMeans

Riverside Highland
Water Company

1450 Washington St.

Colton

CA

92324

x

CD

Steven W.

Appel

Rubidoux
Community
Services District

3590 Rubidoux Blvd.

Riverside

CA

92509

x

CD

Lee

Slate

Santa Ana

1 1 6 1 5 Sterling Avenue

Riverside

CA

92503

x

CD

Henderson

Watershed Project
Authority
Southern California

8 1 8 W.

Los Angeles

CA

90017

x

CD

P.O. Box 5286

Riverside

CA

92517

x

CD

4080 Lemon St., 3"' Floor

Riverside

CA

92501-3679

x

CD

12770 - 2nd Street

Yucaipa

CA

92399

x

CD

99 E. Ramsey

Banning

CA

92220

x

Deputy
Executive

Riverside County
Transportation

Director
Director of
Planning and

Commission

Programming

Janet

Association of
Governments
Jeffrey

Western Municipal

Sims

Water District
Rick

Ray

Bishop

Executive

Western Riverside

Director

Council of
Governments
Yucaipa Valley

Jure

Paper copies of document to be distributed:14
Planning

ih Street

Water District

City of Banning

Doc

HC
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First Name

Last Name

Title

Director
William

Randolph

City I County

Address

County

County of San

385

Administrative

Bernardino

Avenue

Bernardino
San

Officer
Randy

Scott

City

North Arrowhead

Division Chief,

County of San

385

Land Use

Bernardino

Avenue

North Arrowhead

San

State

9241 5-01 82

x

CA

9241 5-0 1 82

x

Bernardino

09, 2003

KEY I LEGEND:

Yellow highlight:

Total Record Count:
CD's to be distributed

Light Blue highlight: Paper copies of document to be distributed
Non-highlighted:

Notice only - total record count

1 04

Not

CA

Services
Monday, June

Zip

1 04
52
14

Cd

Doc
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Fi rst Name

Last Name

Title
Director

Ernie
Sandra

City I County

Address

City

State

Zip

Not

Cd

Doc

Beaumont

CA

92223

x

HC

Egger

Planning

City of Beaumont

t
550 E. 5 h Street

Massa-Lavitt

Director
Planning

City of Calimesa

P.O. Box 1 1 90

Calimesa

CA

92320

x

HC

Director
John

Freiman

City Planner

City of Canyon
Lake

3 1 5 1 5 Railroad Canyon
Road

Canyon Lake

CA

92587

x

HC

Brad

Robbins

Planning

City of Corona

8 1 5 W. Sixth Street

Corona

CA

92882

x

HC

City of Hemet

445 E. Florida Avenue,

Hemet

CA

92543

x

HC

Director
Richard

Masyczek

Planning

South

Director
Armando

Planning

Jim

Lake Elsinore

CA

92530

x

HC

Terell

Planning

P.O. Box 88005

Moreno Valley

CA

92552-0805

Daniels

Valley
City of Murrieta

x

HC

Director
Planning

25442 Beckman Court

Murrieta

CA

92552

x

HC

City of Norco

2870 Clark Avenue

Norco

CA

91 750

x

HC

City of Perris

1 0 1 North "D" Street

Perris

CA

92570

x

HC

City of Riverside

3900 Main Street

Riverside

CA

92522

x

HC

City of San Jacinto

201 E. Main Street

San Jacinto

CA

92383

x

HC

City of Temecula

43200 Business Park Drive

Temecula

CA

92589-9033

x

HC

California Regional
Water Quality

9 1 74 Sky Park Court, Ste.

San Diego

CA

921 23-4340

x

Manager
John

1 3 0 S. Main Street

City of Lake
Elsinore
City of Moreno

Villa

Director
Planning
Olivia

Gutierrez

Steve

Whyld

Director
Planning
Director
Planning

Hults

Director
Planning

Tim

Director
Planning
Director
Notice only - total record count 104
Megan

Fisher

San Diego
Region

100

Control Board
James

Ruth

City Manager
Community

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
550 E. 5th Street

Anaheim
Beaumont

CA

92805

CA

92223

City of Blythe

440 S. Main Street

Blythe

CA

92225

x

City of Calimesa

P.O. Box 1 1 90

Calimesa

CA

92320

x

City of Calimesa

Calimesa
Cathedral City

CA
CA

92320
92235

x
x

Development
Charles

Hult

Director
Director of Public
Works
Community
Development

Shenna
Jaime

Earl

Moqeet
Aguilera

Nelson

Director
City Counsel
Community
Development

City of Cathedral

P.O. Box 1 1 90
58-700 Avenida Lalo

City

Guerrero

Director
Community

City of Chino

P.O. Box 557

Chino

CA

91710

x

City of Chino Hills

2001 Grand Avenue

Chino Hills

CA

91709

x

City of Coachella

1 5 1 5 Sixth Street
1 51 5 Sixth Street

Coachella

CA

92235

City of Coachella

Coachella

CA

92235

City of Corona

8 1 5 W. Sixth Street

Corona

CA

92882

Development
Director
Bruce

Coleman

Byron L.

Woosely

Commu nity
Development
Director
City Manager
Community
Development
Director

John

Licata

x
x

City of Anaheim
City of Beaumont

City Engineer I
Public Works

x
x
x
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First Name

Last Name

Title
Director

Hank

Hoehenstein

Acting Comm.
City Manager

City of Desert Hot
Springs
City of Desert Hot

Director

Springs
City of Hemet

Dev. Director
Joe
Mark

Guzzetta
Goldberg

City I County

Address

City

State

Zip

Desert Hot
Springs

CA

92245

x

65950 Pierson Blvd.

Desert Hot

CA

92245

x

445 E. Florida Avenue,

Springs
Hemet

CA

92543

x

65950 Pierson Blvd.

South

Community
Development

Not

George
Corrie

Wattes
Kates

City Manager
Planning

City of Indian Wells
City of Indian Wells

44950 Eldorado Drive
44950 Eldorado Drive

Indian Wells
Indian Wells

CA
CA

922 1 0
922 1 0

Gary

Werner

Director
Director of

x
x

City of Indio

1 00 Civic Center Mall Drive

Indio

CA

92202

x

City Manager

City of La Quinta

Planning

City of La Quinta

78-495 Calle Tampico
78-495 Calle Tampico

La Quinta
La Quinta

CA
CA

92253
92253

x
x

City of Lake
Elsi nore

130 S. Main Street

Lake Elsi nore

CA

92530

x

City of Loma Linda

25541 Barton Road

Loma Linda

CA

92354

x

City of Moreno

P.O. Box 88005

Moreno Valley

CA

92552-0805

x

City of Murrieta

26442 Beckman Court

Murrieta

CA

92562

x

City of Norco

2870 Clark Avenue

Norco

CA

9 1 760

x

City of Palm Desert
City of Palm Desert

73-510 Fred Waring Drive

Palm Desert
Palm Desert

CA
CA

92260
92260

x
x

City of Palm
Springs

3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon
Way

Palm Springs

CA

92263

x

Planning
Director
Planning

City of Palm
Springs
City of Rancho

3200 E . Tahquitz Canyon

Palm Springs

CA

92263

Way
69-825 Highway 1 1 1

x

Rancho

CA

92270

Director

M i rage

x

City Manager

City of Rancho
M i rage

69-825 Highway 1 1 1

CA

92270

x

City of Redlands

P.O. Box 3005

Redlands

CA

92373-1505

x

City of Riverside

3900 Main Street

Riverside

CA

92522

x

City of San Jacinto

201 E. Main Street

San Jacinto

CA

92383

x

City of Temecula

43200 Business Park Drive

Temecula

CA

92589-9033

x

City of Yucaipa

34272 Yucaipa Blvd.

Yucaipa

CA

92399

x

Development
Services
Tom

Genovese

Director
Bob

Brady

Community
Development

Deborah

Wold ruff

Community
Development

Linda

Guillis

Director

Director

Community &
Economic

Valley

Development
Director
Jim

Miller

Jim

Daniels

Development
Services Director
Community
Services Director

Carlos
Phil

Ortega
DreII

City Manager
Community

David

Ready

Services Director
City Manager

Doug

Evans

Robert

Jeffrey

Brockman

Shaw

Community

73-510 Fred Waring Drive

Mirage
Rancho
Mirage

Development
Director
Community
Development
Director
Brian

McNabb

Gary

Thornhill

Community
Development
Director
Community
Development
Director

John

McMains

Community
Development

Cd

Doc
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A & O Silverstone
P.O. Box 768
Palm Springs, CA 92258

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla
Indians
Michael Atencio
600 East Tahquitz Canyon Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Air Resources Board
Ray Menebroker
P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

Al McCandless Public Library
200 Civic Center Mall
Indio, CA 92201

ALUC
Keith Downs
MS 3760
,

Alvord Unified School District
10365 Keller Avenue
Riverside, CA 92505

American Cancer Society
4940 Van Nuys Blvd., Suite 301
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403

American Cancer Society
74140 El Paseo Street, Suite 1
Palm Desert, CA 92260

American Wind Energy Association
77 North Capital Street, NE #805
Washington, D.C. 20002

Amerigas Regional Headquarters
4240 Rocklin Road, Suite 6
Rocklin, CA 95677

Antelope Menifee Rural Center
Chester Morrison
27900 Garboni Road
Menifee, CA 92584

Anza Borrego State Park
Frank Padilla
P.O. Box 299
Borrego Springs, CA 92004

Anza Coop. Electric Company
P.O. Box 391909
Anza, CA 92539

Anza Electrical Cooperative
P.O. Box 391909
Anza, CA 92539-1905

Anza Municipal Advisory Council
P.O. Box 1001
Anza, CA 92306

Anza Mutual Water Company
P.O. Box 117
Anza, CA 92539

Anza Valley Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box L
Anza, CA 92306

AT & SF Railroad
Property Tax Department
1700 East Golf Road
Schaumberg, IL 60173

Audubon Society
Geography Department
San Diego State University
San Diego, CA 92182

Banning Airport
Management Officer, Cuillot
P.O. Box 998
Banning, CA 92220

Banning Chamber of Commerce
78 North Murray
Banning, CA 92220

Banning Heights Mutual Water
Company
7091 Bluff Street
Banning, CA 92220

Banning Unified School District
161 West Williams
Banning, CA 92220

Banning Unified School District
500 Grace Avenue
P.O. Box 187
Banning, CA 92223

Beaumont/ Cherry Valley Parks &
Recreation Dist.
P.O. Box 490
Beaumont, CA 92223

Beaumont/ Cherry Valley Water
District
P.O. Box 2037
Beaumont, CA 92223

Bermuda Dunes Airport
79880 Avenue 42
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bermuda Dunes Community
Association
Fred Caterina, President
42-101 Adams Street
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bermuda Dunes Community
Association, Inc.
Drawer N
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bermuda Dunes Community Council
Jerry Lugo
79-860 Bogueron Way
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201
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Bermuda Dunes Country Club
Jack Gibilisco, President
42-360 Adams Street
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bermuda Dunes Security
79-021 Avenue 42
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Big Horn Homeowner's Association
Joyce Wilkie
255 Palowet Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Blythe Chamber of Commerce
201 South Broadway
Blythe, CA 92225

Blythe Water District
City Hall
220 North Spring
Blythe, CA 92225

Bo Dell Heights
Mutual Water Company
P.O. Box 1057
Indio, CA 92202

Bonita Vista Mutual Water Company
Trina Borynack
9055 Bonita Drive
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Bonnie Bell Homeowner's
Association
Peter Mackenzie
11940 Whitewater Canyon Road
Whitewater, CA 92282

Box Springs Mutual Water Company
21740 Dracea Avenue
Edgemont, CA 92508

Bureau of Automotive Repair
10240 Systems Parkway
Sacramento, CA 92587

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Dept. of Interior So. California
2038 Iowa Avenue, Suite 101
Riverside, CA 92507-2417

Bureau of Land Management
El Centro Office
333 South Waterman
El Centro, CA 92243

Bureau of Land Management
Yuma District Office
3150 Winsor Avenue
Yuma, AZ 85365

Cabazon Band-Mission Indians
John Paul Nichols
84246 Indio Springs Drive
Indio, CA 92201

Cabazon Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 111
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cabazon Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 1700, Star Route 1
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cabazon County Water District
50-256 Main Street
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cabazon County Water District
Rick Hall
P.O. Box 297
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cabazon Public Library
50-171 Ramona Avenue
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cactus Valley Homeowner's Group
Flora Johnson
32375 Sage Road
Hemet, CA 92543

Cahuilla Band of Indians
P.O. Box 391760
Anza, CA 92539

Cahuilla Hills Improvement
Association
P.O. Box 1759
Cahuilla Hills, CA 92261

California Department of Fish &
Game
Juan Hernandez
4775 Bird Farm Road
Chino Hills, CA 91709

California Department of Fish &
Game
Kim Nicole
47-800 Madison Street, Suite 223
Indio, CA 92201

California Department of Fish &
Game
Streambed Alteration Program
300 Golden Shore, Suite 50
Long Beach, CA 90802

California Department of Parks &
Recreation
Los Lagos District
17801 Lake Perris Drive
Perris, CA 92370

California Dept. of Fish & Game
Environ. Services Division- NCCP
Liam Davis
4949 Viewridge Drive
San Diego, CA 92123

California DMV
Inspector Miller
950 North Farrell Drive
Palm Springs, CA 92262

California Energy Commission
Pramod Kulkarni
1516 Ninth Street, MS #45
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Highway Patrol
79-650 Varner Road
Indio, CA 92201
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California Highway Patrol
Riverside
8118 Lincoln Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

California Highway Patrol
San Gorgonio Pass Area- 655
195 Highland Springs Avenue
Beaumont, CA 92223

California Housing Finance Agency
Stephanie Stafford
1121 L Street, Suite 103
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Indian Legal Services
510 16th Street, Suite 301
Oakland, CA 94612

California Indian Legal Services
Brenda L. Tomaras
609 South Escondido Blvd
Escondido, CA 92025

California Institute of Technology
Directors Office of the Palomar
Observatory
105-24
Pasadena, CA 92390

California Institute of Technology
Robert Brucato
Palomar Observatory Office #105-24
Pasadena, CA 91125

California Integrated Waste
Management Board
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95286-3268

California Integrated Waste
Management Board
Sue O'Leary
1001 I Street, P.O. Box 4025
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025

California Native Plant Society
1722 J Street, Suite 17
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Resource Protection
P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

California Rural Legal Assistance,
Inc.
P.O. Box 35
1460 Sixth Street
Coachella, CA 92236-0035

California Wind Energy Association
490 South Farrell Drive, Suite C-106
Palm Desert, CA 92262

California Women for Agriculture
78-665 Alden Circle
La Qunita, CA 92253

Calimesa Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 246
Calimesa, CA 92320

Calimesa Elementary School
13523 Second Street
Yucaipa, CA 92399

CALTRANS Aviation
Keith Turner
P.O. Box 942874
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

CALTRANS Dept. of Tran
Division of Aeronautics
P.O. Box 942873
Sacramento, CA 94273-0001

CALTRANS Dept. of Trans
Forecasting/ IGR-CEQA Review
464 West Fourth Street, 6th Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400

CALTRANS District #11
2829 Juan Street, P.O. Box 85406
San Diego, CA 92138-5406

CALTRANS District #8
Planning
464 West Fourth Street
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400

Carver Tract Board of Directors
Guadalupe Barrera
P.O. Box 2466
Indio, CA 92201

Carver Tract Mutual Water Company
Baldemar Barrera
P.O. Box 2466
Indio, CA 92201

Cathedral City Chamber of
Commerce
36-399 Cathedral Canyon Drive
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Cathedral City Chamber of
Commerce
68-845 Perez Road, Suite 6
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Cathedral City Police Department
Administrative Office
68-100 Ramon Road
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Catholic Charities
45149 Smurr Street
Indio, CA 92201

Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 40090
Berkley, CA 94704-4090

Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 710
Tucson, AZ 95702-0710

Center for Biological Diversity
David Hogan
P.O. Box 628
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070
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Center for Community Action &
Environmental Justice
P.O. Box 33124
Riverside, CA 92519

Cherry Valley & Pass Trails
Association
40225 Dutton
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Cherry Valley Acres & Neighbors
P.O. Box 3257
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Cherry Valley Chamber of
P.O. Box 536
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Cherry Valley Mutual Water
10834 Union Street
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Chino Airport
7000 Merrill Avenue #1
Chino, CA 91710

Chino Hills State Park
Anthony Ulm
128 Paseo De La Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Chiriaco Summit Community Action
Committee
Santos Garcia
62-450 Chiriaco Road
Chiriaco Summit, CA 92201

Chuckwalla Valley State Prison
State Department of Corrections
19025 Wiley's Well Road
Blythe, CA 92225

Citizens for Better Planning
6475 Victoria Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506

Citizens for Rural Cherry Valley
10218 Beaumont Avenue
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

City of Anaheim
Planning Department
200 South Anaheim Blvd
Anaheim, CA 92805

City of Banning
Planning Department
P.O. Box 998
Banning, CA 92220-0090

City of Beaumont
550 East Sixth Street
Beaumont, CA 92223

City of Blythe
Development Service Department
235 North Broadway
Blythe, CA 92225

City of Blythe
Development Service Department
561 South Broadway
Blythe, CA 92225

City of Brawley
Chamber of Commerce
204 South Imperial
Brawley, CA 92227

City of Brawley
Planning Department
400 Main Street
Brawley, CA 92227

City of Calexico
Planning Department
608 Heber Avenue
Calexico, CA 92231

City of Calimesa
P.O. Box 1190
Calimesa, CA 92320

City of Calipatria
P.O. Box 167
Calipatria, CA 92233

City of Canyon Lake
L. Jeff Butzlaff
31532 Railroad Canyon Road, Suite
101 & 103
Canyon Lake, CA 92587-9400

City of Cathedral City
68-700 Avenida Lalo Guerrero
Cathedral City, CA 92234

City of Chino
Planning Department
13220 Central Avenue
Chino, CA 91710

City of Chino Hills
Community Development
2001 Grand Avenue
Chino Hills, CA 91709

City of Coachella
Planning Department
1515 Sixth Street
Coachella, CA 92236

City of Colton
650 North La Cenda Drive
Colton, CA 92324

City of Corona
815 West Sixth Street
Corona, CA 92882

City of Corona- Planning
Nancy Gutierrez
815 West Sixth Street, 2nd Floor
Corona, CA 92882

City of Corona- Public Works
Tom Koper
815 West Sixth Street
Corona, CA 92882

4

DRAFT MSHCP AND DRAFT EIR/EIS MAILING LIST MARCH 2003
City of Desert Hot Springs
City Manager
65-950 Pierson Blvd.
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

City of El Centro
Planning Department
1275 Main Street
El Centro, CA 92243

City of Fontana
City Hall
8353 Sierra Avenue
Fontana, CA 92335

City of Grand Terrace
22795 Barton Road
Grand Terrace, CA 92324

City of Hemet
Director of Community Development
450 East Latham
Hemet, CA 92343

City of Holtville
121 West Fifth Street
Holtville, CA 92250

City of Imperial
420 South Imperial Avenue
Imperial, CA 92251

City of Indian Wells
Planning Department
44-950 El Dorado Drive
Indian Wells, CA 92210

City of Indio
100 Civic Center Mall
Indio, CA 92201

City of Indio
Planning Department
P.O. Box 1788
Indio, CA 92202

City of La Quinta
Community Development
P.O. Box 1504
La Quinta, CA 92253

City of Lake Elsinore
130 South Main Street
Lake Elsinore, CA 92330

City of Loma Linda
Planning Department
25541 Barton Road
Loma Linda, CA 92354

City of Mecca Library
P.O. Box 266
65250 Coachella Street
Mecca, CA 92254

City of Moreno Valley
P.O. Box 1440
Moreno Valley, CA 92388

City of Murrieta
City Hall
26442 Beckman
Murrieta, CA 92562

City of Norco
P.O. Box 428
Norco, CA 91760

City of Ontario
303 East B Street
Ontario, CA 91764

City of Palm Desert
Planning Department
73-510 Fred Waring Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

City of Palm Desert
Planning Department
P.O. Box 1977
Palm Desert, CA 92373

City of Palm Desert Library
College of the Desert
73-300 Fred Waring Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

City of Palm Springs
Planning & Zoning
3200 East Tahquitz Canyon
Palm Springs, CA 92262

City of Perris
101 North D Street
Perris, CA 92570

City of Rancho Cucamonga
Planning Department
10500 Civic Center Drive
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

City of Rancho Mirage
Planning Department
69825 Highway 111
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

City of Redlands
P.O. Box 3005
Redlands, CA 92373

City of Rialto
Planning Division
150 South Palm Avenue
Rialto, CA 92376

City of Riverside
Beverlee J. Williams
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92501

City of Riverside
Public Utilities Department
3460 Orange Street
Riverside, CA 92501

City of San Diego
Development Services
1222 First Street
San Diego, CA 92101
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City of San Jacinto
201 East Main Street
P.O. Box 488
San Jacinto, CA 92383

City of Temecula
Gary Thornhill
43200 Business Park Drive
P.O. Box 9033
Temecula, CA 92589-9033

City of Twenty-Nine Palms
P.O. Box 995
Twenty-Nine Palms, CA 92277

City of Westmoreland
355 South Center
Westmoreland, CA 92281

City of Yorba Linda
4845 Casa Loma Avenue
P.O. Box 87014
Yorba Linda, CA 92886

City of Yucaipa
Planning Department
34272 Yucaipa Blvd
Yucaipa, CA 92399

City of Yuma Community Services
Mike Steele, Director
3 West Third Street
Yuma, AZ 85364

Cleveland National Forest
10845 Rancho Bernardo Road,
Suite 200
Rancho Bernardo, CA 92127-2107

Coachella Valley AG
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Coachella Valley Archaeological
Society
P.O. Box 2344
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Coachella Valley Association of
Government
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Coachella Valley Ecological
Reserve Foundation
P.O. Box 1738
Palm Desert, CA 92261

Coachella Valley Ecological
Reserve Foundation
P.O. Box 2821
Palm Desert, CA 92201

Coachella Valley Mosquito
Abatement District
83-733 Avenue 55
Thermal, CA 92274

Coachella Valley Mountain
Conservancy
45-480 Portola Avenue
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Coachella Valley Parks &
Recreation District
45-871 Clinton Street
Indio, CA 92201

Coachella Valley Preserve
P.O. Box 188
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Coachella Valley Public Cemetery
District
82925 Avenue 52
Coachella, CA 92236

Coachella Valley Recreation &
Parks District
45-871 Clinton Street
Indio, CA 92201

Coachella Valley Television
74-175 El Paseo
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Coachella Valley Trails Council
2920 East Via Vaquero Road
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Coachella Valley Unified School
District
87225 Church Street
Thermal, CA 92274

Coachella Valley Water District
Joe Cook
P.O. Box 1058
Coachella, CA 92236

Colorado River Board of California
770 Fairmont Avenue, Suite 100
Glendale, CA 91203-1305

Colorado River Indian Tribes
Route 1, Box 23-B
Parker, AZ 85344

Colton Joint Unified School District
121 Valencia Drive
Colton, CA 92324

Community Care Licensing
3600 Lime Street, Suite 625
Riverside, CA 92501

Conservation Service
711 C West Esplanade Street
San Jacinto, CA 92383

Corona Chamber of Commerce
904 East Sixth Street
Corona, CA 91719

Corona/ Norco Unified School
2820 Clark Avenue
Norco, CA 92860
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Coronita Property Owner's
Association
Michael & Pamela McIntoch
2126 Monterey Peninsula Drive
Corona, CA 92882

Costain Homes Development, Inc.
620 Newport Center Drive, Suite
Newport Beach, CA 92260

Cottonwood County Council
P.O. Box 174
Aguanga, CA 92536

County Housing Authority
5555 Arlington Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

County Lake Mobile Home Park
Manager
21100 Highway 70
San Jacinto, CA 92583

County Service Area #104
Richard Catlin
19606 Kris Avenue
Sky Valley, CA 92241

CSA
Debbie Cox
MS 1020
,

CSA 105- Indio Hills
Ronald Feiro
29825 Sunnyslope
Indio Hills, CA 92241

CSA 115- DHS (B-Bar-H Ranch)
Curtis Witt
19673 Cottonwood Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92241

CSA 122- Mesa Verde
Walt Wylie
25871 Neighbors Blvd
Ripley, CA 92272

CSA 125- Thermal
Mike Wells
P.O. Box 281
Thermal, CA 92274

CSA 143
Nancy Roberts
MS 5165
,

CSA 26- Palm Desert Country Club
R.J. Mann
77-600 California Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

CSA 51- Lake Tamarisk
Noel Brush
P.O. Box 456
Lake Tamarisk, CA 92570

CSA 51- Lake Tamarisk- Desert
Center
Steve Jones
P.O. Box 316
Desert Center, CA 92239

CSA 60- Pinyon Flats Area
Linda Lane
P.O. Box 659
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

CSA 62- Ripley
Rigaberto Perez
13940 Wormington
Ripley, CA 92272

CSA 62- Ripley
Walt Wylie
25871 Neighbors Blvd
Ripley, CA 92272

CSA 85- Cabazon
B.J. Burritt
49901 Mountain View Avenue
Cabazon, CA 92230

CSA 97- Mecca
Maria Rios
P.O. Box 1267
Mecca, CA 92254

De Luz Property Owner's Association
Dianna Bein
P.O. Box 586
Temecula, CA 92390

Del Webb Homeowner's Association
Sue Sweeny
38-180 Del Webb Blvd.
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92211

Delta Lidley Elementary School
31495 Robert Road
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Department of Conservation
Alquist-Paiolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Program
801 K Street, MS 12-32
Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of Conservation
Division of Mines & Geology
James F. Davis
801 K Street, MS 14-33
Sacramento, CA 95814-3532

Department of Conservation
Office of Mine Reclamation
801 K Street, MS 09-06
Sacramento, CA 95814-3529

Department of Conservation
Seismic Hazard Mapping Program
Charles R. Real
801 K Street, MS 12-31
Sacramento, CA 95814-3531

Department of Health Services
Public Water Supply Branch
724 P Street, Rm 692
Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of Housing &
Community Development
3737 Main Street, Suite 400
Riverside, CA 92501

Department of Housing and Urban
Development
Willis N. Teater
34 Civic Center Drive
Santa Ana, CA 92701
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Department of Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Terry Beckwith
P.O. Box 2245
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Department of Motor Vehicles
6280 Brockton Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506

Department of Parks & Recreation
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of the INT Division of
Land Acquisition
450 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Department of Veterans Affairs
Foreclosure Unit
P.O. Box 942895
Sacramento, CA 94295

Department of Water Resources
Division of Land Right-of-Way
Sue Haight
P.O. Box 388
Sacramento, CA 95814

Desert Beautiful
73-979 El Paseo
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Desert Beautiful
P.O. Box 33
Palm Desert, CA 92261

Desert Breezes Homeowner's
Association
Cyndy Finery
43592 Via Badalona
Palm Desert, CA 92211

Desert Business Park Property
Owner's Association
Matt Johnson
45-445 Portola Avenue, Suite 5
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Desert Center Unified School District
Linda Gubman
1434 Kaiser Road
P.O. Box 106
Desert Center, CA 92239

Desert Christian High School
40-700 Yucca Lane
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Desert Community College
43500 Monterey Avenue
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Desert Crest Homeowner's Protective
Association
69-443 Parkside Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92241

Desert Hospital District
1151 North Via Miraleste
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Desert Hot Springs Chamber of
Commerce
11711 West Street
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Desert Hot Springs Library
11-691 West Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Desert Humane Society
Orphan Pet Oasis
P.O. Box 798
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Desert People United
P.O. Box 2648
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Desert Sands Unified School District
82879 Highway 11
Indio, CA 92001

Desert Sands Unified School District
Peggie Reyes
47-950 Dune Palms Road
La Quinta, CA 92253

Desert Sun Newspaper
P.O. Box 2734
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Desert Tortoise Preserve
Emily
4067 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92501

Desert Trails Association
P.O. Box 1626
La Quinta, CA 92253

Desert Water Agency
P.O. Box 1710
Palm Springs, CA 92263-1710

Desert Wind Energy Association
P.O. Box 206
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Division of Industrial Safety
Northern California District Office
1800 Coffee Road, Building F32
Modesto, CA 95355

DPSS- Admin
Darla Saffer
,

DPSS- Admin
Pamela Ellett
MS 3720
,

DPSS/ IEVS- Overpayment
Delores Camacho
,
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DPSS-Admin
Ralf Meza
MS 3720
,

Eagle Valley Mutual Water
4236 Navajo Street
North Hollywood, CA 91602

Earth Consultants International
Eldon M. Gath
2522 North Santiago, Suite B
Orange, CA 92867

East Blythe County Water District
13068 Cottonwood Lane
Blythe, CA 92225

Eastern Information Cneter
Department of Anthropology
University of California
Riverside, CA 92521-0418

Eastern Municipal Waster District
Warren A. Beck, P.E.
P.O. Box 8300
Perris, CA 92572-8300

Edgemont Community Services
District
P.O. Box 2024
Riverside, CA 92506

Edgemont Gardens Mutual Water
Company
24-195 Fir Avenue
Sunnymead, CA 92388

Eight-Bar-H Ranch
CC Associates
P.O. Box 159
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

El Centro Chamber of Commerce
1095 South Forth Street
El Centro, CA 92243

El Cerrito Property Owner's
Association
Clarence Christianson
19872 Katy Way
El Cerrito, CA 91719

Elsinore Union High School District
1201 West Graham Avenue
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water
District
P.O. Box 3000
Elsinore, CA 92531

Elsinore Water District
16899 Lakeshore Drive
Elsinore, CA 92530

EM Power Communication
3400 Inland Empire Blvd, Suite 201
Ontario, CA 91754

Endangered Habitats League
Dan Silver
8424-A Santa Monica Blvd., PMB
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267

Environmental & Project Planning
Service Division
George Britton
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

FAA- System Support Unit
Dean Dowell
222 North Cielo Road
Palm Springs, CA 92264

FAA- Wayne Olson
Mgr. Technical Support PDS-SMO
9175 Kearney Villa Road
San Diego, CA 92126

FAA- Western Pacific Region
15000 Aviation Blvd.
Lawndale, CA 90261

Fair Housing
655 North Palm Canyon, Suite A
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Federal Aviation Administration
Western Specific Region, Airways &
Facilities, Worldway Postal Center
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009

Federal Communications
Commission
4542 Ruffner Street, Rm 370
San Diego, CA 92111-2216

Federal Emergency Mangt. Agency
Office of Regional Director, Reg. 9
Building 105, Presidio
San Francisco, CA 94129

Federal Highway Administration
Matthew Schintz
980 Ninth Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814

Feldspar Gardens Mutual Water
Company
4453 Avon
Riverside, CA 92509

Fern Valley Water District
P.O. Box 3039
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Flabob Airport
4130 Mennes Avenue
Riverside, Ca 92509

Four Corners Pipe Line Company
5900 Cherry Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90805

Friends of the Indian Canyon
Gary Gray
255 North El Cielo Road, Suite 294
Palm Springs, CA 92262
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Friends of the Indian Canyons
Billy Steinberg
P.O. Box 501
Thermal, CA 92274

Friends of the Live Oak Canyon
Dave Matuszak
RR #3, Box 668-A
Redlands, CA 92373

General Telephone Company
Richard T. Tyree
83-793 Carreon Blvd
Indio, CA 92201

Glen Avon Mutual Water Company
9643 Mission Blvd.
Riverside, CA 92509

Glen Ivy Community Association
P.O. Box 2286
Corona, CA 92882

Glen Oak Hills Property Owner's
Association
40101 Deportola Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Golden Sun Homeowner's
Association
Woodhaven CC
Lawrence Wessel
1308 East Wakeham

Good Hope School District
143 East First Street
Perris, CA 92370

Greater Lake Matthews Area
Association
Jim Forbes
2421 Via Sonoma
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274

GTE Area Forecasting
3633 East Inland Empire Blvd,
Suite 300 CAB251L
Ontario, CA 97164

Guide Dogs of the Desert Training
Center
60740 Dillon Road
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Hemet Chamber of Commerce
395 East Latham Avenue
Hemet, CA 92343

Hemet Unified School District
Planning Department
2350 West Latham Avenue
Hemet, CA 92545

Hemet-Ryan Aviation
36980 Walden Weaver Road
Hemet, CA 92545

High Valleys Water District
47781 Twin Pines
Banning, CA 92220

Hill Municipal Advisory Council
P.O. Box 1200
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Home Gardens County Water
District
3832 North Grant Street
Corona, CA 92879

Home Gardens Sanitary District
13583 Magnolia Avenue
Corona, CA 92879

Horsethief Ridge Ranch Association
13900 Tahiti Way #224
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

I.S. Properties
1811 Westcliff Drive
Newport Beach, CA 92660-5503

Idyllwild Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 304
Idyllwild, CA 92349

Idyllwild County Water District
25-945 Idyllwild Road
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Idyllwild Fire Department
P.O. Box 656
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Idyllwild Fire Protection District
P.O. Box 397
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Idyllwild Property Owner's
Association
P.O. Box 165
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Imperial Chamber of Commerce
101 East Fourth Street
Imperial, CA 92251

Imperial County
Farm Bureau
1000 Broadway
El Centro, CA 92243-2856

Imperial County
Planning Department
Jurg Heuberger
939 Main Street, Suite, B-1
El Cerrito, CA 92243-2856

Imperial Irrigation District
P.O. Box 1080
La Quinta, CA 92253-1080

Imperial Irrigation District
P.O. Box 937
Imperial, CA 92251
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Imperial Irrigation District
Alfonso Rodriguez
P.O. Box 1080
La Quinta, CA 92253

INCO Homes
P.O. Box 165
Upland, CA 91786

Indian Hills Property Owner's
Association
1001 Ranch Indian Hills
7892 Big Rock Drive
Riverside, CA 92509

Indio Chamber of Commerce
82503 Highway 111
Indio, CA 92201

Indio Hills Community Council
Debra Scriven
29705 Desert Charm Road
Indio Hills, CA 92241

Indio Hills Improvement Association
P.O. Box 1165
Indio, CA 92202

Indio Middle School
81195 Miles Avenue
Indio, CA 92201

Information Technology
Jim Boatwright
7195 Allesandro Blvd
Riverside, CA 92506

Ivey Ranch CC Homeowners
Association
74580 Varner Road
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Izaak Walton League
P.O. Box 1758
Idyllwild, CA 92349

Jamaca Sanda Homeowner's
Association
Architectural Committee
79-050 Avenue 42
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

James Monroe Elementary School
42-100 Yucca Lane
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

John Kennedy Elementary School
45100 Clinton Street
Indio, CA 92201

John Warner
P.O. Box 5803087
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Joshua Tree National Park
74485 National Park Drive
Twenty-Nine Palms, CA 92277

Jurupa Area Park & Recreation
District
4810 Pedley Road
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa Community Service District
8621 Jurupa Road
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa Cultural Center
7621 Granite Hill Drive
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa General Plan Citizens
Steering Committee
Eugene Ochwat
8421 63rd Avenue
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa Hills Homeowner's
Association
Vaughn R. Rasmussen
5940 Sandoval Avenue
Riverside, CA 92509-6319

Jurupa Unified School District
Greg Bowers
4850 Pedley Road
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa Western Inc.
P.O. Box 3617
Riverside, CA 92509

L.B. Johnson Elementary
44-610 Clinton Street
Indio, CA 92201

La Cadena Water Company
P.O. Box 710
San Bernardino, CA 92403

La Cresta Homeowner's Association
Walters Management Company
41877 Enterprise Circle, Suite 220
Temecula, CA 95290

La Cresta Property Owner's
Association
27349 Jefferson Avenue, Suite 208
Temecula, CA 92591

La Paz County
Planning Department
1112 Joshua Street, Suite 202
Parker, AZ 85344

La Quinta Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 255
La Quinta, CA 92253

Lake Elsinore Chamber of
Commerce
132 West Graham
Lake Elsinore, CA 92330

Lake Elsinore Unified School District
545 Chaney Street
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530
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Lake Elsinore Water District
P.O. Box 3000
Elsinore, CA 92531

Lake Hemet Municipal Water District
P.O. Box 5039
Hemet, CA 95244

Lake Tamarisk Branch
Public Library
Lake Tamarisk Drive
Desert Center, CA 92239

Landells Aviation
69873 Silver Moon Trail
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

League of Women Voters
P.O. Box 20785
Riverside, CA 92508

Lee Lake Water District
22646 Timescale Canyon Road
Corona, CA 92883

Leon's Market
91-200 Second Street
Mecca, CA 92254

Los Almos Neighborhood
37100 Los Almos Road
Murrieta, CA 92563

March Air Force Base
Jim O'Neill
2990 Fraever Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92518-2349

Marine Corps Air Station
Community Planning and Liaison
Office
Yuma, AZ 85369

Marine Corps Air/ Ground Combat
Center
Commanding General
ATTN: Installation & Logistics
Twenty-Nine Palms, CA

Mary Barnes
10909 Julia Street
Mira Loma, CA 91752

Mead Valley Community Plan
Committee
Malcolm Driggs
20190 Brown Street
Perris, CA 92570

Meadowview Community
41050 Avenida Verde
Temecula, CA 92591

Mecca Community Council
Maria Rios
P.O. Box 1267
Mecca, CA 92254

Menifee Union School District
30205 Menifee Road
Menifee, CA 92584-8109

Menifee Valley Municipal Advisory
Council
Bobbie Lou Gonsalves
33300 Merritt Road
Menifee, CA 92584

Mesa Ranch Mutual Water
P.O. Box 2298
Blythe, CA 92226-2298

Metropolitan Water District of So.
California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054

Milk Producers Council
13545 Euclid Avenue
Ontario, CA 91761

Mission Hills Country Club
34600 Mission Hills Drive
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

Mission Hills Homeowner's
Association
Rodney Robertson
193 Civic Drive, Suite 6
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Mission Lake Holiday House
Association
P.O. Box 1205
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Mission Lakes Country Club
8484 Clubhouse Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Mission Springs Water District
66-575 East Second Street
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Mockingbird Canyon Homeowner's
Association
P.O. Box 9088
Riverside, CA 92504

Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District
Allan DeSalvio
14036 Park Avenue
Victorville, CA 92392

Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District
Christian Ignacio
15428 Civic Drive, Suite 200
Victorville, CA 92392-2383

Moreno Valley Chamber of
Commerce
22620 Goldcrest Drive #110
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Moreno Valley Homeowner's
Association
Richard Wall
25064 Halmia
Sunnymead, CA 92388
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Moreno Valley Parks & Recreation
13671 Fredrick Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92508

Moreno Valley School District
13911 Perris Blvd
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Morongo Band of Indians
Robert Martin
11581 Potrero Road
Banning, CA 92220

Morongo Tribal Council
Susan Pangell
11581 Potrero Road
Banning, CA 92220

Mt. San Jacinto Community College
1499 North State Street
San Jacinto, CA 92583

Mt. San Jacinto Community College
28237 La Piedra Road
Menifee, CA 92584

Mt. San Jacinto Community District
21-400 Highway 79
San Jacinto, CA 92383

Mt. San Jacinto Conservation
Thomas Mountain Box 14
Mountain Center, CA 92361

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 124
Murrieta, CA 92362

Murrieta City Hall
Planning Department
26442 Beckman Court
Murrieta, CA 92562

Murrieta Fire Protection
Steve Anderson
41825 Juniper Street
P.O. Box 160
Murrieta, CA 92362

Murrieta Valley Property Owner's
Association
27349 Jefferson Avenue, Suite 108
Temecula, CA 92390

Murrieta Valley Unified School
Charlene Stone
25090 Jefferson Avenue
Murrieta, CA 92562

Murrieta Water District
P.O. Box 949
Murrieta, CA 92564

Myoma Dunes Community
Association
Tom Sheerer
79-281 Avenue 40
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Myoma Dunes Water Company
79-050 Avenue 42
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

National Heritage Partners
3855 East La Palms Avenue
Anaheim, CA 92817-7340

National Park Service, Western
Region
P.O. Box 36063
San Francisco, CA 94102

Nature Conservancy
1800 North Kent Street
Arlington, VA 22209

Nature Conservancy
201 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105-1831

Nature Conservancy
Coachella Valley Preserve
P.O. Box 188
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Nature Conservancy- Santa Rosa
Plateau Ecological Reserve
Carole A. Bell
22115 Tenaja Road
Murrieta, CA 92562

NIEHS, NIH
P.O. Box 2233
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709

North Shore Improvement
Association
P.O. Box 3396
North Shore, CA 92254

Nuevo Water Company
30427 11th Street
Nuevo, CA 92567

Nuview Union School District
29780 Lakeview Avenue
Nuevo, CA 92567-9261

Oasis Community Council
Limbaria Contreras
88-624 Avenue 76
Thermal, CA 92274

Oasis Country Club Homeowner's
Association
Architectural Commission
42-300 Casbah Way
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Oasis School District
P.O. Box 847
Thermal, CA 92274

Office of Planning & Research
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Ontario International Airport
Administrative Center
Terminal Building 200
Ontario, CA 91761

Orange County
Planning & Development Service
Department
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Orange County
Public Facilities & Resources
Department
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Orange County Water District
10500 Ellis Avenue
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

Overture/ Windy Point Homeowner's
Association
Norm Peters
15821 Cherry Cove
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Pacific Bell
MaryAnn Cassaday
3939 East Coronado, 2nd Floor
Anaheim, CA 92807

Painted Jills Property Homeowner's
Association
Beverly Burns
45-777 Vernon Road
Whitewater, CA 92282

Pala Band of Indians
P.O. Box 43
Pala, CA 92059

Palm Desert CC Owner's Association
77-800 California Drive, Palm
Desert CC
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Palm Desert Chamber of Commerce
72-990 Highway 111
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Palm Desert Disposal, Inc.
41575 Electric
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Palm Desert Greens Homeowner's
Association
73-750 Country Club Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Palm Desert Resorter Association
Resort Community Management
P.O. Box 1008
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

Palm Springs Airport
Director of Transport & Energy
3400 East Tahquitz-McCallum Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Palm Springs Cemetery District
69920 East Ramon Road
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Palm Springs Chamber of
190 West Amando Road
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Palm Springs Library
300 South Sunrise Highway
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Palm Springs Unified School District
980 East Tahquitz Canyon Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Palm Valley Homeowner's
Association
P.O. Box 1008
Rancho Mirage, CA 92271

Palm Valley Property Owner's
Association
P.O. Box 226
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Palo Verde Community College
811 West Chanslorway
Blythe, CA 92225

Palo Verde Irrigation District
180 West 14th Avenue
Blythe, CA 92225

Palo Verde Resource Conservation
District
P.O. Box 610
Blythe, CA 92226

Palo Verde Unified School District
187 North Seventh Street
Blythe, CA 92225

Palo Verde Valley Unified School
District
Dr. Jock Fischer
295 North First Street
Blythe, CA 92225

Pauba Ranchos Property Owner's
Association
28465 Front Street, Suite 313
Temecula, CA 92390

Pechanga Entertainment Center
45000 Pala Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Perris Elementary School
143 East First Street
Perris, CA 92570

Perris Fire Protection
210 West San Jacinto Avenue
Perris, CA 92370

Perris Union High School District
155 East Fourth Street
Perris, CA 92570-1909
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Perris Valley Airport
2091 Goetz Road
Perris, CA 92370

Perris Valley Chamber of Commerce
422 South D Street
Perris, CA 92370

PGA West
c/o RCM
P.O. Box 12710
Palm Desert, CA 92255

PGA- West Homeowner's Association
John Monahan
P.O. Box 13710
Palm Desert, CA 92255

Pine Cove County Water District
P.O. Box 2296
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Pine Cove Property Owner's
Association
P.O. Box 2023
Idyllwild, CA 92349

Pinyon Communities Council
Marvin Spreyne
Chapman Ranchos #6
Mountain Center, CA 92561

Pinyon Community Council
Ruth Watling
69030 Pinesmoke #51
Mountain Center, CA 92561

Pinyon Pines County Water District
62011 Stonecrest Road, No. 63
Mountain Center, CA 92561

Pinyon Pines Homeowner's
Association
Pinyon Pines 69
Mountain Center, CA 92561

Planning Center
1580 Metro Drive
Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Ramona Bowl Association
W. Rose, Gen. Manager
P.O. Box 755
Hemet, CA 92343

Ramona Mutual Water District
P.O. Box 848
Ramona, CA 92605

Rancho California Water District
P.O. Box 9017
Temecula, CA 92589-9017

Rancho Glen Oaks Homeowner's
Association
Ralston Management
27919 Jefferson Avenue #206F
Temecula, CA 92590

Rancho Mirage Chamber of
Commerce
P.O. Box 21
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

Randolph Hulbik Association
Old City Hall
Carlos Cordero
36127 Seventh Street, 3rd Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

RCIP CETAP Advisory Committee
Robin Reese-Lowe
450 East Latham Street
Hemet, CA 92543

RCIP General Plan Advisory
Committee
Joseph Richards
6529 Riverside Avenue, Suite 115
Riverside, CA 92506

RCIP MSHCP Advisory Committee
Gail Wanczuk Berton
P.O. Box 1929
Fallbrook, CA 92088

Reche Canyon Mutual Water
Company
22125 Barton Road, Suite 600
Grand Terrace, CA 92313

Reche Canyon Property Owner's
Association
Route 1, Box 393
Colton, CA 92324

Redhawk Homeowner's Association
Merritt Property Management
6256 Greenwich Drive, Suite 520
San Diego, CA 92122

Regency Palms Homeowner's
Association
77-670 Springfield Lane, Suite 4A
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Regents of University of California
Director of Real Estate
1111 Franklin Street, 6th Floor
Oakland, CA 94607

Regional Water Quality Control
Board #8- Sanata Ana
Michael Adackapara
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501-3339

Regional Water Quality Control
Board #7
73-720 Fred Waring Drive #100
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Regional Water Quality Control
Board #9
Art Coe
9771 Claremont Mesa Blvd, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92124-1331

Residents for Responsible Develop.
Of Mesa Grande
28209 Vista Del Valle
Hemet, CA 92544

RIR Associates, Fritz Duda Company
1940 West Orangewood Avenue,
Suite 207
Orange, CA 92668-2050
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Riverside Chamber of Commerce
4261 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside City/ County Public Library
Administration & Access Serv.
3581 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92507

Riverside Community College
4800 Magnolia Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506

Riverside County
Building & Safety Department
Tony Harmon
MS 1130
,

Riverside County
Transportation-Land Management
Agency
Kristi Lovelady
MS 1083

Riverside County Airport Land Use
EDA/ Aviation
37552 Winchester Road, Box 1, 2 &
Murrieta, CA 92563

Riverside County Animal Control
Services
Janis Upstone
5950 Wilderness Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
1st Supervisor District
Robert Buster, Supervisor
MS 1001

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
5th Supervisor District
Tom Mullen, Supervisor
MS 1005

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
2nd Supervisor District
John Tavaglione, Supervisor
MS 1002

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
3rd Supervisor District
James Venable, Supervisor
MS 1003

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
4th Supervisor District
Roy Wilson, Supervisor
MS 1004

Riverside County Counsel
Kathreen Lind
Karen Watts-Bazan
MS 1350
,

Riverside County Department of
Development
Walt Honse
220 North Springs Street
Blythe, CA 92225 MS 2611

Riverside County Economic
Development Agency
Brad Hudson, EDA Director
MS 1130
,

Riverside County Economic
Development Agency
Aviation Division
Deanna Lorson
MS 2570

Riverside County Executive Office
Kathy Gifford
MS 1020
,

Riverside County Executive Office
Tony Carstens
MS 1020
,

Riverside County Farm Bureau
Robert E. Perkins
21160 Box Springs Road, Suite 102
Moreno Valley, CA 92557

Riverside County Fire Department
Frank Kawasaki
MS 5036
,

Riverside County Flood Control
District
Dusty Williams
MS 2990
,

Riverside County Health Department
Environmental Resources
Management Division
Damien Miens
,

Riverside County Housing Authority
Ron Meyer
78-140 Calle Tampico
La Quinta, CA 92253

Riverside County Housing Authority
Susan Wamsley
MS 3760
,

Riverside County Law Library
3989 Lemon Street
Riverside, CA 92502 MS 1340

Riverside County Local Agency
Formation Commission
George J. Spiliotis
,

Riverside County Office of
Education
47336 Oasis Street
Indio, CA 92201

Riverside County Office of
Education
Dave Long, Superintendent
3939 13th Street
Riverside, CA 92502-0868

Riverside County Parks Advisory
Commission
Jeannie Gillen
38160 Avenida La Cresta
Murrieta, CA 92562-9163

Riverside County Planning
Commission
Jan Zuppardo
,
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Riverside County Planning
Commission
Jim Porras
,

Riverside County Planning
Commission
John Petty
,

Riverside County Planning
Commission
John Roth
,

Riverside County Planning
Commission
John W. Snell
,

Riverside County Planning
Department
Indio Office
MS 4035
,

Riverside County Planning
Department
Murrieta Office
MS 5158
,

Riverside County Property Owner's
Association
Jim Forbes
2421 Via Sonoma
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274

Riverside County Public Library
Administration
3392-A Durahart Street
Riverside, CA 92507

Riverside County Regional Parks &
Open Space Dist.
History Division
Paul Frandsen
MS 2970

Riverside County Regional Trails
4800 Crestmore
Riverside, CA 92509

Riverside County Sheriff Department
Larry Smith, Sheriff
MS 1450
,

Riverside County Transportation
Commission
Eric Haley
3560 University Avenue, Suite 100
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside County Transportation
Department
Juan Perez
MS 1080
,

Riverside County Waste Resources
Management Dist.
MS 2950
,

Riverside Highland Water Company
23-009 Washington Street
Colton, CA 92324

Riverside Land Conservancy
4075 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside Public Library
Reference Department
P.O. Box 468
Riverside, CA 92502-0468

Riverside Transit Agency
1825 Third Street
Riverside, CA 92507-3884

Riverside Unified School District
3380 14th Street
P.O. Box 2800
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside Water Company
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Riversider's For Reasonable Growth
7463 Dufferin Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

Romoland School District
25900 Leon Road
Homeland, CA 92548

Rubidoux Fire Department
3590 Rubidoux Blvd
Riverside, CA 92509

Salton Sea Park
P.O. Box 3166
North Shore, CA 92254

Salton Sea State Recreation Area
P.O. Box 1799
Sacramento, CA 95808

San Bernardino Association of
Governments
Norman R. King, Executive Director
472 North Arrowhead Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92401

San Bernardino Audubon Society
Conservation Committee
2024 Orange Tree Lane
Redlands, CA 92374

San Bernardino County
Planning Department
385 North Arrowhead Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182

San Bernardino County Museum
Development Monitoring
Bob Reynolds
2024 Orange Tree Lane
Redlands, CA 92374

San Bernardino Flood Control
825 East Third Street
San Bernardino, CA 92415
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San Bernardino National Forest
1824 South Commerce Center
San Bernardino, CA 92403

San Bernardino Transportation
825 East Third Street
San Bernardino, CA 92415-1000

San Bernardino Water Company
300 North D Street
San Bernardino, CA 92403

San Diego County Planning
Department
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
101 Ash Street
San Diego, CA 92101

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
P.O. Box 520
Beaumont, CA 92223

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
P.O. Box 520
Beaumont, CA 92223

San Jacinto Chamber of Commerce
188 East Main Street
San Jacinto, CA 92383

San Jacinto Unified School District
600 East Main Street
San Jacinto, CA 92583

Sandi Carmichael
2419 Lanterman Terrace
Los Angeles, CA 90039

Sandia Ranches Association
P.O. Box 1104
Temecula, CA 92390

Santa Ana Parks & Recreation
5192 Mission Blvd
Riverside, CA 92509 MS 3970

Santa Ana River Residents
P.O. Box 3157
Ontario, CA 91761

Santa Ana River Water Company
10530 54th Street
Mira Loma, CA 91752

Santa Ana Watershed Project
Authority
3600 Tyler Street, Suite 207
Riverside, CA 92503

Santa Margarita Ranchos
Homeowner's Association
M.M. Yakut
P.O. Box 1762
Temecula, CA 92593-1762

Santa Rosa Community Service
District
John Rogers
41785 Enterprise Circle Street
Temecula, CA 92590

Santa Rosa Groves Association
Roland S. Barnes
P.O. Box 566
Temecula, CA 92593

SCVCSD
ATTN: Secretary
P.O. Box 302
Thermal, CA 92274

Seven Palms Valley Owner's
Association
James Kanan
21400 Long Canyon Road
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Sheriff's Department
82-695 Dr. Carreon Blvd.
Indio, CA 92201

Sierra Club
George B. Hague
26711 Ironwood Avenue
Moreno Valley, CA 92388

Sierra Club- San Gorgonio Chapter
Anne J. Dennis, Conservation
568 North Mountain View Avenue,
Suite 130
San Bernardino, CA 92530

Sierra Club- San Gorgonio Chapter
Joan Taylor
1800 South Sunrise Way
Palm Springs, CA 92264

Sierra Club- San Gorgonio Chapter
Peter Kiriakos, Conservation
Chairmen
29421 Sun Harbor Cover
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530

Sierra Club- Tahquitz Group
Jeff Morgan
1485 East Via Escuela
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Sierra View Estates Landowner's
Association
Deloris Kiester
12-074 Palm Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Sky Valley Chamber of Commerce
21800 Hot Springs Road
Sky Valley, CA 92241

Sky Valley Community Council
72-985 B Dillon Road
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92241

Sky Valley Homeowner's Association
15-995 Terry Drive, Unit 2
Sky Valley, CA 92241
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Snow Creek Homeowner's
Association
Glenn Crowson
P.O. Box 2127
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Sobba Indian Reservation
P.O. Box 487
San Jacinto, CA 92383

South Coast Air Quality,
Management District
Steve Smith
21865 East Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

South Mesa Water Company
391 West Avenue L
Calimesa, CA 92320

Southern California Association of
Governments
Eric H. Roth, Manager
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Southern California Edison
14799 Chestnut Street
Westminster, CA 92683

Southern California Edison
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rm 312
Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Southern California Edison
36100 Cathedral City
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Southern California Edison
505 West 14th Street
Blythe, CA 92225

Southern California Edison
26100 Menifee Road
Romoland, CA 92585

Southern California Edison
Manager of Local Govt. Affairs
1190 Durfee Avenue, Suite 200
South El Monte, CA 91733-4496

Southern California Gas Company
13100 West 14th Street
Blythe, CA 92225

Southern California Gas Company
211 North Sunrise Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Southern California Gas Company
Engineering Department
P.O. Box 2200
Riverside, CA 92506

Southern California Gas Company
Ken Soverns
1981 Lugonia Avenue
P.O. Box 3003
Redlands, CA 92373-0306

Southern California Gas Company
South Inland Transmission Division
Mike Edison, Region Planner
P.O. Box 2008
Beaumont, CA 92223

Southern California Gas Company
Transmission Department
David Reed
9400 Oakdale Avenue
Chatsworth, CA 91311-6511

Southern California Recycling
68-727 Aliso Road
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Southern Coachella Valley
Community Service District
P.O. Box 302
Thermal, CA 92274

Southern Coachella Valley Advisory
Committee
P.O. Box 286
Thermal, CA 92274

Southern Pacific Transportation
Real Estates Department
13181 Crossroads Parkway N. #500
City of Industry, CA 91746-3468

Southern Pacific Transportation
Company
Mike Conway, Suite 100
1200 Corporate Center Drive
Thermal, CA 91754

Southwest Territory General Plan
Citizens Steering Committee
Lois Rydalch
42291 Sixth Street
Temecula, CA 92390

Spring Crest Homeowner's
Association
Jim Lewis
P.O. Box 2604
Palm Desert, CA 92261

Springcrest Water Company
1350 South Farrell Drive
Palm Springs, CA 92264

State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning & Res.
Terry Roberts
1400 Tenth Street, Rm 121
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Department of Fish & Game
Wildlife Conservation Board
1416 Ninth Street, Rm 1206-22
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Department of Water Resource
770 Fairmont Avenue
Glendale, CA 91209

State Department of Water
Resources
P.O. Box 388
Sacramento, CA 95802

State Lands Commission
G. Pelka
245 West Broadway, Suite 425
Long Beach, CA 90802
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State Mining & Tunneling
Vern Larson
3704 State Street, Suite 307
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

State Mining and Geological Board
801 K Street, MS 24-05
Sacramento, CA 95814

State of California- 37th District
David Kelly
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite
Palm Desert, CA 92260

State of California- 80th District
Assemblyman Jim Battin
73-710 Fred Waring Drive
Suite 112
Palm Desert, CA 92260

State of California Alcoholic
Beverage Control Dep
3737 Main Street, Suite 900
Riverside, CA 92501

State of California Department of
Conservation
Mining & Geology Board
804 K Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-3529

State of California Department of
General Services
650 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825

State of California Department of
Inspection
P.O. Box 231
San Bernardino, CA 92403

State of California Department of
Public Works
P.O. Box 1799
Sacramento, CA 95808

State of California Land
1807 13th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

State of California Public Works
Board
650 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825

State of California Real Estate
Services Division
P.O. Box 2855
Palm Desert, CA 92261

State of California Real Property
Division
3133 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92507

State School Lands
1807 13th Street
Sacramento, CA 92814

State School Lands
U.S. Department of Interior
Washington, D.C. 21401

Sun City Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 37
Sun City, CA 92381

Sun City Civic Association
26850 Sun City Blvd
Sun City, CA 92586

SunLine Transit Agency
Leslie Grosjean
32-505 Harry Oliver Trail
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Sunnymead Mutual Water Company
12-51 Heacock Street
Sunnymead, CA 92388

T&B Planning Consultants
3242 Holladay Street, Suite 100
Santa Ana, CA 92705

Temecula Chamber of Commerce
40945 County Center Drive
Temecula, CA 92390

Temecula Historical Review Board
Robert D. Morris
44050 Prado Road
Temecula, CA 92390

Temecula Planning Department
43200 Business Park Drive
P.O. Box 9033
Temecula, CA 92589-9033

Temecula Public Cemetery District
Jack D. Smith
872 South Heatherstone Street
Orange, CA 92669

Temecula Towns Association
P.O. Box 435
Temecula, CA 92390

Temecula Valley Unified School
District
31350 Rancho Vista Road
Temecula, CA 92591

Temescal Water Company
P.O. Box 669
Corona, CA 91720

Tenaja Community Services District
32395 Clinton Keith Road
Building B, Suite 10
Wildomar, CA 92595-8508

Tenaja Property Owner's Association
Robin Oxman
19062 Homestead Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92646

Thermal Airport
56-850 Tyler Avenue
Thermal, CA 92236
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Thermal Chamber of Commerce
87-229 Church Street
Thermal, CA 92274

Thermal Community Council
P.O. Box 284
Thermal, CA 92274

Thermal Sanitary District
P.O. Box 363
Thermal, CA 92274

Thousand Palms Chamber of
Commerce
P.O. Box 365
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Thousand Palms Community
P.O. Box 306
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Thousand Palms Incorporation
Comm.
P.O. Box 343
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Time Warner Cable
Bob Jones, VP Engineering
41-725 Cook Street
Palm Desert, CA 92211

Tomas Rivera Library
University of California, Riverside
900 University Avenue
Riverside, CA 92521

Torres Martinez-Desert Cahuilla
Indians
Tribal EPA Director
P.O. Box 1160
Thermal, CA 92274

Town on Yucca Valley
Community Development
57090 Twenty-Nine Palms Highway
Yucca Valley, CA 92284

Tri-County Conservation League
Kathleen Stockwell
1657 Maywood Avenue
Upland, CA 91784

Tri-Palm Unified Owner's
P.O. Box 621
Thousand Palms, CA 92276-0621

Tri-Palms Estates Homeowner's
Association
32-700 Desert Moon Drive
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Tucalota Hills Associates, LLC
Larry Netherton
19800 MacArthur Blvd., Suite 700
Irvine, CA 92612

Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission
Indians
46200 Harrison
Coachella, CA 92236

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Flood Control Department
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

U.S. Department of Agriculture
880 Front Street, Rm 6S5
San Diego, CA 92188

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
80975 Indio Blvd, Suite B-11
Indio, CA 92201

U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development
1600 North Broadway, Suite 100
Santa Ana, CA 92706-3914

U.S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
3600 Lime Street, Suite 722
Riverside, CA 92501

U.S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Reclamation, Lower
Colorado Region
P.O. Box 61470
Boulder City, NV 89006

U.S. Department of Interior Bureau
of Land Mangmt.
6221 Box Springs Blvd.
Riverside, CA 92507

U.S. Department of Interior Bureau
of Land Mangmt.
P.O. Box 1260
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

U.S. Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental Policy &
Compliance
11 Jackson Street, Suite 520
Oakland, CA 94607

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9
75 Hawthorne
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Ecological Service
2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, CA 92008

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services
Coachella Valley National Wildlife
Refuge
906 West Sinclair
Calipatria, CA 92233-0120

U.S. Forest Service
1824 South Commonwealth Circle
San Bernardino, CA 92408-3430

U.S. Forest Service
William Makel
144 North Mountain View Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92408

U.S. Forest Service
San Jacinto Ranger District
P.O. Box 518
Idyllwild, CA 92349

21

DRAFT MSHCP AND DRAFT EIR/EIS MAILING LIST MARCH 2003
U.S. Geological Survey- Southern
California
Dr. Doug Motorl
University of California- Riverside
Riverside, CA 92521

U.S. Postal Service
Growth Management Coordinator
390 West Fifth Street, Rm 201
San Bernardino, CA 924019601

U.S. Postal Service Growth
Management
P.O. Box 9998
Riverside, CA 92517-9998

U.S. Postal Service Growth
Management Coord.
Kristi Barrios
San Bernardino MSC Mail Facility
San Bernardino, CA 92403-9334

U.S. Postal Service- Santa Ana
District
Operations Programs Support
3101 West Sunflower Avenue
Santa Ana, CA 92799-9312

U.S.D.A. Forest Service- Corona
1147 East Sixth Street
Corona, CA 91719

U.S.D.A. Forest Services
Cleveland National Forest
10845 Rancho Bernardo Road #200
San Diego, CA 92127-2107

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources
Conservation District
4500 Glenwood Drive
Riverside, CA 92501-3042

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources
Conservation Service
950 North Ramona Blvd. , Suite 6
San Jacinto, CA 92582

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources
Conservation Service
Bob Wheeler
29090 Camino Alba
Murrieta, CA 92563-5650

Union For A River Greenbelt
Environment
Raymond W. Johnson
26785 Camino Seco
Temecula, CA 92590

Union Pacific Railroad
R.G. Anderson
5480 Ferguson Drive, Rm 100
Los Angeles, CA 90022

Union Pacific Railroad Company
Property Tax Department
1700 Farnam Street, 10th Floor,
South
Omaha, NE 68102-2010

University of California- Riverside
Dr. Michael A. McKibben
Department of Earth Science
Riverside, CA 92521

USPS
AIS Coordinator
4150 Chicago Avenue
Riverside, CA 92507-9503

Val Verde Unified School District
975 East Morgan Street
Perris, CA 92571

Valle De Los Caballos
35480 De Portola Road
Rancho California, CA 92390

Valley View Ranchos Homeowner's
Association
Steve Enbody
P.O. Box 44
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Valley-Wide Park & Recreation
District
Samuel W. Goepp, General
P.O. Box 907
San Jacinto, CA 92582

Verizon
83-793 Dr. Carreon Blvd.
Indio, CA 92201

Victoria Doyle
15982 Cottonwood
Whitewater, CA 92282

Vineyard Policy Area
Callaway Winery
32720 Rancho California Road
Temecula, CA 92591

Vista Santa Rosa Community
Sally Hale
83-230 Avenue 52
Coachella, CA 92236

Warm Springs Valley Association
28546 Haygood Way
Lake Elsinore, CA 92330

Waste Management of the Desert
41575 Eclectic Street
Palm Desert, CA 92260

West End Resource Conservation
District
2816 East Fourth Street
Ontario, CA 97164-4601

West Riverside Canal Company
7141 Valley Way
Riverside, CA 92517-5286

West Riverside County
Businessmen's Association
P.O. Box 309
Mira Loma, CA 92752

Western Riverside Council of
Governments
Steve Ruddick, Dir. Of Planning
3880 Lemon Street, Suite 300
Riverside, CA 92501

Western Riverside County Regional
Waste Water
Aklufi & Wysocki
3403 Tenth Street, Suite 610
Riverside, CA 92501
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Western Village Ranch Mobile
Home Park
Arthur Hill
136 Pioneer Trail
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Whitewater Mutual Water Company
P.O. Box 2821
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Wildomar Cemetery District
P.O. Box 82
Wildomar, CA 92595

Wildomar Municipal Advisory Group
Joann Fellows
P.O. Box 1553
Wildomar, CA 92595

Winchester Homeowner's
Association
P.O. Box 122
Winchester, CA 92596

Woodcrest Homeowner's Association
15454 Golden Star
Riverside, CA 92506

Woodcrest-Mead Valley
General Plan Advisory Committee
16177 Gamble
Riverside, CA 92504

Woodhaven Country Club
P.O. Box 12710
Palm Desert, CA 92255

Yucaipa Joint Unified School
12797 third Street
Yucaipa, CA 92399

Yucaipa Valley Water District
P.O. Box 458
Yucipa, CA 92399

Yuma County
Department of Development
2703 Avenue B
Yuma, AZ 85364
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ALTERNATIVES SCREENING DOCUMENT
Introduction
This report is a screening document to provide reasons for the deletion of two
alternatives to the MSHCP from further analysis in the EIR/EIS.

National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act
The MSHCP EIR/EIS has been prepared under the auspices of the National
Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Both laws require the preparation of a detailed environmental study to
evaluate the environmental effects of proposed governmental activities. In addition, both
laws establish multi-step procedures for evaluating projects and preparing environmental
impact assessment documents.
According to NEPA, the evaluation of alternatives is governed by the “rule of reason”
under which an EIS must consider a reasonable range of options that could accomplish
the project objectives. If alternatives have been eliminated from detailed study, the EIS
must briefly discuss the reason for their elimination (40 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] 1502.14[a]; Forty Questions No. 1[a]). Reasonable alternatives are those that
may be feasibly carried out based on technical and economic factors.
As for CEQA, the range of alternatives required in an EIR is also governed by a “rule
of reason” that requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit
a reasoned choice. If a Lead Agency (Riverside County) finds an alternative to be
infeasible, reasons for that finding must be explained. In determining whether alternatives
are feasible, Lead Agencies are guided by the general definition of feasibility found in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15364: “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal,
social, and technological factors. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6[f], the Lead Agency should consider site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other regulatory limitations,
jurisdictionalboundaries, and proponent’s control over alternative sites in determining the
range of alternatives to be evaluated in an EIR. Alternatives considered per CEQA must
also meet the basic project objectives. An EIR must briefly describe the rationale for
selection and rejection of alternatives and the information that the Lead Agency relied
upon in making the selection. It should also identify any alternatives that were
considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping
process and briefly explain the reason for their exclusion (Guidelines Section
15126[d][2]).
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Goals and Objectives of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
The MSHCP that is analyzed in the EIR/EIS allows for maintenance of biological
diversity and ecosystem processes while allowing future economic growth. Preservation
of a quality of life characterized by well-managed and planned growth integrated with
an open space system is also a goal of the MSHCP. The Riverside County Board of
Supervisors adopted policy directions regarding this goal on December 19, 2000. The
overall goals are the following:
C

In the MSHCP Area, conserve Covered Species and their
habitats.

C

Improve the future economic development in the County by
providing an efficient, streamlined regulatory process through
which development can proceed in an efficient way. The
proposed MSHCP and the General Plan would provide the
County with a clearly articulated blueprint describing where
future development should and should not occur.

C

Provide for permanent open space, community edges, and
recreational opportunities, which contribute to maintaining the
community character of western Riverside County.

The following were identified as the Project Objectives:
1.

Assemble a criteria-based reserve that will assist in the conservation of covered
species while allowing flexibility in the assembly and location of the reserve.

2.

To the maximum extent possible, streamline development authorizations under
the federal and State Endangered Species Acts.

3.

Through regional habitat planning, conserve habitat in functional blocks, rather
than on a piecemeal ad hoc basis.

4.

Provide incidental take authorization for the transportation, infrastructure,
housing and employment base needed to accommodate projected growth in
western Riverside County.

5.

Coordinates and maximizes the value of expenditures of limited public and
private funds in such a manner that assures assembly and maintenance of a
reserve system that conserves the covered species pursuant to state and federal
law.

6.

Develop a fee-based funding plan that will generate sufficient revenue to
contribute to the reserve’s funding needs.

7.

To the maximum extent practicable, eliminate surprises by providing certainty
to permittees and third parties that the take authorization will cover additional
species that may be listed while the permits are in effect.

8.

To the extent legally possible, provide assurances that private parties will not be
required to mitigate biological impacts except as specified in the Plan.
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9.

Expand the conservation value of existing public and quasi-public resources for
the benefit of covered species.

10.

Comply with all applicable federal and State laws and constitutional
requirements.

The MSHCP would function as a large-scale Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), and would reduce the number, cost, and
complexity of consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) regarding federal and State listed
species. This would lower the costs associated with development, and, by providing a
large-scale multiple species HCP, would improve the effectiveness of managing listed
species.

Descriptions of Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward for
Analysis in the EIR/EIS
The following sections briefly describe the alternatives that were screened out from
further analysis in the MSHCP EIR/EIS. These alternatives are the Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative and the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative. Table 1
summarizes the species that are conserved with each alternative and the number of
acres that would be set aside from private lands, adding to public and quasi-public lands,
to make up the reserve configurations.
Table 1 - Species Protected and Private Lands Conserved
Factor

Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative

Narrow Endemic Plant Species
Alternative

146

54

218,600
347,000

Unknown
347,000

565,600

Unknown*

Number of Species
“Protected”
Private Lands Conserved
Public/Quasi-Public Lands
Conserved
Total Acres Conserved
Note:

Acreage conserved under the Narrow Endemic Plant Alternative would depend on the results of
surveys for endemic plant species. Thus, an acreage estimate for private land conservation is not
available.

Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative. This alternative seeks to promote the
viability and recovery of western Riverside County ecosystems and habitats, and the
species dependent upon them. Additionally, this alternative seeks to reduce the need for
the potential listing of species in the future. Like the proposed Plan, this alternative also
focuses generally on the following broad-based NCCP biological tenets:
C

Conserve focus species and their habitats throughout the proposed Plan Area;

C

Conserve large habitat blocks;

C

Conserve habitat diversity;
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C

Keep reserves contiguous and connected; and

C

Protect reserves from encroachment and invasion by non-native species.

The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative provides for the most conservation of
the alternatives and the Proposed Action. It seeks to conserve up to 146 species and
218,600 acres of habitat on private lands within the MSHCP Planning Area. The
number of species to be conserved remains the same: 32 listed and proposed species,
and 115 sensitive species.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conserves 347,000 acres of existing
public/quasi-public lands. In addition, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
also would conserve 218,600 acres of private lands. The 218,600 acres include the
153,000 acres proposed for conservation with the Proposed Action plus 65,400 acres of
additional conservation on private lands. The additional 65,400 acres of private lands are
largely comprised of lands designated as critical habitat for listed, threatened, or
endangered species or areas supporting sensitive soils. These additional areas are
discussed further in this report under the heading, Reserve Configurations. This
alternative focuses on the NCCP biological tenets.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative. This alternative would focus on the
conservation of narrow endemic species. The term endemic species refers to a species
that is native to a particular geographic area. Endemic does not imply rarity or
endangerment; rather, it refers to geographic distribution. A very narrowly distributed
species is found only within a small geographic area (e.g., the San Jacinto Valley
crownscale [Atriplex coronata var. notatior] is endemic [found only] in western
Riverside County).
The term narrow endemic species has been used in conservation planning to refer to
a species that is restricted to a relatively small geographic area and for which conservation planning decisions would have a substantial effect on the status of the species.
Plant species that are the focus of this alternative are listed in Table 2. It is anticipated
that under this alternative, conservation areas for narrow endemic plants would overlap
similar areas identified for conservation in the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative.
Protocol surveys would be constructed for narrow endemic plants during the appropriate
season. If populations of narrow endemic plants were observed, avoidance and minimization measures would be undertaken in the design of individual projects.
Table 2 - Narrow Endemic Plant Species Protected under the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Plant Species Endemic to the Plan Area
Allium munzii
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Munz’s onion
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Area 1

Table 2 - Narrow Endemic Plant Species Protected under the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Arabis johnstoni

Johnston’s rock cress

Generally confined to Forest
Service lands

Atriplex coronata var.
notatior

San Jacinto Valley
crownscale

Areas 2, 3, and 4

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

Areas 2, 3, 4, and 5

Calochortus palmeri var.
munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

Generally confined to Forest
Service lands

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Area 6

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto
Mountains bedstraw

Generally confined to Forest
Service lands

Plant Species for which Plan Area is Critical to Conservation (not Endemic to Plan Area)
Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

Areas 1 and 2

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

Areas 2, 3, and 4

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

Area 6

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaf brodiaea

Areas 2 and 3

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned
spineflower

Area 1

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed
dudleya

Area 1

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River
woollystar

Santa Ana River

Hemizoniz pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Area 3, Salt Creek

Lasthenia glabrata spp.
apus

Coulter’s goldfield

Areas 2 and 3

Lepechinia cordifolia

heart-leaf pitcher-sage

Generally confined to Forest
Service lands

Myosurus minimus ssp.
apus

little mousetail

Area 4

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Areas 2, 3, 4, and 5

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

Areas 4 and 5

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

Santa Rosa Plateau, Steele Rock

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s
trichocoronis

Areas 2 and 3

For many of the plant species being considered for conservation under the proposed
MSHCP, the existing available distribution data are limited. If coverage of these species
were sought in the selected alternative for the proposed MSHCP, the need to conduct
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surveys would apply to these species, as well as to the narrow endemic species. The
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative would conserve 37 plant species, including
all of the listed and proposed plant species, and would also conserve 17 animal species.

Vegetation Communities
The reserve configuration consists of the boundaries within which conservation would
be achieved. Table 3 provides a summary by vegetation communities of acreages
potentially affected with the Modified Reserve Configuration Alterative. The Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Alternative is a survey-based alternative, and does not consist
of defined conservation areas.
Anticipated impacts to coastal sage scrub, desert scrubs, grassland, meadows, and
marshes with this alternative would result in substantial reductions of sensitive vegetation
communities within the MSHCP Plan Area. The impacts to these vegetation
communities would also have substantial adverse effects on listed, sensitive, or special
status species that occupy and utilize these vegetation communities.
Table 3 - Percentage of Vegetation Communities Subject to Take-Authorized
Development with the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
Vegetation Type

Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative

Agriculture

82%

Chaparral

40%

Coastal Sage Scrub

32%

Desert Scrub

67%

Grassland

69%

Meadows and Marshes

79%

Montane Coniferous Forest

30%

Peninsular Juniper Woodland and Scrub

10%

Playas and Vernal Pools

16%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, Forest

36%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

28%

Unknown

7%

Water

38%

Woodlands and Forests
Notes:

1

30%

Totals exclude developed/disturbed land because no additional impact to biological resources would
occur in these areas as a result of implementation of the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative. The Narrow Endemic Alternative was not included, as no specific configuration of
private lands to be conserved is available.

In general, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative has the highest level of
conservation of vegetation communities of all the considered alternatives. All other
alternatives considered in the MSHCP analysis are scaled-down variations of the
Proposed Action. The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative is difficult to analyze,
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as it does not specify the amount of on-the-ground conservation (as all of the locations
of narrow endemic plants have not been discovered), but rather dictates a process for
implementation.

Reserve Configurations
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative is made up of existing reserve areas
(Public/Quasi-Public Lands), including lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service and
the BLM) and additional reserve areas. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
contains different types of components in its reserve makeup. These include core
reserve areas, linkages, constrained linkages, and other areas (which include vernal
pools, waterfowl preservation areas, narrow endemic habitat, and Delhi sands flowerloving fly habitat). The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative only includes existing
reserve areas and narrow endemic plant habitat (locations to be determined by surveys).
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative sets aside a great deal more private
land for conservation than the alternatives considered in the MSHCP. Conservation
would occur in additional areas to include Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas
editha quino) habitat linkages, as well as areas designated as Critical Habitat for other
federally-listed species.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative is a broad-brush approach to
conserving as many species as possible by maximizing land conservation. The Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Alternative focuses on narrow endemic plant species and does
not provide adequate protection of listed animal species.

Conservation Benefits of the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
Species List. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative protects more species
than any of the alternatives, with the exception of the Proposed Action. Some species
not conserved have a generally broad distribution throughout the region, and still others
do not commonly occur in the region. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
includes large areas of habitat in the private land reserves (approximately 40 percent
more than the Proposed Action), which would otherwise not be necessary to conserve
listed and proposed species.
Vegetation Communities. The Proposed Action and the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative generally have very similar percentages of take. In general, these two
alternatives switch from one to the other for the least impact on vegetation communities;
however, three vegetation communities differ by more than 10 percent. The two
alternatives differ for coastal sage scrub by 16 percent, peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub by 34 percent, and water by 23 percent.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative and the Proposed Action have similar
degrees of conservation in nearly all vegetation categories. The primary difference in
vegetation communities conserved is in the case of coastal sage scrub and water. Water
bodies and wetlands are protected pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and
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analysis for impacts to water would be required regardless of whether the area were
within an MSHCP conserved area. Thus, differences in the amount of water area
conserved are not significant.
Coastal Sage Scrub is the third-largest constituent of the Plan Area. At 156,000 acres,
it is less than Chaparral (435,000 acres) and Agriculture (169,000 acres). The Proposed
Action would focus on conserving high quality coastal sage scrub habitat. While the
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conserves a greater quantity of this habitat
type, it includes medium- and low-quality habitat as well. By focusing on high-quality
coastal sage scrub, the Proposed Action would better balance the needs of developers
with the need for conservation.
Thus, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative does not represent a viable
alternative, as it does not effectively balance the needs of conservation (Biological Goal)
with the need to accommodate future growth within the Plan Area (Economic Goal).
Reserve Configuration. Reserve configurations vary among alternatives. The reserve
area elements included the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative are large areas.
The Proposed Action has reserve area elements in the same general locations as the
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative, conserving the same resources, but the
elements in the Proposed Action are more focused on the essential areas, while limiting
conservation of lower-quality and privately owned areas.

Reasons for Not Carrying Forward the Screened Alternatives in the
EIR/EIS for Analysis
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
Growth in Riverside County. According to projections made by the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG), in 2020, Riverside County will be home to
approximately 2.8 million people, who will occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units
(Hoffman, 2001). This represents a doubling of the present population and housing stock
of Riverside County. Other studies by the California Department of Finance estimate
that the County will continue to grow to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5 million people
by 2040. These population figures include residents that live within unincorporated areas
as well as those that live within the boundaries of the 24 incorporated cities within the
County. Projections contained in the 2002 Riverside County General Plan indicate
that approximately 1.67 million persons would reside within the unincorporated areas of
the County in nearly 558,000 dwelling units in 2040.
One of the functions of the Western Riverside County MSHCP is to streamline the
permitting process for development, helping to accommodate this growth. Another
function is to guide development into areas that will be the least environmentally
damaging, on a regional, ecosystem-based scale. By setting aside the most sensitive
areas for conservation, and removing some of the obstacles to development in the less
environmentally sensitive areas, the Western Riverside County MSHCP serves to
accommodate the projected growth within the County.
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The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conserves 65,000 acres (over 40
percent) more than the Proposed Action. The additional lands conserved in the Modified
Reserve Configuration Alternative represent existing vacant land, which may provide
habitat for species, or could be used for development to accommodate growth. Much
of this area is designated as Community Development in the 2002 Riverside County
General Plan. The loss of 65,000 acres of potentially developable private lands
represents the loss of up to:
C

227,500 low-density residential units;

C

1,105,000 high-density residential units;

C

1,190,000,000 square feet of industrial/business park use; and

C

79,280,000 square feet of commercial development.

Furthermore, the Proposed Action was developed alongside the Riverside County
General Plan, to minimize the amount of conservation land classified as “Community
Development” in the County General Plan. The additional acreage included in the
Modified Reserves Alternative would include a much higher proportion of land not
designated for conservation in the County General Plan, and thus would likely have a
higher cost of acquisition. One of the primary funding sources for the MSHCP is the
“Local Development Mitigation Fees”. Mitigation Fees are anticipated to generate
approximately $540 million over a 25-year period. The Modified Reserves Alternative
would take out 65,000 acres of land for potential development and; therefore, reduce the
amount of Local Development Mitigation Fees that could be potentially collected and
used towards the purchase and management of reserve lands. In other words, this
alternative would require a greater number of acres to be conserved and reduces the
number of acres of potential future development; therefore, reducing the availability of
local funds.
Conservation of Additional Acreage. There are several costs associated with the
conservation of private land. These include acquisition, potential restoration to improve
habitat quality, and habitat maintenance and monitoring to ensure that the areas are not
being degraded. The Western Riverside County MSHCP contains a preliminary plan
for managing the reserve areas. Additional conserved areas could result in a
disproportionately higher cost, as these areas would occur in locations designated as
Community Development in the 2002 Riverside County General Plan, and would thus
be more difficult to acquire from willing sellers. Therefore, an addition of 65,000 acres
over the Proposed Action would represent at least a 40 percent increase in cost,
although, as noted, this cost would likely be higher. This additional area would also likely
result in the need for additional staff to monitor and maintain the areas, resulting in
additional long-term expenses.

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative
The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative was developed to depict a conservation
scenario that would address narrow endemic species (a species that is restricted to a
relatively small geographic area and for which conservation planning decisions would
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have a substantial effect on the status of the species). This alternative would focus
conservation efforts towards 54 species within existing reserves (approximately 347,000
acres) and additional private land (acreage of this additional area is unquantified, as
additional survey data is needed). This alternative would also conserve the species
already preserved by existing regulations. However, it would not provide sufficient
conservation of most listed and proposed species. Thus, the Narrow Endemic Plant
Species Alternative would not meet the goals and objectives of the project that involve
providing for the conservation of all presently listed and proposed plant and animal
species, to facilitate the acquisition of incidental take permits from USFWS and CDFG.
This alternative also fails to conserve land in functional habitat blocks.

Conclusion
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative. After analyzing the potential beneficial
and detrimental effects of the alternatives, the Wildlife Agencies and the County of
Riverside determined that for the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative, the
potential conservation benefits were insufficient to outweigh the loss of land to
development. The goals and objectives of the MSHCP would not be met; thus, the
alternative was dropped from further consideration and analysis in the Western Riverside
County MSHCP EIR/EIS.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have increased the number of
acres to be conserved by 65,000 acres even though the amount of habitat included in the
Project is sufficient to adequately conserve all of the Covered Species. Thus, the
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have greatly increased the cost of
the project (by the fair market value of those 65,000 acres) without significantly
increasing the habitat value of the reserve. The Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative would conflict with Project Objectives because it would not be economically
efficient and it would not limit the expenditure of public and private funds to the amount
necessary to maintain a reserve that can adequately conserve the Covered Species.
Moreover, because the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would require the
purchase of an additional 65,000 acres of private lands, it is economically infeasible and
it conflicts with the Project Objective requiring that the preferred alternative include a
fee-based funding program that will generate sufficient revenue to contribute to the
reserve’s funding needs. Based on these considerations, the Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative
to the Proposed Project.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative. For many of the plant species being
considered for conservation under the proposed MSHCP, the existing available
distribution data are limited. If coverage of these species were sought in the selected
alternative for the proposed MSHCP, the need to conduct surveys would apply to these
species, as well as to the narrow endemic plant species.
The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative conflicts with Project Objectives.
Because it covers only 22 species, the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative does
not provide the maximum possible certainty that the Take Authorization will cover
additional species that may be listed while the Permits are in effect. Also, the Narrow
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Endemic Plant Species Alternative will not streamline development authorization under
FESA and CESA to the maximum extent practicable. Likewise, the Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Alternative would not provide assurances that, to the extent legally
possible, private parties will not be required to mitigate impacts under FESA and CESA
except as required in the Plan. The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative is also
infeasible due to economic and other considerations. Thus, the Narrow Endemic Species
Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative to the Plan.
However, elements from this alternative to protect endemic plant species were
incorporated into the Proposed Action as additional survey requirements.
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Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto and Temecula.
Proposed Action/Proposed Project: Adoption of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, including issuance of incidental take permits for covered species pursuant to Section 10
(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act and Section 2800, et seq. of the California Fish and Game
Code.
Inquires on this document should be directed to:
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Land Management Agency
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(909) 955-6625

Mr. Jim Bartel, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
6010 Hidden Valley Rd.
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Designation: Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
Abstract: The proposed Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
boundaries encompass approximately 1,966 square miles consisting of approximately 842,500 acres of
unincorporated County land west of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains to the Orange County line, as
well as approximately 372,700 acres with the jurisdictional areas of the Cities. The MSHCP would provide
for the creation of a Conservation Area that protects and manages 500,000 acres of habitat for Covered
Species (146 species). The 500,000 acres comprises of 347,000 acres of Public/Quasi-Public Lands and
approximately 153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands. Of the 153,000 acres, Local Permitees will be
responsible for contributing approximately 97,000 acres of privately owned land, and the State and federal
contribution will be 56,000 acres. As part of the local mitigation component, 41,000 of the 97,000 acres
conserved would accrue through the implementation of developer incentives and onsite set asides
accomplished through the development review process. The precise boundaries of the proposed 153,000acre reserve are not specifically identified in the MSHCP. Rather, the proposed reserve will be assembled
pursuant to written criteria that describe a possible design for the 153,000-acre reserve to be established
within a larger area, which is called the “Criteria Area.” The conservation of 153,000 acres is anticipated
to occur over the first 25 years of the program and when completed, must be in a configuration to, and
include the vegetation communities that, provide for the conservation of Covered Species. Covered Activities
would include, but are not limited to, public and private development (within the Plan Area) that require a
discretionary and certain ministerial action by a Permittee subject to consistency with MSHCP policies,
maintenance of and safety improvements on existing roads, the Circulation Elements of the Permittees,
maintenance and construction of flood control facilities, single-family homes on existing legal parcels with
the Criteria Area, up to 10,000 new acres of agricultural activity within the Criteria Area, and compatible uses
in the Conservation Area. The MSHCP makes a provision for the inclusion of special districts and other nonpermittee entities in the permit with a certificate of inclusion.
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SUMMARY OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Introduction
The Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for
the County of Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (State of California
Clearinghouse No. 2001101108, CEQ Number 020463, ERP Number SFW-K99032-CA)
has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the guidelines for the implementation of CEQA. The Final EIR/EIS consists of the
following contents:
•

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft
EIR/EIS;

•

The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in
the public review and consultation process (Volume V, Part 1 and 2); and

•

Revisions made to the Draft EIR/EIS (November 15, 2002) State of California
Clearinghouse No. 2001101108, CEQ Number 020463, ERP Number SFWK99032-CA, (Volume IV).

Public Review Period
The public review period for the Draft EIR/EIS and MSCHP began on November 15,
2002, and ended on January 14, 2003, covering the CEQA-mandated 45-day public
review period and 60-day public review period required by NEPA. The United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) reopened the public comment period for the EIS on
February 27, 2003, for an additional 15 days, closing on March 14, 2003. A Notice of
Completion of a Draft EIR/EIS was filed with the State Clearinghouse along with the
required number of copies of the document for circulation to various State and federal
agencies. Copies of the Draft EIR/EIS were also mailed directly to local agencies,
groups, and individuals for review (refer to Appendix A-1 for the Draft EIR/EIS mailing
list). In addition, a copy of the document was made available to the public at the
following libraries and County and USFWS offices:
County Administrative Center (Riverside)
4080 Lemon Street
Public Counter, 2nd Floor
Planning Department, 9th Floor
Riverside, California 92502
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

Riverside County Permit Assistance
Center (Murrieta)
39493 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, California 92563
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, California 92009
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday
Summary
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Libraries in Western Riverside County
Riverside County Library
Anza Branch
57430 Mitchell Road
Anza, California 92539
City of Banning
Banning Public Library
21 W. Nicolet Street
Banning, CA 92220
Riverside County Library
Canyon Lake Branch
31516 Railroad Canyon Road
Canyon Lake, California 92587
Riverside County Library
Glen Avon Branch
9244 Galena
Riverside, California 92509
Riverside County Library
Highgrove Branch
690 W. Center Street
Riverside, California 92507
Riverside County Library
Lake Elsinore Branch
600 W. Graham
Lake Elsinore, California 92530
City of Moreno Valley
Moreno Valley Library
25480 Alessandro Boulevard
Moreno Valley, CA 92553
Riverside County Library
Norco Branch
3954 Old Hammer Road
Norco, California 92860
Riverside County Library
Perris Branch
163 E. San Jacinto
Perris, California 92570
Riverside County Library
Rubidoux Branch
5673 Tilton Street
Riverside, California 92509
Riverside County Library
Sun City Branch
26982 Cherry Hills Boulevard
Sun City, California 92586
Riverside County Library
Woodcrest Branch
17024-C Van Buren Boulevard
Riverside, CA 92504

xiv Summary

City of Beaumont
Beaumont Library District
125 E. Eight Street
Beaumont, California 92223
Riverside County Library
Calimesa Branch
974 Calimesa Blvd.
Calimesa, California 92320
City of Corona
Corona Public Library
650 South Main Street
Corona, California 92882-3417
Riverside County Library
Hemet Branch
25757 Fairview Avenue
Hemet, CA 92544
Riverside County Library
Idyllwild Branch
54185 Pinecrest
Idyllwild, California 92549
Riverside County Library
Mission Trail Branch
34303 Mission Trail
Wildomar, California 92595
City of Murrieta
Murrieta Public Library
39589 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, California 92563
Riverside County Library
Nuevo Branch
29990 Lakeview Avenue
Nuevo, California 92567
Riverside County Library
Riverside Main Library
3581 Mission Inn Ave
Riverside, California 92501
Riverside County Library
San Jacinto Branch
500 Idyllwild Drive
San Jacinto, California 92583
Riverside County Library
Temecula Branch
41000 County Center
Temecula, California 92591
University of California, Riverside
Tomas Rivera Library
900 University Avenue
Riverside, California 92521

Summary of the Final EIR/EIS
Public Hearings on the MSHCP, Implementing Agreement, and Draft
EIR/EIS
Public hearings on the Western Riverside County MSHCP, Implementing Agreement,
and Draft EIR/EIS were held by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors on May 5,
6 and 8, 2003 in the Riverside County Board Room, 4800 Lemon Street, Riverside,
California. The public testimony was closed by the County Board on May 8, 2003. A
copy of the public hearing announcement is contained in Appendix A.

Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and Responses
Volume V, Part 1 and 2, of the MSHCP contains the comments to the Draft EIR/EIS
and responses to those comments. The primary objective and purpose of the EIR/EIS
public review process is to obtain comments on the adequacy of the analysis of the
environmental impacts, the mitigation measures presented, and other analyses contained
in the report. CEQA requires the County to respond to all significant environmental
comments in a level of detail commensurate to the comment (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088). NEPA has a similar requirement for the lead agency (USFWS) to respond to
all substantive comments received (CEQ Regulations Section 1503.4). Comments that
do not directly relate to the analysis in this document (i.e., are outside the scope of this
document) are not given specific responses. However, all comments are included in this
section so that the decision-makers know the opinions of the commentors.

List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies Commenting on
the Draft EIR/EIS
The persons, organizations, and public agencies that submitted comments on the Draft
EIR/EIS through March 15, 2003, are listed below. A total of 110 written comment
letters was received on the Draft EIR/EIS during the public review period. Thirty-three
comment letters were received from public agencies ( including power companies and
water districts, etc.), while 77 of the comment letters were from the public (including
organizations, private companies, individuals, and Indian Tribes). For reference, each
letter was assigned a code (A - Z and A2 -Z2 , A3 -Z3 , A4 -Z4 and A5 through F5 ). These
codes are included in the table below, and represent the order of letters and responses
in Volume V (Part 1 and 2).
Comments Received on the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Draft EIR/EIS
No.

Comment
Letter No.

Author

1

A

San Bernardino Valley Audubon dated 1/15/03

2

B

San Bernardino Valley Audubon dated 1/9/03

Summary
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No.

Comment
Letter No.

3

C

California Native Plant Society dated 1/15/03

4

D

Center for Biological Diversity dated 1/15/03

5

E

Center for Biological Diversity on behalf of Audubon Society &
CNPS dated 1/15/03

6

F

Endangered Habitat League dated 1/14/03

7

G

Conservation Biology Institute dated 1/14/03

8

H

Sierra Club (Pete Kiriakos) dated 12/12/02

9

I

Sierra Club (George Hague) dated 1/14/03 w/ attached CBD Letter
dated 9/05/02

10

J

Riverside-Corona Resource Conservation District dated 1/14/03

11

K

Building Industry Association dated 1/15/03

12

L

Property Owners Association of Riverside County dated 1/14/03

13

M

Jackson DeMarco and Peckenpaugh on behalf of The Farm
Bureau dated 1/14/03

14

N

Metropolitan Water District dated 1/15/03

15

O

Southern California Edison dated 1/14/03

16

P

Gail Wanczuk Barton dated 1/14/03

17

Q

The Sauls Company dated 1/15/03

18

R

The Nature Conservancy dated 1/14/03

19

S

University of California, Riverside -Rotenberry, Nunny, and Price
dated 1/10/03

20

T

San Bernardino National Forest dated 1/14/03

21

U

Department of Transportation - Division of Aeronautics dated
12/19/02

22

V

Department of Transportation - District 8 dated 1/15/03

23

W

United States Environmental Protection Agency dated 1/9/03

24

X

United States Army Corps of Engineers dated 1/9/03

25

Y

Department of Parks and Recreation - OHMVR Division mistakenly
dated 1/15/02, should be 2003

26

Z

City of Corona dated 1/15/03

27

A2

City of Lake Elsinore dated 1/15/03

28

B2

City of Murrieta dated 1/15/03
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29

C2

City of Perris dated 1/14/03

30

D2

City of Temecula dated 1/15/03

31

E2

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District dated 1/15/03

32

F2

Western Municipal Water District dated 1/14/03

33

G2

Santa Ana Watershed Association of RCD's dated 1/14/03

34

H2

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh on behalf of David H.
Murdock dated 1/15/03

35

I2

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh on behalf of
Domenigoni-Barton Properties dated 1/14/03

36

J2

University of Nevada - Biological Resources Research Center
dated 1/13/03

37

K2

Coalition for Habitat Conservation dated 1/15/03

38

L2

Alhadeff and Solar on behalf of Anheuser-Busch dated 1/15/03

39

M2

Friedman Peterson Stroffe and Gerard on behalf of Civic Partners
and Elsinore and Liberty Founders dated 1/15/03

40

N2

Gresham, Savage, Nolan and Tilden on behalf of Warmington
Land Company dated 1/15/03

41

O2

Gresham, Savage, Nolan and Tilden on behalf of Wilson Creek
Development and Joe Gonzales dated 1/15/03

42

P2

Hackman Capital Partners on behalf of Park West and East-West
Properties dated 1/15/03

43

Q2

Hewitt and O'Neil on behalf of Pardee Homes dated 1/14/03

44

R2

Hewitt and O'Neil on behalf of SCC Properties dated 1/14/03

45

S2

KB Home dated 1/13/03

46

T2

The Sauls Company on behalf of the Village Project dated 1/15/03

47

U2

Driscoll and Tomich on behalf of property owners on Gilman
Springs Rd. dated 1/15/03

48

V2

Sweeney Law Corporation dated 1/7/03

49

W2

United Five Star Capital Corp. dated 1/15/03

50

X2

Renaissance Development dated 1/14/03

51

Y2

Golden Era Productions dated 1/14/03

52

Z2

Agri-Empire dated 1/15/03
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53

A3

Jerry Geller on behalf of Upper Santa Margarita Alliance dated
1/14/03

54

B3

Anne E. DeBevoise-Abel dated 1/15/03

55

C3

Franklin A. Motte no date but received on 1/15/03

56

D3

Charles Burney dated 1/13/03

57

E3

Eugene Gabrych dated 1/15/03

58

F3

Joy Hale dated 1/7/03

59

G3

Barry Cannata dated 12/31/02

60

H3

John M. DeBevoise dated 1/15/03

61

I3

Robert H. Vogel no date, but received 1/15/03

62

J3

EHL Additional Comments dated 1/23/03

63

K3

City of Moreno Valley dated 1/13/03

64

L3

Riverside County Fire Dept. dated 1/15/03

65

M3

Juanita W. Bullock, UCR dated 1/15/03

66

N3

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh, supplemental comments on
behalf of Murdock (1/28/03)

67

O3

Okazaki Law Offices dated 2/5/03

68

P3

County of San Diego dated 1/28/03

69

Q3

County of San Diego dated 2/4/03

70

R3

Oak Valley Partners dated 2/12/03

71

3

S

Sweeney Law Corp. dated 2/17/03

72

T3

Alhadeff & Solar dated 2/13/03 - TLMA

73

U3

Aldaheff & Solar dated 2/13/03 - USFWS

74

V3

SDG&E dated 2/14/03

75

W3

Endangered Habitats League dated 2/17/03

76

X3

Dr. Claudia Luke, Reserve Director of Santa Margarita Ecological
Reserve dated 2/13/03

77

Y3

Jud Munroe - Adjusting the WRC-MSHCP

78

Z3

Jud Munroe - Rationale for the Development of Conservation
Alternatives

79

A4

Bennett Realty Group, Inc. dated 2/28/03
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80

B4

Grainger dated 3/3/03

81

C4

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh, supplemental comments on
behalf of Murdock (3/7/03)

82

D4

California Department of Parks and Recreation dated 3/7/03

83

E4

Eastern Municipal Water District dated 3/10/03

84

F4

California Legislature dated 3/3/03

85

G4

Congress of the United States dated 3/2/03

86

H4

Riverside County Farm Bureau, Inc. dated 3/6/03

87

I4

United States Environmental Protection Agency dated 3/13/03

88

J4

Alhadeff and Solar on behalf of Anheuser-Busch dated 3/12/03

89

K4

KB Home dated 3/13/03

90

L4

Endangered Habitats League w/attachment dated 3/13/03

91

M4

Silverado Ranch Conservation Bank by Gregory Reden dated
3/10/03

92

N4

Wilson Creek Conservation Bank by Won Yoo dated 3/12/03

93

O4

Vandermost Consulting Services, Inc dated 3/14/03

94

P4

Garry Grant dated 3/13/03

95

Q4

Van Blarcom, Leibold, McClendon and Mann on behalf of City of
Lake Elsinore dated 3/14/03

96

R4

Julie Kay Smithson (email sent 3/12/03)

97

S4

Monica Bond from Center for Biological Diversity w/ attachments
dated 3/13/03

98

T4

United States Army Corps of Engineers dated 3/13/03

99

U4

South Coast Wildlands Project dated 2/12/03

100

V4

Bureau of Land Management dated 3/14/03

101

W4

Gresham, Savage, Nolan and Tilden on behalf of Wilson Creek
Development and Joe Gonzales dated 3/13/03

102

X4

University of California, Riverside by Nunney, Reznick, Rotenberry,
Waser, & Price dated 3/11/03

103

Y4

Gresham, Savage, Nolan and Tilden on behalf of Wilson Creek
Development on behalf of Jon & Linda Prun dated 3/14/03

104

Z4

Joe Sheeran dated 2/5/03

Summary

xix

Summary of the Final EIR/EIS
No.

Comment
Letter No.

Author

105

A5

KB Homes dated 2/11/03

106

B5

Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley dated 3/4/03

107

C5

Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter dated 2/3/03

108

D5

Van Blarcom, Lielbold, McClendon & Man on behalf of TAVA
Development Company dated 3/14/03

109

E5

Orange County Water District dated 3/14/03

110

F5

Alhadeff & Solar on behalf of Ranco Real Estate Group, dated
3/7/03

Summary of Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c) “the response to comments may take
the form of revisions to the Draft EIR or may be a separate section in the Final EIR.
Where the response to comments makes important changes in information contained in
the text of the Draft EIR, the Lead Agency should either: (1) revise the text in the body
of the EIR or, (2) include marginal notes showing the information is revised in the
response to comments.”
The County has determined that this added text would be shown as double underline and
deleted text would be shown in strikeout (). The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised as
follows.
The following summarizes the changes made to the Draft EIR/EIS.
Minor text amendments and clarifications were made in the Executive Summary, as well
as Sections 2.0, 5.0 and 7.0. Additional information has been provided as requested in
Section 4.2, Agricultural and Extractive Resources for clarification of the analysis. The
changes made to the EIR/EIS are not substantive.
Added text is shown as double underline, while deleted text is shown with a.
The information contained in the revised and additional text added to the Executive
Summary; Section 2.0, Project Description and Description of Alternatives; Section 4.2,
Agricultural and Extractive Resources; Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts; and Section 7.0,
Organizations and Persons Consulted was determined by the County not to be “significant
new information” and, therefore, it has been determined no recirculation of the Draft EIR
is warranted (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5[a]). The determination to not recirculate
the Draft EIR is based on following factors as outlined in CEQA Guidelines (Section
15088.5[a]).
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1.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: New information added
to the EIR is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect (including a feasible project alternative). Significant new information
requiring recirculation would include, for example: “a new significant
environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented”.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The added information
would not cause any new environmental effect that has not been already
analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS (biological resources, agriculture and mineral
resources, fire protection and parks and recreation, and transportation) and,
therefore; would require no additional mitigation.

2.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: A substantial increase in
the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures
are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The additional information
would not cause an increase in environmental effect or severity of an
environmental impact that has been analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS (biological
resources, agriculture and mineral resources, fire protection and parks and
recreation, and transportation) and, therefore; would require no additional
mitigation.

3.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: A feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: There is no feasible
alternative or mitigation measure proposed that are different from the alternatives
and mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS that would reduce the impacts of
the proposed MSHCP. The additional information would not cause an increase
in environmental effect that has not been already analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS
(biological resources, agriculture and mineral resources, fire protection and parks
and recreation, and transportation) and, therefore; would require no additional
mitigation.

4.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The Draft EIR/EIS was
so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The public had adequate
time for a meaningful review of the document and provide written comments.
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5.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: Recirculation is not
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or makes
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The additional text added
to Sections ES, 4.2, 5.0 and 7.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS was provided in response
to a comment letter to clarify and correct existing text. The result of the
additional information is that the retail project as proposed is not changed in any
way or is the project boundary changed as a result of the additional information
and no additional environmental effects would occur. No other sections of the
Draft EIR/EIS have been modified and no additional mitigation measures are
proposed. Therefore, the additional information merely clarifies information
already provided and makes an insignificant modification to the EIR/EIS.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
This document has been prepared as a joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) due to the combined local, State, and federal actions associated with the Proposed Project. Co-lead agencies are the County of Riverside
(County), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The following agencies are responsible for the implementation of
the proposed MSHCP in their own jurisdiction pursuant to CEQA:
C

County of Riverside;

C

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Flood Control);

C

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC);

C

Riverside County Parks and Open Space District;

C

Riverside County Waste Management District;

C

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans);

C

California Department of Parks and Recreation;

C

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and

C

Fourteen cities in western Riverside (Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon
Lake, Corona, Norco, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Perris, Hemet, San Jacinto,
Beaumont, Banning, and Calimesa).

1.1

Introduction

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP
or Plan) is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
focusing on conservation of species and their associated habitats in western Riverside
County. This Plan is one of several large, multi-jurisdictional habitat-planning efforts
in Southern California with the overall goal of maintaining biological and ecological
diversity within a rapidly urbanizing region. Large-scale HCP planning efforts have
been completed in San Diego and Orange Counties and a similar effort is underway in
the Coachella Valley. The proposed MSHCP would allow western 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 the State and federal
Endangered Species Acts.
The proposed MSHCP encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres (1,966 square
miles). The proposed Plan Area includes all unincorporated Riverside County land west
of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains to the Orange County line as well as the
jurisdictional areas of the cities of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake,
Norco, Corona, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Perris,
Hemet, and San Jacinto (see Figures 1.1 and 1.2). This MSHCP is one of the largest
plans ever attempted. It covers multiple species and multiple habitats within a diverse
landscape, from urban centers to undeveloped foothills and montane forests, all of which
are under multiple jurisdictions. It extends across many bioregions as well, including
the Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto
Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, and San Bernardino Mountains.
It would provide a coordinated MSHCP Conservation Area and implementation program
to preserve biological diversity and maintain the region’s quality of life.
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action

1.1-1

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

1.1-2

Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action

InyoCounty

Tulare County

N e v a d a

Kern County

Arizona
SanBernardino County

Los
Angeles
County

Ventura
County

WesternCountyMSHCPPlanArea

Riverside County

Orange
County

SanDiego
County

Imperial
County

M e x i c o

RiversideCounty,California

N

Figure1.1

ScaleisApproximate
0

50

100Miles

SOURCE:LSAASSOCIATES,INC.,2002.

N

Scaleisapproximate
0

20

40Miles

R:\SVC934\Graphics\MSHCPEIR-EIS\regional.cdr(11/02)

MSHCP REGIONAL LOCATION

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

1.1-4

Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action

Figure1.2

SOURCE:COUNTYOFRIVERSIDEEXISTINGSETTINGREPORT,2000.

N

0

2.5

5Miles

Scaleisapproximate

R:\SVC934\Graphics\MSHCPEIR-EIS\planareas.cdr(11/02)

MSHCPPLANAREAS INCORPORATED CITIES

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

1.1-6

Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action

The MSHCP would serve as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (FESA), as well as a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) pursuant to the NCCP Act of 2001, as amended. The approval of the
proposed MSHCP and execution of the Implementing Agreement (IA) would allow the
Wildlife Agencies (USFWS and CDFG) to issue take authorizations for plant and
wildlife species identified within the Plan Area to the signatories of the IA. A local,
streamlined approach to planning for endangered/sensitive species would result in
greater economic development certainty and provide for and maintain biological
diversity by creating an interconnected MSHCP Conservation Area in the proposed Plan
Area where adequate management and monitoring is assured. With the proposed
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 habitats outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, in
exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated MSHCP Conservation
Area. In addition to the preservation of species and associated habitats, the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area would provide open space and recreational opportunities,
which would enhance the quality of life in Riverside County.
The MSHCP’s strategy for managing the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area requires
a balanced approach. It allocates responsibility for its assembly and long-term
management to the County, State, and federal governments, the 14 cities in western
Riverside County, and private and public entities engaged in construction activities that
would potentially affect the species covered under the proposed MSHCP. The proposed
MSHCP acknowledges the obligation of local projects, both public and private, to
mitigate their impacts on species. To encourage conservation on privately owned lands,
the implementation strategy of the proposed MSHCP incorporates a broad array of
incentives. Where incentives are not sufficient, conservation would require the purchase
of properties from willing sellers.

1.1.1

Background

Historically, urban development in Southern California has occurred in the coastal areas
of Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties, resulting in a significant loss of
important biological resources in the region. The inland valleys and hillsides of
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties have, until recently, remained largely rural,
agricultural, and relatively undeveloped. Natural habitats that were once common and
extensive in Southern California have declined rapidly due to this historic development
pattern and to increasing development pressure in the northwestern and southwestern
parts of the County over the past 15 years.
The burden of mitigating the effects of urbanization now falls largely on the County, the
cities, and private landowners who hold much of the last remaining intact habitats in the
region. As development pressure has increased, so have conflicts between landowning
interests and the State and federal regulatory processes associated with protecting
endangered, threatened, and rare species. Conflicts over species conservation threaten
the ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the infrastructure necessary for
economic development and a high quality of life in the County.
As urbanization has increased within the County, an increasing number of proponents
of public and private developments have been required to obtain “take permits” from
Wildlife Agencies for impacts to endangered, threatened, and candidate species and their
habitats. This process, however, has resulted in costly delays in public and private
development projects and created an assemblage of unconnected habitat areas on a
project-by-project basis. This piecemeal and uncoordinated effort to mitigate the effects
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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of development does not sustain wildlife mobility, genetic flow, or ecosystem health,
which require large, interconnected natural areas.
The County’s population in 2000 was approximately 1.5 million people (Stanley R.
Hoffman & Associates, revised January 2000). Its population is expected to double by
2020, to reach approximately 3.5 million by 2030, and approximately 4.5 million by
2040, according to forecasts by the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG). This is nearly a 400-percent increase over the next 40 years. Most of Southern
California’s growth over the next 40 years is expected to occur in the Inland Empire
(San Bernardino and Riverside Counties) (SCAG, 2000). Accommodating an increase
in population of this magnitude would involve urbanizing thousands of acres of
undeveloped land and result in significant conflicts with regulations protecting species
and their habitats. Without coordinated planning efforts, conflicts and delays would
escalate costs for all development projects, management efforts would not be assured,
uncoordinated mitigation efforts would fragment habitats, the region would miss
opportunities to improve the quality of life, and economic development opportunities for
the current and future residents of the County would also not be realized.

1.1.2

Riverside County Integrated Project

The proposed MSHCP is one element of a comprehensive regional planning effort begun
in 1999. To accommodate the County’s anticipated growth, the County must provide
a range of housing alternatives, encourage economic development, create new jobs at a
rate that exceeds its population growth, and build the supporting infrastructure. The
natural question is how best to meet the demands of growth while protecting the
environment. Local officials recognize that without a well-defined and implementable
plan, the County would face a very tenuous future.
To address this complex challenge, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors and the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) initiated the Riverside County
Integrated Project (RCIP). RCIP includes the following:
•

A Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), which forms the nucleus
of an open-space plan for the western part of the County.

•

An updated General Plan for the unincorporated portion of the County, which
addresses land use, circulation, housing and open space, conservation, and other
mandatory elements in conformance with State statute. The General Plan includes
several innovative programs S such as incentive programs S that would be utilized
in implementing the proposed MSHCP, programs to enhance transit alternatives, and
programs that would encourage the development of mixed-use centers.

•

Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP),
which identifies future transportation corridors in the western part of the County and
provides the appropriate environmental documentation to allow early preservation
of the necessary rights-of-way for future corridor development. These corridors
would be designed to meet future mobility needs for autos, buses, and trucks, as well
as for goods movement. The corridors would allow room to implement transit plans
to accommodate planned growth within western Riverside County and its cities.
CETAP forms an essential component of the County’s circulation element and its
arterial highway plan, and both are associated with the General Plan.

Through RCIP, a broad array of stakeholders and individual citizens are afforded
opportunities to participate in the planning process and to communicate to the decision-
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makers the factors that are important to improving their quality of life now and in the
future. The purpose of RCIP is to integrate all aspects of land use, transportation, and
conservation planning and implementation in order to develop a comprehensive vision
for the future of the County.
On October 20, 1998, the County Board of Supervisors reviewed the following
consensus “planning principles” submitted by a coalition of interest groups, and it
endorsed their use as initial guidelines in the early stages of developing RCIP:
1. Create a new, comprehensive General Plan based on an overall vision of the future
rather than piecemeal community plans.
2. Ensure that the General Plan anticipates future growth with a sufficient measure of
certainty, and provides for a high quality of life, including reasonable accommodation for housing, biological and multiple species resources, agriculture, watersheds,
and scenic landscapes.
3. Acknowledge the rights of private property owners in the General Plan and offer just
compensation according to federal and State laws regarding private property
reserved for public purposes.
4. Include positive economic and regulatory incentives, where appropriate, in the
General Plan.
5. Establish policies in the General Plan so that public benefits and improvements that
serve the entire community are funded proportionately by the entire community, and
new developments bear their share of increased infrastructure costs.
6. Base community development in the General Plan on a balanced, sustainable, and
integrated set of mapped land uses and promote the continued viability of
agricultural lands.
7. When mapping areas for development, consider the following factors:
•

Location of resource and hazard areas;

•

Opportunity for redevelopment;

•

Availability of infill sites;

•

Proximity of existing infrastructure;

•

Proximity of existing municipal spheres of influence;

•

Conformance with the policies of communities of interest; and

•

Appropriately sited new towns and villages.

8. Coordinate the new General Plan with local and regional planning efforts to the
maximum extent possible, and encourage mutually reinforcing actions by the cities
and the Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs), as appropriate.
9. Plan for and encourage, in the General Plan, the development of diverse and
distinctive communities.
10. Incorporate into the General Plan the goal of creating a more compact urban form
that requires less land per capita than current modes of development.
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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11. Plan for and encourage economic development within the General Plan; emphasize
employment opportunities situated within or near existing and future communities.
12. Integrate the General Plan with transportation planning, so that land use and
circulation elements reinforce one another. CETAP should fully examine transit/rail
corridors, and the new General Plan should include them to the maximum extent
possible.
13. Plan for and encourage within the General Plan, a wide range of housing choices
suitable for residents of all economic means.
14. Integrate a comprehensive MSHCP into the General Plan.
15. Update existing community plans as part of the General Plan planning process to
bring them into conformance with revised General Plan policies. Delay finalizing
new community plans, if any, and consistency zoning until the new General Plan is
completed.

1.1.3

Riverside County Conservation Planning Context

The County has had previous experience with single-species habitat conservation
planning, including the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (Uma inornata) HCP in the
Coachella Valley in 1985, and later the 1996 HCP for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys stephensi) in western Riverside County. During the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
HCP planning process, multiple-species planning efforts occurred through the Riverside
County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) and through the Riverside County
Regional Parks and Open Space District (RCRPOSD). In June 1992, RCHCA,
RCRPOSD, and the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) initiated a
program to develop a regional multiple-species plan for western Riverside County. This
effort began partially in response to the then-anticipated federal listing of the coastal
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) as endangered under the
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). The initial multiple-species planning effort
was intended to bring together the diverse assemblage of local and regional plans and
develop a coordinated approach to protecting biodiversity on a regional basis. This
effort focused on coastal sage scrub habitat and resulted in the preparation of a Phase 1
document entitled Information Collection and Evaluation (Pacific Southwest Biological
Services [PSBS]/KTU+A, February 1995).
As part of these initial multiple-species planning efforts, a Planning Agreement was
drafted between the Wildlife Agencies and participating local entities (see Appendix A
of Volume I of the proposed MSHCP). Section 3 of the Planning Agreement presents
the following goals and principles for development of the proposed MSHCP:
1. During the development of the proposed MSHCP and of conservation measures and
assurances to landowners and users, develop a general agreement regarding the
scope, cost, sources of funding, time required for completion, and other important
principles concerning the plan. Develop this general agreement in the first six
months of the planning process.
2. In comparison to the option of mitigating for species and habitat impacts on a
project-by-project basis, the proposed MSHCP must be more equitable and efficient,
and less expensive and less time consuming.
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3. The proposed MSHCP must produce more biologically effective habitat and species
conservation than the project-by-project alternative.
4. Develop a comprehensive MSHCP that accomplishes the following:
•

Promotes the biological viability and recovery of western Riverside County’s
ecosystems and habitats, and species dependent thereupon, toward a goal of
reducing the need to list additional species in the future.

•

Provides a comprehensive means to coordinate, standardize, streamline, and
ensure closure regarding mitigation requirements of the FESA, the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), NEPA, CEQA, the California Native Plant
Protection Act (CNPPA), and other applicable laws and regulations related to
biological and natural resources within the proposed Plan Area.

•

Assures property owners, local governments, and other affected parties that
conservation measures undertaken for species and wildlife habitat are
adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP and would satisfy mitigation
requirements of the FESA, CESA, NEPA, CEQA, and CNPPA concerning
impacts to those covered species and habitats.

•

Establishes and emphasizes the use of incentives to encourage property owners
to voluntarily conserve habitat and species within the proposed Plan Area as an
alternative to regulatory mandates.

•

Accommodates economic growth and prosperity so that it occurs in a manner
consistent with the conservation of biological resources within the proposed
Plan Area.

•

Provides the basis for issuance of incidental take permits for listed species
adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP by the USFWS and CDFG.

•

Provides for issuance of incidental take permits for species within the proposed
Plan Area that are adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP, both listed
and unlisted species.

•

Establishes consistent mitigation standards for proposed MSHCP covered
species for potential application by the USFWS under Section 7 of the FESA.

5. Equitably distribute costs for the preparation and implementation of the proposed
MSHCP among local, State, and federal participants, including equitably distributing costs among both new development and general contribution. Federal and State
contributions shall be made as provided in the IA for the proposed MSHCP.
6. Expedite the proposed MSHCP development and approval process, and complete
it within a reasonable period of time, taking into consideration the complexity of the
issues involved. All parties agree to use their best efforts to ensure that, if all legal
requirements are met, the proposed MSHCP and its environmental documents would
be completed and approved within two years of the commencement of the proposed
MSHCP planning process.
7. Through MSHCP conservation actions, promote the recovery of species that occur
within the proposed Plan Area that are listed as threatened or endangered under
CESA and/or FESA; taking into account factors related to the range of each species.
8. Decisions by all parties must be made in a timely fashion and in compliance with
agreed time parameters.
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9. Actively encourage public input and participation in order to obtain public support
for the conservation and economic benefits that the parties and participants seek
from the proposed MSHCP.
The County became the lead for the multiple-species planning effort with the initiation
of the RCIP in 1999.

1.1.4

Regulatory Context

The proposed MSHCP would serve as an HCP pursuant to FESA , as well as a Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the NCCP Act of 1991. The approval
of the proposed MSHCP and execution of the IA would allow the Wildlife Agencies to
issue take authorizations to the signatories of the IA. Issuance of take authorizations to
the local and State jurisdictions would allow Plan participants to implement land use
decisions and critical public infrastructure projects that are consistent with the proposed
MSHCP without project-by-project review and permitting by the Wildlife Agencies. A
local, streamlined approach to planning for endangered/sensitive species would result
in greater economic development certainty and provide for and maintain biological
diversity by creating an interconnected MSHCP Conservation Area in the proposed Plan
Area. In addition to the preservation of species and associated habitats, the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area would provide open space and recreational opportunities,
which would enhance the quality of life in Riverside County.
Federal Regulations
The FESA is intended to identify species needing protection, the means to determine the
type of protective measures needed, and enforcement measures. There are four major
sections that provide the structure of the FESA.
C

Section 4 contains the listing process, requirements for designating “critical habitat”
and requirements for preparation of recovery plans;

C

Section 7 requires all federal agencies to consult with the USFWS or National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) before taking any action that may affect a listed
species to ensure that the action would not jeopardize the continued existence of the
species;

C

Section 9 prohibits the taking of a listed species; and

C

Section 10 provides for incidental take permits for listed species by non-federal entities.

Section 9 of the 1973 FESA prohibits the “take” of wildlife species listed as endangered,
and it prohibits the take of species listed as threatened unless otherwise specifically
authorized by regulation. Take, as defined by the 1973 FESA, means “to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any
such conduct.”
In the 1982 amendments to FESA, Section 10 allows for the “incidental take” of
endangered and threatened species by non-federal entities. The 1973 FESA defines
incidental take as take that is “incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of
an otherwise lawful activity.” Prior to 1982, non-federal parties undertaking otherwise
lawful activities that were likely to result in take of listed species risked violating the
provisions of Section 9 and had no recourse under the law for exemption. Until that
time, only take occurring during scientific research or conservation actions could be
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authorized under FESA. The “incidental take permit” process was established under
Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA precisely to resolve this difficulty.
Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FESA requires an applicant for an incidental take permit to
submit a “Conservation Plan” or “Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).” Preparation of this
proposed MSHCP complies with this requirement. As outlined in the Habitat
Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook, published by
the USFWS and the NMFS in November 1996, under Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FESA,
and federal regulation [50 CFR 17.22(b)(1), 17.32(b)(1), and 222.22], a conservation
plan submitted in support of an incidental take permit application must detail the
following information:
•

Impacts likely to result from the proposed taking of the species for which permit
coverage is requested;

•

Measures the applicant would undertake to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such
impacts;

•

Funding that would be made available to undertake such measures and the
procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances;

•

Alternative actions the applicant considered that would not result in take, and the
reasons why such alternatives are not being utilized; and

•

Additional measures that the USFWS may require as necessary or appropriate for
purposes of the plan.

The USFWS and NMFS published a final addendum to the HCP Handbook on June 1,
2000 (65 FR 35242). This addendum, also known as the Five-Point Policy guidance,
provides clarifying guidance for the two agencies in conducting the incidental take
permit program and for those applying for an incidental take permit under Section
10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA. Developed to promote efficiency and nationwide consistency
within and between the USFWS and NMFS, and to improve the HCP program, the five
components addressed in the policy are: (1) biological goals, (2) adaptive management,
(3) monitoring, (4) permit duration, and (5) public participation.
The USFWS is charged with implementing not only the FESA but also the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661-666c) and Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16
U.S.C. 742[f] et seq.). However, it is section 10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA that authorizes
the USFWS to issue permits pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) for the incidental take of
species listed as threatened and endangered. Moreover, the legislative history of the
incidental take permit process clearly indicates that Congress also intended for unlisted
species to be addressed in HCPs:
Although the conservation plan is keyed to the permit provisions of the Act,
which only apply to listed species, the Committee intends that conservation
plans may address both listed and unlisted species. In the event that an unlisted
species addressed in the approved conservation plan subsequently is listed
pursuant to the Act, no further mitigation requirements should be imposed if the
conservation plan addressed the conservation of the species and its habitat as
if the species were listed pursuant to the Act. (H.R. Report No. 97-835, 97th
Congress, Second Session; and 50 FR 39681-39691)
On February 23, 1998 (63 FR 8859), the USFWS and NMFS published the “No
Surprises” final rule that revised parts 17 (USFWS) and 222 (NMFS) of Title 50 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), which was necessary to implement the HCP
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assurances. This rule provides that, as long as the HCP is being properly implemented,
the federal government would not require any additional lands or money from the
Permittee(s) in the event of unforeseen changed circumstances and that additional
measures to mitigate reasonably foreseeable changed circumstances would be limited
to those changed circumstances specifically identified in the HCP (and only to the extent
of the mitigation specified). Such changed circumstances may involve listing of new
species. Changed Circumstances and No Surprises are described further in Section 6.8
of the proposed MSHCP.
State Regulations
Section 2080 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) prohibits the take of
species listed under the CFGC as candidate, threatened, or endangered species. CFGC
Section 1908 prohibits the take, possession, or sale of rare native plants. CFGC Section
3503 prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any
bird. CFGC Section 3503.5 prohibits the take, possession, or destruction of any
birds-of-prey or their nests or eggs. The NCCP Act, CFGC Section 2800, et seq.,
identifies the process and standards for NCCPs. CFGC Section 2835 authorizes CDFG
to permit the take of any covered species whose conservation and management are
provided for in an NCCP approved by the CDFG. This includes listed (threatened or
endangered) and unlisted species.
The State legislature found that NCCPs are an effective tool in protecting California’s
natural diversity, and they would reduce conflicts between efforts to protect the State’s
wildlife heritage and the reasonable use of natural resources for economic development.
The legislature further found that development of NCCPs:
C

Promotes the coordination and cooperation among public agencies, landowners, and
other private interests;

C

Provides a mechanism by which landowners and development proponents can
effectively address concerns about cumulative impacts;

C

Promotes conservation of unfragmented habitat areas;

C

Promotes multiple-species and multiple-habitat management and conservation;

C

Provides one option for identifying and ensuring appropriate mitigation that is
roughly proportional to impacts on fish and wildlife; and

C

Promotes the conservation of broad-based natural communities and species
diversity.

NCCPs provide for regional or areawide protection and perpetuation of plants, animals,
and their habitats while allowing compatible land use and economic activity. They are
a cooperative planning process that involves local, State, and federal agencies and the
public, including landowners, in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
The NCCP Act, as amended, CFGC section 2830(d), provides for the CDFG to authorize
the incidental take of identified species for NCCPs that are developed pursuant to a
planning agreement entered into before January 1, 2001, and for which the CDFG finds
that the Plan has been developed using a public participation process and scientific
analysis process substantially in conformance with the intent of paragraph (5) of
subdivision (b) of section 2810 and section 2815.
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CFGC section 2810, subdivision (b), paragraph (5) addresses the inclusion of
independent scientific input to assist the CDFG and plan participants to do the
following:
•

Recommend scientifically sound conservation strategies for species and natural
communities proposed for coverage by the plan;

•

Recommend a set of reserve design principles that addresses the needs of species,
landscapes, ecosystems, and ecological processes in the plan area;

•

Recommend management principles and conservation goals that can be used in
developing a framework for the monitoring and adaptive management component
of the plan; and

•

Identify data gaps and uncertainties so that risk factors can be evaluated.

CFGC section 2815 addresses the public participation process for plan development to
ensure that interested persons, including landowners, have adequate opportunity to
provide input to lead agencies, Wildlife Agencies, and others involved in preparing the
plan. The public participation process may be achieved through public working groups
and advisory committees and includes the following:
•

Making the draft NCCP available to the public for review and comment at least 60
days prior to its adoption and providing documents to the public at least 10 days
prior to any public hearing on the documents;

•

Making draft plans, memoranda of understanding, maps, conservation guidelines,
species coverage lists, and other planning documents available to the public; and

•

Using a public outreach program to provide access for persons interested in the plan
to obtain information about it.

CFGC section 2820(f) authorizes the CDFG to provide assurance to plan participants
commensurate with long-term conservation assurances and associated with implementation measures pursuant to the approved plan and further states:
When providing assurances pursuant to this subdivision, the department’s
determination of the level of assurances and the time limits specified in the
implementation agreement for assurances may be based on localized conditions
and shall consider all of the following:
• The level of knowledge of the status of the covered species and
natural communities.
• The adequacy of analysis of the impact of take on covered species.
• The use of the best available science to make assessments about the
impacts of take, the reliability of mitigation strategies, and the
appropriateness of monitoring techniques.
• The appropriateness of the size and duration of the plan with respect
to quality and amount of data.
• The sufficiency of mechanisms for long-term funding of all components of the plan and contingencies.
• The degree of coordination and accessibility of centralized data for
analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of the plan.
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• The degree to which a thorough range of foreseeable circumstances
are considered and provided for under the adaptive-management
program.
• The size and duration of the plan.
• If there are unforeseen circumstances, additional land, water, or
financial compensation or additional restrictions on the use of land,
water, or other natural resources shall not be required without the
consent of plan participants for a period of time specified in the
implementation agreement, unless the department determines that
the plan is not being implemented consistent with the substantive
terms of the implementation agreement.

1.1.5

Related Documentation

The proposed MSHCP and CETAP are subject to CEQA and NEPA review. The
General Plan is subject solely to CEQA review. The proposed MSHCP’s Joint EIR,
required by CEQA, and EIS, required by NEPA, set forth the anticipated environmental
consequences of implementing the proposed MSHCP. The County is the local Lead
Agency for CEQA, and the USFWS is the federal Lead Agency under NEPA. While
each element of RCIP would be subject to its own environmental document(s), the
proposed MSHCP would benefit from programs implemented under the General Plan
and analyzed in the General Plan EIR. Although the other components of RCIP are
related through integration of the overall RCIP, the project description for the proposed
MSHCP EIR/EIS is independent of the other two environmental documentation efforts.
The proposed MSHCP is also accompanied by an Implementing Agreement (IA).

1.1.6

Relationship of the MSHCP to Surrounding HCP/NCCPs

In Orange County, HCPs/NCCPs that abut the western edge of the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area include the Southern Subregion NCCP that is being prepared and the Coastal
and Central Subregion NCCP that has been adopted. The southern boundary of the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area abuts an area of San Diego County where the MSHCP
North County Subarea of the Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program
is being developed. The eastern edge of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area is bordered by
the planning area for the Coachella Valley Association of Governments MSHCP.
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1.2

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project

As discussed previously, the inland valleys and hillsides of Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties have until recently remained largely rural, agricultural, and
relatively undeveloped. Riverside County’s population totaled approximately 1.5
million in 2000. SCAG predicts that the majority of the growth in Southern California
over the next 40 years will occur in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. Riverside
County’s population is expected to double by 2020. SCAG forecasts show the County’s
population at approximately 3.5 million by 2030 and approximately 4.5 million by 2040
(SCAG, 2000).
Accommodating an increase in population of this magnitude in the County would
involve the urbanization of thousands of acres of undeveloped land. Over the past 15
years, there has been increasing development pressure on northwest and southwest
Riverside County. Natural habitats once common and extensive in Southern California
are in rapid decline. The burden of mitigating for the historic pattern of urbanization in
Southern California now falls largely on Riverside County and the property owners
holding much of the last remaining intact habitats in the region. As development
pressure has increased, so have conflicts between landowning interests and the State and
federal regulatory agencies charged with habitat protection associated with endangered,
threatened, or candidate species. The conflicts over species conservation threaten the
ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the infrastructure necessary to
provide for a high quality of life and for economic development in Riverside County,
and threaten to fracture critical habitats. A continuation of the current piecemeal process
of endangered species protection would likely preclude the possibility of creating a
sustainable Conservation Area that would protect endangered and threatened species and
the habitats upon which they rely.
Prior to development, most of western Riverside County was covered by chaparral and
coastal sage scrub, with coniferous and oak woodlands at higher elevations. Elevations
within western Riverside County range from about 755 feet in the northwestern corner
of the County to about 10,800 feet at San Jacinto Peak. Variation in topography, soil,
and climate across this elevational range creates habitats for a wide variety of animals
and plants, including many that are rare or endemic to Southern California.
Seven biogeographic regions were identified within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
These seven bioregions are Santa Ana Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, Desert Transition, and San
Bernardino Mountains.
Thirty-six species indigenous to western Riverside County have special status under the
FESA and/or the CESA. These include species that are listed as “endangered” or
“threatened” under the FESA or that have been “proposed” or are “strong candidates”
for such listing.
The traditional project-by-project process for resolving conflicts between species
preservation and development involves a costly expenditure of time and money.
Morever, this piecemeal process results in uncoordinated preservation of scattered
habitat areas set aside as mitigation for individual project impacts. These generally
small, unconnected habitat areas do not necessarily guarantee the continued viability of
species populations or ecosystem functions, which generally depend on large
interconnected habitat areas designed and managed in a coordinated manner. The
proposed MSHCP replaces the current piecemeal approach to project approval and
mitigation with a coordinated, comprehensive approach based on the basic conventions
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of biological reserve design. This approach ensures that project mitigation is directed
to those areas most critical to maintenance of ecosystem function and species viability.
A goal of the proposed MSHCP is to target the highest quality habitats for preservation,
while allowing development of less important habitat areas.
Each permittee within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area would be a signatory to the IA,
which is a contractual obligation among the individual permittees, the CDFG, and the
USFWS. Upon issuance of the Section 10(a) permit, the permittees would be granted
“take authorization” for otherwise lawful actions, such as development, that may result
in incidental take or harm individuals of a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas,
in exchange for supporting assembly of a coordinated reserve system. Individual
permittees would be required to ensure future development is consistent with the
proposed MSHCP.
The Conservation Area strategy for the proposed MSHCP strikes a balanced approach
that allocates responsibility for assembly and long-term management of the reserve to
the State government, the federal government, the County of Riverside, the 14 cities in
western Riverside County, other signatories to the IA, and the private and public entities
engaged in construction activities that potentially affect the species covered under the
proposed MSHCP. The plan acknowledges the obligation of local projects, both public
and private, to mitigate for their impacts to species. The implementation strategy relies
heavily on incentives to encourage private property owners to conserve their lands.
Where incentives are not sufficient, conservation would require the purchase of
properties from willing sellers. Management and monitoring activities are intrinsic parts
of the Proposed Project and not of the alternatives.

1.2.1

Project Goals

The overall goal of the proposed MSHCP is based on the RCIP Vision Statement and
supporting policy directives. The proposed MSHCP would enhance and maintain
biological diversity and ecosystem processes while allowing future economic growth.
Preserving a quality of life characterized by well-managed and well-planned growth
integrated with an associated open-space system is a component of the RCIP vision. The
proposed MSHCP would create an MSHCP Conservation Area in excess of 500,000
acres and focuses on conservation of 146 species. The proposed MSHCP Conservation
Area includes approximately 347,000 acres on existing public/quasi-public lands and
approximately 153,000 acres of additional Reserve Land. The overarching goals of the
proposed MSHCP are:
C

In the MSHCP Plan Area, conserve Covered Species and their habitats.

C

Improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an
efficient way. The proposed MSHCP and the General Plan would provide the
County with a clearly articulated blueprint describing where future development
should and should not occur.

C

Provide for permanent open space, community edges, and recreational opportunities,
which contribute to maintaining the community character of western Riverside
County.

On December 19, 2000, the County Board of Supervisors provided the following
specific policy direction for development and implementation of the proposed MSHCP:
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1. Prepare an MSHCP and Draft IA based on Alternative 1 as identified in the October
4, 2000, MSHCP Alternatives Development Document (DUDEK, 2000).
2. Include a conservation analysis that anticipates the participation of all 14 western
Riverside cities and provides a breakdown of the conservation analysis of the 14
cities and the County.
3. Minimize the need for new local ordinances to ensure implementation of the
proposed MSHCP.
4. Utilize existing processes (including CEQA) to the maximum extent possible for the
implementation of the proposed MSHCP.
5. Include a range of incentives for land conservation to facilitate assembly of the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
6. Identify the number of acres of conservation that would be accomplished by State
and federal agencies (primarily USFWS, CDFG, U.S. Bureau of Land Management,
and California Department of Parks and Recreation [DPR]).
7. Provide for an MSHCP Conservation Area that offers assurances that additional
CESA and FESA permits would not be needed for future infrastructure development
during the term of the Permit.
8. Equitably apportion conservation actions among local, State, and federal governments and new development. The obligation of new development shall be assigned
in a manner that does not unnecessarily burden new housing and economic
development in the proposed Plan Area.
9. Include a process that allows farmers to be voluntarily covered for incidental take
of Covered Species associated with their ongoing agricultural activities.
10. Include provisions that allow for the conversion of up to 10,000 acres of uncultivated lands to cultivated lands in a manner consistent with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP.
11. Focus the acquisition of lands in a manner consistent with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP.
12. Clearly demonstrate the linkage between conservation, infrastructure, economic
development, housing, and job creation within the County.
13. Include measurable goals, criteria, and safety nets that are easily administered by the
local jurisdictions and understood by the public.
14. Include implementing mechanisms that:
•

Provide incentives for landowner conservation;

•

Minimize the potential for the Wildlife Agencies to suspend or terminate the
County’s permit as a result of local jurisdiction action on an individual project;

•

Minimize the role of the Wildlife Agencies in future decisions regarding
individual projects; and
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•

Do not imply that the program would result in regulatory takings of property or
other Fourth Amendment violations of the Constitution.

15. Provide clear guidance to incorporate public use of land consistent with achieving
the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
16. Ensure that local land-use decisions are made by local jurisdictions.
17. Clearly define the process for monitoring and managing the participants as well as
the associated costs.

1.2.2

Project Objectives

Building upon the numerous goals identified for the MSHCP, the following were
identified as the Project Objectives:
•

Assemble a criteria-based reserve that will assist in the conservation of covered
species while allowing flexibility in the assembly and location of the reserve.

•

To the maximum extent possible, streamline development authorizations under the
federal and State Endangered Species Acts.

•

Through regional habitat planning, conserve habitat in functional blocks, rather than
on a piecemeal ad hoc basis.

•

Provide incidental take authorization for the transportation, infrastructure,
housing and employment base needed to accommodate projected growth in
western Riverside County.

•

Coordinates and maximizes the value of expenditures of limited public and private
funds in such a manner that assures assembly and maintenance of a reserve system
that conserves the covered species pursuant to state and federal law.

•

Develop a fee-based funding plan that will generate sufficient revenue to contribute
to the reserve’s funding needs.

•

To the maximum extent practicable, eliminate surprises by providing certainty to
permittees and third parties that the take authorization will cover additional species
that may be listed while the permits are in effect.

•

To the extent legally possible, provide assurances that private parties will not be
required to mitigate biological impacts except as specified in the Plan.

•

Expand the conservation value of existing public and quasi-public resources for the
benefit of covered species.

•

Comply with all applicable federal and State laws and constitutional requirements.

1.2.3

Purpose of the Joint EIS/EIR

Approval and implementation of the proposed MSHCP and issuance of incidental take
authorizations could result in significant environmental impacts. Therefore, preparation
of an EIR/EIS is necessary.
This joint EIR/EIS evaluates the potential for environmental effects from the Proposed
Action, which is the adoption of an MSHCP for western Riverside County and the
issuance of incidental take permits. This EIR/EIS has been prepared in compliance with
CEQA and NEPA as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
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regulations. Joint environmental documents are permitted and encouraged under both
CEQA and NEPA. For this joint document, both CEQA and NEPA terminology is used,
generally with CEQA being listed first.
As required by both CEQA and NEPA, lead and responsible agencies must be identified,
if possible, to review, comment, and approve of the environmental document. Riverside
County is the Lead Agency for CEQA compliance requirements, while the USFWS is
the Lead Agency for NEPA compliance. Each of the 14 cities (Banning, Beaumont,
Canyon Lake, Calimesa, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta,
Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula) within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, and the County of Riverside, Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and
Open Space District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, CDFG,
and California Department of Parks and Recreation are designated responsible agencies.
Adoption of the proposed MSHCP and issuance of incidental take authorizations are required to be evaluated under CEQA and NEPA. Individual projects that require a subsequent discretionary action or a major federal action would be subject to additional
environmental review, in accordance with the standard process.
This joint EIR/EIS is an informational document intended to provide public decisionmakers, responsible or other interested agencies, and the general public with an assessment of the potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the
proposed MSHCP. This document will evaluate the potential environmental consequences and impacts associated with implementation of the proposed MSHCP; will
evaluate, at an equal level of detail, the two “Action” alternatives (Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate; and Listed and Proposed) and two “No Action” alternatives (Existing
Reserves and No Project/No Action) to the Proposed Action; provide mitigation
measures for environmental effects identified as significant; address cumulative and
growth inducing effects resulting from implementation of the proposed MSHCP; and
provide enough data to enable decision-makers to make an informed decision whether
to approve the Proposed Action.
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1.3

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (the “Preferred Alternative,” per NEPA) is to approve and
implement the proposed MSHCP and to execute the incidental take authorization for
Covered Species.
The proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive, multiple jurisdictional planning program
designed to create, manage, and monitor a system of habitat reserves in western
Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with
State and federal endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth
within the proposed Plan Area. The framework established by the proposed MSHCP
shares those responsibilities among a broader group of individuals and organizations,
recognizing that the benefits of a successful MSHCP would be shared by a broader
group that includes existing and future communities within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, as well as other individuals and organizations across California and the United
States. The criteria-based approach assumes conservation within the existing
public/quasi-public lands, comprising approximately 347,000 acres, and development
of criteria to assure additional conservation on private lands comprising approximately
153,000 acres. The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses the unincorporated
portions of western Riverside County and the Cities of Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris,
Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula.
A more complete description of the methodology used to design the proposed MSHCP
reserves is provided in Section 2.1 of this document.
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1.4

Actions Covered (CEQA) and Decisions to Be Made (NEPA)

A number of actions, decisions, approvals, and adoptions must occur prior to
implementing the proposed MSHCP. The primary decision-makers include the USFWS,
CDFG, Riverside County, and 14 cities located within western Riverside County. Other
permitees include Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and Open Space
District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, and California
Department of Parks and Recreation. The decisions, approvals, and adoptions required
for project implementation are summarized in Table 1A and the following text.

Notes:
1
Or relevant MSHCP ordinance and resolution.
2
NEPA Lead Agency.
3
California Department of Transportation.
4
California Department of Parks and Recreation.
5
CEQA Lead Agency.

Execute
Implementing
agreement

Issue Record of
Decision /
Certify EIR/ EIS /
Consider EIR/EIS

Federal
USFWS2
State
CDFG
Caltrans3
California Parks and Recreation4
Local
Riverside County5
Flood Control6
RCTC7
County Parks8
Waste Management9
Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa
Canyon Lake
Corona
Hemet
Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Murrieta
Norco
Perris
Riverside
San Jacinto
Temecula

X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

May Adopt
General Plan
Amendment1

Approve
Issuance of Take
Authorization

Table 1A - Decisions/Actions by Lead and Responsible Agencies

X
X

6

Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.
7
Riverside County Transportation Commission.
8
Riverside County Parks and Open Space District.
9

Riverside County Waste Management District.
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1.4.1

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS would be responsible for issuing or denying an incidental take permit for
those species listed on the Covered Species List (Section 2.0, Table 2B). Pursuant to
FESA, the USFWS may issue a permit authorizing take incidental to an otherwise lawful
activity, conditioned on implementation of the applicant’s habitat conservation plan
together with other measures specified by the USFWS. The USFWS would also be
responsible for issuing a Record of Decision (ROD) through the NEPA process, and for
executing the IA.

1.4.2

California Agencies

The CDFG would be responsible for approving the proposed NCCP and IA. These
actions are necessary for the CDFG to issue a CFGC Section 2835 take authorization
under the NCCP as described in Section 1.1.4.
Caltrans and California Parks and Recreation would be responsible for executing the IA
and considering the EIR/EIS.

1.4.3

County of Riverside Agencies

The County of Riverside would be responsible for certifying the EIR component of the
joint EIR/EIS document, executing the IA, and adopting the MSHCP.
Flood Control, RCTC, County Parks, and Waste Management would be responsible for
executing the IA and considering the EIR/EIS.

1.4.4

Local Jurisdictions

All jurisdictions and agencies participating in the proposed MSHCP must adopt the
MSHCP, IA, and implementation mechanism. To implement the proposed MSHCP,
local jurisdictions would rely on their land use authority provided through their General
Plans and zoning ordinances.
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1.5

Public Outreach and Scoping Process

Development of the proposed MSHCP involved a substantial amount of public input.
Numerous participation activities allowed community and interagency involvement,
including the public outreach and scoping processes described below.
1.5.1

Public Outreach

Public involvement is an essential element of preparing a regional HCP such as the
proposed MSHCP. To ensure that the proposed MSHCP reflects the priorities and
vision of the County’s residents, a community-outreach program was a major focus. The
County gathered initial community input throughout 1999 with public meetings and
surveys asking County residents what they thought their County should look like in 20
years. Several series of forums were put forth to residents of the County throughout
1999 and 2000. In addition, there were hundreds of Advisory Committee meetings to
determine the focus of the MSHCP. The Advisory Committee is made up of interested
parties and individuals who realize that the future of Riverside County is important.
Finally, local biologists were tapped for their input to the MSHCP.
The County also arranged a web site (http:\\www.rcip.org) to serve as an information
portal for the public to learn about the status of the MSHCP, upcoming meetings, and
to read and/or download documents produced during the planning process.
Residents expressed concerns about the County’s ability to retain the rural environment
and to attract high-paying jobs. There was a desire to focus growth around current city
centers. This initial information was compiled into a “Vision Statement” to guide
development of each element of RCIP (MSHCP, the General Plan, and CETAP).
There were numerous workshops, which were open to the public and advertised widely,
before the Riverside County Board of Supervisors. Many talks were presented to
member City Councils, which were also open to the public. Each City Council and
residents of each city were given the opportunity to comment on the formation of the
MSHCP, as well as other elements of RCIP. Key policy decisions, after listening to
public comments, were made before the Board of Supervisors. Some of the actions
before the Board of Supervisors included the following:
C

October 1999: The Riverside County Board of Supervisors decided to proceed with
development of an MSHCP;

C

December 2000: Comments and recommendations by Western Riverside Council
of Governments (WRCOG) and member Cities were presented in a meeting with
Riverside County Board of Supervisors; and

C

December 2000: The Advisory Committee issued a list of five recommendations to
the Riverside County Board of Supervisors and the RCTC, and Transportation Land
Management Agency summarizing Policy Direction for the selection of an MSHCP
alternative for further analysis.

Comprehensive documentation of the extensive public outreach effort for all RCIP
elements is available at the following location:
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency
Planning Department
4080 Lemon Street, Seventh Floor
Riverside, California 92502
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1.5.2

CEQA/NEPA Scoping Process

CEQA and NEPA regulations require an early and open process for determining the
scope of issues related to a proposed action. To identify key issues and concerns relevant to the scope of the EIR/EIS, the CDFG, USFWS, and Riverside County encouraged
participation in the environmental review process from many different public agencies,
organizations, and members of the public. A Scoping Summary Report is contained in
Appendix A of this document as a reference to the scoping process and comments
received.
Scoping Meetings
The intent of public scoping meetings was to solicit and receive public comment on the
issues the public would like to have addressed in the EIR/EIS as they relate to the Proposed Action. In attendance at the public scoping meetings were representatives of the
USFWS, CDFG and Riverside County, interested members of other public agencies, interested residents, and the environmental consultant. The meetings were advertised in
The Press Enterprise and La Prensa and were held on October 29, 2001, at the
Temecula City Library, and November 7, 2001, at the Perris City Library.
The scoping meetings included exhibits and informational handouts. These meetings
were conducted using an “open house” format. As participants entered the meetings,
they were provided with informational materials on the project and a comment card for
the submittal of written comments. Several information stations were set up with display
boards to provide information. Representatives of the proposed MSHCP Lead Agencies
and the project consultants were available throughout the meeting to answer questions
from individual attendees. A seating area was provided to enable participants to
complete their comment cards and allow an opportunity to obtain additional clarification
from project team members about the alternatives and the EIR/EIS process. Attendees
were allowed to stay for as long as they chose to learn about the project at their own
pace and to present their specific questions and concerns to representatives of the project
team.

1.5.3

Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft joint EIR/EIS was published on September 7,
2001, in The Press Enterprise and La Prensa. The NOP was also distributed by the
County of Riverside and mailed to 149 recipients. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare
an EIS in compliance with NEPA was published in the Federal Register on September
7, 2001.
In response to the NOI/NOP, 29 written comments were received. Written comments
have been received from the following agencies, organizations, and individuals:
Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
State Agencies
Native American Heritage Commission
Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland Empire District
Regional Agencies
Southern California Association of Governments
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County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
County of Orange Planning and Development Services Department
Organizations
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley
Ingrid Baddour and Associates, Commercial Realtors
Friends of Live Oak Canyon
Center for Biological Diversity
Center for Conservation Biology, University of California - Riverside
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Murdock Development
Friends of the Forest (Trabuco District) and Santa Rosa Plateau
California Native Plant Society
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Domenigoni-Barton Properties
San Bernardino County Audubon Society
Riverside Land Conservancy
Individuals
Judy Bryant
James Bryant
Paula Drummond
Terry Grant

1.5.4

Anthony Hankins
Bill Harker
G.B. Grant
Roberta Christ

Identification of Potentially Significant Issues

Through the scoping process described above, and the preparation of the Initial Study
(IS), issues considered to be potentially significant were identified and analyzed in this
EIR/EIS. The concerns and issues raised by those who commented during the scoping
process are summarized below.
Biological Resources. Incidental take of federally listed species would result from
Covered Activities in the proposed MSHCP. The impacts of take are discussed in
Section 4.1 of the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the proposed MSHCP
may accommodate development in areas not required for the MSHCP Conservation
Area. This may result in impacts to species in these areas.
Agricultural and Extractive Resources. Included within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area
are 14 cities, and State, federal, and other lands under public ownership. Preservation
of lands within the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area may conflict with existing
and/or planned policies with respect to land use. Section 4.2 of the EIR/EIS addresses
potential MSHCP consistency with local, State, and federal land use policies.
•

Agricultural Resources. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in a
decrease in the number of acres of land available for agricultural use. Potential
impacts associated with the loss of agricultural lands are addressed in Section 4.2
of the EIR/EIS.

•

Mineral Resources. There may be lands now designated for mineral extraction that
would not be available for mining as a result of the adoption of the proposed
MSHCP. This effect of the proposed MSHCP is addressed in Section 4.2 of the
EIR/EIS.
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Population, Housing, and Employment. The adoption of the proposed MSHCP is not
intended to alter the overall amount or rate of growth in the western Riverside County
area, but it could cause a change in the distribution, density, or pattern of growth. With
implementation of the proposed MSHCP, growth and development patterns would be
shifted from areas inside the proposed MSHCP Conservation Areas (mainly potential
rural residential and suburban areas) to areas outside the proposed MSHCP Conservation
Area (such as to the urban centers and community nodes where there is increased access
to infrastructure and transportation facilities). The effects of the proposed MSHCP on
population, housing, and employment are addressed in Section 4.3 of the EIR/EIS.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks). The risk of fire could increase at the habitat
edges adjacent to existing development. Fire protection impacts are addressed in Section
4.4 of the EIR/EIS. While the proposed MSHCP would include a public access component to define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads, and passive
recreation, some recreational facilities currently being planned by jurisdictions for areas
where core reserves and linkage areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or
relocated. The potential for loss or the need to relocate a fire protection or recreational
facility is addressed in Section 4.4 of the EIR/EIS.
Transportation/Traffic. The MSHCP Conservation Area may disrupt, disallow the establishment of, or require unique design elements of some planned facilities and
programs that support various modes of transportation. The EIR/EIS addresses the
impacts of the proposed MSHCP on planned transportation facilities in Section 4.5.
Cumulative Impacts. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP may result in impacts to
biological resources; agricultural and mineral resources; population, housing, and
employment; fire protection and parks; and transportation and traffic that may be
cumulatively considerable. The EIR/EIS addresses the potential cumulative impacts of
the proposed MSHCP in Section 5.0.
Indirect Impacts (Growth-Inducing Effects). Authorization of take with the implementation of the proposed MSHCP could remove an impediment to development. This
potential impact of growth inducement is analyzed in Section 6.0 of the EIR/EIS.
Other Impacts. The proposed MSHCP may result in impacts relating to:
C

The irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources;

C

Significant irreversible changes to the environment;

C

Natural or depletable resource requirements, and conservation potential;

C

Energy requirements and conservation potential;

C

The relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity, and effects on urban quality, historical
and cultural resources; and

C

The design of the built environment, including the reuse and conservation potential.

These potential impacts are discussed in Section 6.0 of the EIR/EIS.
1.5.5

Issues Not Considered Significant and Not Selected for Detailed Analysis

Adoption of the proposed MSHCP or one of the alternative scenarios and issuance of a
take permit under Section 10(a)(1)(b) of the FESA would permanently reserve portions
of habitat in western Riverside County and would permit take of Covered Species
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outside the reserve. Long-term implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result
in changes to the regional pattern of land use, with possible increased development
pressure and intensification of development outside the criteria areas.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an environmental document include
a brief discussion of those environmental issues that were determined not to be
significant. It was determined in the Initial Study that implementation of the proposed
MSHCP would result in no significant environmental effects related to the following
issue areas: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land use (community division and
HCP conflicts only), Noise, Public Services (with the exception of fire protection and
parks), Utilities, and Environmental Justice.
The proposed MSHCP protects species by conserving habitat, restoring degraded
habitat, managing the reserve system, and conducting biological monitoring. While the
Proposed Project would result in the issuance of incidental take permits for Covered
Species to the participating jurisdictions, individual project proponents would still be
required to conduct environmental review in compliance with CEQA.
Issue areas identified as having less than significant impacts are discussed in the Initial
Study and summarized as follows:
Aesthetics. While the primary goal of the proposed MSHCP is the protection and
preservation of natural habitats, the proposed MSHCP would have a secondary benefit
of preserving visual resources (e.g., trees, natural areas, rock outcroppings) and scenic
vistas. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would reserve large areas of open space
for habitat, habitat linkages, and hillside areas, enhancing the overall aesthetic value of
the region. Because the proposed MSHCP does not entail physical development,
implementation of the proposed MSHCP would not create additional sources of light or
glare.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would likely focus development outside the
Conservation Area throughout western Riverside County. By changing development
patterns, the MSHCP has potentially significant indirect impacts on aesthetics.
However, as indicated above, the MSHCP will establish a flexible criteria-based reserve.
Consequently, the precise boundaries of the reserve are not and cannot be known at this
time. Moreover, development patterns and market considerations must also figure in to
the location of future development. Due to all these factors, it is not possible to
determine where and in what densities development will ultimately occur; such an
exercise would simply be speculation. Per applicable provisions of CEQA, future sitespecific development will be subject to environmental review, and potential
visual/aesthetic impacts will be identified, analyzed and mitigated as projects are
proposed.
Air Quality. The proposed MSHCP Plan Area is located within the South Coast Air
Basin (SCAB), an area encompassing Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los
Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. Future air quality impacts in western
Riverside County would result primarily from the increase in vehicular traffic (as
opposed to point source emissions). Air quality impacts tend to be regional in origin,
rather than localized, and are based on population growth and land use patterns.
Because there is no physical development associated with the proposed MSHCP, its
implementation would not result in direct air quality impacts. Development outside of
designated reserves is likely to be higher density “cluster” development along designated
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corridors throughout western Riverside County. This pattern of development may
indirectly result in localized air quality impacts through the generation of carbon monoxide “hot spots” in areas of high traffic congestion. In this sense, the MSHCP could
have potentially significant air quality impacts. However, as explained above, due to the
number of acres involved, the flexible nature of the reserve’s boundaries, and changing
market conditions, it is not possible to predict where future development will occur; this
would require speculation. As required by CEQA, future development proposals will
undergo environmental review and projects’ potential air quality impacts will be
identified, analyzed and mitigated.
Cultural Resources. Based on the histories of local Native American communities, soil
types within western Riverside County, previous paleontological studies, and historical
context, significant archaeological, historic, and/or paleontological resources (collectively “cultural resources”) are known to exist within the MSHCP Plan Area. However,
the MSHCP does not propose or authorize any physical development, so its implementation will not result in any direct impacts to cultural resources.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP will remove an existing impediment to
development. Consequently, the MSHCP has the potential for causing indirect impacts
on cultural resources. On the one hand, the MSHCP will protect archeological, historic,
and paleontological resources within the reserve by preventing any ground-disturbing
development in that area. On the other hand, the MSHCP has potential indirect impacts
on cultural resources within the Plan Area outside the reserve, as high density
development that may occur in areas outside of the reserve may destroy or disturb
cultural resources in these areas. Due to the number of acres involved, the flexible
nature of the reserve’s boundaries, and changing market conditions, it is not possible to
predict where future development will occur; this would require speculation. As
required by CEQA, proposals for future development will be subject to environmental
review and potential impacts to cultural resources at future development sites will be
determined, analyzed and mitigated during project-specific environmental analyses by
the County and municipalities in western Riverside County.
There is also the potential that historic human burials may be present in the MSHCP
Plan Area. Because the MSHCP does not authorize, approve or contemplate any
physical development, it will not have any direct impact on historic human remains.
However, as indicated above, the MSHCP does accommodate projected growth by
providing take authorization for development within the Plan Area outside the reserve.
As with cultural resources, human burial sites within the proposed MSHCP reserve
boundaries would be avoided, so no indirect impacts on human remains within the
reserve will occur. However, the MSHCP has the potential to have significant indirect
impacts on human resources within the Plan Area outside the reserve because
development will be shifted to those areas. Since the reserve’s boundaries are not fixed,
the Plan encompasses thousands of acres, and development patterns and timing are
largely dependent on market conditions and other factors, it is impossible to speculate
where future development may occur. However, future development proposals will be
subject to environmental review under CEQA. The potential impacts of specific
development projects on historic human remains will be identified, analyzed and
mitigated when the site-specific projects are proposed.
Geology and Soils. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in the establishment of the MSHCP Conservation Area throughout western Riverside County. The
intent of the proposed MSHCP (the preservation of sensitive biological communities/resources) would preclude development of urban uses on geologically constrained
areas located within reserve boundaries. Because the adoption of the proposed MSHCP
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does not include the development of physical structures or facilities, it would not
increase the potential for geologic/soil stability hazards.
An indirect effect of the proposed MSHCP could be an increase in development pressure
outside the boundaries of the reserve, resulting in a change of density, form, and
character of development. Such increased development pressure could result in increased development on or near properties that exhibit sensitive or unstable geologic
conditions, or on soils subject to erosion or otherwise unsuitable for development.
However, because the reserve’s boundaries are not fixed, the Plan encompasses
thousands of acres, and development patterns and timing are largely dependent on
market conditions and other factors, it is impossible to speculate where future
development may occur.
Future development within western Riverside County would require environmental
analyses in compliance with CEQA. Potential impacts arising from the unique geologic,
seismic, or soil conditions at future development sites would be determined, analyzed,
and mitigated during project-specific environmental analyses.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Adoption of the proposed MSHCP would not alter
methods utilized to generate, use, store, transport, or dispose of hazardous materials;
change the locations of hazardous materials sites; change the locations where hazardous
materials are generated, used, stored, or disposed; or modify, impair or interfere with
the establishment or execution of emergency response/evacuation plans. While the
proposed MSHCP may increase development density outside the MSHCP Conservation
Area, the MSHCP does not change the amount of growth that is anticipated to occur in
western Riverside County. Therefore, the MSHCP would not have significant direct
impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials.
By removing existing regulatory impediments to growth outside the reserve, the MSHCP
has the potential for causing indirect impacts on hazards/hazardous materials. Since
development in the reserve areas will be precluded, the MSHCP could increase the
density of development outside of reserve areas, which may increase development
pressures in the vicinity of local airports. However, for the reasons identified above, it
is impossible to speculate where growth will occur and whether it will occur in close
proximity to airports located within the Plan Area. Potential impacts associated with
hazardous materials and other hazards resulting from future development would be
determined during project-specific environmental analyses for those individual projects,
in compliance with CEQA.
Hydrology and Water Quality. The proposed MSHCP does not alter the rate or amount
of growth projected for western Riverside County, nor does it propose or authorize any
physical construction. Because there would be no change between conditions as they
exist now and how they would exist under the Proposed Action, implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would not violate any water quality or waste discharge standards,
reduce groundwater supplies, alter existing drainage patterns, or cause any other direct
impact on hydrology or water quality. Rather, the MSHCP reserve areas would
substantially reduce the types of activities that would increase urban runoff or result in
erosion or sedimentation. Because implementation of the proposed MSHCP would
preclude development in the reserve, the MSHCP’s direct impact on water quality will
likely be beneficial.
An indirect effect of the proposed MSHCP would be an increase in development
pressure outside of the reserve. This effect has the potential for both beneficial and
adverse impacts on hydrology and water quality. On the one hand, encouraging dense
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development would reduce the extent of lands from which erosion and non-point source
pollution originate and would have a beneficial effect on water quality and water
infiltration. On the other hand, land-clearing activities associated with development
increase erosion and sedimentation; runoff from developed uses generally increase the
amount of debris, dirt, grease, and petroleum products, and pathogens in storm runoff.
Development outside of the proposed MSHCP reserve areas could result in adverse
water quality impacts. Because the MSHCP does not alter the amount of development,
cumulative discharges to watersheds within western Riverside County would be the
same. However, by shifting development patterns, the MSHCP might cause indirect
water quality impacts by changing the location of discharges, which might ultimately
affect overall water quality. Whether this occurs depends on the location of future
development, which, for the reasons explained above, cannot be predicted at this time.
In compliance with CEQA, potential hydrology and water quality impacts resulting from
future development will be determined during project-specific environmental analyses
for those projects as they arise.
Land Use (Community Division, HCP Conflicts). The MSHCP does not propose or
authorize any physical development. The reserve will be assembled from undeveloped
lands. Therefore, implementation of the proposed MSHCP will not directly or indirectly
result in the division of an established community. The proposed MSHCP will not have
any significant direct or indirect impacts on adopted HCPs and NCCPs. Rather, the
MSHCP is specifically designed to augment and complement existing HCPs and NCCPs
throughout western Riverside County.
Land Use (General Plans). The proposed MSHCP does not authorize any physical
development or alter land use designations or zoning. The IA contains provisions
requiring cities and the County to adopt resolutions and/or ordinances, and, when
necessary, general plan amendments to facilitate implementation of the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, the proposed MSHCP will not conflict with any applicable general
plans. Analysis of the proposed MSHCP is based on the existing general plans of the
cities and the County.
Noise. Because implementation of the proposed MSHCP will not result in development,
no direct noise impacts would occur. Indirect noise impacts may occur due to increased
development pressure and changes to the density, form, and character of development
outside reserve areas. Because less land would have to accommodate more people, the
intensification of land use could result in the siting of high-volume noise activities in
closer proximity to sensitive receptors. As indicated above, it is impossible to speculate
where future development might occur. Potential noise resulting from future
development in western Riverside County would be determined during future projectspecific environmental analyses, in compliance with CEQA.
Public Services (Police, Schools, Libraries, Others). The proposed MSHCP does not
authorize or contemplate any construction, nor does it result in the loss of existing
facilities. Therefore, the MSHCP would not have any significant direct impacts on
public services. Regarding indirect impacts, the MSHCP would accommodate growth
in areas outside of the reserve areas. Growth in these areas would result in an increased
demand for police protection, schools, and libraries, and facilities would likely be
constructed in accordance with the relevant General Plans for the municipalities. As
indicated above, it is impossible to speculate where and when future development might
occur, and, as a result, the locations where demand for public services might be
increased, and the location of future facilities, cannot be determined. Potential public
services impacts resulting from future development in western Riverside County will be
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determined during future project-specific environmental analyses, in compliance with
CEQA.
Utilities. The proposed MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any physical
development, so it will not require the use, construction, or expansion of water facilities,
wastewater treatment facilities, storm drainage facilities, or landfill capacity. Therefore,
no direct impact on utilities would result from implementation of the proposed MSHCP.
Because the proposed MSHCP could increase pressure to develop areas outside of designated reserves and would encourage more dense or compact development, implementation of the proposed MSHCP could necessitate the “shift” of utility facilities to
areas outside of reserve areas. However, for the reasons given above, it is impossible
to speculate where future development might occur. Potential impacts to utility facilities
and service systems resulting from future development would be determined during
preparation of project-specific environmental analyses, in compliance with CEQA.
Environmental Justice. Senate Bill 115 (Solis) (Government Code Section 65040.12[c])
established the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as the coordinating
agency in California State government for Environmental Justice programs. As defined
by SB 115, Environmental Justice is “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures,
and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws and policies.” Many State and local government
agencies have additional Environmental Justice responsibilities pursuant to Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. Section 2000d). Title VII requires recipients of federal
funds to conduct their activities and/or programs in a nondiscriminatory manner. In
addition, the President of the United States issued Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, on
February 11, 1994. Objectives of the Executive Order include the following:
C

Development of federal agency implementation strategies;

C

Identification of minority and low-income populations where proposed federal
actions could have disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects; and

C

Participation of minority and low-income populations in the NEPA process.

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) issued the Environmental Compliance
Memoranda on Environmental Justice and Trust Resources, which revises the NEPA
guidance, to require an analysis of Environmental Justice issues into the NEPA
processes of all federal agencies under the auspices of the DOI, including the USFWS.
Environmental Justice issues identify and analyze, as appropriate, disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of programs, policies, and
activities on minority populations and low-income populations
The integration of Environmental Justice was assigned to USFWS Ecological Services
with administrative assistance from the Office for Human Resources. Ecological
Services serves as a liaison on Environmental Justice matters to the DOI, other bureaus,
and USFWS offices consistent with Departmental policies and mandates. It also ensures
USFWS compliance with Departmental guidance on Environmental Justice issues.
Environmental Justice issues were considered in the proposed MSHCP process. On
October 20, 1998, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors reviewed consensus
“planning principles” submitted by the coalition of interest groups, and endorsed their
use as initial guidelines in the early stages of developing the RCIP. Environmental
Justice issues were integrated with principles such as acknowledging the rights of private
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property owners and offering just compensation according to federal and State laws
regarding private property reserved for public purposes.
On December 19, 2000, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors provided specific
policy direction for development and implementation of the Proposed Action, some of
which are pertinent to Environmental Justice issues. Policy directions included the
equitable apportionment of conservation actions among local, State, and federal
governments, and new development. New development would be assigned in a manner
that does not unnecessarily burden new housing and economic development in the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The acquisition of lands would be in a manner consistent
with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP. In addition, a policy
was put in place to allow farmers to be voluntarily covered for incidental take of
Covered Species associated with their ongoing agricultural activities.
As part of the initial multiple-species planning efforts, a Planning Agreement was
drafted between the Wildlife Agencies and participating local entities. A foundation of
the Planning Agreement was the avoidance of mitigating for species and habitat impacts
on a project-by-project basis. It was agreed that the proposed MSHCP would be more
equitable and efficient, and less expensive and less time consuming than the process
currently used. Furthermore, the Planning Agreement assures property owners, local
governments, and other affected parties that conservation measures undertaken for
species and wildlife habitat would be covered by the proposed MSHCP and will satisfy
mitigation requirements concerning impacts to those Covered Species and their habitats.
Moreover, it was agreed that public input and participation would be actively
encouraged to obtain public support for the conservation and economic benefits that the
parties and participants seek from the proposed MSHCP. To further this principle,
notices of hearings and availability of documents were sent to the public in Spanish as
well as English. Spanish and Sign language interpreters and were present during public
hearings.
Adoption of the proposed MSHCP would not have a direct impact to existing
community character, because it preserves existing habitat areas, maintains the visual
character of reserve areas and their surroundings, and does not propose physical
improvements. No significant impact to community character would occur. An indirect
effect of the proposed MSHCP would be the shifting of development densities from
reserve areas to non-reserve areas. However, there will not be disproportionate negative
impacts on the character of existing minority or low-income communities. There could
be a beneficial impact to minority and low-income communities, because the proposed
MSHCP would create a reserve system designed to protect and preserve natural habitats
and constituent wildlife populations. To the extent that this contributes to a better
quality of life, all populations, including minority and low-income populations, would
be expected to enjoy the outcome of the proposed MSHCP.
Significant Environmental Justice impacts would result only if implementation of the
Proposed Action or alternatives produce disproportionate significant adverse environmental or human health impacts to low-income or minority population communities.
Because the Proposed Action and alternatives would not directly result in any physical
change to the environment, there could be no disproportionate significant adverse
impacts to minority or low-income communities.
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1.6

Relevant Statutes, Regulations, and Guidelines

The proposed MSHCP is a long-range planning document consisting of various
components including biological and land use inventories, a Covered Species list,
Criteria Area development guidelines, a financing and acquisition strategy, and a model
Implementing agreement. Adoption and implementation of the proposed MSHCP is
subject to the requirement of CEQA and NEPA. The proposed MSHCP would create
a process for the issuance of a Federal and State permit and other authorizations under
FESA and CESA and the Natural Community Planning Act of 1991. The 14 participating cities, the County of Riverside, Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and
Open Space District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, and
California Department of Parks and Recreation will consider the proposed MSHCP for
approval in their respective jurisdictions. Compliance with NEPA is required because
the proposed MSHCP and associated issuance of a take permit under FESA are subject
to federal approval, and the proposed plan is considered to be a major action with
potential significant impacts on the environment. Compliance with CEQA is required
for the County and CDFG because the proposed plan has been determined to be a
“project” under CEQA.
This joint EIR/EIS has been prepared in compliance with the following statues and
guidelines:
C

NEPA of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4321, et seq.);

C

Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations (Title 40 CFR Parts 15001508);

C

CEQA of 1970, as amended (California Public Resources Code Section 21000, et
seq.);

C

State of California CEQA Guidelines, as amended;

C

Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1991;

C

FESA of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Sections 1531 to 1544, et seq), as amended;

C

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. Section 742[a] - 754); and

C

CESA (Section 2080, et seq., of CFGC).
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1.7

Organization of the EIR/EIS

This EIR/EIS consists of an Executive Summary, 10 sections and three appendices.
Following is a brief description of the content of each section and appendix.
Executive Summary - provides a summary of the Proposed Action and alternatives,
and the result of the environmental analysis, including the significant environmental
impacts/effects and the proposed mitigation measures contained in the EIR/EIS.
Section 1.0 Purpose and Need for Action - describes the purpose and need for action,
purpose of the joint EIR/EIS, the relevant statues and regulations and guidelines,
and the organization of the document.
Section 2.0 Project Description/Description of Alternatives - describes the process
used to formulate the alternative scenarios, the Proposed Action and alternatives that
are discussed and analyzed in the EIR/EIS, and the alternatives considered but
dismissed from further consideration.
Section 3.0 Environmental Setting/Affected Environment - describes the environment
that would be affected by the alternatives analyzed. Issue areas identified include:
biological resources; land use (agricultural and mineral resources); population,
housing, and employment; public services (fire protection and parks); and
transportation and circulation.
Section 4.0 Environmental Impact Analysis/Environmental Consequences - analyzes
and compares the environmental consequences of implementing the various
alternative scenarios.
Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts - describes the incremental impacts of the proposed
MSHCP when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions.
Section 6.0 Additional Topics Required by CEQA and NEPA - addresses additional
impacts relating to growth-inducing effects; the irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources; significant irreversible changes to the environment;
natural or depletable resource requirements and conservation potential; energy
requirements and conservation potential; the relationship between short-term uses
of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity,
and effects on urban quality, historical and cultural resources; and the design of the
built environment, including the reuse and conservation potential.
Section 7.0 Organizations and Persons Contacted - identifies the organizations and
persons consulted during the preparation of the EIR/EIS.
Sections 8.0 through 10.0 - identifies the list of preparers, provides references for
cited materials, provides a glossary and a list of acronyms used in the document, and
includes as index.
Appendix A - contains the NOP/NOI distributed for the EIR/EIS, copies of responses
received regarding the NOP/NOI, the NOP/NOI mailing list, the Scoping Report,
and Scoping Document.
Appendix B - contains the Alternatives Screening Report.
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Description of Alternatives
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND DESCRIPTION OF
ALTERNATIVES
The proposed MSHCP is one of three components of the Riverside County Integrated
Project (RCIP). Taken together, the components of the RCIP establish a vision and
process for future growth and development in Riverside County that will provide for
high-quality development, necessary infrastructure to serve that development, and
implementation of an open space reserve that will provide for conservation and
stewardship of western Riverside County’s rich biological heritage, both for the benefit
of biological resources and for future generations within Riverside County.
The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with State and federal
endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth in the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area. Under existing regulations, the responsibility for conserving habitat
for endangered species arises on an ad hoc, random basis as activities affecting declining
species and their habitats are proposed. There is no mechanism in place for taking
regional approach to habitat conservation. The framework established by the proposed
MSHCP will allow the assembly of contiguous parcels of habitat, to provide viable
habitat blocks to assist in the conservation of species. The following groups of
beneficiaries will share responsibility for implementing the proposed MSHCP, including
lands and costs associated with reserve assembly and the costs associated with long-term
management of the Conservation Area:
C

Federal and State governments, and the communities they represent, benefit from
the survival and continuation of species that their laws are designed to protect.

C

Local governments, with jurisdiction in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area,
representing the communities of western Riverside County, have a responsibility to
contribute to assembly of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area. Existing
communities benefit from the preservation of their natural heritage and the visual
and recreational values of regional open space. Regional infrastructure facilities are
being identified and planned for as part of the overall RCIP process, and these will
benefit existing and future residents of these communities. These regional facilities
may receive take authorization through the MSHCP.

C

Private landowners and developers benefit from the proposed MSHCP because it
establishes a local permitting process, eliminating uncertainty and duplication of
agency review, which often occurs in review of individual private projects. It also
provides a framework for reserve assembly, conservation, and management toward
which mitigation funds and activities may be directed.

C

The Southern California region as a whole benefits from the proposed MSHCP,
because it will provide the framework for future development and infrastructure to
be permitted to occur in a manner that considers conservation and interconnectedness with important components of Southern California’s natural heritage.
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2.1

Project Location

2.1.1

MSHCP Plan Area

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area includes an area of approximately 1.26 million acres
(1,966 square miles) and encompasses unincorporated portions of western Riverside
County and 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake,
Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San
Jacinto, and Temecula). The Orange and San Bernardino County lines define the
western boundary of the proposed Plan Area. The San Bernardino and San Diego
County lines form the proposed Plan Area’s northern and southern boundaries,
respectively. The eastern boundary of the proposed Plan Area is formed by Banning
Pass and the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains. The regional context of the proposed
Plan Area and incorporated areas are illustrated in Figures 1.1 and 1.2, respectively,
located in Section 1.0.
The majority of western Riverside County is characterized by rural and suburban
development intermixed with agricultural operations and large blocks of undeveloped
lands. Large blocks of land along the south, east, and west boundaries of the proposed
Plan Area consist of National Forest holdings. The natural topography can be described
as a valley lowland area intersected with rolling hills surrounded by mountainous ranges.
Lowland valley areas exist below 2,000 feet in elevation while scrub/chaparral
dominated hillsides range from 2,000 to 3,000 feet in elevation. Mountainous areas
within the proposed Plan Area range from 3,000 to over 10,000 feet. The presence of
large blocks of undeveloped mountains and hillsides along the proposed Plan Area
boundaries gives evidence of the geographic and ecologic connection between these
adjacent counties.
Existing land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area can be characterized by
developed, agriculture, and open space/vacant land categories. Developed land uses
include residential uses (single-family detached, single-family attached, high-density
residential, and mobile homes), commercial uses (retail/office and tourist/commercial
recreation), industrial uses (light industrial/business park, heavy industrial, mineral
extraction, and warehouse), public facilities (utilities, other public facilities, and
schools), recreational uses (recreation open space), and rural uses (rural residential).
Open space/vacant lands are composed of natural, vacant, and water categories.
Approximately 218,260 acres of incorporated and unincorporated County lands are
currently developed. A total of 169,480 acres is in active agriculture use, and 871,040
acres are characterized as vacant land. The existing patten of land use within the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area is illustrated in Figure 2.1.
Planning areas within Orange County have Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural
Community Conservation Plans (HCPs/NCCPs) that abut the western edge of the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The Southern Subregion NCCP is in process, and the
Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP has been completed. San Diego County is
developing an HCP/NCCP referred to as the MSCP North County Subarea of the
Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program, which abuts the southern
boundary of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The eastern edge of the proposed Plan
Area is bordered by the proposed Coachella Valley Association of Governments
MSHCP.
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Figure2.1
NOTE:Thisfigurerepresents"asbuilt"conditionsanddoesnotshowallreserves.
Forreserveinformation,seeFigure2.3,StatusofLandOwnership.
SOURCE:COUNTYOFRIVERSIDEEXISTINGSETTINGREPORT,2000.
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2.1.2

Institutional/Political Framework

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area is composed of the jurisdictional boundaries of 14
cities as well as unincorporated lands within western Riverside County. Table 2A
provides acreages for the various jurisdictions within the proposed Plan Area. As
shown, unincorporated County lands comprise approximately 78 percent of the proposed
Plan Area with the remaining approximately 22 percent comprising incorporated cities.
County and cities’ boundaries are depicted in Figure 2.2.
Table 2A - Land Distribution by Jurisdiction
Unincorporated County

988,135 acres (78.5%)1

City of Temecula

16,670 acres (1.3%)

City of Murrieta

18,280 acres (1.5%)

City of Lake Elsinore

24,750 acres (1.9%)

City of Canyon Lake

2,965 acres (< 1%)

City of Corona

22,875 acres (1.8%)

City of Norco

8,550 acres (< 1%)

City of Riverside

50,020 acres (4.0%)

City of Moreno Valley

32,705 acres (2.6%)

City of Perris

20,290 acres (1.6%)

City of Hemet

16,165 acres (1.3%)

City of San Jacinto

16,220 acres (1.3%)

City of Beaumont

16,775 acres (1.3%)

City of Banning

14,845 acres (1.2%)

City of Calimesa

9,535 acres (< 1%)

1

Note:
Source:

Includes all water bodies within both unincorporated and incorporated areas.
RCIP Numbers Document.

Generalized land ownership within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area is depicted in
Figure 2.2. As shown, approximately 67 percent of the Plan Area is composed of private
lands; approximately 3 percent is American Indian Lands, which are not a part of the
proposed MSHCP; and the remaining approximately 30 percent of the proposed Plan
Area is composed of various public ownerships.
Tables 2B and 2C summarize planned land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area
for the unincorporated County lands and the 14 cities, respectively, based on existing
available General Plan data for the County and cities. As shown, the proposed County
General Plan designates a total of 179,940 acres for community development land uses,
294,900 acres for rural land uses, 439,530 acres for open space land uses, and 30,610
acres for agricultural land uses within unincorporated County lands in the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area (General Plan Update). Each of the 14 cities within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area has its own General Plan. According to the General Plans of the
cities, a total of 222,530 acres would be designated for community development, 12,190
acres for rural use, 29,840 acres for open space, and 7,670 acres for agriculture
(WRCOG City General Plan land use database, October 2000).
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Figure2.2

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,OCTOBER,2002.
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Table 2B - Planned Land Uses within Unincorporated County Land
Unincorporated County Land

Acres

Agriculture

30,610

Community Development1
Open Space

179,940

2

439,530

Rural3

294,900

American Indian Lands

41,570

TOTAL

986,550
1

Notes:

Source:

Community Development includes the following designations: Very Low Density Residential, Low
Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, Medium High Density Residential, High Density
Residential, Very High Density Residential, Commercial Retail, Commercial Tourist, Commercial
Office, Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, Business Park, Public Facilities, Community Center, and
Freeways.
2
Open Space includes the following designations: Open Space-Conservation, Open Space-Conservation Habitat, Open Space-Mineral Resource, Open Space-Recreation, Open Space-Rural, and Open
Space-Water.
3
Rural includes the following designations: Rural Residential, Rural Mountainous, Rural Desert.
Based on proposed Updated Riverside County General Plan (June 2002).

Table 2C - Planned Land Uses within Incorporated Land
Incorporated Land

Acres

Agriculture

7,670
1

222,530

Community Development
Open Space

2

29,840

Rural3

12,190

TOTAL

272,230
1

Notes:

Source:

Community Development includes the following designations: High Density Residential, Medium
Density Residential, Low Density Residential, Very Low Density Residential, Mixed Use, Commercial, Industrial/Business Park, Public Facilities, and Specific Plan Area.
2
Open Space includes the following designations: Open Space-Mineral Resources, Open SpaceMulti-Purpose, Open Space-Recreational, Open Space-Water, and Watercourse Overlay.
3
Rural includes the following designations: Rural Mountainous and Rural Residential.
Based on WRCOG City General Plan database (October 2000).

Table 2D compares existing and planned land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area. As shown, planned land uses within the proposed Plan Area indicate a shift in
future use of land within western Riverside County. At build out, approximately
491,300 acres of currently vacant and agricultural lands are anticipated to shift to
community development/rural uses. This shift in land use is planned to accommodate
projected growth within the proposed Plan Area. The proposed MSHCP is being
prepared to provide for maintenance of biological diversity within the proposed Plan
Area through assembly, management, and monitoring of an approximately 500,000-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area in the context of this projected growth and anticipated land
use shift.
Table 2D - Existing vs. Planned Land Use Within Western Riverside County
Existing Land Use

Acres

Planned Land Use

Acres

Developed

218,260

Community Development/Rural

709,560

Vacant1

871,040

Open Space

469,370
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Table 2D - Existing vs. Planned Land Use Within Western Riverside County
Existing Land Use
Agriculture

TOTAL

169,470
169,480

Planned Land Use

Acres

Agriculture

38,280

American Tribal Lands

41,570

1,258,750

2

Notes:

Acres

1,258,750

1

Includes American Indian Lands.
Total does not add up due to rounding error.
Existing Land Use: LSA Associates, 1999 with updates 2000, 2001.
Planned Land Use: County of Riverside General Plan and WRCOG City General Plan Land Use
Database, October 2000.

2

Sources:

2.1.3

Demographic Considerations

Historical Growth
Southern California has experienced periods of rapid growth over most of the past
century. As the coastal regions of Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties have
built-out, much of the new growth has shifted to the inland regions of Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties. During the 1980s and 1990s, Riverside County led the region in
population growth. During the 1990s, Riverside County was also a leader in job growth.
In 1970, Riverside County’s total population was 456,916; approximately 224,032
people lived within western Riverside County cities, and 178,591 lived within
unincorporated areas (it is assumed a majority of unincorporated County occupants
reside within western Riverside County). By 1980, Riverside County’s total population
had increased to 663,199. Approximately 291,313 people lived in western County cities,
and 276,565 lived in the unincorporated County. The County’s total population grew
from 663,199 in 1980 to 1,170,413 by 1990; western County cities were populated by
594,046 people, and an additional 385,384 people lived in the unincorporated western
County. The County’s total population grew from 1,170,413 in 1990 to 1,545,387 in
2000. By 2000, a total of 848,413 people resided in western County cities, and an
additional 420,721 resided in unincorporated western County areas (California
Department of Finance web site, April 2002).
Forecast Growth
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and western Riverside
County cities have historically prepared regional growth forecasts in an effort to allocate
resources in the most efficient manner and assist infrastructure planning. Forecasts
include population, housing, employment, and other economic data. SCAG estimates
that by 2025 almost 7 million people and 4 million jobs – the equivalent of adding two
cities the size of Chicago – will be added to the Southern California region. This would
bring Southern California’s regional population from 16 million to 22.8 million (SCAG
1998, with draft update 2001). Most of the population growth is expected to occur in
north Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties; however, job growth will
also occur in Los Angeles and Orange Counties.
In 1998, SCAG released Riverside County’s population forecasts for 2020; Riverside’s
population is projected to reach upwards of 2.8 million. This population growth equals
approximately 2.8 percent a year from now until 2020 (Stanley R. Hoffman Associates,
revised 2000). Population will continue to increase within the county beyond the 2020
horizon; the County’s population will reach 3.5 million by 2030 and 4.5 million by
2050. A total of 569,608 additional housing units will be needed to accommodate this
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anticipated growth (426,354 in western Riverside County and 143,142 in eastern
Riverside County).
Infrastructure Needs
The demographics clearly lay out the demands associated with growth in population,
housing, and jobs that the RCIP is designed to address as discussed in Section 1.0 of this
document. Among those are the demands that will be placed on local governments to
provide critical infrastructure, municipal facilities, utilities, roads, parks, open space, and
the state allocation of affordable housing units. Infrastructure needs are addressed as
Covered Activities in the proposed MSHCP (Section 7.0). The demographics also
foretell the increased stress on natural habitats, native plants, and animal species.
Merely recounting numbers does not truly describe the magnitude of the challenges
facing western Riverside County. Only by looking at the demographics in terms of their
impacts on all aspects of the proposed Plan Area’s infrastructure, including the
conservation of natural resources, can western Riverside County prepare for the future.
The RCIP through each of its three elements looks at the impacts of the growth facing
the County and begins the process of building the infrastructure necessary to sustain the
natural environment and meet the needs of future citizens.
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2.2

Identification of Alternatives and Selection of Proposed Alternative

A wide range of potentially feasible alternatives was considered as part of the
development of the Plan. The range of alternatives relates to the rough conservation
locations, acreage estimates, and species lists developed for the August 9, 1999, Draft
MSHCP Proposal. The range of alternatives considered was based on their feasibility,
taking into account biological, land use, economic, regulatory, legal, and other
considerations; their ability to reduce or avoid the Project’s significant environmental
impacts; and their consistency with the Project Objectives described in Section 1.0 of
this document. In addition to the potential alternatives identified by the stakeholders and
described in detail in this section, a Description of Preliminary Alternatives was
assembled and distributed to stakeholders in February 2000. Those alternatives were
based on General Plan land use alternatives being developed as part of the RCIP General
Plan Update. Those alternatives have formed the alternative development process;
however, it was decided to develop the General Plan separately from the MSHCP, so the
Preliminary Alternatives presented in the February 2000 document were not developed
further.
The initial conservation planning process focused on identifying acreage requirements
for a conservation scenario that would conserve the majority of species from the initial
species list (discussed in Section 2.2.1). The MSHCP Advisory Committee also
recommended identification of alternative conservation scenarios that could result in
conservation of fewer species. The October 2000 Alternatives Development Document
gave rise to several alternatives. These alternative conservation scenarios were
identified as the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative; the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Existing Reserves Alternative. These
alternatives were developed and analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively using the
MSHCP database in the same manner as the Conceptual Conservation Scenario.
Schematic maps were developed for GIS analysis and visual display purposes for
stakeholders. Also considered as part of this process were a No Project/No MSHCP
Alternative and a modified reserve configuration alternative, which contemplated the
conservation of 165 species. The No Project/No MSHCP Alternative and the modified
reserve configuration alternative are discussed later in this chapter.
In general, the Lead Agencies (the County and the USFWS) concluded that the
alternatives that resulted in conservation of fewer species were infeasible for economic
and other reasons, conflicted with the Project Objectives identified in Section 1.2.2, and
would not avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s significant environmental impacts.
They also concluded that the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative was
infeasible, conflicted with Project Objectives, and would not avoid or substantially
lessen the Project’s significant environmental impacts. Based on these general
conclusions, the initial Conceptual Conservation Scenario (the Proposed Action), as
refined by input from stakeholders and the County Board of Supervisors, was selected
as the preferred alternative, and the conservation planning process proceeded with
further development and refinement of that alternative.

2.2.1

Species Considered for Conservation

The species considered for conservation during the proposed MSHCP planning process
are summarized in Table 2E. As shown in Table 2E, the initial list of species considered
for conservation included 247 species identified for consideration by the MSHCP
Advisory Committee in collaboration with the Wildlife Agencies. Early in the planning
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process, it was determined that sufficient information was not available for many of
these species to proceed with conservation planning. The initial list of 247 species was
reduced to 165 species as part of the August 9, 1999, Draft MSHCP Proposal prepared
by DUDEK. The list was further refined to 146 species as the proposed MSHCP
planning process proceeded and as information needed to proceed with conservation
planning could not be obtained for certain species. Several species were added to the
list during this process as suggested by stakeholders, such as the Wildlife Agencies and
the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Species added included great blue heron
(Ardea herodias), Dulzra kangaroo rat (Dipodomys simulans), Aguanga kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys merriami collinus), and six plant species.
Of the 146 covered species addressed in the proposed MSHCP, 130118 species are
considered to be adequately conserved. The remaining 1628 covered species will be
considered to be adequately conserved when certain conservation requirements are met
as identified in the species-specific conservation objectives for those species (speciesspecific conservation objectives for the 146 covered species are presented in Section 9.0
of the proposed MSHCP). These 16 species are identified with notation (e) in the far
right column of Table 2E. Specific survey requirements are included in the speciesspecific conservation objectives presented in Section 9.0 of the proposed MSHCP and
in Section 4.1 of this EIR/EIS.

Species Initially
Considered for
Conservation2

Species Considered for
Conservation in “1999 Draft
MSHCP Proposal”3

Species Considered for
Conservation in “March 2002
Admin Draft MSHCP Plan”4

MSHCP Covered Species
Adequately Conserved
(August 2002)5

Table 2E - Number of Species Considered for Conservation under the MSHCP since
1999

Listed/Proposed Invertebrates - Crustaceans

2

2

2

2

Other Invertebrates - Crustaceans

1

1

1

1

Listed/Proposed Invertebrates - Insects

2

2

2

2

Other Invertebrates - Insects

7

0

0

0

Listed/Proposed Fish

1

1

1

1

Other Fish

2

2

1

1

Listed/Proposed Amphibians

3

3

3

3

Other Amphibians

3

3

2

2

Listed/Proposed Reptiles

1

1

1

10

Other Reptiles

20

19

11

97

Listed/Proposed Birds

11

9

8

8

Other Birds

44

45

37

3735

Listed/Proposed Mammals

3

2

2

2

Other Mammals

30

11

12

13

Species Category1
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Species Initially
Considered for
Conservation2

Species Considered for
Conservation in “1999 Draft
MSHCP Proposal”3

Species Considered for
Conservation in “March 2002
Admin Draft MSHCP Plan”4

MSHCP Covered Species
Adequately Conserved
(August 2002)5

Table 2E - Number of Species Considered for Conservation under the MSHCP since
1999

Listed/Proposed Plants

17

13

13

1312

Other Plants

100

53

46

4931

Species Category1

Notes:

1

2

3

4

2.2.2

“Listed and Proposed” species includes federally and State threatened and endangered species as well as
Federal and State proposed threatened or endangered species. “Other” species includes Federal Species
of Concern, California Species of Special Concern, California Rare species, California Fully Protected
Species, and species with no special status at this time.
March 1999 FWS Tables 1 and 2: The list of species initially considered for conservation by the Wildlife
Agencies in collaboration with the MSHCP Advisory Committee. This list was documented by USFWS
staff in Tables 1 and 2 prepared in March 1999. Tables 1 and 2 are included in the Appendix to the
August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal” (DUDEK, 1999) on file with the County of Riverside.
August 9, 1999, Draft MSHCP Proposal: This list of species was developed by DUDEK from the list of
species initially considered for conservation based on preliminary review of the MSHCP database. This
list is described in the August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal” (DUDEK, 1999) on file with the County
of Riverside.
March 7, 2002, Administrative Draft MSHCP Plan: This list of species was developed by DUDEK as a
refinement of the list of species included in the August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal.” The
refinements were based on input from the Wildlife Agencies and a variety of stakeholders as well as
additional research conducted by DUDEK. In general, species previously considered for conservation
were eliminated from the list because information needed to proceed with conservation planning for the
species was determined to be unavailable.

Conceptual Conservation

Initial Concept
Early in the MSHCP development phase, an initial reserve concept was developed to
assist the MSHCP Advisory Committee in decisions to proceed with conservation
planning efforts. This generalized Conceptual Conservation Scenario was developed
based on the existing data and literature, habitat assessment workshops, species
occurrence information, coastal sage scrub habitat quality modeling, existing and
planned land uses, and general conservation biology principles summarized in the NCCP
reserve design tenets. The Conceptual Conservation Scenario was intended to address
the life history requirements of as many species as possible on the species list that was
developed by the MSHCP Advisory Committee (Table 2E).
A key objective of the Conceptual Conservation Scenario was to develop a rough
estimate of the number of acres needed to conserve the species on the species list
developed by the Wildlife Agencies. To the extent possible, existing reserves and areas
with multiple species and habitat resources (i.e., “hot spots”) were incorporated to design
an efficient reserve. Core Areas were identified, including areas in both existing
public/quasi-public lands and new areas.
Potential habitat linkages connecting the core habitat areas also were identified.
Consideration of the species anticipated to utilize the linkages helped determine if the
linkage should be designed as a landscape linkage containing biological features and
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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resources for permanent residence, as a movement corridor primarily intended to convey
larger wildlife, or both. The San Jacinto River is an example of a landscape linkage that
is a core area for narrow endemic plant species but also serves as a movement corridor
across the central portion of the proposed Plan Area for species such as bobcat (Lynx
rufus). These narrow endemic plant species are dependent on the river’s hydrological
processes to maintain the appropriate soil and habitat features and a mechanism for
dispersal. An example of a landscape linkage constrained by existing land use patterns
is the upland connection between core habitat areas in the Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake area and the Estelle Mountains/Lake Mathews Reserve area. Patches of coastal
sage scrub exist in this area that provide habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher;
however, existing conditions do not provide a continuous landscape connection suitable
for less mobile species such as small mammals and reptiles. Examples of movement
corridors unlikely to provide live-in habitat for most species include undercrossings of
I-15 at Indian Canyon and Horsethief Canyon for coyotes (Canis latrans), bobcats, and
mountain lions (Felis concolor) moving between the Cleveland National Forest and the
Estelle Mountains/Lake Mathews Reserve area.
Estimating rough acreages for conservation was an important component of the
Conceptual Conservation Scenario. This process involved the following tasks:
•

The narrative Conceptual Conservation Scenario was roughly mapped in the form
of potential conservation analysis units. This rough map was intersected with the
proposed MSHCP vegetation map, and vegetation acreages within each category
were calculated using GIS.

•

Consistent with the approach described in the August 9, 1999 Draft MSHCP
Proposal, 100 percent of the areas characterized as developed on the vegetation map
and 75 percent of the areas characterized as agriculture on the vegetation map were
deleted from the acreage totals.

•

Areas developed since the proposed MSHCP vegetation map was prepared (1995)
were defined using the Existing Land Use coverage developed in 1999 for the RCIP.
The Existing Land Use coverage is based on 1998 aerial photography and 1997
SCAG base data. Acreage estimates were determined for areas that appear to have
been developed since the proposed MSHCP vegetation map was prepared, and these
acreages were deleted from the overall acreage totals.

•

A global 10 percent reduction in total acreage was then assumed based on
anticipated new information such as updated information regarding existing
development, updated information regarding public/quasi-public lands, and updated
information regarding development approvals and Covered Activities.

A rough acreage estimate was derived from the four-step process described above. Then
an acreage range was applied under the assumption of various levels of species
conservation. The generalized range of conservation acreages in the Conceptual
Conservation Scenario totaled 380,000 to 500,000 acres of private and public/quasipublic lands.
Informal Gap Analysis
Based on the Conceptual Conservation Scenario described above, an informal gap
analysis was conducted. This informal gap analysis is not to be confused with the
formal Gap Analysis Program (GAP) described by Scott, et al. (1993), but is based on
the same principles (note use of lowercase for “gap analysis”). The gap analysis
identified areas as important for conservation in the Conceptual Conservation Scenario
but not currently in public ownership, i.e., there is a lack (“gap”) of protection in these

2.2-4

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

areas. The locations of existing designated open space lands and other public lands were
mapped using GIS. The initial analysis was based on the status of land ownership map.
Subsequently, a preliminary parcel-based public/quasi-public lands database was
developed by County staff and was used for analysis. This database was then compared
with a schematic map of the Conceptual Conservation Scenario using GIS to identify the
gaps in conservation and where land may need to be acquired to assemble the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area.
The gap analysis identified 153,000 acres needed for conservation that are not currently
in public ownership (i.e., the area within the generalized Conceptual Conservation
Scenario that currently is unprotected). The gaps in protection include portions of core
resource areas, landscape linkages, movement corridors or constrained linkages, and
other important localized resource areas such as vernal pool and Delhi sands flowerloving fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) habitat areas.
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2.3

Proposed Action - MSHCP

The proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive, multiple-jurisdictional planning program
designed to create, manage, and monitor a system of habitat preserves in western
Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with
State and federal endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth
within the proposed Plan Area. Under existing regulations, the responsibility for
conserving habitat for endangered species arises on an ad hoc, random basis as activities
affecting declining species and their habitats are proposed. There is no mechanism in
place for taking regional approach to habitat conservation. The framework established
by the proposed MSHCP will allow the assembly of contiguous parcels of habitat, to
provide viable habitat blocks to assist in the conservation of species.
The proposed MSHCP will serve as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the
FESA, as well as an NCCP under the NCCP Act of 1991, as amended. The proposed
MSHCP will be used to allow, through the local land use planning process, the “take”
of plant and animal species identified in this plan. The USFWS and the CDFG (Wildlife
Agencies) have authority to regulate the “take” of threatened and endangered or
otherwise species. The intent of the plan is for the Wildlife Agencies to grant “take
authorization” for otherwise lawful actions such as development that may incidentally
take or harm individuals for a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas, in exchange
for supporting assembly of a coordinated reserve system. Conservation and management
responsibilities as well as implementation assurances will be provided as outlined in the
Implementation Agreement (IA).
The proposed MSHCP contains the overall conservation strategy for the proposed Plan
Area and documents the conservation actions that collectively are intended to protect
species covered by the proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP also describes the
cooperative institutional mechanisms through which Plan participants will coordinate
implementation of the proposed MSHCP.

2.3.1

Generalized Reserve Description

Reserve Design
The criteria-based approach assumes conservation within the existing public/quasipublic lands comprising approximately 347,000 acres, and development of criteria to
assure additional conservation on private lands of approximately 153,000 acres. The
Area Plan boundaries established as part of the County’s proposed General Plan were
selected to provide an organizational framework for the criteria areas. While these
boundaries are not biologically based, they relate specifically to County Plan Area
boundaries and to the jurisdictional boundaries of incorporated cities. Use of the Area
Plan framework for the criteria-based approach facilitates structuring implementation
strategies around established planning boundaries.
For each of the 14 County Area Plans within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, the
following methodology was applied. The first steps in preparation of the criteria-based
plan involved identification of: (1) Planning Species; (2) Biological Issues and
Considerations; and (3) Reserve Configuration and Management Issues. For each Area
Plan, several wildlife and plant species, known to occur within the Area Plan, were
selected as Planning Species to provide guidelines for reserve design. Listed species and
species with specific reserve design requirements, such as Bell’s sage sparrow
(Amphispiza bellii) (requires large patches of undisturbed habitat) and bobcat (wildlife
movement) were chosen to guide reserve design efforts.
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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Areas with biological resource value were also identified for each Area Plan. Biological
Issues and Considerations, such as maintenance of key habitat blocks or linkages, were
also identified for each Area Plan. In addition, reserve design issues and management
issues were outlined to ensure that NCCP biological concepts were incorporated into
reserve design considerations. Other general Reserve Configuration and Management
Issues were also considered as appropriate for each Area Plan including the following:
•

Representativeness of the applicable bioregion(s) within the particular Area Plan;

•

Representativeness of sensitive upland and wetland vegetation communities within
the particular Area Plan;

•

Maintenance of habitat contiguity;

•

Maintenance of large habitat blocks;

•

Maintenance of ridgelines and riparian areas for movement of mammals, such as
bobcats or mountain lions, as appropriate;

•

Minimization of edge effects;

•

Consideration of “directional” influences such as migration/dispersal patterns, rain,
wind, fire; and

•

Consideration of patch sizes and dispersal patches for Planning Species as
appropriate.

For each Area Plan, a conceptual map was roughly sketched onto a vegetation map with
species and key biological resources and later digitized using GIS software. The
conceptual maps developed for each Area Plan as part of this process formed the basis
for identifying conservation targets and generating quantitative data for the proposed
MSHCP species analyses. Target acreages for subunits within each Area Plan were later
calculated based on the digitized map. The map was refined based on constraints and
opportunities as represented on existing and planned land uses maps, topography maps,
parcel maps, existing reserves and edge area maps. Other maps and resources were used
as needed throughout the process. Consideration was given to reserve design issues
within adjacent Area Plans to provide for appropriate edge matching. The conceptual
maps developed as part of this process were developed primarily for the purposes of
drafting reserve description criteria and developing quantitative data for the proposed
MSHCP species analyses. The conceptual maps do not represent the only possible
reserve that may be assembled within a particular Area Plan during the long-term
MSHCP implementation process. Flexibility is intended to be incorporated in the Area
Plan criteria to allow reserve assembly to be formed by project-specific data and
planning as part of the MSHCP implementation process.
USGS quarter sections (i.e., 160-acre cells) were then overlain on the conceptual map
such that each cell was an area in real space with a legal description but without being
tied to a specific County assessor’s legal parcel. For each quarter section, criteria were
drafted to provide explicit description of the areas to be conserved. The quarter sections
and conservation criteria were recorded on a matrix created for each Area Plan. With
each cell assigned an arbitrary cell identification number, descriptive reserve criteria
were written for each cell that provide an explicit description that would allow one to
create a map of the reserve system. The Criteria for each Cell or Cell Group provide:
(1) a statement of the core and linkage features within the particular Cell or Cell Group
toward which Reserve Assembly will be directed; (2) a statement of the focus of habitat
conservation within the particular Cell or Cell Group; (3) a statement of the reserve
configuration or connectivity focus for the particular Cell or Cell Group; and (4) a
statement of the geographic location and percentage of conservation desired within the
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particular Cell or Cell Group. For example, the Criteria for a particular Cell might be:
“Conservation within this Cell will contribute to assembly of Proposed Core 6.
Conservation within this Cell will focus on coastal sage scrub and chaparral.
Conservation within this Cell will be connected to proposed conservation within Cell
1234 to the west. Conservation within this Cell will occur in the northern 30 to 40
percent of the Cell.” It should be noted that the Criteria statements for Cells and Cell
Groups are intended to be considered as a whole to guide Reserve Assembly; individual
Criteria statements are not intended to be used as stand-alone guidance for Reserve
Assembly. The Criteria are written with the intent that a “non-technical observer” could
re-create the initial reserve concept for the particular Cell or Cell Group. Vegetation
references in the criteria are based on the proposed MSHCP vegetation map. It is
understood that biological conditions are dynamic and will change. In cases where the
vegetation description in the criteria do not match existing conditions at the time of
reserve assembly, the geographic references incorporated in the criteria are intended to
take precedence.
Overall reserve criteria area boundaries within the proposed Plan Area are detailed
previously in Figure 2.2. Four categories are depicted on the legend for the Plan map
and are described below. The status of land ownership is illustrated in Figure 2.3.
Criteria Area
This represents the area within which proposed MSHCP Criteria will be applied and
from which 153,000 acres of new conservation will be achieved to contribute toward
assembly of the overall proposed MSHCP Conservation Area. The establishment of
Criteria Area boundaries is intended to facilitate the process by which the County or
cities will evaluate property that may be needed for inclusion in the proposed MSHCP
Conservation Area. The Criteria Area is an area significantly larger than what the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area will be, within which property will be evaluated
using proposed MSHCP conservation criteria. The Criteria Area is an analytical tool
that assists in determining which properties to evaluate for acquisition and conservation
under the proposed MSHCP and does not impose land use restrictions. Criteria have
been developed for individual Cells or Cell Groupings and are presented for each Area
Plan in Section 3.3 of the proposed MSHCP.
Public/Quasi-Public Lands. Under this category, existing known public/quasi-public
lands that will form the initial backbone of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are
depicted. Approximately 347,000 acres of conservation are anticipated on these lands.
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Figure2.3

SOURCE:COUNTYOFRIVERSIDEEXISTINGSETTINGREPORT,2000.
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Rural Mountainous Designation. This category represents the rural/mountainous land use
designation incorporated in the County General Plan. In general, these lands are
characterized by steep slopes that represent constraints to development. For example,
of the approximately 54,900 acres depicted on the MSHCP Plan map outside the Criteria
Area but within the rural mountainous designation, approximately 42,500 acres (77%)
are characterized by slopes with gradients greater than 30 percent. While Reserve
Assembly activities are not expected to occur in rural mountainous designation areas
outside the Criteria Area, existing and future land use practices in these areas may
provide an edge for the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area that would minimize edge
effects when compared with more urban land uses.
American Indian Tribal Lands. This document makes a distinction between Indian Tribal
Lands and Indian lands. Tribal land refers to land held in trust for Native American
Tribes, which are sovereign nations and govern their own lands. The term Indian lands
refers to land owned by individual Native Americans that is located within the United
States of America, and is subject to all pertinent Federal and State rules and regulations.
Native American Tribal Lands are depicted on the proposed MSHCP Plan map for
reference purposes. No conservation is assumed on these lands, and no activities on
these lands would be permitted under the proposed MSHCP. The Native American
Tribal Lands are not a part of the proposed MSHCP.
The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area will be assembled through a combination of
the following methods:
C

Conservation of lands already in public ownership;

C

Public acquisition of private lands from willing sellers;

C

Private actions to mitigate for the direct impacts of private development projects;

C

Private actions to conserve habitat in conformance with development regulations;
and

C

Public action to mitigate for the direct impacts of public projects.

As previously stated, it is anticipated that conservation of lands already in public
ownership will form the backbone of the Conservation Area, and public entities will
cooperate to manage these lands for the benefit of the species addressed in the proposed
MSHCP. Maximum use of conservation on public lands is intended to minimize the
need to conserve privately-owned habitat. Public acquisition of private lands is also
anticipated to be a key component of reserve assembly. Public acquisition of private
lands is intended to occur in accordance with the procedures described in Section 6.1.1
of the MSHCP. Other public actions to conserve habitat will be associated with
implementation of public projects. Mitigation for impacts of such projects will be
directed toward assembly and management of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
Private actions to conserve habitat are anticipated to occur as part of the development
review and entitlement process. It is intended that conservation of habitat occurring as
a condition of development approval will occur in accordance with local jurisdictions,
land use, and environmental regulations generally involving avoidance and minimization
of habitat impacts, and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Section 6.1.1
of the MSHCP describes the local implementation strategy designed to provide the
framework for conservation occurring as a result of private development approvals.
Bioregions. Within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, large percentages of the Agua
Tibia mountains (80.3%; 10,130 acres), the San Jacinto Mountains (71.7%; 134,000
acres), the San Jacinto Foothills (64.6%; 72,240 acres), and the Santa Ana Mountains
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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(61.3%; 85,810 acres) bioregions are conserved. Significant amounts of the conservation in these bioregions occur within existing public/quasi-public lands. Smaller
portions of the Desert Transition (37.7%; 33,460 acres), the San Bernardino Mountains
(34.5%; 9,990 acres), and the Riverside Lowlands (24.2%; 166,820 acres) bioregions are
conserved within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. Much of the central portion of the
Desert Transition bioregion will not be conserved. Six percent of the desert transition
bioregion currently supports urban or agricultural development. About 10 percent of the
San Bernardino Mountains bioregion currently has urban or agricultural land uses. The
remaining non-conserved lands are either American Indian Lands (5.7%), rural
mountainous (15.7%), or undeveloped private land. The Riverside Lowlands is the
largest bioregion and will have the lowest proportion of its acreage in conservation, with
24.2 percent (166,820 acres) within the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
Approximately 50.4 percent (about 347,800 acres) of the land in this bioregion is
currently supporting urban or agricultural land uses. Very little of this bioregion is
within American Indian Lands or is considered rural mountainous. See Figure 2.4.
Vegetation. Playas/vernal pools and montane coniferous forest vegetation types had the
highest percentages of conservation within the MSHCP Conservation Area, with 85
percent and 94 percent of the total acreages of these vegetation communities conserved,
respectively. Riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
woodlands and forests, chaparral, water, and coastal sage scrub are also conserved at
high levels, with 50 percent to 75 percent of each of these vegetation communities
conserved. Desert scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, and agriculture are
conserved at the lowest levels, with percentages of conservation at 34 percent, 28
percent, 24 percent, and 12 percent, respectively. See Table 2F and Figure 2.5.

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

8,540

20,020

12%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

64,900

272,280

63%

1,260

<5

40

40

3%

156,450

34,560

47,160

81,720

52%

14,570

1,310

3,680

4,990

34%

154,140

22,810

20,010

42,820

28%

1,020

330

180

510

50%

29,910

20,480

20

20,500

69%

7,910

2,920

3,830

6,750

85%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,270

3,920

11,190

74%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

3,170

5,230

66%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

12,210

9,150

1,190

10,340

85%

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Water
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2F - Estimate of Conservation by Vegetation Community
(Proposed MSHCP)

TOTALS

34,300

20,770

2,730

23,500

69%

218,260

4,780

–

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

159,380

1

Conserved

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Developed or Disturbed Land

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Woodlands and Forests

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Vegetation Type

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2F - Estimate of Conservation by Vegetation Community
(Proposed MSHCP)

505,910

Notes:
1
This area represents where proposed MSHCP Criteria will be applied and from which 153,000 acres of new
conservation will be achieved.

2.3.2

Soils

Clay soils within the proposed Plan Area include Bosanko, Auld, Altamont, and Porterville. In addition, areas from which clay had been mined (known as “claypit”) were
digitized. Within the proposed Plan Area, clay soils support several sensitive plant
species, including listed species such as Munz’s onion (Allium munzii; State threatened,
federally endangered), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia; State endangered,
federally threatened), and San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii;
State and federally endangered); and sensitive species such as Orcutt’s brodiaea
(Brodiaea orcuttii), long-spined spine flower (Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina), small-flowered morning glory (Convolvulus simulans), many-stemmed
dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis), Palmer’s grapplinghook (Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri), graceful tarplant (Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata), and small-flowered
microseris (Microseris douglasii var. platycharpha). The Domino-Traver-Willows soil
association includes saline-alkali soils largely located along floodplain areas within the
proposed Plan Area. Sensitive plants supported by the Domino-Traver-Willows soil
association include two listed species: San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata
var. notatior; federally endangered) and spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis;
federally threatened); and sensitive plant species, including Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex
parishii), Davidson’s saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii), Coulter’s goldfields
(Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri), and vernal barley (Hordeum intercedens).
Within the clay soils areas, 31 percent of the total is conserved, including 12 percent
within Additional Reserve Lands and 19 percent on existing public/quasi-public lands.
Of these clay soils, 18 percent of Auld, 23 percent of Bosanko, 37 percent of Porterville,
10 percent of claypit, and 12 percent of Altamont are conserved either on Public/QuasiPublic Lands or captured within the Additional Reserve Lands. Within Domimo-TraverWillows soils, 36 percent of the total is conserved, including 21 percent within the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area and 15 percent on existing public lands. Within
this soil association, 17 percent of Domino, 32 percent of Traver, and 74 percent of
Willows soils are conserved either on public/quasi-public lands or within Additional
Reserve Lands.
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Figure2.4

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,MARCH7,2002.
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Figure2.5

SOURCE:PSBS/KTU+A,1995.
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2.3.3

Patch Size

The individual sizes of patches comprising the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are
important elements to the functioning of the conserved lands. It is generally agreed that
large-sized patches encompass a greater portion of the landscape and allow for a greater
inclusion of ecological niches, and that larger Core Areas offer greater resistance to
catastrophic changes. However, while larger-sized Core Areas are usually considered
better-functioning, widespread smaller satellite Core Areas can incorporate greater
species diversity by efficiently preserving nodes of species of limited distribution. The
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area has both small and large areas to balance the need
to conserve narrowly-distributed species and preserve the greatest number of species and
to protect habitat function with the least management effort.
Patch size is also important in how it relates to edge effects. An edge effect is defined
as a change in the “conditions or species composition within an otherwise uniform
habitat as one approaches a boundary with a different habitat (Ricklefs, 1993).” Edge
effects at the boundary between natural lands and human-occupied lands (“urban edge
effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions such as lighting, noise, invasive species,
exotic predators (dogs, cats, and opossums), hunting, trapping, off-road activities,
dumping, and other forms of recreation and disturbance. Although some species are in
some ways unaffected by edges (e.g., reproductive output of the rufous-crowned sparrow
[Morrison and Bolger, 2002], distribution of arthropod species [Bolger, et al., 2000]) or
even show preferences for edges (e.g., indigo buntings and northern cardinals
[Woodward, et al., 2001]), human-induced edge effects are generally unfavorable to
native species.
The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area is composed of approximately 575 patches.
The spatial character of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area is complex with large
numbers of small, spatially disjunct patches, and small numbers of large connected
patches. Sixty-five percent of these patches are less than 10 acres in area and make up
less than 0.25 percent of the areas to be conserved under the proposed MSHCP. The
vast majority of these small patches occurs within areas heavily fragmented by
urbanization in the Riverside Lowlands Bioregion and are represented by small patches
of existing public/quasi-public lands. By contrast, only 28 of the patches (5%) are
greater than 1,000 acres but these make up 94 percent of the areas to be conserved under
the proposed MSHCP. A single connected block makes up the largest portion of the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area at approximately 238,000 acres (50% of the
acreage).

2.3.4

Covered Species

The 146 species that receive coverage under the proposed MSHCP are listed in Table
2G. The 146 species represent a broad range of habitats and geographical areas in the
proposed Plan Area. They include listed threatened and endangered species that have
very specific habitat requirements and conservation and management needs, other
regionally or locally sensitive or rare species, and upper trophic or generalist species that
have broad habitat requirements.
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Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Birds
Accipiter cooperi

Cooper’s hawk

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)

SSC/FSC

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

Southern California rufouscrowned sparrow

SSC/-

Ammodramus savannarum

grasshopper sparrow

-/-

Amphispiza belli belli

Bell’s sage sparrow

SSC/FSC

Aquila chrysaetos

golden eagle

SP, SSC/-

Ardea herodias

great blue heron

-/-

Athene cunicularia hypugea

burrowing owl

SSC/FSC

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

-/FSC

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

SSC/FSC

Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

ST/FSC

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
couesi

cactus wren

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover (wintering)

SSC/PT

Circus cyaneus

northern harrier (breeding)

SSC/-

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Dendroica petechia brewsteri

yellow warbler

SSC/-

Elanus leucurus

white-tailed kite

SP/FSC

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

SE/FE

Eremophila alpestris actia

California horned lark

SSC/-

Falco columbarius

merlin

SSC/-

Falco mexicanus

prairie falcon (breeding)

SSC/-

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

SP,
SE/delisted

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

SP, SE/FT

Icteria virens

yellow-breasted chat

Lanius ludovicianus

loggerhead shrike

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding)

-/-

Nycticorax nycticorax

black crowned night heron

-/-

Oporornis tolmiei

Macgillivray’s warbler

-/-

Oreortyx pictus

mountain quail

-/-

Pandion haliaetus

osprey
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SSC/SSC/FSC
SSC/-

SSC/-/-

SE/SSC/FSC

SSC/SSC/FSC

SSC/-

Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

SSC/-

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Polioptila californica californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Progne subis

purple martin

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

-/-

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

-/-

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

SE/FE

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

-/-

Canis latrans

coyote

-/-

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

Dipodomys merriami collinus

Aguanga kangaroo rat

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Dipodomys simulans

Dulzra kangaroo rat

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

ST/FE

Glaucomys sabrinus californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

SSC/-

Lepus californicus bennettii

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

SSC/-

Lynx rufus

bobcat

-/-

Mustela frenata

long-tailed weasel

-/-

Neotoma lepida intermedia

San Diego desert woodrat

SSC/-

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse

SSC/-

Puma concolor

mountain lion

-/-

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

-/-

Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

SSC/FE

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

SSC/FT

Rana mucosa

mountain yellow-legged frog

Scaphiopus hammondii

western spadefoot toad

SSC/-

Taricha tarosa tarosa

coast range newt

SSC/-

-/SSC/FSC
SSC/FT
SSC/-/SSC/FSC

Mammals
SSC/-/SSC/FE
-/-

Amphibians

SP, SSC/-

Reptiles
Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

ST/-

Clemmys marmorata pallida

western pond turtle

SSC/-
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Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

-/-

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake

SSC/-

Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

SSC/-

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

-/-

Sceloporus orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

-/-

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

-/-

SSC/-/-

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Branchinecta lynchi

vernal pool fairy shrimp

-/FT

Linderiella santarosae

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

-/FE

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

-/FE

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

-/FE

-/-

Invertebrates/Insects

Fish
Catastomus santaanae

Santa Ana sucker

Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

SSC/FT
SSC/-

Plants
Allium marvinii

Yucaipa onion

-/-

Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

ST/FE

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

-/FE

Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

-/-

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

-/-

Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

-/-

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

-/-

Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

-/-

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

SE/FE

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

SE/FT

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

-/-

Calochortus palmeri var. munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

-/-
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-/FE

Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

-/-

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

-/-

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

ST/FT

Centromandia pungens ssp. laevis

smooth tarplant

-/-

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spine flower

-/-

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

-/-

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spine flower

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

-/-

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

-/-

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

Erodium macrophyllum

round-leaved filaree

Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii

San Diego button-celery

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

-/-

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

-/-

Harpagonella palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

-/-

Heuchera hirsutissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

-/-

Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata

graceful tarplant

-/-

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

-/-

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

-/-

Juglans californica var. californica

Southern California black walnut

-/-

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

-/-

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

-/-

Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

-/-

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

-/-

Limnanthes gracilis var. parishii

Parish’s meadowfoam

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

-/-

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

-/-

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

-/-

SE/SE/FE

SE/FE
-/SE/FE

SE/-

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

2.3-19

Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii

Hall’s monardella

-/-

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

-/-

Myosurus minimus

little mousetail

-/-

Nama stenocarpum

mud nama

-/-

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

-/FT

Navarretia prostrata

prostrate navarretia

-/-

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

-/-

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

-/-

Phacelia stellaris

Brand’s phacelia

-/-

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

-/-

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

-/-

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

-/-

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

-/-

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

-/-

Sibaropsis hammittii

Hammitt’s clay-cress

-/-

Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

-/-

1

SE/FE

State Designations
SE Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission.
ST Species listed as threatened by the California Fish and Game Commission.
SSC
Species of Special Concern: Species considered by the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) as possibly facing extinction in California due to declining populations or habitat.
SP State Protected Species: May not be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game
Commission and/or CDFG.
2
Federal Designations
FE Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
FT Threatened: Species listed as threatened by the USFWS.
PT Proposed Threatened: Species proposed for listing as threatened by the USFWS.
P Petitioned as Threatened or Endangered: Species for which the USFWS has received a petition for
listing as threatened or endangered.
Source: MSHCP.
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2.4

Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative

This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed, proposed, and strong candidate species. A total of 32 listed and proposed
species occur in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. In addition to the listed and proposed
species, this alternative also considers conservation needs for the seven species identified
as “strong candidates” for listing: tricolored blackbird, cactus wren, burrowing owl,
western pond turtle, San Bernardino mountain kingsnake, San Diego mountain
kingsnake, and Los Angeles pocket mouse. These species are detailed in Table 2H. The
focus of conservation for this alternative is these 39 listed, proposed, and strong
candidate species. This alternative focuses largely on conservation of the 39 species
identified in Table 2H. While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated
in this alternative in some areas to provide for a reserve scenario that would address the
conservation needs of the focus species, less emphasis is placed on broad-based
ecosystem conservation. The reserve configuration consists of the boundaries within
which conservation is proposed to be achieved. Table 2I provides a summary of
acreages potentially conserved under this alternative, by vegetation category. These
acreages are estimates of areas that are anticipated to be conserved within the reserve
configuration depicted in Figure 2.6, along with the generalized reserve configuration
under this alternative. As shown in Table 2I, under this alternative a total of 465,830
acres would be conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300
acres of currently private land outside existing reserves.
Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Listed and Proposed Species
Mammals
Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

SSC/FE
ST/FE

Birds
Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

ST/FSC

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover (wintering)

SSC/PT

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

SE/-

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

SP,
SE/delisted

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

SP, SE/FT

Polioptila californica californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

SE/FE

SSC/FT
SE/FE

Reptiles
Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

ST/-

Amphibians
Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

SSC/FE

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

SSC/FT
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name
Rana mucosa

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

mountain yellow-legged frog

SP, SSC/FE

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

-/FE

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

-/FE

Branchinecta lynchii

vernal pool fairy shrimp

-/FT

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

-/FE

Invertebrates/Insects

Invertebrates/Crustaceans

Fish
Catastomus santaanae

Santa Ana sucker

SSC/FT

Plants
Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

ST/FE

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

-/FE

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

-/FE

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

SE/FE

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

SE/FT

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

ST/FT

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spine flower

SE/FE

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

SE/FE

Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii

San Diego button-celery

SE/FE

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

SE/-

-/FT
SE/FE

Other Species
Mammals
Canis latrans

coyote

-/-

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

SSC/-

Glaucomys sabrinus californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

SSC/-

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse (strong
candidate species)

SSC/-

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

-/-

Birds
Accipiter cooperi

Cooper’s hawk

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk
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SSC/SSC/FSC
SSC/-

Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)
(strong candidate species)

SSC/FSC

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

Southern California rufouscrowned sparrow

SSC/-

Athene cunicularia

burrowing owl (strong candidate
species)

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

-/-

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

SSC/FSC

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus

cactus wren (strong candidate species)

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Dendroica petechia

yellow warbler

SSC/-

Falco columbarius

merlin

SSC/-

Icteria virens

yellow-breasted chat

SSC/-

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding)

-/-

Nycticorax nycticorax

black crowned night heron

-/-

Oporornis tolmiei

Macgillvray’s warbler

-/-

Oreortyx picta

mountain quail

-/-

Pandion haliaetus

osprey

SSC/-

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

SSC/-

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Progne subis

purple martin

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

-/-

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

-/-

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

-/-

SSC/FSC

SSC/-/SSC/FSC

-/SSC/FSC
SSC/-/SSC/FSC

Reptiles
Clemmys marmorata pallida

western pond turtle (strong candidate species)

Cnemidophorus tigris
multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red diamond rattlesnake

SSC/-/SSC/-/SSC/-
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake (strong candidate species)

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake
(strong candidate species)

SSC/-

Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

SSC/-

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

-/-

Sceloporus orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

-/-

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

-/-

Amphibians
Taricha tarosa tarosa

coast range newt

SSC/-

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Linderiella santarosae

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

-/-

Fish
Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

SSC/-

Plants
Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

-/-

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

-/-

Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

-/-

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

-/-

Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

-/-

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

-/-

Calochortus palmeri var. munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

-/-

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

-/-

Centromandia pungens ssp. laevis

smooth tarplant

-/-

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spine flower

-/-

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

-/-

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

-/-

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

-/-
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

-/-

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

-/-

Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

-/-

Heuchera hirsutissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

-/-

Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata

graceful tarplant

-/-

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

-/-

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

-/-

Juglans californica var.
californica

Southern California black walnut

-/-

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

-/-

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

-/-

Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

-/-

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

-/-

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

-/-

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

-/-

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

-/-

Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii

Hall’s monardella

-/-

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

-/-

Myosurus minimus

little mousetail

-/-

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

-/-

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

-/-

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

-/-

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

-/-

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

-/-

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

-/-

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

-/-

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

-/-

1

2

State Designations
SE
Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission.
ST
Species listed as threatened by the California Fish and Game Commission.
SSC Species of Special Concern: Species considered by the California Department of Fish and Game as
possibly facing extinction in California due to declining populations or habitat.
SP
State Protected Species: May not be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game
Commission and/or CDFG.
Federal Designations
FE
Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
FT
Threatened: Species listed as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
PT
Proposed Threatened: Species proposed for listing as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
P
Petitioned as Threatened or Endangered: Species for which the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
received a petition for listing as threatened or endangered.
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Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

14,900

26,380

16%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

39,610

246,990

57%

1,260

<5

<5

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

39,180

73,740

47%

14,570

1,310

150

1,460

10%

154,140

22,810

15,220

38,030

25%

1,020

330

100

430

42%

29,910

20,480

30

20,510

69%

7,910

2,920

2,930

5,850

74%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,210

2,100

9,370

62%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

2,380

4,440

56%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

Water

12,210

9,150

940

10,090

83%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

20,770

1,750

22,520

66%

218,260

4,780

0

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

119,300

465,860

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2I - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Summary

Figure2.6

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,MARCH7,2002.
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2.5

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative

This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address only listed and proposed species. As shown in Table 2H, 32 listed and proposed
species occur in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative focuses largely on
the conservation of those 32 listed and proposed species within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological concepts.
While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated in this alternative in some
areas to provide for a conservation scenario that would address the conservation needs
of the listed and proposed species, less emphasis is placed in this alternative on broadbased ecosystem conservation. The generalized reserve configuration under this alternative is depicted in Figure 2.7. The reserve configuration consists of the boundaries
within which conservation is proposed to be achieved. Table 2J provides a summary of
acreages potentially conserved under this alternative, by vegetation category. These
acreages are estimates of areas that are anticipated to be conserved within the reserve
configuration depicted in Figure 2.7. As shown in Table 2J, under this alternative a total
of 439,140 acres would be conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves
and 92,610 acres of currently private lands outside existing reserves.

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

14,900

26,380

16%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

27,010

234,390

54%

1,260

<5

<5

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

29,830

64,390

41%

14,570

1,310

--

1,310

9%

154,140

22,810

11,210

34,020

22%

1,020

330

80

410

40%

29,910

20,480

30

20,510

69%

7,910

2,920

2,930

5,850

74%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,270

1,800

9,070

60%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

2,360

4,420

56%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

Water

12,210

9,150

860

10,010

82%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

20,770

1,590

22,360

65%

218,260

4,780

--

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

92,610

439,140

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2J - Listed and Proposed Species Alternative Vegetation Summary
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2.6

Existing Reserves Alternative

The Existing Reserves Alternative consists of maintained species conservation in
existing reserves, which would allow the issuance of a take permit for those species
adequately conserved (see Table 2L). This would be accomplished by the management
strategies of existing reserves that provide conservation of those species that occur there.
In comparison, the proposed MSHCP and action alternatives include this conservation
as well as additional measures and additional land. Table 2K summarizes vegetation
acreages that would potentially be conserved under this alternative. The level of
conservation within existing reserves would be dependent upon activities within the
reserves and resource protection efforts undertaken by the reserve managers.
Information regarding the size, character and mission of the existing reserves is included
in MSHCP Description of Existing Reserves (April 2000).
A brief summary of the consequences of potential species conservation under this
alternative is presented in Table 2L. As shown in this table, of the 32 listed and proposed species, only two bird species, peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) and western
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), would be considered to be
conserved under this alternative. One mammal species, Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), would be conserved based on the existing HCP; however, protection
would not be expanded to populations outside the existing HCP area. Additionally, two
amphibian species, mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) and California redlegged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), and one plant species, San Diego button-celery
(Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii), could be considered to be conserved if additional
conservation measures are implemented at the Santa Rosa Plateau and on USFS lands.
The remaining 23 listed and proposed species would not be considered to be conserved
under this alternative. The existing reserves alternative is depicted in Figure 2.8.
Table 2K - Existing Reserves Alternative Vegetation Summary
MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Existing
Public/Quasi-Public
Lands(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

7%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

48%

1,260

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

22%

14,570

1,310

9%

154,140

22,810

15%

1,020

330

32%

29,910

20,480

68%

7,910

2,920

37%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and Forest

15,030

7,270

48%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

2,060

26%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

91%

12,210

9,150

75%

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Water

Conserved
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Table 2K - Existing Reserves Alternative Vegetation Summary

Vegetation Type

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Existing
Public/Quasi-Public
Lands(acres)

34,300

20,770

61%

218,260

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

Woodlands and Forests
Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS

Conserved

Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Listed and Proposed Species
Birds
Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

Not conserved.

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover

Not conserved.

Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Conserved.

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

Not conserved.

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

Conserved.

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

Not conserved.

Polioptila californica
californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Not conserved.

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

Not conserved.

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

Conserved.

Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

Conditionally conserved.

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

Conserved.

Rana muscosa

mountain yellow-legged frog

Conserved.

Branchinecta lynchii

vernal pool fairy shrimp

Not conserved.

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

Not conserved.

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

Not conserved.

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi sands flower-loving fly

Not conserved.

Santa Ana sucker

Not conserved

Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

Not conserved.

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

Not conserved.

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Not conserved.

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

Not conserved.

Mammals

Amphibians

Invertebrates/Crustaceans

Invertebrates/Insects

Fish
Catastomus santaanae
Plants
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Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

Not conserved.

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Not conserved.

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Conserved.

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spineflower

Not conserved.

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

Not conserved.

Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii

San Diego button-celery

Conserved.

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Not conserved.

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

Not conserved.

Accipiter cooperii

Cooper’s hawk

Not conserved.

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Conserved.

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk

Not conserved.

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)

Not conserved.

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

rufous-crowned sparrow

Not conserved.

Ammodramus savannarum

grasshopper sparrow

Not conserved.

Amphispiza bellii bellii

Bell’s sage sparrow

Not conserved.

Aquila chrysaetos

golden eagle

Not conserved.

Areda herdias

great blue heron

Asio flammeus

short-eared owl (breeding)

Not conserved.

Asio otus

long-eared owl (breeding)

Not conserved.

Athene cunicularia

burrowing owl

Not conserved.

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

Not conserved.

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

Not conserved.

Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus couesi

cactus wren

Not conserved.

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Not conserved.

Catharus ustulatus

Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

Not conserved.

Chaetura vauxi

Vaux’s swift

Conditionally conserved.

Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus

western snowy plover

Not conserved.

Circus cyaneus

northern harrier (breeding)

Not conserved.

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Conserved.

Dendroica petechia brewsteri

yellow warbler

Not conserved.

Elanus leucurus

white-tailed kite

Not conserved.

Eremophila alpestris actia

California horned lark

Not conserved.

Falco columbarius

merlin

Not conserved.

Falco mexicanus

prairie falcon (breeding)

Not conserved.

Glaucidium gnoma

northern pygmy owl

Conserved.

Other Species
Birds
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Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Grus canadensis tabida

greater sandhill crane

Not conserved.

Icteria virens auricollis

yellow-breasted chat

Not conserved.

Ixobrychus exilis hesperis

western least bittern

Not conserved.

Lanius ludovicianus

loggerhead shrike

Not conserved.

Laterallus jamaicensis

California black rail

Not conserved.

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow

Conserved.

Nycticorax nycticorax

black-crowned night-heron

Conserved.

Oporonis tolmiea

MacGillivray’s warbler

Conserved.

Oreortyx picta

mountain quail

Conserved.

Otus flammeolus

flammulated owl

Conditionally conserved.

Pandion haliaetus

osprey

Conserved.

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

Conserved.

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Not conserved.

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Not conserved.

Progne subis

purple martin

Conserved.

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Conserved.

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Conserved.

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

Not conserved.

Toxostoma lecontei

Le Conte’s thrasher

Not conserved.

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

Conserved.

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

Conserved.

Antrozous pallidus

pallid bat

Not conserved.

Bassarisucs astutus

ringtail

Not conserved.

Canis latrans clepticus

coyote

Conserved.

Chaeotodipus californicus
femoralis

Dulzura California pocket
mouse

Conserved.

Choeronyeteris mexicana

Mexican long-tongued bat

Not conserved.

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

Conserved.

Dipodomys merriami collinus

Aguanga kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys simulans

Dulzura kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Euderma maculatum

spotted bat

Not conserved.

Eumops perotis californicus

California mastiff bat

Not conserved.

Glaucomys sabrinus
californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Conserved.

Lasiurus ega

southern yellow bat

Not conserved.

Lepus californicus bennettii

San Diego blacktailed jackrabbit

Not conserved.

Lynx rufus californicus

bobcat

Not conserved.

Macrotus californicus

California leaf-nosed bat

Not conserved.

Mammals
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Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Mustela frenata latirostra

long-tailed weasel

Not conserved.

Myotis ciliolabrum

western small-footed myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis evotis

long-eared myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis thysanodes

fringed myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis volans

long-legged myotis

Not conserved.

Neotoma lepida intermedia

San Diego desert woodrat

Conserved.

Nyctinimops femorosaccus

pocketed free-tailed bat

Not conserved.

Nyctinimops macrotis

big free-tailed bat

Not conserved.

Onychomys torridus ramona

southern grasshopper mouse

Not conserved.

Ovis canadensis cremnobates

peninsular bighorn sheep

Not conserved.

Ovis canadensis nelsoni

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

Not conserved.

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse

Not conserved.

Pleocotus townsendii pallescens

pale big-eared bat

Not conserved.

Pleocotus townsendii
townsendii

western big-eared bat

Not conserved.

Puma concolor

mountain lion

Not conserved.

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

Conserved.

Taxidea taxus

American badger

Not conserved.

Ensatina eschscholtzii klauberi

large blotched salamander

Conserved.

Scaphiopus hammondii

western spadefoot toad

Not conserved.

Taricha torosa torosa

coast range newt

Not conserved.

Anniella pulchra pulchra

California legless lizard

Not conserved.

Arizona elegans occidentalis

coastal glossy snake

Not conserved.

Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

Not conserved.

Clemmys marmorata pallida

southwestern pond turtle

Not conserved.

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

orange-throated whiptail

Not conserved.

Cnemidophorus tigris
multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

Not conserved.

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Not conserved.

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red diamond rattlesnake

Conserved.

Diadophis punctatus modestus

San Bernardino ringneck snake

Not conserved.

Diadophis punctatus similis

San Diego ringneck snake

Not conserved.

Gambelia wislizenii

long-nosed leopard lizard

Not conserved.

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake

Conserved.

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake

Conserved.

Amphibians

Reptiles
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Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Lichanura trivirgata
roseofusca

coastal rosy boa

Conserved.

Phrynosoma coronatum
blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

Not conserved.

Salvadora hexalepis virgultea

coast patch-nosed snake

Conditionally conserved.

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

Not conserved.

Sceloporus orcuttii orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

Not conserved.

Thamnophis hammondii

two-striped garter snake

Not conserved.

Thamnophis sirtalis infernalis

California red-sided garter
snake

Not conserved.

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

Not conserved.

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

Conserved.

Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

Not conserved.

Rhinichthys osculus

Santa Ana speckled dace

Conserved.

Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

Conserved.

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

Not conserved.

Astragalus pachypus var.
jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

Not conserved.

Atriplex coulteri

Coulter’s saltbush

Not conserved.

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

Not conserved.

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

Not conserved.

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

Conserved.

Calochortus palmeri var.
munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

Conserved.

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Not conserved.

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

Not conserved.

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

Not conserved.

Centromandia pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spineflower

Not conserved.

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

Not conserved.

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

Not conserved.

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

Conserved.

Invertebrates
Linderiella santarosae
Fish

Plants
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Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Conserved.

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

Conserved.

Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

Not conserved.

Holocarpha virgata ssp.
elongata

graceful tarplant

Not conserved.

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

Not conserved.

Huechera hirsuitissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

Conserved.

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

Conserved.

Juglans californica var.
californica

Southern California black walnut

Not conserved.

Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

Not conserved.

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

Not conserved.

Lilium humboldtii ssp.
ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

Conserved.

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

Conserved.

Limnanthes gracilis var.
parishii

Parish’s meadowfoam

Conserved.

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

Not conserved.

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Conserved.

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

Not conserved.

Monardella macrantha ssp.
hallii

Hall’s monardella

Conserved.

Mucronea californica

California spineflower

Not conserved.

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

Not conserved.

Myosurus minimus ssp. apus

little mousetail

Not conserved.

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

Conserved.

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

Conserved.

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

Not conserved.

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

Conserved.

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

Not conserved.

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

Not conserved.

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

Conserved.

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

Not conserved.

Source:

Western Riverside County MSHCP.
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2.7

No Project/No MSHCP Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, subregional permits pursuant to the following
regulations would not be issued: 1) Section 10(a)(1)(B) under the Federal Endangered
Species Act; and 2) Section 2835 of the California Fish and Game Code. Activities
involving take of State and/or federal listed species would require individual permitting
on a project-by-project basis, as is currently the case.
Land use changes and policies that are being contemplated to implement the proposed
MSHCP may not occur. However, planning currently being conducted under the RCIP
for the County’s General Plan and County Circulation Element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans resulting in take of listed species
and regulated habitats, however, would need to be permitted separately under the
applicable State and federal processes. Existing reserves would be retained with existing
management strategies under the No Project/No MSHCP Alternative. A summary of
existing reserves and associated management activities is provided in Table 2M.
Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local,
State, and federal regulatory processes. Under the No Project/No MSHCP Alternative,
these existing processes, and the resulting project modifications and mitigation are anticipated to result in some conservation of habitats and species within the proposed Plan
Area. Biological resources that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and policies are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered,
and those species and habitats associated with wetland systems, as further discussed in
this section.
Table 2N provides a summary of species currently provided protection under federal and
State endangered species regulations, their known locations within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area, and their general habitats and habitat associations. In addition, Figure 3.1.1
of this document provides a general context under which wetlands that are subject to
existing regulation can be estimated. Actual jurisdictional areas would need to be
mapped on a more detailed project-by-project basis to determine the specific areas
affected. This information is provided to summarize and depict species and potential
wetland locations that would receive some protection under the No Project/No MSHCP
Alternative based on application of existing regulations.
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented, and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a coordinated system of linkages provided to connect conservation areas, and the ability to
provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.
Although the aforementioned regulations and policies would continue to be applied
throughout the proposed Plan Area in the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, history
has demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the
decline of species in the proposed Plan Area that has resulted in increased listings of
species in recent years. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that under the No
Project/No MSHCP Alternative, new species would continue to be listed in the future,
and regulation of those species and their habitats would be applied under the current
regulatory processes.
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Table 2M - Summary of Existing Reserves within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Cleveland National
Forest

USFS

Resource conservation and compatible recreation
activities; wilderness areas; recreation restricted to
hiking, low-impact camping.

San Bernardino
National Forest

USFS

Resource conservation and compatible recreation
activities; wilderness areas; recreation restricted to
hiking, low-impact camping.

Prado Basin

US Army Corps of
Engineers

Management for watershed resource preservation as
well as flood control protection.

Bureau of Land
Management Lands

BLM

Management is based on multiple use and sustainable
yield. Designation of Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (Potrero, Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve,
Million Dollar Spring). Land swaps to promulgate
concentration of ownership with the intent to better
manage lands.

Lake Perris
Recreation Area

California State
Parks

Preservation of natural and cultural resources and
provide for recreational activities. Management for
SKR and exotic species removal.

San Jacinto Wildlife
Refuge

CDFG / California
State Parks

Native species conservation and habitat enhancement.
Hunting and fishing permitted in some areas. Mowing
of 1,500 acres for maintenance of SKR habitat, per
SKR HCP.

Chino Hills State
Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of natural communities (NCCP area) and
species as well as recreational activities. Exotic species
removal programs and promulgation of providing
wildlife linkages to surrounding open space areas also
occur.

Anza Borrego Desert
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment. Monitoring
programs for riparian vegetation communities, peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis cremnobates)
and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). Wilderness areas are managed for primitive character and
wildlife preservation.

Mt. San Jacinto
Wilderness State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment, maintenance of
non-motorized vehicle or bicycle uses. Primitive
camping and associated hiking facilities. Scientific
research of high forest ecosystems and endangered
plants occurs.

Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve

CSU, San Diego /
The Nature Conservancy / CDFG

Managed for scientific education and research. The
Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (BLM designation) is managed as a core reserve while still permitting educational and scientific research activities.

Santa Rosa Plateau
Nature Reserve

California State
Parks / County of
Riverside / The
Nature Conservancy

Managed to accommodate all owner’s mission statements; daily non-motorized vehicle access, restoration
of native habitats including vernal pools and
Engelmann Oaks (Quercus engelmannii). Exotics
removal program is underway.

Motte Rimrock
Reserve

University of California Regents

Managed for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to the public, however the entire reserve
is fenced

Box Springs Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained as research and instruction site by UCR.
Open to the public, however all sides are fenced.
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Table 2M - Summary of Existing Reserves within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Emerson Oaks
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to public during daylight hours. An exotic
species removal program has also been deployed at this
reserve.

UC James San
Jacinto Mountain Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to public, however access is restricted due
to perimeter fencing.

Kabian Park

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District / BLM

Management for wildlife and recreation such as
equestrian, hiking and picnicking. Being considered as
a building block for a future core reserve.

DeAnza Park/Norton
Younglove Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Ultimate management and use of this land has not been
resolved at this time. The County is currently in the
process of evaluating prospects for a motor cycle park
or a conservation area.

Harford Springs
Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for passive recreation such as hiking, equestrian uses and wildlife viewing.

Box Springs
Mountain Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for purposes of recreation including equestrian uses.

Santa Ana Regional
Park

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District / US Army
Corps of Engineers

Hidden Valley Wildlife Area: managed for habitat
conservation and enhancement.
Martha Mclean Anza Narrows Park: managed for
active recreation.
Rancho Jurupa Park: managed for active recreation
including off-highway recreational vehicles.

Lake Skinner
Recreation Area

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for active recreation.

Riverside County
Habitat Conservation
Agency Lands

RCHCA

All lands are dedicated in perpetuity to wildlife habitat.

Orange County Water
District Lands

Orange County
Water District

Managed for sustainable water resources for Orange
County. Least Bell’s vireo habitat restoration and
species preservation program. Maintenance of 465
acres of wetland. Duck and pheasant hunting on
adjacent lands.

Sycamore Canyon
Wilderness Park

City of Riverside
Park and Recreation Department

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve system.
Exotics removal program in wetland areas is also a
component of the park’s management theme.

Lake MathewsEstelle Mountain Reserve

Metropolitan Water District /
CDFG / RCHCA
/ BLM

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve system.
Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive
management program in place.

Southwest Riverside
County MultiSpecies Reserve

Metropolitan Water District /
RCHCA / Riverside County Parks
and Open Space
District / BLM

Managed as a multiple species reserve. Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive management
program in place.
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Table 2M - Summary of Existing Reserves within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Metropolitan Water
District Lands

Metropolitan Water District

A large majority of lands are reserved for operations
and maintenance. Several smaller portions of land have
been reserved for vernal pool or other habitat preservation. These parcels are managed for the perpetuity of
native habitat and species preservation.

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation
District Lands

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation District

Managed for protection of flood-related threats.
Management plans have been developed with CDFG to
regulate management regimes in sensitive areas.

March Air Reserve
Base Reserve Lands

March JPA

Managed as a component of the SKR core reserve
system (core reserve with Sycamore Canyon). March
JPA is in discussion with USFWS regarding this land.

Southern California
Edison Lands

SCE

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of
utilities. Policies within SCE have been developed in
order to reduce impacts to sensitive habitats when
emergency action is necessary.

San Diego Gas and
Electric Lands

San Diego Gas
and Electric

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of
utilities.

Mitigation Banks/
Conservation Banks

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of
habitat and/or species preservation through mitigation.
Lands are actively managed for specific species or
habitat type.

BLM
Bureau of Land Management
CDFG
California Department of Fish and Game
CSU
California State University
HCP
Habitat Conservation Plan
JPA
Joint Powers Authority
NCCPNatural Communities Conservation Plan
RCHCA Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency
SCE
Southern California Edison
SKR
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi)
UCR
University of California, Riverside
USFS
United States Forest Service

Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Plants
Allium munzii

ST, FE

13 extant populations: Estelle
Mountain, Gavilan Plateau, North
Peak, Paloma Valley, Skunk Hollow and Bachelor Mountain North,
Domenigoni Hills, Alberhill, and
Temescal Canyon.

Chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, grassland, riparian
scrub, woodland
forests.

FE

11 loosely defined areas largely
associated with Mystic Lake, San
Jacinto River, and Salt Creek. Also
associated with willow soils at
Alberhill Creek.

Alkaline playas
and vernal pools,
grassland.

SE, FE

Vicinity of Vail Lake.

Chaparral,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

Munz’s onion

Atriplex coronata
var. notatior
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Berberis nevinii
Nevin’s barberry
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Brodiaea filifolia

SE, FT

12 populations along San Jacinto
River in Nuevo, Perris, and the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area, Salt Creek,
the Santa Rosa Plateau and west of
Santa Rosa Plateau, and the old Salt
Creek drainage.

Clay, loamy sand,
alkaline silty clay,
grassland, playas
and vernal pools.

SE, FT

3 populations in the hills immediately west of Vail Lake and on the
lower north-facing slopes of the
Agua Tibia Mountains in the Agua
Tibia Wilderness.

Chamise chaparral
on ultra basic parent rock and
weathered gabbro.

SE, FE

4 areas in Temescal Wash at Indian
Creek; upper San Jacinto River at
Valle Vista and Hemet; Central
Bautista Creek, Arroyo Seco, Kolb
Creek; and Vail Lake.

Chaparral, gravels
in open chamise,
sandy soils in
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

SE, FE

2 locations: near Market Street
within the City of Riverside and
west of Fairmont Park and Golf
Club within the City of Riverside.

Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
washes and early
succession alluvial
fan sage scrub.

SE, FE

4 populations within proposed Plan
Area.

SE

1 location at Santa Rosa Plateau.

Ephemeral
wetlands in mountains.

FT

Western Riverside County supports
the 12 largest remaining populations in alkali soils within upper
Salt Creek west of Hemet, along the
San Jacinto River from west of
Mystic Lake south to Perris Valley
Airport.

Playas and vernal
pools.

SE, FE

3 vernal pool sites at upper Salt
Creek west of Hemet, Skunk Hollow, and the Santa Rosa Plateau.

Playas and vernal
pools.

3 locations at Skunk Hollow, the
Santa Rosa Plateau, and Salt Creek.

Playas and vernal
pools.

thread-leaved
brodiaea

Ceanothus
ophiochilus
Vail Lake
ceanothus
Dodechema
leptoceras
slender-horned
spineflower
Eriastrum
densifolium ssp.
sanctorum
Santa Ana River
woollystar
Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

San Diego
button-celery
Limnanthes
gracilis parishii
Parish’s
meadowfoam
Navarretia
fossalis
spreading
navarretia

Orcuttia
californica
California Orcutt
grass

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Branchinecta
lynchii

FT

vernal pool fairy
shrimp
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species
Streptocephalus
woottoni

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

FE

Skunk Hollow vernal pools, just
east of I-15 on the Pechanga Indian
Reservation, and two locations in
Rancho California along SR-79.

Playas and vernal
pools.

FE

Aguanga, Anza, Cactus Valley,
Gavilan Hills, Menifee, Murrieta
Hot Springs, Sage, Vail Lake,
Wildomar, Wilson Valley, Paloma
Valley, Kolb Creek, and Southwestern Riverside County MultiSpecies Reserve.

Open chaparral,
coastal sage scrub,
grassland, playas
and vernal pools,
open canopy
woodlands and
forests.

FE

Jurupa Hills, Agua Mansa area,
Mira Loma, and within Delhi soil
zones along SR-60.

Coastal sage scrub,
sparse with Delhi
soils, grassland
with Delhi soils.

FE

Scattered occurrences southwest of
Lake Elsinore, south of Vail Lake,
the Whitewater River, north of I-10,
Santa Margarita River basin below
609 meters elevation. Also in
Temecula, Arroyo Seco, San
Mateo, Tenaja Creek, Dipping
Springs at Vail Lake, and San
Jacinto River near confluence of
Bautista Creek and Sitton Peak.

Chaparral
(estivation),
coastal sage scrub
(estivation), grassland (estivation),
riparian woodlands
(estivation), riparian scrub, woodlands and forests
(breeding), riparian
alluvial fan sage
scrub (estivation).

FT

Very rare in western Riverside
County and Santa Rosa Plateau
(only known extant population
south of Ventura County).

Marshes and
meadows (livestock ponds), riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests (breeding).

ST

San Jacinto Mountains at Fern
Valley-Idyllwild, Suicide Peak
Trail, Marion Mountains near
Idyllwild, Hunter Park, and Devil’s
Slide Trail (most populations within
designated wilderness areas).

Chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forests,
woodlands and
forests.

Riverside fairy
shrimp
Invertebrates/Insects
Euphydryas
editha quino
Quino
checkerspot butterfly
Rhaphiomidas
terminates
abdominalis
Delhi sands flower-loving fly
Amphibians
Bufo californicus
arroyo toad

Rana aurora
draytonii
California redlegged frog
Reptiles
Charina bottae
umbratica
southern rubber
boa
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Birds
Buteo swainsoni

ST

Agricultural areas with rural and
low density residential (has not
been recorded in many locations in
central Plan Area and montane regions).

Agriculture, sparse
coastal sage scrub,
desert scrubs,
grassland,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
woodlands and
forests (open).

SE

5 territories all within Prado Basin
and Santa Ana River. Only summer
population west of Colorado River.

Riparian forests in
woodlands and
forests.

SE, FE

Sparse locations in Prado Basin and
Vail Lake. Also maybe in Temescal
Creek, Bautista Creek, Diamond
Valley Lake area, Hemet Lake,
Lake Elsinore, Santa Rosa Plateau
East, Santa Ana River, Temecula
Creek, Lake Mathews, Lake Skinner, Lake Perris, Murrieta Creek,
Prado Park.

Riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

SE,
delisted

May exist anywhere in study area,
observations in Prado Basin.

Agriculture, desert
scrubs, grassland,
Alpine meadows
and marshes,
montane coniferous forests, canyons, cliffs, escarpments.

SE, FT

Primarily migrant and wintering
species in western Riverside
County. Some nesting attempted
around bodies of water.

Meadows and
marshes, montane
coniferous forests,
riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forest, water.

FT

Throughout western Riverside
County in coastal sage scrub habitats. High densities occur along I15 corridor, continuing southeast to
Lake Skinner.

Coastal sage scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

FE, SE

Summer resident in willow areas
below 1,970 feet elevation, south of
Tehachapi Mountains and north of
northwestern Baja California.

Riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests.

Swainson’s hawk

Coccyzus
americanus
occidentalis
western yellowbilled cuckoo
Empidonax
traillii extimus
southwestern willow flycatcher

Falco peregrinus
peregrine falcon

Haliaeetus
leucocephalus
bald eagle

Polioptila
californica
californica
coastal California
gnatcatcher
Vireo belli
pusillus
least Bell’s vireo
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Mammals
Dipodomys
merriami parvus

FE

Aguanga, Sage, Temecula Creek,
and Wilson Creek.

Coastal sage scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

ST, FE

Patchy distribution from Corona/Norco Hills just west of SR-91
to Anza Valley, Temecula area,
Badlands, and Potrero Valley.
Largest populations in Lake
Mathews-Estelle Mountains, Lake
Skinner Domenigoni Valley, and
San Jacinto-Lake Perris core reserves.

Sparse coastal sage
scrub, grassland,
sparse Riversidean
alluvial fan sage
scrub.

San Bernardino
kangaroo rat
Dipodomys
stephensi
Stephens’ kangaroo rat

ST
SE
FT
FE

Listed “Threatened” under the State of California Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Endangered” under the State of California Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Threatened” under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Endangered” under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
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2.8

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (c) states the following with respect to the
range of alternatives in an EIR:
The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should
also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were
rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency’s determination. Additional information explaining the
choice of alternatives may be included in the administrative record. Among the
factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an
EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or
(iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.
NEPA regulations 40 CFR 1502.14 (a) states that the alternatives section of an EIS
should:
[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons
for their having been eliminated.
This section briefly describes two alternatives (Narrow Endemic Plant Species
Alternative and the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative) that were evaluated
and eliminated from further detailed study. Their reasons for being eliminated, which
are the failure to meet most of the basic project objectives and their infeasibility, are also
briefly discussed.
2.8.1

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative

This alternative would focus on the conservation of narrow endemic plant species. The
term endemic species refers to a species that is native to a particular geographic area.
Endemic does not imply rarity or endangerment; rather, it refers to geographic
distribution. A very narrowly distributed species is found only within a small
geographic area (e.g., the San Jacinto Valley crownscale [Atriplex coronata var.
notatior] is endemic [found only] in western Riverside County).
The term narrow endemic species has been used in conservation planning to refer to a
species that is restricted to a relatively small geographic area and for which conservation
planning decisions would have a substantial effect on the status of the species. Plant
species that are the focus of this alternative are listed in Table 2O. It is anticipated that
under this alternative, conservation areas for narrow endemic plants would overlap
similar areas identified for conservation in the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative.
Protocol surveys would be constructed for narrow endemic plants during the appropriate
season. If populations of narrow endemic plants were observed, avoidance and minimization measures would be undertaken in the design of individual projects.

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

2.8-1

Table 2O - Plant Species Protected under the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Plant Species Endemic to the Plan Area
Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

Arabis johnstoni

Johnston’s rock cress

Atriplex coronata var.
notatior

San Jacinto Valley
crownscale

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

Calochortus palmeri var.
munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains
bedstraw

Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Generally confined to Forest Service lands
Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Plant Species for which Plan Area is Critical to Conservation (not Endemic to Plan Area)
Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaf brodiaea

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned
spineflower

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed
dudleya

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River
woollystar

Hemizoniz pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Lasthenia glabrata spp.
apus

Coulter’s goldfield

Lepechinia cordifolia

heart-leaf pitcher-sage

Myosurus minimus ssp.
apus

little mousetail

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt
grass

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

Santa Ana River

Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Santa Rosa Plateau, Steele Rock

For many of the plant species being considered for conservation under the proposed
MSHCP, the existing available distribution data are limited. If coverage of these species
were sought in the selected alternative for the proposed MSHCP, the need to conduct
surveys would apply to these species, as well as to the narrow endemic plant species.
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The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative conflicts with Project Objectives.
Because it covers only 22 species, the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative does
not provide the maximum possible certainty that the Take Authorization will cover
additional species that may be listed while the Permits are in effect. Also, the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Alternative will not streamline development authorization under
FESA and CESA to the maximum extent practicable. Likewise, the Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Alternative would not provide assurances that, to the extent legally
possible, private parties will not be required to mitigate impacts under FESA and CESA
except as required in the Plan. The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative is also
infeasible due to economic and other considerations, and it would not reduce or avoid
any of the Project’s significant environmental impacts. Thus, the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative to the
Plan. However, elements from this alternative to protect endemic species were
incorporated into the Proposed Action as additional survey requirements (Appendix B,
Alternative Screening Document, contains a more detailed analysis). By incorporating
these features, the Plan takes advantage of the species benefits that would have been
provided by the Narrow Endemic Species Alternative.
2.8.2

Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative

This alternative seeks to promote the viability and recovery of western Riverside County
ecosystems and habitats, and the species dependent upon them. Additionally, this alternative seeks to reduce the need for the potential listing of species in the future. Like the
proposed Plan, this alternative also focuses generally on the following broad-based
NCCP biological tenets:
C Conserve focus species and their habitats throughout the proposed Plan Area;
C Conserve large habitat blocks;
C Conserve habitat diversity;
C Keep reserves contiguous and connected; and
C Protect reserves from encroachment and invasion by non-native species.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative provides for the most conservation of
the alternatives and the Proposed Action. It seeks to conserve up to 146 species and
218,600 acres of habitat on private lands within the MSHCP Planning Area. The
number of species to be conserved remains the same: 32 listed and proposed species, and
115 sensitive species.
Like all of the other alternatives, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
conserves 346,530 acres of existing public/quasi-public lands. In addition, the Modified
Reserve Configuration Alternative also would conserve 218,600 acres of private lands.
The 218,600 acres include the 153,000 acres proposed for conservation with the
Proposed Action plus 65,400 acres of additional conservation on private lands. The
additional 65,400 acres of private lands are largely comprised of lands designated as
critical habitat for listed, threatened, or endangered species or areas supporting sensitive
soils.
After analyzing the potential beneficial and detrimental effects of the alternatives, the
Lead Agencies determined that the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conflicts
with Project Objectives. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have
increased the number of acres to be conserved by 65,400 acres even though the amount
of habitat included in the Project is sufficient to adequately conserve all of the Covered
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Species. Thus, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have greatly
increased the cost of the project (by the fair market value of those 65,400 acres) without
significantly increasing the habitat value of the reserve. The Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative would conflict with Project Objectives because it would not
be economically efficient and it would not limit the expenditure of public and private
funds to the amount necessary to maintain a reserve that can adequately conserve the
Covered Species. Moreover, because the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
would require the purchase of an additional 65,400 acres of private lands, it is
economically infeasible and it conflicts with the Project Objective requiring that the
preferred alternative include a fee-based funding program that will generate sufficient
revenue to contribute to the reserve’s funding needs. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative also fails to avoid or substantially reduce any of the Project’s significant
environmental impacts. Based on these considerations, the Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative
to the proposed Project. (Appendix B, Alternative Screening Document, contains a more
detailed analysis of this decision-making process).
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2.9

Funding

Local funding is an essential element of the western Riverside County MSHCP. Local
funding provides mitigation for the local public and private development projects that
the proposed MSHCP will accommodate. Riverside County’s rapidly growing
population will require the construction of more than 100,000 approximately 149,000
additional residential units in unincorporated western Riverside County to be built over
the next 20 years by 2025. The local funding plan must balance the cost and benefits.
A local mitigation fee on all new development will be required, subject to a Government
Code Section 66000 establishing the legal relationship between the fee and the benefit
to those paying it.
The Plan’s ability to provide for timely acquisition of lands required for creation of the
reserve system is the single most critical element in the success of the Plan. Land values
in the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are likely to range from less than $1,000 per
acre to $100,000 per acre or more depending on location, natural constraints, access,
availability of utilities, and zoning and land use entitlements. The projected cost to
acquire 112,000 acres of private lands is $1,450,000,000. Further, the cyclical nature
of land development in Riverside County adds to the volatility of land values. During
the course of assembling the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area, inflation, economic
cycles, supply and demand for housing in the region will all impact the actual costs of
land acquisition. The financing plan will be revisited periodically during the life of the
plan to update cost and financing projections.
Local funding sources include funding from both public and private development and
regional funding sources that attempt to spread the financial burden over a broader base
than just new development. Sources in this category include, but are not limited to, City
and County developer mitigation fees, contributions from local public and private
infrastructure projects, County contribution of El Sobrante Landfill tipping fees from
out-of-County waste, County contribution of landfill tipping fees for in-County waste,
a contribution of a portion of Measure A sales tax, other regional funding that may be
developed, and County contribution of Density Bonus fees.
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2.10 Implementation
Regional Conservation Authority. Implementation of the MSHCP will be overseen,
administered, and enforced by a joint regional authority formed by the County and 14
cities pursuant to the requirements of the California Government Code and other
appropriate legal authorities. This authority will be called the Western Riverside County
Regional Conservation Authority (RCA). The RCA will have adequate authority to
carry out the requirements of the MSHCP. The RCA shall sign the IA and will be a
permitee under the permits. However, the RCA will not limit County or City local land
use authority, or prevent a permitee from approving a discretionary project. The RCA
will be formed either as a new joint powers authority or as part of an existing joint
powers authority prior to the issuance of permits by the Wildlife Agencies. It is
currently anticipated that the RCA will be governed by a Board of Directors consisting
of the 5 members of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors a well as an elected
official from each of the 14 cities.
The RCA will provide the primary policy direction for the implementation of the
MSHCP and will provide opportunities for public participation in the decision-making
process. Duties of the RCA will include (but are not limited to) the following:
• Identify and make decisions on local Additional Reserve Lands acquisitions
consistent with adopted MSHCP policies, criteria, and strategies, with input from
Funding Coordination Committee (FCC, see below);
• Identify and make decisions on local funding priorities consistent with adopted
MSHCP policies, criteria, and strategies, with input from the FCC;
• Coordinate implementation of the MSHCP by permitees and the Wildlife Agencies,
and endeavor to assist in resolving disputes between permitees and the Wildlife
Agencies;
• Approve and submit to the Wildlife Agencies all reports required by the MSHCP;
• Approve all requests (over a certain amount) for funding submitted by the Executive
Director (see below), the Reserve Management Oversight Committee (RMOC, see
below), and other entities implementing the MSHCP;
• Negotiate and execute conservation easements and fee acquisitions, accept gifts of
land donated for conservation, accept mitigation land conveyed from the County and
the 14 cities, and ensure transmission of impact mitigation fees from the County and
14 cities to the RCA on a quarterly basis.
• Select, contract, and consult with the Executive Director, and create, appoint, and
consult with the FCC;
• Grant third party take authorization and take authorization to Participating Special
Entities and others as set forth in the IA;
• Assist permitees in preparing and submitting to the Wildlife Agencies Minor
Amendments to the MSHCP;
• Establish policies as appropriate under which the FCC will make recommendations
to the RCA;
• Hire and provide staff support, as necessary, to implement the MSHCP, and contract
with outside entities for specific services such as law enforcement;
• Act as custodian of records for information concerning MSHCP implementation;
• Hold regularly scheduled public meetings;
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• Develop and implement financing strategies to maximize funding sources, manage
and coordinate the MSHCP local funding plan as set forth in Section 8.0 of the
MSHCP, and review and approve the annual funding budget for the Reserve
Monitoring Program submitted by the Executive Director;
• Coordinate with State and Federal agencies on MSHCP funding, and adopt an annual
budget, including but not limited to a capital improvement programs that identifies
planned capital and land acquisition expenditures; and
• When appropriate, assume the duties and responsibilities of the Riverside County
Habitat Conservation Agency, pursuant to the Long-Term Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
Habitat Conservation Plan.
The RCA will not have authority over State or Federal land in the MSHCP Conservation
Area.
Funding Coordination Committee. To assist in implementing its duties pursuant to the
MSHCP, the RCA Board of Directors shall form the FCC within 120 days of issuance
of the permits, to provide input on local funding priorities and local MSHCP Conservation Area acquisitions. Members of the FCC will be appointed by the RCA and will
consist of staff representatives from the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA. To the extent
possible, FCC members will have expertise in real estate or land use planning matters,
or experience in implementing large-scale conservation programs. All Planning
Directors from the County and 14 cities will receive prior notice of all FCC meetings,
which will include a meeting agenda and the list of potential acquisition sites, as
appropriate. The Planning Directors or designated representatives will participate in the
FCC as appropriate.
The FCC will advise the RCA through the Executive Director on local Additional
Reserve Lands acquisitions and local funding priorities, as requested. However, the
RCA will have the final decision-making authority in establishing and implementing the
local priorities. The FCC will also provide a forum to discuss Wildlife Agencies land
acquisition priorities and keep the RCA informed on acquisitions by non-local sources.
The RCA will establish policies, as appropriate, under which the FCC will make
recommendations to the RCA. These policies will include conflict of interest guidelines
for the FCC members.
Executive Director. The RCA will also select an appropriate individual or entity to
administer the plan (the Executive Director). Within 30 days of the formation of the
RCA, the RCA will contract with an appropriate County Department to act as the
Executive Director within 30 days of the formation of the RCA. This County
Department will be recommended by the County Executive Officer and approved by the
RCA Board of Directors. The County contract will be for an initial term of three years.
At least six months prior to the expiration of the initial contract term, the RCA will
review the County Department’s performance as Executive Director, and will, as
appropriate, either extend the contract or select an alternative entity or individual for the
Executive Director position.
Duties of the Executive Director will include but not be limited to the following:
• Implement the duties and responsibilities of the RCA;
• Administer the MSHCP on behalf of the RCA;
• Participate in and/or monitor the Joint Project/Acquisition Review Process, as
appropriate, to ensure consistent MSHCP implementation and oversight;
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• Oversee data management, including tracking Reserve Assembly on a GIS system and
digitizing information to account for MSHCP Conservation Area Design;
• Annually compare development impact fee remittance to reported development and
follow-up with individual jurisdictions where discrepancies are noted;
• Prepare an annual funding budget for the Reserve Monitoring Program based upon
an annual work plan submitted by the Monitoring Program Administrator;
• Oversee management for locally managed MSHCP Conservation Area Lands and
coordinate with other MSHCP Conservation Area property owners as set forth in
Section 5.0 of the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with the Wildlife Agencies on MSHCP Conservation Area Management
and Monitoring issues;
• Oversee ongoing activities of the Reserve Managers (see below) for locally managed
MSHCP Conservation Area Lands, as well as activities of the Monitoring Program
Administrator (see below), as set forth in the MSHCP IA;
• Select and oversee the Independent Science Advisors (ISAs, see below), and form the
Reserve Management Oversight Committee (see below), as set forth in the MSHCP
IA;
• Provide regular reports to the RCA on MSHCP implementation as required by the
MSHCP, and attend meetings of the RCA Board of Directors as requested; and
• Develop appropriate policies and procedures for operation of the RCA and delegate
duties and responsibilities, as appropriate.
Reserve Management Oversight Committee. The Reserve Management Oversight
Committee (RMOC) will be the intermediary between on-the-ground MSHCP activities
conducted by the Reserve Managers and others and the decision-making function of the
RCA. The Executive Director will serve as the chair of the RMOC. The RMOC will
be assembled within 60 days of the effective date of the contract between the RCA and
the County concerning appointment of the Executive Director. The RMOC will be
composed of at least one representative appointed by the following:
• USFWS;
• CDFG;
• Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District;
• BLM;
• USFS;
• California Department of Parks and Recreation;
• RCA; and
• Any other private or public agency or entity that owns or manages land within the
MSHCP Conservation Area.
RMOC representatives will have all the authority necessary to ensure that the RMOC’s
oversight and advisory duties and responsibilities are successfully executed. RMOC’s
representatives will therefore be Reserve Managers or the equivalent. To the extent
feasible, RMOC representatives will have appropriate expertise in land management.
Duties of the RMOC will be established by the Executive Director as necessary to
ensure implementation of the MSHCP. These duties include oversight and advisory
duties, discussed below.
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Oversight duties include the following:
• Oversee and direct implementation of the Reserve Management Plans as described
in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP (however, each agency that owns property within the
MSHCP Conservation Area will be ultimately responsible for managing the
property);
• Implement the Adaptive Management Plan as set forth in Section 5.2 of the MSHCP;
• Determine the format and timing of annual reports as required in Section 6.11 of the
MSHCP;
• Review and provide input on reports prepared by Reserve Managers and the
Monitoring Program Administrator;
• Monitor the Reserve Management and Monitoring budget to ensure adequate funding;
• Provide annual written reports to the RCA Board of Directors and the Executive
Director, including baseline assessments of Additional Reserve Lands;
• Coordinate implementation of the MSHCP Plan Area Plans; and
• Coordinate with Reserve managers selected by the MSHCP Conservation Area
property owners.
Advisory duties will include the following:
• Provide biological, technical, and operational expertise involving oversight of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, including management, Adaptive Management
procedures, and monitoring;
• Provide recommendations to the Executive Director on MSHCP implementation;
• Provide technical assistance to Reserve Managers and the Monitoring Program
Administrator;
• Assist fire protection entities in identifying and mapping potential fuel reduction
zones or fire break locations, as well as access routes for fire equipment in the event
of wildland fires that pose safety concerns, as set forth in the MSHCP;
• Assist permitees in the implementation of the terms and conditions of the MSHCP,
as requested;
• Assist the RCA in the development and implementation of financing strategies to
maximize funding sources;
• Distribute information regarding Additional Reserve Land acquisitions; and
• Assist in prioritizing management activities that benefit MSHCP Conservation Area
Land with multiple ownership.
The RMOC will meet at least twice a year, or more frequently as needed. The RMOC
will attempt to reach a consensus on recommendations, but in the event no consensus
can be reached, majority vote will prevail. If an issue goes to a majority vote, the
Wildlife Agencies would reserve their rights under the MSHCP, IA, and State and
Federal law to take actions as they believe appropriate, even if in contradiction to the
majority decision. Disputed matters may also be appealed to the RCA Board of
Directors for a final administrative determination.
Reserve Managers. Reserve Managers will be appropriate individual selected by, and
contracted directly with, the public or private entities that own affected MSHCP
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Conservation Area Land. The Reserve Managers for locally owned MSHCP Conservation Area Lands will be appointed by and report to the Executive Director. Reserve
Managers for non-locally owned MSHCP Conservation Area Lands will consult with
the RMOC.
Reserve Manager duties will include the following:
• Implement Reserve Management Plans pursuant to Section 5.0 of the MSHCP and
otherwise manage resources in the MSHCP Conservation Area;
• Evaluate best available scientific data obtained from the Monitoring Program against
measurable biological goals and make recommendations on Adaptive Management
to the RMOC;
• Prepare and submit reports to the Executive Director and the RMOC as required by
the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with other Reserve Managers, the Monitoring Program Administrator, and
ISAs, including attendance at annual meetings to discuss data collection methodologies; and
• Perform all other management duties required by the MSHCP.
Monitoring Program Administrator. A Monitoring Program Administrator selected by the
RCA will be responsible for implementing the Monitoring Program contained in Section
5.0 of the MSHCP. During the first eight years of the permits, the Monitoring Program
Administrator will be CDFG. After the initial term expires, the RCA Board of Directors
may elect to have CDFG continue acting as the Monitoring Program Administrator, or
may elect an alternative entity or individual for the position. If the RCA determines that
CDFG cannot adequately perform the duties and responsibilities of the Monitoring
Program Administrator, the RCA Board of Directors will select an alternative individual
or entity for this position. Disagreements between permitees and the Monitoring
Program Administrators regarding implementation of the Monitoring Program, the
dispute will be resolved through RCA staff, or, if needed, the RCA Board of Directors.
Duties of the Monitoring Program Administrator will include:
• Monitor MSHCP Conservation Area Lands pursuant to Section 5 of the MSHCP,
including mapping vegetative communities and wildlife habitats, compiling existing
scientific data on Covered Species, and conducting inventories to determine plant and
animal species distribution and abundance;
• Prepare and submit reports to the Executive Director, the RMOC, and/or the Reserve
Managers as required by the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with Reserve Managers and the ISAs through sharing information
obtained through monitoring efforts;
• Provide a 3-5 year projected work plan and cost estimate for implementation of the
Monitoring Program to the RMOC on an annual basis; and
• Perform all other monitoring duties required by the MSHCP.
Independent Science Advisors. The Executive Director will, as appropriate, appoint
ISAs with input from the RMOC. These ISAs will be qualified biologists and
conservation experts with expertise in the Covered Species and their habitats. The ISAs
may be independent, associated with educational institutions or public agencies,
members of a non-profit organization, or employees of biological science firms. To the
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extent feasible, the ISAs will have appropriate experience in land management. The
ISAs will be retained on an annual basis and will report to the Executive Director.
Duties of the ISAs will include:
• Assist in the MSHCP implementation process at the request and direction fo the
Executive Director;
• Provide recommendations based on the best available scientific information
concerning scientific aspects of the HCP, at the request of the Executive Director; and
• Coordinate with Reserve Managers and the Monitoring Program Administrator at the
request of the Executive Director through review of relevant reports and data.
Any conflicts between recommendations made by the RMOC and the ISAs will be
mediated by the Executive Director. If needed, the conflict may be submitted to the
RCA Board of Directors for a decision.
The RCA will sponsor an annual workshop for the ISAs. This workshop will be a venue
to exchange all current scientific information and literature that may assist in Reserve
Assembly, management, Adaptive Management, and monitoring.
The participating jurisdictions within the proposed Plan Area will be required to select
the legal mechanism to implement the terms of the proposed MSHCP prior to the
execution of the Implementing agreement. The participating jurisdictions will submit
such legal mechanism to the USFWS and CDFG in support of authorizations to “take”
listed threatened and endangered species or other species of concern. Options include
but are not limited to: adoption of an ordinance or resolution implementing proposed
MSHCP policies and requirements, amending existing open space ordinances/resolutions, incorporation of the proposed MSHCP requirement into an existing
General Plan, other General Plan Amendments, or adoption of model “mini” open
space/resource element.
Development of property outside of the proposed MSHCP reserve shall be covered for
incidental take of listed species and their habitat, provided payment of an impact
mitigation fee is made (or credit for land conveyed is obtained). Payment of the
mitigation fee is intended to provide full mitigation under CEQA and NEPA, as well as
the federal and State ESAs, for impacts to the species covered under the proposed
MSHCP, pursuant to agreements with participating regulatory agencies and as set forth
in the Implementing Agreement. The proposed MSHCP cannot provide mitigation for
projects regulated by entities or agencies not participating in the proposed MSHCP.
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2.11 Covered Activities
This section summarizes the activities determined to be compatible or conditionally
compatible with the designation and management of the proposed MSHCP reserve.
Detailed information regarding the location and extent of these activities is included in
Appendix B of the MSHCP. Chapter 7.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I, provides specific
covered uses, anticipated impacts associated with these uses, and guidelines for covered
activities.
2.11.1 Covered Activities Outside the Criteria Area
Public and private Development, including construction of buildings, structures,
infrastructure and all alterations of the land, that are carried out by Permittees,
Participatory Special Entities, Third Parties Granted Take Authorization and others
within the Plan Area, that are outside of the Criteria Area are permitted under the Plan,
subject to consistency with MSHCP policies that apply outside the Criteria Area (such
as policies related to Riparian and Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, Narrow Endemic
Plant Species, Additional Survey Needs and Procedures, and Funding/Fee Issues).
2.11.2 Covered Activities within Existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands
Some of the following activities may be proposed on federal lands, or may involve
federal agency approvals (i.e., have a federal “nexus”). To the extent that these Covered
Activities that involve a federal nexus are determined to affect federally listed species
and as such require a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS under FESA, Incidental
Take of listed species would occur through the Section 7 process, not through the
MSHCP. However, the USFWS Obligations and Assurances provided for in Section
14.9 of the Implementing Agreement would apply.
Existing Roads
Both publicly- and privately-maintained roads occur on Public/Quasi-Public lands, as
summarized in Table 7-1 of the MSHCP. Maintenance Activities on privatelymaintained roads are afforded limited coverage, subject to the submittal of an application
for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered Maintenance Activities for these roadways is
substantially limited in scope, including only such grading as necessary to restore a
smooth driving surface, maintain existing graded shoulders within the existing rights-ofway, and essential weed abatement, excluding the application of any herbicides.
Guidelines are provided in Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and
avoid impacts to sensitive species and habitats occurring adjacent to the existing
roadway. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) in Appendix C of the MSHCP would
be applied as appropriate.
Some of the existing County maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the existing
roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In addition,
safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered Activities. Guidelines are provided in Section
7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and
Habitats occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The BMPs in Appendix C of the
MSHCP would be applied as appropriate. Covered maintenance activities include:
signage, traffic control devices, guardrails and fences, pavement repairs, accident
response, tree trimming, natural disaster damage/restoration of emergency access, storm
drainage, weed control, grading shoulders (up to 12 feet), grading existing dirt roadways,
dust stabilization, culverts/drop structures, curbs/gutters/sidewalks, roadway widening,
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berms, roadway resurfacing, ditch clearing, landscape maintenance, bridge maintenance,
and roadway reconstruction.
Planned Roads
New Circulation Element roads, or improvements to existing Circulation Element roads
proposed within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands include Butterfield Stage Road,
Anza Road, Bautista Canyon Road, Gilman Springs Road and Roads crossing the Santa
Ana River, including a potential new crossing at Schleisman Avenue. Siting, design and
construction of these facilities shall be subject to the guidelines provided in Sections
7.5.1, 7.5.2, and 7.5.3, and will also be subject to the Best Management Practices
identified in Appendix C of the MSHCP.
Impacts to Habitats within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be compensated by
purchase and dedication into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land that is in addition
to the Additional Reserve Lands.
Specific planned roadway projects are subject to additional restrictions, as set forth in
Section 7.2 of the MSHCP. These include the CETAP corridors (Section 7.2.2) and the
Cajalco Road Realignment and Widening (Section 7.2.3).
Future Facilities
Future facilities such as water, sewer, electrical, gas and solid waste facilities, that are
described in more detail in Section 7.3.9 of the MSHCP would also be permitted within
existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands subject to a finding of equivalent conservation
provided through individual project mitigation. An equivalency analysis shall be
provided by either the Permittee or the entity requesting a Certificate of Inclusion. The
analysis shall be provided for review and concurrence by the Wildlife Agencies in
narrative and graphic form comparing the effects/benefits of the proposed project
including specific mitigation and compensation for lost conservation values, with the
conditions prior to facility implementation. The analysis shall consider specific project
design features, including consideration of the siting and design guidelines, contained
in Section 7.5.1, as well as the Best Management Practices contained in Appendix C of
the MSHCP. Impacts to Habitats within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be
compensated by purchase and dedication into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land
that is in addition to the Additional Reserve Lands.
Existing Facilities
Public facilities within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands may be maintained by
Permittees within the existing disturbance area of each existing facility, and without any
changes in the operating characteristics of the facility that would affect Covered Species.
Existing Agricultural Uses
Existing agricultural uses within Local Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered
Activities subject to no expansion of the area used for agriculture and no increase in the
intensity of agricultural use.
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2.11.3 Covered Activities in the Criteria Area
Public and Private Development
As discussed in Section 3.0 of the MSHCP, public and private Development within the
Criteria Area that is determined to be consistent with the Criteria is considered a
Covered Activity.
Single-Family Homes on Existing Legal Parcels within the Criteria Area
Development of individual single-family homes on existing legal parcels, in accordance
with existing land use regulations is a Covered Activity within the Criteria Area. As
described in Section 6.1.1 of the MSHCP, there is currently a process for siting a home
on an existing legal lot. The location of a single family home or mobile home on an
existing legal lot is determined by factors such as access, topography/terrain, zoning
development standards including setbacks, soil types, presence of earthquake fault lines,
leach fields, presence of oak trees and location of lot within a high fire hazard area.
Therefore, an expedited review process, through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat
Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process has been developed to assist in
determining the appropriate location of a single family home or mobile home on an
existing legal lot within the Criteria Area.
An application for the issuance of a grading permit for an individual single family home
on an existing legal lot or a site preparation permit for a mobile home on an existing
legal lot within the Criteria Area will be subject to review against the MSHCP
Conservation Criteria solely in order to determine the location of a building foot print
area and any necessary access road(s) on the least sensitive portion of the lot. A habitat
assessment for certain species may be required in order to assist in determining the most
appropriate location for the area of disturbance and any necessary access road(s). Upon
completion of the review, the Permittee will determine the location of the area of
disturbance, and the location of any necessary road(s). Any necessary firebreaks will
be included within the area of disturbance.
Agricultural Lands
Existing agricultural uses and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use, as defined
and outlined in Section 6.2 of this document, will be allowed as a Covered Activity
within the Criteria Area. New conversions to agricultural use within the Criteria Area
are covered up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the life of the Plan.
Agricultural Operations, as defined in Section 6.2, include the production of all plants
(horticulture), fish farms, animals and related production activities, including the
planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production,
plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the
purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture,
horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing
animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal part of such operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.
The guidelines for coverage of Agricultural Operations and mechanisms for implementing the New Agricultural Lands Cap are discussed in detail in Section 6.2. The purpose
of this discussion is to establish a process for monitoring New Agricultural Lands and
for ensuring that Reserve Assembly activities are adjusted to account for New
Agricultural Lands in the Criteria Area.
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In order to verify the location of the Existing Agricultural Operations, the County will
establish a database identifying Existing Agricultural Operations (“Existing Agricultural
Operations Database”) on or before the Effective Date of the Implementing Agreement
or the issuance of the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Authorization. The New
Agricultural Lands Cap of 10,000 acres within the Criteria Area will be applied to
Agricultural Operations that are in addition to the activities recorded in the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database. The 10,000 acre New Agricultural Lands Cap
represents approximately 3 percent of the total acreage contained within the Criteria
Area.
Existing Roads
Maintenance of existing roads within the Criteria Area is considered a Covered Activity
under the Plan. Existing roads within the Criteria Area are not anticipated to be included
in the total acreage of Additional Reserve Lands and will not be included in the MSHCP
Conservation Area. However, maintenance and minor modifications to existing roads
may result in impacts to listed species. Specified road maintenance activities as outlined
in this section, are Covered Activities under the Plan. Existing roadways within the
Criteria Area include interstates, freeways, State highways, City and County maintained
roadways, as well as local roads, which are not City, or County maintained that provide
property access. This latter category of other maintained roadways are generally
maintained by the adjacent property owners, either individually or collectively. Table
7-3 in the MSHCP provides an estimate summarizing the extent of these various types
of existing roadways which are permitted to remain within the Criteria Area.
Maintenance Activities on privately-maintained roads are afforded limited coverage,
subject to the submittal of an application for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered
Maintenance Activities for these roadways is substantially limited in scope, including
only such grading as necessary to restore a smooth driving surface, maintain existing
graded shoulders within the existing rights-of-way, and essential weed abatement,
excluding the application of any herbicides. Guidelines are provided in Section 7.3.5 of
the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and habitats
occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) in
Appendix C of the MSHCP would be applied as appropriate.
Some of the existing County maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the existing
roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In addition,
safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered Activities. Guidelines are provided in Section
7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and
Habitats occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The BMPs in Appendix C of the
MSHCP would be applied as appropriate. Covered maintenance activities include:
signage, traffic control devices, guardrails and fences, pavement repairs, accident
response, tree trimming, natural disaster damage/restoration of emergency access, storm
drainage, weed control, grading shoulders (up to 12 feet), grading existing dirt roadways,
dust stabilization, culverts/drop structures, curbs/gutters/sidewalks, roadway widening,
berms, roadway resurfacing, ditch clearing, landscape maintenance, bridge maintenance,
and roadway reconstruction.
Planned Roads
Planned roadways are defined as either existing facilities that require improvements (i.e.,
widening) or as new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include seven types
of roadways, freeways, CETAP Corridors and other major facilities that have been
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identified as part of the General Plan circulation element (depicted in Figure 7-1 of the
MSHCP). Planned roadways are depicted in a general fashion on the County Circulation
Element. Only those roadways identified in Section 7 of the MSHCP are Covered
Activities in the Criteria Area. Roadways other than those identified in this section are
not covered without an amendment to the MSHCP in accordance with the procedures
described in Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
Roads with special environmental issues due to their location within particularly
sensitive areas are listed in Table 7-4 of the MSHCP, which identifies specific
considerations for design and alignment of these roads.
State Park Facilities
An Off- Highway Vehicle Park/State Vehicle Recreation Area (SVRA) may be
constructed within Sections 12, 13, 24 T3S.R2W and Sections 18, 19 and 20 T3S.R1W
and access developed to the site through sections 20, 21, 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32 T3SR1W.
The SVRA may impact up to 1,200 acres including the active riding area, access roads,
parking areas and other ancillary facilities. The siting of the facilities must comply with
the terms of the MSHCP. The development of the SVRA is also required to comply
with additional measures presented in Section 7.3.6 of the MSHCP.
Existing State Park facilities within the MSHCP Conservation Area include the Lake
Perris State Recreation Area, Chino Hills State Park, Mount San Jacinto State Park, San
Timoteo State Park and Anza-Borrego State Park. The following is a description of
existing and future activities and acreages (including brush management areas) within
these State Park facilities that are Covered Activities under the MSHCP. Recreational
activities allowed within the campgrounds and day use areas include hiking, horseback
riding, bicycling, camping, picnicking, swimming, boating and hunting (at Lake Perris
SRA).
Lake Perris State Recreation Area. Existing visitor use facilities are primarily located
along the north shore of the lake and on the south shore in the Bernasconi Pass area. The
main administrative facility is located below the dam. Existing use areas consist of
approximately 220 acres of campgrounds, 120 acres of parking areas, 200 acres of day
use areas, 10 acres of administrative uses, 5 acres of water treatment and storage
facilities, a 5-acre museum, 54 acres of roads and 10 acres of trails. Future
uses/expansions of existing uses are anticipated to include a 2-acre visitor center, 15
additional acres of parking, a 15-acre swim lagoon, 1-acre campfire center, 7 additional
acres of campgrounds, 1 additional acre of trails/bridges, and 4 additional acres of roads.
Chino Hills State Park. Existing improvements within portions of the Chino Hills State
Park that are within the MSHCP Plan Area are limited to two acres of existing roads.
Future improvements will include two acres of parking, and one acre of campgrounds.
Mount San Jacinto State Park and State Wilderness. This park facility includes 20 acres
of campgrounds, five acres of parking areas, 10 acres of day use areas, one acre of
administrative facilities, one acre of water facilities, 15 acres of roads and nine acres of
trails. Future improvements will include a two-acre visitor center, five additional acres
of parking, 15 additional acres of campgrounds, two additional acres of trails, and two
additional acres of roads.
San Timoteo Park. Land is currently being acquired to establish a State Park. Existing
improvements to the land include one acre of administrative facilities and eight acres of
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roads. Future improvements include a two-acre visitor center, five acres of parking
areas, 15 acres of campgrounds, two acres of trails, and two additional acres of roads.
Anza-Borrego State Park. Within the MSHCP Plan Area this facility has five acres of
administrative uses, 18 acres of roads, and five acres of trails. No future uses are
proposed.
Flood Control Facilities
Within the Criteria Area, flood control facilities (improvements and new construction)
that are undertaken by a Permittee are Covered Activities. Maintenance of existing
flood control facilities within Public/Quasi Public Lands or the Criteria Area that is
subject to an MOU or agreement with the Wildlife Agencies for such activities would
be covered pursuant to those MOUs or agreements. Table 7-14 in the MSHCP contains
a list of flood control facilities that have been identified as Covered Activities within the
Criteria Area. It should be noted that some of the County Flood Control District lands
have been included in the Public/Quasi-Public Lands database. Flood control activities
within Public/Quasi-Public Lands are also Covered Activities pursuant to this section.
As discussed in Section 7.1 of the MSHCP, facilities that are located outside of the
Criteria Area are also Covered Activities.
The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (“County Flood
Control”) intends to implement flood control measures (including channelization or
some other form or forms of engineered flood control) on the San Jacinto River between
the Ramona Expressway and the mouth of Railroad Canyon (“San Jacinto River
Project’). The County Flood Control anticipates the development of a flood control
project for the San Jacinto River which is expected to reduce the flow to approximately
6,000 cubic feet per second at the Ramona Expressway during 100 year flood events.
Other Covered Activities within the vicinity of the San Jacinto River include Ramona
Expressway bridge and culvert, Nuevo Road bridge, San Jacinto Avenue crossing, I-215
bridge and levee, Case Road bridge, Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad bridge,
Goetz Road bridge, Ethanac Road bridge, Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel and
Romoland Channel. This facility would be subject to the criteria presented in Section
7.3.7 of the MSHCP.
Waste Management Facilities
Facilities located outside the Criteria Area are covered as outlined in Section 7.1 of the
MSHCP. Operations, maintenance and expansion activities at these existing active
waste management facilities within the Criteria Area and Public/Quasi-Public Lands will
be Covered Activities if performed within the existing boundaries (ownership or lease
area) of these facilities. Coverage for these activities is subject to satisfaction of all
obligations identified in Section 13.6 of the Implementing Agreement. Although El
Sobrante Landfill may be located within the MSHCP Conservation Area, activities at El
Sobrante Landfill will be dictated by its approved HCP. Landfill operations and
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner consistent with regulatory
authorizations and/or permits. Covered Activities also include development of waste
related activities within the existing disturbed use areas at inactive landfill sites. Waste
related activities include energy production (such as gas-to-energy operations), transfer
and recycling facilities and state-mandated maintenance activities.
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Future Facilities
Future facilities are facilities that are necessary to support planned Development.
Certain future facilities have been preliminarily identified by the agencies responsible
for their construction, operation and maintenance, while others have not been or cannot
be identified and/or located at present. Future facilities that are carried out by a
Permittee, Participating Special Entities and/or Third Parties Granted Take Authorization
will be considered Covered Activities. The process for mitigation and/or contribution
to Reserve Assembly for future facilities is described in Section 6.1.6 of the MSHCP.
There are three general categories of future facilities that may need to be located within
either the Criteria Area, due to the fact that such facilities are linear, or involve
engineering constraints that make avoidance of Criteria Areas not practicable Feasible.
Such constraints may also require location of these facilities within Public/Quasi-Public
Lands. If such is the case, all of the conditions described in this section for coverage of
future facilities apply, with the addition of a requirement that impacts to Habitats within
existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be compensated by purchase and dedication
into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land that is in addition to the Additional Reserve
Lands. The three categories include: Water/Wastewater Facilities, Electrical Utility
Facilities, and Natural Gas Facilities.
Water and wastewater facilities generally include by but are not limited to pipelines,
pump stations, lift stations, force mains, reservoirs, wastewater treatment plants,
filtration plants and appurtenant facilities. There are several potential future
subtransmission projects planned by electric utility purveyors that may need to be
located within the Criteria Area. These include new or upgraded/replacement
transmission lines, and electrical generation facilities that require specific locations (e.g.
water, and wind power facilities). Activities related to gas facilities will largely be
comprised of operation and maintenance of gas utility purveyors’ existing and planned
facilities and pipelines. The following are examples of activities that may be conducted
to install, test and maintain pipeline: ROW repair, including grading, blocking and
dragging, below-grade pipe and coating inspections, leak excavations, installation or
replacement of anodes, placement of cathodic protection units, repair of large pipeline
washouts, and road improvements.
For facilities proposed within the Criteria Area where the area proposed for the facilities
has not yet been assembled into the MSHCP Conservation Area, the facilities will be
subject to the Criteria contained in Section 3 of the MSHCP. If the facilities are
determined to meet the Criteria, construction of the facilities will proceed as a Covered
Activity within the Criteria Area. If the facilities were determined not to be consistent
with the Criteria, the facilities may still proceed as a Covered Activity within the Criteria
Area, provided that either the location and/or characteristics of the facilities are modified
to meet the Criteria, and/or the Criteria Area is amended through the Criteria Refinement
Process identified in Section 6.5 of the MSHCP. Future facilities siting criteria are
provided in Section 7.3.9 of the MSHCP.
2.11.1 Compatible Uses 2.11.4 Allowable Uses
Compatible Uses
The following uses are considered to be compatible with the overall conservation goals
and objectives of the proposed MSHCP and are covered within the Conservation Area
reserve system.
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Reserve Management and Scientific Research Activities. Scientific research activities
related to habitat conservation, monitoring, and habitat restoration and enhancement are
covered within the reserve, subject to approval by the local managing entity and/or
underlying landowner, as appropriate. Such scientific research activities shall be
conducted in a manner consistent with the proposed MSHCP criteria, conditions of
coverage for individual species, and proposed MSHCP adaptive management plan.
Emergency, Safety, and Police Services. Local, State and federal law enforcement
entities will be allowed access to the reserve system, as necessary, to enforce the law.
Medical, rescue, firefighting operations, and other emergency service providers will be
allowed access to the reserve system to carry out operations necessary for the health,
safety and welfare of the public. Local law enforcement agencies and other entities such
as the National Guard or Immigration and Naturalization Service operating within the
reserve system are subject to existing State and federal laws. The proposed MSHCP will
not create additional permit requirements for these entities beyond those of existing State
and federal laws.
Emergency Repairs. Public infrastructure facilities and utilities are currently located in
areas anticipated to be included within the reserve system and may be constructed in the
future in the reserve system in accordance with the covered activities described in this
section. From time to time, emergency repairs may be required to these facilities as
necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the public. Such activities will be covered
within the reserve.
2.11.2 Conditionally Compatible Uses
The following uses are considered conditionally compatible with the overall conservation goals and objectives of the proposed MSHCP and are covered within the reserve
subject to the guidelines and criteria detailed in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Public Access and Recreation. While the main goal of the proposed MSHCP reserve is
to protect biological resources, another primary objective is to provide recreational and
educational activities within the reserve. Because it gives the public an opportunity to
experience and appreciate the natural environment that is being protected, public access
is an important component of the proposed MSHCP. Public access, while permitted,
would be via trails and potential future opportunities for nature centers. These activities
are not part of the MSHCP and would be funded separately. By increasing awareness
and appreciation for natural resources within the reserve, local residents and visitors can
learn the importance of and practice of environmental stewardship. The covered public
access uses within the proposed MSHCP reserve would consist of trail facilities and
passive recreational activities.
Transportation Facilities. Two classifications of roadways have been identified and
evaluated for the proposed MSHCP: existing and planned roadways. Existing roadways
refer to those for which ongoing maintenance and safety improvements may be needed,
but no new construction or widening involving addition of lanes is needed. Planned
roadways are defined as existing facilities that require improvements (i.e., widening) or
as new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include those types of roadways
that have been identified as part of the General Plan Circulation Element.
Necessary operation and maintenance activities conducted for safety purposes shall be
permitted in the reserve. These uses or activities include, but are not limited to: signage,
pavement repairs, weed control, dust stabilization, accident response, repair of natural
disaster damage, roadway resurfacing, bridge maintenance, and roadway widening.
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Planned roadways, which include improvements to existing roadways and construction
of new roadways, would not occur within the reserve. With different alternatives, roads
may be conditionally covered. These roads were anticipated in existing General Plans
of the 14 cities within western Riverside County and in existing approved projects.
Planned roadways include the following:
C Roadways proposed as part of the General Plan Circulation Element;
C The Highway 79 Realignment Corridor;
C Freeways operated and maintained by Caltrans; and
C The two CETAP transportation corridors within the western Riverside County and the
“out-of-county” corridor proposed to connect San Bernardino County with Moreno
Valley.
Water-Related Activities. Water-related activities can be separated into two categories:
flood control and water/wastewater activities. Flood control activities include projects
with the main purpose of protecting people and property from flooding. Water/wastewater activities include most other water-related activities such as wastewater
treatment, water storage, and pipeline projects.
For both water-related categories, covered activities within the proposed MSHCP
reserve would consist of operations and maintenance activities at existing facilities and
construction of new projects by water districts or agencies.
Covered flood control activities within the proposed MSHCP reserve would consist of
the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s (Flood Control
District) future planned projects and operations, maintenance, and emergency activities
at existing and planned flood control facilities. Existing flood control facilities include
lined channels, unlined channels (including levees), basins, and dams throughout
western Riverside County. Maintenance activities at existing facilities are essential to
maintain hydraulic capacity and ensure public safety. Existing maintenance activities
are carried out per an agreement with CDFG. Maintenance of existing flood control
facilities within Public/Quasi Public Lands or the Criteria Area that is subject to an
MOU or agreement with the Wildlife Agencies for such activities would be covered
pursuant to those MOUs or agreements. It should be noted that some of the County
Flood Control District lands have been included in the Public/Quasi-Public Lands
database. Flood control activities within Public/Quasi-Public Lands are also Covered
Activities pursuant to this section. As discussed in Section 7.1 of the MSHCP, facilities
that are located outside of the Criteria Area are also Covered Activities.
Water districts would also be allowed to continue operations and maintenance activities
at existing facilities. These existing facilities include filtration plants, reservoirs and
appurtenant facilities, aqueducts, canals, pipelines, power plants and pumpback facilities,
and water tanks.
Utilities. The main utility providers in western Riverside County are Southern California
Edison (SCE) and Southern California Gas Company (The Gas Company). These
utilities must be allowed to perform their operations, maintenance, and emergency
activities to provide reliable and quality gas and electric service.
Existing facilities include generating facilities, substations, transmission (500 and 230
kilovolt [kV]) lines, subtransmission (115 and 66 kV) lines, and distribution (33, 12, and
4 kV) lines that were operational as of 2002. There are several potential future
subtransmission projects planned by SCE that may need to be located within the reserve.
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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Proposed transmission line improvements would involve improvements to existing lines.
In some cases, the existing facilities that would be improved traverse portions of the
proposed reserve. The MSHCP puts forth a mechanism to utilize “take” permits;
however, future facilities are not covered.
Covered utilities activities within the proposed MSHCP reserve would also comprise
operation, maintenance, and emergency activities at the Gas Company’s existing and
planned facilities and pipelines. Because specified maintenance of natural gas pipelines
is required by State and federal law to protect public safety, the Gas Company must have
access to and be able to maintain all of their existing rights-of-way and to install new
pipe where needed.
Waste Management. The Riverside County Waste Management Department is charged
with the responsibility for meeting the solid waste disposal needs of all Riverside County
residents by providing an integrated and cost-effective waste management system of
facilities and programs that operates in compliance with federal, State, and local
environmental and land use laws and regulations. The covered activities for the Waste
Management Department would include operations and maintenance activities at its
active, inactive, or closed landfills and other planned public waste facilities and/or
expansion of existing facilities.
Operations and maintenance activities at existing waste management facilities would be
covered if performed within the existing boundaries of these facilities. Existing and
future waste management facilities would receive coverage and be provided mitigation
with the MSHCP. Although El Sobrante Landfill may be located within the proposed
MSHCP reserve, activities at El Sobrante Landfill will be dictated by its approved HCP.
Landfill operations and maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner consistent
with regulatory authorizations and/or permits. Covered Activities also include
development of waste related activities within the existing disturbed use areas at inactive
landfill sites. Waste related activities include energy production (such as gas-to-energy
operations), transfer and recycling facilities and state-mandated maintenance activities.
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3.0ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING/AFFECTED
ENVIRONMENT
The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres
(approximately 1,966 square miles) in western Riverside County, California. It includes
all incorporated and unincorporated land west of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains
to the Orange County line. The proposed MSHCP is the largest HCP ever attempted and
covers multiple species and multiple habitats within multiple jurisdictions. The
proposed Plan Area covers a diverse landscape from urban cities to undeveloped
foothills and montane forests, and stretches across the Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, and San Bernardino Mountains bioregions.
The majority of western Riverside County is characterized by rural and suburban
development intermixed with agricultural operations and large blocks of undeveloped
lands. Large blocks of land along the south, east, and west boundaries of the proposed
Plan Area consist of National Forest holdings. The natural topography can be described
as a valley lowland area intersected with rolling hills surrounded by mountainous ranges.
Lowland valley areas exist below 2,000 feet in elevation while scrub/chaparral dominated hillsides range from 2,000 to 3,000 feet in elevation. Mountainous areas within
the proposed Plan Area range from 3,000 to over 10,000 feet above sea level.

3.1 Biological Resources
This section describes the biological setting in which the goal of assembling a 500,000acre Conservation Area for conservation of up to 146 plant and wildlife species would
be achieved.

3.1.1

Data Sources and Limitations

A comprehensive biological and physical database that includes information on
vegetation, species occurrences, wetlands, topography, soils, and aerial photography is
available for the proposed MSHCP Plan Area and was used in the development of the
Plan. This section describes the various data layers used to develop the proposed
MSHCP.
MSHCP Vegetation
The proposed MSHCP vegetation map is depicted in Figure 2.5 (in Section 2.0). This
map was prepared by Pacific Southwest Biological Services (PSBS) and KTU+A in
1995. The methodology used to assemble the map is described in detail in the Western
Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan Phase I Information
Collection and Evaluation Report (PSBS and KTU+A, February 1995). Data sources
include aerial photography (1 inch = 2,000 feet, 1992-1993), existing generalized
vegetation maps (CNDDB, Weislander Statewide Vegetation Survey, U.C. Santa
Barbara Southern California Ecoregion “GAP” Analysis, 1991 Dangermond/RECON
MSHCP Strategy Report). Methods used to create and interpret vegetation data include
aerial photographs, edge matching, digitizing, and geographically registering the data.
Areas of concern were ground-truthed. Vegetation types were classified according to
Holland (1986).
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The proposed MSHCP vegetation map represents conditions at the time the data were
assembled, in this case 1991-1995; the current extent and character of vegetation
communities may differ from that depicted on the proposed MSHCP vegetation map.
Published and anecdotal data suggest that ecosystem state transition is occurring within
some portions of the proposed Plan Area – in particular, fire suppression has resulted in
the conversion of frequently burned chaparral and coastal sage scrub to grassland, and
also in shifts from Ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine to incense cedar and white fir
(Minnich, et al., 1995; Keeley, 1990; Zedler, et al., 1983). The proposed MSHCP
incorporates features to update the vegetation map as new information is obtained, such
as the development of a new vegetation map as part of the proposed MSHCP Monitoring
Program. The timing and methodology for developing this map are described in Section
5.3 of Volume 1 of the proposed MSHCP.
This approach is compatible with the criteria-based format of the proposed MSHCP,
which calls for assembly of 153,000 acres of additional reserve lands from within an
approximately 300,000-acre Criteria Area. Reserve assembly will involve review of a
variety of project-specific vegetation data to refine and guide the reserve assembly
process. This criteria-based format differs somewhat from the large-scale NCCPs/HCPs
for which a specific reserve boundary is delineated on a map at the time of permit
issuance. With that type of approach, validation of the vegetation map at the landscape
level may be more important than under the criteria-based approach selected for the
proposed MSHCP.
The organizational structure established for the proposed MSHCP, as described in
Section 6.6 of the proposed MSHCP, also provides opportunities to incorporate new
information during the term of the proposed MSHCP permit.
Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat Quality Model
As part of the 1995 PSBS/KTU+A work referred to previously in the discussion of
proposed MSHCP vegetation, PSBS and KTU+A modeled and evaluated variables
potentially relevant to the suitability of coastal sage scrub habitat within the proposed
Plan Area for the coastal California gnatcatcher. A detailed description of the
methodology used to develop the model is presented in their report (PSBS and KTU+A,
1995). Variables used in the model include elevation, degree of slope, patch size, patch
shape, proximity to other coastal sage scrub patches, and adjacent land use. The
modeling designated the quality of coastal sage scrub in the proposed Plan Area and
suitability for the gnatcatcher as very high, high, moderate, low, or very low. The
primary limitations of the model with respect to proposed MSHCP planning are the age
and quality of the database used to develop the model. In this regard, the model has the
same limitations as the proposed MSHCP vegetation map.
MSHCP Species Occurrence Database
The University of California, Riverside (UCR) assembled a species occurrence database
for use during the proposed MSHCP planning process. This database is accessible at
http://ecoregion.ucr.edu/. The web site is a clearinghouse for biological information for
the proposed MSHCP. Occurrence data were compiled from museum records, USFWS
data, published and unpublished accounts, environmental impact reports, and field notes
of local naturalists. As of August 2001, this database contained over 12,800 records.

3.1-2

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

The UCR species occurrence database incorporates accuracy and precision codes. For
the proposed MSHCP species accounts included in Section B of the MSHCP Reference
Document – Volume II of the proposed MSHCP, validity of the various occurrence data
is cited; less valid data are not used to draw conclusions regarding species conservation.
For example, species locations that have low precision are not valid for defining
conservation areas.
Herbarium Data Sources and Limitations
Additional occurrence/distribution data were gathered for particular plant species within
the proposed MSHCP Plan Area from herbarium specimens at the San Diego Natural
History Museum (SDNHM), Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Gardens (RSA) herbarium,
and the UCR herbarium. Most of the occurrence and distribution data were downloaded
from databases at SDNHM, RSA, and UCR. Additional data were hand-copied from
herbarium specimens that had not been previously databased (e.g., the synoptic
collection at RSA). The location data from each specimen were either copied or
translated into one coordinate system to generate a point coverage depicting the spatial
distribution of the sensitive plant species within the Plan Area. Approximately 800 data
points were assembled with dates ranging from 1880 to 2001.
Precision codes were applied to individual occurrence records based on the quality and
extent of both quantitative and qualitative geographic data using the precision code
guide developed for the UCR species occurrence data.
Quantitative geographic data included species occurrences whose locations were
reported as latitude and longitude in degrees, minutes, and seconds; as UTM coordinates
in meters; or as locations described using township, range, and section designations.
Species occurrences containing quantitative geographic data are considered to be the
most valid.
Qualitative geographic data include species occurrences whose locations were reported
as written descriptions. Species occurrences with only qualitative geographic data were
generally given a lower precision rating, depending upon the quality of the specific
information provided.
It is recognized that new data regarding species occurrences will become available
during the proposed MSHCP implementation process including data assembled as part
of the proposed MSHCP Monitoring Program described in Section 5.3 of the proposed
MSHCP. The species-specific conservation objectives and the proposed MSHCP
Management Plan contain measures to incorporate new occurrence data as they become
available.
Wetlands
Wetlands information for the proposed Plan Area primarily is derived from the proposed
MSHCP vegetation map. Other potential wetland areas, including streams, rivers, canals
or ditches, ponds, and lakes, were mapped by Earth Consultants International (ECI) as
part of the geologic hazards mapping assembled for the RCIP General Plan Update. A
separate riparian GIS coverage was created by UCR research assistants in 2000 through
aerial photo interpretation of 1996 digital orthophoto quarter quadrangles (DOQQs) of
the Plan Area. Riparian areas were “heads up” digitized and categorized into four
wetland habitat types based on dominant vegetation cover. All of these data were
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combined to create an exhibit depicting mapped wetland resources in the proposed Plan
Area (Figure 3.1.1).
The wetlands map has the same limitations as the proposed MSHCP vegetation map, and
those limitations are addressed in the proposed MSHCP in the same manner as those for
the vegetation map. With respect to wetlands mapping, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (U.S. ACOE) is currently developing a functional assessment and programmatic wetlands delineation for the San Jacinto River and Upper Santa Margarita River
Watersheds within the Plan Area as part of the U.S. ACOE Special Area Management
Plan (SAMP) process currently underway for those watersheds.
A planning-level wetland delineation for the San Jacinto and Santa Margarita watersheds
was recently completed, which was based on a modification of the standard delineation
sampling protocols outlined in the U.S. ACOE Wetland Delineation Manual, color infrared image interpretation, and field verification visits. The delineation resulted in
identification of 201 vegetation community types and development of a wetlands ratings
system. Although this delineation produced a finer level of aquatic resource mapping,
the U.S. ACOE wetlands map is limited in that it does not cover the entire MSHCP Plan
Area.
Soils
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Soil Conservation Service (SCS) (Knecht,
1971), and State Soil Geographic (STATSGO) database for California provided the
generalized soils map that depicts 25 general soils types for the proposed Plan Area. In
addition, the following soil types were digitized from 1973 SCS maps (at a scale of 1:15,
840 or 1 inch = 1,320 feet) and registered with digital Eagle Aerial images onscreen:
• Altamont clay (AaD, AaE2, AaF, Abf)
• Auld clay (AuC, AuD, AyF)
• Bosanko clay (BfC, BfD)
• Claypit
• Domino clay (Dt, Du, Dv, Dw)
• Porterville cobbly clay (PoC, PrD, PsC, PtB, PvD2)
• Traver (Tr2, Ts, Tp2, Tt2)
• Willows (Wg, Wh, Wm, Wn)
Soils were digitized in areas identified by DUDEK biologists to enable quantitative
analysis of soils considered important for the conservation of certain plant species. Soils
listed above were digitized for the following USGS quadrangles: Alberhill, Bachelor,
El Casco, Elsinore, Hemet, Lake Mathews, Lakeview, Murrieta, Perris, Romoland, San
Jacinto, Steele Peak, Sunnymead, Temecula, Wildomar, and Winchester.
A digital coverage for Delhi soils was also obtained from USFWS and used in the
species analysis for the Delhi Sands flower-loving fly. The area currently identified as
Delhi soils within the Plan Area may be updated based on site-specific mapping of Delhi
soils by a qualified soil scientist within 3 years after a permit issuance.

3.1-4

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

Figure3.1.1
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Topography
USGS topography was used for proposed MSHCP planning process. In addition,
specific elevation analyses were developed using a 500-meter interval coverage
developed from a USGS 30-meter digital elevation model (DEM). A vegetation map
with hill-shaded relief was also used.
The topographic database is not considered to be limited for purposes of landscape-level
MSHCP planning. It is anticipated that newly flown, more accurate topography will be
available for certain areas for evaluation of specific Covered Activities and other
proposed MSHCP reserve assembly, management, and monitoring issues during the
proposed MSHCP implementation process.
Aerial Photography
Aerial photographs were obtained from Eagle Aerial and include digital aerial images
flown in fall 1999 for western Riverside County and flown on May 4, 2001, for the
Temecula Valley (pixel size: 1 meter).
USGS DOQQs were obtained from USFWS and cover the majority of the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area, with the exception of U.S. Forest Service (USFS) lands. The
DOQQs were flown on September 30, 1996, false color infrared, 1-meter resolution.
The aerial photography database is not considered to be limited for purposes of
landscape-level proposed MSHCP planning. It is anticipated that current aerial
photography will be available throughout the long-term proposed MSHCP implementation process to permit evaluation of specific Covered Activities and other proposed
MSHCP reserve assembly, management and monitoring issues as they arise.
Literature
A wide variety of literature was reviewed and used for the proposed MSHCP planning
process. Literature citations for the species accounts are provided for each proposed
MSHCP species in Section B of the MSHCP Reference Document, Volume II of the
MSHCP. Other literature references are listed in Section D of the proposed MSHCP
Reference Document, Volume II of the proposed MSHCP. It should be noted that a
large body of scientific literature was made available by UCR. This literature was
thoroughly reviewed but only specifically relevant literature was cited as appropriate.
For example, many of the species references contained little or no relevant information
for conservation planning in the proposed Plan Area.

3.1.2

Bioregions

The review of databases and literature shows that the exiting vegetation database for the
Plan Area does not adequately reflect the considerable variety of plant and animal
species in western Riverside County. Grinnell (1933) described biotic or “life” zones
for Southern California, but the scale of these life zones is generally too coarse to be
useful for analyzing potential biotic variation within the proposed Plan Area. To address
this limitation and better depict potential variation within and among species, a
biogeographical map (referred to here simply as bioregions) was created to help describe
diversity of habitats on a regional scale within the proposed Plan Area. This was done
under the assumption that regional diversity in conserved areas translates directly into

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

3.1-7

biological and genetic diversity. By ensuring regional representation of species and
redundancy of resources, there is some buffer against the effects of natural and
anthropogenic catastrophic events, such as wildfires, floods, and disease, on conserved
areas.
Using existing information on soils (SCS), elevation (30-meter DEM data), topography
(hill-shaded DEM mapping), and local expertise, a draft map that roughly demarcates
the general bioregions within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area was drawn. Existing
levels of human disturbance (urbanization, intensive agriculture, grazing, etc.) were
considered because they have had a substantial effect on the current biota of the
proposed Plan Area. While discrete bioregion boundaries cannot capture the natural
continuum or gradient of environmental changes and transitions within the proposed
Plan Area, these boundaries roughly represent areas where species turnover and habitat
zone transitions are pronounced in relation to changes in landform and other environmental features. Because continuous climatic maps showing precipitation and air
temperature (maxima, minimi, means) were not available, landform and elevation were
used as surrogates for these variables to draw the initial map. DUDEK staff and
subconsultants knowledgeable about the distribution of plant and animal species in
western Riverside County then fine-tuned the boundaries where elevation and landforms
did not accurately reflect changes in species and habitat distributions. This methodology
is similar to the approach used to develop bioregions for San Diego County (T.
Oberbauer, personal communication, 2000). The validity of these bioregions was
initially tested by examining the distribution of vegetation types and sensitive species
that fall within them. On the basis of existing data, it was determined that the bioregions
appear to reflect the different suites of species and vegetation communities in the
proposed Plan Area. As a work in progress, these boundaries are subject to change
based on further analyses, scientific study, and input from experts familiar with western
Riverside County.
Seven distinct bioregions were identified: Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside Lowlands,
San Jacinto Foothills, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, San Bernardino
Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains (Figure 2.4). The characteristic features of each
bioregion are described below.
Santa Ana Mountains Bioregion
The Santa Ana Mountains Bioregion extends south of State Route 91 (SR-91) to the
Riverside/San Diego County line and occurs west of Interstate 15 (I-15). It encompasses
the Cleveland National Forest and areas north of the Santa Margarita River. This
bioregion generally occurs at elevations above 2,000 feet and supports Diegan coastal
sage scrub, mesic chaparral, and sparse coniferous vegetation. The Santa Ana
Mountains Bioregion is heavily influenced by coastal climate factors such as fog,
rainfall, and wind. This bioregion is relatively undisturbed and not urbanized.
Riverside Lowlands Bioregion
The Riverside Lowlands Bioregion characterizes areas east of the Santa Ana Mountains
Bioregion, south of the Riverside/San Bernardino County line, west of Diamond Valley
Lake, Lake Skinner, and Gilman Hot Springs, and north of the Riverside/San Diego
County line. This bioregion encompasses Estelle Mountain, Lake Mathews, Reche
Canyon/Badlands, the San Jacinto Valley, Gavilan Hills, Lakeview Mountains, and
French Valley. The Riverside Lowlands Bioregion generally occurs at elevations below
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2,000 feet and is characterized by Riversidean sage scrub and annual grasslands. The
relatively arid climate is in part the result of the rain shadow effect cast by the Santa Ana
Mountains. A high level of disturbance and urbanization is noted within this bioregion.
San Jacinto Foothills Bioregion
The San Jacinto Foothills Bioregion generally includes areas north of SR-79, east of the
Riverside Lowlands Bioregion and west of the San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion. This
bioregion encompasses Vail Lake, Sage, and Cactus Valley. The San Jacinto Foothills
Bioregion occurs at elevations of 2,000 to 3,000 feet and is dominated by Riversidean
sage scrub and xeric chaparral associations. This bioregion receives less frequent frost
and snow than the mountainous areas. This bioregion has not been heavily disturbed or
urbanized.
Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion
The Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion extends south from SR-79 to the Riverside/San
Diego County line. It encompasses the Agua Tibia Mountains and generally occurs at
elevations above 2,000 feet. This bioregion supports Diegan coastal sage scrub, mesic
chaparral, and sparse coniferous vegetation. The Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion has
not been heavily disturbed or urbanized.
Desert Transition Bioregion
The Desert Transition Bioregion is located in the southeastern portion of the proposed
Plan Area and encompasses the Cahuilla Indian Reservation and Lake Riverside area.
The Desert Transition Bioregion generally occurs at elevations above 3,000 feet and is
arid and desert-influenced. This bioregion supports red shank chaparral, big basin sage
scrub, and semidesert succulent scrub habitats. This bioregion has not been heavily
disturbed or urbanized.
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion
The San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion is located in the northwestern portion of the
proposed Plan Area and encompasses areas north of I-10 within the Calimesa,
Beaumont, and Banning area; it generally occurs at elevations above 3,000 feet. This
bioregion supports coniferous forests, montane chaparral, and broad-leaved forest. The
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion is floristically distinct from the San Jacinto
Mountains Bioregion. This bioregion has not been heavily disturbed or urbanized.
San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion
The San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion occurs in the eastern portion of the proposed Plan
Area and encompasses the San Bernardino National Forest, Pine Cove, Idyllwild, and
upper San Jacinto River and Bautista Canyon Creek. This bioregion supports coniferous
forests, montane chaparral, and broad-leaved forest; it generally occurs at elevations
above 3,000 feet. The San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion is floristically distinct from the
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion.
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3.1.3

Vegetation Communities

The proposed MSHCP vegetation communities map was created in 1995 by PSBS and
mapped by KTU+A. For the purpose of analysis, the 1995 vegetation communities were
subsequently generalized to ensure consistency in mapping scale across the proposed
Plan Area. In addition to the vegetation communities map, PSBS and KTU+A created
a coastal sage scrub habitat quality map for the purpose of regional reserve planning for
the California gnatcatcher. Other vegetation mapping efforts include a riparian map
coverage created by UCR in 2000. The proposed MSHCP vegetation map described
above incorporates 50 vegetation community classifications. For the purpose of
proposed MSHCP planning and analysis, the 50 classifications were collapsed to 14;
both classes of categories are summarized in Table 3A.
Table 3A - Summary of Collapsed and Uncollapsed Vegetation Communities Classifications
Collapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Montane Coniferous Forest

Uncollapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Jeffrey Pine
Lodgepole Pine
Lower Montane Coniferous Forest
Mixed Evergreen Forest
Southern California White Fir
Subalpine Coniferous

Woodland and Forests

Black Oak Forest
Broadleaved Upland Forest
Coast Live Oak Woodland
Dense Engelmann Oak Woodland
Oak Woodland
Peninsular Juniper Woodland and Scrub

Coastal Sage Scrub

Coastal Scrub
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Sage Scrub

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

Disturbed Alluvial
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

Desert Scrub

Big Sagebrush Scrub
Colorado Desert Wash Scrub
Semidesert Succulent Scrub
Sonoran Desert Scrub

Chaparral

Chamise Chaparral
Chaparral
Red Shank Chaparral
Semi-Desert

Playas and Vernal Pools

Alkali Playa
Southern Interior Basatt Vernal Pool
Vernal Pool
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Table 3A - Summary of Collapsed and Uncollapsed Vegetation Communities Classifications
Collapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Grassland

Uncollapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Non-native Grassland
Valley and Foothill Grassland

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, Forest

Arundo/Riparian Forest
Montane Riparian Forest
Montane Riparian Scrub
Mule Fat Scrub
Riparian Forest
Riparian Scrub
Southern Cottonwood/Willow Riparian
Southern Sycamore/Alder Riparian Woodland
Southern Willow Scrub
Tamarisk Scrub

Meadows and Marshes

Meadow (Montane)
Wet Montane Meadow
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Marsh

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

Water

Open Water/Reservoir/Pond

Developed or Disturbed Land

Residential/Urban/Exotic

Agriculture

Dairy and Livestock Feed Yards
Field Croplands
Grove/Orchard

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres with
approximately 871,000 acres (69 percent) supporting natural vegetation. The 14
vegetation communities within the proposed Plan Area (Table 3B) include chaparral
(434,950 acres), cismontane alkali marsh (1,260 acres), coastal (Diegan and Riversidean)
sage scrub (156,450 acres), desert scrubs (14,570 acres), native and non-native grassland
(154,140 acres), meadows and marshes (1,020 acres), montane coniferous forest (29,910
acres), peninsular juniper woodland and scrub (1,080 acres), playas and vernal pools
(7,910 acres), riparian scrub/woodland/forests (15,030 acres), Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub (7,940 acres), open water (12,210 acres), woodlands and forests (34,300
acres), and unknown (1,350 acres). In addition, approximately 169,480 acres are in
agriculture, and the remaining 218,260 acres are considered disturbed or developed land.
Section C of the proposed MSHCP Reference Document, in Volume II of the proposed
MSHCP, contains detailed habitat accounts describing the biogeography, range and
distribution, vegetation characteristics, species composition, physical environment,
ecosystem processes, community relationships, and threats for each vegetation
community within the proposed Plan Area. A brief description of each vegetation
community is provided below.
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Table 3B - Acreage and Proportional Distribution of Vegetation Communities within
the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
Vegetation Type

Total Acres in Plan
Area

Percent of Total
Vegetation

Agriculture

169,480

13.5%

Chaparral

434,950

35.0%

1,260

0.1%

156,450

12.0%

14,570

1.2%

154,140

12.2%

1,020

0.08%

29,910

2.4%

7,910

0.6%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and Forest

15,030

1.2%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

0.6%

Water

12,210

1.0%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

2.7%

218,260

17.3%

1,350

0.11%

1,258,750

100%

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
Unknown
Totals

Agriculture
Agricultural lands include areas occupied by dairies and livestock feed yards or areas
that have been tilled for use as croplands or groves/orchards. Approximately 13 percent
of the MSHCP Plan Area (169,480 acres) consists of agricultural lands. The largest
areas of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of San Jacinto and north of
Juniper Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake, Nuevo, southeast Perris,
Eastvale, Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and in Glen Avon. Field
croplands are mapped extensively throughout the proposed Plan Area. The largest areas
are around the following: State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an eastwest strip from Murrieta Hot Springs, through French Valley; Antelope Valley, Paloma
Valley, Menifee Valley, Winchester, and Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the
Diamond Valley area; and in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard is in Santa
Rosa East between Gavilan Mountain and Mesa de Colorado. Agricultural lands are
further discussed in Sections 3.2 and 4.2.
Chaparral
Chaparral vegetation is the most abundant and widespread vegetation type in western
Riverside County, covering approximately 35 percent (434,950 acres) of the proposed
Plan Area. Large contiguous stands of chaparral occur along the Santa Ana Mountains
in the western portion of the proposed Plan Area, and along the San Bernardino, San
Jacinto, and Agua Tibia Mountains in the eastern and southern portions. Although
chaparral is less common than other vegetation types in the central lowlands of Riverside
County, three large chaparral-dominated areas occur on steeper lands near the Gavilan
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Hills-Gavilan Plateau-Meadowbrook Region, the Lakeview Mountains-Double Butte
area, and the Sedco Hills-Hogbacks area.
Chaparral is a shrub-dominated vegetation community that is composed largely of
evergreen species that range from 3 to 12 feet in height (Keeley, 2000). The most
common and widespread species within chaparral is chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum)
(Hanes, 1971). Other common shrub species include manzanita (Arctostaphylos spp.),
wild-lilac (Ceanothus spp.), oak (Quercus spp.), redberry (Rhamnus spp.), laurel sumac
(Malosma laurina), mountain-mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), toyon (Heteromeles
arbutifolia), and mission manzanita (Xylococcus bicolor) (Holland, 1986). Soft-leaved
subshrubs are less common in chaparral than in coastal sage scrub (see below) but occur
within canopy gaps of mature stands (Holland, 1986; Keeley and Keeley, 1988; Sawyer
and Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Common species include California buckwheat (Eriogonum
fasciculatum), sages (Salvia spp.), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), and
monkeyflower (Mimulus spp.). In addition, herbaceous species, including deerweed
(Lotus scoparius), nightshade (Solanum spp.), Spanish bayonet (Yucca whipplei),
rock-rose (Helianthemum scoparium), onion (Allium spp.), soap plant (Chlorogalum
spp.), bunch grasses (Nassella spp., and Melica spp.), wild cucumber (Marah spp.),
bedstraw (Galium spp.), and lupine (Lupinus spp.) are also present (Holland, 1986;
Keeley and Keeley, 1988; Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995 ).
Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Cismontane alkali marsh habitat is scattered sparsely over the western Riverside County
region, occupying approximately 0.1 percent (1,260 acres) of the proposed Plan Area.
Cismontane alkali marsh was mapped in two general localities along Cahuilla Creek
south of Anza and upstream from Lake Mathews along the Colorado River aqueduct.
Typical cismontane alkali marsh species include yerba mansa (Anemopsis californica),
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali-heath (Frankenia salina), cattails (Typha spp.),
common pickleweed (Salicornia virginica), rushes (Juncus spp.), marsh flea-bane
(Pluchea odorata), and sedges (Carex spp.) (Holland, 1986).
Coastal Sage Scrub
Coastal sage scrub is distributed throughout western Riverside County, occupying
approximately 12 percent (156,450 acres) of the proposed Plan Area (PSBS, 1995). It
occurs from the eastern slopes of the Santa Ana Mountains to elevations in the San
Jacinto Mountains less than 5,000 feet. Sage scrub often is distributed in patches
throughout its range. Over a scale of several miles, it can be found in diverse vegetation
community mosaics with other plant communities, particularly grassland and chaparral,
and oak/riparian woodland in wetter areas. In western Riverside County, coastal sage
scrub is found both in large contiguous blocks scattered throughout the County as well
as integrated with chaparral and grasslands.
Coastal sage scrub is dominated by a characteristic suite of low-statured, aromatic,
drought-deciduous shrubs, and subshrub species. Composition varies substantially
depending on physical circumstances and the successional status of the vegetation
community; however, characteristic species include California sagebrush, California
buckwheat, laurel sumac, California encelia (Encelia californica), and several species
of sage (e.g., Salvia mellifera, S. apiana) (Holland, 1986; Sawyer-Wolf, 1995). Other
common species include brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), lemonadeberry (Rhus
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integrifolia), sugarbush (Rhus ovata), yellow bush penstemon (Keckiella antirrhinoides),
Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), sweetbush (Bebbia juncea), boxthorn
(Lycium spp.), shore cactus (Opuntia littoralis), coastal cholla (Opuntia prolifera), tall
prickly-pear (Opuntia oricola), and species of Dudleya.
Desert Scrub
Desert scrub, including big sagebrush scrub and Sonoran desert scrub, occurs mostly in
the southeastern portion of the proposed Plan Area. Desert scrub occupies approximately 1.2 percent (14,570 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Large acreages of the
vegetation community occur north and south of SR-371 within Tule Valley, Culp
Valley, Wilson Creek, Cahuilla, the Ramona Indian Reservation, the Community of
Anza, and east of Aguanga and Lake Riverside.
Desert scrub is typically composed of shrubs such as big sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata), bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), rubber rabbit-bush (Chrysothamus
nauseosus), yellow rabbitbrush (Chrysothamus viscidiflorus), black bush (Coleogyne
ramosissima), Mormon-tea (Ephedra viridis), horsebrush (Tetradymia canescens),
plateau gooseberry (Ribes velutinum), hopsage (Grayia spinosa), burro weed (Ambrosia
dumosa), brittlebush, crucifixion-thorn (Canotia holacantha), ocotillo (Fouquieria
splendens), and creosote scrub (Larrea tridentata) (Holland, 1986). The herbaceous
cover generally is dominated by a mixture of perennial bunch grasses, such as ricegrass
(Achnatherum hymenoides), needle-and-thread (Stipa comata), letterman’s needlegrass
(Stipa lettermanii), needlegrass (Stipa occidentalis and Stipa thurberiana), desert
needlegrass (Stipa speciosa), one-sided bluegrass (Poa secunda), bluebunch wheatgrass
(Agropyron spicata), and Great Basin wild rye (Leymus cinereus). Annual grasses and
forbs may also occur within big sagebrush scrub. Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), an
introduced annual grass, has become the dominant herbaceous species in many areas.
Grasslands
Grasslands occur throughout most of western Riverside County and cover approximately
12.2 percent (154,130 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Two general types of
grasslands occur in Southern California: (1) non-native dominated, primarily annual
grassland (“non-native grassland”); and (2) native dominated, perennial grassland
(“valley and foothill grassland”) (Heady, 1977; Keeley, 1989; Sims and Risser, 2000).
The only valley and foothill grasslands mapped within the proposed Plan Area are
distributed over approximately 0.2 percent (2,700 acres) of the proposed Plan Area on
the Santa Rosa Plateau. Non-native grasslands occur throughout the majority of the
proposed Plan Area (11.6 percent), usually within close proximity to urbanized or
agricultural land uses. Large patches of non-native grasslands occur in the Riverside
Lowlands near March Air Reserve Base (ARB), Lake Mathews, Lake Perris, Lake
Elsinore, near Banning, Cahuilla, and in the Terwilliger Valley south of Anza.
Valley and foothill grasslands typically contain the perennial bunch grasses Nassella
pulchra and Nassella lepida. Lesser amounts of other native grasses, such as Melica
spp., Leymus spp., Muhlenbergia spp., and beard grass (Bothriochloa barbinodis), may
also be present. In addition, non-native grasses or forbs may be present to varying
degrees. Native herbaceous plants commonly found within valley and foothill
grasslands include yellow fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii), common calyptridium
(Calyptridium monardum), suncup (Camissonia spp.), Chinese houses (Collinsia
heterophylla), California poppy (Eschcholzia californica), tarweed (Hemizonia spp.),
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coast goldfields (Lasthenia californica), common tidy-tips (Layia platyglossa), Lupinus
spp., Plagiobothrys spp., blue dicks (Dichelostemma capitata), Muilla spp., blue-eyed
grass (Sisyrinchium bellum), and Dudleya spp. (Holland, 1986; Keeley, 1989; Sims and
Risser, 2000).
Non-native grasslands are likely to be dominated by several species of grasses that have
evolved to persist in concert with human agricultural practices: slender oat (Avena
barbata), wild oat (Avena fatua), fox tail chess (Bromus madritensis), soft chess
(Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), barley (Hordeum spp.), rye grass
(Lolium multiflorum), English ryegrass (Lolium perrene), rat-tail fescue (Vulpia
myuros), and Mediterranean schismus (Schismus barbatus) (Jackson, 1985; Sims and
Risser, 2000).
Meadows and Marshes
Approximately 1,020 acres of meadow and marsh vegetation communities, including
coastal and valley freshwater marsh, undifferentiated marsh, and wet montane meadow,
exist within the proposed Plan Area, comprising 0.04 percent of the proposed Plan Area.
Occurrences of this vegetation community have been mapped in the Prado Basin in the
Santa Ana River Valley, on the Santa Ana River near Pedley, north of Lake Elsinore in
Walker Canyon, near San Jacinto, along the shores of Lake Skinner and Vail Lake, and
adjacent to the cismontane alkali marsh on Cahuilla Creek. Undifferentiated marsh was
mapped in three locations, including the shore of Lake Mathews, near Mystic Lake, and
upstream from Vail Lake along Temecula Creek in the Aguanga Valley. Wet montane
meadow was mapped in the San Jacinto Mountains in the San Bernardino National
Forest, primarily within the vicinity of Hemet Lake.
Meadow and marsh vegetation communities occur in both flowing and still water. This
vegetation community includes cattails, bulrushes, sedges, spike rushes, flatsedges
(Cyperus spp.), smartweed (Polygonum spp.), watercress (Rorippa spp.), yerba mansa,
and also contains perennial and biennial herbs (e.g., Oenothera spp., Polygonum spp.,
Lupinus spp., Potentilla spp., and Sidalcea spp.) and grasses (e.g. Agrostis spp.,
Deschampsia spp., and Muhlenbergia spp.) (Barbour and Major, 1977; Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf, 1995; Stephenson and Calcarone, 1999; Holland and Keil, 1995). Rooted
aquatic plant species with floating stems and leaves also may be present, such as
pennywort (Hydrocotyle spp.), water smartweed (Polygonum amphibium), pondweeds
(Potamogeton spp.), and water-parsley (Oenanthe sarmentosa). Wet montane meadows
that dry out by mid-summer have a higher percentage of perennial grasses than meadows
that remain moist during the entire growing season (Holland and Keil 1995).
Montane Coniferous Forest
Montane coniferous forest, including Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine forest, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, Southern California white fir forest, and
subalpine coniferous forest, occupies 2.4 percent (29,900 acres) of the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area. It occurs within the San Jacinto Mountains, Agua Tibia, Cleveland National
Forest, and Santa Rosa Mountains.
Montane coniferous forest is dominated by Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi), ponderosa pine
(Pinus ponderosa), Coulter pine (Pinus coulteri), lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta ssp.
murrayanna), limber pine (Pinus flexilis), bigcone Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga macrocarpa), Pacific madrone (Arbutus menziesii), bigleaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), Rocky
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Mountain white fir (Abies concolor var. concolor), and sugar pine (Pinus lambertiana).
Common understory shrubs include manzanita, California lilac (Ceanothus spp.),
chinquapin (Chrysolepis), currant (Ribes spp.), and dwarf mistletoe (Arceuthobium
campylopodum). The herbaceous layer is composed of morning-glory (Calystegia
occidentalis ssp. fulcrata), sedge (Carex multicaulis), clarkia (Clarkia rhomboidea), and
mountain-heather (Phyllodoce breweri).
Playas and Vernal Pools
These vegetation communities comprise 0.6 percent (7,910 acres) of the proposed Plan
Area. Playas and vernal pools are found in western Riverside County in the San Jacinto
Valley/Perris Basin and on the Santa Rosa Plateau.
Vernal pools are ephemeral wetlands that form in shallow depressions underlain by a
substrate near the surface that restricts the downward percolation of water. Depressions
in the landscape fill with rainwater and runoff from adjacent areas during the winter and
may remain inundated until spring or early summer, sometimes drying more than once
during the wet season. Smaller pools can fill and dry, and larger pools can hold water
longer and may in the deeper portions support species that are more representative of
freshwater marshes. Vernal pools are well-known for their high level of endemism
(Stone, 1989) and abundance of rare, threatened, or endangered species (Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Many vernal pools are characterized by concentric rings of plants
that flower sequentially as the pools dry. Vernal pools are dominated by native annual
plants, with low to moderate levels of perennial herbaceous cover. Common vernal pool
plant species in western Riverside County include woolly marbles (Psilocarphus
brevissimus), toad rush (Juncus bufonius), and spike rush. In addition, the following
sensitive or listed plant species are found in one or more of these pools: California
Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri), little mousetail (Myosurus minimus ssp. apus), spreading navarretia
(Navarretia fossalis), low navarretia (Navarretia prostrata), Orcutt’s brodiaea (Brodiaea
orcuttii), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex
parishii), Parish’s meadowfoam (Limnanthes gracilis ssp. parishii), San Diego buttoncelery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii), Wright’s trichocoronis (Trichocoronis
wrightii var. wrightii), San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior),
and smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis) (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf,
1995). The Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp (Linderiella santarosae) only occurs in
western Riverside county, which is also the location of the southernmost record for the
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) (Eriksen and Belk, 1999).
Riparian Forest, Woodland, and Scrub
Riparian vegetation, including forest, woodland, and scrub subtypes, is distributed in
waterways and drainages throughout much of western Riverside County, covering
approximately 1.2 percent (15,030 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Southern
cottonwood/willow forest makes up the largest proportion of the riparian vegetation in
the proposed Plan Area, comprising nearly one-half (6,610 acres) of the acreage. Most
of the southern cottonwood/willow forest vegetation community occurs along the Santa
Ana River drainage from Lake Evans to beyond the Prado basin, along the San Gorgonio
River north of Banning and along Temecula Creek east of Vail Lake. Additional types
of riparian vegetation can be found along the San Gorgonio River north of Banning
(montane riparian forest), Temescal Canyon Wash and its tributaries (riparian scrub and
mule fat scrub), the stream channels within the San Mateo Canyon watershed (riparian
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forest, southern sycamore/alder riparian woodland and riparian scrub), and Vail Lake
(tamarisk scrub).
Riparian communities typically consist of one or more deciduous tree species with an
assorted understory of shrubs and herbs (Holland and Keil, 1995). Depending on
community type, a riparian community may be dominated by any of several trees/shrubs,
including box elder (Acer negundo), bigleaf maple, coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia),
white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Fremont’s cottonwood
(Populus fremontii), California walnut (Juglans californica), Mexican elderberry, wild
grape (Vitis girdiana), giant reed (Arundo donax), mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia),
tamarisk (Tamarix spp.), or any of several species of willow (Salix spp.). In addition,
various understory herbs may be present, such as saltgrass, wild cucumber (Marah
macrocarpus), mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), and
poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum).
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurs throughout many drainages in the proposed
Plan Area and comprises approximately 0.6 percent (7,940 acres) of the proposed Plan
Area. Large acreages of the vegetation occur in the following areas: on the Santa Ana
River near Lake Evans in the City of Riverside; along the San Gorgonio River and
tributaries near Banning; on the San Jacinto River from the National Forest to the
Soboba Indian Reservation; near Temecula along Temecula Creek; the Aguanga area;
Bautista Creek south of Hemet; and near Murrieta and Glen Ivy in the Temescal Valley.
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub is a Mediterranean shrubland type that occurs in
washes and on gently sloping alluvial fans. Alluvial scrub is made up predominantly of
drought-deciduous soft-leaved shrubs, but with significant cover of larger perennial
species typically found in chaparral (Kirkpatrick and Hutchinson, 1977). Scalebroom
(Lepidospartum squamatum) generally is regarded as an indicator of Riversidean alluvial
scrub (Smith, 1980; Hanes, et al., 1989). In addition to scalebroom, alluvial scrub
typically is composed of white sage (Salvia apiana), redberry (Rhamnus crocea),
California buckwheat, Spanish bayonet, California croton (Croton californicus), cholla
(Opuntia spp.), tarragon (Artemisia dracunculus), yerba santa (Eriodictyon spp.), mule
fat, and mountain-mahogany (Hanes, et al., 1989; Smith, 1980). Annual species
composition has not been studied but is probably similar to that found in understories
of neighboring shrubland vegetation. Two sensitive annual species are endemic to
alluvial scrub vegetation in the proposed Plan Area: slender-horned spineflower
(Dodecahema leptocerus) and Santa Ana River woollystar (Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum).
Water
Approximately 1.0 percent (12,210 acres) of the proposed Plan Area consists of open
water habitat. Open water was mapped at Vail Lake, Lake Skinner, Diamond Valley
Lake, Lake Perris, Mystic Lake, Canyon Lake, Lake Elsinore, Lee Lake, Lake Mathews,
Hemet Lake, portions of the San Jacinto River, and portions of the Santa Ana River, as
well as various small ponds, private reservoirs, and portions of stream channels.
Open water habitat typically is unvegetated due to a lack of light penetration. However,
open water may contain suspended organisms such as filamentous green algae,
phytoplankton (including diatoms), and desmids (Grenfell, 1988). Floating plants such
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as duckweed (Lemna spp.), water buttercup (Ranunculus aquatilis), and mosquito fern
(Azolla filiculoides) also may be present (Holland and Keil, 1995). Open water includes
inland depressions, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and stream channels containing standing
water and often occur in conjunction with riparian and upland vegetation communities.
Depth may vary from hundreds of feet to a few inches.
Woodlands and Forests
The proposed Plan Area supports approximately 34,300 acres (2.7 percent of the
proposed Plan Area) of woodlands and forests composed of black oak forest, broadleaved upland forest, oak woodland, and peninsular juniper woodland vegetation
communities. Woodland and forest vegetation communities are dominated by
Englemann oak (Quercus englemannii), coast live oak, canyon live oak (Quercus
chrysolepis), interior live oak (Quercus wislizenii), and black oak (Quercus kelloggii)
in the canopy, which may be continuous to intermittent or savannah-like. Four-needle
pinyon (Pinyon quadrifolia), single-leaf pinyon pine (Pinus monophylla) and California
juniper (juniperus californica) are the canopy species of peninsular juniper woodland,
which most commonly occurs in Southern California, forming a scattered canopy from
9 to 45 feet tall (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995; Holland and Keil 1995).
Many understory plants in oak woodlands are shade tolerant and include wild blackberry
(Rubus ursinus), snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis), California walnut, California-lilac
(ceanothus spp.), Rhus spp., currant, toyon, California bay (Umbellularia californica),
Engelmann oak, manzanita (Arctostaphylos spp.), laurel sumac, poison oak, and
herbaceous plants including bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), polypody fern
(Polypodium californicum), fiesta flower (Pholistorma auritum), and miner’s lettuce
(Claytonia perfoliata) (Holland and Keil, 1995; Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995; Thorne,
1976; Brown, 1982). Munz and Keck (1949) identify similar species for this vegetation
community and include a variety of grasses and soft shrubs that also are commonly
found. This vegetation community can occur on all aspects, on stream sides, canyon
bottoms, and flat to very steep topography. Woodlands and forests are known to occur
throughout the proposed Plan Area.
Developed or Disturbed Land
Approximately 218,260 acres (17.3 percent) of developed or disturbed lands occur
within the proposed Plan Area. Developed or disturbed lands consist of areas that have
been disced, cleared, or otherwise altered. Developed lands may include roadways,
existing buildings, and other structures. The largest areas of developed land are in the
cities of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake (including the surrounding
unincorporated communities of Meadowbrook, Alberhill, El Cariso, and Lakeland
Village), Hemet (including the surrounding unincorporated communities of East Hemet
and Valle Vista), in Moreno Valley, and along the SR-91 corridor from Riverside
through Corona and Norco. More medium-sized tracts of developed land are located in
the communities of Canyon Lake (including Quail Valley, Sun City, and Homeland), in
Perris along I-215 (including Mead Valley, Gavilan Hills, and Woodcrest), Beaumont,
Banning (including Cherry Valley), and Calimesa. Small and scattered occurrences
include the southeast portion of the proposed Plan Area along SR-371 in the unincorporated communities of Terwilliger Valley, Sage, Aguanga and Anza, east of the City of
Temecula, and in Sedco Hills. Disturbed lands may include ornamental plantings for
landscaping, escaped exotics, or ruderal vegetation dominated by non-native, weedy
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species such as mustard (Brassica sp.), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), tocalote
(Centaurea melitensis), and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus).
Unknown
Approximately 1,350 acres within the proposed Plan Area were not classified into a
vegetation community during the 1995 PSBS and KTU+A mapping effort.

3.1.4

Species Considered for Conservation in the Proposed MSHCP

Table 2G in Section 2.0 lists the 146 species that were considered to receive coverage
under the proposed MSHCP. As shown in Table 2E, the initial list of species considered
for conservation included 247 species identified for consideration by the proposed
MSHCP Advisory Committee in collaboration with the Wildlife Agencies. Early in the
planning process, it was determined that sufficient information was not available for
many of these species to proceed with conservation planning. The initial list of 247
species was reduced to 165 species as part of the August 9, 1999 Draft MSHCP Proposal
prepared by DUDEK. The list was further refined to 146 species as the proposed
MSHCP planning process proceeded, and information needed to proceed with
conservation planning could not be obtained for certain species. Several species were
added to the list during this process as suggested by stakeholders such as the Wildlife
Agencies and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Species added included great
blue heron, Dulzura kangaroo rat, Aguanga kangaroo rat, and six plant species.
Of the 146 covered species addressed in the proposed MSHCP, 118 species are
considered to be adequately conserved. The remaining 28 covered species will be
considered to be adequately conserved when certain conservation requirements are met
as identified in the species-specific conservation objectives for those species (speciesspecific conservation objectives for the 146 covered species are presented in Section 9.0
of the proposed MSHCP). Specific survey requirements are included in the speciesspecific conservation objectives presented in Section 9.0 of the proposed MSHCP and
in Section 4.1 of this EIR/EIS. A complete summary of MSHCP species survey
requirements is also provided in Appendix E of Volume I of the MSHCP.
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3.2 Agricultural and Extractive Resources
3.2.1

Agriculture Resources

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses unincorporated areas of the County in
addition to 14 cities located in western Riverside County. Agricultural lands are located
within the jurisdiction of the County and various cities. In terms of dollar value,
agriculture is the largest industry in Riverside County, providing employment for a
significant number of the County’s population. Agriculture faces continuing pressure
from urbanization, foreign competition, and rising production costs. Despite these
pressures, those areas that remain in agricultural production represent a significant open
space and economic resource for the County. This section addresses important
agricultural resources within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
State Designated Farmland
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 65570 of the California Government Code, the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) compiles important farmland maps for the state. These maps utilize data from
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS) soil survey and current land use information, representing an inventory of
agricultural resources within the County. The maps depict urbanized lands and a
qualitative sequence of agricultural designations. Maps and statistics are produced
biannually using a process that integrates aerial photo interpretation, field mapping, a
computerized mapping system, and public review.
State and federal agencies have established several classifications of important
agricultural land based on factors such as soil characteristics, climate, and water supply.
The Farmland Resource Map (Figure 3.2.1) identifies the categories of important
agricultural land within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, as defined by State and federal
agencies. Categories of land mapped include the following:
C Prime Farmland;
C Farmland of Statewide Importance;
C Unique Farmland;
C Farmland of Local Importance; and
C Grazing Land.
Prime Farmland. Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and
chemical characteristics for the production of crops. It has the soil quality, growing
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high-yield crops when treated
and managed, including water management, according to current farming methods.
Prime Farmland must have been used for the production of irrigated crops at some time
during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date. These lands are best suited for
producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and have minimal management
problems. Prime Farmland does not include publicly owned lands for which there is an
adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
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Farmland of Statewide Importance. Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime
Farmland but with minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil
moisture. Land must have been used for production of irrigated crops at some time
during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date. Lands within this category may
have associated management problems such as increased alkaline or saline soils, and
have a moderate erosion hazard. Farmland of Statewide Importance does not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Unique Farmland. Unique Farmland is land of lesser quality soils currently and
specifically used for the production of the State’s leading agricultural crops (as listed in
California Agriculture, California Department of Food and Agriculture). It has the
special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply
needed to produce sustained high quality or high yields of a specific crop when treated
and managed according to current farming methods. Unique Farmland is usually
irrigated, but may include nonirrigated orchards or vineyards found in some climatic
zones in California. Examples of crops on Unique Farmland include oranges, olives,
avocados, rice, grapes, and cut flowers. Land must have been cropped at some time
during the two cycles prior to the mapping date. Unique Farmland does not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Farmland of Local Importance. Farmland of importance to the local agricultural economy
is determined by the County Board of Supervisors and a local advisory committee.
These farmlands include agricultural areas with soils that would be classified as “Prime”
and “Statewide Important” but lack available irrigation water, lands producing major
(but not unique) crops, dairylands (including corrals, pasture, milking facilities, etc.),
lands identified by City or County ordinance as agricultural zones or contracts (including
Riverside City “Proposition R” lands), and lands planted in jojoba that are under
cultivation and are of producing age.
Grazing Land. This includes land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the
grazing of livestock.
Table 3C summarizes the acreages of the various State designated farmland categories
within unincorporated areas and cities within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. Within
the MSHCP Plan Area, 99,090 acres have been designated as Prime, Unique, or
Statewide Important farmland. The majority of this Designated farmland, 67,960 acres
(69%) is located in unincorporated Riverside County. After Riverside County, the
highest concentration of Designated farmland is located in the City of Riverside (5,778
acres/6%), followed by the Cities of San Jacinto and Moreno Valley, at 5,448 acres (5%)
and 5,298 acres (5%), respectively.
Table 3C - State Designated Farmland within Western Riverside County (Acres)
Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Total

% of Total

Riverside
County

29,735

26,609

11,616

67,960

68.6

Banning

202

0

0

202

0.2

Beaumont

132

0

0

132

0.1

Calimesa

232

26

0

258

30

0

0

0

0

0.0

Jurisdiction

Canyon Lake
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Table 3C - State Designated Farmland within Western Riverside County (Acres)
Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Total

% of Total

Corona

2,792

1,023

223

4,038

4.1

Hemet

3,368

38

695

4,101

4.1

Lake Elsinore

52

19

0

71

0.1

Moreno Valley

4,614

44

640

5,298

5.3

209

290

16

515

0.5

Norco

3

0

14

17

0.0

Perris

1,938

216

2,524

4,678

4.7

Riverside

2,675

545

2,558

5,778

5.8

San Jacinto

1,610

863

3,011

5,448

5.5

537

7

14

558

0.6

48,099

29,680

21,311

99,090

100.0

Jurisdiction

Murrieta

Temecula
TOTALS

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding errors.
Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.

Existing Agricultural Use
While land may be designated by the State as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important
farmland, it may not be actively utilized for the production of crops or the husbandry of
livestock. Agricultural lands include areas occupied by dairies and livestock feed yards
or areas that have been tilled for use as croplands or groves/orchards. The largest areas
of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of San Jacinto and north of Juniper
Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake, Nuevo, southeast Perris, Eastvale,
Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and in Glen Avon. Field croplands are
mapped extensively throughout the proposed Plan Area. The largest areas are around
State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an east-west strip from Murrieta
Hot Springs; through French Valley, Antelope Valley, Paloma Valley, and Menifee
Valley; Winchester; Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the Diamond Valley area; and
in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard use is in Santa Rosa East between Gavilan
Mountain and Mesa de Colorado.
An interpretation of land use undertaken during the preparation of the Existing Setting
Report (1999) for the 2002 Riverside County General Plan identified approximately
161,792 acres within western Riverside County utilized for some manner of agricultural
production (Table 3D). The majority of this active agricultural land, 110,269 acres
(68%), is located in unincorporated Riverside County. After Riverside County, the
highest concentration of active agricultural land is located in the City of Perris (9,859
acres/6%), followed by Moreno Valley at 8,519 acres (5%), and San Jacinto at 8,350
acres (5%).

Table 3D - Existing Agricultural Use in Western Riverside County
Jurisdiction
Riverside County

3.2-6

Existing Agricultural Use
(acres)

% of Total

110,269

68.2

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

Table 3D - Existing Agricultural Use in Western Riverside County
Existing Agricultural Use
(acres)

% of Total

Banning

1,317

0.8

Beaumont

3,609

2.2

Calimesa

761

0.5

2

0.0

Corona

3,557

2.2

Hemet

4,243

2.6

Lake Elsinore

256

0.2

Moreno Valley

8,519

5.3

Murrieta

2,669

1.6

Norco

634

0.4

Perris

9,859

6.1

Riverside

6,433

4.0

San Jacinto

8,350

5.2

Temecula

1,314

0.8

161,792

100.0

Jurisdiction

Canyon Lake

TOTAL
Source:

3.2.2

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

Mineral Resources within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area

As Riverside County entered the 20th century, natural building materials (such as wood
products) became scarce, and the industry turned to cement and clay products as durable
structural replacements. Cement and clay resources in Riverside County were so rich
that in the early 1900s, the value of these commodities surpassed the value of all other
mineral products in the County. Today, these industrial commodities are the most
significant mineral resources extracted in Riverside County.
It is anticipated that future mineral production will focus on these industrial commodities
required for the urban expansion that will likely accompany projected increases in
Riverside County population. The estimated value of California’s mineral production
for 1992 was approximately $2.5 billion, 80 percent of which was from industrial
minerals (cement and clay). Riverside County’s mineral production mirrors that of the
State and, in 1997, the County produced over 21.27 million tons of industrial minerals,
the largest group being from mines that produced construction aggregate (Table 3E).
Table 3E - Mineral Production in Riverside County
Mineral Resource
Sand and Gravel
Stone

Production (tons)
17,444,706
2,261,465

Clay

284,528

Decomposed Granite

169,092

Gypsum

900
Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment
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Table 3E - Mineral Production in Riverside County
Mineral Resource
Iron Ore

50

Other Mineral Commodities
Source:

Production (tons)
1,114,476

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

In accordance with classification guidelines established by the State Mining and
Geology Board (SMGB) and in compliance with the Surface Mining and Recovery Act
of 1975 (SMARA), the State Geologist is required to classify, based on geological
factors and without regard to existing land use and ownership, the following:
• Areas containing few or no mineral deposits;
• Areas containing significant mineral deposits; or
• Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which requires further evaluation.
The SMGB has subsequently assigned the above categories into Mineral Resource Zones
(MRZs). These zones have been established based on the presence or absence of
significant sand and gravel deposits and crushed rock source areas, products used in the
production of cement. The guidelines for establishing the MRZs are as follows:
MRZ-1 Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits
are present, or where it is judged that there is little likelihood for their presence.
MRZ-2 Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are
present or where it is judged that there is a high likelihood for their presence.
MRZ-3 Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated
from available data.
MRZ-4 Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other
MRZ.
As detailed in Figure 3.2.2, areas identified as MRZ-2 are located throughout the
proposed Plan Area. In western Riverside County, there are approximately 19,700 acres
of land categorized as MRZ-2, 794,900 acres of land categorized as MRZ-4, and a total
of 444,500 acres that have not been studied for the presence of significant mineral
resources. Areas designated MRZ-2 and mining operations within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area are generally concentrated around major drainages and valleys. Within
western Riverside County, the largest area of MRZ-2 land is in Temescal Canyon
between the Cities of Lake Elsinore and Corona.
Table 3F summarizes the approximate acreages of MRZ-2 areas in the cities in the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
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Table 3F - MRZ-2 Land within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
City

MRZ-2 Land (acres)

Banning

1,400

Corona

2,300

Lake Elsinore

1,000

Riverside

1,700

Unincorporated Riverside County

13,100

Total

19,500

Source:

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

Existing land use information for the cities and western County indicate that approximately 22 percent of MRZ-2 land (approximately 4,300 acres) is currently in use for
mineral resource extraction within the Plan Area. As discussed above, since these areas
are generally concentrated around major drainages and valleys, other types of land use
compete with mineral extraction use for these areas. Valleys may be in demand for
residential and urban development, as they often do not have steep slopes and have
suitable geological conditions for supporting structures. Drainages have high value for
recreation and natural areas, and may attract nearby development by providing scenic
views. The MRZ-2 designation does not indicate that mineral extraction is the only land
use for the area, but rather indicates that the area may be suitable for mineral extraction
use.
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3.3 Population, Housing, and Employment
3.3.1

Population

The population of western Riverside County in 1999 was 1,147,629 (California Department of Finance, 1999), an increase of 64,633 persons, or 6 percent, over 1,082,996 persons reported in 1994. The 14 cities that comprise western Riverside County had a 1999
population of 829,332, or 72 percent of the region’s population. The cities have grown
7.9 percent between 1994 and 1999, while the unincorporated areas in western Riverside
County only grew 1.1 percent during the same time period. As shown in Table 3G,
western Riverside County, as a whole, is growing at the same rate as both the region and
State. Table 3H shows the population breakdown within the western unincorporated
area, by Plan Area. The unincorporated area with the largest population is the Jurupa
Plan Area.
Table 3G - Regional Population Growth Trends, 1994-1999
Area

1994

1999

Change

1,082,996

1,147,629

6.0%

768,272

829,332

7.9%

314,724

318,297

1.1%

SCAG Region

15,603,036

16,545,220

6.0%

California

31,960,623

33,773,466

5.7%

WRCOG

1

Cities
Unincorporated
2

Notes:

1

Source:

1998 Regional Transportation Plan, Department of Finance. As of September 13, 2002, this is the most
recent demographic information that WRCOG has.

2

Western Riverside County Organization of Governments
Southern California Association of Governments

Table 3H - Population, Households, and Employment within Unincorporated Western
Riverside County, 1997
Plan Area
Jurupa

Population

%

Households

%

Employment

%

81,836

26.2

24,578

23.3

16,923

34.1

Highgrove/Northside

7,378

2.4

2,426

2.3

1,626

3.3

Reche Canyon/
Badlands

1,765

0.6

596

0.6

204

0.4

Eastvale

2,558

0.8

751

0.7

765

1.5

Temescal Canyon

24,977

8.0

7,533

7.1

3,789

7.6

Woodcrest/
Lake Mathews

22,445

7.2

6,725

6.4

3,564

7.2

3,517

1.1

1,186

1.1

960

1.9

35,393

11.3

13,318

12.6

3,034

6.1

REMAP

1,339

0.4

483

0.5

202

0.4

Lakeview/Nuevo

9,001

2.9

2,885

2.7

1,325

2.7

17,243

5.5

5,090

4.8

1,002

2.0

March Air Force
Base
Upper San Jacinto
Valley

Mead Valley

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment
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Table 3H - Population, Households, and Employment within Unincorporated Western
Riverside County, 1997
Plan Area

Population

%

Households

%

Employment

%

Greater Elsinore

34,229

10.9

11,451

10.9

4,636

9.3

Highway 74-79

12,548

4.0

4,841

4.6

1,381

2.8

Sun City/
Menifee Valley

31,443

10.1

13,817

13.1

5,663

11.4

Southwest Area
(SWAP)

15,253

4.9

5,177

4.9

2,679

5.4

San Gorgonio Pass

11,736

3.8

4,513

4.3

1,882

3.8

Total

312,660

100

105,373

100

49,635

100

Source:

County of Riverside Housing Element, 2001.

The Cities of Riverside and Moreno Valley are the largest in the study area, by population. Together, the two cities contain 397,547 persons or approximately 35 percent of
the study area population. The cities that experienced the most rapid population growth
during the 1990s are Corona (64.2%), Perris (68.6%), and Temecula (113.0%). The City
of Norco experienced the least rapid growth during the 1990s. Table 3I demonstrates
the historic and projected population growth within the cities. Historical and forecast
changes in population are important considerations for conservation planning, since they
represent the primary causes of urban development and habitat loss.
Table 3I - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

20,570

23,562

34,811

47,328

101

9,685

11,384

26,279

56,450

396

0

7,139

13,112

29,554

314

0

9,952

10,675

10,702

8

Corona

76,095

124,966

138,896

156,522

25

Hemet

36,094

58,812

80,904

127,899

117

Lake Elsinore

18,285

28,928

49,338

81,820

183

Moreno Valley

118,779

142,381

169,459

221,343

555

0

44,282

67,601

96,382

118

Norco

23,302

24,157

29,579

30,568

27

Perris

21,460

36,189

52,985

109,377

202

226,505

255,166

302,507

340,328

33

San Jacinto

16,210

23,779

46,983

67,115

182

Temecula

27,099

57,716

76,704

86,000

49

Total

594,084

848,413

1,099,833

1,461,388

72

Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa1
1

Canyon Lake

1

Murrieta

Riverside

Note:

1

Sources:

1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

3.3-2

2010

2025

% Change
2000-2025

1990

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

3.3.2

Housing

Total housing in western Riverside County in 2000 was estimated to be 389,342 of
which 264,753, or about 68 percent, were single family detached units (California Department of Finance, E-5 Series 2000). Between 1990 and 2000, total housing units increased by 52,275 units, or 15.5 percent. Because the housing unit increase was less
than the population increase, the average household size increased from 2.98 in 1990 to
3.17 in 2000. Table 3J shows the historic and projected housing growth within the cities
of western Riverside County. The Cities of Corona, Hemet, and Temecula had the
largest growth in housing during the 1990s. The cities of Beaumont, Calimesa, and
Perris are expected to have the largest housing growth through 2020. Table 3H shows
the housing breakdown within the western unincorporated area, by Plan Area. The
unincorporated area with the largest number of households is the Jurupa Plan Area.
Table 3J - Housing Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

1990

2000

2010

2025

8,279

9,735

11,614

15,904

63

3,718

4,258

9,249

20,544

382

0

3,229

5,523

12,316

281

0

4,036

3,727

3,794

Corona

26,480

38,903

42,382

52,303

34

Hemet

19,692

29,287

31,388

38,922

33

Lake Elsinore

6,993

9,436

15,220

25,099

166

Moreno Valley

37,945

41,388

48,170

65,679

59

0

14,800

21,753

31,091

110

Norco

5,785

6,238

7,138

7,603

22

Perris

7,780

10,484

15,669

34,395

228

80,260

85,631

93,245

109,803

282

6,845

9,340

15,296

21,650

132

Temecula

10,659

18,749

23,140

27,742

48

Total

214,436

285,514

343,514

466,845

64

Banning
Beaumont
1

Calimesa

1

Canyon Lake

1

Murrieta

Riverside
San Jacinto

Note:
Source:

3.3.3

% Change 2000-2025

1

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.
1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

Employment

In 2000, employment within the cities of western Riverside County was 301,501. The
unincorporated areas of the County had a total employment of 49,635 (Table 3H) in
1997. The region’s employment is expected to rise 54.6 percent by the year 2010 and
approximately another 20.3 percent between 2010 and 2020. Rapid increases are projected to occur in Beaumont, Lake Elsinore, and Murrieta by 2010. Less growth is expected to occur in Norco and the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County.
Table 3H shows the employment breakdown within the western unincorporated area by
Plan Area. The unincorporated area with the largest employment is the Jurupa Plan
Area.
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3.3.4

Region and City/County Forecasts

SCAG and local jurisdictions of western Riverside County periodically prepare forecasts
of population, housing, and economic growth for the region, cities, and unincorporated
communities. According to these forecasts, the region’s population is expected to grow
56 percent between 2000 and 2020. Total housing units are expected to grow 47.4 percent, and employment to increase 86 percent.
Forecasts of population, housing, and employment for the proposed MSHCP cities are
shown in Tables 3I, 3J, and 3K. The most rapid increases in population are projected
for Beaumont (72 percent between 2010 and 2020) and Calimesa (78.6%). Similarly,
rapid increases in total housing units are projected for Beaumont (76.7 percent from
2010 to 2020) and Calimesa (77.2%). Employment in Beaumont is projected to increase
33.5 percent between 2010 and 2020, followed by Murrieta (32%), and Calimesa
(28.4%).
Table 3K - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,453

12,145

15,342

81

Beaumont

6,185

14,811

22,291

260

Calimesa

1,867

3,692

5,273

182

Canyon Lake

1,958

2,451

2,875

47

Corona

41,583

56,751

69,905

68

Hemet

% Change 2000-2025

17,818

23,859

29,095

63

Lake Elsinore

8,289

17,539

25,562

208

Moreno Valley

33,163

53,887

71,859

117

Murrieta

8,447

19,028

28,205

234

Norco

8,891

10,631

12,140

37

Perris

11,701

22,747

32,300

176

125,938

182,943

232,326

84

6,328

11,215

15,455

144

Temecula

20,880

34,471

46,260

122

Total

301,501

466,170

608,888

102

Riverside
San Jacinto

Source:

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast.

The unincorporated areas of western Riverside County have slightly different growth
rate trends than do the cities within the region. The growth projections in population,
housing, and employment are shown in Table 3L.
Table 3L - Growth Forecasts for the Unincorporated Western Riverside County
2010

2025

2040

Annual % Change

Population

490,941

771,595

1,234,552

4

Housing

160,440

254,582

407,331

4

Employment

135,750

192,918

279,731

3

Source:

3.3-4

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast, 2040 numbers are derived from 2010 and 2025 forecasts.
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Developed land in residential use within unincorporated western Riverside County
totaled 141,050 acres in 1999. Between 1999 and the build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, developed residential land within western Riverside County
is projected to increase by 420 percent to 592,957 acres, as shown in Table 3M.
For the purpose of this study, employment land use includes lands developed for heavy
industrial, light industrial, business park, mineral extraction, public facilities, retail,
office, schools, tourist/commercial, utilities, and warehouse facilities. Developed land
in these uses in 1999 totaled 59,897 acres in western Riverside County. This is
projected to increase 258 percent to 154,559 acres by build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, as shown in Table 3M.
Table 3M - Developed Residential and Employment Land Use
Residential Land Use
City

Employment Land Use1

Developed Land
(Acres)
1999

Developed Land
(Acres)

Build Out
2

1999

Vacant Developable
Land (Acres)

Build Out

1999

1,623

1,323

9,161

Banning

2,503

2,430

Beaumont

1,017

16,155

972

2,600

10,934

Calimesa

1,347

6,132

426

759

6,885

Canyon Lake

1,264

1,576

51

151

1,057

3

6,245

Corona

8,150

13,157

4,711

Hemet

5,068

35,852

1,776

6,945

3,936

Lake Elsinore

2,771

15,211

1,625

4,446

16,765

Moreno Valley

10,763

35,954

2,789

11,603

10,141

Murrieta

5,099

25,813

1,771

9,662

8,359

Norco

3,585

5,465

1,309

1,686

2,933

Perris

2,574

17,703

1,784

8,458

5,941

20,624

42,337

10,059

13,988

12,146

San Jacinto

2,302

3,832

1,487

1,557

3,237

Temecula

5,992

14,067

2,836

3,772

5,947

County

67,991

357,273

26,678

83,597

735,055

Total

141,050

592,957

59,897

154,559

811,762

Riverside

Notes:

Source:

4,012

1

Included in Employment Land Use is: Heavy Industrial, Light Industrial/Business Park, Mineral
Extraction, Public Facilities, Retail/Office, Schools, Tourist/Commercial, Utilities, and Warehouse
land use designations.
2
The City of Banning’s latest General Plan update was done in 1986, thus numbers in this table are
projected for year 2000.
3
This is from the Corona 1986 General Plan. As of this writing, the City of Corona is currently
updating the General Plan.
LSA GIS data and City General Plans.
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3.4

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)

3.4.1

Fire

Fire protection is provided throughout the County by the Riverside County Fire
Department/California Department of Forestry, individual city fire departments, and
several district fire departments.
Western Riverside County Service Area
The Riverside County Fire Department, which is part of the California Department of
Forestry, provides the primary fire protection services to the unincorporated areas of
western Riverside County. The County of Riverside operates 85 fire stations in the
County, 58 of which are within western Riverside County. Twenty-one of the stations
are located in the unincorporated area of the western County. Nine cities in western
Riverside County contract with the County of Riverside for fire protection services.
These cities include:
•

Banning

•

Lake Elsinore

•

Beaumont

•

Moreno Valley

•

Calimesa

•

Perris

•

Canyon Lake

•

San Jacinto

•

Temecula

The County is part of a mutual aid program with all of the cities in the County. Upon
the receipt of a call for mutual aid through the County’s Emergency Command Center,
the County’s mutual aid coordinator will determine whether the city or County will
provide a response.
The Department also provides the following services:
•

Weed abatement

•

Swift water rescue

•

Ambulance response

•

Level 1 hazardous material team

County Fire Stations
County fire stations serving western Riverside County are identified in Table 3N.
Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

1

Perris

210 West San Jacinto Avenue, Perris

2

Sunnymead

23770 Sunnymead Boulevard, Moreno Valley

3

Nuevo

29490 Lakeview Avenue, Nuevo

4

Cajalco

17650 Cajalco Boulevard, Perris

5

Quail Valley

28971 Goetz Road, Quail Valley
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Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

6

Edgemont

22250 Eucalyptus Avenue, Moreno Valley

7

Sun City

27860 Bradley Road, Sun City

8

Woodcrest

17800 Van Buren Boulevard, Riverside

9

Goodmeadow

21565 Steele Peak Road, Perris

10

Elsinore

410 West Graham Avenue, Lake Elsinore

11

Lakeland Village

17643 Brightman Avenue, Lake Elsinore

12

Temecula

28330 Mercedes Street, Temecula

13

Home Gardens

135 North McKinley Street, Corona

14

Corona

1511 Hamner Avenue, Norco

15

El Cerrito

20320 Temescal Canyon Road

16

Pedley

9270 Limonite Avenue, Pedley

17

Glen Avon

10400 San Sevaine Way, Mira Loma

18

West Riverside

7545 Mission Boulevard, Riverside

19

Highgrove

469 Center Street, Highgrove

20

Beaumont

1550 East 6th Street, Beaumont

21

Calimesa

906 Park Avenue, Calimesa

22

Cherry Valley

10055 Avenida Mira Villa, Cherry Valley

23

Pine Cove

24919 Marion Ridge Road, Idyllwild

25

San Jacinto

132 South San Jacinto, San Jacinto

26

Little Lake

25954 Stanford Street, Hemet

27

Ryan Field

36850 Stetson Avenue, Hemet

28

Sage

37381 Sage Road, Sage

29

Anza

56560 Hwy 371, Anza

30

Pinyon

70080 Highway 74, Mountain Center

38

Rubidoux

3590 Rubidoux Boulevard, Riverside

48

Sunnymead Ranch

10511 Village Road, Moreno Valley

51

El Cariso

32353 Ortega Highway, Lake Elsinore

52

Cottonwood

44222 Sage Road, Aguanga

53

Garner Valley

59200 Morris Ranch Road, Mountain Center

54

Homeland

25730 Sultanas Road, Homeland

58

Moreno

28020 Bay Avenue, Moreno Valley

59

Mead Valley

19450 Clark Street, Perris

60

Canyon Lake

28730 Vacation Drive, Canyon Lake

61

Wildomar

32637 Gruwell Street, Wildomar

62

Rancho Carrillo

Lot #51 Verdugo Road, San Juan Capistrano

63

Poppet Flats

49575 Orchard, Banning

64

Juniper Flats

Vacant
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Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

65

Dennedy Park

15111 Indian Avenue, Moreno Valley

66

Beaumont City

628 Maple Street, Beaumont

68

Menifee

26020 Wickerd Road, Menifee

72

Valley Vista

25175 Fairview, Hemet

73

Rancho California

27415 Enterprise Circle West, Temecula

74

Rancho Capistrano

35420 Calle Grande, Lake Elsinore

75

Bear Creek

38900 Clinton Keith Road, Murrieta

76

Menifee Lakes

Menifee (to be constructed)

77

Lake Riverside

Aguanga

83

French Valley

37500 Sky Canyon Drive, Murrieta

84

Parkview

30650 Pauba Road, Temecula

277

Pechanga Indian Fire

Pechanga Indian Reservation, Temecula

278

Morongo Indian Fire

11581 Potrero Road, Banning

Bautista

Conservation Camp

33015 Bautista Road, Hemet

Norco

Conservation Camp

5th and Western Boulevard, Norco

Oak Glen

Conservation Camp

41100 Pine Bench Road, Yucaipa

City Fire Stations
The five western Riverside County cities that do not contract with the County of
Riverside for fire protection services are Corona, Hemet, Murrieta, Norco, and
Riverside.
City of Corona. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Corona are
provided by the Corona Fire Department. The Department currently operates six fire
stations, and a seventh facility is in the development phase. The new facility will be
located at 3777 Bedford Canyon Road. Construction on the new station is expected to
begin in November 2002. The City of Corona’s fire facilities are meeting the service
demands with the help of the County of Riverside Fire Department. The County Fire
Department is helping in the area surrounding the planned facility. After construction
of the planned facility, the County Fire Department will not need to aid the City of
Corona. The City of Corona has mutual aid agreements with surrounding cities, the
County of Riverside, and surrounding Counties. Below is a list of current fire facilities
operated by the City of Corona.
•

Station 1 - 540 Magnolia Avenue

•

Station 2 - 225 East Harrison Street

•

Station 3 - 790 South Smith Street

•

Station 4 - 915 North McKinley Street

•

Station 5 - 1200 Canyon Crest

•

Station 6 - 110 West Upper Drive

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

3.4-3

City of Hemet. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Hemet are
provided by the Hemet Fire Department. The Department operates four fire stations.
All firefighters in the Hemet Fire Department are paid professionals; volunteer firefighters are not utilized. The City has a mutual aid agreement with the County of
Riverside. The following is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of Hemet.
•

Station 1 - 220 North Juanita Street

•

Station 2 - 895 West Stetson Street

•

Station 3 - 4110 West Devonshire

•

Station 4 - Hemet Ryan Airport

City of Murrieta. Fire prevention and protection within the City of Murrieta are provided
by the Murrieta Fire Department. The Department operates three fire stations. The City
is currently not planning any additional fire facilities and the current stations are meeting
the service level demands. The City has a mutual aid agreement with the County of
Riverside. The following is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of
Murrieta.
•

Station 1 - 41825 Juniper Street

•

Station 2 - 40060 California Oaks Road

•

Station 3 - 39985 Whitewood Road

City of Norco. Fire prevention and protection within the City of Norco are provided by
the Norco Fire Department. The Department operates two fire stations. The City is
planning construction of a new fire facility. This facility will replace another older
station. Thus, the City will continue to operate two fire stations. The City’s fire
facilities do not meet the current fire service demand. The City addresses this problem
by a fee paid, mutual aid agreement with the City of Corona and the County of
Riverside. Below is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of Norco.
•

Station 21 - 3367 Corydon Avenue

•

Station 22 - 1281 Fifth Street

City of Riverside. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Riverside
are provided by the City of Riverside Fire Department. As of 1991, the City operates
13 fire stations within the City, and employs approximately 218 fire employees. The
department has a wide range of fire fighting equipment. The City of Riverside has no
planned fire facilities for the future. At this time, the City of Riverside is in need of five
additional fire stations. The City of Riverside has mutual aid agreements with
surrounding cities, the County of Riverside, and the County of San Bernardino. The
following is a list of the fire stations that are operated by the City of Riverside.
•

Station 1 - 3420 Mission Inn Avenue

•

Station 2 - 9449 Andrews Street

•

Station 3 - 6395 Riverside Avenue

•

Station 4 - 3510 Cranford Avenue

•

Station 5 - 6963 Streeter Avenue
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•

Station 6 - 2293 Main Street

•

Station 7 - 10191 Cypress Avenue

•

Station 8 - 11076 Hole Avenue

•

Station 9 - 6674 Alessandro Boulevard

•

Station 10 - 2590 Jefferson Street

•

Station 11 - 19595 Orange Terrace Parkway

•

Station 12 - 10692 Indiana Avenue

•

Station 13 - 22250 Eucalyptus Avenue

3.4.2

Planned Park Facilities within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area

The proposed MSHCP includes portions of habitat within unincorporated areas of the
County in addition to habitat in the 14 cities located in western Riverside County. The
habitat conservation Criteria Areas specified in the proposed MSHCP may affect,
conflict, or restrict the implementation of future public park facilities in these areas;
therefore, this section will address planned park facilities within the proposed MSHCP
boundary and identify possible project-related impacts. Riverside County and each city
in the proposed Plan Area were consulted to determine the locations of planned future
park facilities. Table 3O provides a list of planned park facilities in the foreseeable
future according to each jurisdiction. Because some of the parks were in different stages
of planning, the information available for each park varies in detail. The most detailed
available information is included in Table 3O.
Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Park

Location

Aguanga

Cotton Wood Park

44260 Sage Road

Banning

Smith Creek Park

East Terminus of Porter Street

Mountain Gate Park

Mountain Avenue and Red Bluff
Lane

Lincoln Street Park

Lincoln Street and Adams Street

Jameson Park

Foothill Park and Parkway

Fresno Canyon Park

Cattle Run Road

Chase Park

Chase Drive and California Avenue

Rimpau Park

Rimpau Avenue and Ontario Avenue

Prado Sports Complex

Lincoln Avenue and Rincon Street

Stagecoach Park

Stagecoach Drive and Corydon Street

Providence Park

Sumner and Walnut

McCune Family Park

Harrison and Chandler

Harada Park

Schleisman and Cleveland

Butterfield Park

Benton Road and Cady Road

Corona

Eastvale

French Valley
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Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Park

Location

Hemet

Sante Fe Ball Field

252 South Sante Fe Street

Bill Grey Park

25330 Lake Street

Valle Vista Park

25175 Fairview Avenue

Devonshire Detention Basin

Cawston and Devonshire

Gibbel Park Addition

Kirby and Devonshire

Park Complex

Chambers and State Street

Recreation Park

Domenigoni and State Street

Jurupa

JARPD Future Park

Bellgrave and Wineville

Lake Elsinore

Alberhill Park

Coal Road

North Hill Park

Data Unavailable

Canyon Hills Neighborhood
Park

Holland Road

Canyon Hills Community Park

Holland Road

Creekside Park

Lost Road

La Palma Park

3000 Menifee Road

Menifee Wheatfield Park

30827 Menifee Road

Presidio Park

North of Sunnymead Ranch

Hidden Springs Park

Hidden Springs Drive and Sycamore
Canyon

Canyon Springs Golf Club

Heacock Street and Sandy Glada Avenue

Copper Canyon Park

Red Willow and Old Oak Terrace

Los Alamos Hills Sports Plex

Los Alamos Road and Ruth Ellen
Way

Norco Park Ridge Ranch

Vaugn Street and Hillside Avenue

Norco Hills Park

Rock Springs Avenue

122-Acre Parcel Park

Hamner Avenue

Perris

City of Perris Park

I-215 and 7th Street

Riverside

Andulka Park

5079 Chicago Avenue

Golden Park

Golden Avenue and Campbell Avenue

Tequesquite Park

4825 Tequesquite Avenue

Crown Hill Park

Pauba Road and Via Del Monte

Crown Hill Park 2

Old Kent Road

Meadows Park

Highway 79 and Meadows Parkway

Paseo Del Sol

Meadows Parkway

Linear Park

Wolf Valley Road

Menifee
Moreno Valley

Murrieta

Norco

Temecula

3.4-6

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Winchester

Park

Location

Neighborhood Park

Pala Road

Community Park

Equity Drive

Lake Park

Margarita Road

Arroyo Park

Date Street and Ynez Road

City Sports Park

Pala Road and Deer Hollow

Winchester Park

100 Haddock Street
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3.5

Transportation and Circulation

The existing circulation and transportation system serving the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, western Riverside County, is composed of a series of separate modes or types of
passenger travel and goods movement. These modes of travel and goods movement
include passenger vehicles and truck freight, transit, passenger and freight rail, passenger
and cargo air, non-motorized systems (bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, and
equestrian facilities) and major utility corridors.

3.5.1

Existing Transportation/Circulation Conditions

The proposed Plan Area’s transportation system is composed of numerous State
highways (both freeways and arterial highways), as well as numerous County and city
routes. The public transit system includes fixed route public transit systems, common
bus carriers, AMTRAK (intercity rail service), MetroLink (commuter rail service), and
other local agency transit and paratransit services. In addition, the transportation system
in the proposed Plan Area includes general aviation facilities, limited passenger air
service within the proposed Plan Area, extensive air passenger facilities in the Southern
California and San Diego regions, freight rail service, bicycle facilities, and other nonmotorized forms of transportation (pedestrian and equestrian trails).
Travel within the proposed Plan Area is a function of the size and spatial distribution of
population and economic activity and the relationship to other major activity centers
within the Los Angeles Basin or the Southern California Region (such as those located
in Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties). Outside the
Los Angeles Basin, other major urban centers that interact with western Riverside
County include those in San Diego County to the south and Kern County located in the
San Joaquin Valley to the north. In addition, there is some travel between the western
and eastern portions of the County (i.e., between Riverside and Blythe). The distance
between these two subregions of Riverside County is greater than the distance between
the City of Riverside and the City of Oxnard in the northernmost portion of the Southern
California Region (approximately 3 hours by car).
Due to the interrelationship of urban and rural activities (employment, housing and
services), and the low average density of existing land uses, the private automobile is the
dominant mode of travel within the proposed Plan Area. Trips by transit currently
represent less than 2 percent of all trips made in the County. Public transportation,
where service is available, is utilized primarily by a transit-dependent population (senior
citizens, students, low-income residents, and the physically disabled) that generally does
not have access to automobiles.
The proposed Plan Area’s industrial and agricultural economies depend on safe and
efficient goods movement. The County is responsible for maintaining an extensive
network of low volume rural roads in sparsely settled areas to service goods movement
and the agricultural industry. Large trucks are the primary means of transporting such
goods. In addition, freight rail is an important backbone of the goods movement
industry in the proposed Plan Area.
Non-motorized forms of transportation are also prevalent in the proposed Plan Area and
include numerous bikeways, pedestrian facilities, and equestrian amenities.
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3.5.2

Existing Street and Highway System

Figure 3.5.1 illustrates the relationship of the proposed Plan Areas’s roadway system to
the State highway system, nearby counties, eastern Riverside County, and major cities.
The street and highway system provides a rather dense definition of roads of
Countywide significance. The proposed Plan Areas’s highway network, which is more
dense than the eastern portion of the County, is composed of three interstate routes (I-10,
I-15, and I-215), and numerous State Routes (SRs 60, 71, 74, 79, 91, 243, and 371).
In addition, the highway system includes numerous County roadways, as well as
roadways within each of the 14 cities in the proposed Plan Area. Some of the major
roadways include Alessandro Boulevard, Arlington Avenue, La Sierra, Limonite, and
Magnolia Avenues, Market Street, Mission Boulevard, Perris Boulevard, Ramona
Expressway, Rancho California Road, San Jacinto Road, Van Buren Boulevard, and
Washington Street.
The proposed Plan Area is linked to Los Angeles and Orange Counties principally by
SR-60 (Pomona Freeway), I-10 (San Bernardino Freeway), SR-91 (Riverside Freeway),
and SR-74 (Ortega Highway). The I-15 freeway and minor conventional highways
provide links to San Diego County. Links to San Bernardino County are provided by
I-15 and I-215, as well as by other major and minor local roadways. The I-10 freeway
also provides connection to destinations in Arizona, and I-15 and I-215 provide access
through San Bernardino County to Nevada including its primary recreation areas (the
City of Las Vegas and Lake Mead). In addition, I-15 provides access south to San
Diego and its many tourist and recreational amenities, and to Mexico via I-5, I-15, and
I-805.
Functional Classification System
Functional classification is the process by which streets and highways are grouped into
classes, or systems, according to the type of service they are intended to provide.
Fundamental to this process is the recognition that individual streets and highways do
not serve travel independently in any major way; rather, most travel involves movement
through a network of roads.
The following sections define roadway classification systems currently used by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the County, and local agencies. Since issues
related to the classification of roadways range from funding to operational considerations, each agency has its own classification system. These sections define and clarify
the role of each system, and present the classification system used in this Section. For
the most part, County road standards are generally consistent with those adopted by the
local agencies in the County.
Travel should be controlled along the street and highway system in a logical and
efficient manner. Functional classifications define the channelization process by
defining the area that a particular street or highway should service through a circulation
network.
Table 3P defines the general functional classes in urban areas of Riverside County, and
Table 3Q defines general functional classes in rural areas of the County.
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Figure 3.5.1

SOURCE: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE EXISTING SETTING REPORT, 2000.
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Federal Functional Classifications
Federal functional classifications, designated for both the rural and urban areas, are as
follows:
Rural
Interstate and Other
Principal Arterial
Minor Arterials
Major Collectors
Minor Collectors

Urban
Interstate and Other
Freeways and Expressways
Other Principal Arterials
Minor Arterials
Collectors

Table 3P - Generalized Urban Functional Classification System - Definitions
Speed
Limit

Parking

None allowed.

45-65

Prohibited

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Limited access to adjoining parcels.

35-45

Generally
Prohibited

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Restricted access to
adjoining parcels.

30-35

Limited

25-30

Limited

25

Permitted

Classification

Primary Function

Freeway /
Expressway

Traffic Movement

Major Arterial
Other Arterial
Collector

Local

Direct Land Access

Distribute Traffic Be- Safety controls (such as
tween Local Streets and stop signs), limited regArterials
ulation or control on
access.
Land Access

Safety controls only,
unlimited access in accordance with design
requirements.

Table 3Q - Generalized Rural Functional Classification System - Definitions
Classification

Primary Function

Direct Land Access1

Speed Limit2

Parking3

Freeway /
Expressway

Traffic Movement

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

55-70

Prohibited

Major and
Other Arterial

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

55

Permitted

Distribute Traffic Be- Safety controls only, unlimtween Local Streets ited access in accordance
and Arterials
with design requirements.

55

Permitted

55

Permitted

Collector

Local

Notes:

1

2
3

Land Access

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

Access to arterials is generally limited or restricted if it provides access to a land subdivision or an
industrial, commercial, or multi-family use. Access is granted on a controlled basis to parcels
fronting on expressways where there is not a frontage road or access to another road.
All County roads have a 55-mph operating speed unless otherwise indicated.
Parking is permitted on all County roads unless otherwise indicated.
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Existing Roadway and Highway Capacity Analysis (Street and Highway Level of Service)
The first step toward analyzing a functional street and highway system is to thoroughly
assess existing traffic conditions. To accomplish this task, level of service (LOS)
analyses were conducted for existing roadway segments. LOS standards are used by
Riverside County, Caltrans, and local agencies to quantitatively assess the street and
highway system’s performance. To determine the type and number of transportation
projects that may be necessary to accommodate Riverside County’s expected growth;
the existing LOS was assessed along selected freeway, expressway, arterial, and
collector facilities.
According to the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), LOS is categorized by two
parameters of traffic: uninterrupted and interrupted flow. Uninterrupted flow facilities
do not have fixed elements such as traffic signals that cause interruptions in traffic flow.
Examples of such facilities would be freeways, including SR-91 and I-10. Interrupted
flow facilities have fixed elements that cause an interruption in the flow of traffic, such
as stop signs and signalized intersections along arterial roads. Examples of such
facilities include Alessandro Boulevard, Etiwanda Avenue, Ramona Expressway, Van
Buren Boulevard, and many other arterial streets within Riverside County. The
difference between uninterrupted flow and interrupted LOS is defined in Table 3R and
in Tables 3S and 3T.
Table 3R - Level of Service Criteria
Uninterrupted Flow

Interrupted Flow

70 mph
Freeway Speed Design

Urban and Suburban
Arterial 2 and 4 Lanes Signalized

Speed
Density
LOS (PC/MI/LN)1 (mph)

V/C2

MSF3
Speed
(PC/H/L)4 (mph)

Arterial ADT5

V/C2

Delay
(sec)

2-Lane 4-Lane

0 - .60

#5.0

5,000 18,000

A

#10

$70

.318/
.3045

700

$35

B

#16

$70

.529/
.487

1,100

$28

.51 - .70 5.1 - 15

C

#24

$68.5

.747/
.715

1,550

$22

.71 - .80 15.1 - 25 10,000 24,000

D

#32

$63

.916/
.876

1,850

$17

.81 - .90 25.1 - 40 12,000 27,000

E

#36.7/
39.7

$60.0/
58.0

1.000

2,000

$13

.91 - 1.00 40.1 - 60 13,000 30,000

Varies

Varies Varies

F
Notes:

<13

>1.00

1

8,000 21,000

>60

Source:

PC/MI/LN: passenger cars per mile per lane.
V/C: Ratio of traffic volume to capacity.
3
MSF: maximum service flow rate per lane under ideal conditions (ci [capacity under ideal conditions]
v/c = MSF)
4
PC/H/L: passenger cars per hour per lane.
5
ADT: average daily traffic. These figures are affected by an intersection’s degree of access control,
the type of roadway, grades, design, geometrics, percent truck traffic, etc.
1997 Highway Capacity Manual.
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Table 3S - Uninterrupted Traffic Flow Facilities Level of Service
Level of
Service

Definition

A

Represents free flow. Individual vehicles are virtually unaffected by the presence of
others in the traffic stream.

B

Is in the range of stable flow, but the presence of other vehicles in the traffic stream
begins to be noticeable. Freedom to select desired speeds is relatively unaffected, but
there is a slight decline in the freedom to maneuver.

C

Is in the range of stable flow, but marks the beginning of the range of flow in which
the operation of individual vehicles becomes significantly affected by interactions with
other vehicles in the traffic stream.

D

Is a crowded segment of roadway with a large number of vehicles restricting mobility
and a stable flow. Speed and freedom to maneuver are severely restricted, and the
driver experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience.

E

Represents operating conditions at or near the level capacity. All speeds are reduced
to a low, but relatively uniform value. Small increases in flow will cause breakdowns
in traffic movement.

F

Is used to define forced or breakdown flow (stop-and-go gridlock). This condition
exists when the amount of traffic exceeds the amount that can travel to a destination.
Operations within the queues are characterized by stop and go waves, and they are
extremely unstable.

Source:

1997 Highway Capacity Manual.

Table 3T - Interrupted Traffic Flow Facilities Level of Service
Level of
Service

Definition

A

Describes operations with average intersection stopped delay of five seconds or less
(how long a driver must wait at a signal before the vehicle can begin moving again).

B

Describes operations with average intersection stopped delay in the range of 5.1 to 15.0
seconds per vehicle, and with reasonably unimpeded operations between intersections.

C

Describes operations with higher average stopped delays at intersections (in the range
of 15.1 to 25.0 seconds per vehicle). The stable operations between locations may be
restricted given the ability to maneuver and change lanes at mid-block locations. These
conditions can be more restrictive than LOS B. Further, the longer queues and/or
adverse signal coordination may contribute to lower average speeds.

D

Describes operations where the influence of delay is more noticeable (25.1 to 40.0
seconds per vehicle). Intersection stopped delay is longer and the range of travel speed
is about 40 percent below the free flow speed. This is caused by inappropriate signal
timing, high volumes, and some combinations of both.

E

Is characterized by significant approach stopped delay (40.1 to 60.0 seconds per
vehicle), and average travel speeds of one-third the free flow speed or lower. These
conditions are generally considered to represent the capacity of the intersection or
arterial.

F

Characterizes arterial flow at extremely low speeds, with high intersection stopped
delay (greater than 60 seconds per vehicle). Poor progression, long cycle lengths, and
high traffic demand volumes may be a major contributing factor to this condition.
Traffic may be characterized by frequent stop-and-go conditions.

Source:

1997 Highway Capacity Manual.
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An important goal when planning the transportation system is to maintain acceptable
levels of service along the interstate and State highways and the streets and roads
network. To accomplish this, Caltrans, the County, and local agencies adopt minimum
levels of service in an attempt to control congestion that may result as new development
occurs.
The minimum LOS for purposes of the Riverside County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) System is LOS E unless it was already at LOS F in 1991.
Existing Traffic Counts and Roadway Geometrics
Traffic volumes used to develop LOS calculations were obtained from Caltrans, the
County of Riverside, the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG), and
various cities within the County. Traffic volumes were available from these agencies
for years 1993 through 1999.
To reflect 1999 traffic along the existing street and highway system in the County,
traffic counts (other than 1999 counts) were adjusted based on an assumed 2 percent
annual increase. The percentage increase applied is consistent with historical annual
growth rates in vehicle trips in Riverside County.
Segment Level of Service Analysis
Results of the LOS segment analysis along street and highway segments are reflected
in Figures 3.5-2a through 3.5-2g. Street and highway segments are defined as stretches
of roadway (generally 2 miles in length) and often located between signalized or
controlled intersections. The HCM-based LOS analysis is based upon a calculation of
the ADT and other variables previously described, such as the number of lanes and
signalized intersections along a segment considering roadway design standards adopted
by Riverside County.
Results of the segment analysis (Figures 3.5-2a through 3.5-2g) indicate that street and
highway segments within Riverside County are currently operating at LOS A through
F. Tables 3U and 3V provide a listing of those facilities that currently do not meet the
County minimum LOS standard of C or better. Tables 3U and 3V indicate that 27 of the
segments are operating at LOS D, 17 are operating at LOS E, and 59 facility segments
are currently operating at LOS F. As a result, these street and highway segments fall
short of the minimum LOS standards of Riverside County, Caltrans, and affected local
agencies.
Most of the deficient local, interstate, and State Route facilities (Tables 3U and 3V) are
located in the western portion of Riverside County. In addition, it appears, based upon
the analysis, that most deficiencies occur on the freeway system and other major
arterials. There are some local facilities that are also deficient; however, they are not
restricted just to western Riverside County. Most deficient local facilities occur along
arterials in the Cities of Riverside, Coachella Valley, Moreno Valley, Temecula, and
Lake Elsinore.
A number of deficient facilities operating at LOS D, E, or F have been identified (Tables
3U and 3V). The identification of these deficient facilities provides an opportunity for
Riverside County, Caltrans, and other affected local agencies to focus on street and
highway and other improvement projects that will improve the overall LOS in the
County over time.
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment
I-15

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Temecula, Jct. SR-79 - Jct. I-215 North

Freeway

8

131,600

D

Corona, Magnolia Avenue - Corona, Jct. SR91

Freeway

8

130,600

D

Corona, Jct. SR-91 - Norco, 2nd Street

Freeway

8

133,700

D

Freeway

6

5

125,500

F

5

Norco, 2nd Street - Norco, 6th Street
Norco, 6th Street - Limonite Avenue

Freeway

6

122,400

F

Limonite Avenue - Jct. SR-60

Freeway

6

111,200

E

Jct. SR-60 - San Bernardino County Line6

Freeway

95

175,500

F

SR-60 San Bernardino County Line - Milliken Ave- Freeway
nue

7

197,900

F

Freeway

67

189,800

F

Freeway

5

122,400

F

5

Milliken Avenue - Jct. I-15
Jct. I-15 - Van Buren Boulevard

6

6

Van Buren Boulevard - Etiwanda Avenue

Freeway

6

91,800

C

Etiwanda Avenue - Mission Boulevard

Freeway

6

101,000

D

Valley Way - Rubidoux, Rubidoux Boulevard

Freeway

47

89,800

F

Rubidoux, Rubidoux Boulevard - Riverside,
Crestmore Avenue

Freeway

47

96,900

F

Riverside, Crestmore Avenue - Riverside,
Main Street

Freeway

47

103,100

F

Riverside, Main Street - Riverside, Orange
Street

Freeway

47

98,000

F

Riverside, Orange Street - Riverside, East Jct. Freeway
I-215

47

100,000

F

Riverside, East Jct. I-215 - Riverside, Day
Street

Freeway

47

105,100

F

Riverside, Day Street - Moreno Valley, Pigeon Pass Road

Freeway

47

108,200

F

Moreno Valley, Pigeon Pass Road - Moreno
Valley, Heacock Street

Freeway

47

83,700

F

Moreno Valley, Heacock Street - Moreno
Valley, Perris Boulevard

Freeway

48

68,400

D

Arterial

27

33,700

F

SR-74 Elsinore, Grand Avenue - Elsinore, Lake
Shore Drive

Arterial

2

7

20,100

F

Elsinore, Lake Shore Drive - Gunnerson
Street/Strickland Avenue

Arterial

28

17,200

E

Gunnerson Street/Strickland Avenue Elsinore, Jct. I-15

Arterial

28

17,600

E

SR-71 Riverside County Line - Jct. SR-91

Elsinore, Jct. I-15 - Perris Seventh Street

Arterial

2

16,400

E

Perris Seventh Street - Perris, D Street

Arterial

2

16,900

E

Hemet, Lyon Avenue - Hemet, State Street

Arterial

48

29,100

D
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits
Hemet, State Street - Hemet, Jct. SR-79
North, San Jacinto Street

SR-79 Sage Road - Temecula, Pala Road
Temecula, Pala Road - South Jct. I-15,
Temecula South

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

48

30,600

D

Arterial

28

18,200

F

Arterial

8

30,100

F

2

Temecula, North Jct. I-15 - Borel Street

Arterial

4

32,700

E

Central Avenue/State Street - Ramona Expressway

Arterial

2

14,900

D

Soboba Road- California Avenue

Arterial

2

14,900

E

SR-86 Coachella, South Jct. SR-111 - Coachella,
Dillon Road/Avenue 48

Arterial

4

35,200

E

SR-91 Orange County Line - Green River Drive

Freeway

87

228,500

F

Freeway

7

220,400

F

7

219,300

F

8

7

222,400

F

Corona, Maple Street - Corona, Lincoln Ave- Freeway
nue

8

7

215,300

F

Corona, Lincoln Avenue - Corona, West
Grand Boulevard

Freeway

87

226,500

F

Corona, West Grand Boulevard. - Corona,
Main Street

Freeway

87

219,300

F

Corona, Main Street - Jct. I-15

Freeway

87

235,700

F

Jct. I-15 - McKinley Street

Freeway

87

211,200

F

Freeway

7

185,700

F

7

163,200

F

7

168,300

F

7

166,300

F

7

170,400

F

7

162,200

F

7

165,300

F

8

7

165,300

F

7

168,300

F

Green River Drive - Jct. SR-71 North
Jct. SR-71 North - Serfas Club Drive
Serfas Club Drive - Corona, Maple Street

McKinley Street - Pierce Street
Pierce Street - Magnolia Avenue
Magnolia Avenue - La Sierra Avenue
La Sierra Avenue - Tyler Street
Tyler Street - Van Buren Boulevard
Van Buren Boulevard - Adams Street
Adams Street - Madison Street
Madison Street - Arlington Avenue

3.5-24

Freeway
Freeway

Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway

8

8

8

8
8

8

8
8
8

Arlington Avenue - Central Avenue/State
Street

Freeway

8

Central Avenue/State Street - Fourteenth
Street

Freeway

87

168,300

F

Fourteenth Street - Eighth Street

Freeway

87

167,300

F

Eighth Street - LaCadena Drive/Poplar and
Spruce Streets

Freeway

8

7

162,200

F

LaCadena Drive/Poplar and Spruce Streets Jct. SR-60, Jct. I-215 North

Freeway

87

160,200

F
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

4

31,100

D

Racquet Club Drive - Miles/Manitou Avenue

Arterial

4

31,100

D

Miles/Manitou Avenue - Cook Street

Arterial

4

30,700

D

Cook Street - Indian Wells City Limits

Arterial

4

31,200

D

Arterial

8

31,200

D

7

SR-111 Washington Street - Racquet Club Drive

Indian Wells City Limits - Portola Avenue

I-215

Portola Avenue - Jct. SR-74 South

Arterial

4

39,500

F

Jct. SR-74 South - Bob Hope Drive

Arterial

47

33,800

F

Bob Hope Drive - Country Club Drive (40th
Avenue)

Arterial

4

8

36,400

E

Country Club Drive (40th Avenue) - Frank
Sinatra Drive

Arterial

47

38,500

F

Frank Sinatra Drive - Date Palm Avenue/Broadway

Arterial

47

40,100

F

Date Palm Avenue/Broadway - Golf Club
Drive

Arterial

47

41,600

F

Golf Club Drive - Gene Autry Trail

Arterial

47

42,700

F

South Jct. SR-74, Case Road - North Jct. SR- Freeway
74; Fourth Street

4

61,200

D

Jct. SR-60 East - Fair Isle Drive

Freeway

67

174,800

F

Freeway

6

7

180,000

F

6

7

174,800

F

6

7

173,700

F

7

172,000

F

7

177,900

F

7

178,900

F

8

151,900

E

Fair Isle Drive - Central Avenue
Central Avenue - Pennsylvania Avenue
Pennsylvania Avenue - University Avenue
University Avenue - 3rd/Blaine Street
3rd/Blaine Street - Spruce Street
Spruce Street - Jct. SR-60 and SR-91 West

1
2
3

4
5
6

7
8

Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway

6
8

8

Jct. SR-60 and SR-91 West - Columbia Avenue

Freeway

8

Columbia Avenue - Center Street

Freeway

67

147,700

F

Freeway

7

143,600

F

Center Street - San Bernardino County Line
Notes:

4

6

Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from Riverside County GIS System - Traffic Count Database or from CVAG Manual or
from Caltrans Count Manual.
Derived by VRPA Technologies.
Not exempt from CMP Requirements.
I-15: Jct. Rte 60 - San Bernardino Co. Line - Analyzed as a 9-lane Freeway. All counts increased 2
percent per year to reflect 1999 Conditions.
Exempt from CMP requirements because the facility segment has been LOS F since 1991.
Currently undergoing roadway improvements. Resultant roadway improvement should improve Level
of Service.
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Table 3V - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Classified Local Facilities1)
Existing Conditions (1999)
Roadway Segment

Limits

Facility No. of
Type1 Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

44th Avenue

Washington Street - Clinton Street

Arterial

4

32,000

D

Alessandro Boulevard

Frederick Street - Heacock Street

Arterial

4

33,100

E

Alessandro Boulevard

Overlook Pkwy - Trautwein

Arterial

4

30,700

D

Arlington Avenue

Adams - Magnolia Avenue

Arterial

4

34,300

E

Arlington Avenue

Victoria Avenue Chicago Avenue

Arterial

4

29,500

D

Chicago Avenue

Central Avenue - Alessandro Boulevard

Arterial

4

30,000

D

Gene Autry Trail

I-10 - Palm Springs Bypass

Arterial

2

14,900

D

Gene Autry Trail

Palm Springs Bypass - Vista Chino

Arterial

2

15,200

D

Collector

5

2

13,700

F

Arterial

2

14,600

D

6

27,900

F

Indiana Avenue

Cajalco Street - Fillmore Street

Jefferson Avenue

Winchester Avenue - Date Street

La Sierra Avenue

Arlington Avenue - Gramercy Avenue

Arterial

2

La Sierra Avenue

Magnolia Avenue - SR-91

Arterial

4

28,800

D

Limonite Avenue

I-15 - Etiwanda Avenue

Arterial

2

17,100

E

Limonite Avenue

Etiwanda Avenue - Bain Street

Arterial

2

17,500

E

Magnolia Avenue

SR-91 - La Sierra Avenue

Arterial

4

32,200

D

Magnolia Avenue

Harrison Street - Van Buren Boulevard

Arterial

4

29,000

D

Magnolia Avenue

Van Buren Boulevard Arlington
Avenue

Arterial

4

30,300

D

Magnolia Avenue

Arlington Avenue - 7th Street

Arterial

4

35,100

E

Monterey Avenue

Frank Sinatra Drive - SR-111

Arterial

4

28,900

D

5

22,600

F

Palm Drive

Two Bunch Palms Trail - Dillon
Road

Arterial

2

Palm Drive

Dillon Road - Varner Road

Arterial

2

17,600

E

Palm Drive

Varner Road - I-10

Arterial

2

17,600

E

5

32,900

F

Perris Boulevard

Reche Vista Drive - SR-60

Arterial

2

Perris Boulevard

SR-60 - Eucalyptus Avenue

Arterial

4

33,300

E

Perris Boulevard

Alessandro Boulevard - Cajalco
Expressway

Arterial

4

28,900

D

Ramon Road

Gene Autry Trail - Da Vall Drive

Arterial

4

31,300

D

6

20,100

F

Ramon Road

Da Vall Drive - Bob Hope Drive

Arterial

2

Ramona Expressway

I-215 - Patterson Avenue

Arterial

4

31,000

D

San Jacinto

Main Street - Commonwealth Ave- Arterial
nue

2

17,700

E

San Jacinto

Menlo Avenue - Florida Avenue

Arterial

25

36,000

F

Stetson Avenue

State Avenue - Stanford Street

Arterial

2

16,400

E
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Table 3V - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Classified Local Facilities1)
Existing Conditions (1999)
Roadway Segment

Limits

Van Buren Boulevard Washington Street - Wood Road

Facility No. of
Type1 Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

4

34,600

E

Van Buren Boulevard Limonite Avenue - Jurupa Avenue Arterial

7

31,200

D

Van Buren Boulevard Jurupa Avenue - Arlington Avenue Arterial

7

4

31,200

D

Van Buren Boulevard Arlington Avenue - Magnolia Av- Arterial
enue

4

31,800

D

Van Buren Boulevard Magnolia Avenue - SR-91

4

30,800

D

Notes:

1
2
3
4

5
6
7

3.5.3

Arterial

4

Identified by VRPA Technologies to reflect Existing Conditions on a “regional basis.”
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from Riverside County GIS System - Traffic Count Database, CVAG Traffic Count Manual
or Caltrans Traffic Count Manual. All counts increased 2 percent per year to reflect 1999 Conditions.
Not on the CMP System.
Exempt from CMP requirements. The facility segment has been LOS F since 1991.
The CMP has identified this segment as LOS F and exempt from CMP requirements since 1991. The
LOS shown in this table may differ from the LOS reported in the CMP. This can occurr because the
CMP is based on a different methodology than this table (peak hour analysis versus AADT) or because
lanes have been added to the facility since the time it was declared to be exempt (1991).

Existing Public Transportation Systems/Services

Fixed-route transit services and demand response (dial-a-ride) transit services are
provided by the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) for the western portion of Riverside
County and by SunLine Transit in the Coachella Valley.
Riverside Transit Agency
The RTA was formed in March of 1977 through a Joint-Powers Agreement (JPA)
between the County of Riverside and the incorporated cities within its service area.
Currently, RTA operates 29 fixed bus routes providing public transit service throughout
a 2,500-square mile area of western Riverside County. RTA’s fixed routes have been
designed to establish transportation connections between all the cities and unincorporated communities in western Riverside County. A Riverside Transit Agency System
Map brochure has been included in Appendix A, which shows all the fixed routes, route
connection and transfer locations, and demand response system service areas. The
brochure also includes helpful hints for using the system, an explanation of rider fares,
and instructions on the use of bike racks. RTA also participates with OmniTrans in San
Bernardino County to provide express bus service between downtown Riverside and
downtown San Bernardino, connecting with express service to Ontario.
RTA is currently operating 76 full-size buses, 67 mini-buses and vans, and two trolleys.
The system carries approximately 6.4 million passengers annually, which is about
18,000 passengers per day. All of the RTA’s vehicles are wheelchair accessible and all
full-size buses include bike racks. RTA was the nation’s first transit agency to own and
operate EPA-approved, methanol-powered buses, and has recently added several buses
that operate on Compressed Natural Gas (CNG). Overall, the rolling stock fleet now
includes 20 buses operating on alternative fuels. To provide the necessary fuel services,
RTA has recently purchased an on-site CNG fueling station.
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RTA currently utilizes several types of media and methods to share or distribute
information about the transit services. The agency prints a Ride Guide, that includes fare
schedules, route maps, and other rider information, as well as a multi-color RTA System
Map.
SunLine Transit
SunLine Transit Agency (SunLine) was formed in 1977 through a JPA between the
County of Riverside and a number of the Coachella Valley cities. The purpose of the
JPA was to provide public transit services for the Coachella Valley area. The JPA
currently includes the County of Riverside, and the Cities of Desert Hot Springs, Palm
Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho Mirage, Palm Desert, Indian Wells, La Quinta, Indio,
and Coachella. The service area covers 928 square miles with a permanent population
of over 270,000 residents. Due to the desirable climate and an economy largely based
on tourism, the population fluctuates by another 200,000 seasonal residents, and
additional national and international visitors.
SunLine operates 13 fixed routes, with more than 700 stop locations, serving over three
million passengers annually. The agency currently operates a fleet of 40 buses, all of
which operate on CNG. SunLine was the first transit agency in the nation to operate a
100 percent CNG fleet of vehicles. The agency also operates two CNG fueling facilities,
one in Thousand Palms and one in Indio.
All of SunLine’s buses are equipped with front-mounted bicycle racks, and overall the
system is carrying over 6,000 bicycles per month. While the SunLine system of fixed
route transit stops are not currently 100 percent Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
accessible, the agency has established an ACCESS Committee to review service plans
and policies and to make recommendations to staff regarding ADA issues. The SunLine
system provides transportation services to an average of 900 wheelchair passengers per
month.
SunLine also operates the SunDial System, which provides curb-to-curb demand
responsive (dial-a-ride) service for members of the community requiring such assistance.
The SunDial fleet includes 19 vehicles and serves over 40,000 passenger trips annually.
Other Specialized Transit Services
In addition to fixed route and demand-responsive services provided by RTA and
SunLine, specialized public transportation services are also available through services
operated by four municipal operators - the City of Riverside, City of Corona, City of
Banning, and City of Beaumont. Additionally, the RCTC supports a number of
specialized transportation programs including shared ride car and vanpool services,
social service dial-a-ride, and specialized services for seniors and persons with
disabilities.
Common Carriers
Greyhound Bus Lines provides private transportation services that link the principal
population centers of the County with other regions. This includes east-west service
connecting Blythe, Indio, Palm Springs, Banning/Beaumont, and Riverside (via San
Bernardino). The service continues westward to downtown Los Angeles and intermediate stops. North-south service connects Riverside with Temecula, continuing southward
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to San Diego. The number of bus trips in each direction ranges from five to eight per
day.
Intermodal Coordination
RTA, SunLine, OmniTrans in San Bernardino County, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), and each of the city transit service providers coordinate their
respective schedules and transfer stops to provide for an enhanced level of transit
service. RTA’s main terminal in Riverside is located between University Avenue and
Mission Inn Avenue, one block west of Market Avenue. Transfer points in other areas
are indicated on the RTA transit map. RTA also provides connections to selected
Metrolink stations for both inbound and outbound trains.

3.5.4

Existing Rail Transportation System

Inter-City Passenger Rail
The only AMTRAK station located in Riverside County is in the City of Palm Springs.
This station provides connecting AMTRAK service to points west including Los
Angeles and to points east including Tucson, Arizona, and El Paso, Texas. AMTRAK
provides bus connections to and from other Riverside County areas to the San
Bernardino AMTRAK station on a daily basis. RTA bus service is provided from
downtown Riverside to downtown San Bernardino; however, a transfer is needed to get
to the AMTRAK station. There is also an Amtrak stop in Palm Springs at Indian
Canyon Drive (extension of Indian Avenue South) at Amado Road. Amtrak motor
coaches and SunLine transit use the Sun Bus stop on the east side of Indian Canyon
Drive.
Commuter Rail
Commuter rail in the Southern California region has significantly grown along the
Metrolink system from 940,000 riders per year in Fiscal Year (FY) 1992-1993 (with four
operating commuter rail lines), to 4.2 million passengers per year in FY 1994-1995. In
FY 1996-1997 almost 6 million riders chose Metrolink with six major commuter rail
corridors in service. During that same period, the Riverside Line increased from
133,000 passengers in FY 1992-1993 to 927,000 passengers in FY 1996-1997.
Over the next 20 years, MetroLink is expected to increase to 169 daily trains and 50,400
daily riders (almost $0.6 billion in capital investment) on all lines to maximize use of
commuter rail in the Southern California region. The increased service may be
supported by the introduction of demand response feeder systems. System improvements are consistent with the Southern California Regional Rail Authority’s long-term
plan. The long-term plan calls for extension of the Riverside Transit Corridor, in
accordance with performance standards, along the San Jacinto branch line to the City of
Hemet.
High-Speed Rail
A regional high speed rail system is proposed that will connect major regional activity
centers and significant inter-/multi-modal transportation facilities in Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties by year 2020. This system would also
provide connection to the San Diego region, and connect with the proposed high-speed
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rail system in Northern California. On July 21, 1999, the California High Speed Rail
Authority adopted a plan for an Inland route for the system. This would include stops
at Ontario Airport, Riverside, and Temecula; however, the Authority indicated that it
would continue to consider an alternative route through Orange County. Cost and
ridership estimates will be prepared to further investigate the system’s feasibility.

3.5.5

Existing Non-Motorized Systems

Bicycling
Bicycling occurs throughout the County, but is more concentrated in the cities, and is
more recreational than commute-oriented. The current bicycle element provides for
connections between major urban and recreational facilities within the County; however,
implementation of the plan has occurred only to a limited extent. One of the major
regional bikeway paths is located along the Santa Ana River, which has been completed
from the Orange/Riverside County boundary to downtown Riverside. In addition to the
bicycle element, local agencies have adopted bicycle facility plans focusing on safe
bicycle routes to schools and other community facilities.
California Vehicle Code (Section 21200[a]) states that every person riding a bicycle
upon a highway has all the rights and is subject to all the provisions applicable to the
driver of a vehicle. While bicycles are permitted on most roads in Riverside County,
many people will not consider a bicycle as a means of transportation unless some
accommodation has been made for their safety and convenience. In order to entice these
prospective bicycle riders, a variety of bicycle facility types are necessary. The term
“bikeway” means all facilities that provide for bicycle travel. There are three types of
bikeway classifications: Class 1, which are off-road, paved paths; Class 2, which are onroad, signed and striped bicycle lanes; and Class 3, which are on-road, signed bicycle
routes with no separate lanes.
Investment in bikeways provides an inexpensive environment-friendly transportation
opportunity. Bicycle usage will continue to offer important relief to congested
roadways, provide air quality benefits, and reduce energy consumption. Bicycling is
considered an effective alternative mode of transportation that can help to improve air
quality and reduce the number of vehicles traveling along existing highways, especially
within the cities and unincorporated communities; however, the numbers of cyclists is
small in comparison to the amount of auto traffic.
A number of barriers currently impede the increased usage of bicycles as an alternative
non-motorized mode of travel. These barriers include negative perceptions about nonmotorized commuting; unsafe, insufficient, and inconvenient bikeways; and crime,
including personal and bicycle safety and security. Given the favorable climate for
cycling most of the year, overcoming these institutional barriers would help increase the
ridership of bicyclists throughout the County.
Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian facilities within the immediate vicinity of schools and recreational facilities
are also important components of the non-motorized transportation system. Pedestrian
circulation facilities within and around school and recreational areas, in the form of
sidewalks built to current County standards, are provided where they are appropriate and
enhance the safety of those who choose to walk to and from their destinations.
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For the most part, sidewalks are installed in more urban environments, when the
roadway frontage is developed. Because development occurs in stages, numerous
missing links can occur in the sidewalk system. Eventually these are filled in, but this
can sometimes take many years.
Equestrian Trails
There are a number of equestrian trails located in the rural and semi-urban areas of the
County. Large lot developments in the County allow for the care and use of horses. A
consideration during preparation of this Circulation Element Update will be to identify
appropriate locations and standards for equestrian trail development.

3.5.6

Major Utility Corridors

The major conveyance lines for water, natural gas, and electricity transmission systems
form a substantial network of corridors crossing Riverside County. These major utility
transmission lines are shown in Figure 3.5.3. The locations of these transmission lines
were obtained from information and maps provided by the Metropolitan Water District
(MWD) of Southern California and the State of California Energy Commission. There
is a concentration of major water, gas, and electrical utility corridors along I-10 through
the desert and San Gorgonio Pass. Additional corridors are created along the routes of
the other major utility transmission lines as shown in Figure 3.5.3.
Major Water Pipelines and Aqueducts
Major water conveyance systems consist of the Colorado River Aqueduct operated by
the MWD of Southern California, the California Aqueduct operated by the State
Department of Water Resources (DWR), and water distribution lines operated by MWD.
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The starting point of the Colorado River Aqueduct is in San Bernardino County. The
aqueduct extends north-south as it enters Riverside County near the intersection of SR62 and SR-177 and continues southerly towards Desert Center. The Colorado River
Aqueduct generally follows I-10 east-west across the County from Desert Center to the
San Gorgonio pass near Cabazon. At that point, the aqueduct veers to the south of I-10
and extends towards San Jacinto before terminating at Lake Mathews. Part of
California’s State Water Project (SWP), the California Aqueduct terminates in Riverside
County at Lake Perris. Lake Perris is the southernmost storage location within the SWP.
Figure 3.5.3 also shows the major water distribution system lines in Riverside County
operated by MWD. These lines are the primary water transmission pipelines conveying
water from storage locations to the eventual end user.
Major Natural Gas Pipelines
Most of the major natural gas transmission pipelines in Riverside County are operated
by the Gas Company. As shown in Figure 3.5.3, the Gas Company operates three major
pipelines extending east to west through Riverside County. These main pipelines follow
I-10 through most of the county. Dual pipelines branch off these main lines near Desert
Center and extend southward into Imperial County and another set of dual lines branch
off the main pipelines near Gilman Springs Road at SR-60 and extend southward into
San Diego County. Near the I-215 interchange, one pipeline veers to the south and
extends west across the county following SR-91. Another veers to the north and follows
I-215 before extending west across the County through the City of Riverside and Pedley.
Additional Gas Company pipelines extend north-south in the western portion of
Riverside County, providing system connectivity to west San Bernardino Valley and the
upper desert region in San Bernardino County as shown in Figure 3.5.3.
Near Desert Center, an additional natural gas transmission line extends northward from
the main pipelines following the I-10 corridor. This pipeline follows Kaiser Road before
terminating near Eagle Mountain. A separate pipeline operated by Imperial Irrigation
District extends north from MWD’s Eagle Mountain water pumping plant and terminates
near the intersection of SR-62 and SR-177.
Major Electrical Transmission Lines
Major electricity transmission lines in Riverside County are operated by Southern
California Edison (SCE) and Imperial Irrigation District. Major electricity transmission
lines are those that carry a minimum of 220 kilovolts (kV) of power, and are shown in
Figure 3.5.3.
SCE operates a 500 kV transmission line extending east-west through most of Riverside
County. The 500 kV line follows the I-10 corridor from the Arizona border west to the
San Gorgonio pass area, veers south of I-10 towards Perris, and then extends west from
Perris into Orange County. From the San Gorgonio Pass area, multiple 220 kV lines
veer north of I-10 and follow San Timoteo Canyon into Redlands in San Bernardino
County. Portions of SCE’s 220 kV transmission lines pass through the northwest corner
of Riverside County.
MWD operates a 220 kV transmission line extending from its Hinds water pumping
plant located along I-10 west of Desert Center to its Iron Mountain pumping plant
located in San Bernardino County north of the intersection of SR-62 and SR-177.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS / ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES
This document has been prepared as a joint EIR/EIS as a result of the combined local,
State, and federal actions associated with the approval of the proposed MSHCP. As
stated in the Purpose and Need (Section 1.0), the co-lead agencies are the County of
Riverside, pursuant to CEQA, and the USFWS, pursuant to NEPA. A consistent format
was used to assist the reader in understanding the implications of the proposed MSHCP
and alternatives. This section provides a narrative of how the analysis was undertaken
and presents the organization of the environmental consequences section of the
document.
This section of the EIR/EIS forms the scientific and analytical basis for the evaluation
of the proposed MSHCP and alternatives. Topics analyzed include biological resources;
land use and planning; population, housing and employment; public services (fire
protection and parks); and transportation and circulation. Sections are presented in the
following format.
Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance
The criteria for determining significance provide a threshold at which a significant impact will occur. Criteria will differ among issues.
Impact Analysis per Issue Statement
This section of the document provides an evaluation of project-specific and alternatives
impacts and determines significance based on documented thresholds levels. The Proposed Project/Action is the MSHCP as described in Section 2.3.1 of this EIR/EIS, to
include the whole of the action (policy statements, issuance of incidental take authorizations, and the implementing agreement).
According to NEPA, each of the alternatives to the Proposed Action must be analyzed
in equal detail as the Proposed Action. In this Section of the EIR/EIS, each environmental issue described in Section 3.0 of this document is analyzed with regard to potential
effects related to the proposed MSHCP (Proposed Action) and to each of the four
alternatives as well (Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; Listed
and Proposed Species Alternative; Existing Reserves Alternative; and the No Project/No
MSHCP Alternative).
The Proposed Action and the alternatives are analyzed for direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts/effects.
Mitigation Measures
For those impacts that were determined to be significant, mitigation is provided in this
section of the impact analysis.
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Level of Significance after Mitigation
An analysis of the significance of an effect after mitigation is applied is discussed in this
section of the impact analysis. The outcome of the analysis is to determine whether
there is a significant effect caused by the proposed project or its alternatives that cannot
be mitigated to below a level of significance.

4.1

Biological Resources

4.1.1

Introduction

This analysis for biological resources applies the applicable threshold of significance to
the potential effects for the Project and each alternative (with the exception of the No
Project Alternative) for each of the following biological issues:
•

Vegetation Communities

•

Cores and Linkages

•

Listed, Covered Species

•

•

Non-Listed, Covered Species

Relationship to Adopted or
Approved HCPs and NCCPs

•

Non-Covered Species

•

Edge Effects

Subheadings for each of these issues appear in the analysis section for the project and
alternatives. The No Project Alternative discussion is structured differently, since that
alternative does not involve issuance of take authorization. The No Project Alternative
discussion is formatted to address existing local, State and federal regulations, and the
effects of the application of these regulations to future growth in the MSHCP Area.
Impact Analysis Considerations
Consideration in evaluating impacts to sensitive vegetation communities is based on the
vegetation data base developed by Pacific Southwest Biological Services (PSBS, 1995)
which is based on 1992-1993 aerial photographs. It is important to distinguish between
“vegetation communities” and “habitats.” The terms often are used interchangeably, but
a vegetation community precisely refers to definable and consistent assemblages of plant
species, whereas habitat is the native environment of a plant or animal species.
The vegetation map as incorporated into the MSHCP database is depicted in Figure
4.1.1. This map was created by PSBS and mapped by KTU+A in 1995. As stated in the
February 1995 PSBS/KTU+A Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan Phase I Information Collection and Evaluation Report, this map was
created by compiling all known vegetation information within the Plan Area. These data
sources include biological survey reports, Weislander vegetation maps, satellite imagery
and the Dangermond/RECON data set. Methods used to create and interpret vegetation
data included aerial photograph interpretation, edge matching, digitizing, and
geographically registering the data. In areas of concern, ground truthing occurred.
Vegetation types were classified according to Holland. It should be noted that the
vegetation map is representative of conditions at the time of the study; existing
conditions today may differ from those represented on the map. The MSHCP vegetation
map is limited by the time frame within which the data were assembled as well as the
precision of those data. The Project encompasses all of western Riverside County, a
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Figure 4.1.1

SOURCE: PSBS/KTU+A, 1995.
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total of 1,966 quare miles. Due to the large scale of the Project, it is simply not possible
to map the Project area with parcel-level precision. Rather, vegetation mapping was
based on a broad scale, as has been done with other criteria-based MSHCPs that cover
large geographic regions, such as the San Diego MSCP. The vegetation map represents
conditions at the time the data were assembled, in this case 1991-1995; the current extent
and character of vegetation communities may differ from that depicted on the MSHCP
vegetation map. Published and anecdotal data suggest that ecosystem state transition is
occurring within some portions of the Plan Area – in particular, fire suppression has
resulted in the conversion of frequently burned chaparral and coastal sage scrub to
grassland and in shifts from Ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine to incense cedar and white
fir (Minnich, et al., 1995; Keeley, 1990; Zedler, et al., 1983). The MSHCP incorporates
features to update the vegetation map as new information is obtained, such as the
development of a new vegetation map as part of the MSHCP Monitoring Program. The
timing and methodology for developing this map is described in Section 5.3 of this
document. The criteria-based format of the MSHCP was designed, in part, to address
changing data and/or conditions. The MSHCP calls for assembly of 153,000 acres of
Additional Reserve Lands from within an approximately 300,000-acre Criteria Area.
Reserve Assembly will involve review of a variety of project-specific vegetation data
to refine and guide the Reserve Assembly process. This criteria-based format differs
somewhat from large-scale NCCPs/HCPs for which a specific reserve boundary is
delineated on a map at the time of permit issuance. Under that type of approach,
validation of the vegetation map at the landscape level may be more important than
under the criteria-based approach selected for this MSHCP. The organizational structure
established for the MSHCP, as described in Section 6.6 of this document, also provides
opportunities to incorporate new information during the term of the MSHCP Permit(s).
Consideration in evaluation of impacts to species is based on the MSHCP Species
Occurrence Database. The University of California at Riverside (UCR) has assembled
a species occurrence database for use during the MSHCP planning process. This
database is accessible via http://ecoregion.ucr.edu/mshcp, and is a clearinghouse for
biological information for the MSHCP. Occurrence information has been compiled from
museum records, USFWS data, published and unpublished accounts, environmental
impact reports, and field notes of local naturalists. As of August 2001, this database
contained over 12,800 records. It should be noted that the species occurrence data
represent known records of species observations. Actual presence and distribution of
individual species within the MSHCP Area are likely greater than those reflected in the
species occurrence database. Therefore, the analysis contained in this EIR/EIS also
includes consideration of vegetation community associations for covered species. As
noted in later sections of this analysis, impacts to non-covered species are not
quantifiable due to the lack of information available for these species.
Considerations in evaluating reserve design and biological function of cores and linkages
involve the following general principles of conservation biology:
C

Conservation of focus species and their habitats throughout the MSHCP Area;

C

Conservation of large habitat blocks;

C

Maintenance of habitat diversity;

C

Contiguity and connectivity of Conservation Areas; and

C

Protection of Conservation Areas from encroachment and invasion by nonnative species.
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Specific considerations in evaluating cores and linkages are based on the discussion of
the function of cores and linkages contained in Section 3.1 of the MSHCP. The effects
of the various alternatives on identified cores and linkages are based on the configuration
of the Conservation Areas proposed under each alternative. The evaluation of impacts
to cores and linkages is considered in the report prepared by the California Wilderness
Coalition in November 2000. The report identified the location and major threats to
wildlife movement corridors throughout the State of California (California Wilderness
Coalition, 2000). The report identified 232 linkages within the State, of which 17 are
located within the MSHCP Area. As part of this analysis, a review of the 17 linkages
was conducted to compare reserve features of the MSHCP to the linkages identified by
the California Wilderness Coalition.
The evaluation of impacts related to Covered Activities is based on the inventory of
Covered Activities contained in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP. As stated below, it is
assumed that the same list of covered activities would apply to all of the plan
alternatives.
Consideration of regional resource planning is based on the following existing planning
efforts. As shown in Figure 4.1.2, resource conservation planning efforts surrounding
the MSHCP Area consist of the following:
(1)

San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. This conservation planning
effort is adjacent to the northern border of the MSHCP Area and encompasses
approximately 500 square miles containing six unique habitat types, six State
endangered or threatened species, 13 federally endangered or threatened species,
and over 53 species of special concern. San Bernardino County, through its
Natural History Museum staff, has been conducting biological and botanical
surveys for the past several years in order to identify habitat needs and
requirements for the various sensitive species.

(2)

Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. This conservation planning effort covers
the central portion of Riverside County (adjacent to the eastern border of the
MSHCP Area) which is the westernmost edge of the Sonoran Desert. The plan
area covers 1,136,261 acres, a diverse mixture of desert and mountain habitats
and 28 species in the Coachella Valley. The Coachella Valley Association of
Governments (CVAG) has prepared an Administrative Review Draft which
reflects the work of the Scientific Advisory Committee, the Implementation
Subcommittee, and the Project Advisory Group. After receiving comments
from the local, State, and federal agencies, a Public Review Draft and Draft
EIR/EIS is scheduled for release in 2002.

(3)

County of San Diego Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program
(MHCOSP). The MHCOSP is adjacent to the southern border of the MSHCP
Area and the eastern border of the San Diego MSCP North County Subarea.
The County of San Diego has deferred planning for this subregion until it
completes its North County Subarea Plan MSCP amendment.
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Figure4.1.2

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,OCTOBER2002.
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(4)

San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) North County Subarea.
In December 1996, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) approved the San Diego MSCP
habitat plan that encompasses 582,000 acres and establishes a 172,000-acre
preserve system in southwestern San Diego County. This subregional plan
covers 85 species of plants and animals and 23 vegetation types. The San Diego
MSCP contains the North County Subarea, which is adjacent to the southern
border of the Riverside County MSHCP Area and the western border of the
MHCOSP County of San Diego. Lands formerly within the Multiple Habitat
Conservation Program (MHCP) area have been redefined as the North County
Subarea of the San Diego MSCP and will be amended into the MSCP.
Additional biological information has been collected, and a science advisory
process is underway. A subarea plan is anticipated to be provided for review
shortly.

(5)

Proposed Orange County Southern Subregion NCCP Planning Area. Orange
County and major landowners are preparing a subregional preserve plan
(NCCP/HCP) and special area management plan/master streambed alteration
agreement that will integrate wetlands and endangered species permits. The
Southern Subregion conservation planning effort is adjacent to the southern half
of the western border of the MSHCP Area. An update to Orange County’s
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance is also underway. A public workshop was
held in December 2001, to discuss alternatives that should be addressed for each
of the three planning efforts in southern Orange County. Currently the Southern
Subregion NCCP is in the public scoping process for the EIS/EIR that is
anticipated to be provided for public review in the next few months.

(6)

Orange County Central-Coastal Subregion NCCP Planning Area. This subregion
NCCP borders the northern half of the western border of the MSHCP Area.
This conservation plan was approved in July 1996 and establishes a 37,380-acre
reserve system that includes significant areas of 12 major habitat types and
covers 39 sensitive plant and animal species.

(7)

Orange County Northern Subregion. This subregion borders a small portion of
the northwestern corner of the MSHCP Area. This subregion is not a part of
Orange County’s NCCP plan, but a Chevron USA 4(d) permit concurrence
letter was issued by the Wildlife Agencies that will allow Chevron to complete
oil field abandonment operations in this subregion. The permit also commits
Chevron to setting aside and managing a 28-acre preserve area for California
gnatcatchers and funding cowbird control efforts.

4.1.2

Assumptions

The analysis of impacts to biological resources of the Proposed Action-MSHCP and the
Plan alternatives – is also based on the following assumptions:
109)

All of the following policies related to avoiding or reducing biological impacts,
which are outlined in the MSHCP, would be incorporated into all of the
proposed alternatives, with the exception of the No Project Alternative and the
Existing Reserves Alternative:
C Wetlands avoidance and minimization (MSHCP, Section 6.1.2);

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-9

C Narrow endemics survey/conservation requirements (MSHCP, Section 6.1.3);
C Additional survey requirements (MSHCP, Section 6.3.2); and
C Guidelines pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface (MSHCP, Section 6.1.4).
110)

With the exception of the No Project Alternative, all of the alternatives are
assumed to include Adaptive Management and Monitoring for the species that
are covered under each of the respective alternatives consistent with the
measures described for those species in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP.

111)

Implementation strategy (i.e., Criteria-based plan) is assumed to be the same for
all of the alternatives, with the exception of the No Project Alternative and the
Existing Reserves Alternative. It is assumed that Criteria would be established
for these alternatives that would result in conservation in the same manner as the
MSHCP Criteria.

112)

Covered activities are assumed to be the same under all of the alternatives with
the exception of the No Project Alternative and the Existing Reserves
Alternative.

113)

Through the MSHCP process, there has been a total of 254 species identified for
analysis of potential conservation within the MSHCP Area. This includes the
247 species originally identified by the Wildlife Agencies early in the MSHCP
development process, plus seven additional species considered in the planning
process. It is assumed that the list of 254 species encompasses all species for
which adequate information is available to conduct an analysis under CEQA and
NEPA. Analysis of species other than the 254 identified that are not known to
exist in the MSHCP Area, have not been identified, or have not been taxonomically distinguished, would involve speculation that is not within the scope of
this analysis.

114)

For the No Project Alternative, there would be no core/linkage system, no
coordinated biological management, and no coordinated strategy for assembling
contiguous blocks of reserve lands. Any conservation that would be achieved
with the No Project Alternative would result from regulatory requirements
imposed upon individual projects.

115)

Lands defined as “Public/Quasi-Public” includes lands known to be in public
ownership managed for conservation and/or open space value, or land contained
in an existing reserve. Assembly of the public/quasi-public lands database
revealed that approximately 347,000 acres of public/quasi-public lands are
present within the MSHCP Plan Area, including approximately 200,000 acres
of lands within the Cleveland or San Bernardino National Forests that are
owned by the federal government and managed by the U.S. Forest Service. It
is assumed that the same level of conservation and management that is described
for the MSHCP would also occur under the other alternatives, with the
exception of the No Project Alternative, with the only difference being the focus
of management directed at the species covered under each of these alternatives.

116)

For the purpose of this analysis, cumulative biological impacts are defined as
those impacts resulting from development within the MSHCP Area as a result
of build out of the County’s and Cities’ General Plans, in accordance with
SCAG regional growth projections. The term of the MSHCP is proposed to be
75 years, and the MSHCP includes consideration of growth and development
within the MSHCP Plan Area for build out of the General Plans. This analysis
examines all of the alternatives under a General Plan build out scenario.
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Therefore, the analysis of cumulative biological impacts of the Proposed Action
and alternatives is assumed to be incorporated into the analysis of the alternatives themselves, since cumulative growth including build out of the General
Plans in accordance with SCAG regional growth projections is considered in the
MSHCP and the alternatives.

4.1.3

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The following criteria are used to determine whether the Project or the alternatives
would have significant impacts on biological resources. The impacts would be
significant if implementation of the Project or the alternative being analyzed would:
C

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species
(including species listed as threatened or endangered) in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS;

C

Have a substantial adverse effect on any wetlands or other sensitive natural
vegetation community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service;

C

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, or obstruct genetic
flow for identified planning species;

C

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the
surrounding region;

C

Introduce land use within an area immediately adjacent to the MSHCP
Conservation Area that would result in substantial edge effects; or

C

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

4.1.4

Impacts

MSHCP Proposed Project
Vegetation Communities. For the purposes of this analysis, vegetation types have been
grouped into four primary categories: sensitive upland, wetland, forest, and agriculture.
Sensitive upland communities include chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland (native grassland only, non-native grassland is not a sensitive community), and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub vegetation types. Wetland communities include
meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, water and riparian
scrub/woodland/forest vegetation types. Forest communities include montane
coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, and woodlands and forests.
For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area, implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would authorize take of 37 percent of chaparral, 48 percent of coastal
sage scrub, 66 percent of desert scrub, 72 percent of grassland (including both native and
non-native grassland), and 34 percent of Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4A).
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For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area, the proposed MSHCP would
authorize take of 76 percent of meadows and marshes, 15 percent of playas and vernal
pools, 15 percent of water, and 26 percent of riparian scrub/woodland/forest. For forest
communities within the MSHCP Area, the proposed MSHCP would authorize take of
31 percent of montane coniferous forest, and 32 percent of woodlands and forests. In
addition, 88 percent of the agricultural land in the Plan Area would be authorized for
take under the proposed MSHCP, as it would be outside the MSHCP Conservation Area
and could be used for agricultural activities.

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage
Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

Desert Scrub

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and
Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Developed or
Disturbed Land

218,260

––

––

––

––

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous
Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and
Forest

TOTALS
Notes:

1

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4A - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Source:

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land because no additional impact to biological resources would
occur in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
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Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize to the extent feasible
potential impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. These include assembly of an
approximately 500,000-acre MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved
Habitat. Conserved Habitat is defined as land that is permanently protected and
managed for the benefit of the Covered Species with the Proposed Action under legal
arrangements that prevent its conversion to other uses. The acreages of vegetation
communities not authorized for take would be included as Conserved Habitat within the
MSHCP Conservation Area. For example, while 31 percent of the montane coniferous
forest would be in the take authorized area for the Proposed Action, 69 percent of the
montane coniferous forest would be included in the MSHCP Conservation Area as
Conserved Habitat. In general, inclusion of the majority of the forest communities as
Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation Area would not result in a
substantial reduction of these communities, therefore impacts are considered to be less
than significant.
For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 63 percent of the chaparral within the
MSHCP Conservation Area would not result in a substantial reduction of these
communities given the large percentage of this vegetation community to be included as
Conserved Habitat with the Proposed Action, the extensive acreage and wide
distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area, and the relatively low
numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation community within the Plan Area.
For coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 52 percent and
66 percent of these vegetation communities, respectively, would be included as
Conserved Habitat, substantial impacts to coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would remain due to the patchy distribution of these vegetation communities
in the Plan Area and the relatively large numbers of sensitive species occurring in these
vegetation communities. However, features incorporated into the proposed project,
including the configuration of conserved lands, as well as adaptive management and
monitoring, would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The Project would
reduce grassland (including native and non-native grassland) and desert scrub by 72
percent and 66 percent, respectively. Features incorporated into the proposed Plan,
including the configuration of conserved lands, as well as adaptive management and
monitoring, would reduce impacts to desert scrub to a less than significant level.
However, as the vegetation coverage does not distinguish between native and non-native
grassland, impacts to sensitive native grassland cannot be quantified independently, and
significant impacts to this vegetation community may still occur.
With respect to agriculture, the Project and its associated take authorization could result
in impacts to 88 percent of this vegetation community. However, agriculture is not a
sensitive natural vegetation community. Thus, impacts to agriculture are not regarded
as biologically significant. (For analysis of whether the Project and the alternatives will
have significant impacts on agriculture , see Section 4.2. Impacts to species that utilize
agricultural lands are discussed below in Impacts to Listed Covered Species and Impacts
to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP discusses mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal pools, and
other potentially jurisdictional wetland areas as part of the CEQA review of applications
for Covered Activities within the MSHCP Plan Area. The policy calls for avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetland habitat throughout the Plan Area in accordance with
existing regulatory standards that call for conservation and mitigation of wetland
functions and values. Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation
communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area, and implementation of the
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Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pool policy incorporated in the MSHCP, would reduce
identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below significance.
Thus implementation of the MSHCP will not have a substantial adverse impact on any
wetland or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations or by the Wildlife Agencies.
Listed Covered Species. The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area encompasses
approximately 500,000 acres, comprising 347,000 acres of public/quasi-public land and
153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands and conserves portions of all vegetation
communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Plan Area. Representative vegetation
communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved with the
Proposed Action. No developed areas or disturbed habitats are proposed for conservation.
The MSHCP provides take authorization for covered species resulting from Covered
Activities outside of the Criteria Area, as well as those Covered Activities that are
consistent with the Criteria and permitted inside the Criteria Area. In addition, coverage
is provided for certain activities within the Criteria Area and within existing
public/quasi-public lands, including maintenance and minor improvements to existing
roads, improvements related to planned roads, and limited future facilities, such as
electrical, gas, water, sewer, flood control, and State Park facilities.
The MSHCP includes specific criteria for locating such facilities and provides guidelines
for design of the facilities that would avoid or reduce impacts. The best available
information has been used to include a quantitative analysis of the impacts from these
facilities, which is included in the impacts associated with the Plan as a whole, as
presented in Table 4A. It should be noted, however, that existing and future roadways
within the Criteria Area, including General Plan Circulation Element Roads, CETAP
facilities, and Caltrans facilities would not be included in the total acreage considered
for conservation within the MSHCP Conservation Area.
As a result of issuance of the proposed 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4B
could be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area. Nineteen of the 83 covered wildlife species and 13 of the
63 covered plant species are listed under FESA or CESA. These 19 wildlife species and
13 plant species will be directly affected by the Plan because they will no longer receive
protection outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the 32 Listed
Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information available for
known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Listed Covered Species (Table
4B). These impacts vary depending on the species. For example, as shown in Table 4B,
implementation of the proposed take authorization would result in the potential direct
loss of 45 percent of suitable habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher. For vernal
pool fairy shrimp, approximately 12 percent of suitable habitat occurring outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be directly affected, and no known localities would
be affected.
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Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
INVERTEBRATES/CRUSTACEANS
vernal pool fairy shrimp – Branchinecta lynchi
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,016 acres (60%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Vernal pool areas not included as
part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to policies related to riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I, and impacts to vernal pools shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. One of the three known locations, upper Salt Creek, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,490 acres (90%) of
suitable habitat including vernal pool habitat would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Riverside fairy shrimp – Streptocephalus woottoni
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,868 acres (33%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Wetland areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to policies related to riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to vernal pools shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities in the back basin of Lake
Elsinore would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,765
acres (40%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Murrieta,
Alberhill, and the back basin of Lake Elsinore. Approximately 9,690 acres (54%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
INVERTEBRATES/INSECTS
Quino checkerspot butterfly – Euphydryas editha quino
MSHCP Project. Approximately 41,668 acres (38%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Wilson Creek, Tule
Peak, Silverado, Oak Mountain, Warm Springs Creek, and Sage would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 46,460 acres (43%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 49,640 acres (45%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
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Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would not be conserved include Tule
Valley, Aguanga, Vail Lake, Paloma Valley, Murrieta Hot Springs, Sage, Wilson Valley,
Murrieta, Temecula, Oak Mountain, and Warm Springs Creek. Approximately 82,509
acres (75%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas
and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Delhi Sands flower-loving fly – Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 452 acres (90%) of suitable
habitat including coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands
co-occurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 791 acres (82%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected
include Jurupa and Agua Mansa. Approximately 465 acres (93%) of suitable habitat
including coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 830 acres (86%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Mira Loma,
Agua Mansa, and Jurupa. Approximately 479 acres (95%) of suitable habitat including
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands co-occurring with
Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 957
acres (99%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands co-occurring with Delhi
soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
FISH
Santa Ana sucker – Catastomus santaanae
MSHCP Project. None of the core population areas, spawning areas, dispersal, or refuge areas
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 540 acres (6%)
of suitable habitat that includes water habitat would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Riverine areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas
presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riverine areas shall
be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
AMPHIBIANS
arroyo toad – Bufo californicus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 296 acres (16%) of suitable
breeding habitat including meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,320 acres (25%) of suitable upland habitat including
agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part
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Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization. include Bautista Creek, San Juan Creek, Arroyo Seco,
Temecula Creek, and Tenaja Creek. Approximately 415 acres (22%) of breeding habitat
including meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,510 acres of suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative except
approximately 435 acres (23%) of breeding habitat including meadows and marshes,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,605 (28%) acres of
suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Vail Lake, San Jacinto River,
Indian Creek, San Juan Creek, Arroyo Seco, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Tenaja
Creek, and Bautista Creek. Approximately 415 acres (22%) of breeding habitat including
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,510 acres
of suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
California red-legged frog – Rana aurora draytonii
MSHCP Project. Approximately 47 acres (6%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal
pools riparian scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,370 acres (19%) of suitable
upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian
areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the
policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
mountain yellow-legged frog – Rana mucosa
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 140 acres (29%) of primary
habitat including riparian scrub and woodlands and forests occurring above 1,200 feet in
the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 11,460 acres (26%) of secondary habitats including montane coniferous
forests and woodlands and forests occurring above 1,200 feet in the San Jacinto
Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimization in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
REPTILES
southern rubber boa – Charina bottae umbratica
MSHCP Project. Incidental take of the southern rubber boa is difficult to quantify due to
limited knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses
may be masked by fluctuations in abundance and distribution during the life of the
permit. However, the maximum level of take of the southern rubber boa can be
anticipated by the loss of habitat for this species. Approximately 155 acres (5%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
BIRDS
Swainson’s hawk – Buteo swainsoni
MSHCP Project. Localities at Winchester would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 257,220 acres (57%) of suitable habitat including
agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Winchester would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,203 acres (68%) of
suitable habitat including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Winchester, Badlands, and Temecula Creek
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 280,545 acres
(70%) of suitable habitat including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within
the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Sedco Hills,
Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, Motte-Rimrock Badlands, Lakeview
Mountains, Sage, Wildomar, and Winchester. Approximately 335,770 acres (84%) of
suitable habitat, including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, and riparian scrub, and woodland and forest
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
mountain plover (wintering) – Charadrius montanus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include Winchester and Double Butte.
Approximately 1,160 acres (15%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools

4.1-18

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4B - Comparison of Effects on Listed Covered Species by Alternative
within the Riverside Lowlands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities that would be affected include Winchester,
Double Butte, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities that would be affected include Winchester,
Double Butte, Lakeview Mountains, upper Salt Creek/San Jacinto Valley, and
Menifee/Perris/Nueveo/Mystic Lake. Approximately 4,980 acres (63%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
western yellow-billed cuckoo – Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,580 acres (22%) of
suitable habitat including southern cottonwood/willow riparian, southern sycamore/alder
riparian, riparian scrub, riparian forest, and southern willow scrub within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Surveys for western yellow-billed cuckoo will be conducted as part of the
project review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where
suitable habitat is present. Western yellow-billed cuckoo located as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section
6.3.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures
presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 5,730 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including southern
cottonwood/willow riparian, southern sycamore/alder riparian, riparian scrub, riparian
forest, and southern willow scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
southwestern willow flycatcher – Empidonax traillii extimus
MSHCP Project. A total of 5 of 17 localities would be within the area subject to take
authorization; however, the localities are located outside suitable habitat areas within
existing residential/urban/exotic areas, non-native grassland, or open water. Approximately 3,220 acres (23%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk
scrub and mule fat scrub, would be affected throughout the MSHCP Area. Surveys for
southwestern willow flycatcher will be conducted as part of the project review process
for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present.
Southwestern willow flycatcher located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.1.3.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would
be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in
Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to wetland shall be avoided and
minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek and Santa
Margarita River would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
4,735 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub
and mule fat scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, and
Temecula Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
4,990 acres (36%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub
and mule fat scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake,
Temescal Wash, Alberhill Creek, Murrieta Creek, Santa Margarita River, and Bautista
Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,610 acres
(48%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub and mule fat
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
peregrine falcon – Falco peregrinus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. However, no impacts to raptor nests would
occur. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water and
riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian and riverine areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine,
and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts
to riparian and riverine areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,387 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including open water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana
River would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 2,475 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open
water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 3,330 acres (19%) of suitable habitat including open
water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
bald eagle – Haliaeetus leucocephalus
MSHCP Project. Two localities at Lake Riverside and Lake Hemet would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat
including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water habitat
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian and riverine areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian and riverine areas shall be avoided and
minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,390 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water
habitat would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 2,475 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including riparian
habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water habitat would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Three localities at Lake Riverside, Lake Hemet, and Vail
Lake would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,840 acres
(21%) of suitable habitat including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River
and open water habitat would be within the area subject to take authorization.
coastal California gnatcatcher – Polioptila californica californica
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California east of I-15
to De Portola Road. Approximately 63,700 acres (45%) of suitable habitat including
desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to
take authorization include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho
California east of I-15 to De Portola Road, and El Sobrante Landfill. Approximately
70,980 acres (50%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California
east of I-15 to De Portola Road, and El Sobrante Landfill. Approximately 78,450 acres
(56%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California east of I-15
to De Portola Road, El Sobrante Landfill, Alberhill, North Peak Conservation Bank,
Gavilan Plateau, Canyon Lake, and Sedco Hills. Approximately 112,260 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
least Bell’s vireo – Vireo bellii pusillus
MSHCP Project. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,780 acres (23%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Surveys for least Bell’s
vireo will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. Least Bell’s vireos
located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures
described within Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Riparian areas not included as
part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon,
Potrero Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,087 acres (33%) of suitable habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands
and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon, Temecula Creek,
Potrero Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,309 acres (35%) of suitable habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands
and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon, Temecula Creek,
Murrieta Creek, Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, San Timoteo Creek, Potrero
Creek, Alberhill Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 6,350 acres (52%) of suitable habitat, including riparian
scrub, woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
MAMMALS
San Bernardino kangaroo rat – Dipodomys merriami parvus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,785 acres (32%) of
suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Surveys for San Bernardino
kangaroo rat will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. San Bernardino
kangaroo rats located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
the procedures described within Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Bautista Creek and San Jacinto River would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,357 acres (79%) of
suitable habitat, including coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Stephens’ kangaroo rat – Dipodomys stephensi
MSHCP Project. Localities at March Air Reserve Base (ARB), east Riverside (e.g.,
Alessandro Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco
Hills, Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont,
and Double Butte would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
11,850 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east
Riverside (e.g., Alessandro Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun
City, Norco Hills, Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto,
Banning/Beaumont, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Double Butte, and Warm Springs Creek
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,850 acres
(34%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east Riverside (e.g., Alessandro
Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco Hills,
Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont, Cactus
Valley, Badlands, Potrero Valley, Double Butte, Warm Springs Creek, Tule Valley,
Badlands, Reche Canyon, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to
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take authorization. Approximately 14,350 acres (41%) of suitable habitat including
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east Riverside (e.g., Alessandro
Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco Hills,
Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont, Cactus
Valley, Badlands, Double Butte, Warm Springs Creek, Tule Valley, Badlands, Reche
Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, Silverado Ranch, Motte-Rimrock, Wilson Valley, Potrero
Valley, Aguanga, Bautista Creek, North Peak, Sedco Hills, Gavilan Hills/Plateau, and
Sage/Wilson area would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
20,390 acres (59%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
PLANTS
Munz’s onion – Allium munzii
MSHCP Project. Two of the 15 known localities located northeast of Alberhill and on
privately-owned land would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 15,825 acres (42%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemics Plant list
(Section 6.1.3). Surveys will be conducted as part of the project review process for
public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where
suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure
6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Munz’s onions located as a result of survey efforts shall
be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP,
Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 17,430 acres (47%) of primary
habitat in the Plan Area, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular
juniper, and woodlands, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 18,670 acres (50%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Six of the 15 known localities located at Alberhill, De Palma Road,
Bachelor Mountain, North Peak, northeast of Alberhill, and on privately owned land
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,125 acres
(70%) of primary habitat for Munz’s onion in the Plan Area including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document,
this species would not be conserved, and surveys would not be required.
San Diego ambrosia – Ambrosia pumila
MSHCP Project. One of the three known extant localities (east of Lake Street in the City of
Elsinore) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 52,010
(70%) acres of primary habitat in the Plan Area, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization; however, 8,940 acres
of this 52,010 acres would be subject to focused surveys for San Diego ambrosia. Newly
identified populations would be conserved in accordance with the Narrow Endemics
policy described within Section 6.1.3. MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 55,100 (75%) acres of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. All three of the known extant localities at Skunk Hollow,
Alberhill Creek at Nichols Road, and east of Lake Street in the City of Elsinore would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 62,940 (85%) acres of
primary habitat in the Plan Area, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Jacinto Valley crownscale – Atriplex coronata var. notatior
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on
the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for San Jacinto
Valley crownscale will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria
Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Jacinto
Valley crownscale located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance
with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at the San Jacinto River and Alberhill Creek near Lake
Elsinore would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360
acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Nevin’s barberry – Berberis nevinii
MSHCP Project. Three of the 52 known localities (in the City of Riverside, Aguanga, and
Temecula) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,990
acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for Nevin’s barberry
will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species
Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Nevin’s barberry located as a
result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Four of the 52 known localities (in
the City of Riverside, Aguanga, Temecula, and Jurupa Hills) would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,620 acres (39%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five of the 52 known localities (in the City of Riverside,
Aguanga, Temecula, Jurupa Hills, and Badlands) would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 4,920 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in the City of Riverside, Aguanga, Temecula, Jurupa Hills, San
Timoteo/Badlands area, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 9,730 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this
species would not be conserved.
thread-leaved brodiaea – Brodiaea filifolia
MSHCP Project. Nine of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This
is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys will
be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within
the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Thread-leaved brodiaea located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Twenty-two of the 30 occurrences (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
associated with the vernal pools west of Hemet [upper Salt Creek] and associated with
the San Jacinto River) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000
Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Vail Lake ceanothus – Ceanothus ophiochilus
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 3,350 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey
Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys will be conducted as part of the project
review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I). Vail Lake ceanothus located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,870 acres (23%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,130 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities at Vail Lake would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 7,720 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Mojave tarplant – Deinandra mohavensis (formerly known as Hemizonia mohavensis)
MSHCP Project. Two of eight occurrences, including along the Banning Idyllwild Panoramic
Highway and within the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 27,850 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 32,200 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 34,300 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Five of eight occurrences, including along the Banning Idyllwild
Panoramic Highway, within the San Jacinto Mountains, and near the San Jacinto River
east of Hemet, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
35,000 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
slender-horned spine flower – Dodecahema leptoceras
MSHCP Project. Of the 27 University of California at Riverside (UCR) database and
herbarium records, 12 of the occurrences at Gavilan Plateau, north of Meadowbrook,
Temescal Canyon, Lake Elsinore, Valle Vista, Agua Tibia Mountains, El Cariso, and east
of State Street south of Hemet would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,950 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. However,
approximately 2,290 acres of the within the area subject to take authorization. Acres
would be subject to focused surveys for slender-horned spine flower. Newly identified
populations would be conserved in accordance with the Narrow Endemics policy. The
policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas would also apply.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,400 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 3,600 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Known localities at Gavilan Plateau, north of Meadowbrook, Temescal
Canyon, Lake Elsinore, Valle Vista, Agua Tibia Mountains, El Cariso, east of State Street
south of Hemet, Bautista Canyon, upper San Jacinto River, Alberhill, Alberhill Creek east
of Lake Elsinore, Railroad Canyon, Vail Lake, and Kolb Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 7,580 acres (67%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development
Document, this species would not be conserved.
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Santa Ana River woollystar – Eriastrum densifolium ssp. Sanctorum
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 910 acres (28%) of primary habitat, including Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 1,180 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,170 acres (67%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area,
including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
San Diego button-celery – Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Although no take of known occurrences would occur as part of the MSHCP, certain areas
located outside the MSHCP Conservation Area may contain vernal pool habitat that could
support this species. Precision is lacking within the vegetation mapping of the MSHCP
database and, therefore, the precise level of impact cannot be quantified at this time.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Parish’s meadowfoam – Limnanthes gracilis var. parishii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Suitable habitat for this species is present outside the MSHCP Conservation Area in
ephemeral wetlands and mima mounds in forest glades and mountain areas. The precise
quantification of impact to this section in these areas outside the MSHCP Conservation
Area cannot be determined at this time.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
spreading navarretia – Navarretia fossalis
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including playas and vernal pools,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow
Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for spreading navarretia will be conducted
as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Spreading
navarretia located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including playas
and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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Existing Reserves. Localities at Skunk Hollow and the San Jacinto River would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this
species would not be conserved.
California Orcutt grass – Orcuttia californica
MSHCP Project. One of five localities (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau) would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,130 acres (14%) of primary habitat,
including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 940 acres (12%) of the affected habitat would be subject to focused
surveys. Newly identified populations would be conserved in accordance with the
Narrow Endemics policy described within Section 6.1.3. MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,000 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,000 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including playas
and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Three of five localities (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau, at Skunk Hollow,
and upper Salt Creek west of Hemet) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,940 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000
Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Source: October 2000 MSHCP Alternatives Development Document.

Features have been incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize impacts to Listed Covered
Species to the extent feasible. These include assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area
that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at Alberhill, North Peak,
Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco
Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP Area. Criteria-based
Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step policies and the
Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy, and other implementation
strategies as described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, the proposed MSHCP includes policies that would afford additional
protection to some Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species
are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea
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slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass
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Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that is consistent with the conservation
objectives for individual species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For areas containing riparian, riverine, or vernal pool
features that are located outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and
minimization measures, as required as mitigation through the CEQA process or
State/federal regulatory processes, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization
measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting Listed Covered Species.
The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of the
wetland policy.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

peregrine falcon
bald eagle
least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with the process of wetland conservation identified in Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
Additional covered activities inside the Criteria Area that are considered to be allowable
uses within the MSHCP Conservation Area but have not been included in the
quantification of impacts contained in Table 4A are the allowances for development of
single-family homes on existing legal parcels within the Criteria Area and the possible
allowance of agricultural conversion on lands within the Criteria Area up to a maximum
of 10,000 acres.
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Development of individual single-family homes on existing legal parcels (hereinafter
referred to as the “Single-Family Home Expedite Process”), in accordance with existing
land use regulations, is a covered activity within the Criteria Area. An expedited review
process, through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition
Negotiation Process has been developed as part of the MSHCP to assist in determining
the appropriate location of a single-family home or mobile home on an existing legal lot
within the Criteria Area.
If during the review period it is determined that all or part of the property may benefit
the assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area, the Permittee may negotiate with the
property owner to acquire the entire lot or portion thereof or determine which incentives
may apply in order to acquire a conservation easement over that portion of the property
that is not necessary for access road(s) and outside of the building footprint area. If the
Permittee is unable to reach agreement with the property owner concerning the
acquisition of the entire lot or a conservation easement over a portion of the lot upon
completion of the review period, the property owner may proceed with the processing
of the grading or site preparation permit application. However, compliance with the
location of the building footprint area as well as the location of any necessary road(s)
will be required.
Trend data collected from 1995 to mid 2002 suggests that, on average, there is
development of approximately 75 single-family homes on lots averaging approximately
9 acres in size within the Criteria Area on an annual basis. Therefore, the Single-Family
Home Expedite Process will have the potential to affect approximately 675 acres of land
within the Criteria Area annually. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that
approximately 50 percent of that area, or 338 acres, potentially within the area subject
to take authorization by such development will be within areas of sensitive habitat that
are considered desirable for inclusion in the Reserve. This is based on the overall ratio
of Additional Reserve Lands to Criteria Area, which is roughly one half. Based on the
trend data and average parcel size, that 338 acres represents approximately 38 parcels.
It is estimated that the Permittees will be able to successfully negotiate with 75 percent,
or 29 of the 38 property owners through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation
and Acquisition Negotiation Process. Therefore, it is assumed that conservation that
conforms to the Criteria will be achieved on approximately 253 of the 338 acres of land
per year that is potentially within the area subject to take authorization through this
process. It is assumed that the remaining approximately 85 acres will not be developed
in accordance with the Criteria and will become unavailable for conservation on an
annual basis, as a result of the Single-Family Home Expedite Process.
The inability to incorporate into the Reserve approximately 85 acres of land that is
desirable for conservation throughout the Plan Area on an annual basis will not reduce
the overall acreage required for Additional Reserve Lands. So while conservation may
be precluded on an estimated average of 85 acres per year, it is not expected that this
will adversely affect the ability to assemble a viable MSHCP Conservation Area, since
there is adequate additional land within the Criteria Area that could be acquired in lieu
of the areas subject to development under the Single-Family Home Expedite Process.
In addition, annual reporting will determine whether the activity of single-family home
development occurs in a manner that is consistent with the assumptions used for the
MSHCP analysis. The number of grading or site preparation permits for the construction or location of a single-family home or a mobile home on an existing legal lot
located within the Criteria Area will be monitored and reported on at least an annual
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basis in order to insure that appropriate assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area is
occurring. Therefore, no significant impacts on Covered Species will result from the
construction or location or single-family or mobile homes on existing legal lots within
the Criteria Area.
If Section 6.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, conversion of natural lands to agricultural
use, as defined and outlined in that section of the MSHCP, will be allowed as a covered
activity within the Criteria Area, up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the
life of the plan ( the “New Agricultural Lands Cap”). Agricultural Operations, as
defined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, include all uses conducted as a normal part of
such operations, provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and
regulations.
To verify the location of the existing Agricultural Operations, the County will establish
a database identifying existing Agricultural Operations (“Existing Agricultural
Operations Database”) on or before the effective date of the Implementing Agreement
or the issuance of the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Authorization. The new
Agricultural Lands Cap of 10,000 acres within the Criteria Area will be applied to
Agricultural Operations that are in addition to the activities recorded in the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database. The 10,000-acre New Agricultural Lands Cap
represents approximately 3 percent of the total acreage that is contained within the
Criteria Area.
To estimate the potential effects of New Agricultural Lands in relation to the MSHCP,
it is assumed that approximately 50 percent of the agricultural conversions that take
place within the Criteria Area will be consistent with the Criteria. Therefore, it is
assumed that approximately 5,000 acres of New Agricultural Lands will occur within
areas considered desirable for conservation under the Criteria. This represents
approximately 1.5 percent of the total Additional Reserve Lands proposed to be acquired
within the Criteria Area. Tracking of MSHCP implementation, and adjustments to
Reserve Assembly strategies as outlined in this section, will provide a mechanism to
ensure that adequate acreage of Additional Reserve Lands is being acquired, and that
appropriate reserve design and configuration are being achieved. Therefore, no
significant biological impacts to Listed Covered Species are anticipated to result from
New Agricultural Lands Cap.
With the combination of impact reduction features incorporated into the Proposed
Project, including reserve configuration, adaptive management and monitoring, and
species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, the Project's impacts to Listed
Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. The Non-Listed Covered Species include 65 of the 83
covered wildlife species and 52 of 63 plant species. The impacts to the 115 Non-Listed
Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information available for
known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed Covered Species
(Table 4C). These impacts vary depending on the species. For example, as shown on
Table 4C, implementation of the proposed take authorization would result in take
authorization for 75 percent of suitable habitat for the burrowing owl. For Santa Rosa
Plateau pool fairy shrimp, approximately 15 percent of suitable habitat occurring outside
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area subject to take authorization.
For certain Non-Listed Covered Species, such as arroyo chub and San Bernardino flying
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squirrel, the precise quantification of the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack
of existing available information regarding these species.
Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
INVERTEBRATES/CRUSTACEANS
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp – Linderiella santarosae
MSHCP Project. No known localities of this species would be impacted. Approximately 1,159
acres (15%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Wetland areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to vernal
pools shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable habitat
including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 4,987 acres (63%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal
pools would be within the area subject to take authorization.
FISH
arroyo chub – Gila orcutti
MSHCP Project. No known breeding or occupied locality would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 1,870 acres (15%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riverine areas not included
as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riverine areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. The locality that would be within the
area subject to take authorization. is the Santa Margarita River. Approximately 2,115
acres (17%) of suitable habitat including water habitats would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Santa Margarita
River and Murrieta Creek near its confluence with the Santa Margarita River and
Temecula Creek. Approximately 2,205 acres (18%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Santa Margarita
River and Murrieta Creek near its confluence with the Santa Margarita River and
Temecula Creek. Approximately 3,060 acres (25%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization.
AMPHIBIANS
western spadefoot – Scaphiopus hammondii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,162 acres (15%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 348,923 acres (51%) of
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secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Banning, Badlands, area south of Hemet,
Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley, Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta,
Murrieta Hot Springs, El Cerrito, and March Air Reserve Base (ARB). Approximately
2,053 acres (26%) of primary habitat including playas and vernal pools occurring in areas
below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 348,923 acres (51%) of secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurring in areas below 4,900
feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Banning, Badlands, area south of Hemet, Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley,
Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta, Murrieta Hot Springs, El
Cerrito, and March ARB. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of primary habitat including
playas and vernal pools occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 370,193 acres (53%) of secondary
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Lee
Lake/Alberhill/Elsinore, Antelope Valley, Good Hope, Badlands, Tule Valley, Banning,
Badlands, area south of Hemet, Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley, Moreno Valley, Beaumont,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta, Murrieta Hot Springs, El Cerrito, Hogbacks, Sedco Hills,
Temescal Wash, Bautista Creek, and March ARB. Approximately 4,897 acres (63%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 449,328 acres (65%) of secondary habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurring
in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
coast range newt – Taricha tarosa tarosa
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,010 acres (32%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water within
the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion would be in areas subject to take authorization.
Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject
to take authorization within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 4,632 acres (37%)
of primary habitat including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests,
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and water within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion would be in the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of secondary habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 4,536 acres (36%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of
secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
and secondary habitats. Approximately 5,152 acres (41%) of primary habitat including
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water would be affected
within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion. Approximately 36,760 acres (34%) of
secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be affected within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion.
REPTILES
western pond turtle – Clemmys marmorata pallida
MSHCP Project. The incidental take of the western pond turtle is difficult to quantify due to
limited knowledge of its distribution and abundance within the Plan Area. The maximum
level of incidental take of western pond turtle can be anticipated by the loss of habitat.
Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,331 acres (22%) of primary wetland habitat for western pond turtle in the
Plan Area would be within the area subject to take authorization. This includes meadows,
marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 34,068 acres (36%) of
suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 7,200 acres (30%) of primary
wetland habitat, including meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open
water and 37,300 acres (40%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 7,500 acres (32%) of primary wetland habitat, including
meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 39,400 acres
(42%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 10,613 acres (45%) of primary wetland habitat, including
meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 50,057 acres
(53%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
coastal western whiptail – Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus
MSHCP Project. Thirty-six of 54 records would be within the area subject to take authorization.
However, of these, 16 are within existing agriculture, and 6 are located in developed or
disturbed habitat. Approximately 182,962 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas
and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject
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to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 197,900 acres (61%) of primary habitat,
including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 209,400 acres (64%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 261,144 acres (80%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail – Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi
MSHCP Project. Seventy-seven of 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 16 are within existing agriculture, and 22 are located
in developed, disturbed land, or water. Approximately 155,483 acres (41%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and
forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 177,400 acres (46%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 192,700 acres (50%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 254,265 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Diego banded gecko – Coleonyx variegatus abbottii
MSHCP Project. Six of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take authorization.
However, of these, one is within existing agriculture, and one is located in developed or
disturbed habitat. Approximately 125,771 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 142,500 acres (52%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 155,100 acres (57%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take
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authorization. Approximately 220,157 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
northern red-diamond rattlesnake – Crotalus ruber ruber
MSHCP Project. The incidental take of northern red-diamond rattlesnake is difficult to quantify
due to limited knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that
losses may be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. Thirty-two
of the 52 records would be within the area subject to take authorization. However, of
these, six are within existing agricultural areas, and nine are in residential/urban/exotic/pond areas. Approximately 214,769 acres (39%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited
knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may
be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. At least 32 of the 52
records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 245,900
acres (44%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 265,500 acres (48%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 333,315 acres (60%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
San Bernardino mountain kingsnake – Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra
MSHCP Project. Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 7,571 acres (26%) of primary habitat,
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
San Diego mountain kingsnake – Lampropeltis zonata pulchra
MSHCP Project. Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,723 acres (26%) of primary habitat in the
Plan Area, including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,100 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and nonriparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 3,200 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 3,440 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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San Diego horned lizard – Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei
MSHCP Project. Seventy-eight of the 135 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 9 are within existing agriculture, and 20 are located in
developed or disturbed habitat. Approximately 322,536 acres (44%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least seventy-eight of the 135 records would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 358,700 acres (49%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least seventy-eight of the 135 records would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 382,400 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 78 of the 135 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 461,453 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
southern sagebrush lizard – Sceloporus graciosus vandenburgianus
MSHCP Project. Eleven of the 26 records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 10,246 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
granite spiny lizard – Sceloporus orcutti
MSHCP Project. Seventy of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 13 are within existing agriculture, and 18 are located
in developed or disturbed habitat. Approximately 237,637 acres (37%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,200 acres (42%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 290,200 acres (45%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper
woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 359,284 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper
woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and
forest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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granite night lizard – Xantusia henshawi henshawi
MSHCP Project. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited knowledge of the species
distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may be masked by natural
fluctuations in abundance and distribution. Twenty-eight of the 47 records would be
within the area subject to take authorization. However, of these, five are within existing
developed or disturbed land. Approximately 197,038 acres (40%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited
knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may
be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. At least 28 of the 47
records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 225,800
acres (46%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 243,700 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 314,421 acres (64%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
BIRDS
Cooper’s hawk – Accipiter cooperii
MSHCP Project. Three localities, including Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon, and Santa Rosa
Plateau, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 22,100
acres (29%) of suitable habitat including woodlands and forests, montane coniferous
forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests throughout the MSHCP Plan Area would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented
in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Tucalota Creek, Slater
Canyon, Badlands, and Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 26,545 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including woodlands
and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon, Santa Rosa
Plateau, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, and Temecula Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 27,000 acres (35%) of suitable habitat
including woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Ten localities, including Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon,
Santa Rosa Plateau, San Timoteo Creek, Temescal Wash, Wasson Canyon, Temecula
Creek, Murrieta Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley, would be within the area subject
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to take authorization. Approximately 29,900 acres (39%) of suitable habitat including
woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
northern goshawk – Accipiter gentilis
MSHCP Project. No nest sites would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest
and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 12,586 acres (27%) of suitable
habitat including montane coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San
Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately12,645 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane
coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 12,590 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane
coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
sharp-shinned hawk – Accipiter striatus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization. include
Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, and Woodcrest. Approximately 240,570 acres (about 36%)
of suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and
forests, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Rubidoux, Tucalota
Creek, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 313,820 acres (48%) of suitable habitat
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Badlands, Temecula Creek, Rubidoux,
Tucalota Creek, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately 336,385 acres (about 51%) of
suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Badlands, Temecula Creek, Lakeview
Mountains, Sedco Hills, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, Temescal Wash, Rubidoux, Tucalota
Creek, and Murrieta Creek. Approximately 398,495 acres (about 60%) of suitable habitat
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
tricolored blackbird (colony) – Agelaius tricolor
MSHCP Project. One recorded breeding site at Hemet Lake would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 60 acres (13%) of primary breeding habitat
including cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands
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and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 193,180 acres (74%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including
playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Impacts to riparian areas
shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitat. Approximately 64 acres (13%) of
primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within
the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 198,905 acres (77%) of secondary foraging
or breeding habitat including playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitat. Localities that would be within the area
subject to take authorization include Hemet Lake, eastern Temecula Creek, and Lakeview
Mountains. Approximately 64 acres (13%) of primary breeding habitat including
cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 201,775 acres (78%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including
playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitat. Localities that would be affected include
Hemet Lake, Lakeview Mountains, Collier Marsh, Lake Elsinore, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, eastern Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, March ARB, Badlands, and San Timoteo
Creek. Approximately 240 acres (50%) of primary breeding habitat, including cismontane
alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 224,980 acres (86%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including playas
and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow – Aimophila ruficeps canescens
MSHCP Project. Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, and De Portola Road east of Bachelor
Mountain would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 70,980
acres (27%) of primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 245,990 acres (32%) of secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De
Portola Road east of Bachelor Mountain, Wilson Valley, Jurupa Mountains, Vail Lake,
and Estelle Mountain would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 79,085 acres (51%) of primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills,
and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 191,437 acres (55%) of secondary habitat including grassland and
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chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De Portola Road east
of Bachelor Mountain, Jurupa Mountains, Temecula Creek, Wilson Valley, Jurupa
Mountains, Vail Lake, Estelle Mountain, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 87,410 acres (57%) of primary habitat
including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub within
Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 200,565 acres (57%) of
secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De Portola Road east of
Bachelor Mountain, Jurupa Mountains, Lakeview Mountains, Sedco Hills, Vail Lake,
Badlands, Wasson Canyon, Wilson Valley, Temecula Creek, and the Hogbacks would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 120,030 acres (78%) of
primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 242,510
acres (67%) of secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within the Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
grasshopper sparrow – Ammodramus savannarum
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 93,350 acres (71%) of
suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill grassland within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and
Hogbacks would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 97,085
acres (74%) of suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill
grassland within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and Hogbacks would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 99,885 acres (76%) of
suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill grassland within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Alberhill, Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and Wasson Canyon
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 111,570 acres
(84%) of suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill
grassland within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Bell’s sage sparrow – Amphispiza belli belli
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include a portion of the Badlands, Santa Rosa
Plateau, and Santa Rosa Hills. Approximately 177,440 acres (42%) of suitable habitat
including desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be affected include a portion of
the Badlands, Santa Rosa Plateau, Santa Rosa Hills, and Tenaja Corridor. Approximately
203,033 acres (48%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and
chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and
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Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be affected include the Badlands, Santa Rosa
Plateau, Santa Rosa Hills, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson Valley, and Aguanga.
Approximately 218,749 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana
Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Santa Rosa Plateau, Santa Rosa
Hills, Jurupa Mountains, Wasson Canyon, Sedco Hills, Hogbacks, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, Tule Valley, Lakeview Mountains, Badlands, Motte-Rimrock, Gavilan
Hills, Reche Canyon, San Timoteo Creek, Temecula Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Creek,
and Tenaja Corridor. Approximately 282,180 acres (67%) of suitable habitat including
desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto
Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
golden eagle – Aquila chrysaetos
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include Double Butte and the hills east of
Sun City. Approximately 332,970 acres (43%) of suitable habitat including grasslands,
playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands
and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be affected include Double
Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, and hills north of
Aguanga west of SR-371. Approximately 371,624 acres (48%) of suitable habitat
including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, oak woodlands and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Double Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, and
hills north of Aguanga and west of SR-371. Approximately 393,375 acres (51%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Double Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, hills
north of Aguanga and west of SR-371, Alberhill, Meadowbrook, and Sedco Hills.
Approximately 478,100 acres (81%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and
vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests,
coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
great blue heron – Ardea herodias
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. No impacts to rookeries would occur. Approximately 2,840
acres (22%) of primary habitat including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,160 acres (14%) of
foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented
in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 4,150 acres (33%) of primary habitat
including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of foraging habitat including playas and
vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 4,375 acres (34%) of primary habitat including freshwater
marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,055 acres (26%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools,
and cismontane alkali marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Collier Marsh, Wasson Canyon, Temecula Creek, Murrieta Creek,
San Timoteo Creek, Temescal Wash, Lake Elsinore, and Vail Lake. Approximately 6,580
acres (52%) of primary habitat including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,000 acres (63%) of
foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be
affected throughout the MSHCP Area.
burrowing owl – Athene cunicularia hypugaea
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Valle Vista, the area west of the Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area
(Long Canyon and De Portola Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont,
Banning, Murrieta, and Double Butte. Approximately 82,490 acres (75%) of primary
habitat including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 101,400 acres (82%) of secondary
habitat including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside
Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization. This species
is on the Additional Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for this species will be
conducted prior to disturbance for all public and private projects where suitable habitat is
present. Burrowing owl localities found as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Valle Vista, the area west of the Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto,
Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola Road), March ARB, the Moreno
Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte, upper Menifee Valley, east of
Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa,
west of Hemet, and Tucalota Creek. Approximately 85,790 acres (78%) of primary habitat
including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 102,293 acres (83%) of secondary habitat
including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be affected include Valle Vista, the area west of the
Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola
Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte,
upper Menifee Valley, east and south of Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis
Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa, west of Hemet, Tucalota Creek, and the Lakeview
Mountains. Approximately 88,265 acres (80%) of primary habitat including grasslands
within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 102,293acres (83%) of secondary habitat including
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agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Valle Vista, the area west of the
Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola
Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte,
upper Menifee Valley, east and south of Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis
Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa, west of Hemet, Tucalota Creek, the Lakeview
Mountains, Gavilan Plateau, Good Hope, Badlands, and Alberhill. Approximately 95,310
acres (87%) of primary habitat including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 206,120
acres (88%) of secondary habitat including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools
within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
American bittern – Botaurus lentiginosus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas surrounding Hemet Lake and Lake Riverside, would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 60 acres (13%) of suitable habitat including freshwater
marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included
as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula Creek,
Lake Elsinore, Collier Marsh, Temescal Wash, and Vail Lake would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 230 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including
freshwater marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization.
ferruginous hawk – Buteo regalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 257,290 acres (64%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal
pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular
juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within Riverside Lowlands
and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the Badlands and Sage would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,295 acres (67%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and
vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in the Badlands, Sage, and Lakeview Mountains would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 280,630 acres (70%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh,
playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.

4.1-44

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
Existing Reserves. Localities in the Badlands, Sage, Lakeview Mountains, Temecula, and
Murrieta would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 338,000
acres (84%) of suitable habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests
within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
cactus wren – Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake. Approximately 63,700 acres (45%) of suitable habitat
including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal sage scrub within
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Badlands, and Wilson Valley.
Approximately 70,777 acres (50%) of suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Sage, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, and Vail Lake east to Sage. Approximately 78,560 acres (56%) of
suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Sage, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, and Vail Lake east to Sage. Approximately 112,260 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
turkey vulture (breeding) – Cathartes aura
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 342,360 acres (43%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Potrero and Wilson Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 426,325 acres (53%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Potrero, Wilson Valley, Lakeview Mountains, and the
Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 452,590
acres (57%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest,
coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Potrero, Wilson Valley, Lakeview Mountains, Santa Rosa
Plateau, and the Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 487,510 acres (61%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and
vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests,
montane coniferous forest, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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northern harrier (breeding) – Circus cyaneus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest. Approximately
105,380 acres (68%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh,
freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 179,480 acres
(64%) of secondary foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National
Forest, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 110,445 acres
(71%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh,
playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 187,845 acres (66%) of secondary
foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest, Temecula
Creek, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 111,570 acres
(73%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh,
playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 196,360 acres (69%) of secondary
foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest, Temecula
Creek, Vail Lake, Lake Elsinore/Collier Marsh, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson
Valley. Approximately 129,430 acres (83%) of primary breeding habitat including
cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands
throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 237,060 acres (83%) of secondary foraging or wintering habitat including
agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
black swift (breeding) – Cypseloides niger
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of suitable habitat
including deciduous woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within the San
Jacinto Mountains and San Bernardino Mountains bioregions would be subject to take
authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
yellow warbler – Dendroica petechia brewsteri
MSHCP Project. The locality that would be within the area subject to take authorization is the
Santa Rosa Plateau. Approximately 12,710 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
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Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected
include the Santa Rosa Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, and Tucalota Creek.
Approximately 15,340 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include the Santa Rosa
Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, Tucalota Creek, and Temecula Creek.
Approximately 15,800 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Santa Rosa Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River,
Tucalota Creek, Temecula Creek, San Timoteo Creek, Wilson Creek, Alberhill Creek, San
Jacinto River, Temescal Canyon, Wasson Canyon, Murrieta Creek, Vail Lake, and
Bautista Creek. Approximately 19,020 acres (41%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
white-tailed kite – Elanus leucurus
MSHCP Project. One of 11 core breeding areas in the Santa Rosa Plateau area and one of two
winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 390,460 acres (58%) of foraging habitat
including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools,
freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral
within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,730 acres (33%)
of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation
Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas
presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall
be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa
Rosa Plateau, Temescal Wash, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, and Vail Lake and one
of two winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 414,445 acres (62%) of
foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas
and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,840 acres (40%) of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Temescal Wash, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley and one
of two winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 431,290 acres (64%) of
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foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas
and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,205 acres (41%) of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa Rosa Plateau, Temescal
Wash, Wasson Canyon, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley
and both of the winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley and
San Timoteo Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
517,090 acres (77%) of foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands,
cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 15,760 acres (53%) of breeding habitat including
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
California horned lark – Eremophila alpestris actia
MSHCP Project. The Moreno Valley/March ARB locality would be within the area subject to
take authorization as well as a portion of a locality within the Murrieta/Murrieta Hot
Springs area. About 284,800 acres (65%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands
(field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs
area, north of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley
area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, and the Badlands. About 298,220 acres (68%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs area, north
of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, the Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Hemet, Temecula/Rancho
California, Valle Vista, Anza Valley, and Reche Canyon. About 309,857 acres (71%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs area, north
of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, the Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Hemet, Temecula/Rancho
California, Valle Vista, Anza Valley, Reche Canyon, San Timoteo Creek, Wildomar,
Bautista Creek, and Wilson Creek. About 366,260 acres (84%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and
vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be affected
throughout the MSHCP Area.
merlin – Falco columbarius
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 302,430 acres (61%) of suitable habitat
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including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater
marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal
sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests,
and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Jurupa Hills and Wilson Valley. Approximately 341,875 acres
(67%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Jurupa Hills, Wilson Valley, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately
355,847 acres (72%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Jurupa Hills, Wilson Valley, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately
394,390 acres (79%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
prairie falcon (breeding) – Falco mexicanus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, and Double Butte, would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 182,490 acres (56%) of suitable
habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning,
Hemet, Double Butte, Sage, and Cactus Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 197,535 acres (61%) of suitable habitat including
grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, Double Butte,
Sage, Cactus Valley, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 209,215 acres (65%) of suitable habitat including
grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, Double Butte,
Sage, Cactus Valley Lakeview Mountains, Gavilan Plateau, French Valley, Vail Lake, and
upper Salt Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
260,340 acres (80%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools,
desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
yellow-breasted chat – Icteria virens
MSHCP Project. The locality that would be within the area subject to take authorization is
Canyon Lake. Approximately 2,780 acres (22%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
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bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita
River and its tributaries, and Potrero Creek. Approximately 4,085 acres (33%) of suitable
habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and
San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, Potrero Creek, and Temecula Creek. Approximately 4,310 acres (35%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, Potrero Creek, Temecula Creek, San Timoteo Creek, San Jacinto River,
Bautista Creek, and Wilson Creek. Approximately 6,350 acres (52%) of suitable habitat
including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
loggerhead shrike – Lanius ludovicianus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, and Homeland/Winchester/Menifee.
Approximately 318,540 acres (66%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands,
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands,
San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, Quail
Valley, and areas north of Alberhill. Approximately 333,380 acres (67%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal
pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include W ildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley,
Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek,
areas north of Alberhill, Quail Valley, Temecula, and Temecula Creek. Approximately
344,870 acres (71%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands,
cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, areas
north of Alberhill, Quail Valley, Temecula, Temecula Creek, Wasson Canyon, and
Gavilan Plateau. Approximately 403,910 acres (83%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the
Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding) – Melospiza lincolnii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 580 acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat
including meadow, montane riparian, and riparian scrub habitats within the San
Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 219,670 acres (54%) of wintering habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper
woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula,
and Murrieta would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 580
acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat including meadow, montane riparian, and riparian
scrub habitats within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 241,975 acres
(59%) of wintering habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater
marsh, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland
and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula, Murrieta, and
Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 580 acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat including meadow, montane riparian,
and riparian scrub habitats within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 256,710 acres (63%) of wintering habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and
forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub within the
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula, Murrieta, Lakeview
Mountains, Wilson Valley, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 650 acres (62%) of suitable breeding habitat including
meadow, montane riparian, and riparian scrub habitats within the San Bernardino
Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 334,460 acres (82%) of wintering habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper woodland,
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riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
black-crowned night heron – Nycticorax nycticorax
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas in Winchester, Moreno Valley, and Woodcrest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization. No take of nesting colonies will occur. Approximately 2,840 acres
(22%) of primary habitat for breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and
riparian scrub, woodland and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. An additional
1,160 acres (14%) of secondary habitat (foraging) including playas, vernal pools, and
cismontane alkali marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in
Winchester, Moreno Valley, Cajalco Creek, and Woodcrest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,150 acres (33%) of primary habitat for
breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. An additional 2,053 acres (26%) of
secondary habitat (foraging) including playas and vernal pools and cismontane alkali
marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in Winchester, Moreno Valley,
Cajalco Creek, Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, and Woodcrest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,375 acres (35%) of primary habitat for
breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. An additional 2,053 acres (26%) of
secondary habitat (foraging) including playas and vernal pools and cismontane alkali
marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in Winchester, Moreno Valley,
Cajalco Creek, Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, Temescal Wash, San Timoteo Creek, San
Jacinto River, and Woodcrest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 6,580 acres (52%) of primary habitat for breeding and foraging including
freshwater marsh and riparian scrub woodland and forests within the Riverside Lowlands
and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
An additional 5,000 acres (63%) of secondary habitat (foraging) including playas, vernal
pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would also be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Macgillvray’s warbler – Oporornis tolmiei
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. About 240,570 acres (36%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian
areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the

4.1-52

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa
Rosa Plateau, Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, and Wilson Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. About 275,865 acres (42%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, Wilson Valley, and Temecula Creek would
be within the area subject to take authorization. About 294,725 acres (45%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, Wilson Valley, Wasson Canyon, Lake
Elsinore, and Temecula Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
About 365,800 acres (55%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
mountain quail – Oreortyx pictus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 93,800 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest
within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana Mountains, and
Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake,
and Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 106,970 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands
and forests, and montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San
Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake, and Santa Rosa
Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 112,550
acres (34%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and montane
coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana
Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake, Lake Elsinore, and
Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
113,600 acres (35%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and
montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains,
Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
osprey – Pandion haliaetus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Hemet Lake and Canyon Lake, would be within the area subject to take
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authorization. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitats. Approximately 2,385 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including open water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation
communities within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitats. Approximately 2,480 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open
water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the
Prado Basin and Santa Ana River, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Vail Lake, and Canyon Lake
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,840 acres (21%)
of suitable habitat including open water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland
vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
double-crested cormorant – Phalacrocorax auritus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Hemet Lake and Lake Riverside, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,180 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake
Riverside, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,425 acres (13%) of suitable habitat including open water habitat
throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and
Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula
Creek, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,520 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open water habitat
throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and
Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula
Creek, San Timoteo Creek, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 3,920 acres (21%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
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downy woodpecker – Picoides pubescens
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,710 acres (about 27%) of suitable habitat
including riparian scrub, woodland and forest and open water would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 15,340 acres (about 33%) of suitable
habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest and open water would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at Potrero Creek and Santa Margarita River and
its tributaries would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
15,800 acres (about 34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest
and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, San Timoteo Creek, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Railroad Canyon,
Temescal Wash, and Wilson Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 21,020 acres (about 45%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub,
woodland and forest and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization.
white-faced ibis – Plegadis chihi
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Lake Riverside, and Moreno Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 60 acres (15%) of primary habitat including freshwater
marsh and 186,500 acres (76%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools,
agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and riparian scrub,
woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 64 acres (16%) of
primary habitat including freshwater marsh and 191,920 acres (77%) of foraging habitat
including playas and vernal pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 64 acres (16%) of primary habitat
including freshwater marsh and 194,605 acres (80%) of foraging habitat including playas
and vernal pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
and secondary habitats. Approximately 160 acres (40%) of primary habitat including
freshwater marsh and 211,160 acres (86%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal
pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and riparian
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scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
purple martin – Progne subis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 17,810 acres (28%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest,
and oak woodland and forest within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San
Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Approximately18,945 acres (30%)
of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous
forest, and oak woodland and forest within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana
Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitats. Approximately 19,150 acres (31%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest, and oak woodland and forest
within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitats. Approximately 20,890 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest, and oak woodland and forest within the
San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Williamson’s sapsucker – Sphyrapicus thyroideus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and montane coniferous forest within the San
Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California spotted owl – Strix occidentalis occidentalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 16,000 acres (28%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within
the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities east of the Santa Rosa Plateau would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 16,725 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within
the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
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Existing Reserves. Localities east of the Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 17,300 acres (30%) of suitable habitat including oak
woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino
Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
tree swallow – Tachycineta bicolor
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 14,580 acres (25%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests,
and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley,
Santa Rosa Plateau West, and Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 17,455 acres (30%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley, Santa Rosa Plateau
West, Temecula Creek, and Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 18,005 acres (31%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley, Santa Rosa Plateau
West, Temecula Creek, Valle Vista, Wasson Canyon, Vail Lake, Murrieta Creek, and
Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
22,080 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak
woodlands and forests, and open water would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Nashville warbler – Vermivora ruficapilla
MSHCP Project. Localities at Moreno Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 240,570 acres (36%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley and
Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
313,815 acres (48%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak
woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley, Temecula Creek, and
Tucalota Creek, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
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336,385 acres (51%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak
woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley, Sedco Hills, Temecula Creek,
Wilson Creek, Tucalota Creek, and Banning, Approximately 365,800 acres (55%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub,
woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, and
montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Wilson’s warbler – Wilsonia pusilla
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within the March ARB and Quail Valley, would be subject to take authorization.
Approximately 71,030 acres (26%) of breeding habitat including montane meadow,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 219,680 acres (53%) of transient movement habitat including grassland,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forests
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail
Valley, the Badlands, Temescal Wash, Temecula Creek, and Wilson Creek would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 81,805 acres (30%) of
breeding habitat including montane meadow, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino
Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 243,365 acres (59%) of transient
movement habitat including grassland, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail Valley, the Badlands,
Temecula Creek, Temescal Wash, and Wilson Creek would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 86,803 acres (32%) of breeding habitat including
montane meadow, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian scrub, woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto
Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 258,507 acres (63%) of transient movement habitat
including grassland, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper
woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail Valley, Temescal Wash,
Bautista Creek, Gavilan Hills, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Wildomar,
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Badlands, and San Timoteo Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 86,730 acres (32%) of breeding habitat including montane meadow,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 336,460 acres (82%) of transient movement habitat including grassland,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forests
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
MAMMALS
coyote – Canis latrans
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 495,066 acres (50%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands,
meadows and marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 538,215 acres (55%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands,
meadows and marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 560,250 acres (57%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadows and
marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 653,195 acres (66%) of suitable habitat including agricultural
lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadows and marshes,
montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal
pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse – Chaetodipus fallax fallax
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
localities in the Domenigoni Valley, would be subject to take authorization. Approximately 323,457 acres (44%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the Potrero Valley, Vail Lake, Anza, and
Cactus Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
360,780 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in the Gavilan Hills, Badlands, Sage, Vail Lake, Anza, Cactus
Valley, Crown Valley, and Aguanga would be within the area subject to take authoriza-
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tion. Approximately 382,360 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in the Gavilan Hills, Badlands, Potrero Valley, Sage, Vail Lake,
Anza, Cactus Valley, Crown Valley, and Aguanga would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 462,260 acres (63%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Dulzura kangaroo rat – Dipodomys simulans
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 146,632 acres (42%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 166,790 acres (48%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 180,355 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 242,135 acres (70%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and peninsular juniper
woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Aguanga kangaroo rat – Dipodomys merriami collinus
MSHCP Project. No currently known localities of this species would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 1,324 acres (19%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the southeastern portion of the Plan Area,
including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This species is on the Criteria Area
Survey List (Section 6.3.2) and surveys for this species will be conducted prior to
disturbance for all public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present. Aguanga kangaroo rat localities found as a result of survey efforts shall
be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP,
Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the vicinity of Sage would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,245 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the southeastern portion of the
Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo
Seco, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek, Aguanga, Tule Creek, and Sage. Approximately 4,490 acres
(67%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the
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southeastern portion of the Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson
Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Aguanga, Sage, Temecula Creek, Tule Creek and Wilson Creek. Approximately
6,624 acres (97%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages
in the southeastern portion of the Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek,
Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
mountain lion – Puma concolor
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 131,933 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains,
Desert Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto
Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 151,400 acres (34%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 160,005 acres (35%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 197,880 acres (44%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, San
Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions.
San Bernardino flying squirrel – Glaucomys sabrinus californicus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,404 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including broad-leaved upland forest, Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, montane coniferous forest, and Southern
California white fir and subalpine coniferous forests would be within the area subject to
take authorization in the San Jacinto Mountains bioregion. This species is on the Criteria
Area Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for this species will be conducted prior to
disturbance for all public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present. San Bernardino flying squirrel localities found as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section
6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 9,404 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including broad-leaved upland forest, Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, montane coniferous forest, and Southern
California white fir and subalpine coniferous forests would be within the area subject to
take authorization n the San Jacinto Mountains bioregion.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit – Lepus californicus bennettii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 183,412 acres (56%) of suitable habitat
including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas
and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley,
Badlands, Vail Lake, and Anza Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 217,950 acres (67%) of suitable habitat including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal pools,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley, Badlands, Vail Lake,
Aguanga, and Anza Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 231,470 acres (71%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Wildomar, Sedco Hills, Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley,
Gavilan Hills, Jurupa Hills, Badlands, Vail Lake, Aguanga, and Anza Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 261,145 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland
and scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
bobcat – Lynx rufus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 347,117 acres (43%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, and Aguanga, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 381,600 acres (47%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Aguanga, and the Badlands, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 404,200 acres (50%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Aguanga, the Badlands, Anza Valley, and Vail
Lake, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 496,523
acres (61%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
long-tailed weasel – Mustela frenata
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley, Norco, and
Temecula, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 490,675
acres (51%) of suitable habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley,
Cherry Valley, Norco, Temecula, the Badlands, and Warm Springs Creek, would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 522,300 acres (54%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley,
Norco, Temecula, the Badlands and Warm Springs Creek, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 545,000 acres (56%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal
pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley, Norco,
Temecula, the Badlands, Warm Springs Creek, San Timoteo Creek, and Alberhill would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 645,123 acres (67%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands,
meadow, playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests,
and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Diego desert woodrat – Neotoma lepida intermedia
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 218,955 acres (38%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and
scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Sage and the Badlands, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 250,400 acres (43%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Sage and the Badlands would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 270,300 acres (46%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Sage, the Badlands, and Vail Lake, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 338,197 acres (58%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Los Angeles pocket mouse – Perognathus longimembris brevinasus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Double Butte, March ARB, and the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot Springs Road.
Approximately 19,508 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including drainages with sandy soils
occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This species is on the Criteria Area Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys
for this species will be conducted prior to disturbance for all public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. Los Angeles pocket mouse
localities found as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the
procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I. Additional conservation
of suitable habitat may occur with protection of wetlands as described in the wetlands
policy presented in Section 6.1.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment
of Murrieta Hot Springs Road, Cactus Valley, Potrero Valley, Tucalota Creek, and
Cahuilla Creek. Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable habitat including drainages
with sandy soils occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot
Springs Road, Cactus Valley, Potrero Valley, Aguanga, Temecula Creek, Reche Canyon,
Warm Springs Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Valley, Cahuilla Creek, and San Gorgonio.
Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable habitat including drainages with sandy soils
occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot
Springs Road, San Jacinto River, Cactus Valley, Silverado Ranch, Potrero Valley,
Aguanga, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, Valle Vista, Reche Canyon, Warm Springs Creek,
Murrieta Creek, French Valley, San Timoteo Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Valley, Cahuilla
Creek, Wilson Creek, and San Gorgonio. Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable
habitat including drainages with sandy soils occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage
scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, playas and vernal pools, and
grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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brush rabbit – Sylvilagus bachmani
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 223,195 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, and the
Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 254,300
acres (42%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, the Badlands, and Lakeview
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 274,200
acres (45%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Anza Valley, Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, the Badlands, Lakeview
Mountains, Alberhill, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 340,814 acres (56%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
PLANTS
Yucaipa onion – Allium marvinii
MSHCP Project. It is not known whether the one historic location is included within the
MSHCP Conservation Area; however, this potential habitat is included within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area. Conservation of this potential habitat and one historic
known location, if still extant and not located in the MSHCP Conservation Area, will be
addressed in accordance with the procedures presented in the Narrow Endemic Plant
Species policy described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Approximately 2,460
acres (67%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,500 acres (68%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,600 acres (71%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 2,790 acres (77%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Johnston’s rock cress – Arabis johnstonii
MSHCP Project. Two of the 19 known localities within the San Jacinto Mountains would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,810 acres (25%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, montane coniferous forest and peninsular juniper and
woodlands, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Johnston’s rock cress will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
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Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I).
Johnston’s rock cress that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Rainbow manzanita – Arctostaphylos rainbowensis
MSHCP Project. Seventeen of the 32 recorded localities, including the Temecula and Pechanga
locations, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 29,920
acres (45%) of primary habitat, including chaparral ,would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 34,500 acres (51%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 36,900 acres (55%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 44,860 acres (67%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Jaeger’s milk-vetch – Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri
MSHCP Project. Three of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont and the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 223,800
acres (48%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and
woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Four of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills
of the Agua Tibia Mountains, and Sage would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 246,800 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Four of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains, and Sage would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 263,400 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Twelve of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains, Sage, Aguanga Valley, Vail Lake, and Potrero Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 335,600 acres (71%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Parish’s brittlescale – Atriplex parishii
MSHCP Project. One of the three localities, Winchester Valley, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat,
including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section
6.3.2). Surveys for Parish’s brittlescale will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is
present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I). Parish’s brittlescale that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the three localities, Winchester Valley and the San Jacinto River,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%)
of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development
Document, this species would not be conserved.
Davidson’s saltscale – Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii
MSHCP Project. No locality of Davidson’s saltscale would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This
is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for
Davidson’s saltscale will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area
Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Davidson’s saltscale
that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at the San Jacinto River, Nichols Road, and near Murrieta Hot
Springs would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres
(65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Orcutt’s brodiaea – Brodiaea orcuttii
MSHCP Project. Two occurrences in the vicinity of Murrieta Hot Springs and west of the Santa
Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Three occurrences in the vicinity of Murrieta Hot Springs, west of the Santa
Rosa Plateau, and along the San Jacinto River would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Munz’s mariposa lily – Calochortus palmeri var. munzii
MSHCP Project. Four of the 14 localities within the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,880 acres (23%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, meadow, and montane coniferous forests, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section
6.1.3). Surveys for Munz’s mariposa lily will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey
area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Munz’s mariposa lily that is located as a
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result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Plummer’s mariposa lily – Calochortus plummerae
MSHCP Project. Eight of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning, 2 miles south of Calimesa,
in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley Road north of Highway 74 in
the San Jacinto Mountains, and at the head of Banning Canyon along the San Gorgonio
River – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 64,630
acres (28%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Nine of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning,
2 miles south of Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley
Road north of Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning Canyon
along the San Gorgonio River and in the Jurupa Hills – would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 73,500 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Ten of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning, 2 miles south of
Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley Road north of
Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning Canyon along the San
Gorgonio River, in the Jurupa Hills, and in Reche Canyon – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 78,300 acres (34%) of primary habitat for
Plummer’s mariposa lily in the Plan Area including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Ten of the 17 known occurrences of Plummer’s mariposa lily – near
Banning, two miles south of Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May
Valley Road north of Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning
Canyon along the San Gorgonio River, in the Jurupa Hills, and in Reche Canyon – would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 111,840 acres (48%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
intermediate mariposa lily – Calochortus weedii var. intermedius
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 147,550 acres (43%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 167,100 acres (49%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 181,800 acres (53%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. One of two localities (Vail Lake) would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 239,150 acres (70%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Payson’s jewelflower – Caulanthus simulans
MSHCP Project. Aguanga, one of six occurrences in the Plan Area, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 46,380 acres (33%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Two occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga and at
Billy Goat Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 53,220 acres (38%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Three occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga, at Billy Goat Mountain,
and at Tule Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 57,100 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. All six occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga, at Billy Goat Mountain,
at Tule Valley and at Lewis Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 91,390 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
peninsular spine flower – Chorizanthe leptotheca
MSHCP Project. Twelve of 17 occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic, requires
verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon, Hemet, and
Temescal Canyon would be within the area subject to take authorization. Of the seven
unmapped locations, three locations occurring at Hemet Lake, Good Hope, and Cahuilla
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 78,150 acres (27%)
of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 88,600 acres (31%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Fourteen of 17 occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic,
requires verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon,
Hemet, Temescal Canyon, and Aguanga Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Of the seven unmapped locations, three locations occurring at Hemet Lake,
Good Hope and Cahuilla would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 94,400 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. All occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic, requires
verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon, Hemet,
Temescal Canyon, Aguanga Valley, and Kolb Creek would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Of the seven unmapped locations, six locations occurring at Hemet
Lake, Good Hope, Cahuilla, Kolb Creek at Highway 79, and Vail Lake would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 102,010 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Parry’s spine flower – Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi
MSHCP Project. Thirty-two of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
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Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, and Highgrove – would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 127,100 acres (37%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the
vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in
the vicinity of Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont,
Hemet, Moreno Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street,
Highgrove, Santa Rosa Hills, and Gilman Hot Springs – would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 147,100 acres (43%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, Highgrove, Santa Rosa
Hills, Gilman Hot Springs, Juniper Flats, and Reche Canyon – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 156,800 acres (45%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, Highgrove, Santa Rosa
Hills, Gilman Hot Springs, Juniper Flats, Reche Canyon, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, and Antelope Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 192,480 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
long-spined spine flower – Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina
MSHCP Project. Twenty-two of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan Plateau,
Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the Santa
Ana Mountains, and Lake Mathews would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 309,020 acres (44%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon,
Murrieta, Gavilan Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley,
Rancho California, the Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at
Tucalota Creek and French Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 342,100 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan
Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the
Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at Tucalota Creek and
French Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
365,200 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan
Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the
Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at Tucalota Creek, French
Valley, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, and Skunk Hollow would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 440,490 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
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prostrate spine flower – Chorizanthe procumbens
MSHCP Project. Seven of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, and the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 31,590
acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley,
Meadowbrook, Lake Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills
of the Santa Ana Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 35,600 acres (37%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 38,100 acres (40%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 36,840 acres (39%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
small-flowered morning-glory – Convolvulus simulans
MSHCP Project. Several localities (nine occurrences) at Alberhill, Homeland, near Hemet,
Paloma Valley, and Sun City would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 143,210 acres (59%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 153,400 acres (63%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 164,200 acres (67%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Several localities at Alberhill, Homeland, near Hemet, Paloma Valley, Sun
City, Vail Lake, Temescal Canyon, and Gavilan Hills would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 197,620 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including
coastal sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
many-stemmed dudleya – Dudleya multicaulis
MSHCP Project. Of 43 occurrences, 17 – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, and near Alberhill – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 185,710 acres (53%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section 6.1.3).
Surveys for many-stemmed dudleya will be conducted as part of the project review process
for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area
where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map,
Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Many-stemmed dudleya that is located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Of 43 occurrences, 20 – at Mira Loma,
the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill,
and at Estelle Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 203,000 acres (62%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Of 43 occurrences, 20 – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the
Santa Ana Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill, and at Estelle
Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
217,000 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Thirty-seven occurrences – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill, at Estelle Mountain, Temescal
Canyon, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, Gavilan Hills, along Alberhill Creek,
and in Alberhill – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
248,840 acres (76%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
sticky-leaved dudleya – Dudleya viscida
MSHCP Project. No known localities of sticky-leaved dudleya would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 26,740 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 30,540 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
round-leaved filaree – Erodium macrophyllum
MSHCP Project. Two of the 10 occurrences (in French Valley and the Gavilan Hills) would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 215,108 acres (85%) of
primary habitat, including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 218,600 acres (86%) of primary
habitat, including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 221,200 acres (88%) of primary habitat, including
woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Eight occurrences – in French Valley, Gavilan Hills, along Temescal Wash
near Lee Lake, and in the foothills of the Agua Tibia Mountains – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 231,000 acres (91%) of primary habitat,
including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw – Galium angustifolium ssp. jacinticum
MSHCP Project. One of the nine localities is within private in-holdings within the San Jacinto
Mountains and would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
8,545 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic
Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for San Jacinto Mountain bedstraw will be conducted
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as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Jacinto
Mountain bedstraw that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California bedstraw – Galium californicum ssp. primum
MSHCP Project. Three of the seven localities – within San Mateo Canyon west of Beaumont,
within the vicinity of the Diamond Valley Lake, and within private in-holdings within the
San Jacinto Mountains – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 9,180 acres (18%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Palmer’s grapplinghook – Harpagonella palmeri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-eight of the 84 occurrences, including in the vicinity of Alberhill,
Hemet Lake, Paloma Valley, Murrieta Hot Springs, Gavilan Plateau, El Cerrito, Santa Ana
Mountains, Lake Elsinore, Temescal Canyon, Gavilan Hills, and Vail Lake, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 131,300 acres (59%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 147,000 acres (66%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 158,400 acres (71%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Hemet Lake, in the vicinity of Alberhill, Paloma Valley,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Gavilan Plateau, El Cerrito, Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Elsinore,
Temescal Canyon, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, Bachelor Mountain, Alberhill Creek, French
Valley, Gavilan Hills, and Antelope Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 175,340 acres (79%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
smooth tarplant – Centromadia pungens (formerly known as Hemizonia pungens ssp.
laevis)
MSHCP Project. Sixty-four of 119 occurrences – including in Hemet, Tres Cerritos, Murrieta,
Moreno Valley, Mead Valley, south of Lake Elsinore, Glen Ivy, the City of San Jacinto,
the upper reaches of the San Jacinto River, and at Diamond Valley Lake – would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures
(Section 6.3.2). Surveys for smooth tarplant will be conducted as part of the project
review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP,
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Volume I). Smooth tarplant that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 83 occurrences – including in Hemet, Tres Cerritos, Murrieta,
Moreno Valley, Mead Valley, south of Lake Elsinore, Glen Ivy, the City of San Jacinto,
the upper reaches of the San Jacinto River and at Diamond Valley Lake, Murrieta Creek,
upper Salt Creek, Antelope Valley, Temescal Canyon, French Valley, and Lakeview
Mountains – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360
acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
shaggy-haired alumroot – Heuchera hirsutissima
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences of shaggy-haired alumroot would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,210 acres (22%) of primary habitat,
including montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
graceful tarplant – Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata
MSHCP Project. One of nine occurrences, southwest of Cherry Street in Temecula, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 156,180 acres (54%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes,
playas and vernal pools, and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 170,800 acres (60%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas
and vernal pools, and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 180,900 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools,
and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 218,850 acres (76%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, and
woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
vernal barley – Hordeum intercedens
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the four localities at the middle segment of the San Jacinto River
and near Nichols Road at Alberhill would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
beautiful hulsea – Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha
MSHCP Project. Nineteen of the 44 occurrences located on private lands would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 36,060 acres (25%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 40,200 acres (28%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 40,200 acres (28%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 41,460 acres (29%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
California black walnut – Juglans californica var. californica
MSHCP Project. Seven of the known occurrences (near Steele Mountain and scattered
occurrences near Pedley) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 3,830 acres (39%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 4,300 acres (43%) of primary
habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and
forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,400 acres (44%) of primary habitat, including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Eight of the known occurrences (near Steele Mountain and scattered
occurrences near Pedley) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,880 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Coulter’s goldfields – Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-five of the 80 occurrences (Anza, the vicinity of Murrieta and
Temecula, and at Woodcrest near Mockingbird Canyon) would be within the area subject

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-75

Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section
6.3.2). Surveys for Coulter’s goldfields will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is
present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I). Coulter’s goldfields located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 25 of the 80 occurrences (Anza, the vicinity of Murrieta and
Temecula, at Woodcrest near Mockingbird Canyon, along the middle segment of the San
Jacinto River, and at Alberhill) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
heart-leaved pitcher sage – Lepechinia cardiophylla
MSHCP Project. Four populations recorded outside of the Santa Ana Mountains (Cleveland
National Forest) and outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area are suspect and should be
verified; these would be within the area subject to take authorization if present.
Approximately 14,560 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for heart-leaved pitcher
sage will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area species Survey
Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Heart-leaved pitcher sage that is located
as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described
within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Four populations recorded outside of the Santa Ana Mountains (Cleveland
National Forest) and outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area are suspect and should be
verified; these would be within the area subject to take authorization if present.
Approximately 16,130 acres (23%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
ocellated Humboldt lily – Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum
MSHCP Project. Two of five occurrences, located in Horsethief Canyon and near Corona,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,820 acres (33%)
of primary habitat, including montane coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 4,200 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including montane coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,300 acres (37%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 4,890 acres (42%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
lemon lily – Lilium parryi
MSHCP Project. Five of 22 occurrences, located on private lands within the San Jacinto
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,170
acres (10%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
small-flowered microseris – Microseris douglasii var. platycarpha
MSHCP Project. Seven of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization, including those at Paloma Valley, Temescal Canyon, in the Santa Ana
Mountains, the Gavilan Hills, and Alberhill. Approximately 94,380 acres (67%) of
primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 99,300 acres (71%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 101,400 acres (73%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least seven of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to
take authorization, including those at Paloma Valley, Temescal Canyon, in the Santa Ana
Mountains, the Gavilan Hills, and Alberhill, as well as additional locations at Vail Lake,
French Valley, and Cottonwood Canyon. Approximately 116,420 acres (83%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower – Mimulus clevelandii
MSHCP Project. One of 15 occurrences, in the foothills of the Agua Tibia Mountains, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 790 acres (7%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Palomar monkeyflower – Mimulus diffusus
MSHCP Project. Of the 26 known locations, 11 of the locations (in the San Jacinto Mountains,
the Santa Ana Mountains, and in the vicinity of Sage) would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 8,940 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Hall’s monardella – Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 83,530 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, grassland,
montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 93,500 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 98,400 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 98,790 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
California muhly – Muhlenbergia californica
MSHCP Project. Occurrences at Sage, Aguanga, Estelle Mountain, Gavilan Hills, Gavilan
Plateau, near Prado Dam, La Paz Canyon, Temescal Canyon, and Sitton Peak in the Santa
Ana Mountains may be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
221,350 acres (38%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows
and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Occurrences at Sage and La Paz Canyon would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 250,900 acres (43%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Occurrences at Sage and La Paz Canyon would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 270,700 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Occurrences at Sage, Aguanga, Estelle Mountain, Gavilan Hills, Gavilan
Plateau, La Paz Canyon, and Temescal Canyon would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 333,540 acres (57%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
little mousetail – Myosurus minimus
MSHCP Project. Occurrences from the vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, and Menifee, if
still extant, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370
acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional
Surveys Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for little mousetail will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Little mousetail that is located as a result of
survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section
6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Occurrences from the vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, and Menifee,
if still extant, and along the San Jacinto River would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based
on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be
conserved.
mud nama – Nama stenocarpum
MSHCP Project. The exact location of the occurrence noted in the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) 7.5-minute El Casco quadrangle is not known; therefore, it is not known whether
this location would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,220
acres (15%) of primary habitat, including meadows and marshes, and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for mud nama will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Mud nama that is located as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2,
MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including meadows and marshes, and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 5,140 acres (62%) of primary habitat, including meadows and
marshes, and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
prostrate navarretia – Navarretia prostrate
MSHCP Project. The locations of the three known occurrences from the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) are reported only generally by USGS 7.5-minute Perris, Murrieta, and
Wildomar quadrangles. It is not known whether these three occurrences would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 79,960 acres (42%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a
species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for
prostrate navarretia will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area
Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Prostrate navarretia that
is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures
described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 88,500 acres (47%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 95,600 acres (50%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. The locations of the three known occurrences from the
CNPS that are reported only generally by USGS 7.5-minute Perris, Murrieta, and
Wildomar quadrangles would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 124,810 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland,
playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
chickweed oxytheca – Oxytheca caryophylloides
MSHCP Project. Four of the eight mapped localities, located within the San Jacinto Mountains
on private lands or within road rights-of-way, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 9,200 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California beardtongue – Penstemon californicus
MSHCP Project. Four of the 18 known localities, including in Cactus Valley, north of Sage, and
within private in-holdings in the San Jacinto Mountains, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 52,100 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 59,260 acres (35%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Brand’s phacelia – Phacelia stellaris
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 11,800 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 13,000 acres (73%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 14,500 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 16,440 acres (92%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Fish’s milkwort – Polygala cornuta var. fishiae
MSHCP Project. Of 14 mapped localities, 4 (2 at Temecula Canyon and Cole Canyon west of
Murrieta, and 2 at Main Street Canyon just south of Corona) would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 75,210 acres (38%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 87,600 acres (44%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 93,100 acres (47%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 108,320 acres (54%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
cliff cinquefoil – Potentilla rimicola
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 10 acres (less than 1%) of primary habitat, including montane coniferous
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Engelmann oak – Quercus engelmannii
MSHCP Project. Forty-three of the 75 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization; 29 of those 43 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation
area. Although this area would not be included in the managed MSHCP Conservation
Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in the Rural/Mountainous
designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would persist in these areas.
Approximately 9,300 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 43 occurrences would be within the area
subject to take authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject
to take authorization at Sage. Twenty-nine of those 43 occurrences are located in the
Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 11,400 acres (40%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 43 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization at Sage. Twenty-nine of those 43 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 11,800 acres (42%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 42 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization at Sage, in the vicinity of Vail Lake, at Potrero Creek, Alberhill, and
Murrieta Hot Springs. Twenty-nine of those 42 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 15,040 acres (53%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
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Coulter’s matilija poppy – Romneya coulteri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-eight of the 43 known occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of
Woodcrest, on the Gavilan Plateau, and the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,730 acres (27%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Twenty-nine occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of
Woodcrest, on the Gavilan Plateau, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, and in Norco
Hills, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,730 acres
(27%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed. Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Thirty-three occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of Woodcrest, on the
Gavilan Plateau, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, in Norco Hills, and along
Temescal Canyon, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
30,530 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Miguel savory – Satureja chandleri
MSHCP Project. Four of the 12 known localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 224,550 (53%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant List (Section
6.1.3). Surveys for San Miguel savory will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey
area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Miguel savory that is located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the
Santa Rosa Plateau and along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 247,100 (58%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau and
along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 263,600 (62%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau and
along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 300,650 (71%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Hammitt’s clay-cress – Sibaropsis hammittii
MSHCP Project. No localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,300 acres (14%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and grassland,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow
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Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Hammitt’s clay-cress will be conducted
as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Hammitt’s
clay-cress that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 5,590 acres (15%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Wright’s trichocoronis – Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Narrow Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Wright’s trichocoronis will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Wright’s
trichocoronis that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance
with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the four localities at the middle segment of the San Jacinto River
and near Nichols Road at Alberhill would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Source: October 2000 MSHCP Alternatives Development Document.

Features have been incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize impacts to Non-Listed
Covered Species. These include assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area that
incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be conserved, as well as linkages,
such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities in the MSHCP Plan Area. The
Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step
policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described in
Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
The direct and indirect impacts of Covered Activities on Non-Listed Covered Species
would be the same as for Listed Covered Species.
In addition, the proposed MSHCP includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Non-Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP ConservaSection 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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tion Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered
Species are subject to the narrow endemic plant species policy and additional survey
needs policy.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Yucaipa onion
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya
San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Brand’s phacelia
San Miguel savory
Hammitt’s clay-cress
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
burrowing owl
Aguanga kangaroo rat
Los Angeles pocket mouse
smooth tarplant

Coulter’s goldfields
little mousetail
Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that is consistent with the conservation
objectives for individual species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For areas containing riparian, riverine, and vernal pool
features that are located outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, wetlands avoidance
and minimization measures, required as mitigation through the CEQA process or
State/Federal regulatory processes, would be employed. The avoidance and
minimization measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number
of Non-Listed Covered Species, including 10 plant species and 22 wildlife species. The
following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of this
policy.
Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
western spadefoot
western pond turtle
American bittern
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black-crowned night-heron
black swift (breeding)
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
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Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillivray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
tricolored blackbird (colony)
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler
yellow warbler
white-tailed kite
yellow-breasted chat

arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
California spine flower
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies
described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
With the combination of impact-reduction features incorporated into the proposed
project, including reserve configuration adaptive management and monitoring, and
species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, impacts to Non-Listed Covered
Species would be less than significant.
Non-Covered Species. The list of species that receive coverage under the MSHCP is in
part the result of previous analyses conducted by USFWS in their preparation of Tables
1 and 2 included in an August 9, 1999 Draft Proposal for the MSHCP (DUDEK &
Associates, 1999). Table 1 of the August 9, 1999 Draft Proposal formed the basis for
the initial species list to be considered for conservation in the MSHCP and Table 2
represented the list of species for which additional information was still needed to fully
consider the species for conservation.
Together, Tables 1 and 2 identified 247 species for consideration in the MSHCP, and 8
additional species were added to the list under consideration. Through the MSHCP
process, a total of 255 species were identified as having the potential to exist within the
MSHCP area. Upon the completion of additional analyses and literature reviews by
DUDEK and the Wildlife Agencies with respect to species accounts, the final list of
Covered Species was narrowed to 146 species. The list of 255 species encompasses all
species for which adequate information is available to conduct an impact analysis under
CEQA and NEPA. Analysis of species other than the 255 identified would involve
speculation that is not required by CEQA or NEPA.
Of these 255 species, it has been determined that the MSHCP will not include 109 of
these species as Covered Species. Table 4D includes a list of these 109 species,
including an explanation of why the species were not included as Covered Species under
the MSHCP. While it is assumed that the conservation provided under the MSHCP
could potentially benefit Non-Covered Species that occur within the MSHCP
Conservation Area, it is not possible to quantify the level of conservation because of the
lack of information available for these species or because the species are not known to
occur within the MSHCP Area. The features of the MSHCP that would contribute to the
conservation of non-covered species would include maintenance of cores and linkages
and impact avoidance and minimization policies. In addition, mitigation of adverse
effects offered through the Adaptive Management and Monitoring Programs would
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provide overall benefits to habitats that could result in a certain level of conservation for
non-covered species. However, even with these benefits offered by the Proposed Plan,
because of the lack of information available to plan adequately for conservation of these
species, impacts, including impacts resulting from Covered Activities, are assumed to
be potentially significant and not mitigable.
Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Invertebrates/Insects
Cicindela senilis frosti
Frost’s tiger beetle

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area.1

Cicindela tranquebanca viridissi- The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widema
spread distribution. 1
Greenest tiger beetle
Euphilotes enoptes cryptorufes
San Jacinto blue butterfly

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Euphyes vestris harbisoni
Harbisons dun skipper

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Hemileuca electra electra
Electra silkmoth

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Holcopasites ruthae
Ruth’s cuckoo bee

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Hydroporus simplex
Simple hydroporus diving beetle

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Amphibians
Ensatina escholtzii klauberi
Large-blotched salamander

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Reptiles
Anniella pulchra pulchra
California legless lizard

There is currently insufficient information on the species
ecology (habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2

Arizona elegans occidentalis
Coastal glossy snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1,2

Diadophis punctatus modestus
San Bernardino ringneck snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2

Diadophis punctatus similis
San Diego ringneck snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 3

Gambelia wislizenii
Long-nosed leopard lizard

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Lichanura trivirgata roseofusca
Coastal rosy boa

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Salvadora hexalepis virgultea
Coast patch-nosed snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2

4.1-86

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Thamnophis hammondii
Two-striped garter snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Thamnophis sirtalis infernalis
There is currently insufficient information on the species
California red-sided garter snake distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2
Birds
Asio flammeus
Short-eared owl (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Asio otus
Long-eared owl (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Catharus ustulatus
Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Chaetura vauxi
Vaux’s swift

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1, 2

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Western snowy plover
Area. 1, 2
Glaucidium gnoma
Northern pygmy owl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Grus canadensis tabida
Greater sandhill crane

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Ixobrychus exilis hesperis
Western least bittern

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Laterallus jamaicensis
California black rail

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Oporornis tolmiei
Macgillvray’s warbler

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Otus flammeolus
Flammulated owl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Toxostoma lecontei
Le Conte’s thrasher

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Mammals
Antrozous pallidus
Pallid bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Bassarisucs astutus
Ringtail

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Chaetodipus californicus
There is currently insufficient information on the species
femoralis
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2
Dulzura California pocket mouse
Choeronyeteris mexicana
Mexican long-tongued bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Euderma maculatum
Spotted bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Eumops perotis californicus
California mastiff bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Lasiurus ega
Southern yellow bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Macrotus californicus
California leaf-nosed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis ciliolabrum
Western small-footed myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis evotis
Long-eared myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Myotis thysanodes
Fringed myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis volans
Long-legged myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Nyctinimops femorosaccus
Pocketed free-tailed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Nyctinimops macrotis
Big free tailed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Onychomys torridus ramona
Southern grasshopper mouse

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Ovis canadensis cremnobates
Peninsular bighorn sheep

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area 1.

Ovis canadensis nelsoni
Nelson’s bighorn sheep

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

4.1-88

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Pleocotus townsendii townsendii There is currently insufficient information on the species
Western big-eared bat
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1
Pleocotus townsendii pallescens
Pale big-eared bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Taxidea taxus
American badger

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 3

Plants
Allium parishii
Parish’s onion

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Astragalus bicristatus
Crested milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area,
there is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Astragalus brauntonii
Braunton’s milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area.1

Astragalus leucolobus
Big Bear Valley woollypod

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Astragalus tener var. Titi
Coastal dunes milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Atriplex coulteri
Coulter’s saltbush

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 3

Atriplex pacifica
South coast saltscale

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Ayenia compacta
Ayenia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Calochortus palmeri var. palmeri The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
Palmer’s mariposa lily
Castilleja lasiorhyncha
San Bernardino Mountains owl
clover

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Ceanothus cyaneus
Lakeside ceanothus

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area.1

Chaenactis parishii
Parish’s chaenactis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Corizanthe xanti var. Leucotheca The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
White-bracted spine-flower
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Comarostaphylis diversifolia ssp. The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
diversifolia
Summer holly
Cupressus forbesii
Tecate cypress

Known population within the MSHCP Area is questioned
by botanists- thought to be planted and not naturally
occurring.1

Dudleya saxosa ssp. Saxosa
Panamint dudleya

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Erigeron breweri var. jacinteus
San Jacinto Mountain daisy

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Erigeron parishii
Parish’s daisy

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Eriogonum foliosum
Leafy buckwheat

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Erodium macrophyllum
Large-leaf filaree

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1

Euphorbia misera
Cliff spurge

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Fritillaria biflora
Chocolate lily

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1

Galium angustifolium ssp.
gracillimum
Slender bedstraw

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Githopsis diffusa ssp. filicaulis
Mission Canyon bluecup

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Gilia caruifolia
Caraway-leaved gilia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Heuchera parishii
Parish’s alumroot

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Ivesia callida
Tahquitz ivesia

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area.1

Juncus duranii
Duran’s rush

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Lepidium virginicum var.
robinsonii
Robinson’s pepper grass

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Leptodactylon jaegeri
San Jacinto prickly phlox

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Linanthus floribundus ssp. hallii
Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Linanthus orcutii
Orcutt’s linanthus

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Loeflingia squarrosa var.
artemisiarum
Sagebrush loeflingia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Lycium parishii
Parish’s desert thorn

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Machaeranthera canescens var.
ziegleri
Ziegler’s aster

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Malaxis monophyllos ssp.
brachypoda
Adder’s mouth

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Mobergia calculiformis
Light-gray lichen

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Monardella pringlei
Pringle’s monardella

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and only known
from one occurrence in western Riverside County (1962)
in the Santa Ana Mountains. 1

Mucronea californica
California spine flower

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 3

Muilla clevelandii
San Diego goldenstar

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Opuntia parry var. serpentina
Snake cholla

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. There is a disagreement in taxonomy.
The populations in Riverside County (formerly considered O. parryi var. Serpentina) are currently recognized
as O. Acanthocarpa var. ganderi). 1

Oxytheca emarginata
White-margined oxytheca

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Penstemon clevelandii var.
connatus
San Jacinto beardtongue

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and the only known
occurrences are in the Santa Rosa Mountains. 1

Penstemon thurberi
Thurber’s penstemon

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Phacelia suaveolens ssp. keckii
Santiago Peak keckii

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Rupertia rigida
Parish’s rupertia

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Salvia eremostachya
Desert sage

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Scutellaria bolanderi ssp.
austromontana
Southern skullcap

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Sedum niveum
Davidson’s stonecrop

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Selaginella aprella
Bluish spike moss

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Sidalcea neomexocana
Salt spring checkerbloom

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Sphenopholis obtusata
Prairie wedge grass

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Streptanthus bernardinus
Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Streptanthus campestris
Southern jewel-flower

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Syntrichopappus lemmonii
Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Tetracoccus dioicus
Parry’s tetracoccus

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Thelypteris puberula var.
sonorensis
Sonoran maiden form

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Trichostema austromontanum
ssp. compactum
Hidden Lake bluecurl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Trichostema micranthum
Small-flowered bluecurls

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Wislizenia refracta ssp. refracta
Jackass clover

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Notes:

Source:

1

Removed from Covered Species List per USFWS letter December 2000, and March 2001 meeting with
Wildlife Agencies.
2
Removed from Covered Species List per Wildlife Agency Comments on March 7, 2002, Preliminary
Draft MSHCP.
“Table 2” prepared by USFWS, March 4, 1999.

Cores and Linkages. As described in the Proposed Plan, the MSHCP Conservation Area
comprises a variety of existing and proposed cores, extensions of existing cores,
linkages, constrained linkages, and non-contiguous habitat blocks. These features,
generally referenced as cores and linkages, are depicted in Figure 4.1.3. The following
is a summary of definitions that apply to the legend items shown in Figure 4.1.3.
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Core

A block of habitat of appropriate size, configuration, and vegetation characteristics to generally support the life history requirements of one or more Covered Species. Although a more typical
definition is population-related and refers to a single species
(Hunter, 2002; Primack, 2000), in the MSHCP this term is
habitat-related because of the multi-species nature of the Proposed
Plan.

Extension of
Existing Core

A block of habitat contiguous with an existing core area, which
serves to provide additional habitat for species in the adjacent
existing core and to reduce exposed edge.

Non-contiguous Habitat
Block

A block of habitat not connected to other habitat areas via a
linkage or constrained linkage.

Constrained
Linkage

A constricted connection expected to provide for movement of
identified Planning Species between core areas, where options for
assembly of the connection are limited due to existing patterns of
use.

Linkage

A connection between core areas with adequate size, configuration
and vegetation characteristics to generally provide for “live-in”
habitat and/or provide for genetic flow for identified Planning
Species. Areas identified as linkages in the Proposed MSHCP
may provide movement habitat but not live-in habitat for some
species, thereby functioning more as movement corridors. Since
it is expected that every linkage will provide live-in habitat for at
least one species, and since the term “corridor” may be easily
confused with the term as it is applied to transportation corridors
discussed in the CETAP portion of the RCIP, the term linkage is
used here. For a more thorough discussion of linkage and
movement corridors, see Section 3.1.4 of the MSHCP Project,
Applicable Conservation Biology Principles.

As shown in Table 4E, all of the cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3 would be
incorporated in the MSHCP Conservation Area under the Proposed MSHCP. As noted
in the discussion of the Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs, these
cores and linkages include all the missing links identified in the California Wilderness
Coalition Report for cores and linkages in the South Coast Ecoregion. Certain links
(like the link from Palomar Mountains to Santa Ana Mountains) include locations not
within the MSHCP Area or involve lands that are not a part of the MSHCP. For
example, the Palomar Mountains to Santa Ana Mountains linkage includes lands in San
Diego County and American Indian Lands that are not a part of the MSHCP. MSHCP
is contributing cores and linkages within additional Reserve Lands. Chapter 3 of the
Draft MSHCP identifies the distance between existing cores.
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Figure4.1.3
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N

0

2.5

5Miles

Scaleisapproximate

R:\SVC934\Graphics\MSHCPEIR-EIS\schemcorelinks.cdr(11/02)

SCHEMATIC CORES
AND LINKAGES MAP

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

4.1-96

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

The proposed Plan provides for the movement of native resident and migratory species
and protects established wildlife corridors and genetic flow. The Plan also protects the
use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, impacts related to cores and linkages
resulting from the Plan are considered to be less than significant.
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Proposed
MSHCP

No Project
Alternative

Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
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Existing Reserves
Alternative

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Species Alternative

Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages

Existing Core A
Existing Core B
Existing Core C
Existing Core D
Existing Core E
Existing Core F
Existing Core G
Existing Core H
Existing Core I
Existing Core J
Existing Core K
Existing Core L
Existing Core M
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block A
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block B
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block C
Existing Linkage A
Existing Constrained Linkage A
Existing Constrained Linkage B
Existing Constrained Linkage C
Existing Constrained Linkage D
Existing Constrained Linkage E
Proposed Core 1
Proposed Core 2
Proposed Core 3
Proposed Core 4
Proposed Core 5
Proposed Core 6
Proposed Core 7
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 1
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2
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Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4
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Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative

Proposed Extension of Existing Core 5
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 6
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 7
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 1
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 2
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 3
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 4
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 5
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7
Proposed Linkage 1
Proposed Linkage 2
Proposed Linkage 3
Proposed Linkage 41
Proposed Linkage 5
Proposed Linkage 6
Proposed Linkage 7
Proposed Linkage 8
Proposed Linkage 9
Proposed Linkage 10
Proposed Linkage 11
Proposed Linkage 12
Proposed Linkage 13
Proposed Linkage 14
Proposed Linkage 15
Proposed Linkage 16
Proposed Linkage 17
Proposed Linkage 18
Proposed Constrained Linkage 1
Proposed Constrained Linkage 2
Proposed Constrained Linkage 3
Proposed Constrained Linkage 4
Proposed Constrained Linkage 5
Proposed Constrained Linkage 6
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7
Proposed Constrained Linkage 8
Proposed Constrained Linkage 9
Proposed Constrained Linkage 10

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Species Alternative

Proposed
MSHCP

Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages
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Notes:

1
2
3
4
5
6

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Species Alternative

Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative

Existing Reserves
Alternative

No Project
Alternative

Proposed Constrained Linkage 11
Proposed Constrained Linkage 12
Proposed Constrained Linkage 13
Proposed Constrained Linkage 14
Proposed Constrained Linkage 15
Proposed Constrained Linkage 16
Proposed Constrained Linkage 17
Proposed Constrained Linkage 18
Proposed Constrained Linkage 19
Proposed Constrained Linkage 20
Proposed Constrained Linkage 21
Proposed Constrained Linkage 22
Proposed Constrained Linkage 23
Proposed Constrained Linkage 24

Proposed
MSHCP

Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages

In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In

Out
Out
In
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In

Out
Out
In
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In

Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out

Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out

Reduced to focus on Reche Canyon and Gilman Springs.
Reduced to focus on Silverado Area.
Reduced to focus on Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, and Wilson Creek.
Reduced to focus on Temescal Wash.
Reduced to focus on San Timoteo Creek.
Reduced to focus on Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species in Temescal Wash.

Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs or NCCPs. As shown in Figure 4.1.2,
Regional MSHCP Context, the Additional Reserve Lands and existing public/quasipublic lands do not conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the surrounding
region. Rather, the MSHCP will complement other regional planning efforts, including
those that are currently underway but have not yet been approved.
The discussion below describes the public and private lands that will provide connection
to regional conservation planning adjacent to the MSHCP Area in the different
alternative scenarios, and the extent to which the MSHCP will incorporate the missing
linkages in the South Coast Ecoregion described in the California Wilderness Coalition
Report.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. The northern border of the Plan
Area will continue to provide conservation planning in the Santa Ana River and the
San Bernardino National Forest (Existing Cores A and I, respectively). In addition
to those existing cores, Proposed Linkages 6, 5, and 4, and Proposed Noncontiguous
Habitat Blocks 1, 2, and 3 are proposed in the northern border of the Plan Area.
These existing and proposed cores and linkages provide connection to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the North.
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Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. In the eastern border of the MSHCP Area,
connection to the Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2 is provided through San
Bernardino National Forest and Anza-Borrego Desert State Park (Existing cores K
and L, respectively).
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Beauty Mountain Management
Area (BLM land), Agua Tibia Mountain Wilderness Area, Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve, and the Cleveland National Forest will continue to be managed
for biological resources and will provide connection to the MHCOSP and San Diego
MSCP North County Subarea to the south of the MSHCP Area (Existing Cores L,
M, G, and B, respectively). A parcel of BLM-owned land (Existing Linkage A),
may be used to move from Pechanga Creek south into San Diego County, and
Proposed Core 7 will also provide connection south into the MHCOSP through a
mosaic of upland and wetland habitat. Proposed Constrained Linkages 9, 10, 11,
and 12 connect the Santa Rosa Plateau and Tenaja Corridor to San Diego MSCP
North County Subarea to the south, and Proposed Linkage 9 will also provide
connection to the Cleveland National Forest in San Diego County.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. The MSHCP provides connection into the Southern and Central and
Coastal Subregion NCCP Planning Areas to the west through the Cleveland
National Forest (Existing Core B). However, in the southwestern corner of the
MSHCP Area is a small piece of land designated as “rural mountainous” surrounded
by Cleveland National Forest to the north and east, with the proposed Orange
County Southern Subregion NCCP Planning Area to the west. This small piece of
land is not proposed to be part of the MSHCP Additional Reserve Lands and does
not provide connection to surrounding regional conservation planning. As the
Orange County Southern Subregion NCCP is developed, the location of this land
should be taken in to account by all affected planning agencies.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. The Proposed
MSHCP has incorporated the missing linkages identified in the California
Wilderness Coalition Report.
Edge Effects. An edge effect is defined as a change in the “conditions or species
composition within an otherwise uniform habitat as one approaches a boundary with a
different habitat” (Ricklefs, 1993). Edge effects at the boundary between natural lands
and human-occupied lands (“urban edge effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions
such as lighting, noise, invasive species, exotic predators (e.g., dogs, cats, and
opossums), hunting, trapping, off-road activities, dumping, and other forms of recreation
and disturbance. Although some species are in some ways unaffected by edges -- for
example, reproductive output of the rufous-crowned sparrow (Morrison and Bolger,
2002), distribution of arthropod species (Bolger, et al., 2000) - or even show preferences
for edges - for example, indigo buntings and northern cardinals in Woodward, et al.
(2001) - human-induced edge effects are generally unfavorable to native species.
Edge effects could occur to species and habitats within the MSHCP Conservation Area
if proposed land uses and activities in take authorized areas occur in proximity to the
MSHCP Conservation Area. Edge effects may be short-term effects related to
construction or long-term effects associated with development or land use practices in
proximity to Conserved Habitat areas. For the Proposed Action, it is assumed that edge
effects resulting from construction activities include dust, noise, and general human
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presence that may temporarily disrupt species and habitat vitality and constructionrelated soil erosion and runoff.
It is assumed that edge effects resulting from development or land use practices in
proximity to Conserved Habitat areas include long-term presence of unshielded noisegenerating land uses in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area; unshielded nightlighting directed within the MSHCP Conservation Area; use of exotic landscape plant
materials that may invade native vegetation communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area; discharge of uncontrolled or unfiltered urban runoff toward the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including potential toxics; and uncontrolled access, dumping or
trespass within the MSHCP Conservation Area.
For those cores and linkages with higher perimeter-to-area ratios, as identified in Table
4E, edge effects would be considered to have a greater effect on Conserved Habitat and
Covered Species than for the larger cores and linkages incorporated in the MSHCP
Conservation Area.
As noted in the discussions of Impacts to cores and linkages and Impacts Related to
Covered Activities, a variety of features have been incorporated into the proposed
MSHCP that will minimize edge effects. These include the following:
C

Implementation of standard BMPs (Appendix C of the MSHCP);

C

Implementation of the Land Use Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands
Interface (Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP); and

C

Implementation of the siting, design, construction, operations, and maintenance
guidelines for Covered Activities within the Criteria Area and Allowable Uses
within the MSHCP Conservation Area (Section 7.0 of the MSHCP).

With these features incorporated, the MSHCP's edge effects are less than significant.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area,
implementation of this alternative would authorize take of 43 percent of the chaparral,
53 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 90 percent of the desert scrub, 75 percent of the
grassland (including native and non-native grassland), and 44 percent of the Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4F). For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 81 percent of the meadows and marshes, 26
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 17 percent of water, and 38 percent of the
riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest, and
35 percent of the woodlands and forests. In addition, 84 percent of the agricultural land
in the Plan Area would be authorized for take by implementation of this alternative.
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Existing Reserves Total
Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage
Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

Desert Scrub

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and
Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Developed or Disturbed Land

218,260

––

––

––

––

TOTALS

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and
Forest

Notes:

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

169,480

Vegetation Type

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Agriculture

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Table 4F - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would
occur in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
2

Source:

Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize impacts to sensitive
vegetation communities. These include assembly of an approximately 477,000-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved Habitat. Conserved Habitat is
defined as land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of the Covered
Species under this alternative under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to
other uses. The acreages of vegetation communities not authorized for take under this
alternative would be included as Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation
Area. For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 57 percent of the chaparral
within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce identified
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impacts to these communities to a level below significance given the large percentage
of this vegetation community to be included as Conserved Habitat under this alternative,
the extensive acreage and wide distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan
Area, and the relatively low numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation
community within the Plan Area. For Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 56
percent of this vegetation community would be included as Conserved Habitat under this
alternative, significant impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would remain due
to the patchy distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area and the
relatively large numbers of sensitive species occurring in this vegetation community.
Due to the large percentages of coastal sage scrub (53%), grassland (75%) (including
native and non-native grassland), and desert scrub (90%) potentially within the area
subject to take authorization within the take authorized area under this alternative,
significant impacts to these vegetation communities would occur even with application
of the minimization measures. With respect to agriculture, although the proposed take
authorization under this alternative would apply to 84 percent of this vegetation
community, this vegetation community is not a sensitive natural community, so impacts
to agriculture are not considered biologically significant. (As noted previously, impacts
to agriculture are analyzed in Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural
lands have been analyzed in the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
In addition, Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP discusses mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal
pools, and other potentially jurisdictional wetland areas as part of review of applications
for Covered Activities within the MSHCP Area. The policy calls for avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetland habitat throughout the Plan Area in accordance with
existing regulatory standards that call for no net loss of wetland functions and values.
Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation communities within
the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and implementation of the policy
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas incorporated in the MSHCP, would
reduce identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below
significance.
Listed Covered Species. The Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
encompasses approximately 466,000 acres, comprising 347,000 acres of public/quasipublic land and 119,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands, and conserves portions of
all vegetation communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Area. Representative
vegetation communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved under
this scenario. None of the land cover types identified on the vegetation map as developed
or disturbed are proposed for conservation.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the listed species identified in Table 4B could
be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. The list of Listed Covered Species for this alternative is the same
as for the MSHCP Project. The Listed Covered Species would be directly affected by
the take authorization because they will no longer receive protection outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the 32 Listed Covered Species are
quantified based on the best existing information available for known occurrences and
potential suitable habitat for each Listed Covered Species (Table 4B).
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Listed Covered Species associated with Covered
Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile homes
on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as defined
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria Area, are
the same as they are for the MSHCP.
However, the impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude
when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss of suitable habitat for
southwestern willow flycatcher would be 4,735 acres (34%) under this alternative, and
the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be approximately 3,220
acres (23%) (Table 4B). For certain Listed Covered Species, such as Delhi Sands
flower-loving fly and Munz’s onion, the precise quantity of the impact is undetermined
at this time due to lack of existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative to minimize impacts to Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of
an MSHCP Conservation Area that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat
and known locations in a configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a
number of species. For example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at
Alberhill, North Peak, Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as
linkages, such as the Sedco Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP
Area. Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough
Step policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described
in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some Listed Covered
Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area additional protection. The
narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy, described
in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require surveys to be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects where
suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species are subject to the
narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea

Vail Lake ceanothus
slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass

Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
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part of the wetland policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine,
vernal pool systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section
1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the
Federal Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools,
open water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other
habitat types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped resources that are located
outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, wetlands avoidance and minimization
measures, consistent with existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and
minimization measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting Listed
Covered Species. The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from
implementation of the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

peregrine falcon
bald eagle
least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies contained in Section 6.1.2
of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, Badlands, and Reche
Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus
Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule
Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for
inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this
alternative. However, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey
needs policy and wetlands policy, as well as reserve assembly and configuration, direct
and indirect impacts to Listed Covered Species would be reduced to less than significant
levels.
Non-listed Covered Species. Implementation of the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative would result in direct and indirect impacts to Non-Listed
Covered Species. The Non-Listed Covered Species for the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative include those species identified in Table 4G.
Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
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Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Fish
arroyo chub
Amphibians
coast range newt
Reptiles
orange-throated whiptail

San Diego banded gecko

coastal western whiptail

San Diego horned lizard

granite night lizard

San Diego mountain kingsnake

granite spiny lizard

southern sagebrush lizard

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

western pond turtle

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake
Birds
American bittern

mountain quail

black swift

Nashville warbler

black-crowned night heron

northern goshawk

burrowing owl

osprey

cactus wren

purple martin

California horned lark

sharp-shinned hawk

California spotted owl

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

Cooper’s hawk

tree swallow

double-breasted cormorant

tricolored blackbird

downy woodpecker

turkey vulture

ferruginous hawk

white-faced ibis

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

loggerhead shrike

Wilson’s warbler

Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow warbler

merlin

yellow-breasted chat

Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Los Angeles pocket mouse
Plants
beautiful hulsea

many-stemmed dudleya

California beardtongue

Munz’s mariposa lily

California bedstraw

ocellated Humboldt lily

California black walnut

Orcutt’s brodiaea

4.1-106

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
California muhly

Palmer’s grapplinghook

chickweed oxytheca

Palomar monkeyflower

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Parish’s brittlescale

cliff cinquefoil

Parry’s spine flower

Coulter’s goldfields

Payson’s jewelflower

Coulter’s matilija poppy

peninsular spine flower

Davidson’s saltscale

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Engelmann oak

prostrate spine flower

Fish’s milkwort

Rainbow manzanita

graceful tarplant

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

San Miguel savory

heart-leaved pitcher sage

shaggy-haired alumroot

intermediate mariposa lily

small-flowered microseris

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered morning glory

Johnston’s rock cress

smooth tarplant

lemon lily

sticky-leaved dudleya

little mousetail

vernal barley

long-spined spine flower

Wright’s trichocoronis

The species identified in Table 4G could be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions
where they occur outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the
Non-Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information
available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed
Covered Species (the analysis summary for these species is contained in Table 4C).
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species associated with
Covered Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile
homes on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as
defined and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria
Area, are the same as they are for the MSHCP.
The impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude when
compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss of suitable habitat for yellow-breasted chat would be 4,085 acres (33%) under this alternative, and the loss of
suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be approximately 2,780 acres (22%)
(Table 4C). For certain Non-Listed Covered Species, such as arroyo chub and San
Bernardino flying squirrel, the precise quantification of the impact is undetermined at
this time due to lack of existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative to minimize impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species. These include
assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area that incorporates substantial acreages of
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suitable habitat and known locations in a configuration that provides live-in and linkage
habitat for a number of species. For example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow
at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be
conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities
in the Plan Area. Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent
with Rough Step policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation
Process described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some Non-Listed
Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area additional
protection. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered
Species are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs
policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw
San Miguel savory
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
burrowing owl
Los Angeles pocket mouse
smooth tarplant
Coulter’s goldfields

little mousetail
Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code and Sections 401, 402, and 404 of the Federal
Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open
water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat
types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with
existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number of Non-Listed Covered
Species. The following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of this policy.
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Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
American bittern
black-crowned night-heron
black swift (breeding)
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillvray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
tricolored blackbird
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler

yellow warbler
yellow-breasted chat
arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis
western pond turtle

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies
contained in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, Badlands, and Reche
Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus
Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule
Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for
inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this
alternative. However, adequate conservation for the Non-Listed Covered Species is
provided with this alternative. It should be noted that certain species that are covered
under the MSHCP Project are not covered under this alternative.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative is presented in Table 4H. Any conservation
benefits that would accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP project would be
reduced under this alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area.
However, as noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential adverse effects to
Non-Covered Species at this time due to the lack of information for these species.
Please also refer to discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the proposed
MSHCP. Impacts to non-covered species, including impacts resulting from Covered
Activities, are therefore assumed to be potentially significant and not mitigable.
Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Insects
Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly

Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
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Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Fish
speckled dace
Amphibians
large-blotched salamander

western spadefoot

Reptiles
California legless lizard

long-nosed leopard lizard

California red-sided garter snake

San Bernardino ringneck snake

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego ringneck snake

coastal glossy snake

two-striped garter snake

Birds
Bell’s sage sparrow

northern harrier

California black rail

northern pygmy owl

flammulated owl

prairie falcon

golden eagle

short-eared owl

grasshopper sparrow

Swainson’s thrush

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

long-eared owl

white-tailed kite

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

American badger

pale big-eared bat

big free-tailed bat

pallid bat

bobcat

peninsular bighorn sheep

California leaf-nosed bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

California mastiff bat

ringtail

Dulzura California pocket mouse

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Diego desert woodrat

fringed myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-eared myotis

southern yellow bat

long-legged myotis

spotted bat

long-tailed weasel

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

mountain lion
Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s onion

ayenia

Parish’s rupertia

4.1-110

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Big Bear Valley woollypod

Parry’s tetracoccus

bluish spike moss

prairie wedge grass

Brand’s phacelia

Pringle’s monardella

Braunton’s milk-vetch

prostrate navarretia

California spine-flower

Robinson’s pepper grass

caraway-leaved gilia

round-leaved boykinia

chocolate lily

round-leaved filaree

cliff spurge

sagebrush loeflingia

coastal dunes milk-vetch

salt spring checkerbloom

Coulter’s saltbush

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

crested milk-vetch

San Diego goldenstar

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Jacinto beardtongue

desert sage

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Duran’s rush

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Hammitt’s clay-cress

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Hidden Lake bluecurl

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

jackass clover

Santiago Peak keckii

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

slender bedstraw

Lakeside ceanothus

small-flowered bluecurls

leafy buckwheat

snake cholla

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

Sonoran maiden form

light-gray lichen

South coast saltscale

Mission Canyon bluecup

southern skullcap

mud nama

southern jewel-flower

Orcutt’s linanthus

summer holly

Palmer’s mariposa lily

Tahquitz ivesia

panamint dudleya

Thurber’s penstemon

Parish’s alumroot

white-bracted spine flower

Parish’s chaenactis

white-margined oxytheca

Parish’s daisy

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s desert thorn

Ziegler’s aster

Cores and Linkages. Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative, all of the cores and linkages noted in Table 4E for this alternative would be
incorporated into the MSHCP Conservation Area. As noted in the discussion of the
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPS, these cores and linkages
include most but not all of the missing links identified by the California Wilderness
Coalition in its study of linkage priorities in the South Coast Ecoregion, for which the
MSHCP has the ability to incorporate such cores and linkages. Table 4E also identifies
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the proposed cores and linkages that are not included as part of this alternative. Most
notable is the exclusion of the constrained linkages from French Valley to Diamond
Valley Lake/Lake Skinner (Proposed Constrained Linkages 17 and 18), the proposed
linkages and core areas from Diamond Valley Lake/Lake Skinner to the San Jacinto
Mountains and Wilson Valley (Proposed Linkage 13 and 14 and Proposed Cores 4 and
7) and the linkages from the Santa Rosa Plateau to Orange County (Proposed Linkage
9) and San Diego County (Proposed Constrained Linkages 9, 10, 11, and 12). Also
reduced conservation would occur in the Badlands, Reche Canyon, Wilson Valley, Vail
Lake, and Temecula Creek areas under this alternative.
Absence of these cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to
certain species, as well as overall function of the MSHCP Conservation Area. For
example, the absence of the linkages from French Valley to the Diamond Valley
Lake/Lake Skinner Reserve would affect movement by common mammals and avian
species in this area and isolate populations of species occurring within the Diamond
Valley Lake/Lake Skinner Reserve. The exclusion of Cactus Valley (Proposed Core 4)
from the MSHCP Conservation Area would adversely affect the function of the MSHCP
Conservation Area by not providing a connection from Diamond Valley Lake/Lake
Skinner to National Forest Lands to the east. Absence of this linkage would isolate the
existing multi-species reserve from existing conserved lands to the east. Take authorized
in this area would adversely affect planning species identified for this Proposed Core,
including Quino checkerspot butterfly. These effects are regarded as significant.
Assembly of the cores and linkages will occur in accordance with the reserve assembly
process outlined in the MSHCP Plan, Volume I. However, the combination of
constrained linkages and a less robust reserve design under this alternative may affect
the ability of the cores and linkages to function. This is regarded as a significant effect.
.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. The following discussion
focuses on regional planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the
failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and
NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Area to the north are generally the same as
discussed for Proposed MSHCP with the exception that Proposed Noncontinuous
Habitat Block 2 has been reduced in size, and Proposed Linkage 4 has been
eliminated. Proposed Linkage 4 served to create missing linkage 36 in the
California Wilderness Coalition Report. Elimination of this connection north into
the San Bernardino Mountains could cause conflicts with regional conservation
planning efforts, although the San Bernardino MSHCP is not yet adopted or
approved.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Impacts to connections to the Coachella
Valley MSHCP area to the east are essentially the same as discussed for the
Proposed MSHCP.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Impacts to connection to
resource planning areas in San Diego County to the south are generally the same as
discussed for the Proposed MSHCP; however, Proposed Linkage 9 is eliminated
under this alternative. Proposed Linkage 9 serves as one of the missing linkages
identified as a high priority linkage in the California Wilderness Coalition Report
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(linkage 55) providing connection to the southeast corner of Cleveland National
Forest. Elimination of this linkage could cause conflicts with regional habitat
conservation plans and is considered to be a significant impact.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connections to the Orange County NCCP Planning Areas to the west
are the same as discussed for the Proposed Project. Regional conservation planning
impacts discussed under the Proposed MSHCP also apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. This alternative
eliminates Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2. This core extension serves as
missing linkage 45 identified in the California Wilderness Coalition Report
connecting the Santa Ana Mountains to Lake Matthews. This alternative also
eliminates Proposed Constrained Linkages 15 and 18. Proposed Constrained
Linkages 15 and 18 serve as missing linkage 58 connecting Diamond Valley Lake
to west of Temecula. Elimination of these missing linkages could cause conflicts
to regional conservation planning and is considered to be a significant impact. In
addition, elimination of the missing linkages discussed under connections north and
south into San Bernardino and San Diego Counties, respectively, are also considered
to be significant impacts under this alternative.
Edge Effects. The types of edge effects under this alternative would be the same as for
the proposed MSHCP, and identified impacts would be minimized by the same features
incorporated in the MSHCP as would occur under the proposed MSHCP. As noted in
the discussion of impacts to cores and linkages under this alternative (and identified in
Table 4E), certain cores and linkages identified for the proposed MSHCP would be
reduced or absent from this alternative. For those cores and linkages absent from this
alternative, no edge effects would occur. For those cores and linkages that would be
reduced under this alternative, it is assumed that the perimeter-to-area ratios would be
greater than under the proposed MSHCP. Edge effects to Conserved Habitat and
Covered Species within these cores and linkages therefore would be greater under this
alternative than would occur under the proposed MSHCP. Under this alternative, edge
effects to sensitive species not included on the Covered Species list, but present within
the reserve areas, would also occur.
The same features incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize edge effects would be
incorporated in this alternative, including the standard BMPs; Land Use Guidelines
Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface; and siting, design, construction, operations,
and maintenance guidelines for Covered Activities and Allowable Uses. However,
significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these minimization
measures because of the reduction in cores and linkages under this alternative when
compared with the proposed MSHCP.

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area,
implementation of this alternative would authorize take of 46 percent of the chaparral,
59 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 91 percent of the desert scrub, 78 percent of the
grassland (including native and non-native grassland), and 44 percent of the Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4I). For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 82 percent of the meadows and marshes, 11
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 18 percent of water, and 40 percent of the
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riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest, and
35 percent of woodlands and forests. In addition, 84 percent of the agricultural land in
the Plan Area would be within the area subject to take authorization by implementation
of this alternative.
Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize impacts to sensitive
vegetation communities. These include assembly of an approximately 440,800-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved Habitat. Conserved Habitat is
defined as land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of the Covered
Species under this alternative under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to
other uses. Under this alternative, to the extent the vegetation communities are not
authorized for take, they would be included as Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP
Conservation Area. For example, 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest would be
in the take authorized area under this alternative, and 69 percent of the montane
coniferous forest would be included in the MSHCP Conservation Area as Conserved
Habitat. In general, inclusion of the majority of the forest communities as Conserved
Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce
identified impacts to these communities to a level below significance.
For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 54 percent of the chaparral within the
MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce identified impacts to
these communities to a level below significance given the large percentage of this
vegetation community to be included as Conserved Habitat, the extensive acreage and
wide distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area, and the relatively low
numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation community within the Plan Area.
For Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 56 percent of this vegetation
community would be included as Conserved Habitat under this alternative, significant
impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would remain due to the patchy
distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area and the relatively large
numbers of sensitive species occurring in this vegetation community. Due to the large
percentages of coastal sage scrub (59%), grassland (78%) (including native and nonnative grassland), and desert scrub (91%) potentially within the area subject to take
authorization within the take authorized area, significant impacts to these vegetation
communities would occur even with application of the minimization measures. With
respect to agriculture, although the proposed take authorization under this alternative
would apply to 84 percent of this vegetation community, this vegetation community is
not a sensitive natural community, so impacts to agriculture are not considered
biologically significant. (As noted previously, impacts to agriculture are analyzed in
Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural lands have been analyzed in
the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and impacts to Non-Listed Covered
Species.)
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Existing Reserves Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Affected Within
the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4I - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and Forest

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial
Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

218,260

––

––

––

––

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools

Developed or
Disturbed Land
TOTALS
Notes:

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would occur in
these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
MSHCP.
2

Source:

Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP contains policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas that call for mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal pools, and other potentially
jurisdictional wetland areas as part of review of applications for Covered Activities
within the MSHCP Area. The policy calls for avoidance and minimization of impacts
to these areas throughout the Plan Area in accordance with existing regulatory standards.
Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation communities within
the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and implementation of the
riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy incorporated in the MSHCP, would reduce
identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below significance.
Listed Covered Species. The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative encompasses
approximately 440,800 acres, comprising 440,800 acres of public/quasi-public land and
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93,800 acres of Additional Reserve Lands, and conserves portions of all vegetation
communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Area. Representative vegetation
communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved under this
scenario. No developed or disturbed habitats are proposed for conservation.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4B could be
legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. The list of Listed Covered Species for this alternative is the same
as for the proposed MSHCP. Likewise, the Covered Activities permitted under this
alternative would be identical to those described for the MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts
associated with Covered Activities would be the same as for the MSHCP.
The Listed Covered Species would be directly impacted by the alternative because they
will no longer receive protection outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The
impacts to the 32 Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Listed Covered Species (Table 4B). The impacts of this alternative would be generally
much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss
of suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher would be 4,990 acres (36%) under
this alternative, while the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be
approximately 3,220 acres (23%). For certain Listed Covered Species, such as Munz’s
onion, the precise quantity of the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack of
existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative to minimize
impacts to Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of a Conservation Area that
incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at Alberhill, North Peak,
Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco
Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP Area. Criteria-based
Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Reserve Assembly process
described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Listed Covered Species associated with Covered
Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile homes
on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as defined
and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria Area, are
the same as they are for the MSHCP.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation
Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy,
described in Sections 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require
surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species are
subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
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Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea

Vail Lake ceanothus
slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass

Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of the this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal
pool systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et
seq. of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal
Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open
water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat
types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with
existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number of Listed Covered
Species. The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
bald eagle

least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia
southwestern willow flycatcher
peregrine falcon

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with policies contained in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
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A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, and Anza Valley is anticipated under
this alternative when compared to the proposed MSHCP. Areas such as the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this alternative.
Nevertheless, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey needs
policy, and riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy, as well as Reserve Assembly and
configuration, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. Implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative would result in direct and indirect impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species
outside the MSHCP Conservation Area. The list of Non-Listed Covered Species for this
alternative is included in Table 4J. The analysis summary for these species is contained
in Table 4C.
Table 4J - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
Fish
arroyo chub
Amphibians
coast range newt
Reptiles
coastal western whiptail

southern sagebrush lizard

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake

western pond turtle

San Diego mountain kingsnake
Birds
American bittern

Nashville warbler

black swift

northern goshawk

black-crowned night heron

osprey

California spotted owl

purple martin

Cooper’s hawk

sharp-shinned hawk

double-crested cormorant

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

downy woodpecker

tree swallow

ferruginous hawk

white-faced ibis

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

loggerhead shrike

Wilson’s warbler

Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow warbler

mountain quail

yellow-breasted chat
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Table 4J - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Plants
beautiful hulsea

Munz’s mariposa lily

California bedstraw

ocellated Humboldt lily

California black walnut

Orcutt’s brodiaea

California muhly

Palmer’s grapplinghook

chickweed oxytheca

Palomar monkeyflower

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Parish’s brittlescale

cliff cinquefoil

Parry’s spine flower

Coulter’s goldfields

Payson’s jewelflower

Coulter’s matilija poppy

peninsular spine flower

Davidson’s saltscale

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Engelmann oak

prostrate spine flower

Fish’s milkwort

Rainbow manzanita

graceful tarplant

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

San Miguel savory

heart-leaved pitcher sage

shaggy-haired alumroot

intermediate mariposa lily

small-flowered microseris

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered morning glory

Johnston’s rock cress

smooth tarplant

lemon lily

sticky-leaved dudleya

little mousetail

vernal barley

long-spined spine flower

Wright’s trichocoronis

many-stemmed dudleya

The impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Non-Listed Covered Species (Table 4C). The impacts of this alternative would be
generally much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For
example, loss of suitable habitat for yellow-breasted chat would be 4,310 acres (35%)
under this alternative, and the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would
be approximately 2,780 acres (22%) (Table 4C). For certain Non-Listed Covered
Species, such as arroyo chub and San Bernardino flying squirrel, the precise quantity of
the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack of existing available information
regarding these species.
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species associated with
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Covered Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile
homes on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as
defined and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria
Area, are the same as they are for the MSHCP.
Features are incorporated into the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative to minimize
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of a Conservation
Area that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be conserved, as well as linkages,
such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities in the MSHCP Area.
Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step
policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described in
Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation
Area . The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy,
described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require
surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered Species
are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw
San Miguel savory
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
smooth tarplant
Coulter’s goldfields
little mousetail

Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of that policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the MSHCP
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Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with existing
regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures would
reduce impacts to areas supporting a number of Non-Listed Covered Species. The
following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of the
riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy.
Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
American bittern
black-crowned night-heron
black swift
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillvray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler

yellow warbler
yellow-breasted chat
arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis
western pond turtle

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with policies contained in Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, and Anza Valley is anticipated under
this alternative when compared to the proposed MSHCP. Areas such as the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be excluded under this alternative. Nevertheless, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey needs policy and
riparian, riverine, and wetlands policy, as well as Reserve Assembly and configuration,
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Listed and
Proposed Species Alternative is included in Table 4K. Any conservation benefits that
would accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP developed under the Listed and
Proposed Species alternative would likely be reduced, due to the reduction in overall
Conservation Area. However, as noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential
adverse effects to Non-Covered Species at this time due to the lack of information for
these species. Therefore, impacts to Non-Covered Species, including impacts resulting
from Covered Activities, under this alternative are deemed to be significant and
unavoidable. Please also refer to discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the
proposed MSHCP.
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Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Insects
Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly

Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
Fish
speckled dace
Amphibians
large-blotched salamander

western spadefoot

Reptiles
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

California legless lizard

San Bernardino ringneck snake

California red-sided garter snake

San Diego banded gecko

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego horned lizard

coastal glossy snake

San Diego ringneck snake

granite night lizard

southern rubber boa

granite spiny lizard

two-striped garter snake

long-nosed leopard lizard
Birds
Bell’s sage sparrow

merlin

burrowing owl

northern harrier

cactus wren

northern pygmy owl

California black rail

prairie falcon

California horned lark

short-eared owl

flammulated owl

Swainson’s thrush

golden eagle

tricolored blackbird

grasshopper sparrow

turkey vulture

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

long-eared owl

white-tailed kite

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

American badger

pale big-eared bat

big free-tailed bat

pallid bat

bobcat

peninsular bighorn sheep
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Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
California leaf-nosed bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

California mastiff bat

ringtail

Dulzura California pocket mouse

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Diego desert woodrat

fringed myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-eared myotis

southern yellow bat

long-legged myotis

spotted bat

long-tailed weasel

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

mountain lion
Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s rupertia

ayenia

Parry’s tetracoccus

Big Bear Valley woollypod

prairie wedge grass

bluish spike moss

Pringle’s monardella

Brand’s phacelia

prostrate navarretia

Braunton’s milk-vetch

Robinson’s pepper grass

California spine flower

round-leaved boykinia

caraway-leaved gilia

round-leaved filaree

chocolate lily

sagebrush loeflingia

cliff spurge

salt spring checkerbloom

coastal dunes milk-vetch

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

Coulter’s saltbush

San Diego button-celery

crested milk-vetch

San Diego goldenstar

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Jacinto beardtongue

desert sage

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Duran’s rush

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Hammitt’s clay-cress

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Hidden Lake bluecurl

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

jackass clover

Santiago Peak keckii

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

slender bedstraw

Lakeside ceanothus

small-flowered bluecurls

leafy buckwheat

snake cholla

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

Sonoran maiden form

light-gray lichen

south coast saltscale

Mission Canyon bluecup

southern skullcap
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Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
mud nama

southern jewel-flower

Orcutt’s linanthus

summer holly

Palmer’s mariposa lily

Tahquitz ivesia

panamint dudleya

Thurber’s penstemon

Parish’s alumroot

white-bracted spine flower

Parish’s chaenactis

white-margined oxytheca

Parish’s daisy

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s desert thorn

Ziegler’s aster

Parish’s onion

Cores and Linkages. Under the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative, all of the cores
and linkages noted in Table 4E and depicted in Figure 4.1.3 would be incorporated into
the MSHCP Conservation Area. As noted in the discussion of the Relationship to
adopted or approved HCPs and NCCPs, these cores and linkages include some of the
missing links identified by the California Wilderness Coalition in their study of linkage
priorities in the South Coast Ecoregion, for which the MSHCP has the ability to
incorporate such cores and linkages. Table 4E identifies the proposed cores and linkages
that are not included as part of this alternative. In addition to the proposed cores and
linkages identified as not a part of the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, this alternative also omits proposed core and
linkage areas in the Lakeview Mountains, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Tule Creek, and
Temecula Creek east of Vail Lake. Also, reduced conservation would occur at Wilson
Valley, Vail Lake, and Anza Valley areas under this alternative.
Absence of these cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to
certain species, as well as overall function of the MSHCP Conservation Area. In
addition to the significant effects associated with implementation of the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, significant effects resulting from
the exclusion of the Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, Tule Creek, and
Temecula Creek would occur. For example, under this alternative, the reserve design
in the Badlands would be less robust due to the reduced number of acres conserved when
compared to the proposed MSHCP. This alternative would not provide large habitat
blocks in the Badlands for foraging raptors or mammals connecting to the National
Forest lands. The absence of Temecula and Tule Creeks as linkages further isolates core
areas in Anza Valley and the Agua Tibia Wilderness.
Assembly of the cores and linkages will occur in accordance with the MSHCP Criteria
and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process. However, as noted in
Section 3 of the MSHCP, Volume I and in Table 4E of this document, a number of the
identified linkages are regarded as constrained linkages and would be within the area
subject to take authorization. The combination of constrained linkages and a less robust
reserve design under this alternative may affect the ability of the cores and linkages to
function. This is regarded as a significant effect.
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Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPS and NCCPs. The following section addresses
regional resource planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the failure
to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north are generally the same
as discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative with the
exception that Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 have been reduced in size. Impacts
discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative also
apply to the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Connections to the Coachella Valley MSHCP
Area to the east are essentially the same as discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Alternative.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Connections to resource
planning areas in San Diego County to the south are the same as discussed for the
Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Significant impacts
discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative also
apply to this alternative.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connections to the Orange County NCCP Planning Areas to the west
are the same as discussed for the Proposed Project. Regional resource planning
impacts discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative also apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. Regional planning
impacts are the same as those discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative.
Edge Effects. The types of edge effects under this alternative would be the same as for
the proposed MSHCP, and identified impacts would be minimized by the same features
incorporated in the MSHCP. As noted in the discussion of Impacts to cores and linkages
under this alternative (and identified in Table 4E), all of the proposed cores and linkages
and extensions of existing cores and linkages would be absent from this alternative. For
these absent cores and linkages under this alternative, no edge effects would occur.
Given the greatly increased take authorized area, and the fact that existing cores would
remain isolated and would not be connected by new proposed cores and linkages, it is
anticipated that significant edge effects would occur for all of the existing cores and
linkages under this alternative with the exception of the existing Cleveland and San
Bernardino National Forest cores. Edge effects to Conserved Habitats and Covered
Species within these cores and linkages would be greater than would occur under the
proposed MSHCP. Under this alternative, edge effects to sensitive species not included
on the Covered Species list for this alternative, but present within the Conserved Habitat
areas, would also occur. The same features incorporated in the MSHCP under the
proposed MSHCP to minimize edge effects would be incorporated in this alternative,
including the standard BMPs; the Land Use Guidelines Pertaining to Urban/Wildlands
Interface; and siting, design, construction, operations, and maintenance guidelines for
Covered Activities and Allowable Uses. Significant edge effects would remain even
with implementation of these minimization measures for all of the existing cores and
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linkages, due to the absence of important linkages, reduction in core areas, and increased
human interaction with wildlife.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Plan
Area, implementation of this alternative would provide take authorization within areas
that include 52 percent of the chaparral, 78 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 91 percent
of the desert scrub, 85 percent of the grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), and 74 percent of the Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4L). For
wetland communities within the MSHCP Plan Area, this alternative would provide take
authorization within areas that include 86 percent of the meadows and marshes, 63
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 25 percent of water, and 52 percent of the
riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Plan
Area, this alternative would provide take authorization in areas that include 31 percent
of the montane coniferous forest and 38 percent of the woodlands and forests. In
addition, 93 percent of the agricultural land in the Plan Area would be within areas
subject to take authorization in this alternative.

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Table 4L - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84% 143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43% 200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75% 120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan
Sage Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes

2

Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub, Woodland and Forest
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Developed or Disturbed
Land

Notes:

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4L - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

218,260

––

––

––

––

TOTALS 1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would occur
in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
2

Source:

Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, approximately 347,000 acres of existing
reserves would be managed to provide Conserved Habitat for as many species as
possible. Conserved Habitat is defined as land that is permanently protected and
managed for the benefit of the Covered Species under legal arrangements that prevent
its conversion to other uses. Under this alternative, the vegetation communities not
included in existing reserves would be subject to take authorization. For the sensitive
upland communities, due to the large percentages of chaparral (52%), coastal sage scrub
(78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland (85%) (including native and non-native grassland),
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (74%) potentially within the area subject to take
authorization under this alternative, significant impacts to these vegetation communities
would occur even with application of the minimization measures. With respect to
agriculture, although 93 percent of this vegetation community is within the area subject
to take authorization, this vegetation community is not a sensitive natural community,
so impacts to it are not regarded to be significant. (As noted previously, impacts to
Agriculture are analyzed in Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural
lands are analyzed below in the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
Listed Covered Species. The Existing Reserves Alternative encompasses approximately
347,000 acres comprising public/quasi-public land and land under pre-existing
conservation agreements. Land that is shown as developed or disturbed on the vegetation
map is not proposed for conservation.
This alternative would not include coverage for the Covered Activities described for the
MSHCP except for those Covered Species Adequately Conserved in the existing
reserves. Therefore, the Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in any impacts
to Listed Covered Species from Covered Activities.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4M could be
legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the Conservation
Area. The Listed Covered Species would be directly affected by the take authorization
because they will no longer receive protection outside of Existing Reserves. The
impacts to the Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
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information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Listed Covered Species (Table 4B). The impacts of this alternative would be generally
much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss
of suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher would be 6,610 acres (48%) under
this alternative, while the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be
approximately 3,220 acres (23%) (Table 4B).
Table 4M - Listed Species Conserved Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Amphibians
California red-legged frog

mountain yellow-legged frog

Birds
peregrine falcon

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Mammals
Stephens’ kangaroo rat
Plants
Mojave tarplant

San Diego button-celery

Parish’s meadowfoam

Because conservation would only occur on Existing Reserves, take authorization would
be granted in areas of suitable habitat and known species localities at French Valley,
Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including San Jacinto River, Bautista Creek, Hemet vernal pools, Sedco
Hills, Gavilan Plateau, Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek. Also, under this alternative, an interconnected reserve system that incorporates both live-in and linkage habitat would not be
assembled. Therefore, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be significant.
Non-listed Covered Species. The impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species identified
in Table 4N are quantified based on the best existing information available for known
occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed Covered Species (Table
4C). The impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude
when compared to the proposed MSHCP.
Table 4N - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustacean
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
Reptiles
northern red-diamond rattlesnake

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake

San Diego mountain kingsnake
Birds
black swift (breeding)

Nashville warbler

black-crowned night heron

northern goshawk

California spotted owl

osprey
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Table 4N - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
double-crested cormorant

purple martin

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

Macgillvray’s warbler

Wilson’s warbler

mountain quail
Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Diego desert woodrat

Plants
beautiful hulsea

lemon lily

California bedstraw

Munz’s mariposa lily

California beardtongue

ocellated Humboldt lily

chickweed oxytheca

Orcutt’s brodiaea

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

San Miguel savory

cliff cinquefoil

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

shaggy-haired alumroot

Johnston’s rock cress

sticky-leaved dudleya

This alternative would not include coverage for the Covered Activities described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in any impacts
to Non-Listed Covered Species from Covered Activities.
Under this alternative, significant impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species would
occur due to the fact that no additional lands would be conserved as habitat for these
species.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Existing
Reserves Alternative is contained in Table 4O. Any conservation benefits that would
accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP would be reduced under the Existing
Reserves Alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area. However, as
noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential adverse effects to Non-Covered
Species at this time due to the lack of information for these species. Please also refer to
discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the proposed MSHCP. Impacts to
Non-Covered Species are therefore assumed to be potentially significant and not
mitigable.
Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Riverside fairy shrimp

vernal pool fairy shrimp

Invertebrates/Insects
Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

Quino checkerspot butterfly

Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-129

Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
Fish
arroyo chub

Santa Ana sucker

Amphibians
arroyo toad

large-blotched salamander

coast range newt

western spadefoot

Reptiles
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

long-nosed leopard lizard

California legless lizard

San Bernardino ringneck snake

California red-sided garter snake

San Diego banded gecko

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego horned lizard

coastal glossy snake

San Diego ringneck snake

coastal rosy boa

southern rubber boa

coastal western whiptail

southern sagebrush lizard

granite spiny lizard

two-striped garter snake

granite night lizard

western pond turtle

Birds
American bittern

merlin

bald eagle

mountain plover

Bell’s sage sparrow

northern harrier (breeding)

burrowing owl

northern pygmy owl

cactus wren

prairie falcon (breeding)

California black rail

sharp-shinned hawk

California horned lark

short-eared owl (breeding)

coastal California gnatcatcher

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

Cooper’s hawk

southwestern willow flycatcher

downy woodpecker

Swainson’s hawk

ferruginous hawk

Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

flammulated owl

tree swallow

golden eagle

tricolored blackbird

grasshopper sparrow

turkey vulture (breeding)

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

least Bell's vireo

white-faced ibis

loggerhead shrike

white-tailed kite

long-eared owl (breeding)

yellow warbler
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Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow-breasted chat

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

mountain lion

American badger

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

big free-tailed bat

pale big-eared bat

bobcat

pallid bat

California leaf-nosed bat

peninsular bighorn sheep

California mastiff bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

Dulzura California pocket mouse

ringtail

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

fringed myotis

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

long-eared myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-legged myotis

southern yellow bat

long-tailed weasel

spotted bat

Los Angeles pocket mouse

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s daisy

ayenia

Parish’s desert thorn

Big Bear Valley woollypod

Parish’s onion

bluish spike moss

Parish’s rupertia

Brand’s phacelia

Parry’s spine flower

Braunton’s milk-vetch

Parry’s tetracoccus

California black walnut

Payson’s jewelflower

California muhly

peninsular spine flower

California Orcutt grass

Plummer’s mariposa lily

California spine flower

prairie wedge grass

caraway-leaved gilia

Pringle’s monardella

chocolate lily

prostrate navarretia

cliff spurge

prostrate spine flower

coastal dunes milk-vetch

Rainbow manzanita

Coulter’s goldfields

Robinson’s pepper grass

Coulter's matilija poppy

sagebrush loeflingia

Coulter’s saltbush

salt spring checkerbloom

crested milk-vetch

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

Davidson’s saltscale

San Diego ambrosia

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Diego goldenstar

desert sage

San Jacinto beardtongue
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Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Duran’s rush

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Engelmann oak

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Fish’s milkwort

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

graceful tarplant

Santa Ana River woollystar

Hammitt’s clay-cress

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

heart-leaved pitcher sage

Santiago Peak keckii

Hidden Lake bluecurl

slender bedstraw

intermediate mariposa lily

slender-horned spine flower

jackass clover

small-flowered bluecurls

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered microseris

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

small-flowered morning-glory

Lakeside ceanothus

smooth tarplant

large-leaf filaree

snake cholla

leafy buckwheat

Sonoran maiden form

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

south coast saltscale

light-gray lichen

southern skullcap

little mousetail

southern jewel-flower

long-spined spine flower

spreading navarretia

many-stemmed dudleya

summer holly

Mission Canyon bluecup

Tahquitz ivesia

mud nama

Tecate cypress

Munz’s onion

thread-leaved brodiaea

Nevin’s barberry

Thurber’s penstemon

Orcutt’s linanthus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Palmer’s grapplinghook

vernal barley

Palmer’s mariposa lily

white-bracted spine flower

Palomar monkeyflower

white-margined oxytheca

panamint dudleya

Wright’s trichocoronis

Parish’s alumroot

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s brittlescale

Ziegler’s aster

Parish’s chaenactis

Cores and Linkages. As shown in Table 4E, all proposed cores and linkages would be
missing from this alternative. This would isolate existing reserves that would continue
to be managed for biological resources. Section 3 of the MSHCP identifies the distances
between these existing core habitat areas. In addition to isolating cores, the Existing
Reserves Alternative would result in increased edge effects. Absence of the proposed
cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to certain species that
occur within those cores and linkages, as well as overall function of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. For example, the Proposed Core 3 missing from this alternative
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would adversely affect function of the MSHCP Conservation Area by not connecting the
San Bernardino National Forest to the northeast with San Bernardino County and other
conserved areas to the north of the core. Absence of this core would authorize take in
this core area and would isolate the existing reserve in the San Bernardino National
Forest and the Potrero Area of Critical Environmental Concern from the San Bernardino
Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north.
Relationship to adopted or approved HCPs and NCCPs. The following section discusses
the regional resource planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the
failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and
NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north have changed from
those described in the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 1 and Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 have been
eliminated. Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 help create missing linkage 38 from the
California Wilderness Coalition report. Eliminating this high priority linkage north
to the San Bernardino Mountains could create conflicts to regional conservation
planning, and, but as the plan has not yet been adopted, it is not considered to be a
significant impact.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Connections to the Coachella Valley MSHCP
planning area to the east are generally the same as those for the Listed and Proposed
Alternative. Connections will be maintained through existing public lands.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. This alternative eliminates
Proposed Core 7 and its connection south to conservation planning areas in San
Diego County, but connection south is still maintained through a variety of public
lands as described under the Proposed MSHCP. Significant impacts discussed in
the Listed and Proposed Alternative also apply to this alternative.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connection west to conservation planning areas in Orange County
is the same as that discussed under the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Significant impacts discussed in the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative also
apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. Several missing
linkages from the California Wilderness Coalition Report have been removed under
this alternative in addition to those already discussed under the Listed and Proposed
Alternative. These missing linkages include numbers 44 (Corona to Temecula
Foothills Linkage), 41 (Mystic Lake/San Jacinto Wildlife Area to Portrero/San
Jacinto Mountains Area), 57 (South Lake Skinner to San Jacinto Mountains), 12
(Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve to Cleveland National Forest), 53 (San Jacinto
River), 46 (Gavilan Hills to Santa Ana Mountains), 52 (Estelle Mountain/Good
Hope to San Jacinto River), and 59 (East Side Reservoir to San Jacinto Foothills).
Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, all proposed cores and linkages have been
eliminated, so the MSHCP fails to incorporate several missing linkages identified
in the South Coast Ecoregion. Failure to provide these linkages could conflict with
regional habitat conservation planning and is considered a significant impact.
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Edge Effects. The cores and linkages identified for the proposed MSHCP would be
absent from this alternative. Edge effects would be exacerbated because of the greatly
increased amount of take authorized area, the loss of cores and linkages, and increased
human interaction with wildlife. Edge effects would therefore be significant.

No Project Alternative
This section provides an analysis of potential biological impacts associated with the No
Project Alternative, which represents the anticipated conditions and circumstances that
would result if an MSHCP were not implemented in western Riverside County.
The purpose of this analysis is to roughly quantify and analyze the effects upon habitats
and species if no action were to be taken on the MSHCP. The outcome of no action
would be continuation of existing regulatory processes related to the development of,
and the resulting impacts to, species and habitats. It should be noted that the ability to
quantify such impacts to species is limited by the extent of existing data available on the
occurrence and distribution of species within the MSHCP Area. Therefore, the rough
quantification of impacts is based on estimated impacts to vegetation communities. An
additional complication in the quantification of impacts is the inability to accurately
predict the extent and pattern of future development and mitigation associated with that
development. For the purpose of this analysis, certain assumptions are made regarding
the number of acres and type of development that would occur in the future, based on
the proposed County of Riverside General Plan and existing city general plan land use
designations and policies and SCAG regional growth projections. For example, within
the areas within the Rural designation, it is assumed that impacts would occur on
approximately 60 percent of the land. This is based on the roughly average minimum
parcel size for a single-family dwelling of 10 acres, and the assumption that the loss of
habitat value associated with a single-family dwelling is 6 acres. Assumptions for each
land use category are noted below.
The section also describes existing regulatory processes that would result in conservation
of regulated resources, such as listed species and wetlands. While these mechanisms are
described in detail, the mitigation resulting from these processes cannot be accurately
quantified. However, it is assumed that the mitigation would occur within areas that
would not otherwise be developed (e.g., within areas designated as open space).
Therefore, the estimates of conservation resulting from General Plan land use
designations and policies also account for individual project mitigation.
Table 4P provides a rough estimate of anticipated impacts to vegetation types based on
generalized land uses from the proposed County General Plan update and existing city
general plans within the MSHCP Area. These estimates are provided to assist in the
analysis of potential impacts and conservation that may result from land use designations, policies, and regulations that are contained in the updated County General Plan
and existing city general plans. The County General Plan update contains a land use
map that consists of four broad Foundation Component land uses. Land uses depicted
in the city general plans have been standardized to these Foundation Components for
consistency in this analysis.
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Table 4P - No Project Alternative Land Use and Vegetation Summary1
LAND USE CATEGORIES
Vegetation Type
Open Space
Agriculture

Community
Agriculture Development

Rural

Total

19,000

29,520

13,240

107,720

169,480

252,720

126,230

5,200

50,780

434,930

30

80

0

1,150

1,260

54,660

55,140

1,870

44,770

156,440

2,500

6,200

30

5,820

14,550

29,600

39,690

6,080

78,780

154,150

670

0

50

60

780

23,890

1,720

1,030

3,260

29,900

Playas and Vernal Pools

4,740

300

510

2,360

7,910

Riparian Scrub

8,620

1,810

190

4,400

15,020

Riversidean Sage Scrub

2,400

1,870

260

3,420

7,950

Unknown

1,300

0

0

40

1,340

Water

8,180

110

140

3,780

12,210

22,590

8,970

320

2,430

34,310

8,570

23,150

1,520

185,020

218,260

439,470

294,790

30,440

493,790

1,258,490

Chaparral
Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest

Woodlands
Developed/Disturbed
TOTAL
Note:

1

Acreages presented in the land use and vegetation summaries are rounded to the nearest 10 acres.

The generalized Foundation Component land use categories are described below. The
relative impact/conservation value of these land use components is also estimated. The
actual impact or conservation that occurs within these land use categories may differ
from the rough estimates provided.
Open Space. Open Space identifies those areas appropriate for the preservation of open
space for habitat, recreation, scenic value, mineral resource extraction, and natural
resource preservation. This category also identifies remote, large-parceled areas that
allow limited development. Areas designated Open Space are assumed to have a very
high potential for conservation for the benefit of species addressed in the MSHCP,
recognizing that permitted uses and management issues remain to be evaluated. For the
purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that 80 percent of natural vegetation communities
within the Open Space designated areas would be conserved. This is based on the
assumption that approximately 20 percent of open space lands would involve
improvements that would preclude conservation.
Rural. Rural identifies those areas with a distinctive rural character, including existing
rural communities, and mountainous and desert areas that allow limited development.
Areas designated as Rural have some potential for conservation of biological resources.
However, the pattern of allowable development may result in fragmentation of habitats
that may reduce the value of undeveloped areas for certain suites of species. For the
purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that 40 percent of natural vegetation communities
would be conserved within the Rural designated areas. This is based on the assumption
that approximately 60 percent of rural areas would be developed or disturbed.
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Agriculture. Agriculture identifies those areas to be used for agricultural production.
Areas designated agriculture have potential for conservation for the benefit of species
addressed in the MSHCP; however, disturbance represented by agricultural activities
would reduce conservation values. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that
50 percent of land designated Agriculture would result in conservation of species within
the MSHCP Area. This is based on the assumption that approximately one-half of
agricultural lands would be subject to activities that would preclude conservation.
Community Development. Community Development identifies those areas that are
appropriate for urban or suburban development, including areas for single family and
multiple family residential uses, commercial, industrial, business park, public facilities,
and a mix of uses. Areas with these designations are assumed to have little or no
potential for conservation for the benefit of species addressed in the MSHCP. It is
assumed that areas within the Community Development designations would result in
impacts to 95 percent of natural habitats. This is based on the assumption that
approximately 5 percent of Community Development areas would be placed in open
space that would have some benefit to species conservation.
The No Project Alternative includes approximately 439,470 acres of land designated as
Open Space. Based on the above-stated assumptions, it is anticipated that impacts to 20
percent of natural vegetation communities would occur within this land use category,
and that conservation would include including approximately 202,176 acres of
chaparral, 24 acres of cismontane alkali marsh, 43,728 acres of coastal sage scrub, 2,000
acres of desert scrub, 23,680 acres of grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), 536 acres of meadows, 19,112 acres of montane coniferous forest, 3,792
acres of playas and vernal pools, 6,896 acres of riparian scrub, 1,92 acres of Riversidean
sage scrub, 6,344 acres of open water, and 18,072 acres of woodlands.
Within the Rural designation area, impacts to natural vegetation communities would
include the following: 75,738 acres of chaparral, 48 acres of cismontane alkali marsh,
33,084 acres of coastal sage scrub, 3,720 acres of desert scrub, 23,814 acres of grassland
(including native and non-native grassland), 1,032 acres of montane coniferous forest,
180 acres of playas and vernal pools, 1,086 acres of riparian scrub, 1,122 acres of
Riversidean sage scrub, 66 acres of open water, and 5,382 acres of woodland.
Within the areas designated for Agriculture, impacts to natural vegetation communities
would include the following: 2,600 acres of chaparral, 935 acres of coastal sage scrub,
5 acres of desert scrub, 3,040 acres of grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), 25 acres of meadows and marshes, 515 acres of montane coniferous forest,
254 acres of playas and vernal pools, 95 acres of riparian scrub, 130 acres of Riversidean
sage scrub, 70 acres of open water, and 160 acres of woodlands.
Impacts within the Community Development designated areas would include
approximately 48,241 acres of chaparral, 1,092 acres of cismontane alkali marsh, 42,532
acres of coastal sage scrub, 5,530 acres of desert scrub, 74,841 acres of grassland
(including native and non-native grassland), 57 acres of meadows and marshes, 3,097
acres of montane coniferous forest, 2,242 acres of playas and vernal pools, 4,180 acres
of riparian scrub, 3,249 acres of Riversidean sage scrub, and 3,591 acres of open water
and 2,308 acres of woodland.
Included within the 439,470 acres of Open Space designations are existing public/quasipublic lands. A variety of management activities would continue to occur under the No
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Project Alternative; however, there would not be a coordinated system of management
among the reserves. A summary of public/quasi-public lands and associated management activities is provided in Table 4Q.
Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Cleveland National Forest

US Forest Service

Resource conservation and compatible recreation activities; wilderness areas-recreation
restricted to hiking, low-impact camping.

San Bernardino
National Forest

US Forest Service

Resource conservation and compatible recreation activities; wilderness areas-recreation
restricted to hiking, low-impact camping.

Prado Basin

US Army Corps of
Engineers

Management for both watershed resource preservation as well as flood control protection.

Bureau of Land
Management
Lands

Bureau of Land
Management

Management is based on multiple use and
sustainable yield; designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (Potrero, Santa
Margarita Ecological Reserve, Million Dollar
Spring); land swaps to promulgate concentration
of ownership with the intent to better manage
lands.

Lake Perris
Recreation Area

California State
Parks

Preservation of natural and cultural resources
and provide for recreational activities. Management for SKR2 as well as exotic species removal.

San Jacinto
Wildlife Refuge

CDFG3/ California
State Parks

Native species conservation and habitat enhancement. Hunting and fishing is also permitted in some areas. Mowing of 1,500 acres for
maintenance of SKR habitat per SKR HCP4.

Chino Hills
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of natural communities (NCCP5
area) and species as well as recreational activities. Exotic species removal programs and
promulgation of providing wildlife linkages to
surrounding open space areas also occur.

Anza Borrego
Desert State
Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment. Monitoring programs for riparian vegetation communities, Peninsular bighorn sheep and least Bell’s
vireo. Wilderness areas are managed for primitive character and wildlife preservation.

Mt. San Jacinto
Wilderness
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment, maintenance of non-motorized vehicle or bicycle uses.
Primitive camping and associated hiking facilities. Scientific research of high forest ecosystems and endangered plants occurs.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership
6

Existing Management Strategies

Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve

CSU , San
Diego/The Nature
Conservancy/
CDFG

Managed for scientific education and research.
The Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve Area of
Critical Environmental Concern (BLM7 designation) is managed as a core reserve while still
permitting educational and scientific research
activities

Santa Rosa Plateau Nature Reserve

California State
Parks/County of Riverside/The Nature
Conservancy

Managed to accommodate all owner’s mission
statements; daily non-motorized vehicle access,
restoration of native habitats including vernal
pools and Engelmann oaks. Exotics removal
program has also been underway.

Motte Rimrock
Reserve

University of California Regents

Managed for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to the public, however the
entire reserve is fenced.

Box Springs
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained as research and instruction site by
UCR8. Open to the public, however all sides are
fenced.

Emerson Oaks
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to public during daylight
hours. An exotic species removal program has
also been deployed at this reserve.

UC James San
Jacinto Mountain Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to public, however access is
restricted due to perimeter fencing.

Kabian Park

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District/Bureau of Land
Management

Management for wildlife and recreation such as
equestrian, hiking and picnicking. Being considered as a building block for a future core
reserve.

DeAnza Cycle
Park/Norton
Younglove Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Ultimate management and use of this land has
not been resolved at this time. The County is
currently in the process of evaluating prospects
for a motor cycle park or a Conservation Area.

Harford Springs
Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for passive recreation such as hiking,
equestrian uses and wildlife viewing.

Box Springs
Mountain Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for purposes of recreation including
equestrian uses.

Santa Ana Regional Park

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District/U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers

Hidden Valley Wildlife Area: managed for
habitat conservation and enhancement.
Martha Mclean Anza Narrows Park: managed
for active recreation.
Rancho Jurupa Park: managed for active recreation including off-highway recreational vehicles.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Lake Skinner
Recreation Area

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for active recreation.

Riverside
County Habitat
Conservation
Agency Lands

Riverside County
Habitat Conservation
Agency

All lands are dedicated in perpetuity to wildlife
habitat.

Orange County
Water District
Lands

Orange County Water District

Managed for sustainable water resources for
Orange County. Least Bell’s vireo habitat
restoration and species preservation program.
Maintenance of 465 acres of wetland. Duck and
pheasant hunting on adjacent lands.

Sycamore Canyon Wilderness
Park

City of Riverside
Park and Recreation
Department

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve
system. Exotics removal program in wetland
areas is also a component of the park’s management theme.

Lake MathewsEstelle Mountain Reserve

Metropolitan Water
District/ CDFG/
RCHCA9/BLM

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve
system. Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive management program in place.

Southwest Riverside County
Multi-Species
Reserve

Metropolitan Water
District/ RCHCA/
Riverside County
Parks and Open
Space District/BLM

Managed as a multiple species reserve. Active
management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive
management program in place.

Metropolitan
Water District
Lands

Metropolitan Water
District

A large majority of lands are reserved for operations and maintenance. Several smaller portions
of land have been reserved for vernal pool or
other habitat preservation. These parcels are
managed for the perpetuity of native habitat and
species preservation.

Riverside
County Flood
Control and
Water Conservation District
Lands

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation
District

Managed for protection of flood related threats.
Management plans have been developed with
CDFG to regulate management regimes in
sensitive areas.

March Air Reserve Base Reserve Lands

March Joint Powers
Authority

Managed as a component of the SKR core
reserve system (core reserve with Sycamore
Canyon).

Southern California Edison
Lands

Southern California
Edison

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of utilities. Policies within Southern
California Edison have been developed in order
to reduce impacts to sensitive habitats when
emergency action is necessary.

San Diego Gas
and Electric
Lands

San Diego Gas and
Electric

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of utilities.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Mitigation
Banks/ Conservation Banks

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of habitat and/or species preservation
through mitigation. Lands are actively managed
for specific species or habitat type.

Conservation
Lands

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of habitat and/or species preservation.

Notes:

1
2
3

4

All acreages are approximate.
Stephens’ kangaroo rat.
California Department of Fish and
Game.
Habitat Conservation Plan.

5
6
7
8
9

Natural Community Conservation Plan.
California State University.
Bureau of Land Management.
University of California, Riverside.
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency.

Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local
State and federal regulatory processes. Under the No Project Alternative, these existing
processes, and the resulting project modifications and mitigation, are anticipated to result
in some conservation of habitats and species within the MSHCP Area. Biological
resources that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and
policies are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered and those species
and habitats associated with wetland systems, as further discussed below.
The following is a summary of existing environmental regulations that are currently
applied in western Riverside County and would continue to be applied under the No
Project Alternative:
Federal Regulations
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). Section 7 of the FESA stipulates that a federal
action such as issuance of a permit under the Clean Water Act by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers requires the federal agency enter into consultation with the USFWS to
ensure that the federal action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
federally-listed endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is determined to be critical (Section
7[a][2]).
To facilitate compliance with the requirements of Section 7[a][2]), the federal agency
shall request a list of endangered, threatened, candidate (now known limited to Category
1 candidate species), or proposed species in the area of the Proposed Action. If these
species may be present, the federal agency prepares a Biological Assessment to identify
any endangered or threatened species that are likely to be within the area subject to take
authorization by the action (Section 7[c]) and whether a formal consultation with the
USFWS is required. If a formal consultation is required, the USFWS reviews the
Biological Assessment and issues a Biological Opinion determining whether the action
is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined to be critical. The Biological Opinion also may recommend reasonable and
prudent alternatives that are consistent with the intended purpose of the action (project)
and would allow the action to proceed without violation of Section 7(a)(2).
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Section 9 of the FESA prohibits the taking of species listed by the USFWS as threatened
or endangered. As defined by the FESA, “taking” means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, or capture or collect, or attempt to engage in such conduct.”
“Harass” and “harm” are further defined in federal regulation and case law as follows:
Harass means an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the
likelihood of injuring wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly
disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to,
breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
Harm means an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such acts may
include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills
or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavior patterns,
including breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
With respect to listed plants, the FESA makes it unlawful to:
1. Remove and reduce to possession any species from areas under federal
jurisdiction;
2. Maliciously damage or destroy any such species on such area; or
3. Remove, cut, dig up, or damage or destroy any such species on any other area
in knowing violation of any law or regulation in any State or in the course of
any violation of a State criminal trespass law.
FESA protection for threatened plants is substantially the same as that given to
endangered plants, except that the seeds of threatened plants may be collected.
Section 10(a) of the FESA provides for takings that are incidental to, but not the purpose
of, otherwise lawful activities. Similar provisions also are found under Section 7 for
actions by federal agencies.
Under Section 10(a)(1)(B), USFWS (via powers delegated by the Secretary of the
Interior) is authorized to approve “incidental take” permits provided that the applicant
has met certain conditions. As described in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and
Draft Conservation Planning Guidelines prepared by the USFWS, the application for
such permits must be submitted on a specific form and must be accompanied by an HCP
that contains the following information:
1. The impact that likely will result from the proposed taking of the species;
2. Steps the applicant will take to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such impacts;
3. The level and source of funding available to implement such steps;
4. Procedures that will be used to deal with unforeseen circumstances;
5. The names of the responsible party or parties;
6. Alternatives to the taking and the reasons why they were not pursued; and
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7. Other measures that may be required by the USFWS as necessary or appropriate.
The application is submitted to the Regional Director of the USFWS who, after a public
comment period, must issue the permit if it is found that:
1. The taking will be incidental to an otherwise lawful activity;
2. The applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate
the impacts of the taking;
3. The applicant will ensure that adequate funding for the conservation plan and
procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances will be provided;
4. The taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of the species in the wild;
5. The applicant will ensure that other measures (if any) that USFWS may require
as being necessary or appropriate will be met; and
6. USFWS is assured that the HCP will be implemented. (USFWS’ practice has
been to require a legally binding “implementing agreement” signed by the
permittee and the USFWS in which actions identified in the HCP are presented
in the form of a legal contract.)
Prior to approval of the HCP, the USFWS must conduct an internal consultation in
accordance with Section 7 of the FESA. USFWS also must comply with the environmental review requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which
requires that the potential effects of a major federal action be analyzed in a written
statement (Environmental Assessment [EA] and a Finding of No Significant Impact
[FONSI] or an Environmental Impact Statement [EIS], depending on the project and its
impacts).
Federal Clean Water Act. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which is administered by
the U.S. ACOE, regulates the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into “waters of
the United States.” The term “waters of the United States” generally sets forth the
jurisdiction of the U.S. ACOE and is defined in 33 CFR Part 328 as:
1. All navigable waters (including waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide);
2. All interstate waters and wetlands;
3. All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent
streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows,
playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could
affect interstate or foreign commerce;
4. All impoundments of waters mentioned above;
5. All tributaries of waters mentioned above;
6. The territorial seas; and
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7. All wetlands adjacent to waters mentioned above.
Wetlands are further defined in 33 CFR 328.3(b) as:
Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support . . . a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
The vegetation, soils, and hydrology of a wetland are further characterized in the manual
used by the U.S. ACOE as normally meeting the following three criteria:
1. More than 50 percent of the dominant plant species at the site must be typical
of wetlands (i.e., rated as facultative or wetter in the National List of Plant
Species That Occur in Wetlands);
2. Soils must exhibit physical and/or chemical characteristics indicative of
permanent or periodic saturation (e.g., a greyed color, or mottles with a matrix
of low chroma indicating a relatively consistent fluctuation between aerobic and
anaerobic conditions); and
3. Hydrology characteristics must indicate that the ground is saturated to within 12
inches of the surface for at least 5 percent of the growing season during a
normal rainfall year.
The permitting process entails consultation with federal agencies, public notice, and
preparation of a project alternatives analysis in accordance with guidelines issued by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). EPA’s guidelines are used as the
primary environmental criteria for evaluating the necessity of the proposed activity and
for determining the least damaging feasible alternative and/or appropriate mitigation for
unavoidable impacts. In accordance with the provisions of Section 404, Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act, and, if federally listed species are present, Section 7 of the
FESA, U.S. ACOE also is required to consult with the USFWS prior to acting on the
permit.
State Regulations
California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Section 2080 of CESA prohibits the import,
export, take, possession, purchase, or sale of listed species unless explicitly authorized
by other provisions of the law. Take is defined as to “hunt, pursue, or kill or attempt the
same.” Section 2081 of the CESA authorizes the CDFG to enter into Memorandums of
Understanding (MOUs) with persons, universities, zoological gardens, other institutions,
and public agencies to incidentally take, posses, import, or export State-listed threatened
and endangered species. A 2081 MOU is a legal contract with CDFG regarding the
implementation of conservation and mitigation measures. Section 2053 of the CESA
states that “. . . it is the policy of the State that State agencies should not approve projects
as proposed which would jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species
or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat
essential to the continued existence of those species, if there are reasonable and prudent
alternatives available with conserving the species or its habitats which would prevent
jeopardy.”
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California Fish and Game Code. Sections 1600-1603 of the California Fish and Game
Code regulate all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow of bed, channel,
or bank of any river, stream, or lake in California that supports fish or wildlife.
“Stream” is defined in CDFG regulations as:
A body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed
or channel having banks and supporting fish or other aquatic life. This includes
water courses having surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported
riparian vegetation.
Under State law, CDFG must be contacted for a streambed alteration agreement for any
activity that may impact a streambed or wetland. CDFG has maintained a “no net loss”
policy regarding potential impacts and traditionally has required replacement of
wetlands on at least an acre-for-acre (1:1) basis. In practice, replacement ratios are
typically higher than 1:1 to compensate for the immediate loss, replacement time, and
inherent failures of mitigation attempts.
Local Regulations
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The County of Riverside and each of the
14 cities, as well as special districts, and other public entities with autonomous land use
authority are subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. CEQA
requires that any discretionary action carried out by the decision-making authority (Lead
Agency) be subject to review for potential adverse impacts to the environment. Where
the Lead Agency finds that a project or activity could result in a potentially significant
impact, it is required to develop and implement mitigation measures to reduce or
eliminate that impact. The Lead Agency determines the threshold of significance for an
impact and is responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures are feasible and are
implemented by the appropriate responsible party. CEQA mitigation has the ability to
contribute to conservation by requiring modifications to projects, and/or mitigation for
adverse impacts through setting aside land, either on-site or off-site. Such conservation
would occur on a project-by-project basis.
Other Land Use-Related Regulations
The County of Riverside and each of the 14 cities in the MSHCP Area maintain a variety
of development regulations contained in their respective zoning ordinances, municipal
codes, General Plans, and other policies and development standards. Such regulations,
policies, and standards have the ability to contribute to conservation through restrictions
on development of areas with steep slope, sensitive habitat, and other natural constraints.
Conservation of land through these mechanisms is not specifically designed to conserve
habitat for sensitive species, and is implemented on a project-by-project basis.
Impact Summary
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a
coordinated system of linkages provided to connect Conservation Areas, and the ability
to provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.
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Although the aforementioned regulations and policies would continue to be applied
throughout the MSHCP Area in the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, history has
demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the
decline of species in the MSHCP Area that has resulted in increased listings of species
in recent years. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that under the No Project/No
MSHCP Alternative, new species would continue to be listed in the future, and
regulation of those species and their habitats would be applied under the current
regulatory processes.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have significant biological impacts under
each of the thresholds of significance.
Summary of Analysis
Proposed MSHCP
Vegetation Communities. Because of features incorporated into the proposed MSHCP,
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities are reduced to less than significant levels;
with exception to impacts to native grasslands, which will remain a significant and
unavoidable impact.
Listed Covered Species. With the combination of impact reduction features incorporated
into the Proposed Project, including reserve configuration, adaptive management and
monitoring, and species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, the Project's
impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. With the combination of impact-reduction features
incorporated into the proposed project, including reserve configuration adaptive
management and monitoring, and species survey and avoidance/minimization policies,
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Covered Species. Conservation provided under the MSHCP could potentially
benefit Non-Covered Species that occur within the MSHCP Conservation Areas.
However, impacts are considered to be significant due to the lack of adequate data
supporting conservation of these species.
Cores and Linkages. The MSHCP provides for the movement of native resident and
migratory species and for genetic flow identified for Covered Species. Therefore,
impacts related to cores and linkages resulting from the Plan are considered less than
significant.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. As shown in Figure 4.1.2,
Regional MSHCP Context, the Additional Reserve Lands and existing public/quasipublic lands do not conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the surrounding
region. Rather, the MSHCP will complement other regional planning efforts, including
those that are currently underway but have not yet been approved.
Edge Effects. Implementation of features incorporated into the Plan to control edge
effects would reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Implementation of features incorporated into the Plan would
reduce impacts to most of the vegetation communities to less than significant levels.
However, for the sensitive upland communities, due to the large percentages of chaparral
(52%), coastal sage scrub (78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland (85%) (including native
and non-native grassland), and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (74%) potentially
within the area subject to take authorization under this alternative, significant impacts
to these vegetation communities would occur even with application of the minimization
measures.
Listed Covered Species. A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species
localities at Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley,
Badlands, and Reche Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the
Jurupa Mountain, Cactus Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs
Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble
Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
would be excluded under this alternative. However, with application of the narrow
endemic policy, additional survey needs policy and wetlands policy, as well as reserve
assembly and configuration, direct and indirect impacts to Listed Covered Species would
be reduced to less than significant levels.
Non-Listed Covered Species. A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and
species localities at Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza
Valley, Badlands, and Reche Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such
as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm
Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and
Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation
Area, would be excluded under this alternative. However, adequate conservation for the
Non-Listed Covered Species is provided with this alternative. It should be noted that
certain species that are covered under the MSHCP Project are not covered under this
alternative.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to these species as
a result of the MSHCP would be reduced under this alternative due to the reduction in
overall Conservation Area. Impacts to non-covered species would remain significant.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are
anticipated due to the failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other
adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. The same features incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize edge effects
would be incorporated in this alternative, including the standard BMPs; Land Use
Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface; and siting, design, construction,
operations, and maintenance guidelines for Covered Activities and Allowable Uses.
However, significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these
minimization measures because of the reduction in cores and linkages under this
alternative when compared with the proposed MSHCP.
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Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation
communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and
implementation of the riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy incorporated in the
MSHCP, would reduce identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level
below significance. Impacts to most other vegetation communities would likewise be
reduced to a level below significance. However, due to the large percentages of coastal
sage scrub (59%), grassland (78%) (including native and non-native grassland), and
desert scrub (91%) potentially within the area subject to take authorization within the
take authorized area, significant impacts to these vegetation communities would occur
even with application of the minimization measures.
Listed Covered Species. With application of the narrow endemic policy, additional
survey needs policy, and riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy, as well as Reserve
Assembly and configuration, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than
significant.
Non-listed Covered Species. With application of the narrow endemic policy, additional
survey needs policy and riparian, riverine, and wetlands policy, as well as Reserve
Assembly and configuration, impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be reduced
to less than significant levels.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to species as a result
of the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
would likely be somewhat reduced under this alternative, due to the reduction in overall
Conservation Area. Impacts to non-covered species would remain significant.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are
anticipated due to the failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other
adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. Significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these
minimization measures for all of the existing cores and linkages, due to the absence of
important linkages, reduction in core areas, and increased human interaction with
wildlife.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Impacts to most vegetation communities would be less than
significant with incorporation of wetland policies. However, due to the large
percentages of chaparral (52%), coastal sage scrub (78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland
(85%) (including native and non-native grassland), and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub (74%) potentially within the area subject to take authorization under this
alternative, significant impacts to sensitive natural vegetation communities would occur
even with application of the minimization measures.
Listed Covered Species. Because conservation would only occur on Existing Reserves,
take authorization would be granted in areas of suitable habitat and known species
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localities. Also, under this alternative, an interconnected reserve system that incorporates both live-in and linkage habitat would not be assembled. Therefore, impacts to
Listed Covered Species would be significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. This alternative would not include coverage for the
Covered Activities described for the MSHCP. Therefore, the Existing Reserves
Alternative would not result in any impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species from
Covered Activities. Under this alternative, significant impacts to the Non-Listed
Covered Species would occur due to the fact that no additional lands would be
conserved as habitat for these species.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to species as a result
of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Alternative would be reduced under this
alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area. These impacts remain
considered significant and unavoidable.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the failure
to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. Significant edge effects would occur under this alternative to all the
existing cores and linkages (as identified in Table 4E).

No Project Alternative
No significant effects associated with take authorization would occur under this
alternative. However, significant effects associated with existing ongoing development,
land use, and regulatory practices would continue to occur under this alternative.

4.1.5

Mitigation Measures

Under all alternatives with the exception of the No Project Alternative, the management
and monitoring programs incorporated in the MSHCP would be implemented to mitigate
to the extent feasible significant effects remaining after application of minimization
measures incorporated in the MSHCP. Minimization measures are described in the
Impact Analysis discussion for each alternative. For the purpose of analysis, it is
assumed that the management and monitoring programs for the alternatives would be
implemented according to the approaches and level of effort described in the Sections
5.0, 6.6, and 8.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I. The generalized management and
monitoring activities would occur for all alternatives within the MSHCP Conservation
Area identified for each particular alternative. The species-specific management and
monitoring activities described in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP would be directed only
toward the Covered Species identified for each particular alternative.
Aside from the features which have already been incorporated into the Plan (and each
of the criteria-based reserve alternatives), no mitigation is available to reduce any of the
identified significant impacts.
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4.1.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

MSHCP Proposed Project
Implementation of mitigation measures identified above would reduce identified impacts
to a level below significance for all impacts except those associated with Non-Covered
Species. Impacts to Non-Covered Species are significant and not mitigated.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Impacts to Non-Covered Species would remain significant. Due to the less robust
reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant impacts to the cores and
linkages identified for this alternative would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified above.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Impacts to Non-Covered Species would remain significant. Due to the less robust
reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant impacts to the cores and
linkages identified for this alternative would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified above.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Due to the less robust reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant
impacts to the vegetation communities, Listed-Covered Species, Non-Listed Covered
Species, Non-Covered species, and cores and linkages identified for this alternative
would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified
above.
No Project Alternative
The No Project Alternative would result in significant unmitigable impacts to habitats
and species, due to the lack of adequate conservation and management of natural
vegetation communities, and the lack of an adequate reserve configuration.
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4.2

Agricultural and Extractive Resources

4.2.1

Agricultural Resources

In terms of dollar value, agriculture is today the largest industry in Riverside County,
providing employment for a significant portion of the County’s population. Currently,
agriculture faces continuing pressure from urbanization, foreign competition, and rising
production costs. Despite these pressures, those areas which remain in agricultural production represent a significant open space and economic resource for the County.
MSHCP Conservation Area. The MSHCP Conservation Area will contain approximately
500,000 acres comprised of the following: 1) conservation of existing publicly owned
lands, 2) voluntary acquisition of privately held lands by the Cities, the County, or other
Permittees, 3) voluntary acquisition of privately held lands by state and/or federal
agencies, and 4) contributions from public and private development.
The MSHCP Conservation Area will be assembled through conservation of approximately 347,000 acres of existing public/quasi-public lands (PQP), and the voluntary
acquisition of approximately 153,000 acres privately held lands by the cities, County,
or other Permitees. The 153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands (ARL) will be
drawn from the 310,000 acre Criteria Area.
Existing Agricultural Operations (on parcels included in the Agricultural Operations
Database that do not require a County discretionary permit, certain City ministerial
permits, or other discretionary authorization) will receive incidental Take Authorization
and will not be required to implement MSHCP mitigation requirements. After the
effective date of the proposed MSHCP, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented,
the Take Authorization may be applied to up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural lands
within the Criteria Areas during the term of the proposed MSHCP, upon:
•

Submission and approval of an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Form as
set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457; and either

•

Execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the new Agricultural Land; or

•

County approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better assurance that
the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for agricultural production.

In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion (or other mechanism acknowledging Take Authorization) will occur prior to incidental take authorization. The County
will process all Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Forms pursuant to the
requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 457.
Existing Farmland and Farmland Designations
Farmland Categories within the MSHCP Plan Area
Various methods were utilized to identify the extent, and location, and status of
agricultural land within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. This EIR/EIS analyzes
potential impacts to agricultural resources within the MSHCP Plan Area in three
categories: These methods, distinguish between the different methods that have been
used to identify farmland Designated Farmland, Existing Agricultural Operations, and
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land zoned or designated for agricultural use under the Cities' existing or the County's
Draft General Plans or subject to a Williamson Act contract within western Riverside
County and are summarized below. Because the extent, configuration, and status
(farmed/fallow) of land within each category may vary, and because the differing
categories may overlap, separate baselines were identified for each category.
State Farmland Designations. Utilizing data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey and current land
use information, the California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP), compiles important farmland maps for each county
within the State. Maps and statistics are produced biannually using a process that
integrates aerial photo interpretation, field mapping, a computerized mapping system,
and public review. These maps categorize land use into eight mapping categories and
represent an inventory of agricultural soil resources within the county. A total of
383,650 acres in western Riverside County has been recognized as agriculturally
significant important by either State or local authorities. This sum includes 99,090 acres
designated by the Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program under its soils mapping program as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (“Designated Farmland”). Of the 99,090 acres of
Designated Farmland, 48,099 acres are Prime; 29,680 acres are Unique; and 21,311
acres are Statewide Important. The EIR/EIS utilizes 99,090 acres as the baseline for
determining whether there are impacts to Designated Farmland. The 99,090-acre
baseline represents se totals are inclusive of all land within the pre-project amount of
Designated Farmland throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including land within western
Riverside County, within cities and unincorporated areas, and within existing reserves.
Of the 99,090 acres of Designated Farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area, 18,653 are
located within the Criteria Area, from which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn
and the reserves will be assembled.
(An additional 284,560 acres have been designated as locally important (172,418 acres)
or grazing land (112,142 acres).) Riverside County has defined locally important
farmlands to include:
C

Those areas with soils that would be classified as Prime and Statewide but which
lack available irrigation water;

C

Lands planted to dryland crops of barely, oats, and wheat;

C

Lands producing major corps for Riverside County but that are not listed as Unique
crops. These crops are identified as returning $1 million or more on the 1980
Riverside County Agriculture Crop Report. Crops identified include permanent
pasture (irrigated), summer squash, okra, eggplant, radishes, and watermelons;

C

Dairylands, including corrals, pastures, milking facilities, and hay and manure
storage areas if accompanied by permanent pasture or hayland of 10 acres or more;

C

Lands identified by city or county ordinance as Agricultural Zones or Contracts.
This includes Riverside City “Proposition R” lands; and

C

Lands planted to jojoba that are under cultivation and are of producing age.

Grazing land is defined as land on which existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of
livestock.
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Lands planted to dryland crops, land producing crops, dairy lands, and lands planted to
jojoba are analyzed under the threshold of significance relating to Existing Agricultural
Operations. Lands identified by City or County ordinance as agricultural zones are
analyzed in the discussion of lands zoned or General Plan-designated for agricultural
use. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS' analysis already encompasses impacts to Locally
Important Farmlands under the thresholds of significance established by the Lead
Agencies and utilized in the Draft EIR/EIS. Consequently, the Draft EIR/EIS did not
engage in further analysis of potential impacts on Locally Important Farmlands.
While a farmland designation may be assigned to a particular area, it does not
necessarily follow that agricultural operations occur there. By intersecting the GIS data
layers that depict existing agricultural uses and Designated Farmland, it is possible to
discern the amount of Designated Farmland that is actually farmed. Based on this
exercise, 76,384 acres, or approximately 77 percent, of the Prime, Unique, and Statewide
Important farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area is utilized for agricultural production.
Table 4R identifies the amount of Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important (collectively,
Designated Farmland) that exists throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, within The Criteria
Area, and the amount that may would fall within the limits of the Proposed Action and
each MSHCP alternative within the limits of the Proposed Action and each MSHCP
alternative.
Table 4R - Designated Farmland within the Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
Designated Farmland1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning

Designated Farmland within Limits of Alternatives
Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Within
Criteria
Area

67,960

16,092

9,302
9,303

3,301
9,427

3,239
9,365

6,126

6,126

202

0

4

4

4

4

4

Beaumont

132

0

0

0

0

0

0

Calimesa

258

190

117

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

4,038

153

137

77
176

77
176

99

99

Hemet

4,101

108

140

110
213

110
213

103

103

Lake Elsinore

71

0

0

0

0

0

0

Moreno Valley

5,298

4

63

0
63

42
63

63

63

Murrieta

515

358

84

76
83

76
83

7

7

Norco

17

3

12
10

4
11

4
11

7

7

Perris

4,678

711

388
397

339
441

439
441

102

102

Riverside

5,778

41

35

17
47

17
47

30

30

Canyon Lake
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Table 4R - Designated Farmland within the Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
Designated Farmland1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
San Jacinto
Temecula
TOTAL
Notes:

1
2
3

Designated Farmland within Limits of Alternatives
Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Within
Criteria
Area

5,484

937

128

7
29

866
25

22

22

558

56

1

0

7
0

0

0

99,0903

18,653

10,411
10,419

3,935
10,498

4,881
10,432

6,563

6,563

Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland.
Includes amount of Designated Farmland within existing reserves and additional reserve lands (ARL).
The County has determined the conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural uses would
constitute a significant impact. Based on this threshold, this EIR/EIS utilizes 90,090 acres as the
baseline for Designated Farmland from which potentially significant impacts are assessed.

Active Existing Agricultural Operations Use. This document analyzes "agriculture" as a
both a vegetation community and a land use. Active agricultural use is distinguishable
from agricultural vegetation. Active agricultural use refers to commercial and residential
agricultural operations. Agricultural operations are defined as the production of all plants
(horticulture), fish farms, animals and related production activities, including the
planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production,
plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the
purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture,
horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing
animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal part of such operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.
In contrast, agricultural vegetation is one of four broad vegetation communities analyzed
in the MSHCP and in the Biological Resources section of this document. The vegetation
map and agricultural vegetation acreage figure cited in the MSHCP which was
incorporated into the proposed MSHCP was created by Pacific Southwest Biological
Services and mapped by KTU+A in 1995. This map was created by compiling all known
vegetation information within the Plan Area. These data sources include biological
survey reports, Weislander vegetation maps, satellite imagery and the
Dangermond/RECON data set. Methods used to create and interpret vegetation data
included aerial photograph interpretation, edge matching, digitizing and geographically
registering the data. In areas of concern, ground truthing occurred. Vegetation types
were classified according to Holland. The Holland classification system classifies
vegetation categories and recognizes "agriculture" as crops, orchards, vineyards or
similar uses. The Holland classification does not encompass typically agriculture-related
uses such as dairies, corrals, or feedlots as "agriculture." An analysis of agriculture as
a vegetation community is provided in Table ES-A, and impacts to vegetation
communities are analyzed in Section 4.1.4 of this document. Based on the 1995
vegetation mapping, 169,470 169,480 acres in western Riverside County throughout the
MSHCP Plan Area are identified as agricultural lands.
Agricultural lands uses include areas occupied by dairies, and livestock feed yards and
related uses; agricultural production/storage areas; and areas that have been tilled for use
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as croplands, vineyards, groves, or orchards. An interpretation of land use undertaken
during the preparation of the Riverside County Existing Setting Report (1999) for the
2002 Riverside County General Plan identified approximately 161,792 acres (amounting
to 13 percent of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area) actively utilized for agricultural
production. This interpretation was supported by field checks and a verification of land
use. Of the 161,792 acres of active farmland in western Riverside County, up to 32,726
acres may be located within the Criteria Area from which the Additional Reserve Lands
will be drawn. The largest areas of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of
San Jacinto and north of Juniper Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake,
Nuevo, southeast Perris, Eastvale, Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and
in Glen Avon. Field croplands are mapped extensively throughout the Plan Area. The
largest areas are around State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an eastwest strip from Murrieta Hot Springs; through French Valley; Antelope Valley; Paloma
Valley; Menifee Valley; Winchester; Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the Diamond
Valley area; and in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard use is in Santa Rosa East
between Gavilan Mountain and Mesa de Colorado. Table 4S identifies the amount of
land actively utilized for agricultural production that would may fall within the limits
of the Proposed Action and each MSHCP alternative.
Table 4S - Actively Utilized Agricultural Land1 within the Limits of Each MSHCP
Alternative (Acres)
Existing Agricultural Land (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa
Canyon Lake
Corona
Hemet
Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Murrieta
Norco
Perris
Riverside

Existing Agricultural Land Within Limits of Alternatives

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
Within
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Criteria Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

110,269

25,399

14,096

5782
12,679

12,123

6,887

6,887

1,317

0

14

14

14

14

14

3,609

935

739

596
583

516
583

7

7

761

331

220

5

5

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

3,557

139

108

54
130

54
130

76

76

4,243

315

255

202
270

202
270

68

68

256

39

6

7

7

0

0

0
23

23

23

8,519

1,108

78

0
23

2,669

1,237

516

429
440

429
440

11

11

634

26

15

2
14

2
14

12

12

9,859

1,679

599

1204
1,266

1204
1,266

62

62

6,433

48

69

2
69

2
69

67

67
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Table 4S - Actively Utilized Agricultural Land1 within the Limits of Each MSHCP
Alternative (Acres)
Existing Agricultural Land (acres)

Jurisdiction
San Jacinto
Temecula
TOTAL
Notes:

1
2

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Existing Agricultural Land Within Limits of Alternatives

Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
Within
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Criteria Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

8,350

1,213

156

199
207

188
196

8

8

1,314

257

27

24

24

0

0

161,792

32,726

16,898

15,745

15,178

7,235

7,235

Based on Riverside County Existing Setting Report, LSA Associates, 1999.
Includes amount of actively utilized farmland within the public/quasi public lands (PQP) and
Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

A discrepancy between The amount of "agricultural" acreage within western Riverside
County the MSHCP Plan Area exists varies according to the unit of measurement that
is used. The vegetation map and data derived from it are representative of vegetation
community conditions at the time the vegetation study was prepared (1995), while the
Riverside County Existing Setting Report is a (1999) more recent (1999) interpretation
of land use. As its data is more recent Since this section of the EIR/EIS analyzes
impacts to existing agricultural land uses, the agricultural acreage data identified in the
Riverside County Existing Setting Report will be is used as the basis for analysis in this
section of the EIR/EIS.
MSHCP Provisions Regarding Existing Agricultural Operations
The Take Authorization for Existing Agricultural Operations becomes effective upon
the County's receipt of a properly executed Certificate of Inclusion and the inclusion of
the operation into County’s Existing Agricultural Operations Database. Provided
requirements set forth in the MSHCP and its Implementing Agreement are met, Existing
Agricultural Operations:
C

Are exempt from the payment of mitigation fees or other mitigation measures; and

C

May change agricultural crop type and continue to receive Take Authorization.

(The conversion from grazing or pastureland uses to a tilled crop represents a
fundamental change in the biological value of the land use and therefore does not fall
within the definition of Existing Agricultural Operations.) The Existing Agricultural
Operations Database will be established on or before the effective date of the MSHCP.
The MSHCP and its Implementing Agreement allow landowners 36 months (48 months
for agricultural operations occurring on less than 40 acres) from the effective date of the
MSHCP to provide evidence that supports the inclusion of land into the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database.
Expansion of Existing Agricultural Operations or similar uses requiring a County or City
discretionary permit, other discretionary authorization, or certain City ministerial permits
will also receive Take Authorization, provided the requirements set forth in the MSHCP
and Implementing Agreement are met. If the expansion requires a discretionary
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authorization and occurs within the Criteria Area, then the Criteria will be applied and
appropriate mitigation imposed. Such projects will not be subject to the Criteria and
mitigation requirements if construction and operation disturbance and impacts are
confined solely to the existing building footprint (i.e., limited to those areas that have
been recently and consistently disturbed and have little or no habitat value). If the
expansion requires discretionary authorization and occurs outside the Criteria Area, then
the Criteria will not be applied. However, the policies for the protection of Narrow
Endemic Plant Species and Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools requirements,
and/or additional survey requirements forth the MSHCP shall be applied, if appropriate.
Inside the Criteria Area, the Take Authorization will be applied to a limited number of
New Agricultural Lands to be used for Agricultural Operations (including the expansion
of Existing Agricultural Operations not requiring a discretionary permit or other
discretionary authorization) after the effective date of the Implementing Agreement and
consistent with the goals of the MSHCP. The Take Authorization may be applied to up
to 10,000 acres of new agricultural land within the Criteria Area during the term of the
MSHCP. The Take Authorization shall apply to new agricultural lands, as allowed
pursuant to the MSHCP, upon: 1) submission and approval of an Agricultural
Grading/Clearing Exception Form as set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457;
and 2) either a) execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the New Agricultural
Lands or b) County or City approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better
assurance that the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for Agricultural
Operations. In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion must occur prior to
Take Authorization. This requirement shall not be applicable to projects: 1) currently
within an agricultural zone established by Ordinance No. 348, and 2) whose building
footprint will be wholly within property previously tilled as part of the Existing
Agricultural Operations. Take Authorization may be applied to unlimited new lands for
Agricultural Operations outside the Criteria Area. New agricultural lands shall be
exempt from the payment of any impact mitigation fee or other mitigation measures
imposed by the MSHCP, except as set forth in the Implementing Agreement. The cap
on New Agricultural Lands acreage is intended to accommodate expansion of
agricultural operations while providing a mechanism for accounting for Take within the
Criteria Area. It is not to be interpreted as restricting the expansion of agricultural land
uses in the MSHCP Plan Area.
Agricultural Zone(s) or General Plan Designation(s). In addition to zoning and General
Plan designated land in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County, seven Cities
(Banning, Beaumont, Corona, Hemet, Moreno Valley, Norco, and San Jacinto) within
western Riverside County the MSHCP Plan Area have established agricultural zones
and/or have designated agriculture as a distinct General Plan land use. Throughout
western Riverside, 38,280 acres are specifically designated or zoned for agricultural use.
The proposed Riverside County General Plan (also known as the "Draft General Plan"
or the "General Plan Update") identifies agriculture as a "Foundation Component." In
the proposed General Plan, "Foundation Components" are considered to be the first tier
of land uses and describe the overall nature and intent of the Draft General Plan. The
"Agriculture" Foundation Component consists of one area plan land use designation of
the same name. The Agriculture (AG) land use designation has been established to help
conserve productive agricultural lands within the County. These include row crops,
nurseries, citrus groves and vineyards, dairies, ranches, poultry and hog farms, and other
agricultural related uses. Within the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County,
30,553 30,610 acres have been specifically designated for agricultural uses under the
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"Agriculture" Foundation Component. Table 4T details the amount of land specifically
zoned or designated for agricultural uses under the Cities' existing General Plans or the
"Agriculture" Foundation Component of the County's General Plan Update. Under the
Cities' existing and the County's Draft General Plan (General Plan Update), a total of
38,223 acres (Table 4T) within the MSHCP Plan Area may be designated in the General
Plan(s)/zoned for agricultural uses. Of the 38,223 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan
Area that are zoned or designated for agricultural use under the Cities' existing and the
County's Draft General Plans, 16,947 acres will be located within the Criteria Area from
which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn.

Table 4T - Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Farmland within the
Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
- assuming adoption of County's Draft General Plan
Existing
Agriculturally
Zoned/General
Plan Designated
Land1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Land Within
Limits of Alternative

Listed,
Proposed,
and Strong Listed and
Existing
Within
Candidate Proposed
Criteria Proposed Alternative Candidate Reserves No Project
2
Area
Action2
Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

30,553
30,610

16,302

5,290

2,562
2,752

2,283
2,473

190

190

1,420

78

90

28
43

28
43

15

15

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

430

229

46

44

44

0

0

Hemet

615

0

52

0
52

0
52

52

52

Moreno Valley

564

0

9

0
9

0
9

9

9

4,620

337

97

90
109

90
109

19

19

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

38,280
38,223

16,947

5,584

2,724
3,009

2,445
2,730

285

285

Banning
Beaumont

Norco
San Jacinto
TOTAL
Note:

1.
2.

Based on land use designations in the Cities' existing General Plans (obtained through the
WRCOG City General Plan Database) and the County's proposed General Plan Update
Updated Riverside County General Plan.
Includes amount of zoned/general planned agricultural land already incorporated into the
existing reserves plus potential acreage included in the Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

As designated Under the Cities' and the County's current General Plans, 84,364 acres
within the MSHCP Plan Area are specifically General Plan designated or zoned for
agricultural uses. By intersecting the GIS data layers that depict existing agricultural
uses and land zoned or general plan designated for agricultural uses, it is possible to
discern the amount of land zoned or otherwise designated for agricultural use that is
actually farmed. Based on this exercise, 33,927 acres of the land zoned or General Plan
designated for agricultural uses within the MSHCP Plan Area is actively utilized for
agricultural production. Of the 84,364 acres of land in western Riverside County
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currently the MSHCP Plan Area zoned or General Plan designated for agricultural uses
under the Cities' and County's existing GPS, up to 16,947 acres are located within the
Criteria Area from which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn. Table 4U details
the amount of land currently designated or zoned for agricultural uses that would may
fall within the limits of the Proposed MSHCP and each alternative.
Table 4U - Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Farmland within the Limits of
Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres) - assuming land use designations
in the County's and the Cities' existing General Plans
Existing
Agriculturally
Zoned/General
Plan Land1
(acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Land Within Limits
of Alternative

Listed,
Within
Proposed, Listed and
Criteand Strong Proposed
Existing
ria
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative

76,694 16,302

No Project
Alternative

8,632

7,287

7,218

3,275

3,275

1,420

78

90

43

43

15

15

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

430

229

46

44

44

0

0

Hemet

615

0

52

52

52

52

52

Moreno Valley

564

0

9

9

9

9

9

4,620

337

97

109

109

19

19

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

84,364

16,947

8,926

7,544

7,475

3,370

3,370

Beaumont

Norco
San Jacinto
TOTAL
Note:

1

2

Based on the existing Riverside County General Plan and WRCOG City General Plan Database
(October 2002).
Includes amount of zoned/general planned agricultural land within the public/quasi public lands (PQP)
and Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

Existing Policies and Regulations
Williamson Act Land Preserves. In 1965, the California Land Conservation Act, also
known as the Williamson Act, was adopted. This voluntary program allows property
owners to have their property assessed on the basis of its agricultural production rather
than at the current market value. The property owner is thus relieved of having to pay
higher property taxes as long as the land remains in agricultural production. The
purposes of the Act is are to encourage property owners to continue to farm their land,
and to prevent the premature conversion of farmland to urban uses. Participation
requires that the area consist of 100 contiguous acres of agricultural land under one or
more ownerships. Statewide, in 2001, 16.3 million acres, representing approximately
one-half of the State's farmland (and one-third of the State's privately owned land), were
enrolled under Williamson Act contracts.
Upon approval of an application by the Board of Supervisors local governing body with
land use authority, the an agricultural preserve is established, and the land within the
preserve is restricted to agricultural and compatible uses for 10 years. Williamson Act
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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contracts are automatically renewed annually for an additional one-year period, unless
the property owner applies for non-renewal or early cancellation. Nonrenewal initiations
are requested either by the landowner or the local government and are often filed in
anticipation of converting farmland to other uses. In 2001, Riverside County ranked
fourth in the State in the amount of land (1,526 acres) on which nonrenewal was
initiated. Throughout the County in 2001, Williamson Act contracts expired on 539
acres of farmland on which nonrenewals were initiated.
The Williamson Act also contains limited provisions for cancellation of contracts. A
cancellation of a Williamson Act contract is the immediate termination of an enforceable
restriction by a landowner. A Williamson Act contract cancellation requires payment
of a cancellation fee as well as approval by the County Board of Supervisors or City
Council. Specific findings regarding the non-viability of the agricultural use must be
made, and a substantial penalty for the cancellation is assessed. Because of the rigorous
findings required for such approvals, cancellations typically amount to a small fraction
of total contract terminations each year. In 2001, Riverside County also ranked fourth
in the State in the amount (55 acres) of Williamson Act contract cancellations.
Williamson Act contracted land may be acquired for a wide range of public uses. Public
acquisition through eminent domain by a public agency results in the immediate
termination of an enforceable contract. Wildlife habitat, water resource management,
public open space, and public schools are common alternative uses for publicly acquired
contracted land. In 2001, a total of 87 acres of contracted land throughout the County
was publicly acquired. To exercise its right to take land under Williamson Act contract,
the public agency may be required to make specific findings and notifications.
Based on figures obtained from the California Department of Conservation, Division of
Land Resources Protection, 62,668 acres within the whole of Riverside County were
under Williamson Act protection in 2001. Of this amount, 55,954 acres were Prime
farmland, while 6,714 acres were located on non-prime farmland.
In 1998, the State Legislature established the Farmland Security Zone (FSZ) provision
of the Williamson Act. An FSZ is an area created within an agricultural preserve which
offers landowners greater property tax reduction in return for an initial contract term of
twenty years, with renewal occurring automatically every year. For the purpose of
property assessment, land restricted by an FSZ contract is valued at 65 percent of its
Williamson Act valuation. According to the State’s 2002 Williamson Act Status Report,
no land within Riverside County is currently covered under an FSZ contract.
County of Riverside Ordinance No. 509. This ordinance establishes uniform rules which
apply to agricultural preserves.
Impacts
Criteria for Determining Significance. The Proposed Action will have a significant on
agricultural resources if its implementation would result in the conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses. The thresholds criteria listed below are derived from
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and were used by the Lead Agencies to
determine the significance of impacts related to agricultural resources. Impacts would
be significant if the implementation of the Proposed Action Project or Alternative
would:

4.2-10

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

C

Conflict with existing agricultural designations for land within the MSHCP Plan
Area or a Williamson Act contract;

C

Result in the conversion of Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural
use;

C

Result in the conversion of Designated Farmland (Prime, Unique, or Statewide
Important farmland (collectively, “Designated Farmland”) as shown on maps
prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, to non-agricultural
uses; or

C

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in the conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural
use.

Impacts of the Alternative Scenarios
The following discussions assess potential impacts to the various categories of
agricultural land (e.g., Existing Agricultural Operations, land zoned or General Plan
designated for agricultural use or subject to a Williamson Act contract, or Designated
Farmland). Because the extent, configuration, and status (farmed/fallow) of land within
each farmland category may vary, the analysis utilizes different baselines for each
category. Using these varying baselines, this document analyzes the potential impacts
to each category of agricultural operations that would result from implementation of the
proposed MSHCP and its various alternatives.
Existing Agricultural Designations and Williamson Act Contracts Impacts to Existing
Agricultural Operations.
Based on the thresholds identified above, impacts would be significant if the implementation of the Proposed Action or any Alternative would result in the conversion of
Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural uses. Agricultural operations are
defined as the production of all plants (horticulture), fish farms, animals and related
production activities, including the planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying,
and apiculture; and the production, plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting,
pasturing and fallowing for the purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity,
including viticulture, apiculture, horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of
livestock, horses, fur-bearing animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal
part of such operations; provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws
and regulations.
Proposed MSHCP. Of the 161,792 acres of active farmland within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area, 16,898 acres will fall may be included within the Conservation
Area upon implementation of the Proposed Action. Under alternatives to the
Proposed Action, the amount of active farmland within the Conservation Area
ranges from 7,235 to 15,745 8,510 acres. The amounts of active agricultural land
that will may fall within the Conservation Area under the proposed MSHCP and
each alternative (and the change from existing conditions) are identified in Tables
4UR-4XU. As stated in Section 6.2 of the MSHCP document, "Take" Authorization will apply to those lands within MSHCP boundaries being used for Existing
ongoing Agricultural Operations for at least one of the last five years preceding the
effective date of the Implementing Agreement. Existing Agricultural Operations
within the conservation Criteria Area are generally exempt from the payment of
impact mitigation fees or other mitigation measures.
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In order to verify the location of the Existing Agricultural Operations, the proposed
MSHCP includes provisions for the creation of a database identifying "Existing
Agricultural Operations" on or before the effective date of the proposed MSHCP.
The "Existing Agricultural Operations Database" will include parcel numbers,
acreage, ownership/operation names, and a map or other representation identifying
parcels containing Existing Agricultural Operations. The information contained
in the Existing Agricultural Operations Database will be submitted to the Wildlife
Agencies on an annual basis. A Certificate of Inclusion (a ministerial action that
verifies agricultural uses on a property) or other mechanism will be completed to
obtain incidental take coverage for Existing Agricultural Operations, which will
occur solely for the purpose of documenting acknowledgment of incidental take
authorization.
Table 4U - Acreage Within Conservation Area under the Proposed Action
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use (acres)

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture
(acres)

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

4,139

2,749

2,414

14,096

5,290

Banning

4

0

0

14

90

Beaumont

0

0

0

739

0

Calimesa

91

26

0

220

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

46

64

27

108

46

Hemet

61

0

79

255

52

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

6

0

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

78

9

Murrieta

52

25

7

516

0

Norco

3

0

9

15

97

Perris

163

4

221

599

0

Riverside

17

17

1

69

0

San Jacinto

104

19

5

156

0

0

1

0

27

0

4,717

2,905

2,789

16,898

5,584

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

Temecula
TOTALS
1

Note: A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it odes not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Outside the Criteria Area, Existing Agricultural Operations may expand and new
operations may commence indefinitely. Inside the Criteria Area, the expansion of
Existing Agricultural Operations or similar use requiring a County discretionary
permit, or other discretionary authorizations, or certain City ministerial permits (as
set forth in the MSHCP) will not be subject to requirements of the proposed
MSHCP if construction and operation disturbance is confined to the existing
building footprint. Existing Agricultural Operations may change agricultural crop
types and continue to receive Incidental Take coverage, provided all requirements
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outlined in Section 6.0 of the proposed MSHCP have been met. However,
conversion from grazing or pastureland uses to a tilled crop does not fall within the
definition of Existing Agricultural Operations.
As stated in Section 6.2 of the MSHCP, "Take" Authorization will apply to those
lands within the MSHCP Plan Area that were being used for Existing Agricultural
Operations for at least one of the last five years preceding the effective date of the
MSHCP Implementing Agreement. Existing Agricultural Operations within the
MSHCP Plan Area are exempt from the payment of impact mitigation fees or other
mitigation measures. Because Existing Agricultural Operations are a Covered
Activity and will be permitted to continue even within the Conservation Area
(subject to provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), implementation of the
proposed MSHCP will not will not significantly reduce the amount of land
presently utilized for agricultural production or otherwise affect existing
agricultural operations convert Existing Agricultural Operations into nonagricultural uses and no significant impact resulting from the conversion of active
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses will occur.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. This alternative was
developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed,
proposed, and strong candidate species. Implementation of the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative may conserve a total of about 465,830
acres, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300 acres of
private land outside of existing reserves.
As stated in Table 4S, if this Alternative were implemented, 15,745 acres of the
land currently utilized for agricultural production (9.7%) may be within the
Conservation Area. As with the MSHCP, Existing Agricultural Operations would
be a Covered Activity under this Alternative. Compared to the Proposed Action,
this alternative decreases the amount of land potentially subject to conservation.
However, because Existing Agricultural Operations would continue to be a
Covered Activity under this Alternative, no significant impact resulting from the
loss of active agricultural land would occur.

Table 4V - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

4,478

2,236

2,643

5,792

2,562

Banning

4

0

0

14

28

Beaumont

0

0

0

576

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

5

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

60

63

53

54

44

Hemet

74

0

139

202

0

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

7

0

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.2-13

Table 4V - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

0

0

Murrieta

51

25

7

429

0

Norco

1

0

10

2

90

Perris

172

4

261

1,204

0

Riverside

29

17

1

2

0

San Jacinto

9

16

4

199

0

Temecula

0

0

0

24

0

4,915

2,361

3,148

8,510

2,724

Jurisdiction

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. This Alternative was developed to depict
a potential conservation scenario that would address only the 32 species listed or
proposed for listing, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological
concepts. Under this Alternative, a total of about 439,140 acres would be
conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 92,610 acres of
private lands outside existing reserves.
As shown in Table 4S, approximately 15,178 acres of land currently utilized for
agricultural production (9.4%) may fall within the Conservation Area under this
alternative. Compared to the Proposed Action, this alternative would decrease the
amount of active agricultural land potentially subject to conservation by up to
1,720 acres. However, because Existing Agricultural Operations would continue
to be a Covered Activity under this Alternative, the Alternative does not affect
Existing Agricultural Operations. Therefore, this Alternative will not cause any
significant impact resulting from the loss of active agricultural land.
Table 4X - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1
Jurisdiction

Statewide
Existing
Zoned/General Plan
Important Agricultural Use for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

4,430

2,292

2,643

5,236

2,283

Banning

4

0

0

14

28

Beaumont

0

0

0

576

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

5

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

60

63

53

54

44

Unincorporated
Riverside County
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Table 4X - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1
Jurisdiction

Statewide
Existing
Zoned/General Plan
Important Agricultural Use for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Hemet

74

0

139

202

0

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

7

0

Moreno Valley

179

0

26

0

0

Murrieta

51

25

7

429

0

Norco

1

0

10

2

90

Perris

172

4

365

1,204

0

Riverside

44

17

1

2

0

San Jacinto

9

879

3

188

0

Temecula

0

7

0

24

0

5,024

3,287

3,247

7,943

2,445

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Existing Reserves Alternative. Under this Alternative, no additional conservation
or management would occur within the existing reserves beyond that currently
occurring or what might occur in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) Southern California Conservation Strategy. This Alternative is
described in further detail in Section 2.5.
Table 4S identifies the amount of active agricultural land within unincorporated
areas and cities that lie within existing reserves. As shown in Table 4S, under this
Alternative, the 7,235 acres of active agricultural land located within existing
reserves would receive Incidental Take Authorization. Existing Agricultural
Operations within the existing reserves would be permitted to continue, and no
additional private lands would be subject to conservation. Therefore, implementation of this Alternative will not result in any significant impacts to active
agricultural land.
This Alternative would not conserve any additional land beyond that conserved in
existing reserves. As this Alternative consists solely of existing reserves,
compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of active agricultural land
potentially subject to conservation is reduced by 9,663 acres. Because this
Alternative will not conserve any additional land and Existing Agricultural
Operations would continue to be a Covered Activity under this Alternative, no
significant impacts to agricultural resources would result from implementation of
this Alternative.
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Table 4Y - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the
Existing Reserves Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

3,031

1,685

1,410

6,887

190

Banning

4

0

0

14

15

Beaumont

0

0

0

7

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

0

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

46

26

27

76

0

Hemet

60

0

43

68

52

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

0

0

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

23

9

Murrieta

0

0

7

11

0

Norco

0

0

7

12

19

Perris

3

4

95

62

0

Riverside

14

15

1

67

0

San Jacinto

6

16

0

8

0

Temecula

0

0

0

0

0

3,201

1,746

1,616

7,235

285

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

No Project Alternative. Under this Alternative, the land use changes and policies
set forth in the proposed MSHCP would not be implemented. Development
permitted under General Plans of the County and the Cities may result in the future
Take of listed species and regulated habitats. As is currently the case, activities
involving Take of State and/or federally listed species would require individual
permitting on a project-by-project basis. Under this alternative, existing reserves
would be retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing
reserves would be retained in their current configuration, this Alternative results
in no impacts to Existing Agricultural Operations.
Impacts to Lands Zoned or General Plan Designated Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use
& or Subject to Williamson Act Contracts. Based on the thresholds identified above,
impacts would be significant if the implementation of the proposed MSHCP or any of
the alternatives would conflict with: (1) agricultural zoning or General Plan land use
designations within the MSHCP Plan Area, or (2) a Williamson Act contract.
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Proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP will result in the conservation of
approximately 347,000 acres on of existing public/quasi-public lands, and
development application of criteria to assure additional conservation on private
lands of approximately 153,000 acres (the Additional Reserve Lands). Lands
defined as "public/quasi-public" include lands: (1) known to be in public
ownership or managed for conservation and/or open space value, (2) or land
contained in an existing reserve. Within the boundaries of existing reserves are
7,235 acres of active agricultural land, and 285 acres of land that is zoned or
designated for agricultural use under a General Plan (Table 4). While the proposed
MSHCP will encompass conservation on both public and private lands, the
discussion that follows addresses only the potential impacts that may result from
establishment of conservation areas on private lands that are currently not
conserved because the Plan The proposed MSHCP will not change the allowable
uses or otherwise affect the approximately 347,000 acres of existing reserves that
are already in place. These activities will be permitted to continue as regulated by
USFS, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the other agencies which
have administration over these public/quasi-public lands. Likewise, the MSHCP
will have no effect on land outside of the Criteria Area which is zoned or General
Plan designated for agricultural use. Potential impacts to lands zoned or General
Plan designated for agricultural use or subject to Williamson Act contracts are
therefore limited to the acreage within the Criteria Area, but outside of existing
reserves, which may be conserved as Additional Reserve Lands.
About 161,792 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan Area are currently utilized
for agricultural production. Using the Cities' existing and the County's proposed
General Plan land use designations, of the 38,280 38,233 acres within the MSHCP
Plan Area that are zoned or have a General Plan designation for agricultural use,
it is anticipated that approximately 5,584 acres (about 14%) would may be
included in the reserve areas, including 285 acres in existing reserves. Thus, up
to 5,299 acres of land zoned or designated under the Cities' existing and the
County's Draft General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands.
Under the Cities' and County's existing General Plan land use designations, of the
84,364 acres within the MSHCP Plan Area that are zoned or have a General Plan
designation for agricultural use, up to 8,926 acres may be located within the
Conservation Area, including 3,370 acres in existing reserves. Thus, up to 5,556
acres of land zoned or General Plan designated for agriculture under the current
General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands.
It is not possible to determine how much of this acreage the 38,233 acres is subject
to a Williamson Act contract because Williamson Act contracts are parcel-specific
and, due to the criteria-based nature of the Plan, it is not possible to predict
precisely which parcels will be included in the reserves. Thus, the MSHCP has the
potential to conflict with existing agricultural designations for land included within
the Conservation Area. However, the Proposed MSHCP is not a land use
document and does not change zoning or land use designations. Under the
MSHCP, Existing Agricultural Operations are a Covered Activity and would be
allowed both within the Criteria Area and in the Plan Area outside of the reserves.
Regardless of whether the potential impacts to agricultural resources are analyzed
using the County's existing or proposed General Plan land use designations,
Existing Agricultural Operations on land designated for agricultural uses will be
permitted to continue. Therefore, under either the existing or proposed General
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Plan, implementation of the MSHCP will not result in the conversion of active
farmland to non-agricultural uses. Thus, to the extent the 5,584 acres zoned or
designated for agricultural use are being used for Existing Agricultural Operations,
the MSHCP allows these uses to continue and the Existing Agricultural Operations
will not be required to be assembled into the reserve if existing agricultural
operations are occurring on those lands. Moreover, to the extent that General Plan
designated or zoned land is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural
Operations, the MSHCP allows for the conversion of 10,000 acres of natural lands
to agricultural uses within the Criteria Area and unlimited conversion to
agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area. Plus, the remaining 32,696 acres
(about 86%) lands designated for agricultural use would benefit from the Plan, as
because, to the extent these lands include Existing Agricultural Operations, their
ongoing agricultural activities would receive Take coverage. Parcels subject to
Williamson Act contracts qualify as Existing Agricultural Operations; the MSHCP
specifically allows these agricultural activities to continue indefinitely. On
balance, then Consequently, the MSHCP will not conflict with any existing
agricultural zoning or General Plan designations or Williamson Act contracts and;
therefore, will not have significant agricultural impacts.
Table 4U identifies the amount of currently zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land in each city and the unincorporated areas of the County which
will could fall within the limits of the Conservation Area and thus might be
included in the reserves assembled under the MSHCP.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. This alternative was
developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed,
proposed, and strong candidate species. A total of 32 listed and proposed species
occurs in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. In addition to the listed and proposed
species, this alternative also considers the conservation needs of seven species
identified as "strong candidates" for listing. Implementation of the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would conserve a total of
465,830 acres, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300 acres
of private land outside of existing reserves. Under the Cities' existing and the
County's proposed General Plans, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative, it is anticipated that the reserve would may include about
2,724 3,009 acres (7%) of land that is zoned or designated under a General Plan
for agricultural uses, including 285 acres within existing reserves. As with the
MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would
include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered Activity, and agricultural
operations which would be allowed to continue, even within the Criteria Area as
well as in the Plan Area outside of the reserves. Thus, assuming the County's
General Plan Update is adopted, 2,724 acres of zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands under this
alternative.
Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, it is
anticipated that the Conservation Area may include approximately 7,544 acres of
land that is zoned or designated under the Cities' and the County's existing General
Plans for agricultural uses, including 3,370 acres within existing reserves. Thus,
up to 4,174 acres of land currently General Plan designated or zoned for
agricultural use might be conserved as part of the Additional Reserve Lands. As
compared to the Proposed Action, this Alternative reduces the amount of land
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potentially subject to inclusion in the Additional Reserve Lands by 2,575 acres
(assuming the County's General Plan Update is adopted) or 1,382 acres (calculated
using the Cities' and the County's existing zoning and General Plan land use
designations). (Table 4U)
As with the proposed MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative is not a land use policy and would not change zoning or land use
designations. As with the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative would include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered
Activity, which would be allowed to continue throughout the MSHCP Plan Area,
including within the Criteria Area. To the extent that General Plan designated or
zoned land is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural Operations, this
Alternative also allows for the conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses. The
"Take Authorization" may apply to up to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural Land
within the Criteria Area and unlimited Take Authorization is provided for the
conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area.
The remaining 35,556 acres (about 93%) not located within the Criteria Area
would further benefit from implementation of this Alternative, as their ongoing
Existing Agricultural activities Operations would receive Take Coverage. As with
the MSHCP, it is not possible to determine the extent of potential impacts to how
much agriculturally zoned or designated acreage is subject to a Williamson Act
contract due to the parcel-specific nature of Williamson Act contracts and the
criteria-based nature of the Plan.
Tables 4T and 4U identifyies the amount of zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land with the Cities and the unincorporated areas of the County that
would may be included in the reserve areas.
When compared to the proposed MSHCP, implementation of this alternative will
reduce the potential conflict with land zoned or otherwise designated for
agricultural use that is removed from agriculture to assemble the reserve by 2,860
acres (about 49%). Impacts to agriculturally zoned or designated land under this
alternative remain less than significant because, like the MSHCP, this alternative
allows all Existing Agricultural Operations to continue indefinitely, regardless of
their location within the MSHCP Plan Area. Therefore, this alternative will not
conflict with existing agricultural zoning, General Plan designations or Williamson
Act contracts and will not have significant impacts to agricultural resources.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. This alternative was developed to depict
a potential conservation scenario that would address only the 32 species listed or
proposed for listing that are found within the MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative
focuses largely on the conservation of the 32 listed and proposed species within the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP
biological concepts. Under this alternative, a total of 439,140 acres would be
conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 92,610 acres of
currently private lands outside existing reserves. This alternative, including a list
of covered species, is discussed in further detail in Section 2.4.
Under Cities' existing and the County's proposed General Plans, this alternative,
may include approximately 2,445 2,730 acres (6%) of land currently zoned or
designated under a General Plan for agricultural use would fall within the
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Conservation Area, including 285 acres within existing reserves. Thus, 2,445 acres
of land zoned or designated under the Cities' existing and the County's Draft
General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands under this
alternative.
Under the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative, it is anticipated that
the Conservation Area may include approximately 7,475 acres of land that is zoned
or designated under the Cities' and the County's existing General Plans for
agricultural uses, including 3,370 acres within existing reserves. Thus, 4,105
acres of currently designated or zoned land may be conserved as part of the
Additional Reserve Lands under this alternative. As compared to the Proposed
Action, this alternative reduces the amount of land within the Additional Reserve
Lands that is currently zoned or designated under a General Plan for agricultural
use by 2,854 acres (assuming the County's Draft General Plan is adopted) or 1,451
acres (calculated using the Cities' and the County's existing zoning and General
Plan land use designations).
However, as indicated above and as with the proposed MSHCP, this alternative
would include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered Activity, and
agricultural operations which would be allowed to continue in the Criteria Area as
well as in throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including within the Criteria Area
outside of the reserves. To the extent that land zoned or General Plan designated
for agricultural use is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural Operations,
this alternative also allows for the conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses.
The "Take Authorization" may apply to up to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural
Land within the Criteria Area and unlimited Take Authorization is provided for the
conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area.
Agricultural lands outside the Criteria Area would further benefit from implementation of this alternative, as their ongoing Existing Agricultural activities
Operations would receive Take Coverage. As with the MSHCP, it is not possible
to determine the extent of potential impacts to how much agriculturally zoned or
designated acreage is subject to a Williamson Act contract due to the parcelspecific nature of Williamson Act contracts and the criteria-based nature of the
Plan. Tables 4T and 4U 4W identifies the amount of land within unincorporated
areas and cities that would fall within the conservation area under this alternative.
As compared to the MSHCP, this alternative reduces the potential conflict with
agriculturally zoned or General Plan designated land that would be removed from
agriculture to assemble the reserve by 3,139 acres (54%). Impacts to agriculturally
zoned or designated land under this alternative remain less than significant
because, like the MSHCP, this alternative allows all Existing Agricultural
Operations to continue indefinitely, regardless of their location within the MSHCP
Plan Area. Therefore, this alternative will not conflict with existing agricultural
zoning, General Plan designations or Williamson Act contracts and will not have
significant impacts to agricultural resources.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Information regarding the size, character, and
mission of the existing reserves is included in the MSHCP Description of Existing
Reserves document (April 2000). Under this alternative, it is assumed that an
MSHCP would be developed and associated take permits issued based on the
existing reserves, but no additional conservation or management would occur
within the existing reserves beyond that currently occurring or what might occur
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in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Southern
California Conservation Strategy. This alternative is described in further detail in
Section 2.5.
Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, the land use status quo would not change
in that no additional land would be conserved. Currently, the existing reserves
include 7,235 acres (4%) of Existing Agricultural land Operations and 285 acres
(0.8%) of land within western Riverside County that is zoned or designated for
agricultural use under the Cities' existing or the County's Draft a General Plans.
Under the Cities' and the County's current General Plans, 3,370 acres of land
within the MSHCP Plan Area is zoned or General Plan designated for agricultural
uses. Table 4U identifies the amount of currently zoned or General Plan designated
land within unincorporated areas and cities the MSHCP Plan Area that lies within
existing reserves.
While the MSHCP includes the establishment of conservation areas on private
lands that are currently not conserved and the incorporation of existing reserves,
this alternative does not. This alternative contemplates conservation in includes
only those areas on which reserves are already established. Because the
Alternative would not conserve any additional land, it would not change the
existing environmental setting and would not create any conflict with any
agricultural zoning, General Plan agricultural land use designation, or Williamson
Act contract.
No Project Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative, subregional permits
pursuant to the following State and federal regulations would not be issued: 1)
Section 10(a)(1)(B) under the FESA; 2) Section 2081 under the CESA; and 3)
Section 2835 of the NCCP Act (CFGC). Activities involving take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. This alternative is addressed in further detail in
Section 2.6.
Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies that are being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur. However, the
planning efforts currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s
General Plan and Countywide circulation element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans may result in the take of
listed species and regulated habitats. Activities involving take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. Under this alternative, existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing reserves would
be retained in their current configuration, and no additional lands would be
conserved, the no impacts would result from implementation of this alternative, as
explained above in the discussion of would be the same as the Existing Reserves
Alternative, as summarized in Table 4X.
Analysis of Significance.
Because Existing Agricultural Operations will be permitted to continue within the
Criteria Area (subject to provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), and an additional
10,000 acres of non-agricultural land may be converted to agricultural land and receive
Take Authorization, implementation of the proposed MSHCP, and the Listed, Proposed
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and Strong Candidate Alternative and the Listed and Proposed Candidate Alternative
each of the alternatives will not significantly conflict with zoning or designation of lands
for agricultural use or any Williamson Act contract or result in the conversion of
Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural uses. Since no additional land will
be conserved under the Existing Reserves Alternative and the No Project Alternative,
these Alternatives likewise will not conflict with zoning or designation of lands for
agricultural use or any Williamson Act contract; therefore, these alternatives will not
have a significant effect on Existing Agricultural Operations.
Mitigation. No significant impact would occur. Therefore, no mitigation is
required.
Significance of Impacts after Mitigation. No significant impacts would occur due
to conflict with agricultural zoning, land use designations, or Williamson Act
contracts would occur under the Proposed Action or any of the MSHCP alternatives.
Impacts to Designated Farmland. Impacts would be significant if the implementation of
the Proposed Action or an alternative would result, directly or indirectly, in the
conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural uses. The specific discussions
and tables charts included above detail the amount of Designated Farmland that would
may be incorporated within the Conservation Area(s) created under the proposed
MSHCP and the various alternatives. (See Table 4R.) As stated earlier in this section,
the designation of land by the State as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important Farmland
does not necessarily imply that the land is currently utilized for active agricultural
production. The proposed MSHCP will not impose new or additional restrictions on
agricultural operations adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area Reserve nor will it
attempt to displace Existing Agricultural Operations that the property owners wish to
continue.
Under the Proposed Action, 3,848 up to an estimated 10,419 acres of Designated
Farmland may be located within the Conservation Area; this figure includes the acreage
included in both the Additional Reserve Lands and the existing reserves. in the MSHCP
Plan Area will be added to the conservation area (above the amount of Designated
Farmland already included in the existing reserves). Under the alternatives to the
proposed MSHCP, the amount of Designated Farmland that is potentially subject to
inclusion in the Additional Reserve Lands and thus might be added to the Conservation
Area ranges from 3,935 to 6,563 3,869 to 3,935 acres.
Agricultural activities (on parcels included in the Existing Agricultural Operations
Database that do not require a County discretionary permit, or other discretionary
authorization, or certain City ministerial permits) will receive Incidental Take
Authorization and will not be required to implement MSHCP mitigation requirements.
After the effective date of the proposed MSHCP, if Section 7.0 of the MSHCP is
implemented, the Take Authorization may be applied to a limited number of new lands
to be used for new agricultural operations. The take authorization may be applied to up
to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural Lands within the Criteria Area during the term of
the proposed MSHCP. The Take Authorization may be applied to new Agricultural
Lands as allowed to increase pursuant to applicable provisions of the proposed MSHCP,
upon:
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•

Submission and approval of an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Form as
set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457; and either

•

Execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the new agricultural land; or

•

County approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better assurance that
the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for agricultural production.

In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion (or other mechanism acknowledging Take Authorization) will occur prior to Incidental Take Authorization. The County
will process all Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Forms pursuant to the
requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 457.
Proposed MSHCP. Approximately 99,090 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan
Area qualify as Designated Farmland. It is important to note that these designations are based on soils mapping prepared by the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program rather than existing or authorized land use. Therefore, it is
possible for the amount of acreage included in Designated Farmland to exceed the
amount of acreage currently utilized for agricultural production. Under the
MSHCP, up to 10,419 acres of Designated Farmland may be located within the
Conservation Area. Of this, 6,563 acres are located in existing reserves. To the
extent that Designated Farmland within the Criteria Area is not being used for
current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into the reserve,
or it may become a Covered Activity if new Agricultural Operations are
commenced onsite. The amount of Designated Farmland that could be conserved
as Additional Reserve Lands under the MSHCP if they are not being used for
Existing Agricultural Operations is approximately 3,848 3,856 acres or 4 percent
of existing Designated Farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area. Because the
proposed MSHCP exempts Existing Agricultural Operations and provides a
mechanism for the conversion of up to 10,000 acres of non-agricultural land
within the conservation Criteria Area to agricultural use, potential impacts related
to conversion of Designated Farmland would be offset and, overall, less than
significant. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the
offset will not occur. In this event, impacts related to conversion of Designated
Farmland will may be significant.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Under the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, to the extent that Designated
Farmland within the Criteria Area is not being used for current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into the reserve. This would may result in
up to 10,498 acres 3,935 acres (4%) of the Designated Farmland being added to
located within the Conservation Area under this alternative. Table 4R identifies
the amount of Designated Farmland within the Cities and unincorporated areas that
will may fall within the Conservation Area. When compared to the Proposed
MSHCP, this alternative reduces increases the amount of Designated Farmland
added to within the Conservation Area by 79 acres.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Under the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative, to the extent that Designated Farmland within the Criteria Area is not
being used for current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into
the reserve. This would may lead to 4,881 10,432 acres (5%) of the Designated
Farmland within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area being added to the Conservation
Area. Table 4R identifies the amount of Designated Farmland within the Cities
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and unincorporated areas that would may fall within the Conservation Area under
this alternative. When compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of
Designated Farmland within the Conservation Area would may be reduced
increased by 13 acres under this alternative.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, the amount
of Designated Farmland (6,563 acres) included within existing reserves will not
change. When compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of Designated
Farmland within the Conservation Area would may be reduced. This alternative
will not have any significant impact related to the conversion of Designated
Farmland, since no additional land will be conserved. Compared to the Proposed
Action, the amount of Designated Farmland potentially subject to inclusion within
the Conservation Area may be decreased by 3,856 acres under this alternative.
No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies
being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur.
However, planning currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s
General Plan and Countywide circulation element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans may result in the Take of
listed species and regulated habitats. Activities involving Take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. Under this alternative, existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing reserves would
be retained in their current configuration, no additional land would be conserved
and the amount of Designated Farmland that will may fall within the Conservation
Area under this alternative would be the same as that for the Existing Reserves
Alternatives (as further identified in Table 4X). This alternative will not have any
significant impact related to the conversion of Designated Farmland, since no
additional land will be conserved. Compared to the Proposed Action, the amount
of Designated Farmland potentially subject to inclusion within the Conservation
Area may be decreased by 3,856 acres under this alternative.
Analysis of Significance. Up to 10,419 6,563 acres of Designated Farmland may
be will be added to the reserve located within the Conservation Area under the
proposed MSHCP. Between 6,563 acres and 10,498 acres may be included in the
Conservation Area under and the alternatives. However, because Existing
Agricultural Operations on Designated Farmland will be permitted to continue
throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including within the Criteria Area (subject to
provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), and Designated Farmland not
actively utilized for agricultural operations may obtain Take Coverage if it is
converted to agricultural use, implementation of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed,
Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative will not result in the conversion of Designated Farmland to
non-agricultural use. Since no Designated Farmland will be conserved under the
Existing Reserves Alternative and the No Project Alternative, these Alternatives
will not have a significant effect. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is
implemented, the potential impact associated with this issue is less than significant
under the MSHCP and each of the alternatives. Therefore, no mitigation is
required. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the offset
will may not occur and impacts related to conversion of Designated Farmland will
be significant under the MSHCP (Proposed Project); the Listed, Proposed and
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Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Mitigation. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, the
potential impact associated with this issue is less than significant. Therefore, no
mitigation is required. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the offset will not occur and impacts related to conversion of Designated
Farmland will be significant under the MSHCP (Proposed Project) Project; the
Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and
Proposed Species Alternative. There is no feasible means of mitigating for this
potentially significant impact under these three alternatives.
Significance of Impacts after Mitigation. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the
MSHCP is implemented, impacts related to conversion of Designated Farmland
would be less than significant for implementation of the proposed MSHCP and
each of the proposed MSHCP alternatives. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the
MSHCP is not implemented, the allowance of up to 10,000 acres of New
Agricultural Lands within the Criteria Area the offset will not occur and impacts
related to conversion of Designated Farmland will be significant and unavoidable
under the MSHCP (Proposed Project) Project; the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.

4.2.2 Mineral Resources
Mineral extraction is an important component of Riverside County’s economy. The
County has extensive deposits of clay, limestone, iron, sand, and aggregates. Mineral
deposits in the County are important to many industries, including construction,
transportation, and chemical processing. The value of mineral deposits within the
County is enhanced by their close proximity to urban areas. The proposed MSHCP Plan
Area includes an area of approximately 1.26 million acres (1,966 square miles) and
encompasses unincorporated portions of western Riverside County and 14 incorporated
cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore,
Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula).
Portions of land designated for conservation in cities and in unincorporated areas of the
County may contain mineral resources. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP could
prohibit or limit the future extraction potential of these resources.
Currently, the majority of mineral resource extraction within western Riverside County
takes place in unincorporated County areas (3,100 acres). Resource extraction in
incorporated cities within the Plan Area ranges from 2 to approximately 500 acres, with
the majority of extraction occurring in Corona and Lake Elsinore. The Riverside County
General Plan has set aside approximately 5,200 areas (an increase of 68%) for future
mineral extraction use. Projections for incorporated cities are not available, but it is
assumed that this increase is representative of the region.
Classification of land within California takes place according to a priority list that was
established by the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) in 1982, or when the
SMGB is petitioned to classify a specific area. The SMGB has also established Mineral
Resources Zones (MRZ) to designate lands that contain mineral deposits.
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Mineral Resource Zone 2
Based on the assessment of mineral resources prepared by the California State
Department of Mines and Geology, significant aggregate mineral resources exist within
Riverside County. Land designated as Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) represents
areas containing significant mineral deposits, which may be suitable for mineral
extraction. MRZ-2 is defined as an area where adequate information indicates that
significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood for
their presence exists.
As discussed in Section 3.2.2, approximately 22 percent of land that is designated MRZ2 is currently used for mineral extraction within the Plan Area. Also, as discussed, many
areas designated MRZ-2 are also highly suited for uses other than mineral resource
extraction (such as urban/residential development and natural open space). It is highly
unlikely that all MRZ-2 areas within the region would ultimately be used for mineral
extraction. Furthermore, mineral resource extraction often requires extensive
environmental mitigation to compensate for the harmful impacts to biological resources
present in or near mining operations. The proposed MSHCP would facilitate the
permitting process for mineral extraction with respect to biological resources, as it would
for other development throughout the Plan Area. The MRZ-2 designation does not
specify the quality or quantity of mineral deposits, which may make the use of these
areas for impact quantification potentially misleading. However, as the MRZ
classifications represent the best available data for mineral resources (aside from current
extraction data, which was provided in Section 3.2.2), the mineral resource impact
analysis focuses on impacts to MRZ-2 areas.
Impacts
The proposed MSHCP and alternatives would attain most of the basic objectives of the
project with varying environmental effects. Table 4YV identifies approximate acreage
of MRZ-2 that currently exists and that would be set aside for conservation under the
proposed MSHCP and alternatives.
Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance
The Proposed Action or alternatives would have a significant impact on mineral
resources if they:
C

Resulted in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the State;

C

Resulted in the loss of an availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use
plan; or

C

Directly conflicted or resulted in land use incompatibility with adjacent existing
and planned land uses or with the environmental goals of the general plans and
community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed MSHCP.

Loss of Regionally Valuable Resource
Proposed MSHCP. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in 4,300 acres
of land with known potential to be used for mineral extraction being set aside for
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conservation. This represents approximately 22 percent of such lands within the
proposed Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be available for mineral
extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral extraction would be set
aside. As 10,900 acres (2.5 times the number of acres currently used in mineral resource
extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, the proposed MSHCP would
not result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.
Table 4YV - Mineral Resource Zone 2 Acres under the Proposed MSHCP
and Action Alternatives1

Jurisdiction

Existing

Proposed
Action - MSHCP

Listed, Proposed,
and Strong
Candidate
Species
Alternative

Listed and
Proposed
Species
Alternative

Banning

1,400

7%2

S

S

100

7%3

100

7%3

Corona

2,300

12%2

50

2%

60

3%3

70

3%3

Lake
Elsinore

1,000

5%2

600

60%3

900

90%3

900

90%3

Riverside

1,700

9%2

S

S

S

S

S

S

Unincorporated Western Riverside County

13,100

67%2

3,600

27%3

2,900

22%3

2,200

17%3

Total

19,500

100%

4,300

22%2

3,900

20%2

3,300

17%2

Notes:

1

2

3

Cities not listed above (Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Hemet, Moreno Valley, Murrieta,
Norco, Perris, San Jacinto, and Temecula) do not contain areas designated as Mineral Resources
Zone 2 (MRZ-2) within the city limits. The Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in
restrictions to land use beyond those already existing within reserve areas.
Numbers are a percentage of the total 19,500 acres of MRZ-2 existing within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area.
Numbers are a percentage of the total existing MRZ-2 acres within individual cities/western
Riverside County under the indicated Alternative.

Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative
would result in 3,900 acres of land with known potential to be used for mineral
extraction being set aside for conservation. This represents approximately 17 percent
of such lands within the Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be
available for mineral extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral
extraction would be set aside. As 11,300 acres (2.6 times the number of acres currently
used in mineral resource extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, this
alternative would not result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would result
in 3,300 acres of land with known potential to be used for mineral extraction being set
aside for conservation. This represents approximately 20 percent of such lands within
the Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be available for mineral
extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral extraction would be set
aside. As 11,300 acres (2.6 times the number of acres currently used in mineral resource
extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, this alternative would not
result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.
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Existing Reserves Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not represent a
change over existing conditions for mineral resource extraction. No currently available
MRZ-2 zones would be set aside for conservation, except where required for project
mitigation under current Wildlife Agency regulations. No significant impacts would
occur.
No Project Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not represent a change
over existing conditions for mineral resource extraction. No currently available MRZ-2
zones would be set aside for conservation, except where required for project mitigation
under current Wildlife Agency regulations. No significant impacts would occur.
Loss of Locally Important Resource
Proposed MSHCP. Mineral resource extraction throughout the Plan Area presently
occurs on approximately 22 percent of available land. The existing extraction sites are
locally important resources, and would not be affected under the proposed MSHCP. The
sites currently in use would not be restricted in any way. The potential for establishment
of additional mineral extraction sites in the future would, however, be restricted in some
areas. By applying the estimated growth rate of 68 percent (from the Riverside County
General Plan build out land use designations) to each area, and comparing the acres
needed for growth to the acres of MRZ-2 available after project implementation,
potential impacts to local resources were determined (for cities with land classified as
MRZ-2). These impacts are summarized in Table 4ZW. As indicated in Table 4ZW,
there would be sufficient available acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated
future growth in mineral extraction.

Location

Anticipated Growth
(68 percent of
Existing)

Acres Remaining
for Growth after
Proposed
Action/Impact

Acres Remaining
for Growth after
Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species
Alternative/Impact

Acres Remaining for
Growth after Listed
and Proposed
Species Alternative/
Impact

Table 4ZW - Land Available to Accommodate Anticipated
Mineral Extraction Growth

Unincorporated Western
Riverside County

2,100

9,500 / no

10,300 / no

10,900 / no

Banning

120

1,400 / no

1,300 / no

1,300 / no

Corona

320

2,300 / no

2,300 / no

2,300 / no

Lake Elsinore

230

460 / no

190 / yes

190 / yes

Riverside

10

1,700 / no

1,700 / no

1,700 / no

Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Mineral resource extraction
throughout the Plan Area presently occurs on approximately 22 percent of available
land. The existing extraction sites are locally important resources, and would not be
affected under this alternative. The sites currently in use would not be restricted in any
way. The potential for establishment of additional mineral extraction sites in the future
would, however, be restricted in some areas. As indicated in Table 4ZW, there would
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be sufficient available acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated future growth
in mineral extraction throughout the Plan Area, with the exception of the City of Lake
Elsinore. Mineral extraction growth within Lake Elsinore would be restricted to 55
percent.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Mineral resource extraction throughout the
Plan Area presently occurs on approximately 22 percent of available land. The existing
extraction sites are locally important resources, and would not be affected under this
alternative. The sites currently in use would not be restricted in any way. The potential
for establishment of additional mineral extraction sites in the future would, however, be
restricted in some areas. As indicated in Table 4ZW, there would be sufficient available
acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated future growth in mineral extraction
throughout the Plan Area, with the exception of the City of Lake Elsinore. Mineral
extraction growth within Lake Elsinore would be restricted to 55 percent.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not change the
existing land uses or planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, no locally
important resources would be adversely affected. No significant impacts would occur.
No Project Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not change the existing
land uses or planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, no locally important
resources would be adversely affected. No significant impacts would occur.
Conflicts and Land-Use Incompatibilities
Proposed MSHCP. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would not result in
development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would occur.
The proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth and development as well as natural
resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals of the
general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative
would not result in development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would occur. This alternative would accommodate growth and development as well
as natural resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals
of the general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the
proposed MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not
result in development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would
occur. This alternative would accommodate growth and development as well as natural
resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals of the
general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Existing Reserves Alternative. This alternative would not change the existing land uses
or have any effect on the planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, it would
not result in any change to the environmental or planning goals of the jurisdictions
within western Riverside County. The potential beneficial effects of the proposed
MSHCP (facilitating growth and development, including potential mineral extraction)
would also not occur with this alternative.
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No Project Alternative. This alternative would not change the existing land uses or have
any effect on the planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, it would not result
in any change to the environmental or planning goals of the jurisdictions within western
Riverside County. The potential beneficial effects of the proposed MSHCP (facilitating
growth and development, including potential mineral extraction) would also not occur
with this alternative.
Analysis of Significance
Impacts to regionally valuable resources would be less than significant for the Proposed
Action and all alternatives. Likewise, impacts pertaining to conflicts and land-use
incompatibilities would be less than significant for all. Impacts pertaining to a loss of
a locally important resources would be less than significant for the proposed MSHCP
and the Existing Reserves/No Project Alternative. With the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative,
impacts to locally important resources would be restricted to the City of Lake Elsinore,
where potential growth of mineral extraction areas would be restricted to 55 percent,
which is less than the anticipated regional growth rate of 68 percent. This impact would
be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
As no significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP and the Existing
Reserves/No Project Alternative, no mitigation measures are required. The Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative and the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact to the City of Lake
Elsinore, as conserved lands would reduce the area available for expansion of mineral
resource extraction to below the anticipated growth rate. No mitigation is available for
this impact.
Level of Significance after Mitigation
No significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP, the Existing Reserves
Alternative, or the No Project Alternative. No regionally significant impacts would
occur under the remaining alternatives, however, a significant unavoidable impact with
respect to future mineral resource extraction expansion would occur in the City of Lake
Elsinore with the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative and with
the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
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4.3

Population, Housing, and Employment

4.3.1

Introduction

The following section analyzes the impacts resulting from implementation of the
proposed MSHCP and alternatives and the requirement for the County and each City to
provide adequate housing for its proportionate share of the population. Additionally, the
impacts related to employment are also addressed.
Section 65581 of the California Government Code, requires cities and counties within
each jurisdiction’s Housing Element to identify adequate sites for housing and make
adequate provisions for the existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the
community.
The Housing Element’s requirements to accommodate projected housing needs are a
critical factor influencing the housing supply and availability statewide and within
regional housing markets. The local regulation of the housing supply through planning
and zoning powers affects the State’s ability to achieve the State housing goal of “decent
housing and a suitable living environment for every California family,” and is an
important influence on housing costs.
The implementation of the proposed MSHCP will be consistent with and complement
the implementation of the Riverside County General Plan and its Housing Element.
Therefore, the population, housing, and employment policies and standards set forth in
the General Plan and its Housing Element will be adhered to at all times during the
MSHCP process.
One of the goals of the proposed MSHCP is to enhance and maintain biological diversity
and ecosystem processes while accommodating projected future economic growth.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would preserve quality of life by providing that
growth will be well-managed and well-planned and will be integrated with an
open-space system. This leads to a balance in land use planning of not only homes and
jobs, but also habitat and open space. One of the goals of the proposed MSHCP is to
improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an efficient
way. The proposed MSHCP and the General Plan will provide the County with a clearly
articulated blueprint describing the general areas where future development should and
should not occur. These goals are also included in the proposed Western Riverside
County MSHCP Planning Agreement, which states that “the County and Cities concur
with the goals of the NCCP Act and have determined that it may be the proper vehicle
for the County and Cities to provide appropriate protection for the range of biological
resources within its jurisdiction while at the same time safeguarding the economic,
social, health, safety, and property rights of its residents and property owners.”

4.3.2

Criteria for Determining Significance

The following criteria were used to determine significance of impacts from the adoption
or implementation of the proposed MSHCP or alternatives on population, housing, and
employment in the MSHCP study area. Impacts shall be considered significant if the
project would:
C Directly or indirectly induce substantial growth;
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C Displace substantial numbers of residential units, requiring the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere;
C Displace a substantial number of persons, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing; and/or
C Exacerbate (make worse) the jobs-to-housing imbalance in western Riverside County
and the cities within western Riverside County.

4.3.3

Impacts Analysis

Proposed MSHCP
The proposed MSHCP will be comprised of conservation on existing public/quasi-public
lands and new conservation on approximately 153,000 acres of private lands within the
Criteria Area. The precise configuration for new conservation within the Criteria Area
has not been defined or mapped. The proposed MSHCP includes 120,200 acres within
the County and 14,800 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are
currently designated for housing units. It also includes 3,200 acres in the County and
2,900 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently designated
for employment use.
Implementation of the MSHCP will likely cause dwelling units and employment
facilities previously planned for development within the Criteria Area to be shifted into
areas that are not to be conserved. However, implementation of the proposed MSHCP
will not change (either reduce or increase) the amount of development (dwelling units
and/or employment facilities) allowed pursuant to local land use controls. Regardless
of whether the MSHCP is adopted, then, the same number of dwelling units and
commercial/industrial/office space will be developed. Implementation of the MSHCP
will simply change the location of development and possibly site-specific density (e.g.,
clustering) within western Riverside County. In other words, the only difference the
MSHCP will make to future development is to change the precise location of the
anticipated land uses within western Riverside County.
To address the challenge of a rapidly growing region and the need to adequately develop
housing and employment opportunities for all economic segments of the community, the
County and cities within western Riverside County will utilize multiple planning
techniques. These methods include zoning overlays, general plan amendments, zoning
ordinance amendments, the clustering of development, and density bonuses.
State law requires density bonuses in all jurisdictions. California Government Code
Section 65915 requires that cities and counties provide development incentives, such as
a density bonus, for projects providing the following affordable housing.
C 20 percent of the dwelling units for lower income households, as defined in Health
and Safety Code Section 50079.5 (up to 80 percent of the area median income,
adjusted for household size);
C 10 percent of the dwelling units for very low income households as defined in Health
and Safety Code Section 50105 (up to 50 percent of the area median income,
adjusted for household size); or
C 50 percent of the dwelling units for “qualifying residents” as defined in Section 51.3
of the Civil Code (senior citizens).
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Utilizing density bonuses will not only help to ensure the jurisdictions’ availability of
housing units, but will also be an incentive for developers to construct dwelling units at
a higher density.
The MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any growth, construction or development. Rather, the Plan merely provides a means for managing and planning for
anticipated regional growth in a manner that will be sensitive to the needs of regional
biological resources. Thus, the MSHCP is more accurately characterized as providing
a means of planning for the biological effects of projected growth, not as a project that
facilitates growth. The MSHCP therefore will does not directly induce growth and will
not have a significant direct impact on population, housing, and employment.
However, the MSHCP will remove existing impediments to growth because it will
authorize take of listed species. Currently, the federal and state Endangered Species
Acts require issuance of an incidental take permit prior to any action that would take
species. Once the MSHCP is implemented, the regulatory process for development of
land will be simplified because incidental take coverage will be granted in accordance
with the terms of the Plan and the IA. Thus, the MSHCP will remove existing
impediments to growth outside the Conservation Area but within the Plan Area.
Because the MSHCP removes these existing impediments, it will indirectly induce
growth. Although implementation of the MSHCP will not cause growth in western
Riverside County to exceed regional growth projections, out of an abundance of caution,
the Project’s indirect growth-inducing impacts are deemed to be substantial and
therefore significant. Therefore, the MSHCP will have significant indirect impacts on
this subcategory of population, housing, and employment.
The MSHCP will not displace substantial numbers of housing units or persons;
implementation will only restrict where future development could occur. Additionally,
implementation of the MSHCP will not exacerbate the jobs to housing imbalance within
western Riverside County and cities. Implementation of the proposed plan will have the
same effect on employment facilities as housing units, which is merely to modify future
locations and densities of development. Therefore, the adoption and/or implementation
of the MSHCP will not have a significant impact on population, housing, and
employment with regard to the second, third, or fourth thresholds of significance.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Under this alternative, a total of 465,860 acres would be conserved, including 346,530
acres within existing reserves and 119,330 acres of private land outside existing
reserves. Of the 119,330 acres of private land within the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative, there are 71,800 acres within the County and 13,400
acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently designated for
housing units. This Alternative also includes conservation of 2,000 acres in the County
and 2,400 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for employment use.
In regard to population, housing, and employment, the only difference between the
proposed plan and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative is the
amount of privately held land that would be included in the plan. The Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative will conserve 33,698 acres less of privately
held land than the proposed MSHCP. Although the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
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Candidate Species Alternative will conserve far less species and acres of land, all of the
other goals of this Alternative are exactly the same as the MSHCP.
The difference between implementing the proposed MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would be a reduction in the amount open
space conserved, and, hence, in the amount of land uses shifted outside the conservation
area. Within the unincorporated western Riverside County, the Alternative would
conserve 48,400 acres less of land designated for housing units and 1,200 acres less of
land designated for employment use than the MSHCP would. Implementation of this
alternative would therefore cause less shifting in the location of development within
western Riverside County. Within the currently incorporated cities of western Riverside
County, the Alternative would conserve 1,400 acres less of land designated for housing
and 500 acres less of land designated for employment use. Again, implementation of
this alternative would reduce the shifting of land use locations in this acreage.
Like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would
create a criteria-based reserve system. The only differences between the MSHCP and
the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative are the number of
species and the amount of acreage conserved. As with the MSHCP, this Alternative is
growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing. Therefore, it would not have significant
direct impacts on population, housing, and employment in that it would not directly
induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area. However, just like the MSHCP,
the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would remove an
impediment to growth in that it would provide authorization to take the species covered
by the alternative plan. Thus, like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative could be characterized as having significant indirect
impacts on population, housing, and employment because it could be deemed to
indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area.
Like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative does
not propose or authorize construction or development; the Alternative merely restricts
the location of future development on undeveloped lands. Thus, implementation of the
Alternative will not displace substantial numbers of housing units or persons.
Additionally, implementation of the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative will not exacerbate the jobs-to-housing imbalance within western Riverside
County and cities. Hence, adoption and implementation of the Listed, Proposed and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative would have a less than significant impact on the
second, third, and fourth thresholds of significance for population, housing and
employment.
Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative
Under the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species alternative, a total of 451,370 acres
would be conserved, including 357,530 acres within existing reserves and 93,809 acres
of private land outside existing reserves. Of the 93,840 acres of private land within the
Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative there are 52,800 acres within the
County and 12,300 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for housing units. This Alternative would also conserve 2,000 acres in the
County and 3,000 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for employment use.
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In regard to population, housing, and employment, the only difference between the
MSHCP and the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative is the amount of
privately held land that would be included in the plan. The Listed and Proposed
Candidate Species Alternative will conserve 65,530 acres less of privately held land than
the MSHCP. Like the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, the
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will conserve fewer species and acres than the
MSHCP, but all of the other goals of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative are
exactly the same as the MSHCP.
As compared to the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would reduce
the amount of open space conserved, and, hence, reduce the amount of land uses that
would be shifted outside the conservation area. Within the unincorporated western
Riverside County 67,400 acres less of land designated for housing units and 1,200 acres
less of land designated for employment use would be shifted. Within the cities of
western Riverside County 2,500 acres less of land designated for housing would be
shifted.
Like the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative,
the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would create a criteria-based reserve
system. Again, the only differences between this Alternative and the MSHCP and the
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative are the number of species
and the amount of acreage conserved. As with the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative is growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing . Therefore, the
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would not have significant direct impacts on
population, housing, and employment because it would not directly induce substantial
population growth in the Plan Area.
However, just like the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would remove an impediment
to growth by providing take authorization for the species covered by the alternative plan,
i.e., the 31 listed species and the one species proposed for listing that occur in within the
Plan Area. Thus, like the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative may be
deemed to have significant indirect impacts on population, housing, and employment
because it can be characterized as indirectly inducing substantial population growth in
the Plan Area.
The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will not displace substantial numbers of
housing units or persons; as with the Plan and the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative, implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative will only restrict where future development could occur. Additionally,
implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will not exacerbate the
jobs-to-housing imbalance within western Riverside County and cities. Hence, adoption
and implementation of the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative would
have a less than significant impact on the second, third, and fourth thresholds of
significance for population, housing, and employment.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives
With the Existing Reserve and No Project Alternatives, no land would be added to the
existing conservation areas that total approximately 346,530 acres within western
Riverside County. Future development within western Riverside County would be
constructed as permitted by the County’s and cities’ General Plans, Housing Elements,
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and Zoning Ordinances. Under these Alternatives, land use changes and policies that
are being contemplated to implement the MSHCP would not occur. However, planning
currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s General Plan could still be
adopted. Under the No Project Alternative, existing reserves would be retained with
existing management strategies, whereas under the Existing Reserves Alternative,
existing reserves would be retained and new management strategies would be
implemented to increase the reserves’ benefits to sensitive species and their habitat.
Impacts resulting from development activities would continue to be subject to a variety
of local, State, and federal regulatory processes. Implementation of either the Existing
Reserves Alternative or the No Project/No Action Alternative would not change the
current development pattern or development regulation processes within western
Riverside County or its cities. The location and impacts of development would be
analyzed on a case-by-case basis, as it is currently done. There would be no regulatory
change to lands that are privately held. Moreover, implementation of either the Existing
Reserves Alternative or the No Project/No Action Alternative would not include the
authorization of any incidental take of listed species. Thus, in contrast to the MSHCP
and the Alternatives discussed above, neither of these Alternatives removes any existing
regulatory impediment to growth. Neither the Existing Reserves nor the No Project/No
Action Alternative will induce substantial population growth, either directly or
indirectly.
Moreover, neither of these Alternatives will cause the displacement of a substantial
number of persons or residential units. Likewise, neither of these Alternatives will
exacerbate the jobs-to-housing imbalance within the County and cities of western
Riverside County. Hence, adoption and implementation of either the Existing Reserve
or the No Project/No Action Alternatives would have a less than significant impact on
population, housing and employment.

4.3.4

Mitigation Measures

Proposed MSHCP; Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and Listed
and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Alternative; the Listed and Proposed Alternative will have a significant impact on
population, housing, or employment because the Plan and each of these Alternatives will
indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area by providing take
authorization for the species covered by the plans proposed in those alternatives. There
is no feasible means of mitigating this significant environmental impact.
Existing Reserves and No Project/No Action Alternative
Implementation of the Existing Reserves or the No Project/No Action Alternatives
would not have any significant impact on population, housing, or employment.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
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Significance of Impacts after Mitigation

Proposed MSHCP; Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and Listed
and Proposed Species Alternative
As explained above, there is no feasible means of mitigating the significant indirect
impact on population, housing and employment. The MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed and
Strong Candidate Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative all create
criteria-based reserve systems that would remove an impediment to growth by
authorizing take of listed species within the Plan Area. Thus, the MSHCP and each of
these Alternatives will indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area.
This impact is significant and unavoidable.
Neither the Project (the MSHCP) nor any of the Alternatives will have a significant
impact concerning: (1) displacement of people or substantial numbers of existing
housing, or (2) the jobs-to-housing imbalance. Therefore, no mitigation of these impacts
is required.
Existing Reserves and No Project/ No Action Alternative
The Existing Reserves and the No Project/No Action Alternative will not have any
significant direct or indirect impact on population, housing, or employment.
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4.4

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)

4.4.1

Impact Analysis Considerations and Assumptions

Fire
Impacts to fire protection would occur if the Proposed MSHCP or an alternative
eliminated fire protection resources, prevented planned development of a fire station,
restricted needed roadway access to provide protection to an area, interfered with
existing fire prevention programs, or increased the risk of fires.
Parks
In each alternative, existing parks are considered acceptable land uses within the
Conservation Area and would not be removed. While some modification to trail systems
might occur to protect sensitive resources, the possible loss of access to certain areas
would be offset by the overall increase in open space recreation opportunities, including
additional trails. (This would not apply to the Existing Reserves Alternative, which
would be unlikely to modify existing parks.) Regional and Historic Trails are covered
activities with the proposed MSHCP. Community trails are existing uses which would
also be permitted with the proposed Plan. Bike trails are addressed in the Transportation
and Circulation section, and would not be affected by the proposed MSHCP. Impacts
to parks would occur mainly in the areas where future parks are planned but have not
been developed. Should such areas fall within the boundaries of an alternative, the
development of park facilities would be restricted to compatible uses. Facilities such as
playgrounds, outdoor amphitheaters, ball fields, and other uses that can significantly
modify the natural environment might not be permitted in certain areas.

4.4.2

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The proposed MSHCP would have a significant effect on parks and the ability to provide
fire protection if implementation of the alternative would result in the need for deletion
or relocation of fire protection services or of existing or planned parks, and such deletion
or relocation would have adverse effects on the ability of local jurisdictions to provide
fire protection and park facilities in an adequate manner to residents of the region.

4.4.3

Impacts

Fire
Proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP would not directly result in additional
development, nor would it involve expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland
fires would not increase, as the urban-wildland edge would not change. However, the
proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth in areas outside of the Conservation
Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as development in the non-conserved regions
approaches the edges of the Conservation Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire
protection facilities will be provided to accommodate the increased development at the
time such development occurs. Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are
located in public/quasi-public lands, and as additional fire protection facilities are
allowed to be constructed within Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation
Areas would not limit fire protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or
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planned fire protection facilities would require deletion or relocation as a result of the
proposed MSHCP.
Setting aside areas for conservation within larger natural areas would allow cities and
the County to plan appropriate land uses along the anticipated urban-wildland border.
This could indirectly result in decreased risk of wildland fire damage by placing
compatible land uses and necessary buffer areas along the edges of the Conservation
Areas.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. The Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires
would not increase, as the urban-wildland edge would not change. However, the
proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth in areas outside of the Conservation
Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as development in the non-conserved regions
approaches the edges of the Conservation Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire
protection facilities will be provided to accommodate the increased development at the
time such development occurs. Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are
located in public/quasi-public lands, and as additional fire protection facilities are
allowed to be constructed within Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation
Areas would not limit fire protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or
planned fire protection facilities would require deletion or relocation as a result of this
alternative. Indirect effects would be similar to the proposed MSHCP.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve expansion of
wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires would not increase, as the urban-wildland
edge would not change. However, the proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth
in areas outside of the Conservation Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as
development in the non-conserved regions approaches the edges of the Conservation
Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire protection facilities will be provided to
accommodate the increased development at the time such development occurs.
Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are located in public/quasi-public lands,
and as additional fire protection facilities are allowed to be constructed within
Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation Areas would not limit fire
protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or planned fire protection facilities
would require deletion or relocation as a result of this alternative. Indirect effects would
be similar to the proposed MSHCP.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives. The Existing Reserves and No Project
Alternatives would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve
expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires would not increase, as the
urban-wildland edge would not change as a result of this alternative. Development
would continue to occur outside of the reserve areas, and it is anticipated that fire
protection facilities would be constructed to serve the additional development as
required by applicable ordinances and planning documents. Fire protection facilities are
permitted, and could be constructed in reserve areas as needed. Thus, the Existing
Reserves and No Project Alternatives would not result in the deletion or relocation of
existing or future fire protection facilities. The potential indirect benefit of fire-safe
planning would be significantly reduced under this alternative, as impacts to species
would require setting aside natural areas whose location would not be predictable.
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Parks
Proposed MSHCP. As discussed, no impact would occur to existing park facilities.
Planned park facilities that are located within the Conservation Area of the proposed
MSHCP would be subject to potential restrictions contained in the Reserve Criteria for
the cell in which the park is located. Recreational use is considered to be a conditionally
compatible use within proposed the MSHCP Conservation Area. Five planned park
facilities are proposed within the Conservation Area of the proposed MSHCP, as
indicated in Table 4AAX. All of these parks are located near edges of the Conservation
Area, which would facilitate public access. Thus, the proposed MSHCP would not
require the deletion or relocation of planned parks.
The preservation of natural land may provide additional opportunities for recreation. As
recreational use is included as a conditionally compatible use within the Conservation
Area, the protected areas may result in higher-quality natural areas for public enjoyment.
Thus, planned park facilities may be supplemented by recreational opportunities
available in the Conservation Area.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Planned park facilities that
are located within the Conservation Area of the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable MSHCP
regulations. Recreational use is considered to be a conditionally compatible use within
the MSHCP Conservation Area. Seven planned park facilities are proposed within the
Conservation Area of this alternative, as indicated in Table 4AAX. All of these parks
are located near edges of the Conservation Area, which would facilitate public access.
Thus, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would not require
the deletion or relocation of planned park facilities. Indirect beneficial effects would be
similar to the proposed MSHCP, though as less land would be set aside, proportionately
fewer acres of additional recreational resources would be expected.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Planned park facilities that are located within
the Conservation Area of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would be required
to comply with any applicable MSHCP regulations. Recreational use is considered to be
a conditionally compatible use within MSHCP Conservation Areas. Seven planned park
facilities are proposed within the Conservation Area of this alternative, as indicated in
Table 4AAX. All of these parks are located near edges of the Conservation Area, which
would facilitate public access. Thus, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would
not require the deletion or relocation of planned parks. Indirect beneficial effects would
be similar to the proposed MSHCP, though as less land would be set aside, proportionately fewer acres of additional recreational resources would be expected.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives. One planned park facility, the College
Park in Moreno Valley, is located within the Existing Reserves and No Project
Alternatives area. As parks and recreational activities are allowed within existing
reserves, no alteration of the planned facility would be required, and no significant
impact would occur.
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Table 4AAX - Summary of Impacts to Planned Park Facilities

Proposed
MSHCP

Listed,
Proposed,
and Strong
Candidate
Alternative

Listed and
Proposed
Alternative

Existing
Reserves
Alternative

No Project
Alternative

Cotton Wood
Park (Aguanga)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Fresno Canyon
Park (Corona)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Stagecoach Park
(Corona)

Out

In

In

Out

Out

Alberhill Park
(Lake Elsinore)

In

In

In

Out

Out

North Hill Park
(Lake Elsinore)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Canyon Hills
Community Park
(Lake Elsinore)

Out

In

In

Out

Out

College Park
(Moreno Valley)

In

In

In

In

Out

Planned Park

Analysis of Significance
None of the proposed alternative scenarios (including the proposed MSHCP) would
result in the deletion or relocation of park or fire protection facilities. Thus, no
significant impacts would occur.

4.4.4

Mitigation Measures

As no significant impacts would occur, no mitigation measures are required.

4.4.5

Level of Significance after Mitigation

Impacts to parks and fire protection would be less than significant for each of the
alternative scenarios.

4.4-4
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4.5

Transportation and Circulation

4.5.1

Introduction

The existing circulation and transportation system serving the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area is composed of a series of separate modes or types of passenger travel and goods
movement. These modes of travel and goods movement include passenger vehicles and
truck freight, transit, passenger and freight rail, passenger and cargo air, and nonmotorized systems (bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, and equestrian facilities).
In each alternative, existing roadways are considered acceptable land uses and would not
be removed. While the construction of planned roadways (as identified in Figure 7.1 of
the MSHCP) is a covered activity, the design, sitting, and construction of these planned
roadways will be subject to guidelines outlined in the MSHCP to ensure consistency
with the objectives of the MSHCP.
Transportation-related impacts would generally occur where the use or improvement of
existing roadways or construction of planned roadways was prohibited, resulting in
reduced levels of service, increased congestion, or reduced access.

4.5.2

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The proposed MSHCP and alternatives would have a significant effect on the operation
of transportation facilities if they:
C Cause an increase in traffic that 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);
C Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways;
C Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);
C Result in inadequate emergency access; and/or
C Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

4.5.3

Impacts

Existing and Planned Roadways
Proposed MSHCP
Existing Roadways. There are many existing roadways within public/quasi-public lands,
including interstates, freeways, State highways, city- and County-maintained roadways,
as well as local roads, which are not city- or County-maintained, that provide property
access. This latter category of roadways is generally maintained by the adjacent property
owners, either individually or collectively. Necessary operation and maintenance
activities conducted for safety purposes will be permitted within public/quasi-public
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lands. Therefore, there will be no significant impact on existing roadways and
emergency access within public/quasi public lands.
Some of the existing County/City-maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the
existing roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In
addition, safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
public/quasi-public lands are covered activities. Therefore, there will be no significant
impact on existing roadways and emergency access within public/quasi public lands for
roadways owned by the County.
Maintenance activities on roadways maintained by others are afforded limited coverage,
subject to the submittal of an application for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered
maintenance activities for these roadways are substantially limited in scope, including
only such grading as necessary to restore a smooth driving surface, maintain existing
graded shoulders within the existing rights-of way, and essential weed abatement,
excluding the application of any herbicides. Therefore, there will be no significant
impact on existing roadways and emergency access within public/quasi public lands for
privately owned roadways.
Planned Roadways. Coverage of new planned road facilities within existing public/quasipublic lands is limited to the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore CETAP Corridor. In the
areas where these impacts occur, the estimated width of right-of-way for the corridor is
approximately 500 feet. This facility will potentially include the following elements:
C Three mixed-flow lanes in each direction;
C One high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction;
C Shoulders at Caltrans standards for freeways;
C Medians of sufficient width to accommodate Caltrans standard median widths,
including an exclusive transitway, either rail or bus; and
C Buffer areas and areas for utilities.
No interchanges are proposed within existing public/quasi-public lands. Any
interchanges that may be proposed in the future with public/quasi-public lands will not
be covered.
Planned roadways are defined as either existing facilities that require improvements
(e.g., widening) or new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include seven
types of roadways (expressways, urban arterials, arterials, major roads, mountain
arterials, secondary roads, and collector roads), freeways, CETAP corridors, and other
major facilities that have been identified as part of the General Plan circulation element.
The specific location for planned roads, bridges and interchanges are not exact. The
ultimate alignment and design will be determined during project-level engineering, and
approval for the alignment will include appropriate environmental review pursuant to
CEQA. The ultimate alignment and design of the facility will be subject to the design,
siting, and construction guidelines outlined in the MSHCP.
Approximately 5,840 acres of roads will be improved/constructed within the Criteria
Area. The improvement/construction as well as the operation and maintenance of
circulation element roadways are covered activities within the Criteria Area, subject to
guidelines described in the MSHCP.

4.5-2
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State freeways within the MSHCP Plan Area include I-215, I-15, I-10, SR-60, and SR91. Freeways are operated and maintained by Caltrans. Caltrans has identified
preliminary improvements for these facilities that are included in the analysis as Covered
Activities.
Two CETAP transportation corridors are proposed to be located within the MSHCP Plan
Area: a north-south CETAP transportation corridor from Winchester to Temecula, and
an east-west transportation corridor from Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore. Multiple
alternatives for each CETAP corridor are currently being contemplated; however, only
one east-west corridor and one north-south corridor will be selected and built. The
estimated width of right-of-way for the CETAP corridors ranges between approximately
500 and 1,000 feet. The facilities will potentially include the following elements:
C Three mixed-flow lanes in each direction;
C One HOV lane in each direction;
C Shoulders at Caltrans standards for freeways;
C Medians of sufficient width to accommodate Caltrans standard median widths,
including an exclusive transitway, either rail or bus;
C Buffer areas and areas for utilities; and
C Interchanges at locations to be identified.
The San Bernardino to Moreno Valley corridor is not proposed to be covered under the
MSHCP. The selected alternative for the Orange County-Riverside County corridor
would be considered a covered activity under the MSHCP (subject to the provisions and
conditions set forth in the MSHCP).
Planned roadways are proposed within the County and cities to facilitate planned
growth. Planned roadways identified in Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP are covered
activities within the Criteria Area. Roadways other than those identified in Section 7.3.5
of the MSHCP are not covered without an amendment of the MSHCP. The MSHCP
includes design and sitting guidelines for planned roadways. The implementation of
these guidelines will ensure that planned roadways are designed and constructed in a
manner consistent with the objectives of the MSHCP, while providing for the efficient
passage of persons and goods through western Riverside County, the alleviation of
traffic congestion, the maintenance of level of service standards, and continuation of
adequate emergency access/evacuation routes. Therefore, the proposed MSHCP would
not have significant impacts on planned roadways.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. The operation, maintenance,
and construction of the existing and planned roadways identified in Section 7.0 of the
MSHCP are required for the efficient movement of persons and goods through western
Riverside County. Under this alternative, the location and alignment of existing and
planned transportation facilities will be unchanged from that identified in the Proposed
Action; therefore, potential impacts resulting from implementation of this alternative
would be identical to those occurring under the Proposed Action.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. The operation, maintenance, and construction
of the existing and planned roadways identified in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP is required
for the efficient movement of persons and goods through western Riverside County.
Under this alternative, the location and alignment of existing and planned transportation
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facilities will be unchanged from that identified under the Proposed Action; therefore,
potential impacts resulting from implementation of this alternative would be identical
to those occurring under the Proposed Action.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies
being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur. Planning
currently being conducted for the County’s General Plan and Countywide circulation
element could still be adopted. Implementation of the various elements of those plans
may result in the take of listed species and regulated habitats. Under the Proposed
Action, the maintenance construction of roadways, freeways, CETAP corridors, and
other major facilities identified as part of the General Plan circulation element are
covered activities. Because this alternative will maintain the current inventory of
roadways and because planned roadways are identical to those identified under the
Proposed Action, potential impacts to transportation facilities under the Existing
Reserves Alternative would be identical to those resulting from implementation of the
Proposed Action.
No Project Alternative. Impacts resulting from development activities are currently
subject to a variety of local, State, and Federal regulatory processes. Under this
alternative, activities involving take of State and/or Federal listed species would require
individual permitting on a project-by-project basis.
As with the Proposed Action, planned roadways under this alternative are those
roadways identified in the cities’ and County General Plan Circulation elements.
Because this alternative will maintain the current inventory of roadways and because
planned roadways are identical to those identified under the Proposed Action, potential
impacts to transportation facilities under the No project alternative would be identical
to those resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action.
Analysis of Significance
Guidelines detailed in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP would avoid and minimize impacts to
sensitive species and habitats known to occur in the vicinity of planned roadways, while
permitting the construction, operation, and maintenance of roadways. The operation,
maintenance, and construction of existing and planned roadways is necessary for the
efficient and effective passage of persons and goods through western Riverside County,
the alleviation of traffic congestion, the maintenance of level of service standards, and
continuation of adequate emergency access/evacuation routes. As the operation,
maintenance, and construction of existing and planned roadways, detailed in Section 7.0
of the MSHCP, are covered activities within the Conservation Area, potential
transportation-related impacts resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action or
its alternatives will be less than significant.

4.5.4

Mitigation Measures

Because impacts associated with this issue are less than significant, no mitigation
measures are required.

4.5.5

Level of Significance after Mitigation

Transportation-related impacts would be less than significant for the proposed MSHCP
and each of the alternative scenarios.

4.5-4
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5.0

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The purpose of a cumulative effects analysis is to ensure that the full range of
consequences of actions is considered. Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor, but collectively significant, developments taking place over a period of time.
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a discussion of the
potential cumulative impacts of a proposed project. Cumulative impacts are defined as
two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or that
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impacts from
several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact
of the development when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable or probable future developments. Section 15130 states (in pertinent parts):
(a) An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(c).
Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not
“cumulatively considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant,
but shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not
cumulatively considerable.
(1) As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact
which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the
EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not
discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the
EIR.
(2) When the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s
incremental effect and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR
shall briefly indicate why the cumulative impact is not significant and is not
discussed in further detail in the EIR. A lead agency shall identify facts and
analysis supporting the lead agency’s conclusion that the cumulative impact
is less than significant.
(3) An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant
cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and
thus is not significant. A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively
considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a
mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.
The lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that
the contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable.
(4) [The wording of this section was invalidated in litigation.]
(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and
their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as
is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be
guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the
cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the
attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. The
following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative
impacts:
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(1) Either:
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related
or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the
control of the agency, or
(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or
related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which
has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or
areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such
planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public
at a location specified by the lead agency.”
The EIR/EIS employs CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 b(1)B, a summary of
projections, and bases projections upon Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) regional population growth forecasts for 2025 for unincorporated western
Riverside County and the Cities within western Riverside County. According to these
forecasts, the region’s population is expected to grow 56 percent between 2000 and
2020. Total housing units are expected to grow 47.4 percent, and employment to
increase 86 percent.
Forecasts of population, housing, and employment for the proposed MSHCP cities are
shown in Tables 5A, 5B, and 5C. The most rapid increases in population are projected
for Beaumont (72 percent between 2010 and 2020) and Calimesa (78.6%). Similarly,
rapid increases in total housing units are projected for Beaumont (76.7 percent from
2010 to 2020) and Calimesa (77.2%). Employment in Beaumont is projected to increase
33.5 percent between 2010 and 2020, followed by Murrieta (32%), and Calimesa
(28.4%). In addition, city and County General Plans are used to consider future land use
patterns.
Table 5A - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

20,570

23,562

34,811

47,328

101

Beaumont

9,685

11,384

26,279

56,450

396

1

Calimesa

0

7,139

13,112

29,554

314

Canyon Lake1

0

9,952

10,675

10,702

8

Corona

76,095

124,966

138,896

156,522

25

Hemet

36,094

58,812

80,904

127,899

117

Lake Elsinore

18,285

28,928

49,338

81,820

183

Moreno Valley

118,779

142,381

169,459

221,343

555

0

44,282

67,601

96,382

118

Norco

23,302

24,157

29,579

30,568

27

Perris

21,460

36,189

52,985

109,377

202

226,505

255,166

302,507

340,328

33

16,210

23,779

46,983

67,115

182

Banning

1

Murrieta

Riverside
San Jacinto
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2010

2025

% Change
2000-2025

1990

Table 5A - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

Temecula

27,099

57,716

76,704

86,000

49

Total

594,084

848,413

1,099,833

1,461,388

72

Note:

1

Sources:

1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

2010

% Change
2000-2025

1990

2025

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.

Table 5B - Housing Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

1990

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,279

9,735

11,614

15,904

63

Beaumont

3,718

4,258

9,249

20,544

382

0

3,229

5,523

12,316

281

0

4,036

3,727

3,794

94

Corona

26,480

38,903

42,382

52,303

34

Hemet

19,692

29,287

31,388

38,922

33

Lake Elsinore

6,993

9,436

15,220

25,099

166

Moreno Valley

37,945

41,388

48,170

65,679

59

0

14,800

21,753

31,091

110

Norco

5,785

6,238

7,138

7,603

22

Perris

7,780

10,484

15,669

34,395

228

80,260

85,631

93,245

109,803

282

6,845

9,340

15,296

21,650

132

Temecula

10,659

18,749

23,140

27,742

48

Total

214,436

285,514

343,514

466,845

64

Calimesa1
1

Canyon Lake

Murrieta1

Riverside
San Jacinto

% Change 2000-2025

1

Note:
Source:

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.
1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

In 2000, employment within the cities of western Riverside County was 301,501. The
region’s employment is expected to rise 54.6 percent by the year 2010 and approximately another 20.3 percent between 2010 and 2020. Rapid increases are projected to
occur in Beaumont, Lake Elsinore, and Murrieta by 2010. Less growth is expected to
occur in Norco and the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County.
Table 5C - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,453

12,145

15,342

81

Beaumont

6,185

14,811

22,291

260

Calimesa

1,867

3,692

5,273

182

Canyon Lake

1,958

2,451

2,875

47

Corona

41,583

56,751

69,905

68

Hemet

17,818

23,859

29,095

63

% Change 2000-2025
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Table 5C - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Lake Elsinore

8,289

17,539

25,562

208

Moreno Valley

33,163

53,887

71,859

117

Murrieta

8,447

19,028

28,205

234

Norco

8,891

10,631

12,140

37

Perris

% Change 2000-2025

11,701

22,747

32,300

176

125,938

182,943

232,326

84

6,328

11,215

15,455

144

Temecula

20,880

34,471

46,260

122

Total

301,501

466,170

608,888

102

Riverside
San Jacinto

Source:

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast.

The unincorporated areas of western Riverside County have slightly different growth
rate trends than do the cities within the region. The growth projections in population,
housing, and employment are shown in Table 5D.
Table 5D - Growth Forecasts for the Unincorporated Western Riverside County
2010

2025

2040 1

Annual % Change

Population

490,941

771,595

1,234,552

4

Housing

160,440

254,582

407,331

4

135,750

192,918

279,731

3

Employment
Note:
Source:

1

Buildout of the Riverside County General Plan.
SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast, 2040 numbers are derived from 2010 and 2025 forecasts.

Developed land in residential use within unincorporated western Riverside County
totaled 141,050 acres in 1999. Between 1999 and the build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, developed residential land within western Riverside County
is projected to increase by 420 percent to 592,957 acres.
The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations implementing the
procedural provisions of NEPA of 1969, as amended defines “cumulative effects” as:
. . . the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or persons undertakes such
other actions. (40 CFR § 1508.7).
NEPA requires that cumulative effects must be evaluated along with the direct effects
and indirect effects (those that occur later in time or farther removed in distance) of each
alternative. The range of alternatives must consider the no-project alternative as a
baseline against which to evaluate cumulative effects. The range of actions that must
be considered under the cumulative effects includes not only the project but all
connected and similar actions that could contribute to cumulative effects. Cumulative
effects may arise from single or multiple actions and may result in additive or interactive
effects.
To determine major cumulative effects of a project involves the following:
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C The direct and indirect effects of the proposed action;
C Which resources, ecosystems, and human communities, are affected; and
C Which effects on these resources are important from a cumulative effect perspective.
In a general sense, all impacts on affected resources are cumulative; however, it is the
goal of this analysis to narrow the important issues to those of national, regional, or local
significance.
The assessment of the cumulative impacts is done qualitatively, because it is difficult to
predict timing and density of all the projects. Many of these projects have been or will
be the subject of separate environmental studies. The cumulative impact analysis is
provided in each issue area discussed in Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of the EIR/EIS (i.e.,
biological resources, land use, traffic, etc.).
As stated in the Executive Summary, the County of Riverside is involved in a
comprehensive and integrated planning process. In addition to the development of the
MSHCP for western Riverside County, this integrated planning effort includes the
preparation of a General Plan to set forth the policies and implementation measures
needed to express community goals of accommodating anticipated growth while
maintaining natural environments, as well as the identification of transportation corridors
to meet the County’s anticipated future transportation needs.
The cumulative analysis is based on forecasts made by SCAG, including population
increases anticipated in the western Riverside County region as provided in Tables 5A,
5B, 5C and 5D. Other related planning documents considered in the cumulative analysis
include the following general plans, which have guidance for development within cities
and their spheres of influence, or within the County, as appropriate.
C City of Banning General Plan

C City of Murrieta General Plan

C City of Beaumont General Plan

C City of Norco General Plan

C City of Calimesa General Plan

C City of Perris General Plan

C City of Canyon Lake General Plan

C City of Riverside General Plan

C City of Corona General Plan

C City of San Jacinto General Plan

C City of Hemet General Plan

C City of Temecula General Plan

C City of Lake Elsinore General Plan

C County of Riverside General Plan

C City of Moreno Valley General Plan
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5.1

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This discussion evaluates the potential cumulative effects of the proposed MSHCP and
alternatives on biological resources; land use; housing, population, and employment;
public services; and transportation. In particular, the analysis focuses on the cumulative
effects of the proposed MSHCP with the regional growth forecasts.

5.1.1

Biological Resources

Cumulative biological impacts are defined as those impacts resulting from development
within the MSHCP Plan Area as a result of build out of the County’s General Plan and
Cities within western Riverside County consistent with SCAG’s regional growth
projections. The life span of the MSHCP is proposed to be 75 years, and the MSHCP
includes consideration of growth and development within the MSHCP Plan Area for
build out of the County’s General Plan and Cities within western Riverside County in
accordance with SCAG’s regional growth projections.
As stated in Section 4.1.2 Assumptions of this document, the cumulative biological
impacts are defined as those impacts resulting from development within the MSHCP
Plan Area as a result of build out of the Cities and County’s General Plans and consistent
with SCAG’s projections for regional growth. The term of the MSHCP is proposed to
be 75 years, and the MSHCP includes consideration of SCAG’s projected growth and
development within the MSHCP Plan Area for build out of the General Plans. This
analysis examines all of the alternatives under a General Plan build out scenario for the
County’s and Cities’ General Plans, consistent with the SCAG regional growth
projections. Thus, impact conclusions in Section 4.1 and those presented below are
based on similar analysis assumptions. Therefore, the analysis of cumulative biological
impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives is assumed to be incorporated into the
analysis of the alternatives themselves, since cumulative growth including build out of
the General Plans consistent with SCAG’s regional growth projections is considered in
the MSHCP and the alternatives.
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 their habitat in order to address their life
cycle needs. Thus, based on the features of the Plan itself, impacts to Covered Species
are mitigated below a level of significance.
However, implementation of the MSHCP will result in cumulatively significant impacts
on the Non-Covered Species because the issuance of incidental take permits will remove
an impediment to development outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Non-Covered
Species would receive little or no protection outside the reserves under existing
ordinances and regulations.
The Plan will not cause adverse cumulative effects related to the reduction of sensitive
vegetation communities within the Plan Area; rather, the Plan is designed to preserve
sufficient acreage of the sensitive vegetation communities present in western Riverside
County. Similarly, the Plan will not cause adverse cumulative effects related to
interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or obstruction of genetic flow for the identified Planning Species. Part of the
Section 5.0 - Cumulative Impacts
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purpose and goals of the MSHCP is to use regional planning efforts to assemble a
reserve that will preserve contiguous blocks of habitat in large enough areas to ensure
that the reserve will allow movement of species and flow of genetic information.
The MSHCP will not cause adverse cumulative impacts by conflicting with the
provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan either
within or outside of the Plan area. Rather, the MSHCP has been written specifically to
complement existing HCPs, such as the Stephens’ kangaroo rat long-term HCP.
The MSHCP will cause adverse significant cumulative effects associated with the
introduction of land use within an area immediately adjacent to Conservation Areas.
Cumulative effects associated with the proposed take authorization would involve direct
loss of habitat and species associated with ground disturbance in take authorized areas
as development occurs in accordance with projected growth. Cumulative indirect effects
would occur to species and habitats within the MSHCP Conservation Area and would
be associated with development of proposed land uses and activities in take authorized
areas in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. Indirect effects primarily result
from adverse “edge effects” and may be short-term indirect effects related to construction or long-term indirect effects associated with development or land use practices in
proximity to conserved habitat areas. Cumulative indirect impacts resulting from
construction activities include dust, noise, and general human presence that may
temporarily disrupt species and habitat vitality and construction-related soil erosion and
runoff. An edge effect is defined as a change in the “conditions or species composition
within an otherwise uniform habitat as one approaches a boundary with a different
habitat (Ricklefs 1993).” Edge effects at the boundary between natural lands and
human-occupied lands (“urban edge effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions such
as lighting, noise, invasive species, exotic predators (dogs, cats, and opossums), hunting,
trapping, off-road activities, dumping, and other forms of recreation and disturbance.
Although some species are in some ways unaffected by edges [e.g., reproductive output
of the rufous-crowned sparrow (Morrison and Bolger 2002), distribution of arthropod
species (Bolger et al. 2000)] or even show preferences for edges (e.g., indigo buntings
and northern cardinals in Woodward et al. 2001), human-induced edge effects are
generally unfavorable to native species and are considered cumulative as edge increases
throughout the landscape.
Cumulative significant indirect impacts associated with edge effects and increased
development pressure outside the conservation areas established by the proposed
MSHCP and other MSHCPs or HCPs proposed in areas adjacent to western Riverside
County are considered cumulatively significant are addressed in the provisions of
Section 6.1.4 of the Draft MSHCP, and were taken into account when developing the
reserve requirements of the proposed MSHCP. Edge effects will result as development
occurs in proximity to habitat; however, the proposed MSHCP contains provisions that
will reduce the adverse impacts associated with edge effects. Furthermore, the MSHCP
does not authorize development, although it does provide take authorization for Covered
Species. The MSHCP would not directly cause edge effects, but it would dictate where
such effects could occur through the reserve assembly process. Thus, cumulative
indirect impacts associated with edge effects are considered less than significant.
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5.1.2

Agriculture and Extractive Resources

Agricultural Resources
Under the proposed MSHCP and each of the alternatives, varying numbers of acres of
State-designated Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland are located within the
Conservation Area. As previously stated, the designation of farmland as Prime, Unique,
or State Important does not necessarily indicate that such land is utilized for agricultural
production. The precise boundaries of the reserve are not fixed and the Criteria Area
covers thousands of acres. Due to these facts and the fact that future development is
dependent upon future market conditions, it is not possible to determine the extent to
which implementation of the proposed MSHCP might result in the conversion (to nonagricultural uses) of specific parcels that are designated as Prime, Unique, or Statewide
Important farmland on maps prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program. Likewise, it is not possible to determine whether implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would conflict with existing agricultural designations or a Williamson
Act contract on specific parcels of land within the MSHCP Plan Area.
Overall, however, the proposed MSHCP will permit the continuation of existing
agricultural operations within the Conservation Area. Additionally, the proposed
MSHCP has a mechanism to allow up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural land within
the MSHCP Criteria Area, which, if implemented, will offset potential impacts to
agricultural resources that may result from implementation of the MSHCP. Development outside the limits of the MSHCP Criteria Area may contribute to the conversion
of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. However, the MSHCP expressly permits
existing agriculture and, if the provisions for new agricultural land are implemented, also
has opportunities for new agricultural operations. Therefore, no cumulatively significant
impact to agricultural resources will occur.
Mineral Resources
Throughout western Riverside County, approximately 19,500 acres have been identified
as State-designated Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs). MRZs are known mineral
resources that are of value to the region and the residents of the State. Active mineral
extraction areas will not be incorporated into the Conservation Area. Under the Proposed
MSHCP, land designated as MRZs (but with no permitted mineral extraction operation)
will be incorporated into the Conservation Area. The loss of any portion of such an
MRZ, when taken with similar losses that may result from the implementation of other
projects (such as from assembling the existing reserves) represents a cumulatively
significant and unavoidable impact. The MSHCP will not have any other significant
direct or indirect cumulative impacts on mineral resources, because implementation of
the MSHCP will not result in the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site, as delineated on a General Plan or other land use plan.

5.1.3

Housing, Population, and Employment

Implementation of the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives will not change any
regional projections, displace persons or dwelling units, nor will it exacerbate the jobsto-housing imbalance within western Riverside County. Thus, the MSHCP will not have
significant cumulative impacts in any of these impact categories.
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With development being shifted from the Conservation Area to areas that will not be
conserved, increased urbanization or intensification of land use may occur in areas
presently not subject to these kinds of development pressures. This would occur both
inside and outside the MSHCP Plan Area. Such land use intensification may result in
community character impacts. While the Proposed Action and to some degree the other
MSHCP alternatives, could shift development to outlying areas or encourage increases
in development intensity in areas not currently subject to substantial development
pressure, the growth projected in the County’s and Cities’ General Plan consistent with
SCAG’s projected growth will result in substantial pressure to increase development
intensity in some areas with or without the MSHCP.
By encouraging intensification of development outside of the reserve areas, and
possibly encouraging in-fill development, the MSHCP could have transportation and air
quality benefits by encouraging development trends along transportation corridors and
possibly reducing traffic congestion and air pollution.
The Proposed Action is growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing. The Proposed
Action does not itself propose any growth or development; it merely provides a regional
plan to address the biological effects of existing and anticipated future market-driven
growth in western Riverside County. Given these circumstances, it may be appropriate
to find that the Proposed Action is merely a means of planning for growth, and not a
means of accommodating it. However, the Proposed Action will remove impediments
to growth and development within the Plan Area outside the reserves. Therefore, out of
an abundance of caution, the Lead Agencies have determined that the Proposed Action
will have significant indirect impacts on Population, Housing, and Employment. For the
same reasons, the Lead Agencies have determined that the Proposed Action will have
significant cumulative impacts on Population, Housing, and Employment.

5.1.4

Public Services

Fire Protection
The proposed MSHCP does not propose or authorize any physical development and
therefore will not directly result in the deletion, relocation, growth or modification of
existing fire protection facilities, roads, or wildland-urban interface areas. Thus, the
MSHCP will not have any significant cumulative direct impacts to fire protection. The
proposed MSHCP would, however, remove an impediment to growth by authorizing
take of Covered Species and allowing development outside of the reserve areas. As
development occurs in accordance with regional growth projections, additional fire
protection facilities will be needed, but, because the location and timing of future
development cannot be predicted, the location and timing of new fire protection facilities
is also speculative. Overall, though, the Project’s cumulative impact on fire protection
will be beneficial because the establishment of the reserve will allow municipalities to
plan land uses with the knowledge of where the likely wildland-urban boundaries will
be located, and to plan for fire-safe development (including strategic placing of fire
protection facilities). No adverse cumulative effects would occur.
Parks and Recreation
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would set aside land for conservation use.
Recreational use is conditionally compatible with conservation, and would be permitted
in many locations throughout the Conservation Areas. The MSHCP would not remove
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any existing park or recreational facilities, nor would it prohibit their development in the
future. It would protect the quality of natural resources available for recreational use
throughout western Riverside County. Thus, no adverse direct or indirect cumulative
impacts would occur as a result of the proposed MSHCP.

5.1.5

Transportation

The MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any physical development. Therefore,
implementation of the MSHCP will not have significant cumulative direct impacts on
transportation because it will not decrease the level of service or increase traffic on any
roadway.
As indicated above, the MSHCP will accommodate projected growth within the Plan
Area. However, the MSHCP will not have significant indirect cumulative impacts on
transportation. Roadway projects have been planned to reduce traffic-related impacts
resulting from the current and future growth projected to occur in western Riverside
County. The Circulation Element of the General Plan identifies roadway improvement/construction required to accommodate anticipated traffic volumes, and the
construction of planned roadways will reduce impacts resulting from the cumulative
growth anticipated to occur within the MSHCP Plan Area. Maintenance activities on
existing roadways within public/quasi-public lands, the construction of CETAP
corridors, and the construction/improvement of roadways identified in the General Plan
Circulation Element within Criteria Areas are Covered Activities under the MSHCP.
Thus, although the MSHCP accommodates development in accordance with regional
growth projections, it will not result in any cumulatively significant indirect decrease in
the level of service or increase in traffic on any roadway. Cumulative impacts related to
transportation issues will be less than significant.
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6.0

ADDITIONAL TOPICS REQUIRED BY CEQA AND
NEPA

6.1

California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act

6.1.1

California Environmental Quality Act

Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the analysis of the following:
C Significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project;
C Significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the Proposed Project were
implemented;
C Significant irreversible environmental changes that would be involved in the
Proposed Project if it were implemented;
C Growth-inducing impacts of the Proposed Project;
C Mitigation measures proposed to minimize the significant effects; and
C Alternatives to the Proposed Project.
Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires discussion of the cumulative
impacts of a project, and Section 15131 provides guidance as to the inclusion of
economic and social effects analyses. The CEQA alternatives analysis requires a
comparison table of the environmental effects of the alternatives, as well as the
designation of an environmentally superior alternative. Finally, Appendix F of the State
CEQA Guidelines provides guidance on energy conservation analysis.
A comparison table of environmental effects of the alternatives is located in the
Executive Summary of this document. Significant environmental effects of the Proposed
Project and mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.0 of this document;
alternatives to the Proposed Project are outlined in Section 2.0 and analyzed in Section
4.0 of this document; cumulative impacts are analyzed in Section 5.0 of this document;
and economic and social impacts are discussed in Section 4.3 of this document
(Population, Housing, and Employment). The remaining topics, as well as the
environmentally superior alternative (whose discussion is required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)), are discussed in Section 6.1.3.

6.1.2

National Environmental Policy Act

NEPA and NEPA Regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality list other
categories of environmental consequences that must be considered in an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). These include the following:
C Adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1502.1);
C The relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity (40 CFR 1502.16);
C Irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources (40 CFR 1502.16);
Section 6.0 - Additional Topics Required by CEQA and NEPA
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C Energy requirements and conservation potential (40 CFR 1502.16);
C Natural or depletable resource requirements and conservation potential (40 CFR
1502.16(f));
C Economic and social effects (40 CFR 1508.8(b)); and
C Effects on urban quality, historical and cultural resources, and the design of the built
environment, including the reuse and conservation potential (40 CFR 1502.16(g)).
Furthermore, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations (40
Questions) numbers 6(a) and 6(b) require the identification of the “Environmentally
Preferable” alternative from the range considered.
In this document are discussed the CEQA-required significant environmental effects that
cannot be avoided and the NEPA-required adverse environmental effects that cannot be
avoided. Economic and social effects are discussed in Section 4.3 of this document
(Population, Housing, and Employment). The discussion of irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources corresponds to the CEQA-required discussion of significant
irreversible environmental changes that is presented in this section. The “Environmentally Preferable” alternative corresponds to the “Environmentally Superior Alternative”
required by CEQA, as discussed in this section. The energy requirements and
conservation potential discussion correspond to the energy conservation analysis
required by CEQA, and is also discussed in Section 6.1.3. All other additional topics
that are required to be discussed by CEQA and NEPA are also contained in Section
6.1.3.

6.1.3

Discussion of Issues Required by CEQA and NEPA

Significant Environmental Effects That Cannot Be Avoided/Adverse Environmental Effects
That Cannot Be Avoided
State CEQA Guidelines state in Section 15126.2(b) that the consideration and discussion
of significant environmental impacts include:
Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided if the
Proposed Project is Implemented. Describe any significant
impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced
to a level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot
be alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their
implications and the reasons why the project is being proposed,
not withstanding their effect, should be described.
The CEQ’s NEPA Regulations state in 40 CFR 1502.16 that the discussion of
environmental consequences include the “. . . environmental impacts of the alternatives
including the proposed action . . . and . . . any adverse environmental effects which
cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented . . . .” While all environmental
effects dismissed by the Initial Study are discussed in Section 4.0 of this document, the
following list summarizes the significant environmental effects for the Proposed
MSHCP and alternatives that cannot be avoided.
Biology. Non-Covered Species and the sensitive native grassland vegetation community
would potentially benefit from the conservation and protection of the proposed MSHCP.
However, even with these benefits offered by the MSHCP Plan, because of the lack of
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information available to adequately plan for conservation of these species, and lack of
geographical information distinguishing sensitive native grassland from non-sensitive
non-native grassland communities, impacts to Non-Covered Species and native
grassland vegetation communities are assumed to be potentially significant and not
mitigable.
Mineral Resources. No significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP, the
Existing Reserves Alternative, and the No Action Alternative. There would be no
impacts to regionally valuable resources. A significant unavoidable impact, however,
with respect to local future mineral resource extraction expansion would occur in the
City of Lake Elsinore with the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative and with the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes/Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources
As discussed in Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the consideration and
discussion of significant environmental impacts must include a discussion of significant
irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the Proposed Action should
it be implemented. It states that:
Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued
phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment
of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.
Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as
highway improvement which provides access to a previously
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar
uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental
accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments
of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current
consumption is justified.
Section 40 CFR 1502.16 of the CEQ’s NEPA Regulations require that the discussion of
environmental consequences also include “. . . any irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be
implemented.” The following discussion describes both irreversible changes and
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources involved in the implementation
of the proposed MSHCP and alternatives.
The Proposed Action is the establishment of an MSHCP, which would create a reserve
system and a mechanism for assembling the reserves as well as permitting development.
The establishment of an MSHCP would not directly result in a physical change.
Development in areas outside of the Conservation Area would occur as anticipated in
the Riverside County General Plan. The MSHCP would not increase or decrease the
amount of development that is anticipated to occur, and thus does not directly result in
development (which would involve the irretrievable and irreversible use of land, water,
and building materials). Development impacts will occur regardless of whether the
MSHCP is implemented. Indirectly, through reserve assembly and management, areas
with significant natural resources would be conserved through this Plan. These natural
resources would be committed for the duration of the MSHCP (at least 70 years).
However, this does not represent irreversible environmental changes or an irretrievable
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commitment of resources. Rather, it preserves resources for the future by allowing only
non-destructive uses.
Growth Inducement
State CEQA Guidelines requires the analysis of a proposed project’s potential to induce
growth. Specifically, Section 15126.2(d) requires that environmental documents
“ . . . discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly,
in the surrounding environment . . .” Growth inducing impacts can occur if a project
would induce growth either directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment.
Furthermore, Section 15126.2(d) states that “[i]t must not be assumed that growth in any
area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”
A project’s potential to induce growth does not automatically result in growth. Growth
can only occur through capital investment in new economic opportunities by the public
or private sectors. Development pressures are a result of economic investment in a particular locality. These pressures help to structure the local politics of growth and the
local jurisdiction’s posture on growth management and land use policy. Under CEQA,
as stated previously, growth inducement is not considered necessarily detrimental,
beneficial, or of significance to the environment. Typically, the growth inducing
potential of a project would be considered significant if it fosters growth or a
concentration of population in excess of what is assumed in pertinent master plans, land
use plans, or in projections made by regional planning agencies. In general, growth that
is induced by a project is considered a significant impact if it directly or indirectly
affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can be
demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects the environment in some
other way.
Examples of development that would directly facilitate growth include the installation
of new roadways or the construction or expansion of water delivery/treatment facilities.
New employees from commercial and industrial development and new population from
residential development represent direct forms of growth. While the establishment of
the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area would likely be regarded as an enhancement
to western Riverside County’s quality of life, neither the proposed MSHCP nor any of
the alternative scenarios contain components that would directly generate residential,
commercial, or industrial development or induce population growth within the Plan
Area.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15604(D)(2) states that “an indirect physical change in
the environment is a physical change in the environment which is not immediately
related to the project, but which is caused indirectly by the project.” Section
15604(d)(3) further states that “[a]n indirect physical change is to be considered only if
that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project.” A
project could indirectly induce growth by reducing or removing barriers to growth or by
creating a condition that attracts additional population or new economic activity that is
not currently planned. Additionally, a project that will reduce the supply of available
land for development in one area may be considered to have indirect growth inducing
effects if such a reduction would result in a shift in projected growth into an area not
currently designated for such growth.
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Each of the alternatives will, to varying degrees, result in the loss of developable land
within western Riverside County. If development cannot occur where it is currently proposed, or occurs at levels currently permitted by the County and local municipalities, it
must be accommodated elsewhere. As a result, the project could redistribute growth in
the region, as development demand may occur in areas where it is not currently
anticipated.
The USFWS and the CDFG (Wildlife Agencies) have authority to regulate the “take”
of threatened and endangered or otherwise species. Currently, the time required to process Section 10a and Section 7 permits is unpredictable, and is a constraint on
development. The intent of the plan, as outlined in the Biological, Social, and Economic
goals (see Section 2.0), is for the Wildlife Agencies to grant “take authorization” to local
jurisdictions for otherwise lawful actions such as development that may incidentally take
or harm individuals of a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas, in exchange for
each jurisdiction’s support for the assembly of a coordinated reserve system. This would
lessen the existing constraint on development by streamlining the permitting process.
Thus, the proposed MSHCP would have an indirect growth inducing effect, because it
will accommodate and streamline the approval of future development within those areas
of western Riverside County outside the limits of the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Additionally, the prior establishment of “reserve design criteria” will accommodate
development, while allowing for conservation of biological resources, by identifying
where, how, and under what conditions development within individual quarter sections
may occur.
Environmentally Superior Alternative/Environmentally Preferable Alternative
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires the identification of an “Environmentally Superior Alternative” in Questions 6(a) and 6(b) in 40 Questions require the
identification of an “Environmentally Preferable” alternative. State CEQA regulations
(Section 15126.6(e)(2)) require that “[i]f the environmentally superior alternative is the
‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.” CEQ’s 40 Questions number 6(a) states that the
Environmentally Preferable Alternative is usually “. . . the alternative that causes the
least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the alternative
which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.”
The following provides a brief comparison of alternatives (with references to more
detailed comparisons elsewhere in this document), and identifies the Environmentally
Superior/Environmentally Preferable Alternative.
The selection of alternatives for analysis is discussed in the Alternatives Screening
Document (Appendix B). The alternatives carried forward for analysis include the
Proposed MSHCP (the “Preferred Alternative” per NEPA); the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative; the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative; the
Existing Reserves Alternative; and the No Project Alternative. Section 2.0 of this
document provides a detailed description of the alternatives, which are summarized in
the following paragraphs.
The Proposed Action conserves the greatest numbers of acres of habitat in usable
configurations, and conserves the most species, and would provide a management
structure for maintaining the viability of the habitat. The Existing Reserves and No
Project Alternatives would conserve land on a project-by-project basis, and there would
be no system for management or reserve configuration in place. The Listed, Proposed,
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and Strong Candidate Species and Listed and Proposed Species Alternatives would
conserve less habitat than the Proposed Action, but would have usable configurations
for the reserves, and would also include a management structure for overseeing the
reserves.
As the Proposed MSHCP would result in the most conservation and would provide more
organized and usable habitat conservation than the Existing Reserves Alternative and the
No Project Alternative, it is the Environmentally Superior/Environmentally Preferable
Alternative per CEQA and NEPA.
Energy Conservation/Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential
Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines contains guidance for discussion of energy
conservation. The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines Section 1502.2(e) indicates that the
discussion of environmental consequences must include analysis of the “. . . [e]nergy
requirements and conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation
measures.” The Proposed Action and alternatives would not involve construction or
maintenance of any new facilities. It is a plan that would be put in place to accommodate both conservation of important natural resources as well as to accommodate growth
and development. However, as no direct physical changes to the environment would
result from the MSHCP or alternatives, they would neither require energy nor decrease
the potential for energy conservation elsewhere.
Relationship Between Short-term Uses of the Environment and the Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-term Productivity
The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines Section 1502.16 of 40 CFR that analysis of environmental
consequences must include discussion of “. . . the relationship between short-term uses
of man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity
. . .” The objectives of the MSHCP involve balancing the need to conserve habitat in an
organized and effective manner with the need to accommodate growth and development
within Riverside County. Thus, long-term environmental productivity would be
maintained through the assembly and management of a biologically-sound reserve
system. Short-term uses of the environment, such as development, mining, and
recreation, would be accommodated in a manner least likely to result in permanent
damage to the region’s natural resources.
Natural or Depletable Resource Requirements and Conservation Potential
The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines state in Section 1502.16(f) that analysis of environmental
consequences must discuss “[n]atural or depletable resource requirements and
conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation measures.” The
implementation of an MSHCP does not directly result in a physical change to the
environment. It would not require construction of facilities or the excessive use of
depletable resources. Natural resources would be preserved for conservation. Thus, the
Proposed Action and all alternatives would not result in the depletion of natural or
depletable resources.
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Effects on Urban Quality, Historical and Cultural Resources, and the Design of the Built
Environment, Including the Reuse and Conservation Potential
NEPA Section 1502.16(g) states that analysis of environmental consequences must
discuss “[u]rban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design of the built
environment, including the reuse and conservation potential of various alternatives and
mitigation measures.” As stated in the Initial Study, the proposed MSHCP would not
adversely affect scenic vistas. The Proposed Project is designed to preserve habitat in
areas of western Riverside County. Riverside County has policies in place for the
protection of scenic vistas and/or scenic highways from adverse impact from future
development activities. The Riverside County General Plan also contains policies for
the protection of scenic resources and highways. The Proposed Action will preserve
important habitat and habitat linkages for threatened and endangered species in western
Riverside County. Future development will follow policies in place for the protection
of scenic resources and historic buildings. No impacts to this issue would occur as a
result of the implementation of the proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Riverside County is known to have been visited and permanently inhabited by EuroAmericans since the 18th century. With implementation of the MSHCP, there would be
no potential impacts to cultural or historical resources associated with development, as
no development would occur within the MSHCP Conservation Area. Cultural resources
located outside of the Plan Area may be affected by increased higher density “cluster”
development, but within these areas existing requirements for the recovery of historical
resources will be implemented.
Significant archaeological resources are known to exist within Riverside County, based
on what is known of the histories of local Native American communities. Implementation of the MSHCP can lead to the protection of archaeological resources by preventing
development in the various habitats set aside for the plan. The impacts to archaeological
resources associated with higher density “cluster” development are considered to be less
than significant, since best management practices will be used to follow proper
procedures used in excavation of archaeologically sensitive areas in areas where higher
density “cluster” development may occur.
Based on the soil types within western Riverside County and previous paleontological
studies, paleontological resources are known to be present within areas considered for
the MSHCP. Implementation of the MSHCP can lead to the protection of unique
paleontological resources or unique geologic features by preventing development in the
various habitats set aside in the Conservation Area. Conversely, the destruction or
disturbance of paleontological resources or unique geologic features may be increased
due to high density “cluster” development that will occur in areas outside of the
Conservation Area. Standard management practices for the excavation of potential
paleontological resources will be used to lessen impacts associated with greater
population concentration to a less than significant level.
Because the MSHCP would be preserving habitat in its existing state, conservation is
virtually guaranteed within the Conservation Area. While reuse of the area for nonconservation purposes is unlikely, it would not be precluded by any physical changes
to the environment.
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Urban quality and design of the built environment would be permanently changed to
reflect a better quality of life, including permanent open space, community edges, and
recreational opportunities.
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ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

7.1

County

County of Riverside
Mark Brewer, Park Planner, February 2002.

7.2

Cities

City of Banning
Chris Millen, Community Services Manager, February and March 2002.
City of Beaumont
Jeff Oakley, Assistant Planning Director, February and March 2002.
City of Calimesa
Bob French, Public Works Manager, March 2002.
City of Canyon Lake
Kathy Barns, Recreation Manager, February 2002.
City of Corona
Jonathan Jones, Park Development Manager Landscape Architect, March 2002.
Bob German, City of Corona Deputy Fire Chief, February 2002.
City of Hemet
Mike Gow, Deputy Public Works Director & City Engineer, March 2002.
City of Lake Elsinore
City of Lake Elsinore Parks Department, August 2002.
Dave Sap, Manager of Community Services Department, July 2002.
City of Moreno Valley
Steve Kupsak, Parks Manager, February 2002.
City of Murrieta
Jim Holston, Community Services Director, February 2002.
Lea Kolek, Assistant Community Services Director, February 2002.
Gary Whisenand, Fire Department, Battalion Chief, February 2002.
City of Norco
Bob Franck, City of Norco Fire Department, Battalion Chief, February 2002.
Alma Robles, City of Norco Planning Department, March 2002.
Jim Daniels, Community Development Director.
Brian Petri, Park and Recreation Director, August 2002.
City of Perris
Robin Blair, March 2002.
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City of Riverside
Chris Jensen, City of Riverside Fire Department, Division Chief, Planning
Department, February 2002.
City of Riverside Parks Department, August 2002.
Andy Emry and Ewina Lau, July 2002.
City of Temecula
Marsha Bustin, Parks and Landscape Development Technician, March 2002.
Barbara Smith, Community Services Development Manager, March 2002.
City of San Jacinto
David Clayton, Information Planner, August 2002.
Tim Holts, July 2002.

7.3

Regional Agencies

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Kevin Viera, Planning Department.
Western Riverside Council of Governments Planning Directors Technical Advisory
Committee Meetings
Valleywide Parks and Recreation District
Samuel Gopp, Parks Manager, February 2002.
Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District
Dan Rodriguez, General Manager, August 2002.
Beaumont-Cherry Valley Recreation and Park District
Art Holcum, July 2002.

7.4

Consulting Firms

Hogle-Ireland
Nelson Miller, July 2002.
RHA Landscape Architects-Planners, Inc.
Michael Hutchinson, July 2002.
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REPORT PREPARATION PERSONNEL

8.1

LSA Associates, Inc.

Lloyd Zola, Principal in Charge
Lynn Calvert-Hayes, AICP, Project Principal
Felicia Bradfield, Senior Planner
Carl Winter, Planner
Karen Jordan, Planner/GIS Analysis
Lance Gannon, Planner
Renee Sendecki, Planner

8.2

Adrianne Boyd, Planner
Zac Henderson, GIS Analysis
Jennifer Schuk, Graphics
Steve Dong, Technical Editor
Sheryl Schumacher, Production

County of Riverside

Kristi Lovelady, Administrative Manager, Transportation Land Management Agency
Richard Lashbrook, Director, Transportation Land Management Agency
Karin Watts-Bazan, County Counsel

8.3

Best, Best and Krieger

Michelle Ouellette, Legal Counsel
Megan Starr, Legal Counsel

8.4

Jennifer Buckman, Legal Counsel

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

James Bartel, Field Supervisor
Karin Cleary-Rose, ESA/Section 10 Biologist
Julie Concannan, Legal Counsel
Karen Goebel, Assistant Field Supervisor
Dorean Stadtlander, Acting Branch Chief

8.5

California Department of Fish and Game

Jeff Drongesen, Staff Environmental Scientist
Robin Maloney-Rames, Environmental Scientist
Ron Rempel, Deputy Director, Habitat Conservation Division

8.6

DUDEK & Associates, Inc.

June Collins, Principal
Martie Clemons, GIS Specialist
Tonette Foster, Technical Editor
Drew Garner, Environmental Specialist
Joe Monaco, Senior Project Manager
Myloc Nguyen, Environmental Specialist
Daniel Park, Environmental Specialist
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10.0 GLOSSARY, ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS AND
INDEX
10.1

Glossary

Adaptive Management: To use the results of new information gathered through the
monitoring program of the plan and from other sources to adjust management strategies
and practices to assist in providing for the conservation of covered species.
Adaptive Management Program: The MSHCP’s program of Adaptive Management
described in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP.
Additional Reserve Lands: Conserved Habitat totaling approximately 153,000 acres that
are needed to meet the goals and objectives of the MSHCP and comprise approximately
56,000 acres of State and federal acquisition and mitigation for State Permittees, and
approximately 97,000 acres contributed by local Permittees. (Lands acquired since
February 3, 2000 are included in the Local Permittees’ Additional Reserve Lands
contribution pursuant to correspondence discussed in Section 4.0 of the MSHCP,
Volume I and on file with the County of Riverside).
Affordable Housing: Housing capable of being purchased or rented by a household with
very low, low, or moderate income, based on a household’s ability to make monthly
payments necessary to obtain housing. “Affordable to low- and moderate-income
households” means that at least 20 percent of the units in a development will be sold or
rented to lower income households, and the remaining units to either lower or moderate
income households. Housing units for lower income households must sell or rent for a
monthly cost not greater than 30 percent of 60 percent of area median income as
periodically established by HCD. Housing units for moderate income must sell or rent
for a monthly cost not greater than 30 percent of area median income.
Agriculture: For the species analyses, references to agriculture refer to the vegetation
community, Agriculture, as depicted on the MSHCP Vegetation Map, Figure 2-1 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Agricultural Operations: The production of all plants (horticulture), fish farms, animals
and related production activities, including the planting, cultivation and tillage of the
soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production, plowing, seeding, cultivation,
growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the purpose of crop rotation of any
agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture, horticulture, and the breeding,
feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing animals, fish, or poultry, the
operation, management, conservation, improvement or maintenance of a farm or ranch
and its buildings, tools and equipment; the construction, operation and maintenance of
ditches, canals, reservoirs, wells and/or waterways used for farming or ranching
purposes and all uses conducted as a normal part of such agricultural operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. The
definition of agricultural operations shall not include any activities on State and federal
property or in the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Allowable Use: Uses permitted within the MSHCP Conservation Area as defined in
Section 7.4 of the MSHCP.
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Alternative: An alternative to the proposed project/action. Under NEPA, the project and
a range of alternatives to the project are examined at the same level of detail as the
proposed project. CEQA does not require alternatives to be examined in as great a detail
as the project (i.e., alternatives are means of avoiding the impacts associated with the
project). NEPA requires discussion of mitigation measures and growth inducing impacts
as part of the discussion of each alternative. CEQA requires a separate discussion of
these issues, focusing on the project.
Annual Report: The reports prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section 6.11 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Aquifer: An underground, water-bearing layer of earth, porous rock, sand, or gravel,
through which water can seep or be held in natural storage. Aquifers generally hold
sufficient water to be used as a water supply.
Area; Area Median Income: As used in State of California housing law with respect to
income eligibility limits established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), “area” means metropolitan area or non-metropolitan county. In
non-metropolitan areas, the “area median income” is the higher of the county median
family income or the statewide non-metropolitan median family income.
Area Plan: A community planning area defined in the County of Riverside General Plan.
Sixteen County of Riverside Area Plans are located within the MSHCP Planning Area.
Area Plan Subunit: A portion of an Area Plan for which Biological Issues and
Considerations and Target Acreages have been specified in Section 3.3 of the MSHCP.
Arterial Highway: Medium to higher speeds (30-55 mph), medium to higher capacity
(10,000-50,000 average daily trips) roadway that provides intra- and inter-community
travel and access to the regional highway and freeway system. Access to community
arterials should be provided at collector roads and local streets, discouraging direct
access from parcels to existing arterials.
Assisted Housing: Generally multi-family rental housing, but sometimes single-family
ownership units, whose construction, financing, sales prices, or rents have been
subsidized by federal, state, or local housing programs including, but not limited to
Federal §8 (new construction, substantial rehabilitation, and loan management setasides), Federal §s 213, 236, and 202, Federal §221(d)(3) (below-market interest rate
program), Federal §101 (rent supplement assistance), CDBG, FmHA §515, multi-family
mortgage revenue bond programs, local redevelopment and in lieu fee programs, and
units developed pursuant to local inclusionary housing and density bonus programs. By
January 1, 1992, all California Housing Elements are required to address the preservation or replacement of assisted housing that is eligible to change to market rate housing
by 2002.
Assurances: Mutual agreements and covenants contained in the Implementing
Agreement which bind the parties to specified actions and provide each party with
benefits. The benefits include, for example, authorization for incidental take of species
in accordance with the Habitat Management Plan (HMP), and conservation of species
resulting from actions to implement the plan.
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Authorizations: Permits for incidental take of species in accordance with the MSHCP
or HCP.
Below-market-rate (BMR): (1) Any housing unit specifically priced to be sold or rented
to low- or moderate-income households for an amount less than the fair-market value
of the unit. Both the State of California and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development set standards for determining which households qualify as “low income”
or “moderate income.” (2) The financing of housing at less than prevailing interest rates.
Bicycle Lane (Class II facility): A corridor expressly reserved for bicycles, existing on a
street or roadway in addition to any lanes for use by motorized vehicles.
Bicycle Path (Class I facility): A paved route not on a street or roadway and expressly
reserved for bicycles traversing an otherwise unpaved area. Bicycle paths may parallel
roads but typically are separated from them by landscaping.
Bicycle Route (Class III facility): A facility shared with motorists and identified only by
signs, a bicycle route has no pavement markings or lane stripes.
Bikeways: A term that encompasses bicycle lanes, bicycle paths, and bicycle routes.
Biological Issues and Considerations: A list of biological factors to be used by the Plan
Participants in assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Biological Issues and
Considerations are identified for each Area Plan Subunit in Section 3.3 of the MSHCP.
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Determination: Documentation that a particular
project alternative will be biologically equivalent or superior to a project consistent with
the guidelines and thresholds established in the policies for the protection of species
associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools set forth in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, policies for the protection of narrow endemic plant species set forth in Section
6.1.3 of the MSHCP, additional survey needs and procedures policies set forth in Section
6.3.2 of the MSHCP and the Criteria Refinement Process set forth in Section 6.5 of the
MSHCP.
Biological Monitoring Program: The program detailing the requirements for monitoring
of the MSHCP Conservation Area as set forth in Section 5.3.7 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Biological Monitoring Report: Reports prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section
5.3.7 of the MSHCP.
Bioregion: A generalized area with similar elevation, topography, soils, and floristic
characteristics within the MSHCP Plan Area. Seven Bioregions are identified in the
MSHCP Plan Area and are depicted in Figure 2.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Blight: A condition of a site, structure, or area that may cause nearby buildings and/or
areas to decline in attractiveness and/or utility. The Community Redevelopment Law
(Health and Safety Code, §33031 and §3032) contains a definition of blight used to
determine eligibility of proposed redevelopment project areas.
Biotic Community: A group of living organisms characterized by a distinctive
combination of both animal and plant species in a particular habitat.
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Blueline Stream: A watercourse shown as a blue line on a U.S. Geological Service
topographic quadrangle map.
Brownfield: An area with abandoned, idle, or under-used industrial and commercial
facilities where expansion, redevelopment, or reuse is complicated by real or perceived
environmental contamination.
Buffer Zone: An area of land separating two distinct land uses that acts to soften or
mitigate the effects of one land use on the other.
Buildout; Build out: Development of land to its full potential or theoretical capacity as
permitted under current or proposed planning or zoning designations.
California Department of Fish and Game: CDFG, a department of the California
Resources Agency.
California Endangered Species Act (CESA): California Endangered Species Act
(California Fish and Game code, Section 2050, et seq.) and all rules, regulations and
guidelines promulgated thereunder, as amended..
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): The California Environmental Quality Act
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.) and all guidelines
promulgated thereunder, as amended. For the MSHCP, the County shall be the lead
agency under CEQA as defined under State CEQA Guidelines section 15367..
California Housing Finance Agency (CHFA): A State agency, established by the Housing
and Home Finance Act of 1975, which is authorized to sell revenue bonds and generate
funds for the development, rehabilitation, and conservation of low-and moderate-income
housing.
Caltrans: California Department of Transportation, a department of the California
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency.
Candidate / “Strong Candidate” Species: A candidate species is one proposed to be
Federally listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Strong Candidate species
are those considered to have a high likelihood of becoming listed in the near future.
Cell: A unit within the Criteria Area generally 160 acres in size, approximating one
quarter section.
Cell Group: An identified grouping of cells within the Criteria Area.
Changed Circumstances: Changes in circumstances affecting a Covered Species or the
geographic area covered by the MSHCP that can reasonably be anticipated by the Parties
and that can be reasonably planned for in the MSHCP. Changed Circumstances and the
planned responses to those circumstances are more particularly described in Section 6.8
of the MSHCP and in Section 11.4 of the IA. Changed Circumstances do not include
Unforeseen Circumstances.
Channelization: (1) The straightening and/or deepening of a watercourse for purposes
of storm-runoff control or ease of navigation. Channelization often includes lining of
stream banks with a retaining material such as concrete. (2) At the intersection of
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roadways, the directional separation of traffic lanes through the use of curbs or raised
islands that limit the paths that vehicles may take through the intersection.
Cities: The Cities of Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake
Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula,
collectively.
Clustered Development: Development in which a number of dwelling units are placed
in closer proximity than usual, or are attached, with the purpose of retaining an openspace area.
Collector: Relatively low-speed (25-30 mph), relatively low-volume (5,000-20,000
average daily trips) street that provides circulation within and between neighborhoods.
Collectors usually serve short trips and are intended for collecting trips from local streets
and distributing them to the arterial network.
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP):
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process overseen by RCTC
to identify future transportation and communication corridors designed to relieve current
traffic congestion and provide for the County’s and the Cities’ future transportation and
communication needs.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG): A grant program administered by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on a formula basis for
entitlement communities, and by the State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) for non-entitled jurisdictions. This grant allots money to cities and
counties for housing rehabilitation and community development, including public
facilities and economic development.
Community Park: Land with full public access intended to provide recreation
opportunities beyond those supplied by neighborhood parks. Community parks are
larger in scale than neighborhood parks but smaller than regional parks.
Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA): A local agency created under California
Redevelopment Law (Health & Safety Code §33000, et. seq.), or a local legislative
body that has been elected to exercise the powers granted to such an agency, for the
purpose of planning, developing, re-planning, redesigning, clearing, reconstructing,
and/or rehabilitating all or part of a specified area with residential, commercial,
industrial, and/or public (including recreational) structures and facilities. The
redevelopment agency’s plans must be compatible with adopted community general
plans.
Compatible Uses: Land uses that are considered to be compatible with the overall
conservation goals and objectives of the MSHCP and are covered within the reserve
system, including reserve management and scientific research activities, emergency,
safety and police services, and emergency repairs.
Conceptual Reserve Design: A reserve concept developed for purposes of providing
quantitative parameters for MSHCP species analyses, MSHCP Conservation Area
description, and target acreages within Area Plan Subunits. The Conceptual Reserve
Design is intended to describe one way in which the Additional Reserve Lands could be
assembled consistent with MSHCP Criteria.
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Concurrency: Installation and operation of facilities and services needed to meet the
demands of new development simultaneous with the development.
Conditionally Compatible Uses: Land uses that are considered to be conditionally
compatible with the overall conservation goals and objectives of the MSHCP, including
public access and recreation, transportation, water-related activities, utilities, and waste
management.
Condominium: A structure of two or more units, the interior spaces of which are
individually owned; the balance of the property (both land and building) is owned in
common by the owners of the individual units.
Congestion Management Plan (CMP): A mechanism employing growth management
techniques, including traffic level of service requirements, standards for public transit,
trip reduction programs involving transportation systems management and jobs/ housing
balance strategies, and capital improvement programming, for the purpose of controlling
and/or reducing the cumulative regional traffic impacts of development.
Congregate Care: Apartment housing, usually for seniors, in a group setting that
includes independent living and sleeping accommodations in conjunction with shared
dining and recreational facilities. (See “Community Care Facility.”)
Conservation: To use, and the use of, methods and procedures within the MSHCP
Conservation Area and within the Plan Area as set forth in the MSHCP, that are
necessary to bring any listed species to the point at which the measures provided
pursuant to FESA and the California Fish and Game Code are no longer necessary.
However, Permittees will have no duty to enhance, restore, or revegetate MSHCP
Conservation Area lands unless required by the MSHCP or agreed to through
implementation of the Plan.
Conservation Strategy: The overall approach to assure conservation of individual species
within the MSHCP Area; for each individual species, the Conservation Strategy is
comprised of four elements: (1) a global conservation goal; (2) global conservation
objectives; (3) species-specific conservation objectives that are measurable; and (4)
management and monitoring activities.
Conserved Habitat: Land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of
the Covered Species under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to other uses,
and the institutional arrangements that provide for its ongoing management.
Consistency; Consistent With: Free from significant variation or contradiction. The
various diagrams, text, goals, policies, and programs in the general plan must be
consistent with each other, not contradictory or preferential. The term “consistent with”
is used interchangeably with “conformity with.” The courts have held that the phrase
“consistent with” means “agreement with; harmonious with.” Webster defines
“conformity with” as meaning harmony, agreement when used with “with.” The term
“conformity” means in harmony therewith or agreeable to (Sec 58 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen.
21, 25 [1975]). California State law also requires that a general plan be internally
consistent and also requires consistency between a general plan and implementation
measures such as the zoning ordinance. As a general rule, an action program or project
is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the
objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.
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Constrained Linkage: A constricted connection expected to provide for movement of
identified Planning Species between core areas, where options for assembly of the
connection are limited due to existing patterns of use.
Conveyance Tax: A tax imposed on the sale, lease, or transfer of real property.
Cooperative Organizational Structure: The local administrative structure for implementation and management of the MSHCP.
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs): A term used to describe restrictive
limitations that may be placed on property and its use, and which usually are made a
condition of holding title or lease.
Core Area: A block of habitat of appropriate size, configuration, and vegetation
characteristics to generally support the life history requirements of one or more Covered
Species.
Corridor: Refers to the alignment area or footprint for man-made linear projects such as
transportation facilities, pipelines, and utility lines. Corridor does not have a biological
meaning in the MSHCP lexicon.
County: County of Riverside
County Flood Control: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.
County Parks: Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District.
County Waste: Riverside County Waste Management Department.
Covered Activities: Certain activities carried out or conducted by Permittees, Participating Special Entities, Third Parties Granted Take Authorization, and others within the
MSHCP Area, and described in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP, that will receive Take
Authorization under the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Permit, provided these
activities are otherwise lawful.
Covered Species: Those 146 species within the MSHCP Area that will be adequately
conserved by the MSHCP when the MSHCP is implemented. These species are listed
in Exhibit C to the IA and in Section 9.2 of the MSHCP.
Covered Species Adequately Conserved: Covered Species that are conserved by the
MSHCP and which are provided in the Incidental Take Coverage Section 10(a) Permit
and NCCP Permit and for animals through the Section 10(a) permit issued in
conjunction with this IA. These species are listed in Exhibit D to the IA and Section 9
of the MSHCP.
Cumulative Impact: As used in CEQA, the total impact resulting from the accumulated
impacts of individual projects or programs over time.
Criteria: Descriptions provided for individual cells or cell groups within the Criteria
Area to guide assembly of the Additional Reserve Lands.
Criteria Area: The area comprised of cells depicted on Figure 3-1 of the MSHCP.
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Critical Habitat: Refer to 50 Code of Federal Regulations Sections 17.95 and 17.96.
Dedication: The turning over by an owner or developer of private land for public use,
and the acceptance of land for such use by the governmental agency having jurisdiction
over the public function for which it will be used. Dedications for roads, parks, school
sites, or other public uses often are made conditions for approval of a development by
a city or county.
Dedication, In lieu of: Cash payments that may be required of an owner or developer as
a substitute for a dedication of land, usually calculated in dollars per lot, and referred to
as in lieu fees or in lieu contributions.
Deficiency Plan: An action program for improving or preventing the deterioration of
level of service on the Congestion Management Agency street and highway network.
Density, Residential: The number of permanent residential dwelling units per acre of
land. Densities specified may be expressed in units per gross acre or per net developable
acre.
Density Bonus: The allocation of development rights that allows a parcel to accommodate additional square footage or additional residential units beyond the maximum for
which the parcel is zoned. Under Government Code Section 65915, a housing
development that provides 20 percent of its units for lower income households, or 10
percent of its units for very low-income households, or 50 percent of its units for seniors,
is entitled to a density bonus and other concessions.
Density, Employment: A measure of the number of employed persons per specific area
(for example, employees/acre).
Density Transfer: A way of retaining open space by concentrating densities usually in
compact areas adjacent to existing urbanization and utilities while leaving unchanged
historic, sensitive, or hazardous areas. In some jurisdictions, for example, developers
can buy development rights of properties targeted for public open space and transfer the
additional density to the base number of units permitted in the zone in which they
propose to develop.
Detention Dam/Basin/Pond: Dams may be classified according to the broad function they
serve, such as storage, diversion, or detention. Detention dams are constructed to retard
flood runoff and minimize the effect of sudden floods. Detention dams fall into two
main types. In one type, the water is temporarily stored, and released through an outlet
structure at a rate that will not exceed the carrying capacity of the channel downstream.
Often, the basins are planted with grass and used for open-space or recreation in periods
of dry weather. The other type, most often called a Retention Pond, allows for water to
be held as long as possible and may or may not allow for the controlled release of water.
In some cases, the water is allowed to seep into the permeable banks or gravel strata in
the foundation. This latter type is sometimes called a Water-Spreading Dam or Dike
because its main purpose is to recharge the underground water supply. Detention dams
are also constructed to trap sediment. These are often called Debris Dams.
Development: The uses to which land shall be put, including construction of buildings,
structures, infrastructure, and all alterations of the land.
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Developable Acres, Net: The portion of a site that can be used for density calculations.
Public or private road rights-of-way and flood control channels are not included in the
net developable acreage of a site.
Developable Land: Land that is suitable as a location for structures and that can be
developed free of hazards to, and without disruption of, or significant impact on, natural
resource areas.
Development Agreement: A legislatively approved contract between a jurisdiction and
a person having legal or equitable interest in real property within the jurisdiction
(California Government Code §65865 et. seq.) that “freezes” certain rules, regulations,
and policies applicable to development of a property for a specified period of time,
usually in exchange for certain concessions by the owner.
Development Fee: See “Impact Fee.”
Discretionary Project: A proposed project requiring discretionary action by a Permittee,
as that term is used in CEQA and defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15357,
including issuance of a grading permit for County projects.
Duplex: A detached building under single ownership that is designed for occupation as
the residence of two families living independently of each other.
Dwelling Unit: A room or group of rooms (including sleeping, eating, cooking, and
sanitation facilities, but not more than one kitchen), that constitutes an independent
housekeeping unit, occupied or intended for occupancy by one household on a long-term
basis.
Easement: Usually the right to use property owned by another for specific purposes or
to gain access to another property. For example, utility companies often have easements
on the private property of individuals to be able to install and maintain utility facilities.
Easement, Conservation: A tool for acquiring open-space with less than full-fee
purchase, whereby a public agency buys only certain specific rights from the land
owner. These may be positive rights (providing the public with the opportunity to hunt,
fish, hike, or ride over the land) or they may be restrictive rights (limiting the uses to
which the land owner may devote the land in the future.)
Edge Effects: Adverse direct and indirect effects to species, habitats and vegetation
communities along the natural wildlands/urban interface. May include predation by
mesopredators (including native and non-native predators), invasion by exotic species,
noise, lighting, urban runoff, and other anthropogenic impacts (trampling of vegetation,
trash and toxic materials dumping, etc.).
Effective Date: Date on which the IA takes effect, as set forth in Section 19.1 of the IA.
Eminent Domain: The right of a public entity to acquire private property for public use
by condemnation and the payment of just compensation.
Endangered Species: Those species listed as endangered under FESA and/or CESA.
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Environment: CEQA defines environment as “the physical conditions which exist within
the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, mineral,
flora, fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”
Environmental Impact Report (EIR): A report required pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act which assesses all the environmental characteristics of an
area, determines what effects or impacts will result if the area is altered or disturbed by
a proposed action, and identifies alternatives or other measures to avoid or reduce those
impacts. (See “California Environmental Quality Act.”)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): Under the National Environmental Policy Act,
a statement on the effect of development proposals and other major actions that
significantly affect the environment.
Environmental Laws: Includes State and federal laws governing or regulating the impact
of development activities on land, water, or biological resources as they related to
Covered Species, including but not limited to CESA, FESA, the NCCP Act, CEQA,
NEPA, the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (“MBTA”), the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C., Section 1251 et seq.), the Native Plant Protection Act
(California Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq. and Sections 1801, 1802, 3511,
4700, 5050 and 5515) and includes any regulations promulgated pursuant to such laws.
ESA (Endangered Species Act): see CESA and FESA.
Exaction: A contribution or payment required as an authorized precondition for
receiving a development permit; usually refers to mandatory dedication (or fee in lieu
of dedication) requirements found in many subdivision regulations.
Executive Director: Director of the Regional Conservation Authority
Existing Agricultural Operations: Those lands within the MSHCP Plan Area that are
actively used for ongoing Agricultural Operations, as further defined in Section 11.3 of
the IA and Section 6.2 of the MSHCP.
Existing Agricultural Operations Database: The database created by the County to
identify Existing Agricultural Operations, as further defined in Section 11.3 of the IA.
FESA: Federal Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C., Section 1531, et seq.) and all rules
and regulations promulgated thereunder, as amended.
Fair Market Rent: The rent, including utility allowances, determined by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development for purposes of administering the
Section 8 Existing Housing Program.
Family: (1) Two or more persons related by birth, marriage, or adoption [U.S. Bureau
of the Census]. (2) An individual or a group of persons living together who constitute
a bonafide single-family housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit, not including a fraternity,
sorority, club, or other group of persons occupying a hotel, lodging house or institution
of any kind [California].
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Farmers Home Administration: A federal agency providing loans and grants for
improvement projects and low-income housing in rural areas.
Farmland: Refers to eight classifications of land mapped by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. Five agricultural classifications do not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors.
Flood Control District: Refers to the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.
Floor Area, Gross: The sum of the horizontal areas of the several floors of a building
measured from the exterior face of exterior walls, or from the centerline of a wall
separating two buildings, but not including any space where the floor-to-ceiling height
is less than six feet. Some cities exclude specific kinds of space (e.g., elevator shafts,
parking decks) from the calculation of gross floor area.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR): The gross floor area permitted on a site divided by the total net
area of the site, expressed in decimals to one or two places. For example, on a site with
10,000 net square feet of land area, a Floor Area Ratio of 1.0 will allow a maximum of
10,000 gross square feet of building floor area to be built. On the same site, a FAR of
1.5 would allow 15,000 square feet of floor area; a FAR of 2.0 would allow 20,000
square feet; and a FAR of 0.5 would allow only 5,000 square feet. Also commonly used
in zoning, FARs typically are applied on a parcel-by-parcel basis as opposed to an
average FAR for an entire land use or zoning district.
Fossil Fuel: Coal, oil and natural gas; so called because they are the remains of ancient
plant and animal life.
Freeway: A high-speed, high-capacity, limited-access road serving regional and
countywide travel. Such roads are free of tolls, as contrasted with “turnpikes” or other
“toll roads” now being introduced into Southern California. Freeways generally are
used for long trips between major land use generators. At Level of Service “E,” they
carry approximately 1,875 vehicles per lane per hour, in both directions. Major streets
cross at a different grade level.
Funding Coordination Committee: Members of the Funding Coordination Committee
shall consist of representatives from the Wildlife Agencies and the Regional Conservation Authority. The Funding Coordination Committee shall advise the Regional
Conservation Authority on local Reserve Land acquisitions and local funding priorities
as requested.
Gas Company, The: Refers to the Southern California Gas Company.
Growth Management: The use by a community of a wide range of techniques in
combination to determine the amount, type, and rate of development desired by the
community and to channel that growth into designated areas. Growth management
policies can be implemented through growth rates, zoning, capital improvement
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programs, public facilities ordinances, urban limit lines, standards for levels of service,
and other programs.
Habitat: The combination of environmental conditions of a specific place providing for
the needs of a species or a population of such species.
HabiTrak A GIS application to provide data on habitat loss and conservation which
occurs under the Permits.
Handicapped: A person determined to have a physical impairment or mental disorder
expected to be of long or indefinite duration. Many such impairments or disorders are
of such a nature that a person’s ability to live independently can be improved by
appropriate housing conditions.
Harass: A form of incidental take under the Federal Endangered Species Act; defined
in federal regulations as an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the
likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt
normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or
sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
Hard-Line Preserves: Land in a focused planning area that will be conserved and
managed for biological resources.
Harm: A form of incidental take under the Federal Endangered Species Act; defined in
federal regulations as an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such acts may
include significant habitat modification or degradation that actually kills or injures
wildlife by significant impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding,
feeding, or sheltering.
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP): An area-specific plan associated with an incidental take
permit for a listed species designed to minimize and mitigate the authorized take of the
species.
High-Occupancy Structure: All pre-1935 buildings with over 25 occupants, and all pre1976 buildings with over 100 occupants.
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV): Any vehicle other than a driver-only automobile (e.g.,
a vanpool, a bus, or two or more persons to a car).
Household: All those persons (related or unrelated), who occupy a single housing unit.
Householder: The head of a household.
Households, Number of: The count of all year-round housing units occupied by one or
more persons. The concept of household is important because the formation of new
households generates the demand for housing. Each new household formed creates the
need for one additional housing unit or requires that one existing housing unit be shared
by two households. Thus, household formation can continue to take place even without
an increase in population, thereby increasing the demand for housing.
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Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of (HUD): A cabinet-level department
of the federal government that administers housing and community development
programs.
Housing Unit: The place of permanent or customary abode of a person or family. A
housing unit may be a single family dwelling, a multifamily dwelling, a condominium,
a modular home, a mobile home, a cooperative, or any other residential unit considered
real property under state law. A housing unit has, at least, cooking facilities, a
bathroom, and a place to sleep. It also is a dwelling that cannot be moved without
substantial damage or unreasonable cost.
Impact Fee: A fee, also called a development fee, levied on the developer of a project
by a city, county, or other public agency as compensation for otherwise-unmitigated
impacts the project will produce. Section 66000, et seq., specifies that development fees
shall not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing the service for which the fee
is charged. To lawfully impose a development fee, the public agency must verify its
method of calculation and document proper restrictions on use of the fund.
Implementing Agreement (IA): A contractual obligation between individual cities within
the MSHCP study area, California Department of Fish and Game, and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service.
Incidental Take (also see Take): Take of Covered Species Adequately Conserved
incidental to and not the purpose of, and otherwise lawful activity, including, but not
limited to, take resulting from modification of habitat as defined in FESA and its
implementing regulations.
Incidental Take Permit: The authorization from Wildlife Agencies for taking of a
federally listed wildlife species, if such taking is incidental to and not the purpose of
carrying out otherwise lawful activities. Incidental take authorization and incidental take
permit are used interchangeably.
Inclusionary Zoning: Provisions established by a public agency to require that a specific
percentage of housing units in a project or development remain affordable to very lowand low-income households for a specified period.
Independent Science Advisors: The biologists, conservation experts and others that may
be appointed by the Executive Director to provide scientific input to assist in the
implementation of the MSHCP for the benefit of the Covered Species, as set forth in
Section 6.6.7 of the MSHCP.
Indian Lands: Native American reservation lands. Indian Lands are depicted on the
MSHCP maps for reference purposes. No conservation is assumed on these lands and
no activities on these lands would be permitted under the MSHCP.
Inland Empire: Refers collectively to western Riverside and San Bernardino Counties
and the portion of Los Angeles County east of the San Gabriel Valley.
Institutional Uses: (1) Publicly or privately owned and operated activities such as
hospitals, convalescent hospitals, intermediate care facilities, nursing homes, museums,
and schools and colleges; (2) churches and other religious organizations; and (3) other
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non-profit activities of a welfare, educational, or philanthropic nature that cannot be
considered residential, commercial, or industrial.
Intensity, Building: For residential uses, the actual number or the allowable range of
dwelling units per net or gross acre. For non-residential uses, the actual or the maximum
permitted floor area ratios (FARs).
Inter-agency: Indicates cooperation between or among two or more discrete agencies in
regard to a specific program.
Issues: Important unsettled community matters or problems that are identified in a
community’s general plan and dealt with by the plan’s objectives, policies, plan
proposals, and implementation programs.
Jobs/Housing Balance; Jobs/Housing Ratio: The availability of affordable housing for
employees. The jobs/housing ratio divides the number of jobs in an area by the number
of employed residents. A ratio of 1.0 indicates a balance. A ratio greater than 1.0
indicates a net in-commute; less than 1.0 indicates a net out-commute.
Land Banking: The purchase of land by a local government for use or resale at a later
date. “Banked lands” have been used for development of low- and moderate-income
housing, expansion of parks, and development of industrial and commercial centers.
Federal rail-banking law allows railroads to bank unused rail corridors for future rail use
while allowing interim use as trails.
Landmark: (1) A building, site, object, structure, or significant tree, having historical,
architectural, social, or cultural significance and marked for preservation by the local,
state, or federal government. (2) A visually prominent or outstanding structure or
natural feature that functions as a point of orientation or identification.
Land Use Classification: A system for classifying and designating the appropriate use
of properties.
Lead Agency: Under NEPA, the federal agency responsible for supervising the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. Federal, State, and local agencies
may act as joint lead agencies. Under CEQA, it is the public agency that has the primary
responsibility for approving the proposed project/action.
Lease: A contractual agreement by which an owner of real property (the lessor) gives
the right of possession to another (a lessee) for a specified period of time (term) and for
a specified consideration (rent).
Leasehold Interest: (1) The interest that the lessee has in the value of the lease itself in
condemnation award determination. (2) The difference between the total remaining rent
under the lease and the rent the lessee would currently pay for similar space for the same
time period.
Level of Service (LOS) Standard: A standard used by government agencies to measure
the quality or effectiveness of a municipal service, such as police, fire, or library, or the
performance of a facility, such as a street or highway.
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Level of Service (Traffic): A scale that measures the amount of traffic that a roadway or
intersection can accommodate, based on such factors as maneuverability, driver
dissatisfaction, and delay.
Level of Service A: Indicates a relatively free flow of traffic, with little or no limitation
on vehicle movement or speed.
Level of Service B: Describes a steady flow of traffic, with only slight delays in vehicle
movement and speed. All queues clear in a single signal cycle.
Level of Service C: Denotes a reasonably steady, high-volume flow of traffic, with some
limitations on movement and speed, and occasional backups on critical approaches.
Level of Service D: Designates the level where traffic nears an unstable flow.
Intersections still function, but short queues develop and cars may have to wait through
one cycle during short peaks.
Level of Service E: Represents traffic characterized by slow movement and frequent
(although momentary) stoppages. This type of congestion is considered severe, but is
not uncommon at peak traffic hours, with frequent stopping, long-standing queues, and
blocked intersections.
Level of Service F: Describes unsatisfactory stop-and-go traffic characterized by “traffic
jams” and stoppages of long duration. Vehicles at signalized intersections usually have
to wait through one or more signal changes, and “upstream” intersections may be
blocked by the long queues.
Linkage (1): A connection between Core Areas with adequate size, configuration, and
vegetation characteristics to generally provide for “live-in” habitat and/or provide for
genetic flow for identified Planning Species.
Linkage (2): With respect to jobs/housing balance, a program designed to offset the
impact of employment on housing need within a community, whereby project approval
is conditioned on the provision of housing units or the payment of an equivalent in-lieu
fee. The linkage program must establish the cause-and-effect relationship between a
new commercial or industrial development and the increased demand for housing.
Listed: A listed species is one which is protected under the Federal or California
Endangered Species Act. Listing categories include: Threatened, Endangered, Species
of Special Concern, State Protected Species, Federally Proposed Threatened or
Endangered, and Federally Petitioned Threatened or Endangered.
Live-In Habitat: Habitat that contains the necessary components to support key life
history requirements of a species, e.g., year-round habitat for permanent residents or
breeding habitat for migrant species.
Live-work Quarters: Buildings or spaces within buildings that are used jointly for
commercial and residential purposes where the residential use of the space is secondary
or accessory to the primary use as a place of work.
Local Permittees: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, County Flood
Control, County Parks, County Waste, RCTC, and the cities.
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Locality: An area with multiple occurrences of a species based on the MSHCP species
occurrence data base or literature citations as noted in individual species accounts.
Long-Term SKR HCP: The Long-Term Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation
Plan in western Riverside County dated March 1996, more particularly described in
Section 16.2 of the IA.
Low-income Household: A household with an annual income usually no greater than 80
percent of the area median family income adjusted by household size, as determined by
a survey of incomes conducted by a city or a county, or in the absence of such a survey,
based on the latest available eligibility limits established by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing program.
Maintenance Activities: Those Covered Activities that include the ongoing maintenance
of public facilities as described in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP.
Major Amendments: Those proposed amendments to the MSHCP and the IA as
described in Section 20.5 of the IA and Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
Management Unit: Broad areas planned to be consolidated for overall unified
management of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Five management units have been
defined and are depicted in Figure 5-1 of the MSHCP Plan, Volume I.
Manufactured Housing: Residential structures that are constructed entirely in the factory,
and which since June 15, 1976, have been regulated by the Federal Manufactured Home
Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 under the administration of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
MBTA: Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (50 C.F.R., Section 21, et seq.) and all rules
and regulations promulgated thereunder, as amended.
MBTA Special Purpose Permit: A permit issued by the USFWS under 50 Code of Federal
Regulations, section 21.27, authorizing Take under the MBTA of the Covered Species
Adequately Conserved listed as endangered or threatened under FESA in connection
with the Covered Activities.
Mean Sea Level: The average altitude of the sea surface for all tidal stages.
Median Strip: The dividing area, either paved or landscaped, between opposing lanes of
traffic on a roadway.
Mima Mound: A large hump of soil in a vernal pool grassland. Mima mounds can be a
few inches to a few feet high.
Ministerial Approvals: Certain city approvals involving little or no judgment by the City
prior to issuance but that could have adverse impacts to Covered Species and their
habitats.
Minor Amendments: Minor changes to the MSHCP and the IA as defined in Section 20.4
of the IA and Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
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Mitigation: Measures undertaken to diminish or compensate for the negative impacts of
a project or activity on the environment, including: (a) avoiding the impact altogether
by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (b) minimizing impacts by limiting
the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (c) rectifying the impact
by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (d) reducing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the
life of the action; or (e) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.
Mitigation Lands: Subset of Additional Reserve Lands totaling approximately 103,000
acres, comprised of approximately 97,000 acres contributed by local Permittees, and
approximately 6,000 acres contributed by State Permittees.
Minipark: Small neighborhood park of approximately one acre or less.
Mixed-use: Properties on which various uses, such as office, commercial, institutional,
and residential, are combined in a single building or on a single site in an integrated
development project with significant functional interrelationships and a coherent
physical design. A “single site” may include contiguous properties.
Mobile Home: A structure, transportable in one or more sections, built on a permanent
chassis and designed for use as a single family dwelling unit and which (1) has a
minimum of 400 square feet of living space; (2) has a minimum width in excess of 102
inches; (3) is connected to all available permanent utilities; and (4) is (a) tied down to
a permanent foundation on a lot either owned or leased by the homeowner or (b) is set
on piers, with wheels removed and skirted, in a mobile home park.
Moderate-income Household: A household with an annual income between the lower
income eligibility limits and 120 percent of the area median family income adjusted by
household size, usually as established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing program.
Modular Unit: A factory-fabricated, transportable building or major component designed
for use by itself or for incorporation with similar units on-site into a structure for
residential, commercial, educational, or industrial use. Differs from mobile homes and
manufactured housing by (in addition to lacking an integral chassis or permanent hitch
to allow future movement) being subject to California housing law design standards.
California standards are more restrictive than federal standards in some respects (e.g.,
plumbing and energy conservation). Also called Factory-built Housing and regulated
by state law of that title.
Monitoring Program Administrator: The individual responsible for administering the
Monitoring Program.
MSHCP: Western Riverside County Multiple species Habitat Conservation Plan, a
comprehensive habitat conservation planning program that address multiple species’
needs, including habitat, and the preservation of native vegetation in western Riverside
County, as depicted in Exhibit A of the IA.
MSHCP Conservation Area: Approximately 500,000 acres comprised of approximately
347,000 acres of Public/Quasi-Public Lands and approximately 153,000 acres of
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Additional Reserve Lands. The MSHCP Conservation Area will provide for the
conservation of the covered species.
MSHCP Area/MSHCP Plan Area: The boundaries of the MSHCP, consisting of an
approximate 1,966-square mile area in western Riverside County, as depicted in
Exhibit B.
Multiple Family Building: A detached building designed and used exclusively as a
dwelling by three or more families occupying separate suites.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species: Plant species that are highly restricted by their habitat
affinities, edaphic requirements, or other ecological factors, and for which specific
conservation measures have been identified in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): National Environmental Policy Act (42
U.S.C., Section 4321-4335) and all rules, regulations promulgated thereunder, as
amended. For the MSHCP, USFWS is the lead agency under NEPA as defined in 40
Code of Federal Regulations, Section 1508.16.
Natural Community Conservation Planning Program: A habitat conservation program
instituted by the State of California in 1991 to encourage the preservation of natural
communities before species within those communities are threatened with extinction.
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP): A plan prepared under the Natural
Community Conservation Planning Program designed to conserve natural communities
at the ecosystems scale while accommodating compatible land use.
Natural State: The condition existing prior to development.
NCCP Act: California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (California Fish
and Game Code, Section 2800 et seq.) including all regulation promulgated thereunder,
as amended.
NCCP Permit: The Permit issued in accordance with the IA by CDFG under the NCCP
Act to permit the take of identified species, including rare species, species listed under
CESA as threatened or endangered, a species that is a candidate for listing, and unlisted
species.
Neighborhood: A planning area commonly identified as such in a community’s planning
documents, and by the individuals residing and working within the neighborhood.
Documentation may include a map prepared for planning purposes, on which the names
and boundaries of the neighborhood are shown.
Neighborhood Park: City- or county-owned land intended to serve the recreation needs
of people living or working within one-half mile radius of the park.
Neighborhood Unit: According to one widely accepted concept of planning, the
neighborhood unit should be the basic building block of the city. It is based on the
elementary school, with other community facilities located at its center and arterial
streets at its perimeter. The distance from the school to the perimeter should be a
comfortable walking distance for a school-age child; there would be no through traffic
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uses. Limited industrial or commercial would occur on the perimeter where arterials
intersect. This was a model for American suburban development after World War II.
Neotraditional Development: An approach to land use planning and urban design that
promotes the building of neighborhoods with a mix of uses and housing types,
architectural variety, a central public gathering place, interconnecting streets and alleys,
and edges defined by greenbelts or boulevards. The basic goal is integration of the
activities of potential residents with work, shopping, recreation, and transit all within
walking distance.
New Agricultural Lands: The acreage converted to Agricultural Operations after the
Effective Date of the IA, as described in Section 11.3 of the IA and Section 6.2 of the
MSHCP.
New Agricultural Lands Cap: A designated maximum number of acres of New
Agricultural Land within the Criteria Area, as described in Section 11.3 of the IA and
Section 6.2 of the MSHCP.
Non-conforming Use: A use that was valid when brought into existence, but by
subsequent regulation becomes no longer conforming. “Non-conforming use” is a
generic term and includes (1) non-conforming structures (by virtue of size, type of
construction, location on land, or proximity to other structures), (2) non-conforming use
of a conforming building, (3) non-conforming use of a non-conforming building, and (4)
non-conforming use of land. Thus, any use lawfully existing on any piece of property
that is inconsistent with a new or amended general plan, and that in turn is a violation
of a zoning ordinance amendment subsequently adopted in conformance with the general
plan, will be a non-conforming use. Typically, non-conforming uses are permitted to
continue for a designated period of time, subject to certain restrictions.
Non-contiguous Habitat Block: A block of habitat not connected to other habitat areas
via a Linkage or Constrained Linkage.
No Surprises Assurance-Federal: Provided Permittees are implementing the terms and
conditions of the IA and the Permit(s), the USFWS can only require additional
mitigation for Covered Species Adequately Conserved beyond that provided for in the
MSHCP as a result of Unforeseen Circumstances in accordance with the “No Surprises”
regulations at 50 Code of Federal Regulations sections 17.22(b)(5) and 17.32(b)(5) and
as discussed in Chapter 6.8 of the MSHCP.
Notice (of Hearing): A legal document announcing the opportunity for the public to
present its views to an official representative or board of a public agency concerning an
official action pending before the agency.
Open-Space Land: Any parcel or area of land or water that is essentially unimproved
and devoted to an open-space use for the purposes of (1) the preservation of natural
resources, (2) the managed production of resources, (3) outdoor recreation, or (4) public
health and safety.
Ordinance: A law or regulation set forth and adopted by a governmental authority,
usually a city or county.
Other Species: Species that are not identified as Covered Species under the MSHCP.
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Outdoor Recreation Use: A privately or publicly owned or operated use providing
facilities for outdoor recreation activities.
Overlay: A land use designation on the General Plan Land Use Map, or a zoning
designation on a zoning map, that modifies the basic underlying designation in some
specific manner.
Parcel: A lot in single ownership or under single control, usually considered a unit for
purposes of development.
Park Land; Parkland: Land that is publicly owned or controlled for the purpose of
providing parks, recreation, or open-space for public use.
Parking, Shared: A public or private parking area used jointly by two or more uses.
Parking Area, Public: An open area, excluding a street or other public way, used for the
parking of automobiles and available to the public, whether for free or for compensation.
Parking Management: An evolving Transportation Demand Management technique
designed to obtain maximum utilization from a limited number of parking spaces. Can
involve pricing and preferential treatment for HOVs, non-peak period users, and shortterm users.
Parking Ratio: The number of parking spaces provided per 1,000 square feet of floor
area (e.g., 2:1 or “two per thousand.”)
Parking Space, Compact: A parking space (usually 7.5 feet wide by 16 feet long when
perpendicular to a driveway or aisle) permitted in some localities on the assumption that
many modern cars are significantly smaller, and require less room, than a standard
automobile. A standard parking space, when perpendicular to a driveway or aisle, is
usually 8.5 feet wide by 18 feet long.
Parks: Open-space lands whose primary purpose is recreation.
Parkway: An expressway or freeway designed for non-commercial traffic only; usually
located within a strip of landscaped park or natural vegetation.
Parkway Strip: A piece of land located between the rear of a curb and the front of a
sidewalk, usually used for planting low ground cover and/or street trees, also known as
“planter strip.”
Participating Special Entity: Any regional public facility provider, such as a utility
company or a public district or agency, that operates and/or owns land within the
MSHCP Area and that applies for Incidental Take Authorization pursuant to Section 11
of the IA.
Party and Parties: The signatories to the IA, namely the Regional Conservation
Authority, the County, Flood Control, RCTC, the Cities, Caltrans, State Parks, USFWS,
CDFG, and any other city within the Plan Area that incorporates after the Effective Date
and complies with Section 11.6 of the IA.
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Permit(s): Collectively, the Section 10(a) Permit and NCCP Permit issued by the
Wildlife Agencies to Permittees for take of Covered Species Adequately Conserved
pursuant to the MSHCP and the IA.
Permittees: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, Flood Control, RCTC,
the Cities, Caltrans, and State Parks.
Plan Area: See “MSHCP Area.”
Plan Line: A precise line that establishes future rights-of-way along any portion of an
existing or proposed street or highway and which is depicted on a map showing the
streets and lot line or lines and the proposed right-of-way lines, and the distance thereof
from the established centerline of the street or highway, or from existing or established
property lines.
Planned Unit Development (PUD): A description of a proposed unified development,
consisting at a minimum of a map and adopted ordinance setting forth the regulations
governing, and the location and phasing of all proposed uses and improvements to be
included in the development.
Planning Agreement: The document prepared pursuant to the NCCP Act to guide
development of the MSHCP, that is contained in Appendix A of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Planning Area: The area directly addressed by the general plan. A city’s planning area
typically encompasses the city limits and potentially annexable land within its sphere of
influence.
Planning Commission: A body, usually having five or seven members, created by a city
or county in compliance with California law (§65100) which requires the assignment of
the planning functions of the city or county to a planning department, planning
commission, hearing officers, and/or the legislative body itself, as deemed appropriate
by the legislative body.
Planning Species: Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance
for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans.
Plan Participants: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, County Flood
Control, County Parks, County Waste, RCTC, the Cities, Caltrans, State Parks, and
others receiving Take Authorization under the Permit(s).
Population: A group of individuals of a given species that inhabits a relatively welldefined geographic area and has the opportunity to interbreed freely.
Poverty Level: As used by the U.S. Census, families and unrelated individuals are
classified as being above or below the poverty level based on a poverty index that
provides a range of income cutoffs or “poverty thresholds” varying by size of family,
number of children, and age of householder. The income cutoffs are updated each year
to reflect the change in the Consumer Price Index.
Preserve: noun: an area set apart for the protection of wildlife and natural resources.
verb: to keep in safety; protect from danger or harm; to keep intact or unimpaired;
maintain. Preservation and conservation are similar terms and are used in much the
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same way. Preservation connotes the act of securing the land and its values, whereas
conservation generally is broader and includes activities such as management of the land
and its resources.
Private Road/Private Street: Privately owned (and usually privately maintained) motor
vehicle access that is not dedicated as a public street. Typically the owner posts a sign
indicating that the street is private property and limits traffic in some fashion. For
density calculation purposes, some jurisdictions exclude private roads when establishing
the total acreage of the site; however, aisles within and driveways serving private
parking lots are not considered private roads.
Public/Quasi-Public Lands: Subset of MSHCP Conservation Area lands totaling
approximately 347,000 acres of lands known to be in public/private ownership and
expected to be managed for open space value and/or in a manner that contributes to the
Conservation of Covered Species (including lands contained in existing reserves) as
depicted in Figure 3-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Rare: A species (plant or animal) existing in such small numbers throughout all or a
significant portion of its range that it may become endangered or threatened (as defined
by CESA or FESA) if its environment worsens.
RCIP: Riverside County Integrated Project.
RCTC: Riverside County Transportation Commission, created pursuant to California
Public Utilities Code section 130050.
Recreation, Active: A type of recreation or activity that requires the use of organized
play areas including, but not limited to, softball, baseball, football and soccer fields,
tennis and basketball courts and various forms of children’s play equipment.
Recreation, Passive: Type of recreation or activity that does not require the use of
organized play areas.
Redevelop: To demolish existing buildings; or to increase the overall floor area existing
on a property; or both; irrespective of whether a change occurs in land use.
Regional: Pertaining to activities or economies at a scale greater than that of a single
jurisdiction, and affecting a broad geographic area.
Regional Conservation Authority (RCA): The Western Riverside County Regional
Conservation Authority, a joint regional authority formed by the County and the Cities
to provide primary policy direction for implementation of the MSHCP, as set forth in
Section 6.6 of the MSHCP and Section 11.2 of the IA.
Regional Housing Needs Plan/Share: A quantification by a Council of Governments or
by the Housing and Community Development Department of the State of California of
existing and projected housing need, by household income group, for all localities within
a region.
Regional Park: A park typically 150-500 acres in size focusing on activities and natural
features not included in most other types of parks and often based on a specific scenic
or recreational opportunity.
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Rehabilitation: The repair, preservation, and/or improvement of substandard housing.
Reserve Assembly: Acquisition and conservation of Additional Reserve Lands.
Reserve Managers: The entities managing identified portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area for the benefit of the Covered Species as described in Section 6.6 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Reserve Management Oversight Committee (RMOC): The committee established by the
Executive Director to provide biological, technical, and operational expertise for
implementation of the MSHCP, including oversight of the MSHCP Conservation Area
as described in Section 11.2.6 of the IA and 6.6.4 of the MSHCP.
Reserve Management Plan(s): The plan(s) setting forth management practices for
identified portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area prepared and adopted as described
in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Residential, Multiple Family: Usually three or more dwelling units on a single site, which
may be in the same or separate buildings.
Residential, Single Family: A single dwelling unit on a building site.
Rezoning: An amendment to the map and/or text of a zoning ordinance to effect a
change in the nature, density, or intensity of uses allowed in a zoning district and/or on
a designated parcel or land area.
Rough Step: A Reserve Assembly accounting process to monitor conservation and loss
of specified habitats within the Criteria Area.
Rough Step Analysis Unit: A geographic unit within which Rough Step is tracked.
Rough Step Analysis Units are depicted in Figure 6-6 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Rural Mountainous: A County of Riverside General Plan land use designation permitting
single-family residential uses with a minimum lot size of 10 acres with limited animal
keeping and agricultural uses allowed; characterizes areas of at least 10 acres where a
minimum of 70 percent of the area has slopes of 25 percent or greater.
Scoping: Under NEPA, a process whereby other agencies and the public are given the
opportunity to bring to the attention of the lead agency significant issues which should
be included in the EIS. This enables the lead agency to focus the EIS on a particular
range of actions, alternatives, and impacts.
Second Unit: A self-contained living unit, either attached to or detached from, and in
addition to, the primary residential unit on a single lot.
Section 8 Rental Assistance Program: A federal (HUD) rent-subsidy program that is one
of the main sources of federal housing assistance for low-income households. The
program operates by providing “housing assistance payments” to owners, developers,
and public housing agencies to make up the difference between the “Fair Market Rent”
of a unit (set by HUD) and the household’s contribution toward the rent, which is
calculated at 30 percent of the household’s adjusted gross monthly income (GMI).
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“Section 8” includes programs for new construction, existing housing, and substantial
or moderate housing rehabilitation.
Section 10(a) Permit: The permit issued by the USFWS to Permittees, pursuant to 16
United States Code section 1539(a), authorizing Incidental Take of Covered Species.
Seismic: Caused by or subject to earthquakes or earth vibrations.
Seniors: Persons age 62 and older.
Shared Living: The occupancy of a dwelling unit by persons of more than one family
in order to reduce housing expenses and provide social contact, mutual support, and
assistance. Shared living facilities serving six or fewer persons are permitted in all
residential districts by Section 1566.3 of the California Health and Safety Code.
Single Family Dwelling, Attached: A dwelling unit occupied or intended for occupancy
by only one household that is structurally connected with at least one other such
dwelling unit.
Single Family Dwelling, Detached: A dwelling unit occupied or intended for occupancy
by only one household that is structurally independent from any other such dwelling unit
or structure intended for residential or other use.
Single Room Occupancy: A single room, typically 80-250 square feet, with a sink and
closet, but that requires the occupant to share a communal bathroom, shower, and
kitchen.
Site: A parcel of land used or intended for one use or a group of uses and having
frontage on a public or an approved private street. A lot.
Species: Any distinct population of wildlife that interbreeds when mature.
Specific Plan: A tool authorized by Government Code §65450 et seq. for the systematic
implementation of the general plan for a defined portion of a community’s planning
area. A specific plan must specify in detail the land uses, public and private facilities
needed to support the land uses, phasing of development, standards for the conservation,
development, and use of natural resources, and a program of implementation measures,
including financing measures.
Standards: (1) A rule or measure establishing a level of quality or quantity that must be
complied with or satisfied. Government Code §65302 requires that general plans spell
out the objectives, principles, “standards,” and proposals of the general plan. Examples
of standards might include the number of acres of park land per 1,000 population that
the community will attempt to acquire and improve, or the “traffic Level of Service”
(LOS) that the plan hopes to attain. (2) Requirements in a zoning ordinance that govern
building and development as distinguished from use restrictions S for example, sitedesign regulations such as lot area, height limit, frontage, landscaping, and floor area
ratio.
State Assurances: Except for the provisions in Section 15.5 of the IA, provided
permittees are implementing the terms and conditions of the MSHCP, the IA, and the
Permits, if there are Unforseen Circumstances, the CDFG shall not require additional
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land, water or financial compensation or additional restrictions on the use of land, water,
or other natural resources for the life of the NCCP Permit without the consent of the
Permittees, unless the CDFG determines that continued implementation of the IA, the
MSHCP, and/or the Permits would jeopardize the continued existence of a covered
species, or as required by law and would therefore lead to NCCP Permit revocation or
suspension.
State Parks: California Department of Parks and Recreation, a department of the
California Resources Agency.
State Permittees: Caltrans and State Parks.
Stock Cooperative Housing: Multiple-family ownership housing in which the occupant
of a unit holds a share of stock in a corporation that owns the structure in which the unit
is located.
Streets, Local: See “Streets, Minor.”
Streets, Major: The transportation network that includes a hierarchy of freeways,
arterials, and collectors to service through traffic.
Streets, Minor: Local streets not shown on the Circulation Plan, Map, or Diagram,
whose primary intended purpose is to provide access to fronting properties.
Streets, Through: Streets that extend continuously between other major streets in the
community.
Structure: Anything constructed or erected that requires location on the ground
(excluding swimming pools, fences, and walls used as fences).
Subdivision: The division of a tract of land into defined lots, either improved or
unimproved, which can be separately conveyed by sale or lease, and which can be
altered or developed. “Subdivision” includes a condominium project as defined in
§1350 of the California Civil Code and a community apartment project as defined in
§11004 of the Business and Professions Code.
Subdivision Map Act: Section 66410 et seq. of the California Government Code, this act
vests in local legislative bodies the regulation and control of the design and improvement
of subdivisions, including the requirement for tentative and final maps.
Subregional: Pertaining to a portion of a region.
Substandard Housing: Residential dwellings that, because of their physical condition,
do not provide safe and sanitary housing.
Sustainability: Community use of natural resources in a way that does not jeopardize the
ability of future generations to live and prosper.
Sustainable Development: Development that maintains or enhances economic
opportunity and community well-being while protecting and restoring the natural
environment upon which people and economies depend. Sustainable development meets
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the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs. (Source: Minnesota State Legislature)
Take: The definition of such term in FESA with regard to species listed under FESA,
and the definition of such term in the California Fish and Game Code with regard to
species listed under CESA.
Take Authorization: The ability to incidentally take species pursuant to the Section 10(a)
Permit and/or the NCCP Permit.
Tax Increment: Additional tax revenues that result from increases in property values
within a redevelopment area. State law permits the tax increment to be earmarked for
redevelopment purposes but requires at least 20 percent to be used to increase and
improve the community’s supply of very low- and low-income housing.
Telecommuting: An arrangement in which a worker is at home or in a location other
than the primary place of work, and communicates with the workplace and conducts
work via wireless or telephone lines, using modems, fax machines, or other electronic
devices in conjunction with computers.
Third Party Granted Take Authorization: Any Third Party that received Third Party Take
Authorization in compliance with Section 17 of the IA.
Third Party Take Authorization: Take Authorization received by a landowner, developer,
farming interest, or other public or private entity from the Permittees pursuant to Section
17 of the IA, thereby receiving Take Authority for Covered Species pursuant to the
provisions of the MSHCP and IA.
Threatened Species: Those species listed as threatened under FESA and CESA.
Townhouse; Townhome: A one-family dwelling in a row of at least three such units in
which each unit has its own front and rear access to the outside, no unit is located over
another unit, and each unit is separated from any other unit by one or more common and
fire-resistant walls. Townhouses usually have separate utilities; however, in some
condominium situations, common areas are serviced by utilities purchased by a
homeowners association on behalf of all townhouse members of the association.
Traffic Model: A mathematical representation of traffic movement within an area or
region based on observed relationships between the kind and intensity of development
in specific areas. Many traffic models operate on the theory that trips are produced by
persons living in residential areas and are attracted by various non-residential land uses.
Transfer of Development Rights: Also known as “Transfer of Development Credits,” a
program that can relocate potential development from areas where proposed land use or
environmental impacts are considered undesirable (the “donor” site) to another
(“receiver”) site chosen on the basis of its ability to accommodate additional units of
development beyond that for which it was zoned, with minimal environmental, social,
and aesthetic impacts.
Transit: The conveyance of persons or goods from one place to another by means of a
local, public transportation system.
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Transit, Public: A system of regularly-scheduled buses and/or trains available to the
public on a fee-per-ride basis. Also called “Mass Transit.”
Transit-dependent: Refers to persons unable to operate automobiles or other motorized
vehicles, or those who do not own motorized vehicles. Transit-dependent citizens must
rely on transit, para-transit, or owners of private vehicles for transportation. Transitdependent citizens include the young, the handicapped, the elderly, the poor, and those
with prior violations in motor vehicle laws.
Transit-oriented Development (TOD): A mixed-use community within an average 2,000foot walking distance of a transit stop and core commercial area. TODs mix residential,
retail, office, and public uses in a walkable environment, making it convenient for
residents and employees to travel by transit, bicycle, foot, or car.
Transitional Housing: Shelter provided to the homeless for an extended period, often as
long as 18 months, and generally integrated with other social services and counseling
programs to assist in the transition to self-sufficiency through the acquisition of a stable
income and permanent housing.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM): A strategy for reducing demand on the road
system by reducing the number of vehicles using the roadways and/or increasing the
number of persons per vehicle. TDM attempts to reduce the number of persons who
drive alone on the roadway during the commute period and to increase the number in
carpools, vanpools, buses and trains, walking, and biking. TDM can be an element of
TSM (see below).
Transportation Systems Management (TSM): A comprehensive strategy developed to
address the problems caused by additional development, increasing trips, and a shortfall
in transportation capacity. Transportation Systems Management focuses on more
efficiently utilizing existing highway and transit systems rather than expanding them.
TSM measures are characterized by their low cost and quick implementation time frame,
such as computerized traffic signals, metered freeway ramps, and one-way streets.
Trip: A one-way journey that proceeds from an origin to a destination via a single mode
of transportation; the smallest unit of movement considered in transportation studies.
Each trip has one “production end” (or origin S often from home, but not always), and
one “attraction end” (destination). (See “Traffic Model.”)
Trip Generation: The dynamics that account for people making trips in automobiles or
by means of public transportation. Trip generation is the basis for estimating the level
of use for a transportation system and the impact of additional development or
transportation facilities on an existing, local transportation system. Trip generations of
households are correlated with destinations that attract household members for specific
purposes.
Truck Route: A path of circulation required for all vehicles exceeding set weight or axle
limits, a truck route follows major arterials through commercial or industrial areas and
avoids sensitive areas.
Unforeseen Circumstances: Changes in circumstances affecting a Covered Species
Adequately Conserved or geographic area covered by the MSHCP that could not
reasonably have been anticipated by the Parties at the time of the MSHCP’s negotiation
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and development, and that result in a substantial and adverse change in the status of the
Covered Species Adequately Conserved. The term “Unforseen Circumstances” as
defined in the IA is intended to have the same meaning as it is used to define the limit
of the Permittees’ obligation on the “No Surprises” regulations set forth in 50 code of
Federal Regulations sections 17.22 (b)(5) and 17.32 (b)(5).
Uniform Building Code (UBC): A national, standard building code that sets forth
minimum standards for construction.
Uniform Housing Code (UHC): State housing regulations governing the condition of
habitable structures with regard to health and safety standards, and which provide for the
conservation and rehabilitation of housing in accordance with the Uniform Building
Code (UBC).
Unlisted Species: A species that is not listed as endangered or threatened under FESA
or CESA or other applicable State or federal law.
USFWS: United States Fish and Wildlife Service, an agency of the United States
Department of the Interior.
Urban: Of, relating to, characteristic of, or constituting a city. Urban areas are generally
characterized by moderate and higher density residential development (i.e., three or more
dwelling units per acre), commercial development, and industrial development, and the
availability of public services required for that development, specifically central water
and sewer, an extensive road network, public transit, and other such services (e.g., safety
and emergency response). Development not providing such services may be “nonurban” or “rural” (See “Urban Land Use”) CEQA defines “urbanized area” as an area
that has a population density of at least 1,000 persons per square mile (Public Resources
Code Section 21080.14(b)).
Urban Design: The attempt to give form, in terms of both beauty and function, to
selected urban areas or to whole cities. Urban design is concerned with the location,
mass, and design of various urban components and combines elements of urban
planning, architecture, and landscape architecture.
Urban Land Use: Residential, commercial, or industrial land use in areas where urban
services are available.
Urban Services: Utilities (such as water, gas, electricity, and sewer) and public services
(such as police, fire, schools, parks, and recreation) provided to an urbanized or
urbanizing area.
Urban/Wildlands Interface: The area where structures and other human development
meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetation.
Vegetation Community: A group of plants that tends to occur together in consistent,
definable groups based on typical constituents as depicted on the MSHCP Vegetation
Map, Figure 2-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT): A key measure of overall street and highway use.
Reducing VMT is often a major objective in efforts to reduce vehicular congestion and
achieve regional air quality goals.
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Very Low-income Household: A household with an annual income usually no greater
than 50 percent of the area median family income adjusted by household size, as
determined by a survey of incomes conducted by a city or a county, or in the absence of
such a survey, based on the latest available eligibility limits established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing
program.
Vision Statement: A document setting forth the goals and objectives of a proposed
project or action.
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio: A measure of the operating capacity of a roadway or
intersection, in terms of the number of vehicles passing through, divided by the number
of vehicles that theoretically could pass through when the roadway or intersection is
operating at its designed capacity. Abbreviated as V/C. At a V/C ratio of 1.0, the
roadway or intersection is operating at capacity. If the ratio is less than 1.0, the traffic
facility has additional capacity. Although ratios slightly greater than 1.0 are possible,
it is more likely that the peak hour will elongate into a “peak period.”
Watercourse: Natural or once natural flowing (perennially or intermittently) water
including rivers, streams, and creeks. Includes natural waterways that have been
channelized, but does not include manmade channels, ditches, and underground drainage
and sewage systems.
Watershed: The total area above a given point on a watercourse that contributes water
to its flow; the entire region drained by a waterway or watercourse that drains into a
lake, or reservoir.
Waterway: See “Watercourse.”
Wildlife Agencies: The USFWS and CDFG, collectively.
Wildlife Corridor: A wildlife corridor is a linear landscape feature that allows animal
movement between two patches of habitat or between habitat and sources of essential
resources.
Williamson Act: Known formally as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, it
was designed as an incentive to retain prime agricultural land and open space in
agricultural use, thereby slowing its conversion to urban and suburban development.
The program entails a 10-year contract between the City or County and an owner of land
whereby the land is taxed on the basis of its agricultural use rather than the market value.
The land becomes subject to certain enforceable restrictions, and certain conditions need
to be met prior to approval of an agreement.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

ABOP
ACOE
ADA
ADT
AG
AMP
A-P Zones
A-P Act
BLM
BMPs
BMR
BNSF
CAGN
Caltrans
CCC
CC&Rs
CCR
CCS
CDBG
CDC
CDFG
CDMG
CEQ
CEQA
CERCLA
CESA
CETAP
CFGC
CFR
CHFA
CMP
CNDDB
CNPPA
CNPS
CNG
COG
County
CP
CRA
CRD
CRP
CSU
CTA
CVAG
DEHS
DEM
DOI

Antifreeze, Batteries, Oil, Latex Paint
Army Corps of Engineers
Americans with Disabilities Act
Average daily trips made by vehicles or persons in a 24-hour period
Agriculture land use designation
Adaptive Management Program
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (formerly Alquist-Priolo
Special Studies Zones Act)
Bureau of Land Management
Best Management Practices
Below-market-rate dwelling unit
Burlington Northern Santa Fe
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica)
California Department of Transportation
California Coastal Commission
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions
California Code of Regulations
Conceptual Conservation Scenario
Community Development Block Grant
California Department of Conservation
California Department of Fish and Game
California Division of Mines and Geology
Council on Environmental Quality
California Environmental Quality Act
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act
California Endangered Species Act
Community Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program
California Fish and Game Code
Code of Federal Regulations
California Housing Finance Agency
Congestion Management Program
California Natural Diversity Database
California Native Plant Protection Act
California Native Plant Society
Compressed Natural Gas
Council of Governments
County of Riverside
Community Plan
Community Redevelopment Agency
Conceptual Reserve Design
Criteria Refinement Process
California State University
California Trucking Association
Coachella Valley Association of Governments
Department of Environmental Health Services
Digital Elevation Model
Department of Interior
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DOQQ
DPR
DTSC
Du/ac
DWR
EA
ECI
EIR
EIS
EMWD
EPA
ESA
FAR
FCC
FEMA
FESA
FHWA
FIS
FMMP
FPA
FSC
FY
GAP
GIS
GP
GPS
HANS
HCD
HCM
HCP
HMP
HOV
HRS
HSC
HUD
HWCL
IA
IS
ISA
IS/NOP
ITS
I-10
I-15
I-215
JPA
JWA
kV
LAFCO
LAX
LCP
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digital orthophoto quarter quadrangle
(California) Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Toxic Substance Control
dwelling unit per acre
Department of Water Resources
Environmental Assessment
Earth Consultants International
Environmental Impact Report (State)
Environmental Impact Statement (Federal)
Eastern Municipal Water District
Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act
Floor-to-area ratio
Funding Coordination Committee
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Endangered Species Act
Federal Highway Administration
Flood Insurance Study
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
Focused Planning Area
Federal Species of Concern
Fiscal Year
Gap Analysis Program
Geographic Information System
General Plan
Global Positioning System
Habitat Acquisition and Negotiation Strategy
Housing and Community Development Department of the State of
California
Highway Capacity Manual
Habitat Conservation Plan
Habitat Management Plan
High Occupancy Vehicle
Hazard Ranking System
Health and Safety Code
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Hazardous Waste Control Law
Implementing Agreement
Initial Study
Independent Scientific Advisor
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation
Intelligent Transportation Systems
Interstate 10
Interstate 15
Interstate 215
Joint-Powers Agreement
Joint Water Agencies
kilovolts
Local Agency Formation Commission
Los Angeles International Airport
Local Coastal Program
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LHA
LOS
LUP
MBTA
MCE
MHCOSP
MHCP
MLD
MOA
MOU
MPE
MRZ
MSCP
MSF
MSHCP
Mw
MWD
NAHC
NCCP
NEPA
NFIP
NMFS
NOI
NOP
NPL
NRCS
OCTA
OPR
PAPI
PCE
PC/H/L
PC/MI/LN
PQP
PRC
PSBS
PUD
QCB
RCA
RCFCWCD
RCHCA
RCIP
RCRA
RCRPOSD
RCTC
REMAP
RMOC
ROD
RSA
RTA
RTP

Local Housing Authority
Level of Service
Land Use Plan
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Maximum Credible Earthquake
(County of San Diego) Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space
Program
(County of San Diego) Multiple Habitat Conservation Program
most likely descendent
Memorandum of Agreement
Memorandum of Understanding
maximum probable event
Mineral Resource Zones
(County of San Diego) Multiple Species Conservation Program
maximum service flow rate per lane under ideal conditions
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Maximum Magnitude
Metropolitan Water District
Native American Heritage Commission
Natural Community Conservation Plan
National Environmental Policy Act
National Flood Insurance Program
National Marine Fisheries Service
Notice of Intent
Notice of Preparation
National Priorities List
Natural Resource Conservation Service
Orange County Transportation Authority
Office of Planning and Research
Precision Approach Path Indicator
Passenger Car Equivalent
passenger cars per hour per lane
passenger cars per mile per lane
Public/Quasi-Public Lands
Public Resources Code
Pacific Southwest Biological Services
Planned Unit Development
Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino)
Regional Conservation Authority
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency
Riverside County Integrated Project
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District
Riverside County Transportation Commission
Riverside Extended Mountain Area Plan
Reserve Management Oversight Committee
Record of Decision
Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Gardens
Riverside Transit Agency
Regional Transportation Plan
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SAMP
SBKR
SCAB
SCAG
SCE
SCHWMA
SCS
SDGE
SDNHM
SHMA
SKR
SMARA
SMGB
SR-60
SR-71
SR-74
SR-79
SR-91
SR-111
SR-371
SRP
SSC
STATSGO
SunLine
SWP
TDM
TEA-21
TRI
TSM
UBC
UCR
UHC
UPR
USDA
USFS
USFWS
USGS
V/C
VFR
VHF
VMT
WMWD
WRCOG
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Special Area Management Plan
San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus)
South Coast Air Basin
Southern California Association of Governments
Southern California Edison
Southern California Hazardous Waste Management Authority
Soil Conservation Service
San Diego Gas and Electric
San Diego Natural History Museum
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi)
State Mining and Reclamation Act
State Mining and Geology Board
State Route 60
State Route 71
State Rout 74
State Route 79
State Route 91
State Route 111
State Route 371
Scientific Review Panel
Species of Special Concern (State of California)
State Soil Geographic
SunLine Transit Agency
State Water Project
Transportation Demand Management
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
Toxics Release Inventory
Transportation Systems Management
Uniform Building Code
University of California, Riverside
Uniform Housing Code
Union Pacific Railroad
United States Department of Agriculture
United States Forest Service
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Geological Survey
ratio of traffic volume to capacity
Visual flight rules
Very High Frequency
Vehicle Miles Traveled
Western Municipal Water District
Western Riverside County Organization of Governments
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.1 Purpose of the EIR/EIS
The purpose of this joint Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is to evaluate the potential for environmental effects from the following:
C

Adoption of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for western
Riverside County; and

C

Issuing incidental take permits for covered species pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B)
of the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and the California Endangered
Species Act, Section 2800, et seq., of the California Fish and Game Code (CESA).

ES.2 Introduction to the Riverside County Integrated Planning
Process and Related Projects
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) estimates that, in the year
2020, Riverside County will be home to approximately 2.8 million people, who will
occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units. This represents a doubling of the
County’s present population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that Riverside County (County) will continue to grow
to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5 million people by 2040. These residents will be
located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as within numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom, the challenge of balancing the associated
housing, transportation, and economic needs of existing and future populations with limited natural resources, and the sensitivity of the natural environment required Riverside
County to develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the Riverside
County Integrated Project (RCIP), consists of three integrated regional planning efforts
to determine future land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The
goals of the effort are threefold:
C

Update the County’s General Plan to describe anticipated future growth over the
long term. The General Plan is meant to express the community’s goals with respect
to both the man-made and natural environments, and set forth the policies and
implementation measures needed to achieve those goals for the welfare of those who
live, work, and do business in the County. The update of the County’s General Plan
is presently in draft stage, and the MSHCP takes this update into account.

C

Create an MSHCP for the western portion of the County, and integrate an ongoing
Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan effort into the fabric of
comprehensive planning for the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP
will address the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and plant
and animal species endangerment. It attempts to ensure habitat conservation,
species protection and management, program costs and development certainty to the
County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies; development, agriculture, and
environmental communities; and the public at large.

C

Identify transportation corridors to meet the County’s future transportation needs
through the Community Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program
(CETAP). CETAP is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only highway
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options, but also transit and other forms of travel demand management and goods
movement.
The County has prepared an EIR to address the environmental impacts of the
implementation of the County’s proposed General Plan. The Riverside County
Transportation Commission and the Federal Highway Administration (Lead Agency for
NEPA) have also prepared two EIR/EISs to address the environmental impacts of the
proposed CETAP corridors.

ES.3 Project Location
The proposed MSHCP Plan Area (“Plan Area”) encompasses approximately 1.26
million acres (1,966 square miles) and includes unincorporated portions of western
Riverside County as well as 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris,
Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula). The western boundary of the MSHCP Plan Area
is defined by the Orange and San Bernardino County lines. The San Bernardino and San
Diego County lines form the Plan Area’s northern and southern boundaries, respectively.
The eastern boundary of the Plan Area is formed by Banning Pass and the crest of the
San Jacinto Mountains.

ES.4 Purpose and Need
Accommodating Riverside County’s projected population increase will require the
urbanization of thousands of acres of undeveloped land. Conflicts over species
conservation threaten the ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the
infrastructure necessary to provide for a high quality of life and for economic
development in Riverside County and threaten to fracture critical habitats. A
continuation of the current piecemeal process of endangered species protection would
likely preclude the possibility of creating a sustainable reserve system that will protect
endangered and threatened species and the habitats upon which they rely.
Variation in topography, soil, and climate across the elevational range of the proposed
Plan Area creates habitats for a wide variety of animals and plants, including many that
are rare or endemic to Southern California. Thirty-nine species indigenous to western
Riverside County have special status under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)
and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). These include species that are
listed as “endangered” or “threatened” under FESA or that have been “proposed” or are
“strong candidates” for such listing. The proposed MSHCP will replace the current
system of project approval and mitigation with a coordinated, comprehensive approach
based on the basic conventions of biological reserve design. This approach ensures that
project mitigation is directed to those areas most critical to maintenance of ecosystem
function and species viability. The goal of the proposed MSHCP is to target the highest
quality habitats for preservation, while allowing development of less important habitat
areas.

ES.5 Proposed Project
The proposed MSHCP is the assembly and management of a reserve for the conservation
of natural habitats and their constituent wildlife populations, and the issuance of
incidental take permits for covered species. The County, Riverside County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District (Flood Control), Riverside County Transporta-
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tion Commission (RCTC), Riverside County Parks and Open Space District, Riverside
County Waste Management District (County Waste), California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks),
and 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona,
Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto,
and Temecula) (Applicants) have applied to seek a permit to authorize incidental take
of 146 species, including unlisted species that may become listed during the term of the
permit. An incidental take permit is required to authorize take of listed species during
urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (1,966-square mile)
Plan Area in western Riverside County. The proposed term of the permit is 75 years.
The proposed MSHCP contains the overall conservation strategy for western Riverside
County and documents the conservation strategies that will guarantee the protection of
the species it covers. The conservation strategy includes the conservation of existing
habitat, the restoration of degraded habitat, managing the reserve system, and conducting
biological monitoring in perpetuity. The proposed MSHCP describes the institutional
mechanisms to coordinate MSHCP implementation among the County, cities, and agencies, and identifies funding sources necessary for project implementation.
The proposed MSHCP would provide for the creation of a reserve system that would
protect and manage 153,000 acres of habitat for Covered Species, consisting of 97,000
acres conserved as the local mitigation component and 6,000 acres conserved as
mitigation for State Permittee projects (Caltrans and State Parks). It is anticipated that
the USFWS and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), which are referred
to as the Wildlife Agencies, would provide an additional 50,000 acres to help achieve
conservation identified in the MSHCP. Of the 97,000 acres conserved as the local
mitigation component, 41,000 would accrue through the implementation of developer
incentives and on-site set asides accomplished through the development review process.
The precise boundaries of the proposed 153,000-acre reserve area are not specifically
identified in the MSHCP. The conservation of 153,000 acres is anticipated to occur over
the first 25 years of the program and when completed, must be in a configuration to, and
include the vegetation communities that, provide for the conservation of Covered
Species. To accomplish this, the proposed reserve will be assembled pursuant to written
criteria that describe a possible design for the 153,000-acre reserve to be established
within an approximately 300,000-acre area termed the “Criteria Area.” This reserve
system would complement the approximately 347,000 acres of existing reserves on
public/quasi-public land.
Collectively, the 146 listed and unlisted species are referred to as “Covered Species” by
the MSHCP. The permit would provide take authorization for covered species identified
by the MSHCP and the IA as “Covered Species Adequately Conserved.” Currently, the
MSHCP identifies 130118 species as “Covered Species Adequately Conserved.” The
remaining 1628 Covered Species would be included as “Covered Species Adequately
Conserved” when the species objectives for those species are met, as provided in the
MSHCP.
Covered Activities would include, but are not limited to, public and private development
within the Plan Area that requires a discretionary action by a Permittee subject to
consistency with MSHCP policies, two internal regional transportation facilities, safety
improvements on existing roads, the Circulation Elements of the Permittees, maintenance and construction of flood control facilities, single-family homes on existing legal
parcels within the Criteria Area, up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural activity within
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the Criteria Area, and compatible uses in the reserve. The MSHCP makes a provision
for the inclusion of special districts and other non-Permittee entities in the permit with
a certificate of inclusion.

ES.6 Goals of the MSHCP
The overall goal of the proposed MSHCP is rooted in the RCIP Vision Statement and
supporting policy directives. The proposed MSHCP was developed to allow for maintenance of biological diversity and ecosystem processes while allowing future economic
growth. Preservation of a quality of life characterized by well managed and planned
growth intersected by an open space system is also a goal of the proposed MSHCP. The
goal of the Plan is to provide for conservation of approximately 500,000 acres
supporting the habitat and life history requirements of up to 146 species. Approximately
347,000 acres are anticipated to be conserved on existing public/quasi-public lands, with
approximately 153,000 additional acres being acquired from existing private landowners. Policy directions regarding this goal were provided by the County Board of
Supervisors on December 19, 2000. The MSHCP is intended to protect and sustain
viable populations of native plant and animal species and their habitats in perpetuity
through the creation of a reserve system, while accommodating continued economic
development and quality of life for residents of western Riverside County. The
overarching goals of the MSHCP are the following:
C

In the MSHCP Plan Area, conserve Covered Species and their habitats.

C

Improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an
efficient way. The MSHCP and the General Plan will provide the County with a
clearly articulated blueprint describing where future development should and should
not occur.

C

Provide for permanent open space, community edges, and recreational opportunities,
which contribute to maintaining the community character of western Riverside
County.

ES.7 Alternatives
Both CEQA and NEPA require that this document describe the Proposed Project/Action
and the alternatives to the Proposed Action. The alternatives should be reasonable to
achieve the need that the Proposed Action is intended to address. The MSHCP is a
comprehensive program that defines actions that the federal, State, local governments,
and the private sector must undertake to assure the continued vitality of sensitive species
and the ecosystems that they depend upon in western Riverside County. These actions
include land protection, habitat restoration, land management, biological monitoring,
compliance monitoring, and funding of the program.
A range of alternatives has been included that would attain most of the basic objectives
of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen significant effects of the project.
In addition to the proposed Plan, four alternatives are analyzed in detail in the Joint
EIR/EIS. (Two alternatives were considered but eliminated from further analysis because they did not meet the objectives of the MSHCP [Appendix B].) The four analyzed
alternatives are described as follows:
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would
address listed, proposed, and strong candidate species. In addition to the 32 species listed or proposed for listing in western Riverside County, this alternative also considers
conservation needs for the seven species identified as “strong candidates” for listing.
The focus of conservation for this alternative is these 39 listed, proposed, and strong
candidate species. Under this alternative, a total of approximately 465,860 acres would
be conserved, including approximately 346,530 acres within existing reserves and
approximately 119,300 acres of currently private land outside existing reserves (Table
ES-A).
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
This alternative would address the 32 species currently listed and proposed for listing
that occur in the MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative focuses largely on the conservation
of the 32 listed and proposed species within the MSHCP Plan Area, with less
consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological concepts.
While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated in this alternative in some
areas, less emphasis is placed in this alternative on broad-based ecosystem conservation.
Under this alternative, a total of approximately 440,370 acres would be conserved,
including approximately 346,530 acres within existing reserves and approximately
93,840 acres of private lands currently outside existing reserves (Table ES-A).
Existing Reserves Alternative
Under this alternative, conservation activities would be focused on existing reserves
only. Under this scenario, the federal and State permit authorizing incidental take would
only apply to species adequately conserved on existing reserves (see Table 2L in Section
2.0 of this document). The level of conservation within existing reserves would be
dependent upon activities within the reserves and resource protection efforts undertaken
by the reserve managers. It is assumed that enhanced conservation and management
would occur within the existing reserves, in addition to that currently occurring or what
might occur in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
Southern California Conservation Strategy.
Of the 32 species currently listed or proposed for listing, only two bird species, the
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) and western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus occidentalis), would be considered to be “protected” under this alternative.
One mammal species, Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), would be
conserved based on the existing HCP; however, protection would not be expanded to
populations outside the existing HCP area. Additionally, two amphibian species, mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) and California red-legged frog (Rana aurora
draytonii), and one plant species, San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii), could be considered to be protected based on conservation on Santa Rosa
Plateau and on USFS lands. The remaining 26 listed and proposed species would not
be considered to be “protected” under this alternative.
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No Project Alternative
With the No Project Alternative, land use changes and policies that are being
contemplated to implement the MSHCP would not occur. However, planning currently
being conducted under the RCIP for the General Plan and Countywide circulation
element could still be adopted. Implementation of the various elements of those plans
resulting in take of listed species and regulated habitats would need to be permitted
separately under the applicable State and federal processes. Existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies under this alternative (Table ES-A).
Under the No Project Alternative, activities involving the take of State and/or federally
listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project basis, as is
currently the case. Incidental take permits would not be issued to Riverside County or
cities within western Riverside County except on a project-by-project basis.
Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local,
State, and federal regulatory processes. Under this alternative, these existing processes
and the resulting project modifications and mitigation are anticipated to result in some
conservation of habitats and species within the MSHCP Plan Area. Biological resources
that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and policies
are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered, and those species and
habitats associated with wetland systems.
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented, and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a coordinated system of linkages provided to connect conservation areas, and the ability to
provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.
In the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, the current regulations and policies would
continue to be applied throughout the Plan Area. History has demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the decline of species in the
Plan Area. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that, under this alternative, new
species would continue to be listed in the future, and regulation of those species and
their habitats would be applied under the current regulatory processes.

ES.8 Issues Raised
Letters received in response to the issuance of the NOP/NOI for the MSHCP provided
valuable insights into the issues and concerns of potentially affected agencies, groups,
and individuals. While many of the letters identified topics that are required by law to
be included in the Draft EIR/EIS, the information and opinions provided in the letters
identified specific issues to be addressed. For a more detailed understanding of the
issues and opinions expressed, refer to the complete set of the NOP/NOI response letters
provided in Appendix A, Attachment 7. Some of the major issues raised in the letters
include the following:
•

Biological selection criteria;

•

Need or demand for the Plan;

•

Timetable to judge the adequacy of Plan funding and management;
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•

Land acquisition, Plan boundaries, and surrounding land influence;

•

Consistency and integration of the Plan with others;

•

Long-term function and management of reserves and protected land;

•

Threatened and endangered species relocations;

•

Connecting wildlife habitats and corridors;

•

Potential impacts to wetlands and aquatic resources;

•

Potential conflicts with the existing biological water supply;

•

Protection of vernal pools;

•

Future listings of species requiring protection;

•

Regulation of take permits;

•

Adequate scientific knowledge of species requiring protection;

•

Project costs, efforts, and adequacy;

•

Potential impacts to existing land uses and communities, including residential
neighborhoods, schools, development, and businesses;

•

Consistency with adopted plans;

•

Property values and quality of life issues;

•

Relationship between the Proposed Action and transportation corridors being
planned for western Riverside County; and

•

Public outreach and input efforts.
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Table ES-A - Summary of Alternatives
Total Acres Conserved/Percent Conserved
Vegetation Community

Total
Acres in
Plan Area

Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Alternative

acres

%

acres

%

Listed and Proposed
Alternative
acres

%

Existing Reserve
Alternative
acres

%

No Project Alternative
acres

%

Agriculture

169,480

20,020

12%

26,380

16%

26,380

16%

11,480

7%

11,480

7%

Chaparral

434,950

272,280

63%

246,390

57%

234,390

54%

207,380

48%

207,380

48%

1,260

40

3%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

156,450

81,720

52%

73,740

47%

64,390

41%

34,560

22%

34,560

22%

14,570

4,990

34%

1,470

10%

1,310

9%

1,310

9%

1,310

9%

154,140

42,820

28%

38,030

25%

34,020

22%

22,810

15%

22,810

15%

1,020

510

50%

430

42%

410

40%

330

32%

330

32%

29,910

20,500

69%

20,510

69%

20,510

69%

20,480

68%

20,480

68%

7,910

6,750

85%

5,850

74%

5,850

74%

2,920

37%

2,920

37%

15,030

11,190

74%

9,370

62%

9,070

60%

7,270

48%

7,270

48%

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marsh
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playa and Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub, Woodland
and Forest
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Table ES-A - Summary of Alternatives
Total Acres Conserved/Percent Conserved
Vegetation Community

Total
Acres in
Plan Area

acres
Riversidean Alluvial Fan
Sage Scrub

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Alternative

Proposed MSHCP
%

acres

%

Listed and Proposed
Alternative
acres

%

Existing Reserve
Alternative
acres

No Project Alternative

%

acres

%

7,940

5,230

66%

4,440

56%

4,420

56%

2,060

26%

2,060

26%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

23,500

69%

22,520

66%

22,360

65%

20,770

61%

20,770

61%

Water

12,210

10,340

85%

10,090

83%

10,010

82%

9,150

75%

9,150

75%

218,260

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

1,350

1,240

92%

1,240

92%

1,240

92%

1,230

91%

1,230

91%

1,258,780

505,910

S

465,830

S

439,140

S

346,530

S

346,530

S

Developed or Disturbed
Land
Unknown
Total
Source:
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ES.9 Summary of Environmental Impacts/Consequences
Table ES-B summarizes the significance of direct and indirect impacts under each
alternative after the incorporation of mitigation measures for each resource area
discussed in this EIR/EIS. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 5.0.
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Table ES-B
Summary of Significance of Impacts after Incorporation of Mitigation Measures
Alternatives
Impact Category and Issue

Proposed Action/
Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species

Listed and Proposed Species

Existing Reserves

No Project/No MSHCP

Biology
Sensitive Natural Vegetation Communities
• Sensitive Upland (chapparal, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub)

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Listed Covered Species

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Non-Listed Covered Species

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Non-Covered Species

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Cores and Linkages

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Edge Effects

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Conflict with existing agricultural designations for land within the MSHCP Plan Area or a Williamson Act contract.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Result in the conversion of Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland (collectively, “Designated Farmland”) as
shown on maps prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, to non-agricultural uses.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in the conversion
of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural use.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of
the State.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results 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.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Directly conflicts or results in land use incompatibility with adjacent existing and planned land uses or with the
environmental goals of the general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposes MSHCP.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Existing population and housing projections are substantially exceeded.

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Displaces substantial numbers of residential units, requiring the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Displaces substantial numbers of persons, necessitating the construction of replacement housing.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Exacerbates the jobs-to-housing imbalance in western Riverside County or the Cities of western Riverside County.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in relocation or deletion of existing or planned fire protection facilities, adversely affecting the ability of local
jurisdictions to provide fire protection in an adequate manner.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in the relocation or deletion of existing or planned park facilities, adversely affecting the ability of local jurisdictions
to provide park facilities in an adequate manner.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

•

Wetland Communities (meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, water and riparian scrub/woodland/forest)

•

Forest Communities (montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, woodlands and forest)

Agricultural and Extractive Resources
Agriculture

Mineral Resources

Population, Housing, and Employment

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)
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Alternatives
Impact Category and Issue

Proposed Action/
Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species

Listed and Proposed Species

Existing Reserves

No Project/No MSHCP

Transportation and Circulation

Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., Less than significant
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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Result in inadequate emergency access

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks) Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Note: 1 If Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, conversion of natural lands to agricultural use, as defined and outlined in those sections of the MSHCP, will be allowed as a covered activity within the Criteria Area, up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the life of the plan (the “New
Agricultural Lands Cap”). If Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, then there would be a significant unavoidable adverse impact on agricultural lands.
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Cooperating Agencies/Responsible Agencies: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation
District, Riverside County Transportation Commission, Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space
District, Riverside County Waste Management District, California Department of Fish and Game, California
Department of Transportation, California Department of Parks and Recreation, and the following 14 cities:
Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco,
Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto and Temecula.
Proposed Action/Proposed Project: Adoption of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, including issuance of incidental take permits for covered species pursuant to Section 10
(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered Species Act and Section 2800, et seq. of the California Fish and Game
Code.
Inquires on this document should be directed to:
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
County of Riverside Transportation and
Land Management Agency
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Riverside, California 92502
(909) 955-6625

Mr. Jim Bartel, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
6010 Hidden Valley Rd.
Carlsbad, California 92008
(760) 431-9440

Designation: Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
Abstract: The proposed Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
boundaries encompass approximately 1,966 square miles consisting of approximately 842,500 acres of
unincorporated County land west of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains to the Orange County line, as
well as approximately 372,700 acres with the jurisdictional areas of the Cities. The MSHCP would provide
for the creation of a Conservation Area that protects and manages 500,000 acres of habitat for Covered
Species (146 species). The 500,000 acres comprises of 347,000 acres of Public/Quasi-Public Lands and
approximately 153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands. Of the 153,000 acres, Local Permitees will be
responsible for contributing approximately 97,000 acres of privately owned land, and the State and federal
contribution will be 56,000 acres. As part of the local mitigation component, 41,000 of the 97,000 acres
conserved would accrue through the implementation of developer incentives and onsite set asides
accomplished through the development review process. The precise boundaries of the proposed 153,000acre reserve are not specifically identified in the MSHCP. Rather, the proposed reserve will be assembled
pursuant to written criteria that describe a possible design for the 153,000-acre reserve to be established
within a larger area, which is called the “Criteria Area.” The conservation of 153,000 acres is anticipated
to occur over the first 25 years of the program and when completed, must be in a configuration to, and
include the vegetation communities that, provide for the conservation of Covered Species. Covered Activities
would include, but are not limited to, public and private development (within the Plan Area) that require a
discretionary and certain ministerial action by a Permittee subject to consistency with MSHCP policies,
maintenance of and safety improvements on existing roads, the Circulation Elements of the Permittees,
maintenance and construction of flood control facilities, single-family homes on existing legal parcels with
the Criteria Area, up to 10,000 new acres of agricultural activity within the Criteria Area, and compatible uses
in the Conservation Area. The MSHCP makes a provision for the inclusion of special districts and other nonpermittee entities in the permit with a certificate of inclusion.
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SUMMARY OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Introduction
The Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for
the County of Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (State of California
Clearinghouse No. 2001101108, CEQ Number 020463, ERP Number SFW-K99032-CA)
has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
and the guidelines for the implementation of CEQA. The Final EIR/EIS consists of the
following contents:
•

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft
EIR/EIS;

•

The responses of the lead agency to significant environmental points raised in
the public review and consultation process (Volume V, Part 1 and 2); and

•

Revisions made to the Draft EIR/EIS (November 15, 2002) State of California
Clearinghouse No. 2001101108, CEQ Number 020463, ERP Number SFWK99032-CA, (Volume IV).

Public Review Period
The public review period for the Draft EIR/EIS and MSCHP began on November 15,
2002, and ended on January 14, 2003, covering the CEQA-mandated 45-day public
review period and 60-day public review period required by NEPA. The United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) reopened the public comment period for the EIS on
February 27, 2003, for an additional 15 days, closing on March 14, 2003. A Notice of
Completion of a Draft EIR/EIS was filed with the State Clearinghouse along with the
required number of copies of the document for circulation to various State and federal
agencies. Copies of the Draft EIR/EIS were also mailed directly to local agencies,
groups, and individuals for review (refer to Appendix A-1 for the Draft EIR/EIS mailing
list). In addition, a copy of the document was made available to the public at the
following libraries and County and USFWS offices:
County Administrative Center (Riverside)
4080 Lemon Street
Public Counter, 2nd Floor
Planning Department, 9th Floor
Riverside, California 92502
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

Riverside County Permit Assistance
Center (Murrieta)
39493 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, California 92563
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Field Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, California 92009
Hours of Operation: 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday
Summary
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Libraries in Western Riverside County
Riverside County Library
Anza Branch
57430 Mitchell Road
Anza, California 92539
City of Banning
Banning Public Library
21 W. Nicolet Street
Banning, CA 92220
Riverside County Library
Canyon Lake Branch
31516 Railroad Canyon Road
Canyon Lake, California 92587
Riverside County Library
Glen Avon Branch
9244 Galena
Riverside, California 92509
Riverside County Library
Highgrove Branch
690 W. Center Street
Riverside, California 92507
Riverside County Library
Lake Elsinore Branch
600 W. Graham
Lake Elsinore, California 92530
City of Moreno Valley
Moreno Valley Library
25480 Alessandro Boulevard
Moreno Valley, CA 92553
Riverside County Library
Norco Branch
3954 Old Hammer Road
Norco, California 92860
Riverside County Library
Perris Branch
163 E. San Jacinto
Perris, California 92570
Riverside County Library
Rubidoux Branch
5673 Tilton Street
Riverside, California 92509
Riverside County Library
Sun City Branch
26982 Cherry Hills Boulevard
Sun City, California 92586
Riverside County Library
Woodcrest Branch
17024-C Van Buren Boulevard
Riverside, CA 92504

xiv Summary

City of Beaumont
Beaumont Library District
125 E. Eight Street
Beaumont, California 92223
Riverside County Library
Calimesa Branch
974 Calimesa Blvd.
Calimesa, California 92320
City of Corona
Corona Public Library
650 South Main Street
Corona, California 92882-3417
Riverside County Library
Hemet Branch
25757 Fairview Avenue
Hemet, CA 92544
Riverside County Library
Idyllwild Branch
54185 Pinecrest
Idyllwild, California 92549
Riverside County Library
Mission Trail Branch
34303 Mission Trail
Wildomar, California 92595
City of Murrieta
Murrieta Public Library
39589 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, California 92563
Riverside County Library
Nuevo Branch
29990 Lakeview Avenue
Nuevo, California 92567
Riverside County Library
Riverside Main Library
3581 Mission Inn Ave
Riverside, California 92501
Riverside County Library
San Jacinto Branch
500 Idyllwild Drive
San Jacinto, California 92583
Riverside County Library
Temecula Branch
41000 County Center
Temecula, California 92591
University of California, Riverside
Tomas Rivera Library
900 University Avenue
Riverside, California 92521
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Public Hearings on the MSHCP, Implementing Agreement, and Draft
EIR/EIS
Public hearings on the Western Riverside County MSHCP, Implementing Agreement,
and Draft EIR/EIS were held by the Riverside County Board of Supervisors on May 5,
6 and 8, 2003 in the Riverside County Board Room, 4800 Lemon Street, Riverside,
California. The public testimony was closed by the County Board on May 8, 2003. A
copy of the public hearing announcement is contained in Appendix A.

Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and Responses
Volume V, Part 1 and 2, of the MSHCP contains the comments to the Draft EIR/EIS
and responses to those comments. The primary objective and purpose of the EIR/EIS
public review process is to obtain comments on the adequacy of the analysis of the
environmental impacts, the mitigation measures presented, and other analyses contained
in the report. CEQA requires the County to respond to all significant environmental
comments in a level of detail commensurate to the comment (CEQA Guidelines Section
15088). NEPA has a similar requirement for the lead agency (USFWS) to respond to
all substantive comments received (CEQ Regulations Section 1503.4). Comments that
do not directly relate to the analysis in this document (i.e., are outside the scope of this
document) are not given specific responses. However, all comments are included in this
section so that the decision-makers know the opinions of the commentors.

List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies Commenting on
the Draft EIR/EIS
The persons, organizations, and public agencies that submitted comments on the Draft
EIR/EIS through March 15, 2003, are listed below. A total of 110 written comment
letters was received on the Draft EIR/EIS during the public review period. Thirty-three
comment letters were received from public agencies ( including power companies and
water districts, etc.), while 77 of the comment letters were from the public (including
organizations, private companies, individuals, and Indian Tribes). For reference, each
letter was assigned a code (A - Z and A2 -Z2 , A3 -Z3 , A4 -Z4 and A5 through F5 ). These
codes are included in the table below, and represent the order of letters and responses
in Volume V (Part 1 and 2).
Comments Received on the Western Riverside County MSHCP
Draft EIR/EIS
No.

Comment
Letter No.

Author

1

A

San Bernardino Valley Audubon dated 1/15/03

2

B

San Bernardino Valley Audubon dated 1/9/03

Summary
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No.

Comment
Letter No.

3

C

California Native Plant Society dated 1/15/03

4

D

Center for Biological Diversity dated 1/15/03

5

E

Center for Biological Diversity on behalf of Audubon Society &
CNPS dated 1/15/03

6

F

Endangered Habitat League dated 1/14/03

7

G

Conservation Biology Institute dated 1/14/03

8

H

Sierra Club (Pete Kiriakos) dated 12/12/02

9

I

Sierra Club (George Hague) dated 1/14/03 w/ attached CBD Letter
dated 9/05/02

10

J

Riverside-Corona Resource Conservation District dated 1/14/03

11

K

Building Industry Association dated 1/15/03

12

L

Property Owners Association of Riverside County dated 1/14/03

13

M

Jackson DeMarco and Peckenpaugh on behalf of The Farm
Bureau dated 1/14/03

14

N

Metropolitan Water District dated 1/15/03

15

O

Southern California Edison dated 1/14/03

16

P

Gail Wanczuk Barton dated 1/14/03

17

Q

The Sauls Company dated 1/15/03

18

R

The Nature Conservancy dated 1/14/03

19

S

University of California, Riverside -Rotenberry, Nunny, and Price
dated 1/10/03

20

T

San Bernardino National Forest dated 1/14/03

21

U

Department of Transportation - Division of Aeronautics dated
12/19/02

22

V

Department of Transportation - District 8 dated 1/15/03

23

W

United States Environmental Protection Agency dated 1/9/03

24

X

United States Army Corps of Engineers dated 1/9/03

25

Y

Department of Parks and Recreation - OHMVR Division mistakenly
dated 1/15/02, should be 2003

26

Z

City of Corona dated 1/15/03

27

A2

City of Lake Elsinore dated 1/15/03

28

B2

City of Murrieta dated 1/15/03
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No.

Comment
Letter No.

Author

29

C2

City of Perris dated 1/14/03

30

D2

City of Temecula dated 1/15/03

31

E2

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District dated 1/15/03

32

F2

Western Municipal Water District dated 1/14/03

33

G2

Santa Ana Watershed Association of RCD's dated 1/14/03

34

H2

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh on behalf of David H.
Murdock dated 1/15/03

35

I2

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh on behalf of
Domenigoni-Barton Properties dated 1/14/03

36

J2

University of Nevada - Biological Resources Research Center
dated 1/13/03

37

K2

Coalition for Habitat Conservation dated 1/15/03

38

L2

Alhadeff and Solar on behalf of Anheuser-Busch dated 1/15/03

39

M2

Friedman Peterson Stroffe and Gerard on behalf of Civic Partners
and Elsinore and Liberty Founders dated 1/15/03

40

N2

Gresham, Savage, Nolan and Tilden on behalf of Warmington
Land Company dated 1/15/03

41

O2

Gresham, Savage, Nolan and Tilden on behalf of Wilson Creek
Development and Joe Gonzales dated 1/15/03

42

P2

Hackman Capital Partners on behalf of Park West and East-West
Properties dated 1/15/03

43

Q2

Hewitt and O'Neil on behalf of Pardee Homes dated 1/14/03

44

R2

Hewitt and O'Neil on behalf of SCC Properties dated 1/14/03

45

S2

KB Home dated 1/13/03

46

T2

The Sauls Company on behalf of the Village Project dated 1/15/03

47

U2

Driscoll and Tomich on behalf of property owners on Gilman
Springs Rd. dated 1/15/03

48

V2

Sweeney Law Corporation dated 1/7/03

49

W2

United Five Star Capital Corp. dated 1/15/03

50

X2

Renaissance Development dated 1/14/03

51

Y2

Golden Era Productions dated 1/14/03

52

Z2

Agri-Empire dated 1/15/03
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No.

Comment
Letter No.

53

A3

Jerry Geller on behalf of Upper Santa Margarita Alliance dated
1/14/03

54

B3

Anne E. DeBevoise-Abel dated 1/15/03

55

C3

Franklin A. Motte no date but received on 1/15/03

56

D3

Charles Burney dated 1/13/03

57

E3

Eugene Gabrych dated 1/15/03

58

F3

Joy Hale dated 1/7/03
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Barry Cannata dated 12/31/02
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John M. DeBevoise dated 1/15/03
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Robert H. Vogel no date, but received 1/15/03
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EHL Additional Comments dated 1/23/03
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K3

City of Moreno Valley dated 1/13/03

64

L3

Riverside County Fire Dept. dated 1/15/03
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M3

Juanita W. Bullock, UCR dated 1/15/03

66

N3

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh, supplemental comments on
behalf of Murdock (1/28/03)

67

O3

Okazaki Law Offices dated 2/5/03

68

P3

County of San Diego dated 1/28/03

69

Q3

County of San Diego dated 2/4/03

70

R3

Oak Valley Partners dated 2/12/03

71
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Sweeney Law Corp. dated 2/17/03
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Alhadeff & Solar dated 2/13/03 - TLMA
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Aldaheff & Solar dated 2/13/03 - USFWS
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Jud Munroe - Rationale for the Development of Conservation
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79

A4

Bennett Realty Group, Inc. dated 2/28/03
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Grainger dated 3/3/03
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C4

Jackson Demarco and Peckenpaugh, supplemental comments on
behalf of Murdock (3/7/03)
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California Department of Parks and Recreation dated 3/7/03
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Eastern Municipal Water District dated 3/10/03
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California Legislature dated 3/3/03
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Congress of the United States dated 3/2/03

86

H4

Riverside County Farm Bureau, Inc. dated 3/6/03
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United States Environmental Protection Agency dated 3/13/03
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Alhadeff and Solar on behalf of Anheuser-Busch dated 3/12/03
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K4

KB Home dated 3/13/03
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L4

Endangered Habitats League w/attachment dated 3/13/03
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M4

Silverado Ranch Conservation Bank by Gregory Reden dated
3/10/03
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N4
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O4

Vandermost Consulting Services, Inc dated 3/14/03
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P4

Garry Grant dated 3/13/03

95

Q4

Van Blarcom, Leibold, McClendon and Mann on behalf of City of
Lake Elsinore dated 3/14/03

96

R4

Julie Kay Smithson (email sent 3/12/03)

97

S4

Monica Bond from Center for Biological Diversity w/ attachments
dated 3/13/03
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T4

United States Army Corps of Engineers dated 3/13/03

99

U4

South Coast Wildlands Project dated 2/12/03

100

V4

Bureau of Land Management dated 3/14/03

101

W4

Gresham, Savage, Nolan and Tilden on behalf of Wilson Creek
Development and Joe Gonzales dated 3/13/03

102

X4

University of California, Riverside by Nunney, Reznick, Rotenberry,
Waser, & Price dated 3/11/03

103

Y4
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Development on behalf of Jon & Linda Prun dated 3/14/03
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Joe Sheeran dated 2/5/03
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105

A5

KB Homes dated 2/11/03

106

B5

Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley dated 3/4/03

107

C5

Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter dated 2/3/03

108

D5

Van Blarcom, Lielbold, McClendon & Man on behalf of TAVA
Development Company dated 3/14/03

109

E5

Orange County Water District dated 3/14/03

110

F5

Alhadeff & Solar on behalf of Ranco Real Estate Group, dated
3/7/03

Summary of Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(c) “the response to comments may take
the form of revisions to the Draft EIR or may be a separate section in the Final EIR.
Where the response to comments makes important changes in information contained in
the text of the Draft EIR, the Lead Agency should either: (1) revise the text in the body
of the EIR or, (2) include marginal notes showing the information is revised in the
response to comments.”
The County has determined that this added text would be shown as double underline and
deleted text would be shown in strikeout (). The Draft EIR/EIS has been revised as
follows.
The following summarizes the changes made to the Draft EIR/EIS.
Minor text amendments and clarifications were made in the Executive Summary, as well
as Sections 2.0, 5.0 and 7.0. Additional information has been provided as requested in
Section 4.2, Agricultural and Extractive Resources for clarification of the analysis. The
changes made to the EIR/EIS are not substantive.
Added text is shown as double underline, while deleted text is shown with a.
The information contained in the revised and additional text added to the Executive
Summary; Section 2.0, Project Description and Description of Alternatives; Section 4.2,
Agricultural and Extractive Resources; Section 5.0, Cumulative Impacts; and Section 7.0,
Organizations and Persons Consulted was determined by the County not to be “significant
new information” and, therefore, it has been determined no recirculation of the Draft EIR
is warranted (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5[a]). The determination to not recirculate
the Draft EIR is based on following factors as outlined in CEQA Guidelines (Section
15088.5[a]).
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1.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: New information added
to the EIR is not significant unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an
effect (including a feasible project alternative). Significant new information
requiring recirculation would include, for example: “a new significant
environmental impact resulting from the project or from a new mitigation
measure proposed to be implemented”.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The added information
would not cause any new environmental effect that has not been already
analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS (biological resources, agriculture and mineral
resources, fire protection and parks and recreation, and transportation) and,
therefore; would require no additional mitigation.

2.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: A substantial increase in
the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures
are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The additional information
would not cause an increase in environmental effect or severity of an
environmental impact that has been analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS (biological
resources, agriculture and mineral resources, fire protection and parks and
recreation, and transportation) and, therefore; would require no additional
mitigation.

3.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: A feasible project
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant impacts of the project, but the
project’s proponents decline to adopt it.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: There is no feasible
alternative or mitigation measure proposed that are different from the alternatives
and mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS that would reduce the impacts of
the proposed MSHCP. The additional information would not cause an increase
in environmental effect that has not been already analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS
(biological resources, agriculture and mineral resources, fire protection and parks
and recreation, and transportation) and, therefore; would require no additional
mitigation.

4.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The Draft EIR/EIS was
so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The public had adequate
time for a meaningful review of the document and provide written comments.
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5.

Potential Reason to Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: Recirculation is not
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or makes
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.
Justification to Not Recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS: The additional text added
to Sections ES, 4.2, 5.0 and 7.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS was provided in response
to a comment letter to clarify and correct existing text. The result of the
additional information is that the retail project as proposed is not changed in any
way or is the project boundary changed as a result of the additional information
and no additional environmental effects would occur. No other sections of the
Draft EIR/EIS have been modified and no additional mitigation measures are
proposed. Therefore, the additional information merely clarifies information
already provided and makes an insignificant modification to the EIR/EIS.

xxii Summary

Section ES - Executive Summary

Western Riverside County MSHCP Final EIR/EIS
June 2003

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES.1 Purpose of the EIR/EIS
The purpose of this joint Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) is to evaluate the potential for environmental effects from the following:
C

Adoption of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for western
Riverside County; and

C

Issuing incidental take permits for covered species pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B)
of the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and the California Endangered
Species Act, Section 2800, et seq., of the California Fish and Game Code (CESA).

ES.2 Introduction to the Riverside County Integrated Planning
Process and Related Projects
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) estimates that, in the year
2020, Riverside County will be home to approximately 2.8 million people, who will
occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units. This represents a doubling of the
County’s present population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that Riverside County (County) will continue to grow
to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5 million people by 2040. These residents will be
located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as within numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom, the challenge of balancing the associated
housing, transportation, and economic needs of existing and future populations with limited natural resources, and the sensitivity of the natural environment required Riverside
County to develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the Riverside
County Integrated Project (RCIP), consists of three integrated regional planning efforts
to determine future land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The
goals of the effort are threefold:
C

Update the County’s General Plan to describe anticipated future growth over the
long term. The General Plan is meant to express the community’s goals with respect
to both the man-made and natural environments, and set forth the policies and
implementation measures needed to achieve those goals for the welfare of those who
live, work, and do business in the County. The update of the County’s General Plan
is presently in draft stage, and the MSHCP takes this update into account.

C

Create an MSHCP for the western portion of the County, and integrate an ongoing
Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan effort into the fabric of
comprehensive planning for the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP
will address the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and plant
and animal species endangerment. It attempts to ensure habitat conservation,
species protection and management, program costs and development certainty to the
County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies; development, agriculture, and
environmental communities; and the public at large.

C

Identify transportation corridors to meet the County’s future transportation needs
through the Community Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program
(CETAP). CETAP is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only highway
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options, but also transit and other forms of travel demand management and goods
movement.
The County has prepared an EIR to address the environmental impacts of the
implementation of the County’s proposed General Plan. The Riverside County
Transportation Commission and the Federal Highway Administration (Lead Agency for
NEPA) have also prepared two EIR/EISs to address the environmental impacts of the
proposed CETAP corridors.

ES.3 Project Location
The proposed MSHCP Plan Area (“Plan Area”) encompasses approximately 1.26
million acres (1,966 square miles) and includes unincorporated portions of western
Riverside County as well as 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris,
Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula). The western boundary of the MSHCP Plan Area
is defined by the Orange and San Bernardino County lines. The San Bernardino and San
Diego County lines form the Plan Area’s northern and southern boundaries, respectively.
The eastern boundary of the Plan Area is formed by Banning Pass and the crest of the
San Jacinto Mountains.

ES.4 Purpose and Need
Accommodating Riverside County’s projected population increase will require the
urbanization of thousands of acres of undeveloped land. Conflicts over species
conservation threaten the ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the
infrastructure necessary to provide for a high quality of life and for economic
development in Riverside County and threaten to fracture critical habitats. A
continuation of the current piecemeal process of endangered species protection would
likely preclude the possibility of creating a sustainable reserve system that will protect
endangered and threatened species and the habitats upon which they rely.
Variation in topography, soil, and climate across the elevational range of the proposed
Plan Area creates habitats for a wide variety of animals and plants, including many that
are rare or endemic to Southern California. Thirty-nine species indigenous to western
Riverside County have special status under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)
and/or the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). These include species that are
listed as “endangered” or “threatened” under FESA or that have been “proposed” or are
“strong candidates” for such listing. The proposed MSHCP will replace the current
system of project approval and mitigation with a coordinated, comprehensive approach
based on the basic conventions of biological reserve design. This approach ensures that
project mitigation is directed to those areas most critical to maintenance of ecosystem
function and species viability. The goal of the proposed MSHCP is to target the highest
quality habitats for preservation, while allowing development of less important habitat
areas.

ES.5 Proposed Project
The proposed MSHCP is the assembly and management of a reserve for the conservation
of natural habitats and their constituent wildlife populations, and the issuance of
incidental take permits for covered species. The County, Riverside County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District (Flood Control), Riverside County Transporta-
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tion Commission (RCTC), Riverside County Parks and Open Space District, Riverside
County Waste Management District (County Waste), California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks),
and 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona,
Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto,
and Temecula) (Applicants) have applied to seek a permit to authorize incidental take
of 146 species, including unlisted species that may become listed during the term of the
permit. An incidental take permit is required to authorize take of listed species during
urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (1,966-square mile)
Plan Area in western Riverside County. The proposed term of the permit is 75 years.
The proposed MSHCP contains the overall conservation strategy for western Riverside
County and documents the conservation strategies that will guarantee the protection of
the species it covers. The conservation strategy includes the conservation of existing
habitat, the restoration of degraded habitat, managing the reserve system, and conducting
biological monitoring in perpetuity. The proposed MSHCP describes the institutional
mechanisms to coordinate MSHCP implementation among the County, cities, and agencies, and identifies funding sources necessary for project implementation.
The proposed MSHCP would provide for the creation of a reserve system that would
protect and manage 153,000 acres of habitat for Covered Species, consisting of 97,000
acres conserved as the local mitigation component and 6,000 acres conserved as
mitigation for State Permittee projects (Caltrans and State Parks). It is anticipated that
the USFWS and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), which are referred
to as the Wildlife Agencies, would provide an additional 50,000 acres to help achieve
conservation identified in the MSHCP. Of the 97,000 acres conserved as the local
mitigation component, 41,000 would accrue through the implementation of developer
incentives and on-site set asides accomplished through the development review process.
The precise boundaries of the proposed 153,000-acre reserve area are not specifically
identified in the MSHCP. The conservation of 153,000 acres is anticipated to occur over
the first 25 years of the program and when completed, must be in a configuration to, and
include the vegetation communities that, provide for the conservation of Covered
Species. To accomplish this, the proposed reserve will be assembled pursuant to written
criteria that describe a possible design for the 153,000-acre reserve to be established
within an approximately 300,000-acre area termed the “Criteria Area.” This reserve
system would complement the approximately 347,000 acres of existing reserves on
public/quasi-public land.
Collectively, the 146 listed and unlisted species are referred to as “Covered Species” by
the MSHCP. The permit would provide take authorization for covered species identified
by the MSHCP and the IA as “Covered Species Adequately Conserved.” Currently, the
MSHCP identifies 130118 species as “Covered Species Adequately Conserved.” The
remaining 1628 Covered Species would be included as “Covered Species Adequately
Conserved” when the species objectives for those species are met, as provided in the
MSHCP.
Covered Activities would include, but are not limited to, public and private development
within the Plan Area that requires a discretionary action by a Permittee subject to
consistency with MSHCP policies, two internal regional transportation facilities, safety
improvements on existing roads, the Circulation Elements of the Permittees, maintenance and construction of flood control facilities, single-family homes on existing legal
parcels within the Criteria Area, up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural activity within
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the Criteria Area, and compatible uses in the reserve. The MSHCP makes a provision
for the inclusion of special districts and other non-Permittee entities in the permit with
a certificate of inclusion.

ES.6 Goals of the MSHCP
The overall goal of the proposed MSHCP is rooted in the RCIP Vision Statement and
supporting policy directives. The proposed MSHCP was developed to allow for maintenance of biological diversity and ecosystem processes while allowing future economic
growth. Preservation of a quality of life characterized by well managed and planned
growth intersected by an open space system is also a goal of the proposed MSHCP. The
goal of the Plan is to provide for conservation of approximately 500,000 acres
supporting the habitat and life history requirements of up to 146 species. Approximately
347,000 acres are anticipated to be conserved on existing public/quasi-public lands, with
approximately 153,000 additional acres being acquired from existing private landowners. Policy directions regarding this goal were provided by the County Board of
Supervisors on December 19, 2000. The MSHCP is intended to protect and sustain
viable populations of native plant and animal species and their habitats in perpetuity
through the creation of a reserve system, while accommodating continued economic
development and quality of life for residents of western Riverside County. The
overarching goals of the MSHCP are the following:
C

In the MSHCP Plan Area, conserve Covered Species and their habitats.

C

Improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an
efficient way. The MSHCP and the General Plan will provide the County with a
clearly articulated blueprint describing where future development should and should
not occur.

C

Provide for permanent open space, community edges, and recreational opportunities,
which contribute to maintaining the community character of western Riverside
County.

ES.7 Alternatives
Both CEQA and NEPA require that this document describe the Proposed Project/Action
and the alternatives to the Proposed Action. The alternatives should be reasonable to
achieve the need that the Proposed Action is intended to address. The MSHCP is a
comprehensive program that defines actions that the federal, State, local governments,
and the private sector must undertake to assure the continued vitality of sensitive species
and the ecosystems that they depend upon in western Riverside County. These actions
include land protection, habitat restoration, land management, biological monitoring,
compliance monitoring, and funding of the program.
A range of alternatives has been included that would attain most of the basic objectives
of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen significant effects of the project.
In addition to the proposed Plan, four alternatives are analyzed in detail in the Joint
EIR/EIS. (Two alternatives were considered but eliminated from further analysis because they did not meet the objectives of the MSHCP [Appendix B].) The four analyzed
alternatives are described as follows:

ES-4

Section ES - Executive Summary

Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would
address listed, proposed, and strong candidate species. In addition to the 32 species listed or proposed for listing in western Riverside County, this alternative also considers
conservation needs for the seven species identified as “strong candidates” for listing.
The focus of conservation for this alternative is these 39 listed, proposed, and strong
candidate species. Under this alternative, a total of approximately 465,860 acres would
be conserved, including approximately 346,530 acres within existing reserves and
approximately 119,300 acres of currently private land outside existing reserves (Table
ES-A).
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
This alternative would address the 32 species currently listed and proposed for listing
that occur in the MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative focuses largely on the conservation
of the 32 listed and proposed species within the MSHCP Plan Area, with less
consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological concepts.
While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated in this alternative in some
areas, less emphasis is placed in this alternative on broad-based ecosystem conservation.
Under this alternative, a total of approximately 440,370 acres would be conserved,
including approximately 346,530 acres within existing reserves and approximately
93,840 acres of private lands currently outside existing reserves (Table ES-A).
Existing Reserves Alternative
Under this alternative, conservation activities would be focused on existing reserves
only. Under this scenario, the federal and State permit authorizing incidental take would
only apply to species adequately conserved on existing reserves (see Table 2L in Section
2.0 of this document). The level of conservation within existing reserves would be
dependent upon activities within the reserves and resource protection efforts undertaken
by the reserve managers. It is assumed that enhanced conservation and management
would occur within the existing reserves, in addition to that currently occurring or what
might occur in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
Southern California Conservation Strategy.
Of the 32 species currently listed or proposed for listing, only two bird species, the
peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) and western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus occidentalis), would be considered to be “protected” under this alternative.
One mammal species, Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), would be
conserved based on the existing HCP; however, protection would not be expanded to
populations outside the existing HCP area. Additionally, two amphibian species, mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) and California red-legged frog (Rana aurora
draytonii), and one plant species, San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii), could be considered to be protected based on conservation on Santa Rosa
Plateau and on USFS lands. The remaining 26 listed and proposed species would not
be considered to be “protected” under this alternative.
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No Project Alternative
With the No Project Alternative, land use changes and policies that are being
contemplated to implement the MSHCP would not occur. However, planning currently
being conducted under the RCIP for the General Plan and Countywide circulation
element could still be adopted. Implementation of the various elements of those plans
resulting in take of listed species and regulated habitats would need to be permitted
separately under the applicable State and federal processes. Existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies under this alternative (Table ES-A).
Under the No Project Alternative, activities involving the take of State and/or federally
listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project basis, as is
currently the case. Incidental take permits would not be issued to Riverside County or
cities within western Riverside County except on a project-by-project basis.
Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local,
State, and federal regulatory processes. Under this alternative, these existing processes
and the resulting project modifications and mitigation are anticipated to result in some
conservation of habitats and species within the MSHCP Plan Area. Biological resources
that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and policies
are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered, and those species and
habitats associated with wetland systems.
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented, and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a coordinated system of linkages provided to connect conservation areas, and the ability to
provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.
In the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, the current regulations and policies would
continue to be applied throughout the Plan Area. History has demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the decline of species in the
Plan Area. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that, under this alternative, new
species would continue to be listed in the future, and regulation of those species and
their habitats would be applied under the current regulatory processes.

ES.8 Issues Raised
Letters received in response to the issuance of the NOP/NOI for the MSHCP provided
valuable insights into the issues and concerns of potentially affected agencies, groups,
and individuals. While many of the letters identified topics that are required by law to
be included in the Draft EIR/EIS, the information and opinions provided in the letters
identified specific issues to be addressed. For a more detailed understanding of the
issues and opinions expressed, refer to the complete set of the NOP/NOI response letters
provided in Appendix A, Attachment 7. Some of the major issues raised in the letters
include the following:
•

Biological selection criteria;

•

Need or demand for the Plan;

•

Timetable to judge the adequacy of Plan funding and management;
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•

Land acquisition, Plan boundaries, and surrounding land influence;

•

Consistency and integration of the Plan with others;

•

Long-term function and management of reserves and protected land;

•

Threatened and endangered species relocations;

•

Connecting wildlife habitats and corridors;

•

Potential impacts to wetlands and aquatic resources;

•

Potential conflicts with the existing biological water supply;

•

Protection of vernal pools;

•

Future listings of species requiring protection;

•

Regulation of take permits;

•

Adequate scientific knowledge of species requiring protection;

•

Project costs, efforts, and adequacy;

•

Potential impacts to existing land uses and communities, including residential
neighborhoods, schools, development, and businesses;

•

Consistency with adopted plans;

•

Property values and quality of life issues;

•

Relationship between the Proposed Action and transportation corridors being
planned for western Riverside County; and

•

Public outreach and input efforts.
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Table ES-A - Summary of Alternatives
Total Acres Conserved/Percent Conserved
Vegetation Community

Total
Acres in
Plan Area

Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Alternative

acres

%

acres

%

Listed and Proposed
Alternative
acres

%

Existing Reserve
Alternative
acres

%

No Project Alternative
acres

%

Agriculture

169,480

20,020

12%

26,380

16%

26,380

16%

11,480

7%

11,480

7%

Chaparral

434,950

272,280

63%

246,390

57%

234,390

54%

207,380

48%

207,380

48%

1,260

40

3%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

<5

<1%

156,450

81,720

52%

73,740

47%

64,390

41%

34,560

22%

34,560

22%

14,570

4,990

34%

1,470

10%

1,310

9%

1,310

9%

1,310

9%

154,140

42,820

28%

38,030

25%

34,020

22%

22,810

15%

22,810

15%

1,020

510

50%

430

42%

410

40%

330

32%

330

32%

29,910

20,500

69%

20,510

69%

20,510

69%

20,480

68%

20,480

68%

7,910

6,750

85%

5,850

74%

5,850

74%

2,920

37%

2,920

37%

15,030

11,190

74%

9,370

62%

9,070

60%

7,270

48%

7,270

48%

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marsh
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playa and Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub, Woodland
and Forest
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Table ES-A - Summary of Alternatives
Total Acres Conserved/Percent Conserved
Vegetation Community

Total
Acres in
Plan Area

acres
Riversidean Alluvial Fan
Sage Scrub

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Alternative

Proposed MSHCP
%

acres

%

Listed and Proposed
Alternative
acres

%

Existing Reserve
Alternative
acres

No Project Alternative

%

acres

%

7,940

5,230

66%

4,440

56%

4,420

56%

2,060

26%

2,060

26%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

23,500

69%

22,520

66%

22,360

65%

20,770

61%

20,770

61%

Water

12,210

10,340

85%

10,090

83%

10,010

82%

9,150

75%

9,150

75%

218,260

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

4,780

2%

1,350

1,240

92%

1,240

92%

1,240

92%

1,230

91%

1,230

91%

1,258,780

505,910

S

465,830

S

439,140

S

346,530

S

346,530

S

Developed or Disturbed
Land
Unknown
Total
Source:
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Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
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ES.9 Summary of Environmental Impacts/Consequences
Table ES-B summarizes the significance of direct and indirect impacts under each
alternative after the incorporation of mitigation measures for each resource area
discussed in this EIR/EIS. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section 5.0.

Section ES - Executive Summary

ES-11

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

ES-12

Section ES - Executive Summary

Table ES-B
Summary of Significance of Impacts after Incorporation of Mitigation Measures
Alternatives
Impact Category and Issue

Proposed Action/
Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species

Listed and Proposed Species

Existing Reserves

No Project/No MSHCP

Biology
Sensitive Natural Vegetation Communities
• Sensitive Upland (chapparal, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub)

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Listed Covered Species

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Non-Listed Covered Species

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Non-Covered Species

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Cores and Linkages

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Edge Effects

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Conflict with existing agricultural designations for land within the MSHCP Plan Area or a Williamson Act contract.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Result in the conversion of Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland (collectively, “Designated Farmland”) as
shown on maps prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, to non-agricultural uses.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in the conversion
of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural use.

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant1

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of
the State.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results 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.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Directly conflicts or results in land use incompatibility with adjacent existing and planned land uses or with the
environmental goals of the general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposes MSHCP.

Less than significant

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Existing population and housing projections are substantially exceeded.

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Significant and unavoidable

Less than significant

Less than significant

Displaces substantial numbers of residential units, requiring the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Displaces substantial numbers of persons, necessitating the construction of replacement housing.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Exacerbates the jobs-to-housing imbalance in western Riverside County or the Cities of western Riverside County.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in relocation or deletion of existing or planned fire protection facilities, adversely affecting the ability of local
jurisdictions to provide fire protection in an adequate manner.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Results in the relocation or deletion of existing or planned park facilities, adversely affecting the ability of local jurisdictions
to provide park facilities in an adequate manner.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

•

Wetland Communities (meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, water and riparian scrub/woodland/forest)

•

Forest Communities (montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, woodlands and forest)

Agricultural and Extractive Resources
Agriculture

Mineral Resources

Population, Housing, and Employment

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)
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Alternatives
Impact Category and Issue

Proposed Action/
Proposed MSHCP

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species

Listed and Proposed Species

Existing Reserves

No Project/No MSHCP

Transportation and Circulation

Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., Less than significant
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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

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

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Result in inadequate emergency access

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks) Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant

Note: 1 If Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, conversion of natural lands to agricultural use, as defined and outlined in those sections of the MSHCP, will be allowed as a covered activity within the Criteria Area, up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the life of the plan (the “New
Agricultural Lands Cap”). If Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, then there would be a significant unavoidable adverse impact on agricultural lands.
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Western Riverside County MSHCP Final EIR/EIS
June 2003
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION
This document has been prepared as a joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) due to the combined local, State, and federal actions associated with the Proposed Project. Co-lead agencies are the County of Riverside
(County), pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), pursuant to the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). The following agencies are responsible for the implementation of
the proposed MSHCP in their own jurisdiction pursuant to CEQA:
C

County of Riverside;

C

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Flood Control);

C

Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC);

C

Riverside County Parks and Open Space District;

C

Riverside County Waste Management District;

C

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans);

C

California Department of Parks and Recreation;

C

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG); and

C

Fourteen cities in western Riverside (Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon
Lake, Corona, Norco, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Perris, Hemet, San Jacinto,
Beaumont, Banning, and Calimesa).

1.1

Introduction

The Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP
or Plan) is a comprehensive, multi-jurisdictional Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
focusing on conservation of species and their associated habitats in western Riverside
County. This Plan is one of several large, multi-jurisdictional habitat-planning efforts
in Southern California with the overall goal of maintaining biological and ecological
diversity within a rapidly urbanizing region. Large-scale HCP planning efforts have
been completed in San Diego and Orange Counties and a similar effort is underway in
the Coachella Valley. The proposed MSHCP would allow western 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 the State and federal
Endangered Species Acts.
The proposed MSHCP encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres (1,966 square
miles). The proposed Plan Area includes all unincorporated Riverside County land west
of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains to the Orange County line as well as the
jurisdictional areas of the cities of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake,
Norco, Corona, Riverside, Moreno Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Perris,
Hemet, and San Jacinto (see Figures 1.1 and 1.2). This MSHCP is one of the largest
plans ever attempted. It covers multiple species and multiple habitats within a diverse
landscape, from urban centers to undeveloped foothills and montane forests, all of which
are under multiple jurisdictions. It extends across many bioregions as well, including
the Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto
Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, and San Bernardino Mountains.
It would provide a coordinated MSHCP Conservation Area and implementation program
to preserve biological diversity and maintain the region’s quality of life.
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The MSHCP would serve as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Federal
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (FESA), as well as a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) pursuant to the NCCP Act of 2001, as amended. The approval of the
proposed MSHCP and execution of the Implementing Agreement (IA) would allow the
Wildlife Agencies (USFWS and CDFG) to issue take authorizations for plant and
wildlife species identified within the Plan Area to the signatories of the IA. A local,
streamlined approach to planning for endangered/sensitive species would result in
greater economic development certainty and provide for and maintain biological
diversity by creating an interconnected MSHCP Conservation Area in the proposed Plan
Area where adequate management and monitoring is assured. With the proposed
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 habitats outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, in
exchange for the assembly and management of a coordinated MSHCP Conservation
Area. In addition to the preservation of species and associated habitats, the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area would provide open space and recreational opportunities,
which would enhance the quality of life in Riverside County.
The MSHCP’s strategy for managing the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area requires
a balanced approach. It allocates responsibility for its assembly and long-term
management to the County, State, and federal governments, the 14 cities in western
Riverside County, and private and public entities engaged in construction activities that
would potentially affect the species covered under the proposed MSHCP. The proposed
MSHCP acknowledges the obligation of local projects, both public and private, to
mitigate their impacts on species. To encourage conservation on privately owned lands,
the implementation strategy of the proposed MSHCP incorporates a broad array of
incentives. Where incentives are not sufficient, conservation would require the purchase
of properties from willing sellers.

1.1.1

Background

Historically, urban development in Southern California has occurred in the coastal areas
of Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties, resulting in a significant loss of
important biological resources in the region. The inland valleys and hillsides of
Riverside and San Bernardino Counties have, until recently, remained largely rural,
agricultural, and relatively undeveloped. Natural habitats that were once common and
extensive in Southern California have declined rapidly due to this historic development
pattern and to increasing development pressure in the northwestern and southwestern
parts of the County over the past 15 years.
The burden of mitigating the effects of urbanization now falls largely on the County, the
cities, and private landowners who hold much of the last remaining intact habitats in the
region. As development pressure has increased, so have conflicts between landowning
interests and the State and federal regulatory processes associated with protecting
endangered, threatened, and rare species. Conflicts over species conservation threaten
the ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the infrastructure necessary for
economic development and a high quality of life in the County.
As urbanization has increased within the County, an increasing number of proponents
of public and private developments have been required to obtain “take permits” from
Wildlife Agencies for impacts to endangered, threatened, and candidate species and their
habitats. This process, however, has resulted in costly delays in public and private
development projects and created an assemblage of unconnected habitat areas on a
project-by-project basis. This piecemeal and uncoordinated effort to mitigate the effects
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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of development does not sustain wildlife mobility, genetic flow, or ecosystem health,
which require large, interconnected natural areas.
The County’s population in 2000 was approximately 1.5 million people (Stanley R.
Hoffman & Associates, revised January 2000). Its population is expected to double by
2020, to reach approximately 3.5 million by 2030, and approximately 4.5 million by
2040, according to forecasts by the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG). This is nearly a 400-percent increase over the next 40 years. Most of Southern
California’s growth over the next 40 years is expected to occur in the Inland Empire
(San Bernardino and Riverside Counties) (SCAG, 2000). Accommodating an increase
in population of this magnitude would involve urbanizing thousands of acres of
undeveloped land and result in significant conflicts with regulations protecting species
and their habitats. Without coordinated planning efforts, conflicts and delays would
escalate costs for all development projects, management efforts would not be assured,
uncoordinated mitigation efforts would fragment habitats, the region would miss
opportunities to improve the quality of life, and economic development opportunities for
the current and future residents of the County would also not be realized.

1.1.2

Riverside County Integrated Project

The proposed MSHCP is one element of a comprehensive regional planning effort begun
in 1999. To accommodate the County’s anticipated growth, the County must provide
a range of housing alternatives, encourage economic development, create new jobs at a
rate that exceeds its population growth, and build the supporting infrastructure. The
natural question is how best to meet the demands of growth while protecting the
environment. Local officials recognize that without a well-defined and implementable
plan, the County would face a very tenuous future.
To address this complex challenge, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors and the
Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) initiated the Riverside County
Integrated Project (RCIP). RCIP includes the following:
•

A Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), which forms the nucleus
of an open-space plan for the western part of the County.

•

An updated General Plan for the unincorporated portion of the County, which
addresses land use, circulation, housing and open space, conservation, and other
mandatory elements in conformance with State statute. The General Plan includes
several innovative programs S such as incentive programs S that would be utilized
in implementing the proposed MSHCP, programs to enhance transit alternatives, and
programs that would encourage the development of mixed-use centers.

•

Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP),
which identifies future transportation corridors in the western part of the County and
provides the appropriate environmental documentation to allow early preservation
of the necessary rights-of-way for future corridor development. These corridors
would be designed to meet future mobility needs for autos, buses, and trucks, as well
as for goods movement. The corridors would allow room to implement transit plans
to accommodate planned growth within western Riverside County and its cities.
CETAP forms an essential component of the County’s circulation element and its
arterial highway plan, and both are associated with the General Plan.

Through RCIP, a broad array of stakeholders and individual citizens are afforded
opportunities to participate in the planning process and to communicate to the decision-
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makers the factors that are important to improving their quality of life now and in the
future. The purpose of RCIP is to integrate all aspects of land use, transportation, and
conservation planning and implementation in order to develop a comprehensive vision
for the future of the County.
On October 20, 1998, the County Board of Supervisors reviewed the following
consensus “planning principles” submitted by a coalition of interest groups, and it
endorsed their use as initial guidelines in the early stages of developing RCIP:
1. Create a new, comprehensive General Plan based on an overall vision of the future
rather than piecemeal community plans.
2. Ensure that the General Plan anticipates future growth with a sufficient measure of
certainty, and provides for a high quality of life, including reasonable accommodation for housing, biological and multiple species resources, agriculture, watersheds,
and scenic landscapes.
3. Acknowledge the rights of private property owners in the General Plan and offer just
compensation according to federal and State laws regarding private property
reserved for public purposes.
4. Include positive economic and regulatory incentives, where appropriate, in the
General Plan.
5. Establish policies in the General Plan so that public benefits and improvements that
serve the entire community are funded proportionately by the entire community, and
new developments bear their share of increased infrastructure costs.
6. Base community development in the General Plan on a balanced, sustainable, and
integrated set of mapped land uses and promote the continued viability of
agricultural lands.
7. When mapping areas for development, consider the following factors:
•

Location of resource and hazard areas;

•

Opportunity for redevelopment;

•

Availability of infill sites;

•

Proximity of existing infrastructure;

•

Proximity of existing municipal spheres of influence;

•

Conformance with the policies of communities of interest; and

•

Appropriately sited new towns and villages.

8. Coordinate the new General Plan with local and regional planning efforts to the
maximum extent possible, and encourage mutually reinforcing actions by the cities
and the Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs), as appropriate.
9. Plan for and encourage, in the General Plan, the development of diverse and
distinctive communities.
10. Incorporate into the General Plan the goal of creating a more compact urban form
that requires less land per capita than current modes of development.
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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11. Plan for and encourage economic development within the General Plan; emphasize
employment opportunities situated within or near existing and future communities.
12. Integrate the General Plan with transportation planning, so that land use and
circulation elements reinforce one another. CETAP should fully examine transit/rail
corridors, and the new General Plan should include them to the maximum extent
possible.
13. Plan for and encourage within the General Plan, a wide range of housing choices
suitable for residents of all economic means.
14. Integrate a comprehensive MSHCP into the General Plan.
15. Update existing community plans as part of the General Plan planning process to
bring them into conformance with revised General Plan policies. Delay finalizing
new community plans, if any, and consistency zoning until the new General Plan is
completed.

1.1.3

Riverside County Conservation Planning Context

The County has had previous experience with single-species habitat conservation
planning, including the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (Uma inornata) HCP in the
Coachella Valley in 1985, and later the 1996 HCP for the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys stephensi) in western Riverside County. During the Stephens’ kangaroo rat
HCP planning process, multiple-species planning efforts occurred through the Riverside
County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) and through the Riverside County
Regional Parks and Open Space District (RCRPOSD). In June 1992, RCHCA,
RCRPOSD, and the Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) initiated a
program to develop a regional multiple-species plan for western Riverside County. This
effort began partially in response to the then-anticipated federal listing of the coastal
California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) as endangered under the
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). The initial multiple-species planning effort
was intended to bring together the diverse assemblage of local and regional plans and
develop a coordinated approach to protecting biodiversity on a regional basis. This
effort focused on coastal sage scrub habitat and resulted in the preparation of a Phase 1
document entitled Information Collection and Evaluation (Pacific Southwest Biological
Services [PSBS]/KTU+A, February 1995).
As part of these initial multiple-species planning efforts, a Planning Agreement was
drafted between the Wildlife Agencies and participating local entities (see Appendix A
of Volume I of the proposed MSHCP). Section 3 of the Planning Agreement presents
the following goals and principles for development of the proposed MSHCP:
1. During the development of the proposed MSHCP and of conservation measures and
assurances to landowners and users, develop a general agreement regarding the
scope, cost, sources of funding, time required for completion, and other important
principles concerning the plan. Develop this general agreement in the first six
months of the planning process.
2. In comparison to the option of mitigating for species and habitat impacts on a
project-by-project basis, the proposed MSHCP must be more equitable and efficient,
and less expensive and less time consuming.
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3. The proposed MSHCP must produce more biologically effective habitat and species
conservation than the project-by-project alternative.
4. Develop a comprehensive MSHCP that accomplishes the following:
•

Promotes the biological viability and recovery of western Riverside County’s
ecosystems and habitats, and species dependent thereupon, toward a goal of
reducing the need to list additional species in the future.

•

Provides a comprehensive means to coordinate, standardize, streamline, and
ensure closure regarding mitigation requirements of the FESA, the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA), NEPA, CEQA, the California Native Plant
Protection Act (CNPPA), and other applicable laws and regulations related to
biological and natural resources within the proposed Plan Area.

•

Assures property owners, local governments, and other affected parties that
conservation measures undertaken for species and wildlife habitat are
adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP and would satisfy mitigation
requirements of the FESA, CESA, NEPA, CEQA, and CNPPA concerning
impacts to those covered species and habitats.

•

Establishes and emphasizes the use of incentives to encourage property owners
to voluntarily conserve habitat and species within the proposed Plan Area as an
alternative to regulatory mandates.

•

Accommodates economic growth and prosperity so that it occurs in a manner
consistent with the conservation of biological resources within the proposed
Plan Area.

•

Provides the basis for issuance of incidental take permits for listed species
adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP by the USFWS and CDFG.

•

Provides for issuance of incidental take permits for species within the proposed
Plan Area that are adequately conserved by the proposed MSHCP, both listed
and unlisted species.

•

Establishes consistent mitigation standards for proposed MSHCP covered
species for potential application by the USFWS under Section 7 of the FESA.

5. Equitably distribute costs for the preparation and implementation of the proposed
MSHCP among local, State, and federal participants, including equitably distributing costs among both new development and general contribution. Federal and State
contributions shall be made as provided in the IA for the proposed MSHCP.
6. Expedite the proposed MSHCP development and approval process, and complete
it within a reasonable period of time, taking into consideration the complexity of the
issues involved. All parties agree to use their best efforts to ensure that, if all legal
requirements are met, the proposed MSHCP and its environmental documents would
be completed and approved within two years of the commencement of the proposed
MSHCP planning process.
7. Through MSHCP conservation actions, promote the recovery of species that occur
within the proposed Plan Area that are listed as threatened or endangered under
CESA and/or FESA; taking into account factors related to the range of each species.
8. Decisions by all parties must be made in a timely fashion and in compliance with
agreed time parameters.
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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9. Actively encourage public input and participation in order to obtain public support
for the conservation and economic benefits that the parties and participants seek
from the proposed MSHCP.
The County became the lead for the multiple-species planning effort with the initiation
of the RCIP in 1999.

1.1.4

Regulatory Context

The proposed MSHCP would serve as an HCP pursuant to FESA , as well as a Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) under the NCCP Act of 1991. The approval
of the proposed MSHCP and execution of the IA would allow the Wildlife Agencies to
issue take authorizations to the signatories of the IA. Issuance of take authorizations to
the local and State jurisdictions would allow Plan participants to implement land use
decisions and critical public infrastructure projects that are consistent with the proposed
MSHCP without project-by-project review and permitting by the Wildlife Agencies. A
local, streamlined approach to planning for endangered/sensitive species would result
in greater economic development certainty and provide for and maintain biological
diversity by creating an interconnected MSHCP Conservation Area in the proposed Plan
Area. In addition to the preservation of species and associated habitats, the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area would provide open space and recreational opportunities,
which would enhance the quality of life in Riverside County.
Federal Regulations
The FESA is intended to identify species needing protection, the means to determine the
type of protective measures needed, and enforcement measures. There are four major
sections that provide the structure of the FESA.
C

Section 4 contains the listing process, requirements for designating “critical habitat”
and requirements for preparation of recovery plans;

C

Section 7 requires all federal agencies to consult with the USFWS or National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) before taking any action that may affect a listed
species to ensure that the action would not jeopardize the continued existence of the
species;

C

Section 9 prohibits the taking of a listed species; and

C

Section 10 provides for incidental take permits for listed species by non-federal entities.

Section 9 of the 1973 FESA prohibits the “take” of wildlife species listed as endangered,
and it prohibits the take of species listed as threatened unless otherwise specifically
authorized by regulation. Take, as defined by the 1973 FESA, means “to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any
such conduct.”
In the 1982 amendments to FESA, Section 10 allows for the “incidental take” of
endangered and threatened species by non-federal entities. The 1973 FESA defines
incidental take as take that is “incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of
an otherwise lawful activity.” Prior to 1982, non-federal parties undertaking otherwise
lawful activities that were likely to result in take of listed species risked violating the
provisions of Section 9 and had no recourse under the law for exemption. Until that
time, only take occurring during scientific research or conservation actions could be
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authorized under FESA. The “incidental take permit” process was established under
Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA precisely to resolve this difficulty.
Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FESA requires an applicant for an incidental take permit to
submit a “Conservation Plan” or “Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).” Preparation of this
proposed MSHCP complies with this requirement. As outlined in the Habitat
Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit Processing Handbook, published by
the USFWS and the NMFS in November 1996, under Section 10(a)(2)(A) of the FESA,
and federal regulation [50 CFR 17.22(b)(1), 17.32(b)(1), and 222.22], a conservation
plan submitted in support of an incidental take permit application must detail the
following information:
•

Impacts likely to result from the proposed taking of the species for which permit
coverage is requested;

•

Measures the applicant would undertake to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such
impacts;

•

Funding that would be made available to undertake such measures and the
procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances;

•

Alternative actions the applicant considered that would not result in take, and the
reasons why such alternatives are not being utilized; and

•

Additional measures that the USFWS may require as necessary or appropriate for
purposes of the plan.

The USFWS and NMFS published a final addendum to the HCP Handbook on June 1,
2000 (65 FR 35242). This addendum, also known as the Five-Point Policy guidance,
provides clarifying guidance for the two agencies in conducting the incidental take
permit program and for those applying for an incidental take permit under Section
10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA. Developed to promote efficiency and nationwide consistency
within and between the USFWS and NMFS, and to improve the HCP program, the five
components addressed in the policy are: (1) biological goals, (2) adaptive management,
(3) monitoring, (4) permit duration, and (5) public participation.
The USFWS is charged with implementing not only the FESA but also the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661-666c) and Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16
U.S.C. 742[f] et seq.). However, it is section 10(a)(1)(B) of the FESA that authorizes
the USFWS to issue permits pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) for the incidental take of
species listed as threatened and endangered. Moreover, the legislative history of the
incidental take permit process clearly indicates that Congress also intended for unlisted
species to be addressed in HCPs:
Although the conservation plan is keyed to the permit provisions of the Act,
which only apply to listed species, the Committee intends that conservation
plans may address both listed and unlisted species. In the event that an unlisted
species addressed in the approved conservation plan subsequently is listed
pursuant to the Act, no further mitigation requirements should be imposed if the
conservation plan addressed the conservation of the species and its habitat as
if the species were listed pursuant to the Act. (H.R. Report No. 97-835, 97th
Congress, Second Session; and 50 FR 39681-39691)
On February 23, 1998 (63 FR 8859), the USFWS and NMFS published the “No
Surprises” final rule that revised parts 17 (USFWS) and 222 (NMFS) of Title 50 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), which was necessary to implement the HCP
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assurances. This rule provides that, as long as the HCP is being properly implemented,
the federal government would not require any additional lands or money from the
Permittee(s) in the event of unforeseen changed circumstances and that additional
measures to mitigate reasonably foreseeable changed circumstances would be limited
to those changed circumstances specifically identified in the HCP (and only to the extent
of the mitigation specified). Such changed circumstances may involve listing of new
species. Changed Circumstances and No Surprises are described further in Section 6.8
of the proposed MSHCP.
State Regulations
Section 2080 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) prohibits the take of
species listed under the CFGC as candidate, threatened, or endangered species. CFGC
Section 1908 prohibits the take, possession, or sale of rare native plants. CFGC Section
3503 prohibits the take, possession, or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any
bird. CFGC Section 3503.5 prohibits the take, possession, or destruction of any
birds-of-prey or their nests or eggs. The NCCP Act, CFGC Section 2800, et seq.,
identifies the process and standards for NCCPs. CFGC Section 2835 authorizes CDFG
to permit the take of any covered species whose conservation and management are
provided for in an NCCP approved by the CDFG. This includes listed (threatened or
endangered) and unlisted species.
The State legislature found that NCCPs are an effective tool in protecting California’s
natural diversity, and they would reduce conflicts between efforts to protect the State’s
wildlife heritage and the reasonable use of natural resources for economic development.
The legislature further found that development of NCCPs:
C

Promotes the coordination and cooperation among public agencies, landowners, and
other private interests;

C

Provides a mechanism by which landowners and development proponents can
effectively address concerns about cumulative impacts;

C

Promotes conservation of unfragmented habitat areas;

C

Promotes multiple-species and multiple-habitat management and conservation;

C

Provides one option for identifying and ensuring appropriate mitigation that is
roughly proportional to impacts on fish and wildlife; and

C

Promotes the conservation of broad-based natural communities and species
diversity.

NCCPs provide for regional or areawide protection and perpetuation of plants, animals,
and their habitats while allowing compatible land use and economic activity. They are
a cooperative planning process that involves local, State, and federal agencies and the
public, including landowners, in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
The NCCP Act, as amended, CFGC section 2830(d), provides for the CDFG to authorize
the incidental take of identified species for NCCPs that are developed pursuant to a
planning agreement entered into before January 1, 2001, and for which the CDFG finds
that the Plan has been developed using a public participation process and scientific
analysis process substantially in conformance with the intent of paragraph (5) of
subdivision (b) of section 2810 and section 2815.
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CFGC section 2810, subdivision (b), paragraph (5) addresses the inclusion of
independent scientific input to assist the CDFG and plan participants to do the
following:
•

Recommend scientifically sound conservation strategies for species and natural
communities proposed for coverage by the plan;

•

Recommend a set of reserve design principles that addresses the needs of species,
landscapes, ecosystems, and ecological processes in the plan area;

•

Recommend management principles and conservation goals that can be used in
developing a framework for the monitoring and adaptive management component
of the plan; and

•

Identify data gaps and uncertainties so that risk factors can be evaluated.

CFGC section 2815 addresses the public participation process for plan development to
ensure that interested persons, including landowners, have adequate opportunity to
provide input to lead agencies, Wildlife Agencies, and others involved in preparing the
plan. The public participation process may be achieved through public working groups
and advisory committees and includes the following:
•

Making the draft NCCP available to the public for review and comment at least 60
days prior to its adoption and providing documents to the public at least 10 days
prior to any public hearing on the documents;

•

Making draft plans, memoranda of understanding, maps, conservation guidelines,
species coverage lists, and other planning documents available to the public; and

•

Using a public outreach program to provide access for persons interested in the plan
to obtain information about it.

CFGC section 2820(f) authorizes the CDFG to provide assurance to plan participants
commensurate with long-term conservation assurances and associated with implementation measures pursuant to the approved plan and further states:
When providing assurances pursuant to this subdivision, the department’s
determination of the level of assurances and the time limits specified in the
implementation agreement for assurances may be based on localized conditions
and shall consider all of the following:
• The level of knowledge of the status of the covered species and
natural communities.
• The adequacy of analysis of the impact of take on covered species.
• The use of the best available science to make assessments about the
impacts of take, the reliability of mitigation strategies, and the
appropriateness of monitoring techniques.
• The appropriateness of the size and duration of the plan with respect
to quality and amount of data.
• The sufficiency of mechanisms for long-term funding of all components of the plan and contingencies.
• The degree of coordination and accessibility of centralized data for
analysis and evaluation of the effectiveness of the plan.
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• The degree to which a thorough range of foreseeable circumstances
are considered and provided for under the adaptive-management
program.
• The size and duration of the plan.
• If there are unforeseen circumstances, additional land, water, or
financial compensation or additional restrictions on the use of land,
water, or other natural resources shall not be required without the
consent of plan participants for a period of time specified in the
implementation agreement, unless the department determines that
the plan is not being implemented consistent with the substantive
terms of the implementation agreement.

1.1.5

Related Documentation

The proposed MSHCP and CETAP are subject to CEQA and NEPA review. The
General Plan is subject solely to CEQA review. The proposed MSHCP’s Joint EIR,
required by CEQA, and EIS, required by NEPA, set forth the anticipated environmental
consequences of implementing the proposed MSHCP. The County is the local Lead
Agency for CEQA, and the USFWS is the federal Lead Agency under NEPA. While
each element of RCIP would be subject to its own environmental document(s), the
proposed MSHCP would benefit from programs implemented under the General Plan
and analyzed in the General Plan EIR. Although the other components of RCIP are
related through integration of the overall RCIP, the project description for the proposed
MSHCP EIR/EIS is independent of the other two environmental documentation efforts.
The proposed MSHCP is also accompanied by an Implementing Agreement (IA).

1.1.6

Relationship of the MSHCP to Surrounding HCP/NCCPs

In Orange County, HCPs/NCCPs that abut the western edge of the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area include the Southern Subregion NCCP that is being prepared and the Coastal
and Central Subregion NCCP that has been adopted. The southern boundary of the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area abuts an area of San Diego County where the MSHCP
North County Subarea of the Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program
is being developed. The eastern edge of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area is bordered by
the planning area for the Coachella Valley Association of Governments MSHCP.
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1.2

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project

As discussed previously, the inland valleys and hillsides of Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties have until recently remained largely rural, agricultural, and
relatively undeveloped. Riverside County’s population totaled approximately 1.5
million in 2000. SCAG predicts that the majority of the growth in Southern California
over the next 40 years will occur in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. Riverside
County’s population is expected to double by 2020. SCAG forecasts show the County’s
population at approximately 3.5 million by 2030 and approximately 4.5 million by 2040
(SCAG, 2000).
Accommodating an increase in population of this magnitude in the County would
involve the urbanization of thousands of acres of undeveloped land. Over the past 15
years, there has been increasing development pressure on northwest and southwest
Riverside County. Natural habitats once common and extensive in Southern California
are in rapid decline. The burden of mitigating for the historic pattern of urbanization in
Southern California now falls largely on Riverside County and the property owners
holding much of the last remaining intact habitats in the region. As development
pressure has increased, so have conflicts between landowning interests and the State and
federal regulatory agencies charged with habitat protection associated with endangered,
threatened, or candidate species. The conflicts over species conservation threaten the
ability of local jurisdictions to plan for and provide the infrastructure necessary to
provide for a high quality of life and for economic development in Riverside County,
and threaten to fracture critical habitats. A continuation of the current piecemeal process
of endangered species protection would likely preclude the possibility of creating a
sustainable Conservation Area that would protect endangered and threatened species and
the habitats upon which they rely.
Prior to development, most of western Riverside County was covered by chaparral and
coastal sage scrub, with coniferous and oak woodlands at higher elevations. Elevations
within western Riverside County range from about 755 feet in the northwestern corner
of the County to about 10,800 feet at San Jacinto Peak. Variation in topography, soil,
and climate across this elevational range creates habitats for a wide variety of animals
and plants, including many that are rare or endemic to Southern California.
Seven biogeographic regions were identified within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
These seven bioregions are Santa Ana Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, Desert Transition, and San
Bernardino Mountains.
Thirty-six species indigenous to western Riverside County have special status under the
FESA and/or the CESA. These include species that are listed as “endangered” or
“threatened” under the FESA or that have been “proposed” or are “strong candidates”
for such listing.
The traditional project-by-project process for resolving conflicts between species
preservation and development involves a costly expenditure of time and money.
Morever, this piecemeal process results in uncoordinated preservation of scattered
habitat areas set aside as mitigation for individual project impacts. These generally
small, unconnected habitat areas do not necessarily guarantee the continued viability of
species populations or ecosystem functions, which generally depend on large
interconnected habitat areas designed and managed in a coordinated manner. The
proposed MSHCP replaces the current piecemeal approach to project approval and
mitigation with a coordinated, comprehensive approach based on the basic conventions
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of biological reserve design. This approach ensures that project mitigation is directed
to those areas most critical to maintenance of ecosystem function and species viability.
A goal of the proposed MSHCP is to target the highest quality habitats for preservation,
while allowing development of less important habitat areas.
Each permittee within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area would be a signatory to the IA,
which is a contractual obligation among the individual permittees, the CDFG, and the
USFWS. Upon issuance of the Section 10(a) permit, the permittees would be granted
“take authorization” for otherwise lawful actions, such as development, that may result
in incidental take or harm individuals of a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas,
in exchange for supporting assembly of a coordinated reserve system. Individual
permittees would be required to ensure future development is consistent with the
proposed MSHCP.
The Conservation Area strategy for the proposed MSHCP strikes a balanced approach
that allocates responsibility for assembly and long-term management of the reserve to
the State government, the federal government, the County of Riverside, the 14 cities in
western Riverside County, other signatories to the IA, and the private and public entities
engaged in construction activities that potentially affect the species covered under the
proposed MSHCP. The plan acknowledges the obligation of local projects, both public
and private, to mitigate for their impacts to species. The implementation strategy relies
heavily on incentives to encourage private property owners to conserve their lands.
Where incentives are not sufficient, conservation would require the purchase of
properties from willing sellers. Management and monitoring activities are intrinsic parts
of the Proposed Project and not of the alternatives.

1.2.1

Project Goals

The overall goal of the proposed MSHCP is based on the RCIP Vision Statement and
supporting policy directives. The proposed MSHCP would enhance and maintain
biological diversity and ecosystem processes while allowing future economic growth.
Preserving a quality of life characterized by well-managed and well-planned growth
integrated with an associated open-space system is a component of the RCIP vision. The
proposed MSHCP would create an MSHCP Conservation Area in excess of 500,000
acres and focuses on conservation of 146 species. The proposed MSHCP Conservation
Area includes approximately 347,000 acres on existing public/quasi-public lands and
approximately 153,000 acres of additional Reserve Land. The overarching goals of the
proposed MSHCP are:
C

In the MSHCP Plan Area, conserve Covered Species and their habitats.

C

Improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an
efficient way. The proposed MSHCP and the General Plan would provide the
County with a clearly articulated blueprint describing where future development
should and should not occur.

C

Provide for permanent open space, community edges, and recreational opportunities,
which contribute to maintaining the community character of western Riverside
County.

On December 19, 2000, the County Board of Supervisors provided the following
specific policy direction for development and implementation of the proposed MSHCP:
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1. Prepare an MSHCP and Draft IA based on Alternative 1 as identified in the October
4, 2000, MSHCP Alternatives Development Document (DUDEK, 2000).
2. Include a conservation analysis that anticipates the participation of all 14 western
Riverside cities and provides a breakdown of the conservation analysis of the 14
cities and the County.
3. Minimize the need for new local ordinances to ensure implementation of the
proposed MSHCP.
4. Utilize existing processes (including CEQA) to the maximum extent possible for the
implementation of the proposed MSHCP.
5. Include a range of incentives for land conservation to facilitate assembly of the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
6. Identify the number of acres of conservation that would be accomplished by State
and federal agencies (primarily USFWS, CDFG, U.S. Bureau of Land Management,
and California Department of Parks and Recreation [DPR]).
7. Provide for an MSHCP Conservation Area that offers assurances that additional
CESA and FESA permits would not be needed for future infrastructure development
during the term of the Permit.
8. Equitably apportion conservation actions among local, State, and federal governments and new development. The obligation of new development shall be assigned
in a manner that does not unnecessarily burden new housing and economic
development in the proposed Plan Area.
9. Include a process that allows farmers to be voluntarily covered for incidental take
of Covered Species associated with their ongoing agricultural activities.
10. Include provisions that allow for the conversion of up to 10,000 acres of uncultivated lands to cultivated lands in a manner consistent with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP.
11. Focus the acquisition of lands in a manner consistent with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP.
12. Clearly demonstrate the linkage between conservation, infrastructure, economic
development, housing, and job creation within the County.
13. Include measurable goals, criteria, and safety nets that are easily administered by the
local jurisdictions and understood by the public.
14. Include implementing mechanisms that:
•

Provide incentives for landowner conservation;

•

Minimize the potential for the Wildlife Agencies to suspend or terminate the
County’s permit as a result of local jurisdiction action on an individual project;

•

Minimize the role of the Wildlife Agencies in future decisions regarding
individual projects; and
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•

Do not imply that the program would result in regulatory takings of property or
other Fourth Amendment violations of the Constitution.

15. Provide clear guidance to incorporate public use of land consistent with achieving
the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
16. Ensure that local land-use decisions are made by local jurisdictions.
17. Clearly define the process for monitoring and managing the participants as well as
the associated costs.

1.2.2

Project Objectives

Building upon the numerous goals identified for the MSHCP, the following were
identified as the Project Objectives:
•

Assemble a criteria-based reserve that will assist in the conservation of covered
species while allowing flexibility in the assembly and location of the reserve.

•

To the maximum extent possible, streamline development authorizations under the
federal and State Endangered Species Acts.

•

Through regional habitat planning, conserve habitat in functional blocks, rather than
on a piecemeal ad hoc basis.

•

Provide incidental take authorization for the transportation, infrastructure,
housing and employment base needed to accommodate projected growth in
western Riverside County.

•

Coordinates and maximizes the value of expenditures of limited public and private
funds in such a manner that assures assembly and maintenance of a reserve system
that conserves the covered species pursuant to state and federal law.

•

Develop a fee-based funding plan that will generate sufficient revenue to contribute
to the reserve’s funding needs.

•

To the maximum extent practicable, eliminate surprises by providing certainty to
permittees and third parties that the take authorization will cover additional species
that may be listed while the permits are in effect.

•

To the extent legally possible, provide assurances that private parties will not be
required to mitigate biological impacts except as specified in the Plan.

•

Expand the conservation value of existing public and quasi-public resources for the
benefit of covered species.

•

Comply with all applicable federal and State laws and constitutional requirements.

1.2.3

Purpose of the Joint EIS/EIR

Approval and implementation of the proposed MSHCP and issuance of incidental take
authorizations could result in significant environmental impacts. Therefore, preparation
of an EIR/EIS is necessary.
This joint EIR/EIS evaluates the potential for environmental effects from the Proposed
Action, which is the adoption of an MSHCP for western Riverside County and the
issuance of incidental take permits. This EIR/EIS has been prepared in compliance with
CEQA and NEPA as implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
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regulations. Joint environmental documents are permitted and encouraged under both
CEQA and NEPA. For this joint document, both CEQA and NEPA terminology is used,
generally with CEQA being listed first.
As required by both CEQA and NEPA, lead and responsible agencies must be identified,
if possible, to review, comment, and approve of the environmental document. Riverside
County is the Lead Agency for CEQA compliance requirements, while the USFWS is
the Lead Agency for NEPA compliance. Each of the 14 cities (Banning, Beaumont,
Canyon Lake, Calimesa, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta,
Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula) within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, and the County of Riverside, Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and
Open Space District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, CDFG,
and California Department of Parks and Recreation are designated responsible agencies.
Adoption of the proposed MSHCP and issuance of incidental take authorizations are required to be evaluated under CEQA and NEPA. Individual projects that require a subsequent discretionary action or a major federal action would be subject to additional
environmental review, in accordance with the standard process.
This joint EIR/EIS is an informational document intended to provide public decisionmakers, responsible or other interested agencies, and the general public with an assessment of the potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the
proposed MSHCP. This document will evaluate the potential environmental consequences and impacts associated with implementation of the proposed MSHCP; will
evaluate, at an equal level of detail, the two “Action” alternatives (Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate; and Listed and Proposed) and two “No Action” alternatives (Existing
Reserves and No Project/No Action) to the Proposed Action; provide mitigation
measures for environmental effects identified as significant; address cumulative and
growth inducing effects resulting from implementation of the proposed MSHCP; and
provide enough data to enable decision-makers to make an informed decision whether
to approve the Proposed Action.
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1.3

Proposed Action

The Proposed Action (the “Preferred Alternative,” per NEPA) is to approve and
implement the proposed MSHCP and to execute the incidental take authorization for
Covered Species.
The proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive, multiple jurisdictional planning program
designed to create, manage, and monitor a system of habitat reserves in western
Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with
State and federal endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth
within the proposed Plan Area. The framework established by the proposed MSHCP
shares those responsibilities among a broader group of individuals and organizations,
recognizing that the benefits of a successful MSHCP would be shared by a broader
group that includes existing and future communities within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, as well as other individuals and organizations across California and the United
States. The criteria-based approach assumes conservation within the existing
public/quasi-public lands, comprising approximately 347,000 acres, and development
of criteria to assure additional conservation on private lands comprising approximately
153,000 acres. The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses the unincorporated
portions of western Riverside County and the Cities of Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris,
Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula.
A more complete description of the methodology used to design the proposed MSHCP
reserves is provided in Section 2.1 of this document.
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1.4

Actions Covered (CEQA) and Decisions to Be Made (NEPA)

A number of actions, decisions, approvals, and adoptions must occur prior to
implementing the proposed MSHCP. The primary decision-makers include the USFWS,
CDFG, Riverside County, and 14 cities located within western Riverside County. Other
permitees include Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and Open Space
District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, and California
Department of Parks and Recreation. The decisions, approvals, and adoptions required
for project implementation are summarized in Table 1A and the following text.

Notes:
1
Or relevant MSHCP ordinance and resolution.
2
NEPA Lead Agency.
3
California Department of Transportation.
4
California Department of Parks and Recreation.
5
CEQA Lead Agency.

Execute
Implementing
agreement

Issue Record of
Decision /
Certify EIR/ EIS /
Consider EIR/EIS

Federal
USFWS2
State
CDFG
Caltrans3
California Parks and Recreation4
Local
Riverside County5
Flood Control6
RCTC7
County Parks8
Waste Management9
Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa
Canyon Lake
Corona
Hemet
Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Murrieta
Norco
Perris
Riverside
San Jacinto
Temecula

X

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

May Adopt
General Plan
Amendment1

Approve
Issuance of Take
Authorization

Table 1A - Decisions/Actions by Lead and Responsible Agencies

X
X

6

Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.
7
Riverside County Transportation Commission.
8
Riverside County Parks and Open Space District.
9

Riverside County Waste Management District.
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1.4.1

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The USFWS would be responsible for issuing or denying an incidental take permit for
those species listed on the Covered Species List (Section 2.0, Table 2B). Pursuant to
FESA, the USFWS may issue a permit authorizing take incidental to an otherwise lawful
activity, conditioned on implementation of the applicant’s habitat conservation plan
together with other measures specified by the USFWS. The USFWS would also be
responsible for issuing a Record of Decision (ROD) through the NEPA process, and for
executing the IA.

1.4.2

California Agencies

The CDFG would be responsible for approving the proposed NCCP and IA. These
actions are necessary for the CDFG to issue a CFGC Section 2835 take authorization
under the NCCP as described in Section 1.1.4.
Caltrans and California Parks and Recreation would be responsible for executing the IA
and considering the EIR/EIS.

1.4.3

County of Riverside Agencies

The County of Riverside would be responsible for certifying the EIR component of the
joint EIR/EIS document, executing the IA, and adopting the MSHCP.
Flood Control, RCTC, County Parks, and Waste Management would be responsible for
executing the IA and considering the EIR/EIS.

1.4.4

Local Jurisdictions

All jurisdictions and agencies participating in the proposed MSHCP must adopt the
MSHCP, IA, and implementation mechanism. To implement the proposed MSHCP,
local jurisdictions would rely on their land use authority provided through their General
Plans and zoning ordinances.
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1.5

Public Outreach and Scoping Process

Development of the proposed MSHCP involved a substantial amount of public input.
Numerous participation activities allowed community and interagency involvement,
including the public outreach and scoping processes described below.
1.5.1

Public Outreach

Public involvement is an essential element of preparing a regional HCP such as the
proposed MSHCP. To ensure that the proposed MSHCP reflects the priorities and
vision of the County’s residents, a community-outreach program was a major focus. The
County gathered initial community input throughout 1999 with public meetings and
surveys asking County residents what they thought their County should look like in 20
years. Several series of forums were put forth to residents of the County throughout
1999 and 2000. In addition, there were hundreds of Advisory Committee meetings to
determine the focus of the MSHCP. The Advisory Committee is made up of interested
parties and individuals who realize that the future of Riverside County is important.
Finally, local biologists were tapped for their input to the MSHCP.
The County also arranged a web site (http:\\www.rcip.org) to serve as an information
portal for the public to learn about the status of the MSHCP, upcoming meetings, and
to read and/or download documents produced during the planning process.
Residents expressed concerns about the County’s ability to retain the rural environment
and to attract high-paying jobs. There was a desire to focus growth around current city
centers. This initial information was compiled into a “Vision Statement” to guide
development of each element of RCIP (MSHCP, the General Plan, and CETAP).
There were numerous workshops, which were open to the public and advertised widely,
before the Riverside County Board of Supervisors. Many talks were presented to
member City Councils, which were also open to the public. Each City Council and
residents of each city were given the opportunity to comment on the formation of the
MSHCP, as well as other elements of RCIP. Key policy decisions, after listening to
public comments, were made before the Board of Supervisors. Some of the actions
before the Board of Supervisors included the following:
C

October 1999: The Riverside County Board of Supervisors decided to proceed with
development of an MSHCP;

C

December 2000: Comments and recommendations by Western Riverside Council
of Governments (WRCOG) and member Cities were presented in a meeting with
Riverside County Board of Supervisors; and

C

December 2000: The Advisory Committee issued a list of five recommendations to
the Riverside County Board of Supervisors and the RCTC, and Transportation Land
Management Agency summarizing Policy Direction for the selection of an MSHCP
alternative for further analysis.

Comprehensive documentation of the extensive public outreach effort for all RCIP
elements is available at the following location:
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency
Planning Department
4080 Lemon Street, Seventh Floor
Riverside, California 92502
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1.5.2

CEQA/NEPA Scoping Process

CEQA and NEPA regulations require an early and open process for determining the
scope of issues related to a proposed action. To identify key issues and concerns relevant to the scope of the EIR/EIS, the CDFG, USFWS, and Riverside County encouraged
participation in the environmental review process from many different public agencies,
organizations, and members of the public. A Scoping Summary Report is contained in
Appendix A of this document as a reference to the scoping process and comments
received.
Scoping Meetings
The intent of public scoping meetings was to solicit and receive public comment on the
issues the public would like to have addressed in the EIR/EIS as they relate to the Proposed Action. In attendance at the public scoping meetings were representatives of the
USFWS, CDFG and Riverside County, interested members of other public agencies, interested residents, and the environmental consultant. The meetings were advertised in
The Press Enterprise and La Prensa and were held on October 29, 2001, at the
Temecula City Library, and November 7, 2001, at the Perris City Library.
The scoping meetings included exhibits and informational handouts. These meetings
were conducted using an “open house” format. As participants entered the meetings,
they were provided with informational materials on the project and a comment card for
the submittal of written comments. Several information stations were set up with display
boards to provide information. Representatives of the proposed MSHCP Lead Agencies
and the project consultants were available throughout the meeting to answer questions
from individual attendees. A seating area was provided to enable participants to
complete their comment cards and allow an opportunity to obtain additional clarification
from project team members about the alternatives and the EIR/EIS process. Attendees
were allowed to stay for as long as they chose to learn about the project at their own
pace and to present their specific questions and concerns to representatives of the project
team.

1.5.3

Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft joint EIR/EIS was published on September 7,
2001, in The Press Enterprise and La Prensa. The NOP was also distributed by the
County of Riverside and mailed to 149 recipients. A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare
an EIS in compliance with NEPA was published in the Federal Register on September
7, 2001.
In response to the NOI/NOP, 29 written comments were received. Written comments
have been received from the following agencies, organizations, and individuals:
Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
State Agencies
Native American Heritage Commission
Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland Empire District
Regional Agencies
Southern California Association of Governments
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County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
County of Orange Planning and Development Services Department
Organizations
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley
Ingrid Baddour and Associates, Commercial Realtors
Friends of Live Oak Canyon
Center for Biological Diversity
Center for Conservation Biology, University of California - Riverside
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Murdock Development
Friends of the Forest (Trabuco District) and Santa Rosa Plateau
California Native Plant Society
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Domenigoni-Barton Properties
San Bernardino County Audubon Society
Riverside Land Conservancy
Individuals
Judy Bryant
James Bryant
Paula Drummond
Terry Grant
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Anthony Hankins
Bill Harker
G.B. Grant
Roberta Christ

Identification of Potentially Significant Issues

Through the scoping process described above, and the preparation of the Initial Study
(IS), issues considered to be potentially significant were identified and analyzed in this
EIR/EIS. The concerns and issues raised by those who commented during the scoping
process are summarized below.
Biological Resources. Incidental take of federally listed species would result from
Covered Activities in the proposed MSHCP. The impacts of take are discussed in
Section 4.1 of the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the proposed MSHCP
may accommodate development in areas not required for the MSHCP Conservation
Area. This may result in impacts to species in these areas.
Agricultural and Extractive Resources. Included within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area
are 14 cities, and State, federal, and other lands under public ownership. Preservation
of lands within the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area may conflict with existing
and/or planned policies with respect to land use. Section 4.2 of the EIR/EIS addresses
potential MSHCP consistency with local, State, and federal land use policies.
•

Agricultural Resources. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in a
decrease in the number of acres of land available for agricultural use. Potential
impacts associated with the loss of agricultural lands are addressed in Section 4.2
of the EIR/EIS.

•

Mineral Resources. There may be lands now designated for mineral extraction that
would not be available for mining as a result of the adoption of the proposed
MSHCP. This effect of the proposed MSHCP is addressed in Section 4.2 of the
EIR/EIS.
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Population, Housing, and Employment. The adoption of the proposed MSHCP is not
intended to alter the overall amount or rate of growth in the western Riverside County
area, but it could cause a change in the distribution, density, or pattern of growth. With
implementation of the proposed MSHCP, growth and development patterns would be
shifted from areas inside the proposed MSHCP Conservation Areas (mainly potential
rural residential and suburban areas) to areas outside the proposed MSHCP Conservation
Area (such as to the urban centers and community nodes where there is increased access
to infrastructure and transportation facilities). The effects of the proposed MSHCP on
population, housing, and employment are addressed in Section 4.3 of the EIR/EIS.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks). The risk of fire could increase at the habitat
edges adjacent to existing development. Fire protection impacts are addressed in Section
4.4 of the EIR/EIS. While the proposed MSHCP would include a public access component to define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads, and passive
recreation, some recreational facilities currently being planned by jurisdictions for areas
where core reserves and linkage areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or
relocated. The potential for loss or the need to relocate a fire protection or recreational
facility is addressed in Section 4.4 of the EIR/EIS.
Transportation/Traffic. The MSHCP Conservation Area may disrupt, disallow the establishment of, or require unique design elements of some planned facilities and
programs that support various modes of transportation. The EIR/EIS addresses the
impacts of the proposed MSHCP on planned transportation facilities in Section 4.5.
Cumulative Impacts. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP may result in impacts to
biological resources; agricultural and mineral resources; population, housing, and
employment; fire protection and parks; and transportation and traffic that may be
cumulatively considerable. The EIR/EIS addresses the potential cumulative impacts of
the proposed MSHCP in Section 5.0.
Indirect Impacts (Growth-Inducing Effects). Authorization of take with the implementation of the proposed MSHCP could remove an impediment to development. This
potential impact of growth inducement is analyzed in Section 6.0 of the EIR/EIS.
Other Impacts. The proposed MSHCP may result in impacts relating to:
C

The irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources;

C

Significant irreversible changes to the environment;

C

Natural or depletable resource requirements, and conservation potential;

C

Energy requirements and conservation potential;

C

The relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity, and effects on urban quality, historical
and cultural resources; and

C

The design of the built environment, including the reuse and conservation potential.

These potential impacts are discussed in Section 6.0 of the EIR/EIS.
1.5.5

Issues Not Considered Significant and Not Selected for Detailed Analysis

Adoption of the proposed MSHCP or one of the alternative scenarios and issuance of a
take permit under Section 10(a)(1)(b) of the FESA would permanently reserve portions
of habitat in western Riverside County and would permit take of Covered Species
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outside the reserve. Long-term implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result
in changes to the regional pattern of land use, with possible increased development
pressure and intensification of development outside the criteria areas.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an environmental document include
a brief discussion of those environmental issues that were determined not to be
significant. It was determined in the Initial Study that implementation of the proposed
MSHCP would result in no significant environmental effects related to the following
issue areas: Aesthetics, Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land use (community division and
HCP conflicts only), Noise, Public Services (with the exception of fire protection and
parks), Utilities, and Environmental Justice.
The proposed MSHCP protects species by conserving habitat, restoring degraded
habitat, managing the reserve system, and conducting biological monitoring. While the
Proposed Project would result in the issuance of incidental take permits for Covered
Species to the participating jurisdictions, individual project proponents would still be
required to conduct environmental review in compliance with CEQA.
Issue areas identified as having less than significant impacts are discussed in the Initial
Study and summarized as follows:
Aesthetics. While the primary goal of the proposed MSHCP is the protection and
preservation of natural habitats, the proposed MSHCP would have a secondary benefit
of preserving visual resources (e.g., trees, natural areas, rock outcroppings) and scenic
vistas. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would reserve large areas of open space
for habitat, habitat linkages, and hillside areas, enhancing the overall aesthetic value of
the region. Because the proposed MSHCP does not entail physical development,
implementation of the proposed MSHCP would not create additional sources of light or
glare.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would likely focus development outside the
Conservation Area throughout western Riverside County. By changing development
patterns, the MSHCP has potentially significant indirect impacts on aesthetics.
However, as indicated above, the MSHCP will establish a flexible criteria-based reserve.
Consequently, the precise boundaries of the reserve are not and cannot be known at this
time. Moreover, development patterns and market considerations must also figure in to
the location of future development. Due to all these factors, it is not possible to
determine where and in what densities development will ultimately occur; such an
exercise would simply be speculation. Per applicable provisions of CEQA, future sitespecific development will be subject to environmental review, and potential
visual/aesthetic impacts will be identified, analyzed and mitigated as projects are
proposed.
Air Quality. The proposed MSHCP Plan Area is located within the South Coast Air
Basin (SCAB), an area encompassing Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los
Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. Future air quality impacts in western
Riverside County would result primarily from the increase in vehicular traffic (as
opposed to point source emissions). Air quality impacts tend to be regional in origin,
rather than localized, and are based on population growth and land use patterns.
Because there is no physical development associated with the proposed MSHCP, its
implementation would not result in direct air quality impacts. Development outside of
designated reserves is likely to be higher density “cluster” development along designated
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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corridors throughout western Riverside County. This pattern of development may
indirectly result in localized air quality impacts through the generation of carbon monoxide “hot spots” in areas of high traffic congestion. In this sense, the MSHCP could
have potentially significant air quality impacts. However, as explained above, due to the
number of acres involved, the flexible nature of the reserve’s boundaries, and changing
market conditions, it is not possible to predict where future development will occur; this
would require speculation. As required by CEQA, future development proposals will
undergo environmental review and projects’ potential air quality impacts will be
identified, analyzed and mitigated.
Cultural Resources. Based on the histories of local Native American communities, soil
types within western Riverside County, previous paleontological studies, and historical
context, significant archaeological, historic, and/or paleontological resources (collectively “cultural resources”) are known to exist within the MSHCP Plan Area. However,
the MSHCP does not propose or authorize any physical development, so its implementation will not result in any direct impacts to cultural resources.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP will remove an existing impediment to
development. Consequently, the MSHCP has the potential for causing indirect impacts
on cultural resources. On the one hand, the MSHCP will protect archeological, historic,
and paleontological resources within the reserve by preventing any ground-disturbing
development in that area. On the other hand, the MSHCP has potential indirect impacts
on cultural resources within the Plan Area outside the reserve, as high density
development that may occur in areas outside of the reserve may destroy or disturb
cultural resources in these areas. Due to the number of acres involved, the flexible
nature of the reserve’s boundaries, and changing market conditions, it is not possible to
predict where future development will occur; this would require speculation. As
required by CEQA, proposals for future development will be subject to environmental
review and potential impacts to cultural resources at future development sites will be
determined, analyzed and mitigated during project-specific environmental analyses by
the County and municipalities in western Riverside County.
There is also the potential that historic human burials may be present in the MSHCP
Plan Area. Because the MSHCP does not authorize, approve or contemplate any
physical development, it will not have any direct impact on historic human remains.
However, as indicated above, the MSHCP does accommodate projected growth by
providing take authorization for development within the Plan Area outside the reserve.
As with cultural resources, human burial sites within the proposed MSHCP reserve
boundaries would be avoided, so no indirect impacts on human remains within the
reserve will occur. However, the MSHCP has the potential to have significant indirect
impacts on human resources within the Plan Area outside the reserve because
development will be shifted to those areas. Since the reserve’s boundaries are not fixed,
the Plan encompasses thousands of acres, and development patterns and timing are
largely dependent on market conditions and other factors, it is impossible to speculate
where future development may occur. However, future development proposals will be
subject to environmental review under CEQA. The potential impacts of specific
development projects on historic human remains will be identified, analyzed and
mitigated when the site-specific projects are proposed.
Geology and Soils. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in the establishment of the MSHCP Conservation Area throughout western Riverside County. The
intent of the proposed MSHCP (the preservation of sensitive biological communities/resources) would preclude development of urban uses on geologically constrained
areas located within reserve boundaries. Because the adoption of the proposed MSHCP
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does not include the development of physical structures or facilities, it would not
increase the potential for geologic/soil stability hazards.
An indirect effect of the proposed MSHCP could be an increase in development pressure
outside the boundaries of the reserve, resulting in a change of density, form, and
character of development. Such increased development pressure could result in increased development on or near properties that exhibit sensitive or unstable geologic
conditions, or on soils subject to erosion or otherwise unsuitable for development.
However, because the reserve’s boundaries are not fixed, the Plan encompasses
thousands of acres, and development patterns and timing are largely dependent on
market conditions and other factors, it is impossible to speculate where future
development may occur.
Future development within western Riverside County would require environmental
analyses in compliance with CEQA. Potential impacts arising from the unique geologic,
seismic, or soil conditions at future development sites would be determined, analyzed,
and mitigated during project-specific environmental analyses.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Adoption of the proposed MSHCP would not alter
methods utilized to generate, use, store, transport, or dispose of hazardous materials;
change the locations of hazardous materials sites; change the locations where hazardous
materials are generated, used, stored, or disposed; or modify, impair or interfere with
the establishment or execution of emergency response/evacuation plans. While the
proposed MSHCP may increase development density outside the MSHCP Conservation
Area, the MSHCP does not change the amount of growth that is anticipated to occur in
western Riverside County. Therefore, the MSHCP would not have significant direct
impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials.
By removing existing regulatory impediments to growth outside the reserve, the MSHCP
has the potential for causing indirect impacts on hazards/hazardous materials. Since
development in the reserve areas will be precluded, the MSHCP could increase the
density of development outside of reserve areas, which may increase development
pressures in the vicinity of local airports. However, for the reasons identified above, it
is impossible to speculate where growth will occur and whether it will occur in close
proximity to airports located within the Plan Area. Potential impacts associated with
hazardous materials and other hazards resulting from future development would be
determined during project-specific environmental analyses for those individual projects,
in compliance with CEQA.
Hydrology and Water Quality. The proposed MSHCP does not alter the rate or amount
of growth projected for western Riverside County, nor does it propose or authorize any
physical construction. Because there would be no change between conditions as they
exist now and how they would exist under the Proposed Action, implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would not violate any water quality or waste discharge standards,
reduce groundwater supplies, alter existing drainage patterns, or cause any other direct
impact on hydrology or water quality. Rather, the MSHCP reserve areas would
substantially reduce the types of activities that would increase urban runoff or result in
erosion or sedimentation. Because implementation of the proposed MSHCP would
preclude development in the reserve, the MSHCP’s direct impact on water quality will
likely be beneficial.
An indirect effect of the proposed MSHCP would be an increase in development
pressure outside of the reserve. This effect has the potential for both beneficial and
adverse impacts on hydrology and water quality. On the one hand, encouraging dense
Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action
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development would reduce the extent of lands from which erosion and non-point source
pollution originate and would have a beneficial effect on water quality and water
infiltration. On the other hand, land-clearing activities associated with development
increase erosion and sedimentation; runoff from developed uses generally increase the
amount of debris, dirt, grease, and petroleum products, and pathogens in storm runoff.
Development outside of the proposed MSHCP reserve areas could result in adverse
water quality impacts. Because the MSHCP does not alter the amount of development,
cumulative discharges to watersheds within western Riverside County would be the
same. However, by shifting development patterns, the MSHCP might cause indirect
water quality impacts by changing the location of discharges, which might ultimately
affect overall water quality. Whether this occurs depends on the location of future
development, which, for the reasons explained above, cannot be predicted at this time.
In compliance with CEQA, potential hydrology and water quality impacts resulting from
future development will be determined during project-specific environmental analyses
for those projects as they arise.
Land Use (Community Division, HCP Conflicts). The MSHCP does not propose or
authorize any physical development. The reserve will be assembled from undeveloped
lands. Therefore, implementation of the proposed MSHCP will not directly or indirectly
result in the division of an established community. The proposed MSHCP will not have
any significant direct or indirect impacts on adopted HCPs and NCCPs. Rather, the
MSHCP is specifically designed to augment and complement existing HCPs and NCCPs
throughout western Riverside County.
Land Use (General Plans). The proposed MSHCP does not authorize any physical
development or alter land use designations or zoning. The IA contains provisions
requiring cities and the County to adopt resolutions and/or ordinances, and, when
necessary, general plan amendments to facilitate implementation of the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, the proposed MSHCP will not conflict with any applicable general
plans. Analysis of the proposed MSHCP is based on the existing general plans of the
cities and the County.
Noise. Because implementation of the proposed MSHCP will not result in development,
no direct noise impacts would occur. Indirect noise impacts may occur due to increased
development pressure and changes to the density, form, and character of development
outside reserve areas. Because less land would have to accommodate more people, the
intensification of land use could result in the siting of high-volume noise activities in
closer proximity to sensitive receptors. As indicated above, it is impossible to speculate
where future development might occur. Potential noise resulting from future
development in western Riverside County would be determined during future projectspecific environmental analyses, in compliance with CEQA.
Public Services (Police, Schools, Libraries, Others). The proposed MSHCP does not
authorize or contemplate any construction, nor does it result in the loss of existing
facilities. Therefore, the MSHCP would not have any significant direct impacts on
public services. Regarding indirect impacts, the MSHCP would accommodate growth
in areas outside of the reserve areas. Growth in these areas would result in an increased
demand for police protection, schools, and libraries, and facilities would likely be
constructed in accordance with the relevant General Plans for the municipalities. As
indicated above, it is impossible to speculate where and when future development might
occur, and, as a result, the locations where demand for public services might be
increased, and the location of future facilities, cannot be determined. Potential public
services impacts resulting from future development in western Riverside County will be

1.5-8

Section 1.0 - Purpose and Need for Action

determined during future project-specific environmental analyses, in compliance with
CEQA.
Utilities. The proposed MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any physical
development, so it will not require the use, construction, or expansion of water facilities,
wastewater treatment facilities, storm drainage facilities, or landfill capacity. Therefore,
no direct impact on utilities would result from implementation of the proposed MSHCP.
Because the proposed MSHCP could increase pressure to develop areas outside of designated reserves and would encourage more dense or compact development, implementation of the proposed MSHCP could necessitate the “shift” of utility facilities to
areas outside of reserve areas. However, for the reasons given above, it is impossible
to speculate where future development might occur. Potential impacts to utility facilities
and service systems resulting from future development would be determined during
preparation of project-specific environmental analyses, in compliance with CEQA.
Environmental Justice. Senate Bill 115 (Solis) (Government Code Section 65040.12[c])
established the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) as the coordinating
agency in California State government for Environmental Justice programs. As defined
by SB 115, Environmental Justice is “the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures,
and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws and policies.” Many State and local government
agencies have additional Environmental Justice responsibilities pursuant to Title VII of
the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. Section 2000d). Title VII requires recipients of federal
funds to conduct their activities and/or programs in a nondiscriminatory manner. In
addition, the President of the United States issued Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations, on
February 11, 1994. Objectives of the Executive Order include the following:
C

Development of federal agency implementation strategies;

C

Identification of minority and low-income populations where proposed federal
actions could have disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects; and

C

Participation of minority and low-income populations in the NEPA process.

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) issued the Environmental Compliance
Memoranda on Environmental Justice and Trust Resources, which revises the NEPA
guidance, to require an analysis of Environmental Justice issues into the NEPA
processes of all federal agencies under the auspices of the DOI, including the USFWS.
Environmental Justice issues identify and analyze, as appropriate, disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of programs, policies, and
activities on minority populations and low-income populations
The integration of Environmental Justice was assigned to USFWS Ecological Services
with administrative assistance from the Office for Human Resources. Ecological
Services serves as a liaison on Environmental Justice matters to the DOI, other bureaus,
and USFWS offices consistent with Departmental policies and mandates. It also ensures
USFWS compliance with Departmental guidance on Environmental Justice issues.
Environmental Justice issues were considered in the proposed MSHCP process. On
October 20, 1998, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors reviewed consensus
“planning principles” submitted by the coalition of interest groups, and endorsed their
use as initial guidelines in the early stages of developing the RCIP. Environmental
Justice issues were integrated with principles such as acknowledging the rights of private
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property owners and offering just compensation according to federal and State laws
regarding private property reserved for public purposes.
On December 19, 2000, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors provided specific
policy direction for development and implementation of the Proposed Action, some of
which are pertinent to Environmental Justice issues. Policy directions included the
equitable apportionment of conservation actions among local, State, and federal
governments, and new development. New development would be assigned in a manner
that does not unnecessarily burden new housing and economic development in the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The acquisition of lands would be in a manner consistent
with achieving the conservation goals of the proposed MSHCP. In addition, a policy
was put in place to allow farmers to be voluntarily covered for incidental take of
Covered Species associated with their ongoing agricultural activities.
As part of the initial multiple-species planning efforts, a Planning Agreement was
drafted between the Wildlife Agencies and participating local entities. A foundation of
the Planning Agreement was the avoidance of mitigating for species and habitat impacts
on a project-by-project basis. It was agreed that the proposed MSHCP would be more
equitable and efficient, and less expensive and less time consuming than the process
currently used. Furthermore, the Planning Agreement assures property owners, local
governments, and other affected parties that conservation measures undertaken for
species and wildlife habitat would be covered by the proposed MSHCP and will satisfy
mitigation requirements concerning impacts to those Covered Species and their habitats.
Moreover, it was agreed that public input and participation would be actively
encouraged to obtain public support for the conservation and economic benefits that the
parties and participants seek from the proposed MSHCP. To further this principle,
notices of hearings and availability of documents were sent to the public in Spanish as
well as English. Spanish and Sign language interpreters and were present during public
hearings.
Adoption of the proposed MSHCP would not have a direct impact to existing
community character, because it preserves existing habitat areas, maintains the visual
character of reserve areas and their surroundings, and does not propose physical
improvements. No significant impact to community character would occur. An indirect
effect of the proposed MSHCP would be the shifting of development densities from
reserve areas to non-reserve areas. However, there will not be disproportionate negative
impacts on the character of existing minority or low-income communities. There could
be a beneficial impact to minority and low-income communities, because the proposed
MSHCP would create a reserve system designed to protect and preserve natural habitats
and constituent wildlife populations. To the extent that this contributes to a better
quality of life, all populations, including minority and low-income populations, would
be expected to enjoy the outcome of the proposed MSHCP.
Significant Environmental Justice impacts would result only if implementation of the
Proposed Action or alternatives produce disproportionate significant adverse environmental or human health impacts to low-income or minority population communities.
Because the Proposed Action and alternatives would not directly result in any physical
change to the environment, there could be no disproportionate significant adverse
impacts to minority or low-income communities.
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1.6

Relevant Statutes, Regulations, and Guidelines

The proposed MSHCP is a long-range planning document consisting of various
components including biological and land use inventories, a Covered Species list,
Criteria Area development guidelines, a financing and acquisition strategy, and a model
Implementing agreement. Adoption and implementation of the proposed MSHCP is
subject to the requirement of CEQA and NEPA. The proposed MSHCP would create
a process for the issuance of a Federal and State permit and other authorizations under
FESA and CESA and the Natural Community Planning Act of 1991. The 14 participating cities, the County of Riverside, Flood Control, RCTC, Riverside County Parks and
Open Space District, Riverside County Waste Management District, Caltrans, and
California Department of Parks and Recreation will consider the proposed MSHCP for
approval in their respective jurisdictions. Compliance with NEPA is required because
the proposed MSHCP and associated issuance of a take permit under FESA are subject
to federal approval, and the proposed plan is considered to be a major action with
potential significant impacts on the environment. Compliance with CEQA is required
for the County and CDFG because the proposed plan has been determined to be a
“project” under CEQA.
This joint EIR/EIS has been prepared in compliance with the following statues and
guidelines:
C

NEPA of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4321, et seq.);

C

Council on Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations (Title 40 CFR Parts 15001508);

C

CEQA of 1970, as amended (California Public Resources Code Section 21000, et
seq.);

C

State of California CEQA Guidelines, as amended;

C

Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1991;

C

FESA of 1973 (16 U.S.C. Sections 1531 to 1544, et seq), as amended;

C

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. Section 742[a] - 754); and

C

CESA (Section 2080, et seq., of CFGC).
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1.7

Organization of the EIR/EIS

This EIR/EIS consists of an Executive Summary, 10 sections and three appendices.
Following is a brief description of the content of each section and appendix.
Executive Summary - provides a summary of the Proposed Action and alternatives,
and the result of the environmental analysis, including the significant environmental
impacts/effects and the proposed mitigation measures contained in the EIR/EIS.
Section 1.0 Purpose and Need for Action - describes the purpose and need for action,
purpose of the joint EIR/EIS, the relevant statues and regulations and guidelines,
and the organization of the document.
Section 2.0 Project Description/Description of Alternatives - describes the process
used to formulate the alternative scenarios, the Proposed Action and alternatives that
are discussed and analyzed in the EIR/EIS, and the alternatives considered but
dismissed from further consideration.
Section 3.0 Environmental Setting/Affected Environment - describes the environment
that would be affected by the alternatives analyzed. Issue areas identified include:
biological resources; land use (agricultural and mineral resources); population,
housing, and employment; public services (fire protection and parks); and
transportation and circulation.
Section 4.0 Environmental Impact Analysis/Environmental Consequences - analyzes
and compares the environmental consequences of implementing the various
alternative scenarios.
Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts - describes the incremental impacts of the proposed
MSHCP when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions.
Section 6.0 Additional Topics Required by CEQA and NEPA - addresses additional
impacts relating to growth-inducing effects; the irreversible or irretrievable
commitment of resources; significant irreversible changes to the environment;
natural or depletable resource requirements and conservation potential; energy
requirements and conservation potential; the relationship between short-term uses
of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity,
and effects on urban quality, historical and cultural resources; and the design of the
built environment, including the reuse and conservation potential.
Section 7.0 Organizations and Persons Contacted - identifies the organizations and
persons consulted during the preparation of the EIR/EIS.
Sections 8.0 through 10.0 - identifies the list of preparers, provides references for
cited materials, provides a glossary and a list of acronyms used in the document, and
includes as index.
Appendix A - contains the NOP/NOI distributed for the EIR/EIS, copies of responses
received regarding the NOP/NOI, the NOP/NOI mailing list, the Scoping Report,
and Scoping Document.
Appendix B - contains the Alternatives Screening Report.
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND DESCRIPTION OF
ALTERNATIVES
The proposed MSHCP is one of three components of the Riverside County Integrated
Project (RCIP). Taken together, the components of the RCIP establish a vision and
process for future growth and development in Riverside County that will provide for
high-quality development, necessary infrastructure to serve that development, and
implementation of an open space reserve that will provide for conservation and
stewardship of western Riverside County’s rich biological heritage, both for the benefit
of biological resources and for future generations within Riverside County.
The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with State and federal
endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth in the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area. Under existing regulations, the responsibility for conserving habitat
for endangered species arises on an ad hoc, random basis as activities affecting declining
species and their habitats are proposed. There is no mechanism in place for taking
regional approach to habitat conservation. The framework established by the proposed
MSHCP will allow the assembly of contiguous parcels of habitat, to provide viable
habitat blocks to assist in the conservation of species. The following groups of
beneficiaries will share responsibility for implementing the proposed MSHCP, including
lands and costs associated with reserve assembly and the costs associated with long-term
management of the Conservation Area:
C

Federal and State governments, and the communities they represent, benefit from
the survival and continuation of species that their laws are designed to protect.

C

Local governments, with jurisdiction in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area,
representing the communities of western Riverside County, have a responsibility to
contribute to assembly of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area. Existing
communities benefit from the preservation of their natural heritage and the visual
and recreational values of regional open space. Regional infrastructure facilities are
being identified and planned for as part of the overall RCIP process, and these will
benefit existing and future residents of these communities. These regional facilities
may receive take authorization through the MSHCP.

C

Private landowners and developers benefit from the proposed MSHCP because it
establishes a local permitting process, eliminating uncertainty and duplication of
agency review, which often occurs in review of individual private projects. It also
provides a framework for reserve assembly, conservation, and management toward
which mitigation funds and activities may be directed.

C

The Southern California region as a whole benefits from the proposed MSHCP,
because it will provide the framework for future development and infrastructure to
be permitted to occur in a manner that considers conservation and interconnectedness with important components of Southern California’s natural heritage.
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2.1

Project Location

2.1.1

MSHCP Plan Area

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area includes an area of approximately 1.26 million acres
(1,966 square miles) and encompasses unincorporated portions of western Riverside
County and 14 incorporated cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake,
Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San
Jacinto, and Temecula). The Orange and San Bernardino County lines define the
western boundary of the proposed Plan Area. The San Bernardino and San Diego
County lines form the proposed Plan Area’s northern and southern boundaries,
respectively. The eastern boundary of the proposed Plan Area is formed by Banning
Pass and the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains. The regional context of the proposed
Plan Area and incorporated areas are illustrated in Figures 1.1 and 1.2, respectively,
located in Section 1.0.
The majority of western Riverside County is characterized by rural and suburban
development intermixed with agricultural operations and large blocks of undeveloped
lands. Large blocks of land along the south, east, and west boundaries of the proposed
Plan Area consist of National Forest holdings. The natural topography can be described
as a valley lowland area intersected with rolling hills surrounded by mountainous ranges.
Lowland valley areas exist below 2,000 feet in elevation while scrub/chaparral
dominated hillsides range from 2,000 to 3,000 feet in elevation. Mountainous areas
within the proposed Plan Area range from 3,000 to over 10,000 feet. The presence of
large blocks of undeveloped mountains and hillsides along the proposed Plan Area
boundaries gives evidence of the geographic and ecologic connection between these
adjacent counties.
Existing land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area can be characterized by
developed, agriculture, and open space/vacant land categories. Developed land uses
include residential uses (single-family detached, single-family attached, high-density
residential, and mobile homes), commercial uses (retail/office and tourist/commercial
recreation), industrial uses (light industrial/business park, heavy industrial, mineral
extraction, and warehouse), public facilities (utilities, other public facilities, and
schools), recreational uses (recreation open space), and rural uses (rural residential).
Open space/vacant lands are composed of natural, vacant, and water categories.
Approximately 218,260 acres of incorporated and unincorporated County lands are
currently developed. A total of 169,480 acres is in active agriculture use, and 871,040
acres are characterized as vacant land. The existing patten of land use within the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area is illustrated in Figure 2.1.
Planning areas within Orange County have Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural
Community Conservation Plans (HCPs/NCCPs) that abut the western edge of the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The Southern Subregion NCCP is in process, and the
Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP has been completed. San Diego County is
developing an HCP/NCCP referred to as the MSCP North County Subarea of the
Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program, which abuts the southern
boundary of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. The eastern edge of the proposed Plan
Area is bordered by the proposed Coachella Valley Association of Governments
MSHCP.
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Figure2.1
NOTE:Thisfigurerepresents"asbuilt"conditionsanddoesnotshowallreserves.
Forreserveinformation,seeFigure2.3,StatusofLandOwnership.
SOURCE:COUNTYOFRIVERSIDEEXISTINGSETTINGREPORT,2000.
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2.1.2

Institutional/Political Framework

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area is composed of the jurisdictional boundaries of 14
cities as well as unincorporated lands within western Riverside County. Table 2A
provides acreages for the various jurisdictions within the proposed Plan Area. As
shown, unincorporated County lands comprise approximately 78 percent of the proposed
Plan Area with the remaining approximately 22 percent comprising incorporated cities.
County and cities’ boundaries are depicted in Figure 2.2.
Table 2A - Land Distribution by Jurisdiction
Unincorporated County

988,135 acres (78.5%)1

City of Temecula

16,670 acres (1.3%)

City of Murrieta

18,280 acres (1.5%)

City of Lake Elsinore

24,750 acres (1.9%)

City of Canyon Lake

2,965 acres (< 1%)

City of Corona

22,875 acres (1.8%)

City of Norco

8,550 acres (< 1%)

City of Riverside

50,020 acres (4.0%)

City of Moreno Valley

32,705 acres (2.6%)

City of Perris

20,290 acres (1.6%)

City of Hemet

16,165 acres (1.3%)

City of San Jacinto

16,220 acres (1.3%)

City of Beaumont

16,775 acres (1.3%)

City of Banning

14,845 acres (1.2%)

City of Calimesa

9,535 acres (< 1%)

1

Note:
Source:

Includes all water bodies within both unincorporated and incorporated areas.
RCIP Numbers Document.

Generalized land ownership within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area is depicted in
Figure 2.2. As shown, approximately 67 percent of the Plan Area is composed of private
lands; approximately 3 percent is American Indian Lands, which are not a part of the
proposed MSHCP; and the remaining approximately 30 percent of the proposed Plan
Area is composed of various public ownerships.
Tables 2B and 2C summarize planned land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area
for the unincorporated County lands and the 14 cities, respectively, based on existing
available General Plan data for the County and cities. As shown, the proposed County
General Plan designates a total of 179,940 acres for community development land uses,
294,900 acres for rural land uses, 439,530 acres for open space land uses, and 30,610
acres for agricultural land uses within unincorporated County lands in the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area (General Plan Update). Each of the 14 cities within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area has its own General Plan. According to the General Plans of the
cities, a total of 222,530 acres would be designated for community development, 12,190
acres for rural use, 29,840 acres for open space, and 7,670 acres for agriculture
(WRCOG City General Plan land use database, October 2000).
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Figure2.2

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,OCTOBER,2002.

N

0

2.5

5Miles

Scaleisapproximate

R:\SVC934\Graphics\MSHCPEIR-EIS\reserve.cdr(11/02)

CRITERIA AREA
BOUNDARIES

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

2.1-8

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

Table 2B - Planned Land Uses within Unincorporated County Land
Unincorporated County Land

Acres

Agriculture

30,610

Community Development1
Open Space

179,940

2

439,530

Rural3

294,900

American Indian Lands

41,570

TOTAL

986,550
1

Notes:

Source:

Community Development includes the following designations: Very Low Density Residential, Low
Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, Medium High Density Residential, High Density
Residential, Very High Density Residential, Commercial Retail, Commercial Tourist, Commercial
Office, Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, Business Park, Public Facilities, Community Center, and
Freeways.
2
Open Space includes the following designations: Open Space-Conservation, Open Space-Conservation Habitat, Open Space-Mineral Resource, Open Space-Recreation, Open Space-Rural, and Open
Space-Water.
3
Rural includes the following designations: Rural Residential, Rural Mountainous, Rural Desert.
Based on proposed Updated Riverside County General Plan (June 2002).

Table 2C - Planned Land Uses within Incorporated Land
Incorporated Land

Acres

Agriculture

7,670
1

222,530

Community Development
Open Space

2

29,840

Rural3

12,190

TOTAL

272,230
1

Notes:

Source:

Community Development includes the following designations: High Density Residential, Medium
Density Residential, Low Density Residential, Very Low Density Residential, Mixed Use, Commercial, Industrial/Business Park, Public Facilities, and Specific Plan Area.
2
Open Space includes the following designations: Open Space-Mineral Resources, Open SpaceMulti-Purpose, Open Space-Recreational, Open Space-Water, and Watercourse Overlay.
3
Rural includes the following designations: Rural Mountainous and Rural Residential.
Based on WRCOG City General Plan database (October 2000).

Table 2D compares existing and planned land uses within the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area. As shown, planned land uses within the proposed Plan Area indicate a shift in
future use of land within western Riverside County. At build out, approximately
491,300 acres of currently vacant and agricultural lands are anticipated to shift to
community development/rural uses. This shift in land use is planned to accommodate
projected growth within the proposed Plan Area. The proposed MSHCP is being
prepared to provide for maintenance of biological diversity within the proposed Plan
Area through assembly, management, and monitoring of an approximately 500,000-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area in the context of this projected growth and anticipated land
use shift.
Table 2D - Existing vs. Planned Land Use Within Western Riverside County
Existing Land Use

Acres

Planned Land Use

Acres

Developed

218,260

Community Development/Rural

709,560

Vacant1

871,040

Open Space

469,370
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Table 2D - Existing vs. Planned Land Use Within Western Riverside County
Existing Land Use
Agriculture

TOTAL

169,470
169,480

Planned Land Use

Acres

Agriculture

38,280

American Tribal Lands

41,570

1,258,750

2

Notes:

Acres

1,258,750

1

Includes American Indian Lands.
Total does not add up due to rounding error.
Existing Land Use: LSA Associates, 1999 with updates 2000, 2001.
Planned Land Use: County of Riverside General Plan and WRCOG City General Plan Land Use
Database, October 2000.

2

Sources:

2.1.3

Demographic Considerations

Historical Growth
Southern California has experienced periods of rapid growth over most of the past
century. As the coastal regions of Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties have
built-out, much of the new growth has shifted to the inland regions of Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties. During the 1980s and 1990s, Riverside County led the region in
population growth. During the 1990s, Riverside County was also a leader in job growth.
In 1970, Riverside County’s total population was 456,916; approximately 224,032
people lived within western Riverside County cities, and 178,591 lived within
unincorporated areas (it is assumed a majority of unincorporated County occupants
reside within western Riverside County). By 1980, Riverside County’s total population
had increased to 663,199. Approximately 291,313 people lived in western County cities,
and 276,565 lived in the unincorporated County. The County’s total population grew
from 663,199 in 1980 to 1,170,413 by 1990; western County cities were populated by
594,046 people, and an additional 385,384 people lived in the unincorporated western
County. The County’s total population grew from 1,170,413 in 1990 to 1,545,387 in
2000. By 2000, a total of 848,413 people resided in western County cities, and an
additional 420,721 resided in unincorporated western County areas (California
Department of Finance web site, April 2002).
Forecast Growth
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and western Riverside
County cities have historically prepared regional growth forecasts in an effort to allocate
resources in the most efficient manner and assist infrastructure planning. Forecasts
include population, housing, employment, and other economic data. SCAG estimates
that by 2025 almost 7 million people and 4 million jobs – the equivalent of adding two
cities the size of Chicago – will be added to the Southern California region. This would
bring Southern California’s regional population from 16 million to 22.8 million (SCAG
1998, with draft update 2001). Most of the population growth is expected to occur in
north Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties; however, job growth will
also occur in Los Angeles and Orange Counties.
In 1998, SCAG released Riverside County’s population forecasts for 2020; Riverside’s
population is projected to reach upwards of 2.8 million. This population growth equals
approximately 2.8 percent a year from now until 2020 (Stanley R. Hoffman Associates,
revised 2000). Population will continue to increase within the county beyond the 2020
horizon; the County’s population will reach 3.5 million by 2030 and 4.5 million by
2050. A total of 569,608 additional housing units will be needed to accommodate this
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anticipated growth (426,354 in western Riverside County and 143,142 in eastern
Riverside County).
Infrastructure Needs
The demographics clearly lay out the demands associated with growth in population,
housing, and jobs that the RCIP is designed to address as discussed in Section 1.0 of this
document. Among those are the demands that will be placed on local governments to
provide critical infrastructure, municipal facilities, utilities, roads, parks, open space, and
the state allocation of affordable housing units. Infrastructure needs are addressed as
Covered Activities in the proposed MSHCP (Section 7.0). The demographics also
foretell the increased stress on natural habitats, native plants, and animal species.
Merely recounting numbers does not truly describe the magnitude of the challenges
facing western Riverside County. Only by looking at the demographics in terms of their
impacts on all aspects of the proposed Plan Area’s infrastructure, including the
conservation of natural resources, can western Riverside County prepare for the future.
The RCIP through each of its three elements looks at the impacts of the growth facing
the County and begins the process of building the infrastructure necessary to sustain the
natural environment and meet the needs of future citizens.
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2.2

Identification of Alternatives and Selection of Proposed Alternative

A wide range of potentially feasible alternatives was considered as part of the
development of the Plan. The range of alternatives relates to the rough conservation
locations, acreage estimates, and species lists developed for the August 9, 1999, Draft
MSHCP Proposal. The range of alternatives considered was based on their feasibility,
taking into account biological, land use, economic, regulatory, legal, and other
considerations; their ability to reduce or avoid the Project’s significant environmental
impacts; and their consistency with the Project Objectives described in Section 1.0 of
this document. In addition to the potential alternatives identified by the stakeholders and
described in detail in this section, a Description of Preliminary Alternatives was
assembled and distributed to stakeholders in February 2000. Those alternatives were
based on General Plan land use alternatives being developed as part of the RCIP General
Plan Update. Those alternatives have formed the alternative development process;
however, it was decided to develop the General Plan separately from the MSHCP, so the
Preliminary Alternatives presented in the February 2000 document were not developed
further.
The initial conservation planning process focused on identifying acreage requirements
for a conservation scenario that would conserve the majority of species from the initial
species list (discussed in Section 2.2.1). The MSHCP Advisory Committee also
recommended identification of alternative conservation scenarios that could result in
conservation of fewer species. The October 2000 Alternatives Development Document
gave rise to several alternatives. These alternative conservation scenarios were
identified as the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative; the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Existing Reserves Alternative. These
alternatives were developed and analyzed quantitatively and qualitatively using the
MSHCP database in the same manner as the Conceptual Conservation Scenario.
Schematic maps were developed for GIS analysis and visual display purposes for
stakeholders. Also considered as part of this process were a No Project/No MSHCP
Alternative and a modified reserve configuration alternative, which contemplated the
conservation of 165 species. The No Project/No MSHCP Alternative and the modified
reserve configuration alternative are discussed later in this chapter.
In general, the Lead Agencies (the County and the USFWS) concluded that the
alternatives that resulted in conservation of fewer species were infeasible for economic
and other reasons, conflicted with the Project Objectives identified in Section 1.2.2, and
would not avoid or substantially lessen the Project’s significant environmental impacts.
They also concluded that the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative was
infeasible, conflicted with Project Objectives, and would not avoid or substantially
lessen the Project’s significant environmental impacts. Based on these general
conclusions, the initial Conceptual Conservation Scenario (the Proposed Action), as
refined by input from stakeholders and the County Board of Supervisors, was selected
as the preferred alternative, and the conservation planning process proceeded with
further development and refinement of that alternative.

2.2.1

Species Considered for Conservation

The species considered for conservation during the proposed MSHCP planning process
are summarized in Table 2E. As shown in Table 2E, the initial list of species considered
for conservation included 247 species identified for consideration by the MSHCP
Advisory Committee in collaboration with the Wildlife Agencies. Early in the planning
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process, it was determined that sufficient information was not available for many of
these species to proceed with conservation planning. The initial list of 247 species was
reduced to 165 species as part of the August 9, 1999, Draft MSHCP Proposal prepared
by DUDEK. The list was further refined to 146 species as the proposed MSHCP
planning process proceeded and as information needed to proceed with conservation
planning could not be obtained for certain species. Several species were added to the
list during this process as suggested by stakeholders, such as the Wildlife Agencies and
the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Species added included great blue heron
(Ardea herodias), Dulzra kangaroo rat (Dipodomys simulans), Aguanga kangaroo rat
(Dipodomys merriami collinus), and six plant species.
Of the 146 covered species addressed in the proposed MSHCP, 130118 species are
considered to be adequately conserved. The remaining 1628 covered species will be
considered to be adequately conserved when certain conservation requirements are met
as identified in the species-specific conservation objectives for those species (speciesspecific conservation objectives for the 146 covered species are presented in Section 9.0
of the proposed MSHCP). These 16 species are identified with notation (e) in the far
right column of Table 2E. Specific survey requirements are included in the speciesspecific conservation objectives presented in Section 9.0 of the proposed MSHCP and
in Section 4.1 of this EIR/EIS.

Species Initially
Considered for
Conservation2

Species Considered for
Conservation in “1999 Draft
MSHCP Proposal”3

Species Considered for
Conservation in “March 2002
Admin Draft MSHCP Plan”4

MSHCP Covered Species
Adequately Conserved
(August 2002)5

Table 2E - Number of Species Considered for Conservation under the MSHCP since
1999

Listed/Proposed Invertebrates - Crustaceans

2

2

2

2

Other Invertebrates - Crustaceans

1

1

1

1

Listed/Proposed Invertebrates - Insects

2

2

2

2

Other Invertebrates - Insects

7

0

0

0

Listed/Proposed Fish

1

1

1

1

Other Fish

2

2

1

1

Listed/Proposed Amphibians

3

3

3

3

Other Amphibians

3

3

2

2

Listed/Proposed Reptiles

1

1

1

10

Other Reptiles

20

19

11

97

Listed/Proposed Birds

11

9

8

8

Other Birds

44

45

37

3735

Listed/Proposed Mammals

3

2

2

2

Other Mammals

30

11

12

13

Species Category1
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Species Initially
Considered for
Conservation2

Species Considered for
Conservation in “1999 Draft
MSHCP Proposal”3

Species Considered for
Conservation in “March 2002
Admin Draft MSHCP Plan”4

MSHCP Covered Species
Adequately Conserved
(August 2002)5

Table 2E - Number of Species Considered for Conservation under the MSHCP since
1999

Listed/Proposed Plants

17

13

13

1312

Other Plants

100

53

46

4931

Species Category1

Notes:

1

2

3

4

2.2.2

“Listed and Proposed” species includes federally and State threatened and endangered species as well as
Federal and State proposed threatened or endangered species. “Other” species includes Federal Species
of Concern, California Species of Special Concern, California Rare species, California Fully Protected
Species, and species with no special status at this time.
March 1999 FWS Tables 1 and 2: The list of species initially considered for conservation by the Wildlife
Agencies in collaboration with the MSHCP Advisory Committee. This list was documented by USFWS
staff in Tables 1 and 2 prepared in March 1999. Tables 1 and 2 are included in the Appendix to the
August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal” (DUDEK, 1999) on file with the County of Riverside.
August 9, 1999, Draft MSHCP Proposal: This list of species was developed by DUDEK from the list of
species initially considered for conservation based on preliminary review of the MSHCP database. This
list is described in the August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal” (DUDEK, 1999) on file with the County
of Riverside.
March 7, 2002, Administrative Draft MSHCP Plan: This list of species was developed by DUDEK as a
refinement of the list of species included in the August 9, 1999 “Draft MSHCP Proposal.” The
refinements were based on input from the Wildlife Agencies and a variety of stakeholders as well as
additional research conducted by DUDEK. In general, species previously considered for conservation
were eliminated from the list because information needed to proceed with conservation planning for the
species was determined to be unavailable.

Conceptual Conservation

Initial Concept
Early in the MSHCP development phase, an initial reserve concept was developed to
assist the MSHCP Advisory Committee in decisions to proceed with conservation
planning efforts. This generalized Conceptual Conservation Scenario was developed
based on the existing data and literature, habitat assessment workshops, species
occurrence information, coastal sage scrub habitat quality modeling, existing and
planned land uses, and general conservation biology principles summarized in the NCCP
reserve design tenets. The Conceptual Conservation Scenario was intended to address
the life history requirements of as many species as possible on the species list that was
developed by the MSHCP Advisory Committee (Table 2E).
A key objective of the Conceptual Conservation Scenario was to develop a rough
estimate of the number of acres needed to conserve the species on the species list
developed by the Wildlife Agencies. To the extent possible, existing reserves and areas
with multiple species and habitat resources (i.e., “hot spots”) were incorporated to design
an efficient reserve. Core Areas were identified, including areas in both existing
public/quasi-public lands and new areas.
Potential habitat linkages connecting the core habitat areas also were identified.
Consideration of the species anticipated to utilize the linkages helped determine if the
linkage should be designed as a landscape linkage containing biological features and
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives
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resources for permanent residence, as a movement corridor primarily intended to convey
larger wildlife, or both. The San Jacinto River is an example of a landscape linkage that
is a core area for narrow endemic plant species but also serves as a movement corridor
across the central portion of the proposed Plan Area for species such as bobcat (Lynx
rufus). These narrow endemic plant species are dependent on the river’s hydrological
processes to maintain the appropriate soil and habitat features and a mechanism for
dispersal. An example of a landscape linkage constrained by existing land use patterns
is the upland connection between core habitat areas in the Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake area and the Estelle Mountains/Lake Mathews Reserve area. Patches of coastal
sage scrub exist in this area that provide habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher;
however, existing conditions do not provide a continuous landscape connection suitable
for less mobile species such as small mammals and reptiles. Examples of movement
corridors unlikely to provide live-in habitat for most species include undercrossings of
I-15 at Indian Canyon and Horsethief Canyon for coyotes (Canis latrans), bobcats, and
mountain lions (Felis concolor) moving between the Cleveland National Forest and the
Estelle Mountains/Lake Mathews Reserve area.
Estimating rough acreages for conservation was an important component of the
Conceptual Conservation Scenario. This process involved the following tasks:
•

The narrative Conceptual Conservation Scenario was roughly mapped in the form
of potential conservation analysis units. This rough map was intersected with the
proposed MSHCP vegetation map, and vegetation acreages within each category
were calculated using GIS.

•

Consistent with the approach described in the August 9, 1999 Draft MSHCP
Proposal, 100 percent of the areas characterized as developed on the vegetation map
and 75 percent of the areas characterized as agriculture on the vegetation map were
deleted from the acreage totals.

•

Areas developed since the proposed MSHCP vegetation map was prepared (1995)
were defined using the Existing Land Use coverage developed in 1999 for the RCIP.
The Existing Land Use coverage is based on 1998 aerial photography and 1997
SCAG base data. Acreage estimates were determined for areas that appear to have
been developed since the proposed MSHCP vegetation map was prepared, and these
acreages were deleted from the overall acreage totals.

•

A global 10 percent reduction in total acreage was then assumed based on
anticipated new information such as updated information regarding existing
development, updated information regarding public/quasi-public lands, and updated
information regarding development approvals and Covered Activities.

A rough acreage estimate was derived from the four-step process described above. Then
an acreage range was applied under the assumption of various levels of species
conservation. The generalized range of conservation acreages in the Conceptual
Conservation Scenario totaled 380,000 to 500,000 acres of private and public/quasipublic lands.
Informal Gap Analysis
Based on the Conceptual Conservation Scenario described above, an informal gap
analysis was conducted. This informal gap analysis is not to be confused with the
formal Gap Analysis Program (GAP) described by Scott, et al. (1993), but is based on
the same principles (note use of lowercase for “gap analysis”). The gap analysis
identified areas as important for conservation in the Conceptual Conservation Scenario
but not currently in public ownership, i.e., there is a lack (“gap”) of protection in these
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areas. The locations of existing designated open space lands and other public lands were
mapped using GIS. The initial analysis was based on the status of land ownership map.
Subsequently, a preliminary parcel-based public/quasi-public lands database was
developed by County staff and was used for analysis. This database was then compared
with a schematic map of the Conceptual Conservation Scenario using GIS to identify the
gaps in conservation and where land may need to be acquired to assemble the proposed
MSHCP Conservation Area.
The gap analysis identified 153,000 acres needed for conservation that are not currently
in public ownership (i.e., the area within the generalized Conceptual Conservation
Scenario that currently is unprotected). The gaps in protection include portions of core
resource areas, landscape linkages, movement corridors or constrained linkages, and
other important localized resource areas such as vernal pool and Delhi sands flowerloving fly (Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis) habitat areas.
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2.3

Proposed Action - MSHCP

The proposed MSHCP is a comprehensive, multiple-jurisdictional planning program
designed to create, manage, and monitor a system of habitat preserves in western
Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP establishes a framework for complying with
State and federal endangered species regulations while accommodating future growth
within the proposed Plan Area. Under existing regulations, the responsibility for
conserving habitat for endangered species arises on an ad hoc, random basis as activities
affecting declining species and their habitats are proposed. There is no mechanism in
place for taking regional approach to habitat conservation. The framework established
by the proposed MSHCP will allow the assembly of contiguous parcels of habitat, to
provide viable habitat blocks to assist in the conservation of species.
The proposed MSHCP will serve as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the
FESA, as well as an NCCP under the NCCP Act of 1991, as amended. The proposed
MSHCP will be used to allow, through the local land use planning process, the “take”
of plant and animal species identified in this plan. The USFWS and the CDFG (Wildlife
Agencies) have authority to regulate the “take” of threatened and endangered or
otherwise species. The intent of the plan is for the Wildlife Agencies to grant “take
authorization” for otherwise lawful actions such as development that may incidentally
take or harm individuals for a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas, in exchange
for supporting assembly of a coordinated reserve system. Conservation and management
responsibilities as well as implementation assurances will be provided as outlined in the
Implementation Agreement (IA).
The proposed MSHCP contains the overall conservation strategy for the proposed Plan
Area and documents the conservation actions that collectively are intended to protect
species covered by the proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP also describes the
cooperative institutional mechanisms through which Plan participants will coordinate
implementation of the proposed MSHCP.

2.3.1

Generalized Reserve Description

Reserve Design
The criteria-based approach assumes conservation within the existing public/quasipublic lands comprising approximately 347,000 acres, and development of criteria to
assure additional conservation on private lands of approximately 153,000 acres. The
Area Plan boundaries established as part of the County’s proposed General Plan were
selected to provide an organizational framework for the criteria areas. While these
boundaries are not biologically based, they relate specifically to County Plan Area
boundaries and to the jurisdictional boundaries of incorporated cities. Use of the Area
Plan framework for the criteria-based approach facilitates structuring implementation
strategies around established planning boundaries.
For each of the 14 County Area Plans within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, the
following methodology was applied. The first steps in preparation of the criteria-based
plan involved identification of: (1) Planning Species; (2) Biological Issues and
Considerations; and (3) Reserve Configuration and Management Issues. For each Area
Plan, several wildlife and plant species, known to occur within the Area Plan, were
selected as Planning Species to provide guidelines for reserve design. Listed species and
species with specific reserve design requirements, such as Bell’s sage sparrow
(Amphispiza bellii) (requires large patches of undisturbed habitat) and bobcat (wildlife
movement) were chosen to guide reserve design efforts.
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Areas with biological resource value were also identified for each Area Plan. Biological
Issues and Considerations, such as maintenance of key habitat blocks or linkages, were
also identified for each Area Plan. In addition, reserve design issues and management
issues were outlined to ensure that NCCP biological concepts were incorporated into
reserve design considerations. Other general Reserve Configuration and Management
Issues were also considered as appropriate for each Area Plan including the following:
•

Representativeness of the applicable bioregion(s) within the particular Area Plan;

•

Representativeness of sensitive upland and wetland vegetation communities within
the particular Area Plan;

•

Maintenance of habitat contiguity;

•

Maintenance of large habitat blocks;

•

Maintenance of ridgelines and riparian areas for movement of mammals, such as
bobcats or mountain lions, as appropriate;

•

Minimization of edge effects;

•

Consideration of “directional” influences such as migration/dispersal patterns, rain,
wind, fire; and

•

Consideration of patch sizes and dispersal patches for Planning Species as
appropriate.

For each Area Plan, a conceptual map was roughly sketched onto a vegetation map with
species and key biological resources and later digitized using GIS software. The
conceptual maps developed for each Area Plan as part of this process formed the basis
for identifying conservation targets and generating quantitative data for the proposed
MSHCP species analyses. Target acreages for subunits within each Area Plan were later
calculated based on the digitized map. The map was refined based on constraints and
opportunities as represented on existing and planned land uses maps, topography maps,
parcel maps, existing reserves and edge area maps. Other maps and resources were used
as needed throughout the process. Consideration was given to reserve design issues
within adjacent Area Plans to provide for appropriate edge matching. The conceptual
maps developed as part of this process were developed primarily for the purposes of
drafting reserve description criteria and developing quantitative data for the proposed
MSHCP species analyses. The conceptual maps do not represent the only possible
reserve that may be assembled within a particular Area Plan during the long-term
MSHCP implementation process. Flexibility is intended to be incorporated in the Area
Plan criteria to allow reserve assembly to be formed by project-specific data and
planning as part of the MSHCP implementation process.
USGS quarter sections (i.e., 160-acre cells) were then overlain on the conceptual map
such that each cell was an area in real space with a legal description but without being
tied to a specific County assessor’s legal parcel. For each quarter section, criteria were
drafted to provide explicit description of the areas to be conserved. The quarter sections
and conservation criteria were recorded on a matrix created for each Area Plan. With
each cell assigned an arbitrary cell identification number, descriptive reserve criteria
were written for each cell that provide an explicit description that would allow one to
create a map of the reserve system. The Criteria for each Cell or Cell Group provide:
(1) a statement of the core and linkage features within the particular Cell or Cell Group
toward which Reserve Assembly will be directed; (2) a statement of the focus of habitat
conservation within the particular Cell or Cell Group; (3) a statement of the reserve
configuration or connectivity focus for the particular Cell or Cell Group; and (4) a
statement of the geographic location and percentage of conservation desired within the
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particular Cell or Cell Group. For example, the Criteria for a particular Cell might be:
“Conservation within this Cell will contribute to assembly of Proposed Core 6.
Conservation within this Cell will focus on coastal sage scrub and chaparral.
Conservation within this Cell will be connected to proposed conservation within Cell
1234 to the west. Conservation within this Cell will occur in the northern 30 to 40
percent of the Cell.” It should be noted that the Criteria statements for Cells and Cell
Groups are intended to be considered as a whole to guide Reserve Assembly; individual
Criteria statements are not intended to be used as stand-alone guidance for Reserve
Assembly. The Criteria are written with the intent that a “non-technical observer” could
re-create the initial reserve concept for the particular Cell or Cell Group. Vegetation
references in the criteria are based on the proposed MSHCP vegetation map. It is
understood that biological conditions are dynamic and will change. In cases where the
vegetation description in the criteria do not match existing conditions at the time of
reserve assembly, the geographic references incorporated in the criteria are intended to
take precedence.
Overall reserve criteria area boundaries within the proposed Plan Area are detailed
previously in Figure 2.2. Four categories are depicted on the legend for the Plan map
and are described below. The status of land ownership is illustrated in Figure 2.3.
Criteria Area
This represents the area within which proposed MSHCP Criteria will be applied and
from which 153,000 acres of new conservation will be achieved to contribute toward
assembly of the overall proposed MSHCP Conservation Area. The establishment of
Criteria Area boundaries is intended to facilitate the process by which the County or
cities will evaluate property that may be needed for inclusion in the proposed MSHCP
Conservation Area. The Criteria Area is an area significantly larger than what the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area will be, within which property will be evaluated
using proposed MSHCP conservation criteria. The Criteria Area is an analytical tool
that assists in determining which properties to evaluate for acquisition and conservation
under the proposed MSHCP and does not impose land use restrictions. Criteria have
been developed for individual Cells or Cell Groupings and are presented for each Area
Plan in Section 3.3 of the proposed MSHCP.
Public/Quasi-Public Lands. Under this category, existing known public/quasi-public
lands that will form the initial backbone of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are
depicted. Approximately 347,000 acres of conservation are anticipated on these lands.
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Figure2.3
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Rural Mountainous Designation. This category represents the rural/mountainous land use
designation incorporated in the County General Plan. In general, these lands are
characterized by steep slopes that represent constraints to development. For example,
of the approximately 54,900 acres depicted on the MSHCP Plan map outside the Criteria
Area but within the rural mountainous designation, approximately 42,500 acres (77%)
are characterized by slopes with gradients greater than 30 percent. While Reserve
Assembly activities are not expected to occur in rural mountainous designation areas
outside the Criteria Area, existing and future land use practices in these areas may
provide an edge for the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area that would minimize edge
effects when compared with more urban land uses.
American Indian Tribal Lands. This document makes a distinction between Indian Tribal
Lands and Indian lands. Tribal land refers to land held in trust for Native American
Tribes, which are sovereign nations and govern their own lands. The term Indian lands
refers to land owned by individual Native Americans that is located within the United
States of America, and is subject to all pertinent Federal and State rules and regulations.
Native American Tribal Lands are depicted on the proposed MSHCP Plan map for
reference purposes. No conservation is assumed on these lands, and no activities on
these lands would be permitted under the proposed MSHCP. The Native American
Tribal Lands are not a part of the proposed MSHCP.
The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area will be assembled through a combination of
the following methods:
C

Conservation of lands already in public ownership;

C

Public acquisition of private lands from willing sellers;

C

Private actions to mitigate for the direct impacts of private development projects;

C

Private actions to conserve habitat in conformance with development regulations;
and

C

Public action to mitigate for the direct impacts of public projects.

As previously stated, it is anticipated that conservation of lands already in public
ownership will form the backbone of the Conservation Area, and public entities will
cooperate to manage these lands for the benefit of the species addressed in the proposed
MSHCP. Maximum use of conservation on public lands is intended to minimize the
need to conserve privately-owned habitat. Public acquisition of private lands is also
anticipated to be a key component of reserve assembly. Public acquisition of private
lands is intended to occur in accordance with the procedures described in Section 6.1.1
of the MSHCP. Other public actions to conserve habitat will be associated with
implementation of public projects. Mitigation for impacts of such projects will be
directed toward assembly and management of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
Private actions to conserve habitat are anticipated to occur as part of the development
review and entitlement process. It is intended that conservation of habitat occurring as
a condition of development approval will occur in accordance with local jurisdictions,
land use, and environmental regulations generally involving avoidance and minimization
of habitat impacts, and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Section 6.1.1
of the MSHCP describes the local implementation strategy designed to provide the
framework for conservation occurring as a result of private development approvals.
Bioregions. Within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, large percentages of the Agua
Tibia mountains (80.3%; 10,130 acres), the San Jacinto Mountains (71.7%; 134,000
acres), the San Jacinto Foothills (64.6%; 72,240 acres), and the Santa Ana Mountains
Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

2.3-7

(61.3%; 85,810 acres) bioregions are conserved. Significant amounts of the conservation in these bioregions occur within existing public/quasi-public lands. Smaller
portions of the Desert Transition (37.7%; 33,460 acres), the San Bernardino Mountains
(34.5%; 9,990 acres), and the Riverside Lowlands (24.2%; 166,820 acres) bioregions are
conserved within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. Much of the central portion of the
Desert Transition bioregion will not be conserved. Six percent of the desert transition
bioregion currently supports urban or agricultural development. About 10 percent of the
San Bernardino Mountains bioregion currently has urban or agricultural land uses. The
remaining non-conserved lands are either American Indian Lands (5.7%), rural
mountainous (15.7%), or undeveloped private land. The Riverside Lowlands is the
largest bioregion and will have the lowest proportion of its acreage in conservation, with
24.2 percent (166,820 acres) within the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area.
Approximately 50.4 percent (about 347,800 acres) of the land in this bioregion is
currently supporting urban or agricultural land uses. Very little of this bioregion is
within American Indian Lands or is considered rural mountainous. See Figure 2.4.
Vegetation. Playas/vernal pools and montane coniferous forest vegetation types had the
highest percentages of conservation within the MSHCP Conservation Area, with 85
percent and 94 percent of the total acreages of these vegetation communities conserved,
respectively. Riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
woodlands and forests, chaparral, water, and coastal sage scrub are also conserved at
high levels, with 50 percent to 75 percent of each of these vegetation communities
conserved. Desert scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, and agriculture are
conserved at the lowest levels, with percentages of conservation at 34 percent, 28
percent, 24 percent, and 12 percent, respectively. See Table 2F and Figure 2.5.

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

8,540

20,020

12%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

64,900

272,280

63%

1,260

<5

40

40

3%

156,450

34,560

47,160

81,720

52%

14,570

1,310

3,680

4,990

34%

154,140

22,810

20,010

42,820

28%

1,020

330

180

510

50%

29,910

20,480

20

20,500

69%

7,910

2,920

3,830

6,750

85%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,270

3,920

11,190

74%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

3,170

5,230

66%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

12,210

9,150

1,190

10,340

85%

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Water
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2F - Estimate of Conservation by Vegetation Community
(Proposed MSHCP)

TOTALS

34,300

20,770

2,730

23,500

69%

218,260

4,780

–

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

159,380

1

Conserved

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Developed or Disturbed Land

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Woodlands and Forests

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Vegetation Type

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2F - Estimate of Conservation by Vegetation Community
(Proposed MSHCP)

505,910

Notes:
1
This area represents where proposed MSHCP Criteria will be applied and from which 153,000 acres of new
conservation will be achieved.

2.3.2

Soils

Clay soils within the proposed Plan Area include Bosanko, Auld, Altamont, and Porterville. In addition, areas from which clay had been mined (known as “claypit”) were
digitized. Within the proposed Plan Area, clay soils support several sensitive plant
species, including listed species such as Munz’s onion (Allium munzii; State threatened,
federally endangered), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia; State endangered,
federally threatened), and San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii;
State and federally endangered); and sensitive species such as Orcutt’s brodiaea
(Brodiaea orcuttii), long-spined spine flower (Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina), small-flowered morning glory (Convolvulus simulans), many-stemmed
dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis), Palmer’s grapplinghook (Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri), graceful tarplant (Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata), and small-flowered
microseris (Microseris douglasii var. platycharpha). The Domino-Traver-Willows soil
association includes saline-alkali soils largely located along floodplain areas within the
proposed Plan Area. Sensitive plants supported by the Domino-Traver-Willows soil
association include two listed species: San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata
var. notatior; federally endangered) and spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis;
federally threatened); and sensitive plant species, including Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex
parishii), Davidson’s saltscale (Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii), Coulter’s goldfields
(Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri), and vernal barley (Hordeum intercedens).
Within the clay soils areas, 31 percent of the total is conserved, including 12 percent
within Additional Reserve Lands and 19 percent on existing public/quasi-public lands.
Of these clay soils, 18 percent of Auld, 23 percent of Bosanko, 37 percent of Porterville,
10 percent of claypit, and 12 percent of Altamont are conserved either on Public/QuasiPublic Lands or captured within the Additional Reserve Lands. Within Domimo-TraverWillows soils, 36 percent of the total is conserved, including 21 percent within the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area and 15 percent on existing public lands. Within
this soil association, 17 percent of Domino, 32 percent of Traver, and 74 percent of
Willows soils are conserved either on public/quasi-public lands or within Additional
Reserve Lands.
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Figure2.4

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,MARCH7,2002.
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Figure2.5

SOURCE:PSBS/KTU+A,1995.
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2.3.3

Patch Size

The individual sizes of patches comprising the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are
important elements to the functioning of the conserved lands. It is generally agreed that
large-sized patches encompass a greater portion of the landscape and allow for a greater
inclusion of ecological niches, and that larger Core Areas offer greater resistance to
catastrophic changes. However, while larger-sized Core Areas are usually considered
better-functioning, widespread smaller satellite Core Areas can incorporate greater
species diversity by efficiently preserving nodes of species of limited distribution. The
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area has both small and large areas to balance the need
to conserve narrowly-distributed species and preserve the greatest number of species and
to protect habitat function with the least management effort.
Patch size is also important in how it relates to edge effects. An edge effect is defined
as a change in the “conditions or species composition within an otherwise uniform
habitat as one approaches a boundary with a different habitat (Ricklefs, 1993).” Edge
effects at the boundary between natural lands and human-occupied lands (“urban edge
effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions such as lighting, noise, invasive species,
exotic predators (dogs, cats, and opossums), hunting, trapping, off-road activities,
dumping, and other forms of recreation and disturbance. Although some species are in
some ways unaffected by edges (e.g., reproductive output of the rufous-crowned sparrow
[Morrison and Bolger, 2002], distribution of arthropod species [Bolger, et al., 2000]) or
even show preferences for edges (e.g., indigo buntings and northern cardinals
[Woodward, et al., 2001]), human-induced edge effects are generally unfavorable to
native species.
The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area is composed of approximately 575 patches.
The spatial character of the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area is complex with large
numbers of small, spatially disjunct patches, and small numbers of large connected
patches. Sixty-five percent of these patches are less than 10 acres in area and make up
less than 0.25 percent of the areas to be conserved under the proposed MSHCP. The
vast majority of these small patches occurs within areas heavily fragmented by
urbanization in the Riverside Lowlands Bioregion and are represented by small patches
of existing public/quasi-public lands. By contrast, only 28 of the patches (5%) are
greater than 1,000 acres but these make up 94 percent of the areas to be conserved under
the proposed MSHCP. A single connected block makes up the largest portion of the
proposed MSHCP Conservation Area at approximately 238,000 acres (50% of the
acreage).

2.3.4

Covered Species

The 146 species that receive coverage under the proposed MSHCP are listed in Table
2G. The 146 species represent a broad range of habitats and geographical areas in the
proposed Plan Area. They include listed threatened and endangered species that have
very specific habitat requirements and conservation and management needs, other
regionally or locally sensitive or rare species, and upper trophic or generalist species that
have broad habitat requirements.
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Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Birds
Accipiter cooperi

Cooper’s hawk

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)

SSC/FSC

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

Southern California rufouscrowned sparrow

SSC/-

Ammodramus savannarum

grasshopper sparrow

-/-

Amphispiza belli belli

Bell’s sage sparrow

SSC/FSC

Aquila chrysaetos

golden eagle

SP, SSC/-

Ardea herodias

great blue heron

-/-

Athene cunicularia hypugea

burrowing owl

SSC/FSC

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

-/FSC

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

SSC/FSC

Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

ST/FSC

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
couesi

cactus wren

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover (wintering)

SSC/PT

Circus cyaneus

northern harrier (breeding)

SSC/-

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Dendroica petechia brewsteri

yellow warbler

SSC/-

Elanus leucurus

white-tailed kite

SP/FSC

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

SE/FE

Eremophila alpestris actia

California horned lark

SSC/-

Falco columbarius

merlin

SSC/-

Falco mexicanus

prairie falcon (breeding)

SSC/-

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

SP,
SE/delisted

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

SP, SE/FT

Icteria virens

yellow-breasted chat

Lanius ludovicianus

loggerhead shrike

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding)

-/-

Nycticorax nycticorax

black crowned night heron

-/-

Oporornis tolmiei

Macgillivray’s warbler

-/-

Oreortyx pictus

mountain quail

-/-

Pandion haliaetus

osprey
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SSC/SSC/FSC
SSC/-

SSC/-/-

SE/SSC/FSC

SSC/SSC/FSC

SSC/-

Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

SSC/-

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Polioptila californica californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Progne subis

purple martin

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

-/-

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

-/-

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

SE/FE

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

-/-

Canis latrans

coyote

-/-

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

Dipodomys merriami collinus

Aguanga kangaroo rat

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Dipodomys simulans

Dulzra kangaroo rat

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

ST/FE

Glaucomys sabrinus californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

SSC/-

Lepus californicus bennettii

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

SSC/-

Lynx rufus

bobcat

-/-

Mustela frenata

long-tailed weasel

-/-

Neotoma lepida intermedia

San Diego desert woodrat

SSC/-

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse

SSC/-

Puma concolor

mountain lion

-/-

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

-/-

Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

SSC/FE

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

SSC/FT

Rana mucosa

mountain yellow-legged frog

Scaphiopus hammondii

western spadefoot toad

SSC/-

Taricha tarosa tarosa

coast range newt

SSC/-

-/SSC/FSC
SSC/FT
SSC/-/SSC/FSC

Mammals
SSC/-/SSC/FE
-/-

Amphibians

SP, SSC/-

Reptiles
Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

ST/-

Clemmys marmorata pallida

western pond turtle

SSC/-
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Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

-/-

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake

SSC/-

Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

SSC/-

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

-/-

Sceloporus orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

-/-

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

-/-

SSC/-/-

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Branchinecta lynchi

vernal pool fairy shrimp

-/FT

Linderiella santarosae

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

-/FE

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

-/FE

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

-/FE

-/-

Invertebrates/Insects

Fish
Catastomus santaanae

Santa Ana sucker

Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

SSC/FT
SSC/-

Plants
Allium marvinii

Yucaipa onion

-/-

Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

ST/FE

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

-/FE

Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

-/-

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

-/-

Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

-/-

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

-/-

Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

-/-

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

SE/FE

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

SE/FT

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

-/-

Calochortus palmeri var. munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

-/-
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Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

-/-

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

-/-

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

ST/FT

Centromandia pungens ssp. laevis

smooth tarplant

-/-

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spine flower

-/-

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

-/-

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spine flower

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

-/-

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

-/-

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

Erodium macrophyllum

round-leaved filaree

Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii

San Diego button-celery

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

-/-

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

-/-

Harpagonella palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

-/-

Heuchera hirsutissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

-/-

Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata

graceful tarplant

-/-

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

-/-

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

-/-

Juglans californica var. californica

Southern California black walnut

-/-

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

-/-

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

-/-

Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

-/-

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

-/-

Limnanthes gracilis var. parishii

Parish’s meadowfoam

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

-/-

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

-/-

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

-/-

SE/SE/FE

SE/FE
-/SE/FE

SE/-

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

2.3-19

Table 2G - Species Conserved by the MSHCP
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii

Hall’s monardella

-/-

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

-/-

Myosurus minimus

little mousetail

-/-

Nama stenocarpum

mud nama

-/-

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

-/FT

Navarretia prostrata

prostrate navarretia

-/-

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

-/-

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

-/-

Phacelia stellaris

Brand’s phacelia

-/-

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

-/-

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

-/-

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

-/-

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

-/-

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

-/-

Sibaropsis hammittii

Hammitt’s clay-cress

-/-

Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

-/-

1

SE/FE

State Designations
SE Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission.
ST Species listed as threatened by the California Fish and Game Commission.
SSC
Species of Special Concern: Species considered by the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) as possibly facing extinction in California due to declining populations or habitat.
SP State Protected Species: May not be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game
Commission and/or CDFG.
2
Federal Designations
FE Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
FT Threatened: Species listed as threatened by the USFWS.
PT Proposed Threatened: Species proposed for listing as threatened by the USFWS.
P Petitioned as Threatened or Endangered: Species for which the USFWS has received a petition for
listing as threatened or endangered.
Source: MSHCP.
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2.4

Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative

This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed, proposed, and strong candidate species. A total of 32 listed and proposed
species occur in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. In addition to the listed and proposed
species, this alternative also considers conservation needs for the seven species identified
as “strong candidates” for listing: tricolored blackbird, cactus wren, burrowing owl,
western pond turtle, San Bernardino mountain kingsnake, San Diego mountain
kingsnake, and Los Angeles pocket mouse. These species are detailed in Table 2H. The
focus of conservation for this alternative is these 39 listed, proposed, and strong
candidate species. This alternative focuses largely on conservation of the 39 species
identified in Table 2H. While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated
in this alternative in some areas to provide for a reserve scenario that would address the
conservation needs of the focus species, less emphasis is placed on broad-based
ecosystem conservation. The reserve configuration consists of the boundaries within
which conservation is proposed to be achieved. Table 2I provides a summary of
acreages potentially conserved under this alternative, by vegetation category. These
acreages are estimates of areas that are anticipated to be conserved within the reserve
configuration depicted in Figure 2.6, along with the generalized reserve configuration
under this alternative. As shown in Table 2I, under this alternative a total of 465,830
acres would be conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300
acres of currently private land outside existing reserves.
Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Listed and Proposed Species
Mammals
Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

SSC/FE
ST/FE

Birds
Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

ST/FSC

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover (wintering)

SSC/PT

Coccyzus americanus occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

SE/-

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

SP,
SE/delisted

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

SP, SE/FT

Polioptila californica californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

SE/FE

SSC/FT
SE/FE

Reptiles
Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

ST/-

Amphibians
Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

SSC/FE

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

SSC/FT
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name
Rana mucosa

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

mountain yellow-legged frog

SP, SSC/FE

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

-/FE

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

-/FE

Branchinecta lynchii

vernal pool fairy shrimp

-/FT

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

-/FE

Invertebrates/Insects

Invertebrates/Crustaceans

Fish
Catastomus santaanae

Santa Ana sucker

SSC/FT

Plants
Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

ST/FE

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

-/FE

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

-/FE

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

SE/FE

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

SE/FT

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

ST/FT

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spine flower

SE/FE

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

SE/FE

Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii

San Diego button-celery

SE/FE

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

SE/-

-/FT
SE/FE

Other Species
Mammals
Canis latrans

coyote

-/-

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

SSC/-

Glaucomys sabrinus californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

SSC/-

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse (strong
candidate species)

SSC/-

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

-/-

Birds
Accipiter cooperi

Cooper’s hawk

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk
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SSC/SSC/FSC
SSC/-

Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)
(strong candidate species)

SSC/FSC

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

Southern California rufouscrowned sparrow

SSC/-

Athene cunicularia

burrowing owl (strong candidate
species)

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

-/-

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

SSC/FSC

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus

cactus wren (strong candidate species)

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Dendroica petechia

yellow warbler

SSC/-

Falco columbarius

merlin

SSC/-

Icteria virens

yellow-breasted chat

SSC/-

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding)

-/-

Nycticorax nycticorax

black crowned night heron

-/-

Oporornis tolmiei

Macgillvray’s warbler

-/-

Oreortyx picta

mountain quail

-/-

Pandion haliaetus

osprey

SSC/-

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

SSC/-

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Progne subis

purple martin

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

-/-

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

-/-

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

-/-

SSC/FSC

SSC/-/SSC/FSC

-/SSC/FSC
SSC/-/SSC/FSC

Reptiles
Clemmys marmorata pallida

western pond turtle (strong candidate species)

Cnemidophorus tigris
multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red diamond rattlesnake

SSC/-/SSC/-/SSC/-
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake (strong candidate species)

SSC/-

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake
(strong candidate species)

SSC/-

Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

SSC/-

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

-/-

Sceloporus orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

-/-

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

-/-

Amphibians
Taricha tarosa tarosa

coast range newt

SSC/-

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Linderiella santarosae

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

-/-

Fish
Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

SSC/-

Plants
Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

-/-

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

-/-

Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

-/-

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

-/-

Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

-/-

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

-/-

Calochortus palmeri var. munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

-/-

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

-/-

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

-/-

Centromandia pungens ssp. laevis

smooth tarplant

-/-

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spine flower

-/-

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spine flower

-/-

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

-/-

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

-/-

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

-/-
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Table 2H - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Species List
Species Scientific Name

Species Common Name

Listing Status:
State1/Federal2

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

-/-

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

-/-

Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

-/-

Heuchera hirsutissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

-/-

Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata

graceful tarplant

-/-

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

-/-

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

-/-

Juglans californica var.
californica

Southern California black walnut

-/-

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

-/-

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

-/-

Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

-/-

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

-/-

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

-/-

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

-/-

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

-/-

Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii

Hall’s monardella

-/-

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

-/-

Myosurus minimus

little mousetail

-/-

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

-/-

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

-/-

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

-/-

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

-/-

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

-/-

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

-/-

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

-/-

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

-/-

1

2

State Designations
SE
Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission.
ST
Species listed as threatened by the California Fish and Game Commission.
SSC Species of Special Concern: Species considered by the California Department of Fish and Game as
possibly facing extinction in California due to declining populations or habitat.
SP
State Protected Species: May not be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game
Commission and/or CDFG.
Federal Designations
FE
Endangered: Species listed as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
FT
Threatened: Species listed as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
PT
Proposed Threatened: Species proposed for listing as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
P
Petitioned as Threatened or Endangered: Species for which the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has
received a petition for listing as threatened or endangered.
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Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

14,900

26,380

16%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

39,610

246,990

57%

1,260

<5

<5

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

39,180

73,740

47%

14,570

1,310

150

1,460

10%

154,140

22,810

15,220

38,030

25%

1,020

330

100

430

42%

29,910

20,480

30

20,510

69%

7,910

2,920

2,930

5,850

74%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,210

2,100

9,370

62%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

2,380

4,440

56%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

Water

12,210

9,150

940

10,090

83%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

20,770

1,750

22,520

66%

218,260

4,780

0

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

119,300

465,860

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2I - Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Summary

Figure2.6
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2.5

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative

This alternative was developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address only listed and proposed species. As shown in Table 2H, 32 listed and proposed
species occur in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative focuses largely on
the conservation of those 32 listed and proposed species within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological concepts.
While large habitat blocks and broad linkages are incorporated in this alternative in some
areas to provide for a conservation scenario that would address the conservation needs
of the listed and proposed species, less emphasis is placed in this alternative on broadbased ecosystem conservation. The generalized reserve configuration under this alternative is depicted in Figure 2.7. The reserve configuration consists of the boundaries
within which conservation is proposed to be achieved. Table 2J provides a summary of
acreages potentially conserved under this alternative, by vegetation category. These
acreages are estimates of areas that are anticipated to be conserved within the reserve
configuration depicted in Figure 2.7. As shown in Table 2J, under this alternative a total
of 439,140 acres would be conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves
and 92,610 acres of currently private lands outside existing reserves.

Existing
Public/QuasiPublic Lands

Additional
Conservation
(acres)

Total
Conserved
(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

14,900

26,380

16%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

27,010

234,390

54%

1,260

<5

<5

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

29,830

64,390

41%

14,570

1,310

--

1,310

9%

154,140

22,810

11,210

34,020

22%

1,020

330

80

410

40%

29,910

20,480

30

20,510

69%

7,910

2,920

2,930

5,850

74%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and
Forest

15,030

7,270

1,800

9,070

60%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,060

2,360

4,420

56%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

10

1,240

92%

Water

12,210

9,150

860

10,010

82%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

20,770

1,590

22,360

65%

218,260

4,780

--

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

92,610

439,140

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS
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Conserved

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Table 2J - Listed and Proposed Species Alternative Vegetation Summary
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Figure2.7
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2.6

Existing Reserves Alternative

The Existing Reserves Alternative consists of maintained species conservation in
existing reserves, which would allow the issuance of a take permit for those species
adequately conserved (see Table 2L). This would be accomplished by the management
strategies of existing reserves that provide conservation of those species that occur there.
In comparison, the proposed MSHCP and action alternatives include this conservation
as well as additional measures and additional land. Table 2K summarizes vegetation
acreages that would potentially be conserved under this alternative. The level of
conservation within existing reserves would be dependent upon activities within the
reserves and resource protection efforts undertaken by the reserve managers.
Information regarding the size, character and mission of the existing reserves is included
in MSHCP Description of Existing Reserves (April 2000).
A brief summary of the consequences of potential species conservation under this
alternative is presented in Table 2L. As shown in this table, of the 32 listed and proposed species, only two bird species, peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) and western
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), would be considered to be
conserved under this alternative. One mammal species, Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi), would be conserved based on the existing HCP; however, protection
would not be expanded to populations outside the existing HCP area. Additionally, two
amphibian species, mountain yellow-legged frog (Rana muscosa) and California redlegged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), and one plant species, San Diego button-celery
(Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii), could be considered to be conserved if additional
conservation measures are implemented at the Santa Rosa Plateau and on USFS lands.
The remaining 23 listed and proposed species would not be considered to be conserved
under this alternative. The existing reserves alternative is depicted in Figure 2.8.
Table 2K - Existing Reserves Alternative Vegetation Summary
MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Existing
Public/Quasi-Public
Lands(acres)

Agriculture

169,480

11,480

7%

Chaparral

434,950

207,380

48%

1,260

<5

<1%

156,450

34,560

22%

14,570

1,310

9%

154,140

22,810

15%

1,020

330

32%

29,910

20,480

68%

7,910

2,920

37%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and Forest

15,030

7,270

48%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

2,060

26%

Unknown

1,350

1,230

91%

12,210

9,150

75%

Vegetation Type

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Water

Conserved
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Table 2K - Existing Reserves Alternative Vegetation Summary

Vegetation Type

MSHCP Plan
Area
(acres)

Existing
Public/Quasi-Public
Lands(acres)

34,300

20,770

61%

218,260

4,780

2%

1,258,780

346,530

Woodlands and Forests
Developed or Disturbed Land
TOTALS

Conserved

Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Listed and Proposed Species
Birds
Buteo swainsoni

Swainson’s hawk

Not conserved.

Charadrius montanus

mountain plover

Not conserved.

Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Conserved.

Empidonax traillii extimus

southwestern willow flycatcher

Not conserved.

Falco peregrinus

peregrine falcon

Conserved.

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

bald eagle

Not conserved.

Polioptila californica
californica

coastal California gnatcatcher

Not conserved.

Vireo bellii pusillus

least Bell’s vireo

Not conserved.

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys stephensi

Stephens’ kangaroo rat

Conserved.

Bufo californicus

arroyo toad

Conditionally conserved.

Rana aurora draytonii

California red-legged frog

Conserved.

Rana muscosa

mountain yellow-legged frog

Conserved.

Branchinecta lynchii

vernal pool fairy shrimp

Not conserved.

Streptocephalus woottoni

Riverside fairy shrimp

Not conserved.

Euphydryas editha quino

Quino checkerspot butterfly

Not conserved.

Rhaphiomidas terminatus
abdominalis

Delhi sands flower-loving fly

Not conserved.

Santa Ana sucker

Not conserved

Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

Not conserved.

Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

Not conserved.

Atriplex coronata var. notatior

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Not conserved.

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

Not conserved.

Mammals

Amphibians

Invertebrates/Crustaceans

Invertebrates/Insects

Fish
Catastomus santaanae
Plants
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Scientific Name

Common Name
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Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaved brodiaea

Not conserved.

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Not conserved.

Deinandra mohavensis

Mojave tarplant

Conserved.

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned spineflower

Not conserved.

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River woollystar

Not conserved.

Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii

San Diego button-celery

Conserved.

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Not conserved.

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

Not conserved.

Accipiter cooperii

Cooper’s hawk

Not conserved.

Accipiter gentilis

northern goshawk

Conserved.

Accipiter striatus

sharp-shinned hawk

Not conserved.

Agelaius tricolor

tricolored blackbird (colony)

Not conserved.

Aimophila ruficeps canescens

rufous-crowned sparrow

Not conserved.

Ammodramus savannarum

grasshopper sparrow

Not conserved.

Amphispiza bellii bellii

Bell’s sage sparrow

Not conserved.

Aquila chrysaetos

golden eagle

Not conserved.

Areda herdias

great blue heron

Asio flammeus

short-eared owl (breeding)

Not conserved.

Asio otus

long-eared owl (breeding)

Not conserved.

Athene cunicularia

burrowing owl

Not conserved.

Botaurus lentiginosus

American bittern

Not conserved.

Buteo regalis

ferruginous hawk

Not conserved.

Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus couesi

cactus wren

Not conserved.

Cathartes aura

turkey vulture (breeding)

Not conserved.

Catharus ustulatus

Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

Not conserved.

Chaetura vauxi

Vaux’s swift

Conditionally conserved.

Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus

western snowy plover

Not conserved.

Circus cyaneus

northern harrier (breeding)

Not conserved.

Cypseloides niger

black swift (breeding)

Conserved.

Dendroica petechia brewsteri

yellow warbler

Not conserved.

Elanus leucurus

white-tailed kite

Not conserved.

Eremophila alpestris actia

California horned lark

Not conserved.

Falco columbarius

merlin

Not conserved.

Falco mexicanus

prairie falcon (breeding)

Not conserved.

Glaucidium gnoma

northern pygmy owl

Conserved.

Other Species
Birds
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Common Name
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Grus canadensis tabida

greater sandhill crane

Not conserved.

Icteria virens auricollis

yellow-breasted chat

Not conserved.

Ixobrychus exilis hesperis

western least bittern

Not conserved.

Lanius ludovicianus

loggerhead shrike

Not conserved.

Laterallus jamaicensis

California black rail

Not conserved.

Melospiza lincolnii

Lincoln’s sparrow

Conserved.

Nycticorax nycticorax

black-crowned night-heron

Conserved.

Oporonis tolmiea

MacGillivray’s warbler

Conserved.

Oreortyx picta

mountain quail

Conserved.

Otus flammeolus

flammulated owl

Conditionally conserved.

Pandion haliaetus

osprey

Conserved.

Phalacrocorax auritus

double-crested cormorant

Conserved.

Picoides pubescens

downy woodpecker

Not conserved.

Plegadis chihi

white-faced ibis

Not conserved.

Progne subis

purple martin

Conserved.

Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Williamson’s sapsucker

Conserved.

Strix occidentalis occidentalis

California spotted owl

Conserved.

Tachycineta bicolor

tree swallow

Not conserved.

Toxostoma lecontei

Le Conte’s thrasher

Not conserved.

Vermivora ruficapilla

Nashville warbler

Conserved.

Wilsonia pusilla

Wilson’s warbler

Conserved.

Antrozous pallidus

pallid bat

Not conserved.

Bassarisucs astutus

ringtail

Not conserved.

Canis latrans clepticus

coyote

Conserved.

Chaeotodipus californicus
femoralis

Dulzura California pocket
mouse

Conserved.

Choeronyeteris mexicana

Mexican long-tongued bat

Not conserved.

Chaetodipus fallax fallax

northwestern San Diego pocket
mouse

Conserved.

Dipodomys merriami collinus

Aguanga kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys merriami parvus

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Dipodomys simulans

Dulzura kangaroo rat

Not conserved.

Euderma maculatum

spotted bat

Not conserved.

Eumops perotis californicus

California mastiff bat

Not conserved.

Glaucomys sabrinus
californicus

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Conserved.

Lasiurus ega

southern yellow bat

Not conserved.

Lepus californicus bennettii

San Diego blacktailed jackrabbit

Not conserved.

Lynx rufus californicus

bobcat

Not conserved.

Macrotus californicus

California leaf-nosed bat

Not conserved.

Mammals
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Mustela frenata latirostra

long-tailed weasel

Not conserved.

Myotis ciliolabrum

western small-footed myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis evotis

long-eared myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis thysanodes

fringed myotis

Not conserved.

Myotis volans

long-legged myotis

Not conserved.

Neotoma lepida intermedia

San Diego desert woodrat

Conserved.

Nyctinimops femorosaccus

pocketed free-tailed bat

Not conserved.

Nyctinimops macrotis

big free-tailed bat

Not conserved.

Onychomys torridus ramona

southern grasshopper mouse

Not conserved.

Ovis canadensis cremnobates

peninsular bighorn sheep

Not conserved.

Ovis canadensis nelsoni

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

Not conserved.

Perognathus longimembris
brevinasus

Los Angeles pocket mouse

Not conserved.

Pleocotus townsendii pallescens

pale big-eared bat

Not conserved.

Pleocotus townsendii
townsendii

western big-eared bat

Not conserved.

Puma concolor

mountain lion

Not conserved.

Sylvilagus bachmani

brush rabbit

Conserved.

Taxidea taxus

American badger

Not conserved.

Ensatina eschscholtzii klauberi

large blotched salamander

Conserved.

Scaphiopus hammondii

western spadefoot toad

Not conserved.

Taricha torosa torosa

coast range newt

Not conserved.

Anniella pulchra pulchra

California legless lizard

Not conserved.

Arizona elegans occidentalis

coastal glossy snake

Not conserved.

Charina bottae umbratica

southern rubber boa

Not conserved.

Clemmys marmorata pallida

southwestern pond turtle

Not conserved.

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
beldingi

orange-throated whiptail

Not conserved.

Cnemidophorus tigris
multiscutatus

coastal western whiptail

Not conserved.

Coleonyx variegatus abbottii

San Diego banded gecko

Not conserved.

Crotalus ruber ruber

northern red diamond rattlesnake

Conserved.

Diadophis punctatus modestus

San Bernardino ringneck snake

Not conserved.

Diadophis punctatus similis

San Diego ringneck snake

Not conserved.

Gambelia wislizenii

long-nosed leopard lizard

Not conserved.

Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra

San Bernardino mountain
kingsnake

Conserved.

Lampropeltis zonata pulchra

San Diego mountain kingsnake

Conserved.

Amphibians

Reptiles

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

2.6-5

Table 2L - Summary of Potential Species Conservation Under
Existing Reserves Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Lichanura trivirgata
roseofusca

coastal rosy boa

Conserved.

Phrynosoma coronatum
blainvillei

San Diego horned lizard

Not conserved.

Salvadora hexalepis virgultea

coast patch-nosed snake

Conditionally conserved.

Sceloporus graciosus
vandenburgianus

southern sagebrush lizard

Not conserved.

Sceloporus orcuttii orcuttii

granite spiny lizard

Not conserved.

Thamnophis hammondii

two-striped garter snake

Not conserved.

Thamnophis sirtalis infernalis

California red-sided garter
snake

Not conserved.

Xantusia henshawi henshawi

granite night lizard

Not conserved.

Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp

Conserved.

Gila orcutti

arroyo chub

Not conserved.

Rhinichthys osculus

Santa Ana speckled dace

Conserved.

Arabis johnstonii

Johnston’s rock cress

Conserved.

Arctostaphylos rainbowensis

Rainbow manzanita

Not conserved.

Astragalus pachypus var.
jaegeri

Jaeger’s milkvetch

Not conserved.

Atriplex coulteri

Coulter’s saltbush

Not conserved.

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

Not conserved.

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

Not conserved.

Brodiaea orcuttii

Orcutt’s brodiaea

Conserved.

Calochortus palmeri var.
munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

Conserved.

Calochortus plummerae

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Not conserved.

Calochortus weedii var.
intermedius

intermediate mariposa lily

Not conserved.

Caulanthus simulans

Payson’s jewelflower

Not conserved.

Centromandia pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe leptotheca

peninsular spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi

Parry’s spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe polygonoides var.
longispina

long-spined spineflower

Not conserved.

Chorizanthe procumbens

prostrate spineflower

Not conserved.

Convolvulus simulans

small-flowered morning glory

Not conserved.

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed dudleya

Not conserved.

Dudleya viscida

sticky-leaved dudleya

Conserved.

Invertebrates
Linderiella santarosae
Fish

Plants
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Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Conserved.

Galium californicum ssp. primum

California bedstraw

Conserved.

Harpagonella palmeri var.
palmeri

Palmer’s grapplinghook

Not conserved.

Holocarpha virgata ssp.
elongata

graceful tarplant

Not conserved.

Hordeum intercedens

vernal barley

Not conserved.

Huechera hirsuitissima

shaggy-haired alumroot

Conserved.

Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha

beautiful hulsea

Conserved.

Juglans californica var.
californica

Southern California black walnut

Not conserved.

Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri

Coulter’s goldfields

Not conserved.

Lepechinia cardiophylla

heart-leaved pitcher sage

Not conserved.

Lilium humboldtii ssp.
ocellatum

ocellated Humboldt lily

Conserved.

Lilium parryi

lemon lily

Conserved.

Limnanthes gracilis var.
parishii

Parish’s meadowfoam

Conserved.

Microseris douglasii var.
platycharpha

small-flowered microseris

Not conserved.

Mimulus clevelandii

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Conserved.

Mimulus diffusus

Palomar monkeyflower

Not conserved.

Monardella macrantha ssp.
hallii

Hall’s monardella

Conserved.

Mucronea californica

California spineflower

Not conserved.

Muhlenbergia californica

California muhly

Not conserved.

Myosurus minimus ssp. apus

little mousetail

Not conserved.

Oxytheca caryophylloides

chickweed oxytheca

Conserved.

Penstemon californicus

California beardtongue

Conserved.

Polygala cornuta var. fishiae

Fish’s milkwort

Not conserved.

Potentilla rimicola

cliff cinquefoil

Conserved.

Quercus engelmannii

Engelmann oak

Not conserved.

Romneya coulteri

Coulter’s matilija poppy

Not conserved.

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

Conserved.

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

Not conserved.

Source:

Western Riverside County MSHCP.
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No Project/No MSHCP Alternative

Under the No Project Alternative, subregional permits pursuant to the following
regulations would not be issued: 1) Section 10(a)(1)(B) under the Federal Endangered
Species Act; and 2) Section 2835 of the California Fish and Game Code. Activities
involving take of State and/or federal listed species would require individual permitting
on a project-by-project basis, as is currently the case.
Land use changes and policies that are being contemplated to implement the proposed
MSHCP may not occur. However, planning currently being conducted under the RCIP
for the County’s General Plan and County Circulation Element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans resulting in take of listed species
and regulated habitats, however, would need to be permitted separately under the
applicable State and federal processes. Existing reserves would be retained with existing
management strategies under the No Project/No MSHCP Alternative. A summary of
existing reserves and associated management activities is provided in Table 2M.
Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local,
State, and federal regulatory processes. Under the No Project/No MSHCP Alternative,
these existing processes, and the resulting project modifications and mitigation are anticipated to result in some conservation of habitats and species within the proposed Plan
Area. Biological resources that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and policies are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered,
and those species and habitats associated with wetland systems, as further discussed in
this section.
Table 2N provides a summary of species currently provided protection under federal and
State endangered species regulations, their known locations within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area, and their general habitats and habitat associations. In addition, Figure 3.1.1
of this document provides a general context under which wetlands that are subject to
existing regulation can be estimated. Actual jurisdictional areas would need to be
mapped on a more detailed project-by-project basis to determine the specific areas
affected. This information is provided to summarize and depict species and potential
wetland locations that would receive some protection under the No Project/No MSHCP
Alternative based on application of existing regulations.
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented, and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a coordinated system of linkages provided to connect conservation areas, and the ability to
provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.
Although the aforementioned regulations and policies would continue to be applied
throughout the proposed Plan Area in the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, history
has demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the
decline of species in the proposed Plan Area that has resulted in increased listings of
species in recent years. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that under the No
Project/No MSHCP Alternative, new species would continue to be listed in the future,
and regulation of those species and their habitats would be applied under the current
regulatory processes.
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Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Cleveland National
Forest

USFS

Resource conservation and compatible recreation
activities; wilderness areas; recreation restricted to
hiking, low-impact camping.

San Bernardino
National Forest

USFS

Resource conservation and compatible recreation
activities; wilderness areas; recreation restricted to
hiking, low-impact camping.

Prado Basin

US Army Corps of
Engineers

Management for watershed resource preservation as
well as flood control protection.

Bureau of Land
Management Lands

BLM

Management is based on multiple use and sustainable
yield. Designation of Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern (Potrero, Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve,
Million Dollar Spring). Land swaps to promulgate
concentration of ownership with the intent to better
manage lands.

Lake Perris
Recreation Area

California State
Parks

Preservation of natural and cultural resources and
provide for recreational activities. Management for
SKR and exotic species removal.

San Jacinto Wildlife
Refuge

CDFG / California
State Parks

Native species conservation and habitat enhancement.
Hunting and fishing permitted in some areas. Mowing
of 1,500 acres for maintenance of SKR habitat, per
SKR HCP.

Chino Hills State
Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of natural communities (NCCP area) and
species as well as recreational activities. Exotic species
removal programs and promulgation of providing
wildlife linkages to surrounding open space areas also
occur.

Anza Borrego Desert
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment. Monitoring
programs for riparian vegetation communities, peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis cremnobates)
and least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). Wilderness areas are managed for primitive character and
wildlife preservation.

Mt. San Jacinto
Wilderness State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment, maintenance of
non-motorized vehicle or bicycle uses. Primitive
camping and associated hiking facilities. Scientific
research of high forest ecosystems and endangered
plants occurs.

Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve

CSU, San Diego /
The Nature Conservancy / CDFG

Managed for scientific education and research. The
Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (BLM designation) is managed as a core reserve while still permitting educational and scientific research activities.

Santa Rosa Plateau
Nature Reserve

California State
Parks / County of
Riverside / The
Nature Conservancy

Managed to accommodate all owner’s mission statements; daily non-motorized vehicle access, restoration
of native habitats including vernal pools and
Engelmann Oaks (Quercus engelmannii). Exotics
removal program is underway.

Motte Rimrock
Reserve

University of California Regents

Managed for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to the public, however the entire reserve
is fenced

Box Springs Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained as research and instruction site by UCR.
Open to the public, however all sides are fenced.
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Existing Management Strategies

Emerson Oaks
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to public during daylight hours. An exotic
species removal program has also been deployed at this
reserve.

UC James San
Jacinto Mountain Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific
study. Open to public, however access is restricted due
to perimeter fencing.

Kabian Park

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District / BLM

Management for wildlife and recreation such as
equestrian, hiking and picnicking. Being considered as
a building block for a future core reserve.

DeAnza Park/Norton
Younglove Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Ultimate management and use of this land has not been
resolved at this time. The County is currently in the
process of evaluating prospects for a motor cycle park
or a conservation area.

Harford Springs
Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for passive recreation such as hiking, equestrian uses and wildlife viewing.

Box Springs
Mountain Reserve

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for purposes of recreation including equestrian uses.

Santa Ana Regional
Park

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District / US Army
Corps of Engineers

Hidden Valley Wildlife Area: managed for habitat
conservation and enhancement.
Martha Mclean Anza Narrows Park: managed for
active recreation.
Rancho Jurupa Park: managed for active recreation
including off-highway recreational vehicles.

Lake Skinner
Recreation Area

County of Riverside Parks and
Open Space District

Managed for active recreation.

Riverside County
Habitat Conservation
Agency Lands

RCHCA

All lands are dedicated in perpetuity to wildlife habitat.

Orange County Water
District Lands

Orange County
Water District

Managed for sustainable water resources for Orange
County. Least Bell’s vireo habitat restoration and
species preservation program. Maintenance of 465
acres of wetland. Duck and pheasant hunting on
adjacent lands.

Sycamore Canyon
Wilderness Park

City of Riverside
Park and Recreation Department

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve system.
Exotics removal program in wetland areas is also a
component of the park’s management theme.

Lake MathewsEstelle Mountain Reserve

Metropolitan Water District /
CDFG / RCHCA
/ BLM

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve system.
Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive
management program in place.

Southwest Riverside
County MultiSpecies Reserve

Metropolitan Water District /
RCHCA / Riverside County Parks
and Open Space
District / BLM

Managed as a multiple species reserve. Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive management
program in place.
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Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Metropolitan Water
District Lands

Metropolitan Water District

A large majority of lands are reserved for operations
and maintenance. Several smaller portions of land have
been reserved for vernal pool or other habitat preservation. These parcels are managed for the perpetuity of
native habitat and species preservation.

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation
District Lands

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation District

Managed for protection of flood-related threats.
Management plans have been developed with CDFG to
regulate management regimes in sensitive areas.

March Air Reserve
Base Reserve Lands

March JPA

Managed as a component of the SKR core reserve
system (core reserve with Sycamore Canyon). March
JPA is in discussion with USFWS regarding this land.

Southern California
Edison Lands

SCE

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of
utilities. Policies within SCE have been developed in
order to reduce impacts to sensitive habitats when
emergency action is necessary.

San Diego Gas and
Electric Lands

San Diego Gas
and Electric

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of
utilities.

Mitigation Banks/
Conservation Banks

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of
habitat and/or species preservation through mitigation.
Lands are actively managed for specific species or
habitat type.

BLM
Bureau of Land Management
CDFG
California Department of Fish and Game
CSU
California State University
HCP
Habitat Conservation Plan
JPA
Joint Powers Authority
NCCPNatural Communities Conservation Plan
RCHCA Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency
SCE
Southern California Edison
SKR
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi)
UCR
University of California, Riverside
USFS
United States Forest Service

Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Plants
Allium munzii

ST, FE

13 extant populations: Estelle
Mountain, Gavilan Plateau, North
Peak, Paloma Valley, Skunk Hollow and Bachelor Mountain North,
Domenigoni Hills, Alberhill, and
Temescal Canyon.

Chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, grassland, riparian
scrub, woodland
forests.

FE

11 loosely defined areas largely
associated with Mystic Lake, San
Jacinto River, and Salt Creek. Also
associated with willow soils at
Alberhill Creek.

Alkaline playas
and vernal pools,
grassland.

SE, FE

Vicinity of Vail Lake.

Chaparral,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

Munz’s onion

Atriplex coronata
var. notatior
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Berberis nevinii
Nevin’s barberry
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Species

Listing
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Brodiaea filifolia

SE, FT

12 populations along San Jacinto
River in Nuevo, Perris, and the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area, Salt Creek,
the Santa Rosa Plateau and west of
Santa Rosa Plateau, and the old Salt
Creek drainage.

Clay, loamy sand,
alkaline silty clay,
grassland, playas
and vernal pools.

SE, FT

3 populations in the hills immediately west of Vail Lake and on the
lower north-facing slopes of the
Agua Tibia Mountains in the Agua
Tibia Wilderness.

Chamise chaparral
on ultra basic parent rock and
weathered gabbro.

SE, FE

4 areas in Temescal Wash at Indian
Creek; upper San Jacinto River at
Valle Vista and Hemet; Central
Bautista Creek, Arroyo Seco, Kolb
Creek; and Vail Lake.

Chaparral, gravels
in open chamise,
sandy soils in
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

SE, FE

2 locations: near Market Street
within the City of Riverside and
west of Fairmont Park and Golf
Club within the City of Riverside.

Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
washes and early
succession alluvial
fan sage scrub.

SE, FE

4 populations within proposed Plan
Area.

SE

1 location at Santa Rosa Plateau.

Ephemeral
wetlands in mountains.

FT

Western Riverside County supports
the 12 largest remaining populations in alkali soils within upper
Salt Creek west of Hemet, along the
San Jacinto River from west of
Mystic Lake south to Perris Valley
Airport.

Playas and vernal
pools.

SE, FE

3 vernal pool sites at upper Salt
Creek west of Hemet, Skunk Hollow, and the Santa Rosa Plateau.

Playas and vernal
pools.

3 locations at Skunk Hollow, the
Santa Rosa Plateau, and Salt Creek.

Playas and vernal
pools.

thread-leaved
brodiaea

Ceanothus
ophiochilus
Vail Lake
ceanothus
Dodechema
leptoceras
slender-horned
spineflower
Eriastrum
densifolium ssp.
sanctorum
Santa Ana River
woollystar
Eryngium aristulatum var.
parishii

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

San Diego
button-celery
Limnanthes
gracilis parishii
Parish’s
meadowfoam
Navarretia
fossalis
spreading
navarretia

Orcuttia
californica
California Orcutt
grass

Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Branchinecta
lynchii

FT

vernal pool fairy
shrimp
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species
Streptocephalus
woottoni

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

FE

Skunk Hollow vernal pools, just
east of I-15 on the Pechanga Indian
Reservation, and two locations in
Rancho California along SR-79.

Playas and vernal
pools.

FE

Aguanga, Anza, Cactus Valley,
Gavilan Hills, Menifee, Murrieta
Hot Springs, Sage, Vail Lake,
Wildomar, Wilson Valley, Paloma
Valley, Kolb Creek, and Southwestern Riverside County MultiSpecies Reserve.

Open chaparral,
coastal sage scrub,
grassland, playas
and vernal pools,
open canopy
woodlands and
forests.

FE

Jurupa Hills, Agua Mansa area,
Mira Loma, and within Delhi soil
zones along SR-60.

Coastal sage scrub,
sparse with Delhi
soils, grassland
with Delhi soils.

FE

Scattered occurrences southwest of
Lake Elsinore, south of Vail Lake,
the Whitewater River, north of I-10,
Santa Margarita River basin below
609 meters elevation. Also in
Temecula, Arroyo Seco, San
Mateo, Tenaja Creek, Dipping
Springs at Vail Lake, and San
Jacinto River near confluence of
Bautista Creek and Sitton Peak.

Chaparral
(estivation),
coastal sage scrub
(estivation), grassland (estivation),
riparian woodlands
(estivation), riparian scrub, woodlands and forests
(breeding), riparian
alluvial fan sage
scrub (estivation).

FT

Very rare in western Riverside
County and Santa Rosa Plateau
(only known extant population
south of Ventura County).

Marshes and
meadows (livestock ponds), riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests (breeding).

ST

San Jacinto Mountains at Fern
Valley-Idyllwild, Suicide Peak
Trail, Marion Mountains near
Idyllwild, Hunter Park, and Devil’s
Slide Trail (most populations within
designated wilderness areas).

Chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forests,
woodlands and
forests.

Riverside fairy
shrimp
Invertebrates/Insects
Euphydryas
editha quino
Quino
checkerspot butterfly
Rhaphiomidas
terminates
abdominalis
Delhi sands flower-loving fly
Amphibians
Bufo californicus
arroyo toad

Rana aurora
draytonii
California redlegged frog
Reptiles
Charina bottae
umbratica
southern rubber
boa
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Birds
Buteo swainsoni

ST

Agricultural areas with rural and
low density residential (has not
been recorded in many locations in
central Plan Area and montane regions).

Agriculture, sparse
coastal sage scrub,
desert scrubs,
grassland,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
woodlands and
forests (open).

SE

5 territories all within Prado Basin
and Santa Ana River. Only summer
population west of Colorado River.

Riparian forests in
woodlands and
forests.

SE, FE

Sparse locations in Prado Basin and
Vail Lake. Also maybe in Temescal
Creek, Bautista Creek, Diamond
Valley Lake area, Hemet Lake,
Lake Elsinore, Santa Rosa Plateau
East, Santa Ana River, Temecula
Creek, Lake Mathews, Lake Skinner, Lake Perris, Murrieta Creek,
Prado Park.

Riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

SE,
delisted

May exist anywhere in study area,
observations in Prado Basin.

Agriculture, desert
scrubs, grassland,
Alpine meadows
and marshes,
montane coniferous forests, canyons, cliffs, escarpments.

SE, FT

Primarily migrant and wintering
species in western Riverside
County. Some nesting attempted
around bodies of water.

Meadows and
marshes, montane
coniferous forests,
riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forest, water.

FT

Throughout western Riverside
County in coastal sage scrub habitats. High densities occur along I15 corridor, continuing southeast to
Lake Skinner.

Coastal sage scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

FE, SE

Summer resident in willow areas
below 1,970 feet elevation, south of
Tehachapi Mountains and north of
northwestern Baja California.

Riparian scrub,
woodlands and
forests.

Swainson’s hawk

Coccyzus
americanus
occidentalis
western yellowbilled cuckoo
Empidonax
traillii extimus
southwestern willow flycatcher

Falco peregrinus
peregrine falcon

Haliaeetus
leucocephalus
bald eagle

Polioptila
californica
californica
coastal California
gnatcatcher
Vireo belli
pusillus
least Bell’s vireo
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Table 2N - Existing Species Provided Protection within the
MSHCP Plan Area
Species

Listing
Status

Known Locations in Plan Area

Habitat/
Habitat Association

Mammals
Dipodomys
merriami parvus

FE

Aguanga, Sage, Temecula Creek,
and Wilson Creek.

Coastal sage scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub.

ST, FE

Patchy distribution from Corona/Norco Hills just west of SR-91
to Anza Valley, Temecula area,
Badlands, and Potrero Valley.
Largest populations in Lake
Mathews-Estelle Mountains, Lake
Skinner Domenigoni Valley, and
San Jacinto-Lake Perris core reserves.

Sparse coastal sage
scrub, grassland,
sparse Riversidean
alluvial fan sage
scrub.

San Bernardino
kangaroo rat
Dipodomys
stephensi
Stephens’ kangaroo rat

ST
SE
FT
FE

Listed “Threatened” under the State of California Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Endangered” under the State of California Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Threatened” under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
Listed “Endangered” under the Federal Endangered Species Act.
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2.8

Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (c) states the following with respect to the
range of alternatives in an EIR:
The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The EIR should
also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were
rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the reasons
underlying the lead agency’s determination. Additional information explaining the
choice of alternatives may be included in the administrative record. Among the
factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an
EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or
(iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.
NEPA regulations 40 CFR 1502.14 (a) states that the alternatives section of an EIS
should:
[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for
alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons
for their having been eliminated.
This section briefly describes two alternatives (Narrow Endemic Plant Species
Alternative and the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative) that were evaluated
and eliminated from further detailed study. Their reasons for being eliminated, which
are the failure to meet most of the basic project objectives and their infeasibility, are also
briefly discussed.
2.8.1

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative

This alternative would focus on the conservation of narrow endemic plant species. The
term endemic species refers to a species that is native to a particular geographic area.
Endemic does not imply rarity or endangerment; rather, it refers to geographic
distribution. A very narrowly distributed species is found only within a small
geographic area (e.g., the San Jacinto Valley crownscale [Atriplex coronata var.
notatior] is endemic [found only] in western Riverside County).
The term narrow endemic species has been used in conservation planning to refer to a
species that is restricted to a relatively small geographic area and for which conservation
planning decisions would have a substantial effect on the status of the species. Plant
species that are the focus of this alternative are listed in Table 2O. It is anticipated that
under this alternative, conservation areas for narrow endemic plants would overlap
similar areas identified for conservation in the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative.
Protocol surveys would be constructed for narrow endemic plants during the appropriate
season. If populations of narrow endemic plants were observed, avoidance and minimization measures would be undertaken in the design of individual projects.
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Table 2O - Plant Species Protected under the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Plant Species Endemic to the Plan Area
Allium munzii

Munz’s onion

Arabis johnstoni

Johnston’s rock cress

Atriplex coronata var.
notatior

San Jacinto Valley
crownscale

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

Calochortus palmeri var.
munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto Mountains
bedstraw

Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Generally confined to Forest Service lands
Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Plant Species for which Plan Area is Critical to Conservation (not Endemic to Plan Area)
Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaf brodiaea

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned
spineflower

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed
dudleya

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River
woollystar

Hemizoniz pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Lasthenia glabrata spp.
apus

Coulter’s goldfield

Lepechinia cordifolia

heart-leaf pitcher-sage

Myosurus minimus ssp.
apus

little mousetail

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt
grass

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s trichocoronis

Santa Ana River

Generally confined to Forest Service lands

Santa Rosa Plateau, Steele Rock

For many of the plant species being considered for conservation under the proposed
MSHCP, the existing available distribution data are limited. If coverage of these species
were sought in the selected alternative for the proposed MSHCP, the need to conduct
surveys would apply to these species, as well as to the narrow endemic plant species.
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The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative conflicts with Project Objectives.
Because it covers only 22 species, the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative does
not provide the maximum possible certainty that the Take Authorization will cover
additional species that may be listed while the Permits are in effect. Also, the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Alternative will not streamline development authorization under
FESA and CESA to the maximum extent practicable. Likewise, the Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Alternative would not provide assurances that, to the extent legally
possible, private parties will not be required to mitigate impacts under FESA and CESA
except as required in the Plan. The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative is also
infeasible due to economic and other considerations, and it would not reduce or avoid
any of the Project’s significant environmental impacts. Thus, the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative to the
Plan. However, elements from this alternative to protect endemic species were
incorporated into the Proposed Action as additional survey requirements (Appendix B,
Alternative Screening Document, contains a more detailed analysis). By incorporating
these features, the Plan takes advantage of the species benefits that would have been
provided by the Narrow Endemic Species Alternative.
2.8.2

Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative

This alternative seeks to promote the viability and recovery of western Riverside County
ecosystems and habitats, and the species dependent upon them. Additionally, this alternative seeks to reduce the need for the potential listing of species in the future. Like the
proposed Plan, this alternative also focuses generally on the following broad-based
NCCP biological tenets:
C Conserve focus species and their habitats throughout the proposed Plan Area;
C Conserve large habitat blocks;
C Conserve habitat diversity;
C Keep reserves contiguous and connected; and
C Protect reserves from encroachment and invasion by non-native species.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative provides for the most conservation of
the alternatives and the Proposed Action. It seeks to conserve up to 146 species and
218,600 acres of habitat on private lands within the MSHCP Planning Area. The
number of species to be conserved remains the same: 32 listed and proposed species, and
115 sensitive species.
Like all of the other alternatives, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
conserves 346,530 acres of existing public/quasi-public lands. In addition, the Modified
Reserve Configuration Alternative also would conserve 218,600 acres of private lands.
The 218,600 acres include the 153,000 acres proposed for conservation with the
Proposed Action plus 65,400 acres of additional conservation on private lands. The
additional 65,400 acres of private lands are largely comprised of lands designated as
critical habitat for listed, threatened, or endangered species or areas supporting sensitive
soils.
After analyzing the potential beneficial and detrimental effects of the alternatives, the
Lead Agencies determined that the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conflicts
with Project Objectives. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have
increased the number of acres to be conserved by 65,400 acres even though the amount
of habitat included in the Project is sufficient to adequately conserve all of the Covered
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Species. Thus, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have greatly
increased the cost of the project (by the fair market value of those 65,400 acres) without
significantly increasing the habitat value of the reserve. The Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative would conflict with Project Objectives because it would not
be economically efficient and it would not limit the expenditure of public and private
funds to the amount necessary to maintain a reserve that can adequately conserve the
Covered Species. Moreover, because the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
would require the purchase of an additional 65,400 acres of private lands, it is
economically infeasible and it conflicts with the Project Objective requiring that the
preferred alternative include a fee-based funding program that will generate sufficient
revenue to contribute to the reserve’s funding needs. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative also fails to avoid or substantially reduce any of the Project’s significant
environmental impacts. Based on these considerations, the Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative
to the proposed Project. (Appendix B, Alternative Screening Document, contains a more
detailed analysis of this decision-making process).
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2.9

Funding

Local funding is an essential element of the western Riverside County MSHCP. Local
funding provides mitigation for the local public and private development projects that
the proposed MSHCP will accommodate. Riverside County’s rapidly growing
population will require the construction of more than 100,000 approximately 149,000
additional residential units in unincorporated western Riverside County to be built over
the next 20 years by 2025. The local funding plan must balance the cost and benefits.
A local mitigation fee on all new development will be required, subject to a Government
Code Section 66000 establishing the legal relationship between the fee and the benefit
to those paying it.
The Plan’s ability to provide for timely acquisition of lands required for creation of the
reserve system is the single most critical element in the success of the Plan. Land values
in the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area are likely to range from less than $1,000 per
acre to $100,000 per acre or more depending on location, natural constraints, access,
availability of utilities, and zoning and land use entitlements. The projected cost to
acquire 112,000 acres of private lands is $1,450,000,000. Further, the cyclical nature
of land development in Riverside County adds to the volatility of land values. During
the course of assembling the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area, inflation, economic
cycles, supply and demand for housing in the region will all impact the actual costs of
land acquisition. The financing plan will be revisited periodically during the life of the
plan to update cost and financing projections.
Local funding sources include funding from both public and private development and
regional funding sources that attempt to spread the financial burden over a broader base
than just new development. Sources in this category include, but are not limited to, City
and County developer mitigation fees, contributions from local public and private
infrastructure projects, County contribution of El Sobrante Landfill tipping fees from
out-of-County waste, County contribution of landfill tipping fees for in-County waste,
a contribution of a portion of Measure A sales tax, other regional funding that may be
developed, and County contribution of Density Bonus fees.
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2.10 Implementation
Regional Conservation Authority. Implementation of the MSHCP will be overseen,
administered, and enforced by a joint regional authority formed by the County and 14
cities pursuant to the requirements of the California Government Code and other
appropriate legal authorities. This authority will be called the Western Riverside County
Regional Conservation Authority (RCA). The RCA will have adequate authority to
carry out the requirements of the MSHCP. The RCA shall sign the IA and will be a
permitee under the permits. However, the RCA will not limit County or City local land
use authority, or prevent a permitee from approving a discretionary project. The RCA
will be formed either as a new joint powers authority or as part of an existing joint
powers authority prior to the issuance of permits by the Wildlife Agencies. It is
currently anticipated that the RCA will be governed by a Board of Directors consisting
of the 5 members of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors a well as an elected
official from each of the 14 cities.
The RCA will provide the primary policy direction for the implementation of the
MSHCP and will provide opportunities for public participation in the decision-making
process. Duties of the RCA will include (but are not limited to) the following:
• Identify and make decisions on local Additional Reserve Lands acquisitions
consistent with adopted MSHCP policies, criteria, and strategies, with input from
Funding Coordination Committee (FCC, see below);
• Identify and make decisions on local funding priorities consistent with adopted
MSHCP policies, criteria, and strategies, with input from the FCC;
• Coordinate implementation of the MSHCP by permitees and the Wildlife Agencies,
and endeavor to assist in resolving disputes between permitees and the Wildlife
Agencies;
• Approve and submit to the Wildlife Agencies all reports required by the MSHCP;
• Approve all requests (over a certain amount) for funding submitted by the Executive
Director (see below), the Reserve Management Oversight Committee (RMOC, see
below), and other entities implementing the MSHCP;
• Negotiate and execute conservation easements and fee acquisitions, accept gifts of
land donated for conservation, accept mitigation land conveyed from the County and
the 14 cities, and ensure transmission of impact mitigation fees from the County and
14 cities to the RCA on a quarterly basis.
• Select, contract, and consult with the Executive Director, and create, appoint, and
consult with the FCC;
• Grant third party take authorization and take authorization to Participating Special
Entities and others as set forth in the IA;
• Assist permitees in preparing and submitting to the Wildlife Agencies Minor
Amendments to the MSHCP;
• Establish policies as appropriate under which the FCC will make recommendations
to the RCA;
• Hire and provide staff support, as necessary, to implement the MSHCP, and contract
with outside entities for specific services such as law enforcement;
• Act as custodian of records for information concerning MSHCP implementation;
• Hold regularly scheduled public meetings;
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• Develop and implement financing strategies to maximize funding sources, manage
and coordinate the MSHCP local funding plan as set forth in Section 8.0 of the
MSHCP, and review and approve the annual funding budget for the Reserve
Monitoring Program submitted by the Executive Director;
• Coordinate with State and Federal agencies on MSHCP funding, and adopt an annual
budget, including but not limited to a capital improvement programs that identifies
planned capital and land acquisition expenditures; and
• When appropriate, assume the duties and responsibilities of the Riverside County
Habitat Conservation Agency, pursuant to the Long-Term Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
Habitat Conservation Plan.
The RCA will not have authority over State or Federal land in the MSHCP Conservation
Area.
Funding Coordination Committee. To assist in implementing its duties pursuant to the
MSHCP, the RCA Board of Directors shall form the FCC within 120 days of issuance
of the permits, to provide input on local funding priorities and local MSHCP Conservation Area acquisitions. Members of the FCC will be appointed by the RCA and will
consist of staff representatives from the Wildlife Agencies and the RCA. To the extent
possible, FCC members will have expertise in real estate or land use planning matters,
or experience in implementing large-scale conservation programs. All Planning
Directors from the County and 14 cities will receive prior notice of all FCC meetings,
which will include a meeting agenda and the list of potential acquisition sites, as
appropriate. The Planning Directors or designated representatives will participate in the
FCC as appropriate.
The FCC will advise the RCA through the Executive Director on local Additional
Reserve Lands acquisitions and local funding priorities, as requested. However, the
RCA will have the final decision-making authority in establishing and implementing the
local priorities. The FCC will also provide a forum to discuss Wildlife Agencies land
acquisition priorities and keep the RCA informed on acquisitions by non-local sources.
The RCA will establish policies, as appropriate, under which the FCC will make
recommendations to the RCA. These policies will include conflict of interest guidelines
for the FCC members.
Executive Director. The RCA will also select an appropriate individual or entity to
administer the plan (the Executive Director). Within 30 days of the formation of the
RCA, the RCA will contract with an appropriate County Department to act as the
Executive Director within 30 days of the formation of the RCA. This County
Department will be recommended by the County Executive Officer and approved by the
RCA Board of Directors. The County contract will be for an initial term of three years.
At least six months prior to the expiration of the initial contract term, the RCA will
review the County Department’s performance as Executive Director, and will, as
appropriate, either extend the contract or select an alternative entity or individual for the
Executive Director position.
Duties of the Executive Director will include but not be limited to the following:
• Implement the duties and responsibilities of the RCA;
• Administer the MSHCP on behalf of the RCA;
• Participate in and/or monitor the Joint Project/Acquisition Review Process, as
appropriate, to ensure consistent MSHCP implementation and oversight;

2.10-2

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

• Oversee data management, including tracking Reserve Assembly on a GIS system and
digitizing information to account for MSHCP Conservation Area Design;
• Annually compare development impact fee remittance to reported development and
follow-up with individual jurisdictions where discrepancies are noted;
• Prepare an annual funding budget for the Reserve Monitoring Program based upon
an annual work plan submitted by the Monitoring Program Administrator;
• Oversee management for locally managed MSHCP Conservation Area Lands and
coordinate with other MSHCP Conservation Area property owners as set forth in
Section 5.0 of the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with the Wildlife Agencies on MSHCP Conservation Area Management
and Monitoring issues;
• Oversee ongoing activities of the Reserve Managers (see below) for locally managed
MSHCP Conservation Area Lands, as well as activities of the Monitoring Program
Administrator (see below), as set forth in the MSHCP IA;
• Select and oversee the Independent Science Advisors (ISAs, see below), and form the
Reserve Management Oversight Committee (see below), as set forth in the MSHCP
IA;
• Provide regular reports to the RCA on MSHCP implementation as required by the
MSHCP, and attend meetings of the RCA Board of Directors as requested; and
• Develop appropriate policies and procedures for operation of the RCA and delegate
duties and responsibilities, as appropriate.
Reserve Management Oversight Committee. The Reserve Management Oversight
Committee (RMOC) will be the intermediary between on-the-ground MSHCP activities
conducted by the Reserve Managers and others and the decision-making function of the
RCA. The Executive Director will serve as the chair of the RMOC. The RMOC will
be assembled within 60 days of the effective date of the contract between the RCA and
the County concerning appointment of the Executive Director. The RMOC will be
composed of at least one representative appointed by the following:
• USFWS;
• CDFG;
• Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District;
• BLM;
• USFS;
• California Department of Parks and Recreation;
• RCA; and
• Any other private or public agency or entity that owns or manages land within the
MSHCP Conservation Area.
RMOC representatives will have all the authority necessary to ensure that the RMOC’s
oversight and advisory duties and responsibilities are successfully executed. RMOC’s
representatives will therefore be Reserve Managers or the equivalent. To the extent
feasible, RMOC representatives will have appropriate expertise in land management.
Duties of the RMOC will be established by the Executive Director as necessary to
ensure implementation of the MSHCP. These duties include oversight and advisory
duties, discussed below.
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Oversight duties include the following:
• Oversee and direct implementation of the Reserve Management Plans as described
in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP (however, each agency that owns property within the
MSHCP Conservation Area will be ultimately responsible for managing the
property);
• Implement the Adaptive Management Plan as set forth in Section 5.2 of the MSHCP;
• Determine the format and timing of annual reports as required in Section 6.11 of the
MSHCP;
• Review and provide input on reports prepared by Reserve Managers and the
Monitoring Program Administrator;
• Monitor the Reserve Management and Monitoring budget to ensure adequate funding;
• Provide annual written reports to the RCA Board of Directors and the Executive
Director, including baseline assessments of Additional Reserve Lands;
• Coordinate implementation of the MSHCP Plan Area Plans; and
• Coordinate with Reserve managers selected by the MSHCP Conservation Area
property owners.
Advisory duties will include the following:
• Provide biological, technical, and operational expertise involving oversight of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, including management, Adaptive Management
procedures, and monitoring;
• Provide recommendations to the Executive Director on MSHCP implementation;
• Provide technical assistance to Reserve Managers and the Monitoring Program
Administrator;
• Assist fire protection entities in identifying and mapping potential fuel reduction
zones or fire break locations, as well as access routes for fire equipment in the event
of wildland fires that pose safety concerns, as set forth in the MSHCP;
• Assist permitees in the implementation of the terms and conditions of the MSHCP,
as requested;
• Assist the RCA in the development and implementation of financing strategies to
maximize funding sources;
• Distribute information regarding Additional Reserve Land acquisitions; and
• Assist in prioritizing management activities that benefit MSHCP Conservation Area
Land with multiple ownership.
The RMOC will meet at least twice a year, or more frequently as needed. The RMOC
will attempt to reach a consensus on recommendations, but in the event no consensus
can be reached, majority vote will prevail. If an issue goes to a majority vote, the
Wildlife Agencies would reserve their rights under the MSHCP, IA, and State and
Federal law to take actions as they believe appropriate, even if in contradiction to the
majority decision. Disputed matters may also be appealed to the RCA Board of
Directors for a final administrative determination.
Reserve Managers. Reserve Managers will be appropriate individual selected by, and
contracted directly with, the public or private entities that own affected MSHCP
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Conservation Area Land. The Reserve Managers for locally owned MSHCP Conservation Area Lands will be appointed by and report to the Executive Director. Reserve
Managers for non-locally owned MSHCP Conservation Area Lands will consult with
the RMOC.
Reserve Manager duties will include the following:
• Implement Reserve Management Plans pursuant to Section 5.0 of the MSHCP and
otherwise manage resources in the MSHCP Conservation Area;
• Evaluate best available scientific data obtained from the Monitoring Program against
measurable biological goals and make recommendations on Adaptive Management
to the RMOC;
• Prepare and submit reports to the Executive Director and the RMOC as required by
the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with other Reserve Managers, the Monitoring Program Administrator, and
ISAs, including attendance at annual meetings to discuss data collection methodologies; and
• Perform all other management duties required by the MSHCP.
Monitoring Program Administrator. A Monitoring Program Administrator selected by the
RCA will be responsible for implementing the Monitoring Program contained in Section
5.0 of the MSHCP. During the first eight years of the permits, the Monitoring Program
Administrator will be CDFG. After the initial term expires, the RCA Board of Directors
may elect to have CDFG continue acting as the Monitoring Program Administrator, or
may elect an alternative entity or individual for the position. If the RCA determines that
CDFG cannot adequately perform the duties and responsibilities of the Monitoring
Program Administrator, the RCA Board of Directors will select an alternative individual
or entity for this position. Disagreements between permitees and the Monitoring
Program Administrators regarding implementation of the Monitoring Program, the
dispute will be resolved through RCA staff, or, if needed, the RCA Board of Directors.
Duties of the Monitoring Program Administrator will include:
• Monitor MSHCP Conservation Area Lands pursuant to Section 5 of the MSHCP,
including mapping vegetative communities and wildlife habitats, compiling existing
scientific data on Covered Species, and conducting inventories to determine plant and
animal species distribution and abundance;
• Prepare and submit reports to the Executive Director, the RMOC, and/or the Reserve
Managers as required by the MSHCP;
• Coordinate with Reserve Managers and the ISAs through sharing information
obtained through monitoring efforts;
• Provide a 3-5 year projected work plan and cost estimate for implementation of the
Monitoring Program to the RMOC on an annual basis; and
• Perform all other monitoring duties required by the MSHCP.
Independent Science Advisors. The Executive Director will, as appropriate, appoint
ISAs with input from the RMOC. These ISAs will be qualified biologists and
conservation experts with expertise in the Covered Species and their habitats. The ISAs
may be independent, associated with educational institutions or public agencies,
members of a non-profit organization, or employees of biological science firms. To the
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extent feasible, the ISAs will have appropriate experience in land management. The
ISAs will be retained on an annual basis and will report to the Executive Director.
Duties of the ISAs will include:
• Assist in the MSHCP implementation process at the request and direction fo the
Executive Director;
• Provide recommendations based on the best available scientific information
concerning scientific aspects of the HCP, at the request of the Executive Director; and
• Coordinate with Reserve Managers and the Monitoring Program Administrator at the
request of the Executive Director through review of relevant reports and data.
Any conflicts between recommendations made by the RMOC and the ISAs will be
mediated by the Executive Director. If needed, the conflict may be submitted to the
RCA Board of Directors for a decision.
The RCA will sponsor an annual workshop for the ISAs. This workshop will be a venue
to exchange all current scientific information and literature that may assist in Reserve
Assembly, management, Adaptive Management, and monitoring.
The participating jurisdictions within the proposed Plan Area will be required to select
the legal mechanism to implement the terms of the proposed MSHCP prior to the
execution of the Implementing agreement. The participating jurisdictions will submit
such legal mechanism to the USFWS and CDFG in support of authorizations to “take”
listed threatened and endangered species or other species of concern. Options include
but are not limited to: adoption of an ordinance or resolution implementing proposed
MSHCP policies and requirements, amending existing open space ordinances/resolutions, incorporation of the proposed MSHCP requirement into an existing
General Plan, other General Plan Amendments, or adoption of model “mini” open
space/resource element.
Development of property outside of the proposed MSHCP reserve shall be covered for
incidental take of listed species and their habitat, provided payment of an impact
mitigation fee is made (or credit for land conveyed is obtained). Payment of the
mitigation fee is intended to provide full mitigation under CEQA and NEPA, as well as
the federal and State ESAs, for impacts to the species covered under the proposed
MSHCP, pursuant to agreements with participating regulatory agencies and as set forth
in the Implementing Agreement. The proposed MSHCP cannot provide mitigation for
projects regulated by entities or agencies not participating in the proposed MSHCP.
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2.11 Covered Activities
This section summarizes the activities determined to be compatible or conditionally
compatible with the designation and management of the proposed MSHCP reserve.
Detailed information regarding the location and extent of these activities is included in
Appendix B of the MSHCP. Chapter 7.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I, provides specific
covered uses, anticipated impacts associated with these uses, and guidelines for covered
activities.
2.11.1 Covered Activities Outside the Criteria Area
Public and private Development, including construction of buildings, structures,
infrastructure and all alterations of the land, that are carried out by Permittees,
Participatory Special Entities, Third Parties Granted Take Authorization and others
within the Plan Area, that are outside of the Criteria Area are permitted under the Plan,
subject to consistency with MSHCP policies that apply outside the Criteria Area (such
as policies related to Riparian and Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools, Narrow Endemic
Plant Species, Additional Survey Needs and Procedures, and Funding/Fee Issues).
2.11.2 Covered Activities within Existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands
Some of the following activities may be proposed on federal lands, or may involve
federal agency approvals (i.e., have a federal “nexus”). To the extent that these Covered
Activities that involve a federal nexus are determined to affect federally listed species
and as such require a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS under FESA, Incidental
Take of listed species would occur through the Section 7 process, not through the
MSHCP. However, the USFWS Obligations and Assurances provided for in Section
14.9 of the Implementing Agreement would apply.
Existing Roads
Both publicly- and privately-maintained roads occur on Public/Quasi-Public lands, as
summarized in Table 7-1 of the MSHCP. Maintenance Activities on privatelymaintained roads are afforded limited coverage, subject to the submittal of an application
for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered Maintenance Activities for these roadways is
substantially limited in scope, including only such grading as necessary to restore a
smooth driving surface, maintain existing graded shoulders within the existing rights-ofway, and essential weed abatement, excluding the application of any herbicides.
Guidelines are provided in Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and
avoid impacts to sensitive species and habitats occurring adjacent to the existing
roadway. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) in Appendix C of the MSHCP would
be applied as appropriate.
Some of the existing County maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the existing
roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In addition,
safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered Activities. Guidelines are provided in Section
7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and
Habitats occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The BMPs in Appendix C of the
MSHCP would be applied as appropriate. Covered maintenance activities include:
signage, traffic control devices, guardrails and fences, pavement repairs, accident
response, tree trimming, natural disaster damage/restoration of emergency access, storm
drainage, weed control, grading shoulders (up to 12 feet), grading existing dirt roadways,
dust stabilization, culverts/drop structures, curbs/gutters/sidewalks, roadway widening,
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berms, roadway resurfacing, ditch clearing, landscape maintenance, bridge maintenance,
and roadway reconstruction.
Planned Roads
New Circulation Element roads, or improvements to existing Circulation Element roads
proposed within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands include Butterfield Stage Road,
Anza Road, Bautista Canyon Road, Gilman Springs Road and Roads crossing the Santa
Ana River, including a potential new crossing at Schleisman Avenue. Siting, design and
construction of these facilities shall be subject to the guidelines provided in Sections
7.5.1, 7.5.2, and 7.5.3, and will also be subject to the Best Management Practices
identified in Appendix C of the MSHCP.
Impacts to Habitats within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be compensated by
purchase and dedication into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land that is in addition
to the Additional Reserve Lands.
Specific planned roadway projects are subject to additional restrictions, as set forth in
Section 7.2 of the MSHCP. These include the CETAP corridors (Section 7.2.2) and the
Cajalco Road Realignment and Widening (Section 7.2.3).
Future Facilities
Future facilities such as water, sewer, electrical, gas and solid waste facilities, that are
described in more detail in Section 7.3.9 of the MSHCP would also be permitted within
existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands subject to a finding of equivalent conservation
provided through individual project mitigation. An equivalency analysis shall be
provided by either the Permittee or the entity requesting a Certificate of Inclusion. The
analysis shall be provided for review and concurrence by the Wildlife Agencies in
narrative and graphic form comparing the effects/benefits of the proposed project
including specific mitigation and compensation for lost conservation values, with the
conditions prior to facility implementation. The analysis shall consider specific project
design features, including consideration of the siting and design guidelines, contained
in Section 7.5.1, as well as the Best Management Practices contained in Appendix C of
the MSHCP. Impacts to Habitats within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be
compensated by purchase and dedication into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land
that is in addition to the Additional Reserve Lands.
Existing Facilities
Public facilities within existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands may be maintained by
Permittees within the existing disturbance area of each existing facility, and without any
changes in the operating characteristics of the facility that would affect Covered Species.
Existing Agricultural Uses
Existing agricultural uses within Local Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered
Activities subject to no expansion of the area used for agriculture and no increase in the
intensity of agricultural use.
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2.11.3 Covered Activities in the Criteria Area
Public and Private Development
As discussed in Section 3.0 of the MSHCP, public and private Development within the
Criteria Area that is determined to be consistent with the Criteria is considered a
Covered Activity.
Single-Family Homes on Existing Legal Parcels within the Criteria Area
Development of individual single-family homes on existing legal parcels, in accordance
with existing land use regulations is a Covered Activity within the Criteria Area. As
described in Section 6.1.1 of the MSHCP, there is currently a process for siting a home
on an existing legal lot. The location of a single family home or mobile home on an
existing legal lot is determined by factors such as access, topography/terrain, zoning
development standards including setbacks, soil types, presence of earthquake fault lines,
leach fields, presence of oak trees and location of lot within a high fire hazard area.
Therefore, an expedited review process, through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat
Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process has been developed to assist in
determining the appropriate location of a single family home or mobile home on an
existing legal lot within the Criteria Area.
An application for the issuance of a grading permit for an individual single family home
on an existing legal lot or a site preparation permit for a mobile home on an existing
legal lot within the Criteria Area will be subject to review against the MSHCP
Conservation Criteria solely in order to determine the location of a building foot print
area and any necessary access road(s) on the least sensitive portion of the lot. A habitat
assessment for certain species may be required in order to assist in determining the most
appropriate location for the area of disturbance and any necessary access road(s). Upon
completion of the review, the Permittee will determine the location of the area of
disturbance, and the location of any necessary road(s). Any necessary firebreaks will
be included within the area of disturbance.
Agricultural Lands
Existing agricultural uses and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use, as defined
and outlined in Section 6.2 of this document, will be allowed as a Covered Activity
within the Criteria Area. New conversions to agricultural use within the Criteria Area
are covered up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the life of the Plan.
Agricultural Operations, as defined in Section 6.2, include the production of all plants
(horticulture), fish farms, animals and related production activities, including the
planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production,
plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the
purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture,
horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing
animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal part of such operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.
The guidelines for coverage of Agricultural Operations and mechanisms for implementing the New Agricultural Lands Cap are discussed in detail in Section 6.2. The purpose
of this discussion is to establish a process for monitoring New Agricultural Lands and
for ensuring that Reserve Assembly activities are adjusted to account for New
Agricultural Lands in the Criteria Area.
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In order to verify the location of the Existing Agricultural Operations, the County will
establish a database identifying Existing Agricultural Operations (“Existing Agricultural
Operations Database”) on or before the Effective Date of the Implementing Agreement
or the issuance of the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Authorization. The New
Agricultural Lands Cap of 10,000 acres within the Criteria Area will be applied to
Agricultural Operations that are in addition to the activities recorded in the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database. The 10,000 acre New Agricultural Lands Cap
represents approximately 3 percent of the total acreage contained within the Criteria
Area.
Existing Roads
Maintenance of existing roads within the Criteria Area is considered a Covered Activity
under the Plan. Existing roads within the Criteria Area are not anticipated to be included
in the total acreage of Additional Reserve Lands and will not be included in the MSHCP
Conservation Area. However, maintenance and minor modifications to existing roads
may result in impacts to listed species. Specified road maintenance activities as outlined
in this section, are Covered Activities under the Plan. Existing roadways within the
Criteria Area include interstates, freeways, State highways, City and County maintained
roadways, as well as local roads, which are not City, or County maintained that provide
property access. This latter category of other maintained roadways are generally
maintained by the adjacent property owners, either individually or collectively. Table
7-3 in the MSHCP provides an estimate summarizing the extent of these various types
of existing roadways which are permitted to remain within the Criteria Area.
Maintenance Activities on privately-maintained roads are afforded limited coverage,
subject to the submittal of an application for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered
Maintenance Activities for these roadways is substantially limited in scope, including
only such grading as necessary to restore a smooth driving surface, maintain existing
graded shoulders within the existing rights-of-way, and essential weed abatement,
excluding the application of any herbicides. Guidelines are provided in Section 7.3.5 of
the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and habitats
occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The Best Management Practices (BMPs) in
Appendix C of the MSHCP would be applied as appropriate.
Some of the existing County maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the existing
roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In addition,
safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
Public/Quasi-Public Lands are Covered Activities. Guidelines are provided in Section
7.3.5 of the MSHCP which would minimize and avoid impacts to sensitive species and
Habitats occurring adjacent to the existing roadway. The BMPs in Appendix C of the
MSHCP would be applied as appropriate. Covered maintenance activities include:
signage, traffic control devices, guardrails and fences, pavement repairs, accident
response, tree trimming, natural disaster damage/restoration of emergency access, storm
drainage, weed control, grading shoulders (up to 12 feet), grading existing dirt roadways,
dust stabilization, culverts/drop structures, curbs/gutters/sidewalks, roadway widening,
berms, roadway resurfacing, ditch clearing, landscape maintenance, bridge maintenance,
and roadway reconstruction.
Planned Roads
Planned roadways are defined as either existing facilities that require improvements (i.e.,
widening) or as new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include seven types
of roadways, freeways, CETAP Corridors and other major facilities that have been
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identified as part of the General Plan circulation element (depicted in Figure 7-1 of the
MSHCP). Planned roadways are depicted in a general fashion on the County Circulation
Element. Only those roadways identified in Section 7 of the MSHCP are Covered
Activities in the Criteria Area. Roadways other than those identified in this section are
not covered without an amendment to the MSHCP in accordance with the procedures
described in Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
Roads with special environmental issues due to their location within particularly
sensitive areas are listed in Table 7-4 of the MSHCP, which identifies specific
considerations for design and alignment of these roads.
State Park Facilities
An Off- Highway Vehicle Park/State Vehicle Recreation Area (SVRA) may be
constructed within Sections 12, 13, 24 T3S.R2W and Sections 18, 19 and 20 T3S.R1W
and access developed to the site through sections 20, 21, 28, 29, 30, 31 and 32 T3SR1W.
The SVRA may impact up to 1,200 acres including the active riding area, access roads,
parking areas and other ancillary facilities. The siting of the facilities must comply with
the terms of the MSHCP. The development of the SVRA is also required to comply
with additional measures presented in Section 7.3.6 of the MSHCP.
Existing State Park facilities within the MSHCP Conservation Area include the Lake
Perris State Recreation Area, Chino Hills State Park, Mount San Jacinto State Park, San
Timoteo State Park and Anza-Borrego State Park. The following is a description of
existing and future activities and acreages (including brush management areas) within
these State Park facilities that are Covered Activities under the MSHCP. Recreational
activities allowed within the campgrounds and day use areas include hiking, horseback
riding, bicycling, camping, picnicking, swimming, boating and hunting (at Lake Perris
SRA).
Lake Perris State Recreation Area. Existing visitor use facilities are primarily located
along the north shore of the lake and on the south shore in the Bernasconi Pass area. The
main administrative facility is located below the dam. Existing use areas consist of
approximately 220 acres of campgrounds, 120 acres of parking areas, 200 acres of day
use areas, 10 acres of administrative uses, 5 acres of water treatment and storage
facilities, a 5-acre museum, 54 acres of roads and 10 acres of trails. Future
uses/expansions of existing uses are anticipated to include a 2-acre visitor center, 15
additional acres of parking, a 15-acre swim lagoon, 1-acre campfire center, 7 additional
acres of campgrounds, 1 additional acre of trails/bridges, and 4 additional acres of roads.
Chino Hills State Park. Existing improvements within portions of the Chino Hills State
Park that are within the MSHCP Plan Area are limited to two acres of existing roads.
Future improvements will include two acres of parking, and one acre of campgrounds.
Mount San Jacinto State Park and State Wilderness. This park facility includes 20 acres
of campgrounds, five acres of parking areas, 10 acres of day use areas, one acre of
administrative facilities, one acre of water facilities, 15 acres of roads and nine acres of
trails. Future improvements will include a two-acre visitor center, five additional acres
of parking, 15 additional acres of campgrounds, two additional acres of trails, and two
additional acres of roads.
San Timoteo Park. Land is currently being acquired to establish a State Park. Existing
improvements to the land include one acre of administrative facilities and eight acres of
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roads. Future improvements include a two-acre visitor center, five acres of parking
areas, 15 acres of campgrounds, two acres of trails, and two additional acres of roads.
Anza-Borrego State Park. Within the MSHCP Plan Area this facility has five acres of
administrative uses, 18 acres of roads, and five acres of trails. No future uses are
proposed.
Flood Control Facilities
Within the Criteria Area, flood control facilities (improvements and new construction)
that are undertaken by a Permittee are Covered Activities. Maintenance of existing
flood control facilities within Public/Quasi Public Lands or the Criteria Area that is
subject to an MOU or agreement with the Wildlife Agencies for such activities would
be covered pursuant to those MOUs or agreements. Table 7-14 in the MSHCP contains
a list of flood control facilities that have been identified as Covered Activities within the
Criteria Area. It should be noted that some of the County Flood Control District lands
have been included in the Public/Quasi-Public Lands database. Flood control activities
within Public/Quasi-Public Lands are also Covered Activities pursuant to this section.
As discussed in Section 7.1 of the MSHCP, facilities that are located outside of the
Criteria Area are also Covered Activities.
The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (“County Flood
Control”) intends to implement flood control measures (including channelization or
some other form or forms of engineered flood control) on the San Jacinto River between
the Ramona Expressway and the mouth of Railroad Canyon (“San Jacinto River
Project’). The County Flood Control anticipates the development of a flood control
project for the San Jacinto River which is expected to reduce the flow to approximately
6,000 cubic feet per second at the Ramona Expressway during 100 year flood events.
Other Covered Activities within the vicinity of the San Jacinto River include Ramona
Expressway bridge and culvert, Nuevo Road bridge, San Jacinto Avenue crossing, I-215
bridge and levee, Case Road bridge, Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad bridge,
Goetz Road bridge, Ethanac Road bridge, Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel and
Romoland Channel. This facility would be subject to the criteria presented in Section
7.3.7 of the MSHCP.
Waste Management Facilities
Facilities located outside the Criteria Area are covered as outlined in Section 7.1 of the
MSHCP. Operations, maintenance and expansion activities at these existing active
waste management facilities within the Criteria Area and Public/Quasi-Public Lands will
be Covered Activities if performed within the existing boundaries (ownership or lease
area) of these facilities. Coverage for these activities is subject to satisfaction of all
obligations identified in Section 13.6 of the Implementing Agreement. Although El
Sobrante Landfill may be located within the MSHCP Conservation Area, activities at El
Sobrante Landfill will be dictated by its approved HCP. Landfill operations and
maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner consistent with regulatory
authorizations and/or permits. Covered Activities also include development of waste
related activities within the existing disturbed use areas at inactive landfill sites. Waste
related activities include energy production (such as gas-to-energy operations), transfer
and recycling facilities and state-mandated maintenance activities.
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Future Facilities
Future facilities are facilities that are necessary to support planned Development.
Certain future facilities have been preliminarily identified by the agencies responsible
for their construction, operation and maintenance, while others have not been or cannot
be identified and/or located at present. Future facilities that are carried out by a
Permittee, Participating Special Entities and/or Third Parties Granted Take Authorization
will be considered Covered Activities. The process for mitigation and/or contribution
to Reserve Assembly for future facilities is described in Section 6.1.6 of the MSHCP.
There are three general categories of future facilities that may need to be located within
either the Criteria Area, due to the fact that such facilities are linear, or involve
engineering constraints that make avoidance of Criteria Areas not practicable Feasible.
Such constraints may also require location of these facilities within Public/Quasi-Public
Lands. If such is the case, all of the conditions described in this section for coverage of
future facilities apply, with the addition of a requirement that impacts to Habitats within
existing Public/Quasi-Public Lands shall be compensated by purchase and dedication
into the MSHCP Conservation Area of land that is in addition to the Additional Reserve
Lands. The three categories include: Water/Wastewater Facilities, Electrical Utility
Facilities, and Natural Gas Facilities.
Water and wastewater facilities generally include by but are not limited to pipelines,
pump stations, lift stations, force mains, reservoirs, wastewater treatment plants,
filtration plants and appurtenant facilities. There are several potential future
subtransmission projects planned by electric utility purveyors that may need to be
located within the Criteria Area. These include new or upgraded/replacement
transmission lines, and electrical generation facilities that require specific locations (e.g.
water, and wind power facilities). Activities related to gas facilities will largely be
comprised of operation and maintenance of gas utility purveyors’ existing and planned
facilities and pipelines. The following are examples of activities that may be conducted
to install, test and maintain pipeline: ROW repair, including grading, blocking and
dragging, below-grade pipe and coating inspections, leak excavations, installation or
replacement of anodes, placement of cathodic protection units, repair of large pipeline
washouts, and road improvements.
For facilities proposed within the Criteria Area where the area proposed for the facilities
has not yet been assembled into the MSHCP Conservation Area, the facilities will be
subject to the Criteria contained in Section 3 of the MSHCP. If the facilities are
determined to meet the Criteria, construction of the facilities will proceed as a Covered
Activity within the Criteria Area. If the facilities were determined not to be consistent
with the Criteria, the facilities may still proceed as a Covered Activity within the Criteria
Area, provided that either the location and/or characteristics of the facilities are modified
to meet the Criteria, and/or the Criteria Area is amended through the Criteria Refinement
Process identified in Section 6.5 of the MSHCP. Future facilities siting criteria are
provided in Section 7.3.9 of the MSHCP.
2.11.1 Compatible Uses 2.11.4 Allowable Uses
Compatible Uses
The following uses are considered to be compatible with the overall conservation goals
and objectives of the proposed MSHCP and are covered within the Conservation Area
reserve system.
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Reserve Management and Scientific Research Activities. Scientific research activities
related to habitat conservation, monitoring, and habitat restoration and enhancement are
covered within the reserve, subject to approval by the local managing entity and/or
underlying landowner, as appropriate. Such scientific research activities shall be
conducted in a manner consistent with the proposed MSHCP criteria, conditions of
coverage for individual species, and proposed MSHCP adaptive management plan.
Emergency, Safety, and Police Services. Local, State and federal law enforcement
entities will be allowed access to the reserve system, as necessary, to enforce the law.
Medical, rescue, firefighting operations, and other emergency service providers will be
allowed access to the reserve system to carry out operations necessary for the health,
safety and welfare of the public. Local law enforcement agencies and other entities such
as the National Guard or Immigration and Naturalization Service operating within the
reserve system are subject to existing State and federal laws. The proposed MSHCP will
not create additional permit requirements for these entities beyond those of existing State
and federal laws.
Emergency Repairs. Public infrastructure facilities and utilities are currently located in
areas anticipated to be included within the reserve system and may be constructed in the
future in the reserve system in accordance with the covered activities described in this
section. From time to time, emergency repairs may be required to these facilities as
necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the public. Such activities will be covered
within the reserve.
2.11.2 Conditionally Compatible Uses
The following uses are considered conditionally compatible with the overall conservation goals and objectives of the proposed MSHCP and are covered within the reserve
subject to the guidelines and criteria detailed in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Public Access and Recreation. While the main goal of the proposed MSHCP reserve is
to protect biological resources, another primary objective is to provide recreational and
educational activities within the reserve. Because it gives the public an opportunity to
experience and appreciate the natural environment that is being protected, public access
is an important component of the proposed MSHCP. Public access, while permitted,
would be via trails and potential future opportunities for nature centers. These activities
are not part of the MSHCP and would be funded separately. By increasing awareness
and appreciation for natural resources within the reserve, local residents and visitors can
learn the importance of and practice of environmental stewardship. The covered public
access uses within the proposed MSHCP reserve would consist of trail facilities and
passive recreational activities.
Transportation Facilities. Two classifications of roadways have been identified and
evaluated for the proposed MSHCP: existing and planned roadways. Existing roadways
refer to those for which ongoing maintenance and safety improvements may be needed,
but no new construction or widening involving addition of lanes is needed. Planned
roadways are defined as existing facilities that require improvements (i.e., widening) or
as new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include those types of roadways
that have been identified as part of the General Plan Circulation Element.
Necessary operation and maintenance activities conducted for safety purposes shall be
permitted in the reserve. These uses or activities include, but are not limited to: signage,
pavement repairs, weed control, dust stabilization, accident response, repair of natural
disaster damage, roadway resurfacing, bridge maintenance, and roadway widening.

2.11-8

Section 2.0 - Project Description and Description of Alternatives

Planned roadways, which include improvements to existing roadways and construction
of new roadways, would not occur within the reserve. With different alternatives, roads
may be conditionally covered. These roads were anticipated in existing General Plans
of the 14 cities within western Riverside County and in existing approved projects.
Planned roadways include the following:
C Roadways proposed as part of the General Plan Circulation Element;
C The Highway 79 Realignment Corridor;
C Freeways operated and maintained by Caltrans; and
C The two CETAP transportation corridors within the western Riverside County and the
“out-of-county” corridor proposed to connect San Bernardino County with Moreno
Valley.
Water-Related Activities. Water-related activities can be separated into two categories:
flood control and water/wastewater activities. Flood control activities include projects
with the main purpose of protecting people and property from flooding. Water/wastewater activities include most other water-related activities such as wastewater
treatment, water storage, and pipeline projects.
For both water-related categories, covered activities within the proposed MSHCP
reserve would consist of operations and maintenance activities at existing facilities and
construction of new projects by water districts or agencies.
Covered flood control activities within the proposed MSHCP reserve would consist of
the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District’s (Flood Control
District) future planned projects and operations, maintenance, and emergency activities
at existing and planned flood control facilities. Existing flood control facilities include
lined channels, unlined channels (including levees), basins, and dams throughout
western Riverside County. Maintenance activities at existing facilities are essential to
maintain hydraulic capacity and ensure public safety. Existing maintenance activities
are carried out per an agreement with CDFG. Maintenance of existing flood control
facilities within Public/Quasi Public Lands or the Criteria Area that is subject to an
MOU or agreement with the Wildlife Agencies for such activities would be covered
pursuant to those MOUs or agreements. It should be noted that some of the County
Flood Control District lands have been included in the Public/Quasi-Public Lands
database. Flood control activities within Public/Quasi-Public Lands are also Covered
Activities pursuant to this section. As discussed in Section 7.1 of the MSHCP, facilities
that are located outside of the Criteria Area are also Covered Activities.
Water districts would also be allowed to continue operations and maintenance activities
at existing facilities. These existing facilities include filtration plants, reservoirs and
appurtenant facilities, aqueducts, canals, pipelines, power plants and pumpback facilities,
and water tanks.
Utilities. The main utility providers in western Riverside County are Southern California
Edison (SCE) and Southern California Gas Company (The Gas Company). These
utilities must be allowed to perform their operations, maintenance, and emergency
activities to provide reliable and quality gas and electric service.
Existing facilities include generating facilities, substations, transmission (500 and 230
kilovolt [kV]) lines, subtransmission (115 and 66 kV) lines, and distribution (33, 12, and
4 kV) lines that were operational as of 2002. There are several potential future
subtransmission projects planned by SCE that may need to be located within the reserve.
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Proposed transmission line improvements would involve improvements to existing lines.
In some cases, the existing facilities that would be improved traverse portions of the
proposed reserve. The MSHCP puts forth a mechanism to utilize “take” permits;
however, future facilities are not covered.
Covered utilities activities within the proposed MSHCP reserve would also comprise
operation, maintenance, and emergency activities at the Gas Company’s existing and
planned facilities and pipelines. Because specified maintenance of natural gas pipelines
is required by State and federal law to protect public safety, the Gas Company must have
access to and be able to maintain all of their existing rights-of-way and to install new
pipe where needed.
Waste Management. The Riverside County Waste Management Department is charged
with the responsibility for meeting the solid waste disposal needs of all Riverside County
residents by providing an integrated and cost-effective waste management system of
facilities and programs that operates in compliance with federal, State, and local
environmental and land use laws and regulations. The covered activities for the Waste
Management Department would include operations and maintenance activities at its
active, inactive, or closed landfills and other planned public waste facilities and/or
expansion of existing facilities.
Operations and maintenance activities at existing waste management facilities would be
covered if performed within the existing boundaries of these facilities. Existing and
future waste management facilities would receive coverage and be provided mitigation
with the MSHCP. Although El Sobrante Landfill may be located within the proposed
MSHCP reserve, activities at El Sobrante Landfill will be dictated by its approved HCP.
Landfill operations and maintenance activities will be carried out in a manner consistent
with regulatory authorizations and/or permits. Covered Activities also include
development of waste related activities within the existing disturbed use areas at inactive
landfill sites. Waste related activities include energy production (such as gas-to-energy
operations), transfer and recycling facilities and state-mandated maintenance activities.
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3.0ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING/AFFECTED
ENVIRONMENT
The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres
(approximately 1,966 square miles) in western Riverside County, California. It includes
all incorporated and unincorporated land west of the crest of the San Jacinto Mountains
to the Orange County line. The proposed MSHCP is the largest HCP ever attempted and
covers multiple species and multiple habitats within multiple jurisdictions. The
proposed Plan Area covers a diverse landscape from urban cities to undeveloped
foothills and montane forests, and stretches across the Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, and San Bernardino Mountains bioregions.
The majority of western Riverside County is characterized by rural and suburban
development intermixed with agricultural operations and large blocks of undeveloped
lands. Large blocks of land along the south, east, and west boundaries of the proposed
Plan Area consist of National Forest holdings. The natural topography can be described
as a valley lowland area intersected with rolling hills surrounded by mountainous ranges.
Lowland valley areas exist below 2,000 feet in elevation while scrub/chaparral dominated hillsides range from 2,000 to 3,000 feet in elevation. Mountainous areas within
the proposed Plan Area range from 3,000 to over 10,000 feet above sea level.

3.1 Biological Resources
This section describes the biological setting in which the goal of assembling a 500,000acre Conservation Area for conservation of up to 146 plant and wildlife species would
be achieved.

3.1.1

Data Sources and Limitations

A comprehensive biological and physical database that includes information on
vegetation, species occurrences, wetlands, topography, soils, and aerial photography is
available for the proposed MSHCP Plan Area and was used in the development of the
Plan. This section describes the various data layers used to develop the proposed
MSHCP.
MSHCP Vegetation
The proposed MSHCP vegetation map is depicted in Figure 2.5 (in Section 2.0). This
map was prepared by Pacific Southwest Biological Services (PSBS) and KTU+A in
1995. The methodology used to assemble the map is described in detail in the Western
Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan Phase I Information
Collection and Evaluation Report (PSBS and KTU+A, February 1995). Data sources
include aerial photography (1 inch = 2,000 feet, 1992-1993), existing generalized
vegetation maps (CNDDB, Weislander Statewide Vegetation Survey, U.C. Santa
Barbara Southern California Ecoregion “GAP” Analysis, 1991 Dangermond/RECON
MSHCP Strategy Report). Methods used to create and interpret vegetation data include
aerial photographs, edge matching, digitizing, and geographically registering the data.
Areas of concern were ground-truthed. Vegetation types were classified according to
Holland (1986).
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The proposed MSHCP vegetation map represents conditions at the time the data were
assembled, in this case 1991-1995; the current extent and character of vegetation
communities may differ from that depicted on the proposed MSHCP vegetation map.
Published and anecdotal data suggest that ecosystem state transition is occurring within
some portions of the proposed Plan Area – in particular, fire suppression has resulted in
the conversion of frequently burned chaparral and coastal sage scrub to grassland, and
also in shifts from Ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine to incense cedar and white fir
(Minnich, et al., 1995; Keeley, 1990; Zedler, et al., 1983). The proposed MSHCP
incorporates features to update the vegetation map as new information is obtained, such
as the development of a new vegetation map as part of the proposed MSHCP Monitoring
Program. The timing and methodology for developing this map are described in Section
5.3 of Volume 1 of the proposed MSHCP.
This approach is compatible with the criteria-based format of the proposed MSHCP,
which calls for assembly of 153,000 acres of additional reserve lands from within an
approximately 300,000-acre Criteria Area. Reserve assembly will involve review of a
variety of project-specific vegetation data to refine and guide the reserve assembly
process. This criteria-based format differs somewhat from the large-scale NCCPs/HCPs
for which a specific reserve boundary is delineated on a map at the time of permit
issuance. With that type of approach, validation of the vegetation map at the landscape
level may be more important than under the criteria-based approach selected for the
proposed MSHCP.
The organizational structure established for the proposed MSHCP, as described in
Section 6.6 of the proposed MSHCP, also provides opportunities to incorporate new
information during the term of the proposed MSHCP permit.
Coastal Sage Scrub Habitat Quality Model
As part of the 1995 PSBS/KTU+A work referred to previously in the discussion of
proposed MSHCP vegetation, PSBS and KTU+A modeled and evaluated variables
potentially relevant to the suitability of coastal sage scrub habitat within the proposed
Plan Area for the coastal California gnatcatcher. A detailed description of the
methodology used to develop the model is presented in their report (PSBS and KTU+A,
1995). Variables used in the model include elevation, degree of slope, patch size, patch
shape, proximity to other coastal sage scrub patches, and adjacent land use. The
modeling designated the quality of coastal sage scrub in the proposed Plan Area and
suitability for the gnatcatcher as very high, high, moderate, low, or very low. The
primary limitations of the model with respect to proposed MSHCP planning are the age
and quality of the database used to develop the model. In this regard, the model has the
same limitations as the proposed MSHCP vegetation map.
MSHCP Species Occurrence Database
The University of California, Riverside (UCR) assembled a species occurrence database
for use during the proposed MSHCP planning process. This database is accessible at
http://ecoregion.ucr.edu/. The web site is a clearinghouse for biological information for
the proposed MSHCP. Occurrence data were compiled from museum records, USFWS
data, published and unpublished accounts, environmental impact reports, and field notes
of local naturalists. As of August 2001, this database contained over 12,800 records.
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The UCR species occurrence database incorporates accuracy and precision codes. For
the proposed MSHCP species accounts included in Section B of the MSHCP Reference
Document – Volume II of the proposed MSHCP, validity of the various occurrence data
is cited; less valid data are not used to draw conclusions regarding species conservation.
For example, species locations that have low precision are not valid for defining
conservation areas.
Herbarium Data Sources and Limitations
Additional occurrence/distribution data were gathered for particular plant species within
the proposed MSHCP Plan Area from herbarium specimens at the San Diego Natural
History Museum (SDNHM), Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Gardens (RSA) herbarium,
and the UCR herbarium. Most of the occurrence and distribution data were downloaded
from databases at SDNHM, RSA, and UCR. Additional data were hand-copied from
herbarium specimens that had not been previously databased (e.g., the synoptic
collection at RSA). The location data from each specimen were either copied or
translated into one coordinate system to generate a point coverage depicting the spatial
distribution of the sensitive plant species within the Plan Area. Approximately 800 data
points were assembled with dates ranging from 1880 to 2001.
Precision codes were applied to individual occurrence records based on the quality and
extent of both quantitative and qualitative geographic data using the precision code
guide developed for the UCR species occurrence data.
Quantitative geographic data included species occurrences whose locations were
reported as latitude and longitude in degrees, minutes, and seconds; as UTM coordinates
in meters; or as locations described using township, range, and section designations.
Species occurrences containing quantitative geographic data are considered to be the
most valid.
Qualitative geographic data include species occurrences whose locations were reported
as written descriptions. Species occurrences with only qualitative geographic data were
generally given a lower precision rating, depending upon the quality of the specific
information provided.
It is recognized that new data regarding species occurrences will become available
during the proposed MSHCP implementation process including data assembled as part
of the proposed MSHCP Monitoring Program described in Section 5.3 of the proposed
MSHCP. The species-specific conservation objectives and the proposed MSHCP
Management Plan contain measures to incorporate new occurrence data as they become
available.
Wetlands
Wetlands information for the proposed Plan Area primarily is derived from the proposed
MSHCP vegetation map. Other potential wetland areas, including streams, rivers, canals
or ditches, ponds, and lakes, were mapped by Earth Consultants International (ECI) as
part of the geologic hazards mapping assembled for the RCIP General Plan Update. A
separate riparian GIS coverage was created by UCR research assistants in 2000 through
aerial photo interpretation of 1996 digital orthophoto quarter quadrangles (DOQQs) of
the Plan Area. Riparian areas were “heads up” digitized and categorized into four
wetland habitat types based on dominant vegetation cover. All of these data were
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combined to create an exhibit depicting mapped wetland resources in the proposed Plan
Area (Figure 3.1.1).
The wetlands map has the same limitations as the proposed MSHCP vegetation map, and
those limitations are addressed in the proposed MSHCP in the same manner as those for
the vegetation map. With respect to wetlands mapping, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (U.S. ACOE) is currently developing a functional assessment and programmatic wetlands delineation for the San Jacinto River and Upper Santa Margarita River
Watersheds within the Plan Area as part of the U.S. ACOE Special Area Management
Plan (SAMP) process currently underway for those watersheds.
A planning-level wetland delineation for the San Jacinto and Santa Margarita watersheds
was recently completed, which was based on a modification of the standard delineation
sampling protocols outlined in the U.S. ACOE Wetland Delineation Manual, color infrared image interpretation, and field verification visits. The delineation resulted in
identification of 201 vegetation community types and development of a wetlands ratings
system. Although this delineation produced a finer level of aquatic resource mapping,
the U.S. ACOE wetlands map is limited in that it does not cover the entire MSHCP Plan
Area.
Soils
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Soil Conservation Service (SCS) (Knecht,
1971), and State Soil Geographic (STATSGO) database for California provided the
generalized soils map that depicts 25 general soils types for the proposed Plan Area. In
addition, the following soil types were digitized from 1973 SCS maps (at a scale of 1:15,
840 or 1 inch = 1,320 feet) and registered with digital Eagle Aerial images onscreen:
• Altamont clay (AaD, AaE2, AaF, Abf)
• Auld clay (AuC, AuD, AyF)
• Bosanko clay (BfC, BfD)
• Claypit
• Domino clay (Dt, Du, Dv, Dw)
• Porterville cobbly clay (PoC, PrD, PsC, PtB, PvD2)
• Traver (Tr2, Ts, Tp2, Tt2)
• Willows (Wg, Wh, Wm, Wn)
Soils were digitized in areas identified by DUDEK biologists to enable quantitative
analysis of soils considered important for the conservation of certain plant species. Soils
listed above were digitized for the following USGS quadrangles: Alberhill, Bachelor,
El Casco, Elsinore, Hemet, Lake Mathews, Lakeview, Murrieta, Perris, Romoland, San
Jacinto, Steele Peak, Sunnymead, Temecula, Wildomar, and Winchester.
A digital coverage for Delhi soils was also obtained from USFWS and used in the
species analysis for the Delhi Sands flower-loving fly. The area currently identified as
Delhi soils within the Plan Area may be updated based on site-specific mapping of Delhi
soils by a qualified soil scientist within 3 years after a permit issuance.
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Figure3.1.1
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Topography
USGS topography was used for proposed MSHCP planning process. In addition,
specific elevation analyses were developed using a 500-meter interval coverage
developed from a USGS 30-meter digital elevation model (DEM). A vegetation map
with hill-shaded relief was also used.
The topographic database is not considered to be limited for purposes of landscape-level
MSHCP planning. It is anticipated that newly flown, more accurate topography will be
available for certain areas for evaluation of specific Covered Activities and other
proposed MSHCP reserve assembly, management, and monitoring issues during the
proposed MSHCP implementation process.
Aerial Photography
Aerial photographs were obtained from Eagle Aerial and include digital aerial images
flown in fall 1999 for western Riverside County and flown on May 4, 2001, for the
Temecula Valley (pixel size: 1 meter).
USGS DOQQs were obtained from USFWS and cover the majority of the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area, with the exception of U.S. Forest Service (USFS) lands. The
DOQQs were flown on September 30, 1996, false color infrared, 1-meter resolution.
The aerial photography database is not considered to be limited for purposes of
landscape-level proposed MSHCP planning. It is anticipated that current aerial
photography will be available throughout the long-term proposed MSHCP implementation process to permit evaluation of specific Covered Activities and other proposed
MSHCP reserve assembly, management and monitoring issues as they arise.
Literature
A wide variety of literature was reviewed and used for the proposed MSHCP planning
process. Literature citations for the species accounts are provided for each proposed
MSHCP species in Section B of the MSHCP Reference Document, Volume II of the
MSHCP. Other literature references are listed in Section D of the proposed MSHCP
Reference Document, Volume II of the proposed MSHCP. It should be noted that a
large body of scientific literature was made available by UCR. This literature was
thoroughly reviewed but only specifically relevant literature was cited as appropriate.
For example, many of the species references contained little or no relevant information
for conservation planning in the proposed Plan Area.

3.1.2

Bioregions

The review of databases and literature shows that the exiting vegetation database for the
Plan Area does not adequately reflect the considerable variety of plant and animal
species in western Riverside County. Grinnell (1933) described biotic or “life” zones
for Southern California, but the scale of these life zones is generally too coarse to be
useful for analyzing potential biotic variation within the proposed Plan Area. To address
this limitation and better depict potential variation within and among species, a
biogeographical map (referred to here simply as bioregions) was created to help describe
diversity of habitats on a regional scale within the proposed Plan Area. This was done
under the assumption that regional diversity in conserved areas translates directly into
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biological and genetic diversity. By ensuring regional representation of species and
redundancy of resources, there is some buffer against the effects of natural and
anthropogenic catastrophic events, such as wildfires, floods, and disease, on conserved
areas.
Using existing information on soils (SCS), elevation (30-meter DEM data), topography
(hill-shaded DEM mapping), and local expertise, a draft map that roughly demarcates
the general bioregions within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area was drawn. Existing
levels of human disturbance (urbanization, intensive agriculture, grazing, etc.) were
considered because they have had a substantial effect on the current biota of the
proposed Plan Area. While discrete bioregion boundaries cannot capture the natural
continuum or gradient of environmental changes and transitions within the proposed
Plan Area, these boundaries roughly represent areas where species turnover and habitat
zone transitions are pronounced in relation to changes in landform and other environmental features. Because continuous climatic maps showing precipitation and air
temperature (maxima, minimi, means) were not available, landform and elevation were
used as surrogates for these variables to draw the initial map. DUDEK staff and
subconsultants knowledgeable about the distribution of plant and animal species in
western Riverside County then fine-tuned the boundaries where elevation and landforms
did not accurately reflect changes in species and habitat distributions. This methodology
is similar to the approach used to develop bioregions for San Diego County (T.
Oberbauer, personal communication, 2000). The validity of these bioregions was
initially tested by examining the distribution of vegetation types and sensitive species
that fall within them. On the basis of existing data, it was determined that the bioregions
appear to reflect the different suites of species and vegetation communities in the
proposed Plan Area. As a work in progress, these boundaries are subject to change
based on further analyses, scientific study, and input from experts familiar with western
Riverside County.
Seven distinct bioregions were identified: Santa Ana Mountains, Riverside Lowlands,
San Jacinto Foothills, Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, San Bernardino
Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains (Figure 2.4). The characteristic features of each
bioregion are described below.
Santa Ana Mountains Bioregion
The Santa Ana Mountains Bioregion extends south of State Route 91 (SR-91) to the
Riverside/San Diego County line and occurs west of Interstate 15 (I-15). It encompasses
the Cleveland National Forest and areas north of the Santa Margarita River. This
bioregion generally occurs at elevations above 2,000 feet and supports Diegan coastal
sage scrub, mesic chaparral, and sparse coniferous vegetation. The Santa Ana
Mountains Bioregion is heavily influenced by coastal climate factors such as fog,
rainfall, and wind. This bioregion is relatively undisturbed and not urbanized.
Riverside Lowlands Bioregion
The Riverside Lowlands Bioregion characterizes areas east of the Santa Ana Mountains
Bioregion, south of the Riverside/San Bernardino County line, west of Diamond Valley
Lake, Lake Skinner, and Gilman Hot Springs, and north of the Riverside/San Diego
County line. This bioregion encompasses Estelle Mountain, Lake Mathews, Reche
Canyon/Badlands, the San Jacinto Valley, Gavilan Hills, Lakeview Mountains, and
French Valley. The Riverside Lowlands Bioregion generally occurs at elevations below
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2,000 feet and is characterized by Riversidean sage scrub and annual grasslands. The
relatively arid climate is in part the result of the rain shadow effect cast by the Santa Ana
Mountains. A high level of disturbance and urbanization is noted within this bioregion.
San Jacinto Foothills Bioregion
The San Jacinto Foothills Bioregion generally includes areas north of SR-79, east of the
Riverside Lowlands Bioregion and west of the San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion. This
bioregion encompasses Vail Lake, Sage, and Cactus Valley. The San Jacinto Foothills
Bioregion occurs at elevations of 2,000 to 3,000 feet and is dominated by Riversidean
sage scrub and xeric chaparral associations. This bioregion receives less frequent frost
and snow than the mountainous areas. This bioregion has not been heavily disturbed or
urbanized.
Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion
The Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion extends south from SR-79 to the Riverside/San
Diego County line. It encompasses the Agua Tibia Mountains and generally occurs at
elevations above 2,000 feet. This bioregion supports Diegan coastal sage scrub, mesic
chaparral, and sparse coniferous vegetation. The Agua Tibia Mountains Bioregion has
not been heavily disturbed or urbanized.
Desert Transition Bioregion
The Desert Transition Bioregion is located in the southeastern portion of the proposed
Plan Area and encompasses the Cahuilla Indian Reservation and Lake Riverside area.
The Desert Transition Bioregion generally occurs at elevations above 3,000 feet and is
arid and desert-influenced. This bioregion supports red shank chaparral, big basin sage
scrub, and semidesert succulent scrub habitats. This bioregion has not been heavily
disturbed or urbanized.
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion
The San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion is located in the northwestern portion of the
proposed Plan Area and encompasses areas north of I-10 within the Calimesa,
Beaumont, and Banning area; it generally occurs at elevations above 3,000 feet. This
bioregion supports coniferous forests, montane chaparral, and broad-leaved forest. The
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion is floristically distinct from the San Jacinto
Mountains Bioregion. This bioregion has not been heavily disturbed or urbanized.
San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion
The San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion occurs in the eastern portion of the proposed Plan
Area and encompasses the San Bernardino National Forest, Pine Cove, Idyllwild, and
upper San Jacinto River and Bautista Canyon Creek. This bioregion supports coniferous
forests, montane chaparral, and broad-leaved forest; it generally occurs at elevations
above 3,000 feet. The San Jacinto Mountains Bioregion is floristically distinct from the
San Bernardino Mountains Bioregion.

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

3.1-9

3.1.3

Vegetation Communities

The proposed MSHCP vegetation communities map was created in 1995 by PSBS and
mapped by KTU+A. For the purpose of analysis, the 1995 vegetation communities were
subsequently generalized to ensure consistency in mapping scale across the proposed
Plan Area. In addition to the vegetation communities map, PSBS and KTU+A created
a coastal sage scrub habitat quality map for the purpose of regional reserve planning for
the California gnatcatcher. Other vegetation mapping efforts include a riparian map
coverage created by UCR in 2000. The proposed MSHCP vegetation map described
above incorporates 50 vegetation community classifications. For the purpose of
proposed MSHCP planning and analysis, the 50 classifications were collapsed to 14;
both classes of categories are summarized in Table 3A.
Table 3A - Summary of Collapsed and Uncollapsed Vegetation Communities Classifications
Collapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Montane Coniferous Forest

Uncollapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Jeffrey Pine
Lodgepole Pine
Lower Montane Coniferous Forest
Mixed Evergreen Forest
Southern California White Fir
Subalpine Coniferous

Woodland and Forests

Black Oak Forest
Broadleaved Upland Forest
Coast Live Oak Woodland
Dense Engelmann Oak Woodland
Oak Woodland
Peninsular Juniper Woodland and Scrub

Coastal Sage Scrub

Coastal Scrub
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub
Riversidean Sage Scrub

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

Disturbed Alluvial
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

Desert Scrub

Big Sagebrush Scrub
Colorado Desert Wash Scrub
Semidesert Succulent Scrub
Sonoran Desert Scrub

Chaparral

Chamise Chaparral
Chaparral
Red Shank Chaparral
Semi-Desert

Playas and Vernal Pools

Alkali Playa
Southern Interior Basatt Vernal Pool
Vernal Pool
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Table 3A - Summary of Collapsed and Uncollapsed Vegetation Communities Classifications
Collapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Grassland

Uncollapsed Vegetation
Communities Classifications
Non-native Grassland
Valley and Foothill Grassland

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, Forest

Arundo/Riparian Forest
Montane Riparian Forest
Montane Riparian Scrub
Mule Fat Scrub
Riparian Forest
Riparian Scrub
Southern Cottonwood/Willow Riparian
Southern Sycamore/Alder Riparian Woodland
Southern Willow Scrub
Tamarisk Scrub

Meadows and Marshes

Meadow (Montane)
Wet Montane Meadow
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh
Marsh

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

Water

Open Water/Reservoir/Pond

Developed or Disturbed Land

Residential/Urban/Exotic

Agriculture

Dairy and Livestock Feed Yards
Field Croplands
Grove/Orchard

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses approximately 1.26 million acres with
approximately 871,000 acres (69 percent) supporting natural vegetation. The 14
vegetation communities within the proposed Plan Area (Table 3B) include chaparral
(434,950 acres), cismontane alkali marsh (1,260 acres), coastal (Diegan and Riversidean)
sage scrub (156,450 acres), desert scrubs (14,570 acres), native and non-native grassland
(154,140 acres), meadows and marshes (1,020 acres), montane coniferous forest (29,910
acres), peninsular juniper woodland and scrub (1,080 acres), playas and vernal pools
(7,910 acres), riparian scrub/woodland/forests (15,030 acres), Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub (7,940 acres), open water (12,210 acres), woodlands and forests (34,300
acres), and unknown (1,350 acres). In addition, approximately 169,480 acres are in
agriculture, and the remaining 218,260 acres are considered disturbed or developed land.
Section C of the proposed MSHCP Reference Document, in Volume II of the proposed
MSHCP, contains detailed habitat accounts describing the biogeography, range and
distribution, vegetation characteristics, species composition, physical environment,
ecosystem processes, community relationships, and threats for each vegetation
community within the proposed Plan Area. A brief description of each vegetation
community is provided below.
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Table 3B - Acreage and Proportional Distribution of Vegetation Communities within
the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
Vegetation Type

Total Acres in Plan
Area

Percent of Total
Vegetation

Agriculture

169,480

13.5%

Chaparral

434,950

35.0%

1,260

0.1%

156,450

12.0%

14,570

1.2%

154,140

12.2%

1,020

0.08%

29,910

2.4%

7,910

0.6%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, and Forest

15,030

1.2%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

0.6%

Water

12,210

1.0%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

2.7%

218,260

17.3%

1,350

0.11%

1,258,750

100%

Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest
Playas and Vernal Pools

Developed or Disturbed Land
Unknown
Totals

Agriculture
Agricultural lands include areas occupied by dairies and livestock feed yards or areas
that have been tilled for use as croplands or groves/orchards. Approximately 13 percent
of the MSHCP Plan Area (169,480 acres) consists of agricultural lands. The largest
areas of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of San Jacinto and north of
Juniper Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake, Nuevo, southeast Perris,
Eastvale, Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and in Glen Avon. Field
croplands are mapped extensively throughout the proposed Plan Area. The largest areas
are around the following: State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an eastwest strip from Murrieta Hot Springs, through French Valley; Antelope Valley, Paloma
Valley, Menifee Valley, Winchester, and Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the
Diamond Valley area; and in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard is in Santa
Rosa East between Gavilan Mountain and Mesa de Colorado. Agricultural lands are
further discussed in Sections 3.2 and 4.2.
Chaparral
Chaparral vegetation is the most abundant and widespread vegetation type in western
Riverside County, covering approximately 35 percent (434,950 acres) of the proposed
Plan Area. Large contiguous stands of chaparral occur along the Santa Ana Mountains
in the western portion of the proposed Plan Area, and along the San Bernardino, San
Jacinto, and Agua Tibia Mountains in the eastern and southern portions. Although
chaparral is less common than other vegetation types in the central lowlands of Riverside
County, three large chaparral-dominated areas occur on steeper lands near the Gavilan
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Hills-Gavilan Plateau-Meadowbrook Region, the Lakeview Mountains-Double Butte
area, and the Sedco Hills-Hogbacks area.
Chaparral is a shrub-dominated vegetation community that is composed largely of
evergreen species that range from 3 to 12 feet in height (Keeley, 2000). The most
common and widespread species within chaparral is chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum)
(Hanes, 1971). Other common shrub species include manzanita (Arctostaphylos spp.),
wild-lilac (Ceanothus spp.), oak (Quercus spp.), redberry (Rhamnus spp.), laurel sumac
(Malosma laurina), mountain-mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), toyon (Heteromeles
arbutifolia), and mission manzanita (Xylococcus bicolor) (Holland, 1986). Soft-leaved
subshrubs are less common in chaparral than in coastal sage scrub (see below) but occur
within canopy gaps of mature stands (Holland, 1986; Keeley and Keeley, 1988; Sawyer
and Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Common species include California buckwheat (Eriogonum
fasciculatum), sages (Salvia spp.), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), and
monkeyflower (Mimulus spp.). In addition, herbaceous species, including deerweed
(Lotus scoparius), nightshade (Solanum spp.), Spanish bayonet (Yucca whipplei),
rock-rose (Helianthemum scoparium), onion (Allium spp.), soap plant (Chlorogalum
spp.), bunch grasses (Nassella spp., and Melica spp.), wild cucumber (Marah spp.),
bedstraw (Galium spp.), and lupine (Lupinus spp.) are also present (Holland, 1986;
Keeley and Keeley, 1988; Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995 ).
Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Cismontane alkali marsh habitat is scattered sparsely over the western Riverside County
region, occupying approximately 0.1 percent (1,260 acres) of the proposed Plan Area.
Cismontane alkali marsh was mapped in two general localities along Cahuilla Creek
south of Anza and upstream from Lake Mathews along the Colorado River aqueduct.
Typical cismontane alkali marsh species include yerba mansa (Anemopsis californica),
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), alkali-heath (Frankenia salina), cattails (Typha spp.),
common pickleweed (Salicornia virginica), rushes (Juncus spp.), marsh flea-bane
(Pluchea odorata), and sedges (Carex spp.) (Holland, 1986).
Coastal Sage Scrub
Coastal sage scrub is distributed throughout western Riverside County, occupying
approximately 12 percent (156,450 acres) of the proposed Plan Area (PSBS, 1995). It
occurs from the eastern slopes of the Santa Ana Mountains to elevations in the San
Jacinto Mountains less than 5,000 feet. Sage scrub often is distributed in patches
throughout its range. Over a scale of several miles, it can be found in diverse vegetation
community mosaics with other plant communities, particularly grassland and chaparral,
and oak/riparian woodland in wetter areas. In western Riverside County, coastal sage
scrub is found both in large contiguous blocks scattered throughout the County as well
as integrated with chaparral and grasslands.
Coastal sage scrub is dominated by a characteristic suite of low-statured, aromatic,
drought-deciduous shrubs, and subshrub species. Composition varies substantially
depending on physical circumstances and the successional status of the vegetation
community; however, characteristic species include California sagebrush, California
buckwheat, laurel sumac, California encelia (Encelia californica), and several species
of sage (e.g., Salvia mellifera, S. apiana) (Holland, 1986; Sawyer-Wolf, 1995). Other
common species include brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), lemonadeberry (Rhus
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integrifolia), sugarbush (Rhus ovata), yellow bush penstemon (Keckiella antirrhinoides),
Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), sweetbush (Bebbia juncea), boxthorn
(Lycium spp.), shore cactus (Opuntia littoralis), coastal cholla (Opuntia prolifera), tall
prickly-pear (Opuntia oricola), and species of Dudleya.
Desert Scrub
Desert scrub, including big sagebrush scrub and Sonoran desert scrub, occurs mostly in
the southeastern portion of the proposed Plan Area. Desert scrub occupies approximately 1.2 percent (14,570 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Large acreages of the
vegetation community occur north and south of SR-371 within Tule Valley, Culp
Valley, Wilson Creek, Cahuilla, the Ramona Indian Reservation, the Community of
Anza, and east of Aguanga and Lake Riverside.
Desert scrub is typically composed of shrubs such as big sagebrush (Artemisia
tridentata), bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), rubber rabbit-bush (Chrysothamus
nauseosus), yellow rabbitbrush (Chrysothamus viscidiflorus), black bush (Coleogyne
ramosissima), Mormon-tea (Ephedra viridis), horsebrush (Tetradymia canescens),
plateau gooseberry (Ribes velutinum), hopsage (Grayia spinosa), burro weed (Ambrosia
dumosa), brittlebush, crucifixion-thorn (Canotia holacantha), ocotillo (Fouquieria
splendens), and creosote scrub (Larrea tridentata) (Holland, 1986). The herbaceous
cover generally is dominated by a mixture of perennial bunch grasses, such as ricegrass
(Achnatherum hymenoides), needle-and-thread (Stipa comata), letterman’s needlegrass
(Stipa lettermanii), needlegrass (Stipa occidentalis and Stipa thurberiana), desert
needlegrass (Stipa speciosa), one-sided bluegrass (Poa secunda), bluebunch wheatgrass
(Agropyron spicata), and Great Basin wild rye (Leymus cinereus). Annual grasses and
forbs may also occur within big sagebrush scrub. Cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), an
introduced annual grass, has become the dominant herbaceous species in many areas.
Grasslands
Grasslands occur throughout most of western Riverside County and cover approximately
12.2 percent (154,130 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Two general types of
grasslands occur in Southern California: (1) non-native dominated, primarily annual
grassland (“non-native grassland”); and (2) native dominated, perennial grassland
(“valley and foothill grassland”) (Heady, 1977; Keeley, 1989; Sims and Risser, 2000).
The only valley and foothill grasslands mapped within the proposed Plan Area are
distributed over approximately 0.2 percent (2,700 acres) of the proposed Plan Area on
the Santa Rosa Plateau. Non-native grasslands occur throughout the majority of the
proposed Plan Area (11.6 percent), usually within close proximity to urbanized or
agricultural land uses. Large patches of non-native grasslands occur in the Riverside
Lowlands near March Air Reserve Base (ARB), Lake Mathews, Lake Perris, Lake
Elsinore, near Banning, Cahuilla, and in the Terwilliger Valley south of Anza.
Valley and foothill grasslands typically contain the perennial bunch grasses Nassella
pulchra and Nassella lepida. Lesser amounts of other native grasses, such as Melica
spp., Leymus spp., Muhlenbergia spp., and beard grass (Bothriochloa barbinodis), may
also be present. In addition, non-native grasses or forbs may be present to varying
degrees. Native herbaceous plants commonly found within valley and foothill
grasslands include yellow fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii), common calyptridium
(Calyptridium monardum), suncup (Camissonia spp.), Chinese houses (Collinsia
heterophylla), California poppy (Eschcholzia californica), tarweed (Hemizonia spp.),
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coast goldfields (Lasthenia californica), common tidy-tips (Layia platyglossa), Lupinus
spp., Plagiobothrys spp., blue dicks (Dichelostemma capitata), Muilla spp., blue-eyed
grass (Sisyrinchium bellum), and Dudleya spp. (Holland, 1986; Keeley, 1989; Sims and
Risser, 2000).
Non-native grasslands are likely to be dominated by several species of grasses that have
evolved to persist in concert with human agricultural practices: slender oat (Avena
barbata), wild oat (Avena fatua), fox tail chess (Bromus madritensis), soft chess
(Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), barley (Hordeum spp.), rye grass
(Lolium multiflorum), English ryegrass (Lolium perrene), rat-tail fescue (Vulpia
myuros), and Mediterranean schismus (Schismus barbatus) (Jackson, 1985; Sims and
Risser, 2000).
Meadows and Marshes
Approximately 1,020 acres of meadow and marsh vegetation communities, including
coastal and valley freshwater marsh, undifferentiated marsh, and wet montane meadow,
exist within the proposed Plan Area, comprising 0.04 percent of the proposed Plan Area.
Occurrences of this vegetation community have been mapped in the Prado Basin in the
Santa Ana River Valley, on the Santa Ana River near Pedley, north of Lake Elsinore in
Walker Canyon, near San Jacinto, along the shores of Lake Skinner and Vail Lake, and
adjacent to the cismontane alkali marsh on Cahuilla Creek. Undifferentiated marsh was
mapped in three locations, including the shore of Lake Mathews, near Mystic Lake, and
upstream from Vail Lake along Temecula Creek in the Aguanga Valley. Wet montane
meadow was mapped in the San Jacinto Mountains in the San Bernardino National
Forest, primarily within the vicinity of Hemet Lake.
Meadow and marsh vegetation communities occur in both flowing and still water. This
vegetation community includes cattails, bulrushes, sedges, spike rushes, flatsedges
(Cyperus spp.), smartweed (Polygonum spp.), watercress (Rorippa spp.), yerba mansa,
and also contains perennial and biennial herbs (e.g., Oenothera spp., Polygonum spp.,
Lupinus spp., Potentilla spp., and Sidalcea spp.) and grasses (e.g. Agrostis spp.,
Deschampsia spp., and Muhlenbergia spp.) (Barbour and Major, 1977; Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf, 1995; Stephenson and Calcarone, 1999; Holland and Keil, 1995). Rooted
aquatic plant species with floating stems and leaves also may be present, such as
pennywort (Hydrocotyle spp.), water smartweed (Polygonum amphibium), pondweeds
(Potamogeton spp.), and water-parsley (Oenanthe sarmentosa). Wet montane meadows
that dry out by mid-summer have a higher percentage of perennial grasses than meadows
that remain moist during the entire growing season (Holland and Keil 1995).
Montane Coniferous Forest
Montane coniferous forest, including Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine forest, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, Southern California white fir forest, and
subalpine coniferous forest, occupies 2.4 percent (29,900 acres) of the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area. It occurs within the San Jacinto Mountains, Agua Tibia, Cleveland National
Forest, and Santa Rosa Mountains.
Montane coniferous forest is dominated by Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi), ponderosa pine
(Pinus ponderosa), Coulter pine (Pinus coulteri), lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta ssp.
murrayanna), limber pine (Pinus flexilis), bigcone Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga macrocarpa), Pacific madrone (Arbutus menziesii), bigleaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), Rocky
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Mountain white fir (Abies concolor var. concolor), and sugar pine (Pinus lambertiana).
Common understory shrubs include manzanita, California lilac (Ceanothus spp.),
chinquapin (Chrysolepis), currant (Ribes spp.), and dwarf mistletoe (Arceuthobium
campylopodum). The herbaceous layer is composed of morning-glory (Calystegia
occidentalis ssp. fulcrata), sedge (Carex multicaulis), clarkia (Clarkia rhomboidea), and
mountain-heather (Phyllodoce breweri).
Playas and Vernal Pools
These vegetation communities comprise 0.6 percent (7,910 acres) of the proposed Plan
Area. Playas and vernal pools are found in western Riverside County in the San Jacinto
Valley/Perris Basin and on the Santa Rosa Plateau.
Vernal pools are ephemeral wetlands that form in shallow depressions underlain by a
substrate near the surface that restricts the downward percolation of water. Depressions
in the landscape fill with rainwater and runoff from adjacent areas during the winter and
may remain inundated until spring or early summer, sometimes drying more than once
during the wet season. Smaller pools can fill and dry, and larger pools can hold water
longer and may in the deeper portions support species that are more representative of
freshwater marshes. Vernal pools are well-known for their high level of endemism
(Stone, 1989) and abundance of rare, threatened, or endangered species (Sawyer and
Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Many vernal pools are characterized by concentric rings of plants
that flower sequentially as the pools dry. Vernal pools are dominated by native annual
plants, with low to moderate levels of perennial herbaceous cover. Common vernal pool
plant species in western Riverside County include woolly marbles (Psilocarphus
brevissimus), toad rush (Juncus bufonius), and spike rush. In addition, the following
sensitive or listed plant species are found in one or more of these pools: California
Orcutt grass (Orcuttia californica), Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri), little mousetail (Myosurus minimus ssp. apus), spreading navarretia
(Navarretia fossalis), low navarretia (Navarretia prostrata), Orcutt’s brodiaea (Brodiaea
orcuttii), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), Parish’s brittlescale (Atriplex
parishii), Parish’s meadowfoam (Limnanthes gracilis ssp. parishii), San Diego buttoncelery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii), Wright’s trichocoronis (Trichocoronis
wrightii var. wrightii), San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior),
and smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis) (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf,
1995). The Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp (Linderiella santarosae) only occurs in
western Riverside county, which is also the location of the southernmost record for the
vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) (Eriksen and Belk, 1999).
Riparian Forest, Woodland, and Scrub
Riparian vegetation, including forest, woodland, and scrub subtypes, is distributed in
waterways and drainages throughout much of western Riverside County, covering
approximately 1.2 percent (15,030 acres) of the proposed Plan Area. Southern
cottonwood/willow forest makes up the largest proportion of the riparian vegetation in
the proposed Plan Area, comprising nearly one-half (6,610 acres) of the acreage. Most
of the southern cottonwood/willow forest vegetation community occurs along the Santa
Ana River drainage from Lake Evans to beyond the Prado basin, along the San Gorgonio
River north of Banning and along Temecula Creek east of Vail Lake. Additional types
of riparian vegetation can be found along the San Gorgonio River north of Banning
(montane riparian forest), Temescal Canyon Wash and its tributaries (riparian scrub and
mule fat scrub), the stream channels within the San Mateo Canyon watershed (riparian
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forest, southern sycamore/alder riparian woodland and riparian scrub), and Vail Lake
(tamarisk scrub).
Riparian communities typically consist of one or more deciduous tree species with an
assorted understory of shrubs and herbs (Holland and Keil, 1995). Depending on
community type, a riparian community may be dominated by any of several trees/shrubs,
including box elder (Acer negundo), bigleaf maple, coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia),
white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Fremont’s cottonwood
(Populus fremontii), California walnut (Juglans californica), Mexican elderberry, wild
grape (Vitis girdiana), giant reed (Arundo donax), mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia),
tamarisk (Tamarix spp.), or any of several species of willow (Salix spp.). In addition,
various understory herbs may be present, such as saltgrass, wild cucumber (Marah
macrocarpus), mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), stinging nettle (Urtica dioica), and
poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum).
Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurs throughout many drainages in the proposed
Plan Area and comprises approximately 0.6 percent (7,940 acres) of the proposed Plan
Area. Large acreages of the vegetation occur in the following areas: on the Santa Ana
River near Lake Evans in the City of Riverside; along the San Gorgonio River and
tributaries near Banning; on the San Jacinto River from the National Forest to the
Soboba Indian Reservation; near Temecula along Temecula Creek; the Aguanga area;
Bautista Creek south of Hemet; and near Murrieta and Glen Ivy in the Temescal Valley.
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub is a Mediterranean shrubland type that occurs in
washes and on gently sloping alluvial fans. Alluvial scrub is made up predominantly of
drought-deciduous soft-leaved shrubs, but with significant cover of larger perennial
species typically found in chaparral (Kirkpatrick and Hutchinson, 1977). Scalebroom
(Lepidospartum squamatum) generally is regarded as an indicator of Riversidean alluvial
scrub (Smith, 1980; Hanes, et al., 1989). In addition to scalebroom, alluvial scrub
typically is composed of white sage (Salvia apiana), redberry (Rhamnus crocea),
California buckwheat, Spanish bayonet, California croton (Croton californicus), cholla
(Opuntia spp.), tarragon (Artemisia dracunculus), yerba santa (Eriodictyon spp.), mule
fat, and mountain-mahogany (Hanes, et al., 1989; Smith, 1980). Annual species
composition has not been studied but is probably similar to that found in understories
of neighboring shrubland vegetation. Two sensitive annual species are endemic to
alluvial scrub vegetation in the proposed Plan Area: slender-horned spineflower
(Dodecahema leptocerus) and Santa Ana River woollystar (Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum).
Water
Approximately 1.0 percent (12,210 acres) of the proposed Plan Area consists of open
water habitat. Open water was mapped at Vail Lake, Lake Skinner, Diamond Valley
Lake, Lake Perris, Mystic Lake, Canyon Lake, Lake Elsinore, Lee Lake, Lake Mathews,
Hemet Lake, portions of the San Jacinto River, and portions of the Santa Ana River, as
well as various small ponds, private reservoirs, and portions of stream channels.
Open water habitat typically is unvegetated due to a lack of light penetration. However,
open water may contain suspended organisms such as filamentous green algae,
phytoplankton (including diatoms), and desmids (Grenfell, 1988). Floating plants such
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as duckweed (Lemna spp.), water buttercup (Ranunculus aquatilis), and mosquito fern
(Azolla filiculoides) also may be present (Holland and Keil, 1995). Open water includes
inland depressions, ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and stream channels containing standing
water and often occur in conjunction with riparian and upland vegetation communities.
Depth may vary from hundreds of feet to a few inches.
Woodlands and Forests
The proposed Plan Area supports approximately 34,300 acres (2.7 percent of the
proposed Plan Area) of woodlands and forests composed of black oak forest, broadleaved upland forest, oak woodland, and peninsular juniper woodland vegetation
communities. Woodland and forest vegetation communities are dominated by
Englemann oak (Quercus englemannii), coast live oak, canyon live oak (Quercus
chrysolepis), interior live oak (Quercus wislizenii), and black oak (Quercus kelloggii)
in the canopy, which may be continuous to intermittent or savannah-like. Four-needle
pinyon (Pinyon quadrifolia), single-leaf pinyon pine (Pinus monophylla) and California
juniper (juniperus californica) are the canopy species of peninsular juniper woodland,
which most commonly occurs in Southern California, forming a scattered canopy from
9 to 45 feet tall (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 1995; Holland and Keil 1995).
Many understory plants in oak woodlands are shade tolerant and include wild blackberry
(Rubus ursinus), snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis), California walnut, California-lilac
(ceanothus spp.), Rhus spp., currant, toyon, California bay (Umbellularia californica),
Engelmann oak, manzanita (Arctostaphylos spp.), laurel sumac, poison oak, and
herbaceous plants including bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), polypody fern
(Polypodium californicum), fiesta flower (Pholistorma auritum), and miner’s lettuce
(Claytonia perfoliata) (Holland and Keil, 1995; Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995; Thorne,
1976; Brown, 1982). Munz and Keck (1949) identify similar species for this vegetation
community and include a variety of grasses and soft shrubs that also are commonly
found. This vegetation community can occur on all aspects, on stream sides, canyon
bottoms, and flat to very steep topography. Woodlands and forests are known to occur
throughout the proposed Plan Area.
Developed or Disturbed Land
Approximately 218,260 acres (17.3 percent) of developed or disturbed lands occur
within the proposed Plan Area. Developed or disturbed lands consist of areas that have
been disced, cleared, or otherwise altered. Developed lands may include roadways,
existing buildings, and other structures. The largest areas of developed land are in the
cities of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Canyon Lake (including the surrounding
unincorporated communities of Meadowbrook, Alberhill, El Cariso, and Lakeland
Village), Hemet (including the surrounding unincorporated communities of East Hemet
and Valle Vista), in Moreno Valley, and along the SR-91 corridor from Riverside
through Corona and Norco. More medium-sized tracts of developed land are located in
the communities of Canyon Lake (including Quail Valley, Sun City, and Homeland), in
Perris along I-215 (including Mead Valley, Gavilan Hills, and Woodcrest), Beaumont,
Banning (including Cherry Valley), and Calimesa. Small and scattered occurrences
include the southeast portion of the proposed Plan Area along SR-371 in the unincorporated communities of Terwilliger Valley, Sage, Aguanga and Anza, east of the City of
Temecula, and in Sedco Hills. Disturbed lands may include ornamental plantings for
landscaping, escaped exotics, or ruderal vegetation dominated by non-native, weedy
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species such as mustard (Brassica sp.), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), tocalote
(Centaurea melitensis), and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus).
Unknown
Approximately 1,350 acres within the proposed Plan Area were not classified into a
vegetation community during the 1995 PSBS and KTU+A mapping effort.

3.1.4

Species Considered for Conservation in the Proposed MSHCP

Table 2G in Section 2.0 lists the 146 species that were considered to receive coverage
under the proposed MSHCP. As shown in Table 2E, the initial list of species considered
for conservation included 247 species identified for consideration by the proposed
MSHCP Advisory Committee in collaboration with the Wildlife Agencies. Early in the
planning process, it was determined that sufficient information was not available for
many of these species to proceed with conservation planning. The initial list of 247
species was reduced to 165 species as part of the August 9, 1999 Draft MSHCP Proposal
prepared by DUDEK. The list was further refined to 146 species as the proposed
MSHCP planning process proceeded, and information needed to proceed with
conservation planning could not be obtained for certain species. Several species were
added to the list during this process as suggested by stakeholders such as the Wildlife
Agencies and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS). Species added included great
blue heron, Dulzura kangaroo rat, Aguanga kangaroo rat, and six plant species.
Of the 146 covered species addressed in the proposed MSHCP, 118 species are
considered to be adequately conserved. The remaining 28 covered species will be
considered to be adequately conserved when certain conservation requirements are met
as identified in the species-specific conservation objectives for those species (speciesspecific conservation objectives for the 146 covered species are presented in Section 9.0
of the proposed MSHCP). Specific survey requirements are included in the speciesspecific conservation objectives presented in Section 9.0 of the proposed MSHCP and
in Section 4.1 of this EIR/EIS. A complete summary of MSHCP species survey
requirements is also provided in Appendix E of Volume I of the MSHCP.
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3.2 Agricultural and Extractive Resources
3.2.1

Agriculture Resources

The proposed MSHCP Plan Area encompasses unincorporated areas of the County in
addition to 14 cities located in western Riverside County. Agricultural lands are located
within the jurisdiction of the County and various cities. In terms of dollar value,
agriculture is the largest industry in Riverside County, providing employment for a
significant number of the County’s population. Agriculture faces continuing pressure
from urbanization, foreign competition, and rising production costs. Despite these
pressures, those areas that remain in agricultural production represent a significant open
space and economic resource for the County. This section addresses important
agricultural resources within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
State Designated Farmland
Pursuant to the provisions of Section 65570 of the California Government Code, the
California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) compiles important farmland maps for the state. These maps utilize data from
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS) soil survey and current land use information, representing an inventory of
agricultural resources within the County. The maps depict urbanized lands and a
qualitative sequence of agricultural designations. Maps and statistics are produced
biannually using a process that integrates aerial photo interpretation, field mapping, a
computerized mapping system, and public review.
State and federal agencies have established several classifications of important
agricultural land based on factors such as soil characteristics, climate, and water supply.
The Farmland Resource Map (Figure 3.2.1) identifies the categories of important
agricultural land within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area, as defined by State and federal
agencies. Categories of land mapped include the following:
C Prime Farmland;
C Farmland of Statewide Importance;
C Unique Farmland;
C Farmland of Local Importance; and
C Grazing Land.
Prime Farmland. Prime Farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and
chemical characteristics for the production of crops. It has the soil quality, growing
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high-yield crops when treated
and managed, including water management, according to current farming methods.
Prime Farmland must have been used for the production of irrigated crops at some time
during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date. These lands are best suited for
producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and have minimal management
problems. Prime Farmland does not include publicly owned lands for which there is an
adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
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Farmland of Statewide Importance. Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime
Farmland but with minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil
moisture. Land must have been used for production of irrigated crops at some time
during the two update cycles prior to the mapping date. Lands within this category may
have associated management problems such as increased alkaline or saline soils, and
have a moderate erosion hazard. Farmland of Statewide Importance does not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Unique Farmland. Unique Farmland is land of lesser quality soils currently and
specifically used for the production of the State’s leading agricultural crops (as listed in
California Agriculture, California Department of Food and Agriculture). It has the
special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply
needed to produce sustained high quality or high yields of a specific crop when treated
and managed according to current farming methods. Unique Farmland is usually
irrigated, but may include nonirrigated orchards or vineyards found in some climatic
zones in California. Examples of crops on Unique Farmland include oranges, olives,
avocados, rice, grapes, and cut flowers. Land must have been cropped at some time
during the two cycles prior to the mapping date. Unique Farmland does not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Farmland of Local Importance. Farmland of importance to the local agricultural economy
is determined by the County Board of Supervisors and a local advisory committee.
These farmlands include agricultural areas with soils that would be classified as “Prime”
and “Statewide Important” but lack available irrigation water, lands producing major
(but not unique) crops, dairylands (including corrals, pasture, milking facilities, etc.),
lands identified by City or County ordinance as agricultural zones or contracts (including
Riverside City “Proposition R” lands), and lands planted in jojoba that are under
cultivation and are of producing age.
Grazing Land. This includes land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the
grazing of livestock.
Table 3C summarizes the acreages of the various State designated farmland categories
within unincorporated areas and cities within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. Within
the MSHCP Plan Area, 99,090 acres have been designated as Prime, Unique, or
Statewide Important farmland. The majority of this Designated farmland, 67,960 acres
(69%) is located in unincorporated Riverside County. After Riverside County, the
highest concentration of Designated farmland is located in the City of Riverside (5,778
acres/6%), followed by the Cities of San Jacinto and Moreno Valley, at 5,448 acres (5%)
and 5,298 acres (5%), respectively.
Table 3C - State Designated Farmland within Western Riverside County (Acres)
Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Total

% of Total

Riverside
County

29,735

26,609

11,616

67,960

68.6

Banning

202

0

0

202

0.2

Beaumont

132

0

0

132

0.1

Calimesa

232

26

0

258

30

0

0

0

0

0.0

Jurisdiction

Canyon Lake
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Table 3C - State Designated Farmland within Western Riverside County (Acres)
Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Total

% of Total

Corona

2,792

1,023

223

4,038

4.1

Hemet

3,368

38

695

4,101

4.1

Lake Elsinore

52

19

0

71

0.1

Moreno Valley

4,614

44

640

5,298

5.3

209

290

16

515

0.5

Norco

3

0

14

17

0.0

Perris

1,938

216

2,524

4,678

4.7

Riverside

2,675

545

2,558

5,778

5.8

San Jacinto

1,610

863

3,011

5,448

5.5

537

7

14

558

0.6

48,099

29,680

21,311

99,090

100.0

Jurisdiction

Murrieta

Temecula
TOTALS

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding errors.
Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program.

Existing Agricultural Use
While land may be designated by the State as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important
farmland, it may not be actively utilized for the production of crops or the husbandry of
livestock. Agricultural lands include areas occupied by dairies and livestock feed yards
or areas that have been tilled for use as croplands or groves/orchards. The largest areas
of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of San Jacinto and north of Juniper
Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake, Nuevo, southeast Perris, Eastvale,
Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and in Glen Avon. Field croplands are
mapped extensively throughout the proposed Plan Area. The largest areas are around
State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an east-west strip from Murrieta
Hot Springs; through French Valley, Antelope Valley, Paloma Valley, and Menifee
Valley; Winchester; Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the Diamond Valley area; and
in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard use is in Santa Rosa East between Gavilan
Mountain and Mesa de Colorado.
An interpretation of land use undertaken during the preparation of the Existing Setting
Report (1999) for the 2002 Riverside County General Plan identified approximately
161,792 acres within western Riverside County utilized for some manner of agricultural
production (Table 3D). The majority of this active agricultural land, 110,269 acres
(68%), is located in unincorporated Riverside County. After Riverside County, the
highest concentration of active agricultural land is located in the City of Perris (9,859
acres/6%), followed by Moreno Valley at 8,519 acres (5%), and San Jacinto at 8,350
acres (5%).

Table 3D - Existing Agricultural Use in Western Riverside County
Jurisdiction
Riverside County

3.2-6

Existing Agricultural Use
(acres)

% of Total

110,269

68.2
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Table 3D - Existing Agricultural Use in Western Riverside County
Existing Agricultural Use
(acres)

% of Total

Banning

1,317

0.8

Beaumont

3,609

2.2

Calimesa

761

0.5

2

0.0

Corona

3,557

2.2

Hemet

4,243

2.6

Lake Elsinore

256

0.2

Moreno Valley

8,519

5.3

Murrieta

2,669

1.6

Norco

634

0.4

Perris

9,859

6.1

Riverside

6,433

4.0

San Jacinto

8,350

5.2

Temecula

1,314

0.8

161,792

100.0

Jurisdiction

Canyon Lake

TOTAL
Source:

3.2.2

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

Mineral Resources within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area

As Riverside County entered the 20th century, natural building materials (such as wood
products) became scarce, and the industry turned to cement and clay products as durable
structural replacements. Cement and clay resources in Riverside County were so rich
that in the early 1900s, the value of these commodities surpassed the value of all other
mineral products in the County. Today, these industrial commodities are the most
significant mineral resources extracted in Riverside County.
It is anticipated that future mineral production will focus on these industrial commodities
required for the urban expansion that will likely accompany projected increases in
Riverside County population. The estimated value of California’s mineral production
for 1992 was approximately $2.5 billion, 80 percent of which was from industrial
minerals (cement and clay). Riverside County’s mineral production mirrors that of the
State and, in 1997, the County produced over 21.27 million tons of industrial minerals,
the largest group being from mines that produced construction aggregate (Table 3E).
Table 3E - Mineral Production in Riverside County
Mineral Resource
Sand and Gravel
Stone

Production (tons)
17,444,706
2,261,465

Clay

284,528

Decomposed Granite

169,092

Gypsum

900
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Table 3E - Mineral Production in Riverside County
Mineral Resource
Iron Ore

50

Other Mineral Commodities
Source:

Production (tons)
1,114,476

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

In accordance with classification guidelines established by the State Mining and
Geology Board (SMGB) and in compliance with the Surface Mining and Recovery Act
of 1975 (SMARA), the State Geologist is required to classify, based on geological
factors and without regard to existing land use and ownership, the following:
• Areas containing few or no mineral deposits;
• Areas containing significant mineral deposits; or
• Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which requires further evaluation.
The SMGB has subsequently assigned the above categories into Mineral Resource Zones
(MRZs). These zones have been established based on the presence or absence of
significant sand and gravel deposits and crushed rock source areas, products used in the
production of cement. The guidelines for establishing the MRZs are as follows:
MRZ-1 Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits
are present, or where it is judged that there is little likelihood for their presence.
MRZ-2 Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are
present or where it is judged that there is a high likelihood for their presence.
MRZ-3 Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated
from available data.
MRZ-4 Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other
MRZ.
As detailed in Figure 3.2.2, areas identified as MRZ-2 are located throughout the
proposed Plan Area. In western Riverside County, there are approximately 19,700 acres
of land categorized as MRZ-2, 794,900 acres of land categorized as MRZ-4, and a total
of 444,500 acres that have not been studied for the presence of significant mineral
resources. Areas designated MRZ-2 and mining operations within the proposed MSHCP
Plan Area are generally concentrated around major drainages and valleys. Within
western Riverside County, the largest area of MRZ-2 land is in Temescal Canyon
between the Cities of Lake Elsinore and Corona.
Table 3F summarizes the approximate acreages of MRZ-2 areas in the cities in the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area.
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Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

<=á

&
'
%
J

#
!C"

&
'
%
J

R

E

<=á

IV

A

R

N

A

A

T

<=þ

N

A

S

<=ì
<=þ

<=Ü

#
!B"

<=á

#
!B"

MOCKINGBIRD
CANYON LAKE

&
'
%
J

LAKE MATHEWS

<=ó

LAKE PERRIS

<=Ù

#
!B"

Jurisdictional and Infrastructure

#
!C"

=K
<

J

<=ï

O

T

IN

C

A
R

E

IV

R

Water Bodies

N

&
'
%
J

A

Ephemeral Waterways

S

Rivers, Channels, and

Highways

<=ï

<=ï

<=ï

LEE LAKE

City Boundaries

<=ó

<=ï

Major Roads
MSHCP Boundary
CANYON
LAKE

DIAMOND VALLEY LAKE

&
'
%
J

LAKE ELSINORE

<=ï

Mineral Resources
Mineral Resource Zone 2

<=ó

LAKE HEMET

<=ï

#
!C"

<=ï

LAKE SKINNER

<=ó

<=ó
#
!C"

<=ó

VAIL LAKE

Figure 3.2.2

SOURCE: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE EXISTING SETTING REPORT, 2000.

1

0

9/17/02 - i:\svc935\gis\basemap-svc935.apr

1

2

3

Miles

MINERAL RESOURCES

This Page Intentionally Left Blank

3.2-10

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

Table 3F - MRZ-2 Land within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area
City

MRZ-2 Land (acres)

Banning

1,400

Corona

2,300

Lake Elsinore

1,000

Riverside

1,700

Unincorporated Riverside County

13,100

Total

19,500

Source:

Existing Setting Report, 1999.

Existing land use information for the cities and western County indicate that approximately 22 percent of MRZ-2 land (approximately 4,300 acres) is currently in use for
mineral resource extraction within the Plan Area. As discussed above, since these areas
are generally concentrated around major drainages and valleys, other types of land use
compete with mineral extraction use for these areas. Valleys may be in demand for
residential and urban development, as they often do not have steep slopes and have
suitable geological conditions for supporting structures. Drainages have high value for
recreation and natural areas, and may attract nearby development by providing scenic
views. The MRZ-2 designation does not indicate that mineral extraction is the only land
use for the area, but rather indicates that the area may be suitable for mineral extraction
use.
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3.3 Population, Housing, and Employment
3.3.1

Population

The population of western Riverside County in 1999 was 1,147,629 (California Department of Finance, 1999), an increase of 64,633 persons, or 6 percent, over 1,082,996 persons reported in 1994. The 14 cities that comprise western Riverside County had a 1999
population of 829,332, or 72 percent of the region’s population. The cities have grown
7.9 percent between 1994 and 1999, while the unincorporated areas in western Riverside
County only grew 1.1 percent during the same time period. As shown in Table 3G,
western Riverside County, as a whole, is growing at the same rate as both the region and
State. Table 3H shows the population breakdown within the western unincorporated
area, by Plan Area. The unincorporated area with the largest population is the Jurupa
Plan Area.
Table 3G - Regional Population Growth Trends, 1994-1999
Area

1994

1999

Change

1,082,996

1,147,629

6.0%

768,272

829,332

7.9%

314,724

318,297

1.1%

SCAG Region

15,603,036

16,545,220

6.0%

California

31,960,623

33,773,466

5.7%

WRCOG

1

Cities
Unincorporated
2

Notes:

1

Source:

1998 Regional Transportation Plan, Department of Finance. As of September 13, 2002, this is the most
recent demographic information that WRCOG has.

2

Western Riverside County Organization of Governments
Southern California Association of Governments

Table 3H - Population, Households, and Employment within Unincorporated Western
Riverside County, 1997
Plan Area
Jurupa

Population

%

Households

%

Employment

%

81,836

26.2

24,578

23.3

16,923

34.1

Highgrove/Northside

7,378

2.4

2,426

2.3

1,626

3.3

Reche Canyon/
Badlands

1,765

0.6

596

0.6

204

0.4

Eastvale

2,558

0.8

751

0.7

765

1.5

Temescal Canyon

24,977

8.0

7,533

7.1

3,789

7.6

Woodcrest/
Lake Mathews

22,445

7.2

6,725

6.4

3,564

7.2

3,517

1.1

1,186

1.1

960

1.9

35,393

11.3

13,318

12.6

3,034

6.1

REMAP

1,339

0.4

483

0.5

202

0.4

Lakeview/Nuevo

9,001

2.9

2,885

2.7

1,325

2.7

17,243

5.5

5,090

4.8

1,002

2.0

March Air Force
Base
Upper San Jacinto
Valley

Mead Valley

Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment

3.3-1

Table 3H - Population, Households, and Employment within Unincorporated Western
Riverside County, 1997
Plan Area

Population

%

Households

%

Employment

%

Greater Elsinore

34,229

10.9

11,451

10.9

4,636

9.3

Highway 74-79

12,548

4.0

4,841

4.6

1,381

2.8

Sun City/
Menifee Valley

31,443

10.1

13,817

13.1

5,663

11.4

Southwest Area
(SWAP)

15,253

4.9

5,177

4.9

2,679

5.4

San Gorgonio Pass

11,736

3.8

4,513

4.3

1,882

3.8

Total

312,660

100

105,373

100

49,635

100

Source:

County of Riverside Housing Element, 2001.

The Cities of Riverside and Moreno Valley are the largest in the study area, by population. Together, the two cities contain 397,547 persons or approximately 35 percent of
the study area population. The cities that experienced the most rapid population growth
during the 1990s are Corona (64.2%), Perris (68.6%), and Temecula (113.0%). The City
of Norco experienced the least rapid growth during the 1990s. Table 3I demonstrates
the historic and projected population growth within the cities. Historical and forecast
changes in population are important considerations for conservation planning, since they
represent the primary causes of urban development and habitat loss.
Table 3I - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

20,570

23,562

34,811

47,328

101

9,685

11,384

26,279

56,450

396

0

7,139

13,112

29,554

314

0

9,952

10,675

10,702

8

Corona

76,095

124,966

138,896

156,522

25

Hemet

36,094

58,812

80,904

127,899

117

Lake Elsinore

18,285

28,928

49,338

81,820

183

Moreno Valley

118,779

142,381

169,459

221,343

555

0

44,282

67,601

96,382

118

Norco

23,302

24,157

29,579

30,568

27

Perris

21,460

36,189

52,985

109,377

202

226,505

255,166

302,507

340,328

33

San Jacinto

16,210

23,779

46,983

67,115

182

Temecula

27,099

57,716

76,704

86,000

49

Total

594,084

848,413

1,099,833

1,461,388

72

Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa1
1

Canyon Lake

1

Murrieta

Riverside

Note:

1

Sources:

1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.
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2010

2025

% Change
2000-2025

1990

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.
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3.3.2

Housing

Total housing in western Riverside County in 2000 was estimated to be 389,342 of
which 264,753, or about 68 percent, were single family detached units (California Department of Finance, E-5 Series 2000). Between 1990 and 2000, total housing units increased by 52,275 units, or 15.5 percent. Because the housing unit increase was less
than the population increase, the average household size increased from 2.98 in 1990 to
3.17 in 2000. Table 3J shows the historic and projected housing growth within the cities
of western Riverside County. The Cities of Corona, Hemet, and Temecula had the
largest growth in housing during the 1990s. The cities of Beaumont, Calimesa, and
Perris are expected to have the largest housing growth through 2020. Table 3H shows
the housing breakdown within the western unincorporated area, by Plan Area. The
unincorporated area with the largest number of households is the Jurupa Plan Area.
Table 3J - Housing Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

1990

2000

2010

2025

8,279

9,735

11,614

15,904

63

3,718

4,258

9,249

20,544

382

0

3,229

5,523

12,316

281

0

4,036

3,727

3,794

Corona

26,480

38,903

42,382

52,303

34

Hemet

19,692

29,287

31,388

38,922

33

Lake Elsinore

6,993

9,436

15,220

25,099

166

Moreno Valley

37,945

41,388

48,170

65,679

59

0

14,800

21,753

31,091

110

Norco

5,785

6,238

7,138

7,603

22

Perris

7,780

10,484

15,669

34,395

228

80,260

85,631

93,245

109,803

282

6,845

9,340

15,296

21,650

132

Temecula

10,659

18,749

23,140

27,742

48

Total

214,436

285,514

343,514

466,845

64

Banning
Beaumont
1

Calimesa

1

Canyon Lake

1

Murrieta

Riverside
San Jacinto

Note:
Source:

3.3.3

% Change 2000-2025

1

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.
1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

Employment

In 2000, employment within the cities of western Riverside County was 301,501. The
unincorporated areas of the County had a total employment of 49,635 (Table 3H) in
1997. The region’s employment is expected to rise 54.6 percent by the year 2010 and
approximately another 20.3 percent between 2010 and 2020. Rapid increases are projected to occur in Beaumont, Lake Elsinore, and Murrieta by 2010. Less growth is expected to occur in Norco and the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County.
Table 3H shows the employment breakdown within the western unincorporated area by
Plan Area. The unincorporated area with the largest employment is the Jurupa Plan
Area.
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3.3.4

Region and City/County Forecasts

SCAG and local jurisdictions of western Riverside County periodically prepare forecasts
of population, housing, and economic growth for the region, cities, and unincorporated
communities. According to these forecasts, the region’s population is expected to grow
56 percent between 2000 and 2020. Total housing units are expected to grow 47.4 percent, and employment to increase 86 percent.
Forecasts of population, housing, and employment for the proposed MSHCP cities are
shown in Tables 3I, 3J, and 3K. The most rapid increases in population are projected
for Beaumont (72 percent between 2010 and 2020) and Calimesa (78.6%). Similarly,
rapid increases in total housing units are projected for Beaumont (76.7 percent from
2010 to 2020) and Calimesa (77.2%). Employment in Beaumont is projected to increase
33.5 percent between 2010 and 2020, followed by Murrieta (32%), and Calimesa
(28.4%).
Table 3K - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,453

12,145

15,342

81

Beaumont

6,185

14,811

22,291

260

Calimesa

1,867

3,692

5,273

182

Canyon Lake

1,958

2,451

2,875

47

Corona

41,583

56,751

69,905

68

Hemet

% Change 2000-2025

17,818

23,859

29,095

63

Lake Elsinore

8,289

17,539

25,562

208

Moreno Valley

33,163

53,887

71,859

117

Murrieta

8,447

19,028

28,205

234

Norco

8,891

10,631

12,140

37

Perris

11,701

22,747

32,300

176

125,938

182,943

232,326

84

6,328

11,215

15,455

144

Temecula

20,880

34,471

46,260

122

Total

301,501

466,170

608,888

102

Riverside
San Jacinto

Source:

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast.

The unincorporated areas of western Riverside County have slightly different growth
rate trends than do the cities within the region. The growth projections in population,
housing, and employment are shown in Table 3L.
Table 3L - Growth Forecasts for the Unincorporated Western Riverside County
2010

2025

2040

Annual % Change

Population

490,941

771,595

1,234,552

4

Housing

160,440

254,582

407,331

4

Employment

135,750

192,918

279,731

3

Source:

3.3-4

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast, 2040 numbers are derived from 2010 and 2025 forecasts.
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Developed land in residential use within unincorporated western Riverside County
totaled 141,050 acres in 1999. Between 1999 and the build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, developed residential land within western Riverside County
is projected to increase by 420 percent to 592,957 acres, as shown in Table 3M.
For the purpose of this study, employment land use includes lands developed for heavy
industrial, light industrial, business park, mineral extraction, public facilities, retail,
office, schools, tourist/commercial, utilities, and warehouse facilities. Developed land
in these uses in 1999 totaled 59,897 acres in western Riverside County. This is
projected to increase 258 percent to 154,559 acres by build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, as shown in Table 3M.
Table 3M - Developed Residential and Employment Land Use
Residential Land Use
City

Employment Land Use1

Developed Land
(Acres)
1999

Developed Land
(Acres)

Build Out
2

1999

Vacant Developable
Land (Acres)

Build Out

1999

1,623

1,323

9,161

Banning

2,503

2,430

Beaumont

1,017

16,155

972

2,600

10,934

Calimesa

1,347

6,132

426

759

6,885

Canyon Lake

1,264

1,576

51

151

1,057

3

6,245

Corona

8,150

13,157

4,711

Hemet

5,068

35,852

1,776

6,945

3,936

Lake Elsinore

2,771

15,211

1,625

4,446

16,765

Moreno Valley

10,763

35,954

2,789

11,603

10,141

Murrieta

5,099

25,813

1,771

9,662

8,359

Norco

3,585

5,465

1,309

1,686

2,933

Perris

2,574

17,703

1,784

8,458

5,941

20,624

42,337

10,059

13,988

12,146

San Jacinto

2,302

3,832

1,487

1,557

3,237

Temecula

5,992

14,067

2,836

3,772

5,947

County

67,991

357,273

26,678

83,597

735,055

Total

141,050

592,957

59,897

154,559

811,762

Riverside

Notes:

Source:

4,012

1

Included in Employment Land Use is: Heavy Industrial, Light Industrial/Business Park, Mineral
Extraction, Public Facilities, Retail/Office, Schools, Tourist/Commercial, Utilities, and Warehouse
land use designations.
2
The City of Banning’s latest General Plan update was done in 1986, thus numbers in this table are
projected for year 2000.
3
This is from the Corona 1986 General Plan. As of this writing, the City of Corona is currently
updating the General Plan.
LSA GIS data and City General Plans.
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3.4

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)

3.4.1

Fire

Fire protection is provided throughout the County by the Riverside County Fire
Department/California Department of Forestry, individual city fire departments, and
several district fire departments.
Western Riverside County Service Area
The Riverside County Fire Department, which is part of the California Department of
Forestry, provides the primary fire protection services to the unincorporated areas of
western Riverside County. The County of Riverside operates 85 fire stations in the
County, 58 of which are within western Riverside County. Twenty-one of the stations
are located in the unincorporated area of the western County. Nine cities in western
Riverside County contract with the County of Riverside for fire protection services.
These cities include:
•

Banning

•

Lake Elsinore

•

Beaumont

•

Moreno Valley

•

Calimesa

•

Perris

•

Canyon Lake

•

San Jacinto

•

Temecula

The County is part of a mutual aid program with all of the cities in the County. Upon
the receipt of a call for mutual aid through the County’s Emergency Command Center,
the County’s mutual aid coordinator will determine whether the city or County will
provide a response.
The Department also provides the following services:
•

Weed abatement

•

Swift water rescue

•

Ambulance response

•

Level 1 hazardous material team

County Fire Stations
County fire stations serving western Riverside County are identified in Table 3N.
Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

1

Perris

210 West San Jacinto Avenue, Perris

2

Sunnymead

23770 Sunnymead Boulevard, Moreno Valley

3

Nuevo

29490 Lakeview Avenue, Nuevo

4

Cajalco

17650 Cajalco Boulevard, Perris

5

Quail Valley

28971 Goetz Road, Quail Valley
Section 3.0 - Environmental Setting/Affected Environment
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Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

6

Edgemont

22250 Eucalyptus Avenue, Moreno Valley

7

Sun City

27860 Bradley Road, Sun City

8

Woodcrest

17800 Van Buren Boulevard, Riverside

9

Goodmeadow

21565 Steele Peak Road, Perris

10

Elsinore

410 West Graham Avenue, Lake Elsinore

11

Lakeland Village

17643 Brightman Avenue, Lake Elsinore

12

Temecula

28330 Mercedes Street, Temecula

13

Home Gardens

135 North McKinley Street, Corona

14

Corona

1511 Hamner Avenue, Norco

15

El Cerrito

20320 Temescal Canyon Road

16

Pedley

9270 Limonite Avenue, Pedley

17

Glen Avon

10400 San Sevaine Way, Mira Loma

18

West Riverside

7545 Mission Boulevard, Riverside

19

Highgrove

469 Center Street, Highgrove

20

Beaumont

1550 East 6th Street, Beaumont

21

Calimesa

906 Park Avenue, Calimesa

22

Cherry Valley

10055 Avenida Mira Villa, Cherry Valley

23

Pine Cove

24919 Marion Ridge Road, Idyllwild

25

San Jacinto

132 South San Jacinto, San Jacinto

26

Little Lake

25954 Stanford Street, Hemet

27

Ryan Field

36850 Stetson Avenue, Hemet

28

Sage

37381 Sage Road, Sage

29

Anza

56560 Hwy 371, Anza

30

Pinyon

70080 Highway 74, Mountain Center

38

Rubidoux

3590 Rubidoux Boulevard, Riverside

48

Sunnymead Ranch

10511 Village Road, Moreno Valley

51

El Cariso

32353 Ortega Highway, Lake Elsinore

52

Cottonwood

44222 Sage Road, Aguanga

53

Garner Valley

59200 Morris Ranch Road, Mountain Center

54

Homeland

25730 Sultanas Road, Homeland

58

Moreno

28020 Bay Avenue, Moreno Valley

59

Mead Valley

19450 Clark Street, Perris

60

Canyon Lake

28730 Vacation Drive, Canyon Lake

61

Wildomar

32637 Gruwell Street, Wildomar

62

Rancho Carrillo

Lot #51 Verdugo Road, San Juan Capistrano

63

Poppet Flats

49575 Orchard, Banning

64

Juniper Flats

Vacant
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Table 3N - Fire Stations Serving Western Riverside County
Station
Number

County Fire Stations
Name

Location

65

Dennedy Park

15111 Indian Avenue, Moreno Valley

66

Beaumont City

628 Maple Street, Beaumont

68

Menifee

26020 Wickerd Road, Menifee

72

Valley Vista

25175 Fairview, Hemet

73

Rancho California

27415 Enterprise Circle West, Temecula

74

Rancho Capistrano

35420 Calle Grande, Lake Elsinore

75

Bear Creek

38900 Clinton Keith Road, Murrieta

76

Menifee Lakes

Menifee (to be constructed)

77

Lake Riverside

Aguanga

83

French Valley

37500 Sky Canyon Drive, Murrieta

84

Parkview

30650 Pauba Road, Temecula

277

Pechanga Indian Fire

Pechanga Indian Reservation, Temecula

278

Morongo Indian Fire

11581 Potrero Road, Banning

Bautista

Conservation Camp

33015 Bautista Road, Hemet

Norco

Conservation Camp

5th and Western Boulevard, Norco

Oak Glen

Conservation Camp

41100 Pine Bench Road, Yucaipa

City Fire Stations
The five western Riverside County cities that do not contract with the County of
Riverside for fire protection services are Corona, Hemet, Murrieta, Norco, and
Riverside.
City of Corona. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Corona are
provided by the Corona Fire Department. The Department currently operates six fire
stations, and a seventh facility is in the development phase. The new facility will be
located at 3777 Bedford Canyon Road. Construction on the new station is expected to
begin in November 2002. The City of Corona’s fire facilities are meeting the service
demands with the help of the County of Riverside Fire Department. The County Fire
Department is helping in the area surrounding the planned facility. After construction
of the planned facility, the County Fire Department will not need to aid the City of
Corona. The City of Corona has mutual aid agreements with surrounding cities, the
County of Riverside, and surrounding Counties. Below is a list of current fire facilities
operated by the City of Corona.
•

Station 1 - 540 Magnolia Avenue

•

Station 2 - 225 East Harrison Street

•

Station 3 - 790 South Smith Street

•

Station 4 - 915 North McKinley Street

•

Station 5 - 1200 Canyon Crest

•

Station 6 - 110 West Upper Drive
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City of Hemet. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Hemet are
provided by the Hemet Fire Department. The Department operates four fire stations.
All firefighters in the Hemet Fire Department are paid professionals; volunteer firefighters are not utilized. The City has a mutual aid agreement with the County of
Riverside. The following is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of Hemet.
•

Station 1 - 220 North Juanita Street

•

Station 2 - 895 West Stetson Street

•

Station 3 - 4110 West Devonshire

•

Station 4 - Hemet Ryan Airport

City of Murrieta. Fire prevention and protection within the City of Murrieta are provided
by the Murrieta Fire Department. The Department operates three fire stations. The City
is currently not planning any additional fire facilities and the current stations are meeting
the service level demands. The City has a mutual aid agreement with the County of
Riverside. The following is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of
Murrieta.
•

Station 1 - 41825 Juniper Street

•

Station 2 - 40060 California Oaks Road

•

Station 3 - 39985 Whitewood Road

City of Norco. Fire prevention and protection within the City of Norco are provided by
the Norco Fire Department. The Department operates two fire stations. The City is
planning construction of a new fire facility. This facility will replace another older
station. Thus, the City will continue to operate two fire stations. The City’s fire
facilities do not meet the current fire service demand. The City addresses this problem
by a fee paid, mutual aid agreement with the City of Corona and the County of
Riverside. Below is a list of current fire facilities operated by the City of Norco.
•

Station 21 - 3367 Corydon Avenue

•

Station 22 - 1281 Fifth Street

City of Riverside. Fire prevention and protection services within the City of Riverside
are provided by the City of Riverside Fire Department. As of 1991, the City operates
13 fire stations within the City, and employs approximately 218 fire employees. The
department has a wide range of fire fighting equipment. The City of Riverside has no
planned fire facilities for the future. At this time, the City of Riverside is in need of five
additional fire stations. The City of Riverside has mutual aid agreements with
surrounding cities, the County of Riverside, and the County of San Bernardino. The
following is a list of the fire stations that are operated by the City of Riverside.
•

Station 1 - 3420 Mission Inn Avenue

•

Station 2 - 9449 Andrews Street

•

Station 3 - 6395 Riverside Avenue

•

Station 4 - 3510 Cranford Avenue

•

Station 5 - 6963 Streeter Avenue
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•

Station 6 - 2293 Main Street

•

Station 7 - 10191 Cypress Avenue

•

Station 8 - 11076 Hole Avenue

•

Station 9 - 6674 Alessandro Boulevard

•

Station 10 - 2590 Jefferson Street

•

Station 11 - 19595 Orange Terrace Parkway

•

Station 12 - 10692 Indiana Avenue

•

Station 13 - 22250 Eucalyptus Avenue

3.4.2

Planned Park Facilities within the Proposed MSHCP Plan Area

The proposed MSHCP includes portions of habitat within unincorporated areas of the
County in addition to habitat in the 14 cities located in western Riverside County. The
habitat conservation Criteria Areas specified in the proposed MSHCP may affect,
conflict, or restrict the implementation of future public park facilities in these areas;
therefore, this section will address planned park facilities within the proposed MSHCP
boundary and identify possible project-related impacts. Riverside County and each city
in the proposed Plan Area were consulted to determine the locations of planned future
park facilities. Table 3O provides a list of planned park facilities in the foreseeable
future according to each jurisdiction. Because some of the parks were in different stages
of planning, the information available for each park varies in detail. The most detailed
available information is included in Table 3O.
Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Park

Location

Aguanga

Cotton Wood Park

44260 Sage Road

Banning

Smith Creek Park

East Terminus of Porter Street

Mountain Gate Park

Mountain Avenue and Red Bluff
Lane

Lincoln Street Park

Lincoln Street and Adams Street

Jameson Park

Foothill Park and Parkway

Fresno Canyon Park

Cattle Run Road

Chase Park

Chase Drive and California Avenue

Rimpau Park

Rimpau Avenue and Ontario Avenue

Prado Sports Complex

Lincoln Avenue and Rincon Street

Stagecoach Park

Stagecoach Drive and Corydon Street

Providence Park

Sumner and Walnut

McCune Family Park

Harrison and Chandler

Harada Park

Schleisman and Cleveland

Butterfield Park

Benton Road and Cady Road

Corona

Eastvale

French Valley
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Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Park

Location

Hemet

Sante Fe Ball Field

252 South Sante Fe Street

Bill Grey Park

25330 Lake Street

Valle Vista Park

25175 Fairview Avenue

Devonshire Detention Basin

Cawston and Devonshire

Gibbel Park Addition

Kirby and Devonshire

Park Complex

Chambers and State Street

Recreation Park

Domenigoni and State Street

Jurupa

JARPD Future Park

Bellgrave and Wineville

Lake Elsinore

Alberhill Park

Coal Road

North Hill Park

Data Unavailable

Canyon Hills Neighborhood
Park

Holland Road

Canyon Hills Community Park

Holland Road

Creekside Park

Lost Road

La Palma Park

3000 Menifee Road

Menifee Wheatfield Park

30827 Menifee Road

Presidio Park

North of Sunnymead Ranch

Hidden Springs Park

Hidden Springs Drive and Sycamore
Canyon

Canyon Springs Golf Club

Heacock Street and Sandy Glada Avenue

Copper Canyon Park

Red Willow and Old Oak Terrace

Los Alamos Hills Sports Plex

Los Alamos Road and Ruth Ellen
Way

Norco Park Ridge Ranch

Vaugn Street and Hillside Avenue

Norco Hills Park

Rock Springs Avenue

122-Acre Parcel Park

Hamner Avenue

Perris

City of Perris Park

I-215 and 7th Street

Riverside

Andulka Park

5079 Chicago Avenue

Golden Park

Golden Avenue and Campbell Avenue

Tequesquite Park

4825 Tequesquite Avenue

Crown Hill Park

Pauba Road and Via Del Monte

Crown Hill Park 2

Old Kent Road

Meadows Park

Highway 79 and Meadows Parkway

Paseo Del Sol

Meadows Parkway

Linear Park

Wolf Valley Road

Menifee
Moreno Valley

Murrieta

Norco

Temecula
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Table 3O - Future Park Facilities
Location

Winchester

Park

Location

Neighborhood Park

Pala Road

Community Park

Equity Drive

Lake Park

Margarita Road

Arroyo Park

Date Street and Ynez Road

City Sports Park

Pala Road and Deer Hollow

Winchester Park

100 Haddock Street
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3.5

Transportation and Circulation

The existing circulation and transportation system serving the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area, western Riverside County, is composed of a series of separate modes or types of
passenger travel and goods movement. These modes of travel and goods movement
include passenger vehicles and truck freight, transit, passenger and freight rail, passenger
and cargo air, non-motorized systems (bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, and
equestrian facilities) and major utility corridors.

3.5.1

Existing Transportation/Circulation Conditions

The proposed Plan Area’s transportation system is composed of numerous State
highways (both freeways and arterial highways), as well as numerous County and city
routes. The public transit system includes fixed route public transit systems, common
bus carriers, AMTRAK (intercity rail service), MetroLink (commuter rail service), and
other local agency transit and paratransit services. In addition, the transportation system
in the proposed Plan Area includes general aviation facilities, limited passenger air
service within the proposed Plan Area, extensive air passenger facilities in the Southern
California and San Diego regions, freight rail service, bicycle facilities, and other nonmotorized forms of transportation (pedestrian and equestrian trails).
Travel within the proposed Plan Area is a function of the size and spatial distribution of
population and economic activity and the relationship to other major activity centers
within the Los Angeles Basin or the Southern California Region (such as those located
in Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura, San Bernardino, and Imperial Counties). Outside the
Los Angeles Basin, other major urban centers that interact with western Riverside
County include those in San Diego County to the south and Kern County located in the
San Joaquin Valley to the north. In addition, there is some travel between the western
and eastern portions of the County (i.e., between Riverside and Blythe). The distance
between these two subregions of Riverside County is greater than the distance between
the City of Riverside and the City of Oxnard in the northernmost portion of the Southern
California Region (approximately 3 hours by car).
Due to the interrelationship of urban and rural activities (employment, housing and
services), and the low average density of existing land uses, the private automobile is the
dominant mode of travel within the proposed Plan Area. Trips by transit currently
represent less than 2 percent of all trips made in the County. Public transportation,
where service is available, is utilized primarily by a transit-dependent population (senior
citizens, students, low-income residents, and the physically disabled) that generally does
not have access to automobiles.
The proposed Plan Area’s industrial and agricultural economies depend on safe and
efficient goods movement. The County is responsible for maintaining an extensive
network of low volume rural roads in sparsely settled areas to service goods movement
and the agricultural industry. Large trucks are the primary means of transporting such
goods. In addition, freight rail is an important backbone of the goods movement
industry in the proposed Plan Area.
Non-motorized forms of transportation are also prevalent in the proposed Plan Area and
include numerous bikeways, pedestrian facilities, and equestrian amenities.
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3.5.2

Existing Street and Highway System

Figure 3.5.1 illustrates the relationship of the proposed Plan Areas’s roadway system to
the State highway system, nearby counties, eastern Riverside County, and major cities.
The street and highway system provides a rather dense definition of roads of
Countywide significance. The proposed Plan Areas’s highway network, which is more
dense than the eastern portion of the County, is composed of three interstate routes (I-10,
I-15, and I-215), and numerous State Routes (SRs 60, 71, 74, 79, 91, 243, and 371).
In addition, the highway system includes numerous County roadways, as well as
roadways within each of the 14 cities in the proposed Plan Area. Some of the major
roadways include Alessandro Boulevard, Arlington Avenue, La Sierra, Limonite, and
Magnolia Avenues, Market Street, Mission Boulevard, Perris Boulevard, Ramona
Expressway, Rancho California Road, San Jacinto Road, Van Buren Boulevard, and
Washington Street.
The proposed Plan Area is linked to Los Angeles and Orange Counties principally by
SR-60 (Pomona Freeway), I-10 (San Bernardino Freeway), SR-91 (Riverside Freeway),
and SR-74 (Ortega Highway). The I-15 freeway and minor conventional highways
provide links to San Diego County. Links to San Bernardino County are provided by
I-15 and I-215, as well as by other major and minor local roadways. The I-10 freeway
also provides connection to destinations in Arizona, and I-15 and I-215 provide access
through San Bernardino County to Nevada including its primary recreation areas (the
City of Las Vegas and Lake Mead). In addition, I-15 provides access south to San
Diego and its many tourist and recreational amenities, and to Mexico via I-5, I-15, and
I-805.
Functional Classification System
Functional classification is the process by which streets and highways are grouped into
classes, or systems, according to the type of service they are intended to provide.
Fundamental to this process is the recognition that individual streets and highways do
not serve travel independently in any major way; rather, most travel involves movement
through a network of roads.
The following sections define roadway classification systems currently used by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the County, and local agencies. Since issues
related to the classification of roadways range from funding to operational considerations, each agency has its own classification system. These sections define and clarify
the role of each system, and present the classification system used in this Section. For
the most part, County road standards are generally consistent with those adopted by the
local agencies in the County.
Travel should be controlled along the street and highway system in a logical and
efficient manner. Functional classifications define the channelization process by
defining the area that a particular street or highway should service through a circulation
network.
Table 3P defines the general functional classes in urban areas of Riverside County, and
Table 3Q defines general functional classes in rural areas of the County.
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SOURCE: COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE EXISTING SETTING REPORT, 2000.
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Federal Functional Classifications
Federal functional classifications, designated for both the rural and urban areas, are as
follows:
Rural
Interstate and Other
Principal Arterial
Minor Arterials
Major Collectors
Minor Collectors

Urban
Interstate and Other
Freeways and Expressways
Other Principal Arterials
Minor Arterials
Collectors

Table 3P - Generalized Urban Functional Classification System - Definitions
Speed
Limit

Parking

None allowed.

45-65

Prohibited

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Limited access to adjoining parcels.

35-45

Generally
Prohibited

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Restricted access to
adjoining parcels.

30-35

Limited

25-30

Limited

25

Permitted

Classification

Primary Function

Freeway /
Expressway

Traffic Movement

Major Arterial
Other Arterial
Collector

Local

Direct Land Access

Distribute Traffic Be- Safety controls (such as
tween Local Streets and stop signs), limited regArterials
ulation or control on
access.
Land Access

Safety controls only,
unlimited access in accordance with design
requirements.

Table 3Q - Generalized Rural Functional Classification System - Definitions
Classification

Primary Function

Direct Land Access1

Speed Limit2

Parking3

Freeway /
Expressway

Traffic Movement

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

55-70

Prohibited

Major and
Other Arterial

Traffic Movement/
Land Access

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

55

Permitted

Distribute Traffic Be- Safety controls only, unlimtween Local Streets ited access in accordance
and Arterials
with design requirements.

55

Permitted

55

Permitted

Collector

Local

Notes:

1

2
3

Land Access

Safety controls only, unlimited access in accordance
with design requirements.

Access to arterials is generally limited or restricted if it provides access to a land subdivision or an
industrial, commercial, or multi-family use. Access is granted on a controlled basis to parcels
fronting on expressways where there is not a frontage road or access to another road.
All County roads have a 55-mph operating speed unless otherwise indicated.
Parking is permitted on all County roads unless otherwise indicated.
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Existing Roadway and Highway Capacity Analysis (Street and Highway Level of Service)
The first step toward analyzing a functional street and highway system is to thoroughly
assess existing traffic conditions. To accomplish this task, level of service (LOS)
analyses were conducted for existing roadway segments. LOS standards are used by
Riverside County, Caltrans, and local agencies to quantitatively assess the street and
highway system’s performance. To determine the type and number of transportation
projects that may be necessary to accommodate Riverside County’s expected growth;
the existing LOS was assessed along selected freeway, expressway, arterial, and
collector facilities.
According to the 1997 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), LOS is categorized by two
parameters of traffic: uninterrupted and interrupted flow. Uninterrupted flow facilities
do not have fixed elements such as traffic signals that cause interruptions in traffic flow.
Examples of such facilities would be freeways, including SR-91 and I-10. Interrupted
flow facilities have fixed elements that cause an interruption in the flow of traffic, such
as stop signs and signalized intersections along arterial roads. Examples of such
facilities include Alessandro Boulevard, Etiwanda Avenue, Ramona Expressway, Van
Buren Boulevard, and many other arterial streets within Riverside County. The
difference between uninterrupted flow and interrupted LOS is defined in Table 3R and
in Tables 3S and 3T.
Table 3R - Level of Service Criteria
Uninterrupted Flow

Interrupted Flow

70 mph
Freeway Speed Design

Urban and Suburban
Arterial 2 and 4 Lanes Signalized

Speed
Density
LOS (PC/MI/LN)1 (mph)

V/C2

MSF3
Speed
(PC/H/L)4 (mph)

Arterial ADT5

V/C2

Delay
(sec)

2-Lane 4-Lane

0 - .60

#5.0

5,000 18,000

A

#10

$70

.318/
.3045

700

$35

B

#16

$70

.529/
.487

1,100

$28

.51 - .70 5.1 - 15

C

#24

$68.5

.747/
.715

1,550

$22

.71 - .80 15.1 - 25 10,000 24,000

D

#32

$63

.916/
.876

1,850

$17

.81 - .90 25.1 - 40 12,000 27,000

E

#36.7/
39.7

$60.0/
58.0

1.000

2,000

$13

.91 - 1.00 40.1 - 60 13,000 30,000

Varies

Varies Varies

F
Notes:

<13

>1.00

1

8,000 21,000

>60

Source:

PC/MI/LN: passenger cars per mile per lane.
V/C: Ratio of traffic volume to capacity.
3
MSF: maximum service flow rate per lane under ideal conditions (ci [capacity under ideal conditions]
v/c = MSF)
4
PC/H/L: passenger cars per hour per lane.
5
ADT: average daily traffic. These figures are affected by an intersection’s degree of access control,
the type of roadway, grades, design, geometrics, percent truck traffic, etc.
1997 Highway Capacity Manual.
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Table 3S - Uninterrupted Traffic Flow Facilities Level of Service
Level of
Service

Definition

A

Represents free flow. Individual vehicles are virtually unaffected by the presence of
others in the traffic stream.

B

Is in the range of stable flow, but the presence of other vehicles in the traffic stream
begins to be noticeable. Freedom to select desired speeds is relatively unaffected, but
there is a slight decline in the freedom to maneuver.

C

Is in the range of stable flow, but marks the beginning of the range of flow in which
the operation of individual vehicles becomes significantly affected by interactions with
other vehicles in the traffic stream.

D

Is a crowded segment of roadway with a large number of vehicles restricting mobility
and a stable flow. Speed and freedom to maneuver are severely restricted, and the
driver experiences a generally poor level of comfort and convenience.

E

Represents operating conditions at or near the level capacity. All speeds are reduced
to a low, but relatively uniform value. Small increases in flow will cause breakdowns
in traffic movement.

F

Is used to define forced or breakdown flow (stop-and-go gridlock). This condition
exists when the amount of traffic exceeds the amount that can travel to a destination.
Operations within the queues are characterized by stop and go waves, and they are
extremely unstable.

Source:

1997 Highway Capacity Manual.

Table 3T - Interrupted Traffic Flow Facilities Level of Service
Level of
Service

Definition

A

Describes operations with average intersection stopped delay of five seconds or less
(how long a driver must wait at a signal before the vehicle can begin moving again).

B

Describes operations with average intersection stopped delay in the range of 5.1 to 15.0
seconds per vehicle, and with reasonably unimpeded operations between intersections.

C

Describes operations with higher average stopped delays at intersections (in the range
of 15.1 to 25.0 seconds per vehicle). The stable operations between locations may be
restricted given the ability to maneuver and change lanes at mid-block locations. These
conditions can be more restrictive than LOS B. Further, the longer queues and/or
adverse signal coordination may contribute to lower average speeds.

D

Describes operations where the influence of delay is more noticeable (25.1 to 40.0
seconds per vehicle). Intersection stopped delay is longer and the range of travel speed
is about 40 percent below the free flow speed. This is caused by inappropriate signal
timing, high volumes, and some combinations of both.

E

Is characterized by significant approach stopped delay (40.1 to 60.0 seconds per
vehicle), and average travel speeds of one-third the free flow speed or lower. These
conditions are generally considered to represent the capacity of the intersection or
arterial.

F

Characterizes arterial flow at extremely low speeds, with high intersection stopped
delay (greater than 60 seconds per vehicle). Poor progression, long cycle lengths, and
high traffic demand volumes may be a major contributing factor to this condition.
Traffic may be characterized by frequent stop-and-go conditions.

Source:

1997 Highway Capacity Manual.
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An important goal when planning the transportation system is to maintain acceptable
levels of service along the interstate and State highways and the streets and roads
network. To accomplish this, Caltrans, the County, and local agencies adopt minimum
levels of service in an attempt to control congestion that may result as new development
occurs.
The minimum LOS for purposes of the Riverside County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) System is LOS E unless it was already at LOS F in 1991.
Existing Traffic Counts and Roadway Geometrics
Traffic volumes used to develop LOS calculations were obtained from Caltrans, the
County of Riverside, the Coachella Valley Association of Governments (CVAG), and
various cities within the County. Traffic volumes were available from these agencies
for years 1993 through 1999.
To reflect 1999 traffic along the existing street and highway system in the County,
traffic counts (other than 1999 counts) were adjusted based on an assumed 2 percent
annual increase. The percentage increase applied is consistent with historical annual
growth rates in vehicle trips in Riverside County.
Segment Level of Service Analysis
Results of the LOS segment analysis along street and highway segments are reflected
in Figures 3.5-2a through 3.5-2g. Street and highway segments are defined as stretches
of roadway (generally 2 miles in length) and often located between signalized or
controlled intersections. The HCM-based LOS analysis is based upon a calculation of
the ADT and other variables previously described, such as the number of lanes and
signalized intersections along a segment considering roadway design standards adopted
by Riverside County.
Results of the segment analysis (Figures 3.5-2a through 3.5-2g) indicate that street and
highway segments within Riverside County are currently operating at LOS A through
F. Tables 3U and 3V provide a listing of those facilities that currently do not meet the
County minimum LOS standard of C or better. Tables 3U and 3V indicate that 27 of the
segments are operating at LOS D, 17 are operating at LOS E, and 59 facility segments
are currently operating at LOS F. As a result, these street and highway segments fall
short of the minimum LOS standards of Riverside County, Caltrans, and affected local
agencies.
Most of the deficient local, interstate, and State Route facilities (Tables 3U and 3V) are
located in the western portion of Riverside County. In addition, it appears, based upon
the analysis, that most deficiencies occur on the freeway system and other major
arterials. There are some local facilities that are also deficient; however, they are not
restricted just to western Riverside County. Most deficient local facilities occur along
arterials in the Cities of Riverside, Coachella Valley, Moreno Valley, Temecula, and
Lake Elsinore.
A number of deficient facilities operating at LOS D, E, or F have been identified (Tables
3U and 3V). The identification of these deficient facilities provides an opportunity for
Riverside County, Caltrans, and other affected local agencies to focus on street and
highway and other improvement projects that will improve the overall LOS in the
County over time.
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Figure3.5-2b
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Figure 3.5-2e
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Figure 3.5-2f
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment
I-15

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Temecula, Jct. SR-79 - Jct. I-215 North

Freeway

8

131,600

D

Corona, Magnolia Avenue - Corona, Jct. SR91

Freeway

8

130,600

D

Corona, Jct. SR-91 - Norco, 2nd Street

Freeway

8

133,700

D

Freeway

6

5

125,500

F

5

Norco, 2nd Street - Norco, 6th Street
Norco, 6th Street - Limonite Avenue

Freeway

6

122,400

F

Limonite Avenue - Jct. SR-60

Freeway

6

111,200

E

Jct. SR-60 - San Bernardino County Line6

Freeway

95

175,500

F

SR-60 San Bernardino County Line - Milliken Ave- Freeway
nue

7

197,900

F

Freeway

67

189,800

F

Freeway

5

122,400

F

5

Milliken Avenue - Jct. I-15
Jct. I-15 - Van Buren Boulevard

6

6

Van Buren Boulevard - Etiwanda Avenue

Freeway

6

91,800

C

Etiwanda Avenue - Mission Boulevard

Freeway

6

101,000

D

Valley Way - Rubidoux, Rubidoux Boulevard

Freeway

47

89,800

F

Rubidoux, Rubidoux Boulevard - Riverside,
Crestmore Avenue

Freeway

47

96,900

F

Riverside, Crestmore Avenue - Riverside,
Main Street

Freeway

47

103,100

F

Riverside, Main Street - Riverside, Orange
Street

Freeway

47

98,000

F

Riverside, Orange Street - Riverside, East Jct. Freeway
I-215

47

100,000

F

Riverside, East Jct. I-215 - Riverside, Day
Street

Freeway

47

105,100

F

Riverside, Day Street - Moreno Valley, Pigeon Pass Road

Freeway

47

108,200

F

Moreno Valley, Pigeon Pass Road - Moreno
Valley, Heacock Street

Freeway

47

83,700

F

Moreno Valley, Heacock Street - Moreno
Valley, Perris Boulevard

Freeway

48

68,400

D

Arterial

27

33,700

F

SR-74 Elsinore, Grand Avenue - Elsinore, Lake
Shore Drive

Arterial

2

7

20,100

F

Elsinore, Lake Shore Drive - Gunnerson
Street/Strickland Avenue

Arterial

28

17,200

E

Gunnerson Street/Strickland Avenue Elsinore, Jct. I-15

Arterial

28

17,600

E

SR-71 Riverside County Line - Jct. SR-91

Elsinore, Jct. I-15 - Perris Seventh Street

Arterial

2

16,400

E

Perris Seventh Street - Perris, D Street

Arterial

2

16,900

E

Hemet, Lyon Avenue - Hemet, State Street

Arterial

48

29,100

D
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits
Hemet, State Street - Hemet, Jct. SR-79
North, San Jacinto Street

SR-79 Sage Road - Temecula, Pala Road
Temecula, Pala Road - South Jct. I-15,
Temecula South

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

48

30,600

D

Arterial

28

18,200

F

Arterial

8

30,100

F

2

Temecula, North Jct. I-15 - Borel Street

Arterial

4

32,700

E

Central Avenue/State Street - Ramona Expressway

Arterial

2

14,900

D

Soboba Road- California Avenue

Arterial

2

14,900

E

SR-86 Coachella, South Jct. SR-111 - Coachella,
Dillon Road/Avenue 48

Arterial

4

35,200

E

SR-91 Orange County Line - Green River Drive

Freeway

87

228,500

F

Freeway

7

220,400

F

7

219,300

F

8

7

222,400

F

Corona, Maple Street - Corona, Lincoln Ave- Freeway
nue

8

7

215,300

F

Corona, Lincoln Avenue - Corona, West
Grand Boulevard

Freeway

87

226,500

F

Corona, West Grand Boulevard. - Corona,
Main Street

Freeway

87

219,300

F

Corona, Main Street - Jct. I-15

Freeway

87

235,700

F

Jct. I-15 - McKinley Street

Freeway

87

211,200

F

Freeway

7

185,700

F

7

163,200

F

7

168,300

F

7

166,300

F

7

170,400

F

7

162,200

F

7

165,300

F

8

7

165,300

F

7

168,300

F

Green River Drive - Jct. SR-71 North
Jct. SR-71 North - Serfas Club Drive
Serfas Club Drive - Corona, Maple Street

McKinley Street - Pierce Street
Pierce Street - Magnolia Avenue
Magnolia Avenue - La Sierra Avenue
La Sierra Avenue - Tyler Street
Tyler Street - Van Buren Boulevard
Van Buren Boulevard - Adams Street
Adams Street - Madison Street
Madison Street - Arlington Avenue

3.5-24

Freeway
Freeway

Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway

8

8

8

8
8

8

8
8
8

Arlington Avenue - Central Avenue/State
Street

Freeway

8

Central Avenue/State Street - Fourteenth
Street

Freeway

87

168,300

F

Fourteenth Street - Eighth Street

Freeway

87

167,300

F

Eighth Street - LaCadena Drive/Poplar and
Spruce Streets

Freeway

8

7

162,200

F

LaCadena Drive/Poplar and Spruce Streets Jct. SR-60, Jct. I-215 North

Freeway

87

160,200

F
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Table 3U - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Interstate and State Routes)
Roadway
Segment

Existing Conditions (1999)
Limits

Facility
Type1

No. of
Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

4

31,100

D

Racquet Club Drive - Miles/Manitou Avenue

Arterial

4

31,100

D

Miles/Manitou Avenue - Cook Street

Arterial

4

30,700

D

Cook Street - Indian Wells City Limits

Arterial

4

31,200

D

Arterial

8

31,200

D

7

SR-111 Washington Street - Racquet Club Drive

Indian Wells City Limits - Portola Avenue

I-215

Portola Avenue - Jct. SR-74 South

Arterial

4

39,500

F

Jct. SR-74 South - Bob Hope Drive

Arterial

47

33,800

F

Bob Hope Drive - Country Club Drive (40th
Avenue)

Arterial

4

8

36,400

E

Country Club Drive (40th Avenue) - Frank
Sinatra Drive

Arterial

47

38,500

F

Frank Sinatra Drive - Date Palm Avenue/Broadway

Arterial

47

40,100

F

Date Palm Avenue/Broadway - Golf Club
Drive

Arterial

47

41,600

F

Golf Club Drive - Gene Autry Trail

Arterial

47

42,700

F

South Jct. SR-74, Case Road - North Jct. SR- Freeway
74; Fourth Street

4

61,200

D

Jct. SR-60 East - Fair Isle Drive

Freeway

67

174,800

F

Freeway

6

7

180,000

F

6

7

174,800

F

6

7

173,700

F

7

172,000

F

7

177,900

F

7

178,900

F

8

151,900

E

Fair Isle Drive - Central Avenue
Central Avenue - Pennsylvania Avenue
Pennsylvania Avenue - University Avenue
University Avenue - 3rd/Blaine Street
3rd/Blaine Street - Spruce Street
Spruce Street - Jct. SR-60 and SR-91 West

1
2
3

4
5
6

7
8

Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway
Freeway

6
8

8

Jct. SR-60 and SR-91 West - Columbia Avenue

Freeway

8

Columbia Avenue - Center Street

Freeway

67

147,700

F

Freeway

7

143,600

F

Center Street - San Bernardino County Line
Notes:

4

6

Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from Riverside County GIS System - Traffic Count Database or from CVAG Manual or
from Caltrans Count Manual.
Derived by VRPA Technologies.
Not exempt from CMP Requirements.
I-15: Jct. Rte 60 - San Bernardino Co. Line - Analyzed as a 9-lane Freeway. All counts increased 2
percent per year to reflect 1999 Conditions.
Exempt from CMP requirements because the facility segment has been LOS F since 1991.
Currently undergoing roadway improvements. Resultant roadway improvement should improve Level
of Service.
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Table 3V - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Classified Local Facilities1)
Existing Conditions (1999)
Roadway Segment

Limits

Facility No. of
Type1 Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

44th Avenue

Washington Street - Clinton Street

Arterial

4

32,000

D

Alessandro Boulevard

Frederick Street - Heacock Street

Arterial

4

33,100

E

Alessandro Boulevard

Overlook Pkwy - Trautwein

Arterial

4

30,700

D

Arlington Avenue

Adams - Magnolia Avenue

Arterial

4

34,300

E

Arlington Avenue

Victoria Avenue Chicago Avenue

Arterial

4

29,500

D

Chicago Avenue

Central Avenue - Alessandro Boulevard

Arterial

4

30,000

D

Gene Autry Trail

I-10 - Palm Springs Bypass

Arterial

2

14,900

D

Gene Autry Trail

Palm Springs Bypass - Vista Chino

Arterial

2

15,200

D

Collector

5

2

13,700

F

Arterial

2

14,600

D

6

27,900

F

Indiana Avenue

Cajalco Street - Fillmore Street

Jefferson Avenue

Winchester Avenue - Date Street

La Sierra Avenue

Arlington Avenue - Gramercy Avenue

Arterial

2

La Sierra Avenue

Magnolia Avenue - SR-91

Arterial

4

28,800

D

Limonite Avenue

I-15 - Etiwanda Avenue

Arterial

2

17,100

E

Limonite Avenue

Etiwanda Avenue - Bain Street

Arterial

2

17,500

E

Magnolia Avenue

SR-91 - La Sierra Avenue

Arterial

4

32,200

D

Magnolia Avenue

Harrison Street - Van Buren Boulevard

Arterial

4

29,000

D

Magnolia Avenue

Van Buren Boulevard Arlington
Avenue

Arterial

4

30,300

D

Magnolia Avenue

Arlington Avenue - 7th Street

Arterial

4

35,100

E

Monterey Avenue

Frank Sinatra Drive - SR-111

Arterial

4

28,900

D

5

22,600

F

Palm Drive

Two Bunch Palms Trail - Dillon
Road

Arterial

2

Palm Drive

Dillon Road - Varner Road

Arterial

2

17,600

E

Palm Drive

Varner Road - I-10

Arterial

2

17,600

E

5

32,900

F

Perris Boulevard

Reche Vista Drive - SR-60

Arterial

2

Perris Boulevard

SR-60 - Eucalyptus Avenue

Arterial

4

33,300

E

Perris Boulevard

Alessandro Boulevard - Cajalco
Expressway

Arterial

4

28,900

D

Ramon Road

Gene Autry Trail - Da Vall Drive

Arterial

4

31,300

D

6

20,100

F

Ramon Road

Da Vall Drive - Bob Hope Drive

Arterial

2

Ramona Expressway

I-215 - Patterson Avenue

Arterial

4

31,000

D

San Jacinto

Main Street - Commonwealth Ave- Arterial
nue

2

17,700

E

San Jacinto

Menlo Avenue - Florida Avenue

Arterial

25

36,000

F

Stetson Avenue

State Avenue - Stanford Street

Arterial

2

16,400

E
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Table 3V - Existing Roadway Capacity Analysis (Classified Local Facilities1)
Existing Conditions (1999)
Roadway Segment

Limits

Van Buren Boulevard Washington Street - Wood Road

Facility No. of
Type1 Lanes2

ADT3

LOS4

Arterial

4

34,600

E

Van Buren Boulevard Limonite Avenue - Jurupa Avenue Arterial

7

31,200

D

Van Buren Boulevard Jurupa Avenue - Arlington Avenue Arterial

7

4

31,200

D

Van Buren Boulevard Arlington Avenue - Magnolia Av- Arterial
enue

4

31,800

D

Van Buren Boulevard Magnolia Avenue - SR-91

4

30,800

D

Notes:

1
2
3
4

5
6
7

3.5.3

Arterial

4

Identified by VRPA Technologies to reflect Existing Conditions on a “regional basis.”
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from SCAG RIVSAN/CTP Base Year Model or CVAG CVATS Base Year Model.
Referenced from Riverside County GIS System - Traffic Count Database, CVAG Traffic Count Manual
or Caltrans Traffic Count Manual. All counts increased 2 percent per year to reflect 1999 Conditions.
Not on the CMP System.
Exempt from CMP requirements. The facility segment has been LOS F since 1991.
The CMP has identified this segment as LOS F and exempt from CMP requirements since 1991. The
LOS shown in this table may differ from the LOS reported in the CMP. This can occurr because the
CMP is based on a different methodology than this table (peak hour analysis versus AADT) or because
lanes have been added to the facility since the time it was declared to be exempt (1991).

Existing Public Transportation Systems/Services

Fixed-route transit services and demand response (dial-a-ride) transit services are
provided by the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) for the western portion of Riverside
County and by SunLine Transit in the Coachella Valley.
Riverside Transit Agency
The RTA was formed in March of 1977 through a Joint-Powers Agreement (JPA)
between the County of Riverside and the incorporated cities within its service area.
Currently, RTA operates 29 fixed bus routes providing public transit service throughout
a 2,500-square mile area of western Riverside County. RTA’s fixed routes have been
designed to establish transportation connections between all the cities and unincorporated communities in western Riverside County. A Riverside Transit Agency System
Map brochure has been included in Appendix A, which shows all the fixed routes, route
connection and transfer locations, and demand response system service areas. The
brochure also includes helpful hints for using the system, an explanation of rider fares,
and instructions on the use of bike racks. RTA also participates with OmniTrans in San
Bernardino County to provide express bus service between downtown Riverside and
downtown San Bernardino, connecting with express service to Ontario.
RTA is currently operating 76 full-size buses, 67 mini-buses and vans, and two trolleys.
The system carries approximately 6.4 million passengers annually, which is about
18,000 passengers per day. All of the RTA’s vehicles are wheelchair accessible and all
full-size buses include bike racks. RTA was the nation’s first transit agency to own and
operate EPA-approved, methanol-powered buses, and has recently added several buses
that operate on Compressed Natural Gas (CNG). Overall, the rolling stock fleet now
includes 20 buses operating on alternative fuels. To provide the necessary fuel services,
RTA has recently purchased an on-site CNG fueling station.
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RTA currently utilizes several types of media and methods to share or distribute
information about the transit services. The agency prints a Ride Guide, that includes fare
schedules, route maps, and other rider information, as well as a multi-color RTA System
Map.
SunLine Transit
SunLine Transit Agency (SunLine) was formed in 1977 through a JPA between the
County of Riverside and a number of the Coachella Valley cities. The purpose of the
JPA was to provide public transit services for the Coachella Valley area. The JPA
currently includes the County of Riverside, and the Cities of Desert Hot Springs, Palm
Springs, Cathedral City, Rancho Mirage, Palm Desert, Indian Wells, La Quinta, Indio,
and Coachella. The service area covers 928 square miles with a permanent population
of over 270,000 residents. Due to the desirable climate and an economy largely based
on tourism, the population fluctuates by another 200,000 seasonal residents, and
additional national and international visitors.
SunLine operates 13 fixed routes, with more than 700 stop locations, serving over three
million passengers annually. The agency currently operates a fleet of 40 buses, all of
which operate on CNG. SunLine was the first transit agency in the nation to operate a
100 percent CNG fleet of vehicles. The agency also operates two CNG fueling facilities,
one in Thousand Palms and one in Indio.
All of SunLine’s buses are equipped with front-mounted bicycle racks, and overall the
system is carrying over 6,000 bicycles per month. While the SunLine system of fixed
route transit stops are not currently 100 percent Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
accessible, the agency has established an ACCESS Committee to review service plans
and policies and to make recommendations to staff regarding ADA issues. The SunLine
system provides transportation services to an average of 900 wheelchair passengers per
month.
SunLine also operates the SunDial System, which provides curb-to-curb demand
responsive (dial-a-ride) service for members of the community requiring such assistance.
The SunDial fleet includes 19 vehicles and serves over 40,000 passenger trips annually.
Other Specialized Transit Services
In addition to fixed route and demand-responsive services provided by RTA and
SunLine, specialized public transportation services are also available through services
operated by four municipal operators - the City of Riverside, City of Corona, City of
Banning, and City of Beaumont. Additionally, the RCTC supports a number of
specialized transportation programs including shared ride car and vanpool services,
social service dial-a-ride, and specialized services for seniors and persons with
disabilities.
Common Carriers
Greyhound Bus Lines provides private transportation services that link the principal
population centers of the County with other regions. This includes east-west service
connecting Blythe, Indio, Palm Springs, Banning/Beaumont, and Riverside (via San
Bernardino). The service continues westward to downtown Los Angeles and intermediate stops. North-south service connects Riverside with Temecula, continuing southward
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to San Diego. The number of bus trips in each direction ranges from five to eight per
day.
Intermodal Coordination
RTA, SunLine, OmniTrans in San Bernardino County, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), and each of the city transit service providers coordinate their
respective schedules and transfer stops to provide for an enhanced level of transit
service. RTA’s main terminal in Riverside is located between University Avenue and
Mission Inn Avenue, one block west of Market Avenue. Transfer points in other areas
are indicated on the RTA transit map. RTA also provides connections to selected
Metrolink stations for both inbound and outbound trains.

3.5.4

Existing Rail Transportation System

Inter-City Passenger Rail
The only AMTRAK station located in Riverside County is in the City of Palm Springs.
This station provides connecting AMTRAK service to points west including Los
Angeles and to points east including Tucson, Arizona, and El Paso, Texas. AMTRAK
provides bus connections to and from other Riverside County areas to the San
Bernardino AMTRAK station on a daily basis. RTA bus service is provided from
downtown Riverside to downtown San Bernardino; however, a transfer is needed to get
to the AMTRAK station. There is also an Amtrak stop in Palm Springs at Indian
Canyon Drive (extension of Indian Avenue South) at Amado Road. Amtrak motor
coaches and SunLine transit use the Sun Bus stop on the east side of Indian Canyon
Drive.
Commuter Rail
Commuter rail in the Southern California region has significantly grown along the
Metrolink system from 940,000 riders per year in Fiscal Year (FY) 1992-1993 (with four
operating commuter rail lines), to 4.2 million passengers per year in FY 1994-1995. In
FY 1996-1997 almost 6 million riders chose Metrolink with six major commuter rail
corridors in service. During that same period, the Riverside Line increased from
133,000 passengers in FY 1992-1993 to 927,000 passengers in FY 1996-1997.
Over the next 20 years, MetroLink is expected to increase to 169 daily trains and 50,400
daily riders (almost $0.6 billion in capital investment) on all lines to maximize use of
commuter rail in the Southern California region. The increased service may be
supported by the introduction of demand response feeder systems. System improvements are consistent with the Southern California Regional Rail Authority’s long-term
plan. The long-term plan calls for extension of the Riverside Transit Corridor, in
accordance with performance standards, along the San Jacinto branch line to the City of
Hemet.
High-Speed Rail
A regional high speed rail system is proposed that will connect major regional activity
centers and significant inter-/multi-modal transportation facilities in Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties by year 2020. This system would also
provide connection to the San Diego region, and connect with the proposed high-speed
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rail system in Northern California. On July 21, 1999, the California High Speed Rail
Authority adopted a plan for an Inland route for the system. This would include stops
at Ontario Airport, Riverside, and Temecula; however, the Authority indicated that it
would continue to consider an alternative route through Orange County. Cost and
ridership estimates will be prepared to further investigate the system’s feasibility.

3.5.5

Existing Non-Motorized Systems

Bicycling
Bicycling occurs throughout the County, but is more concentrated in the cities, and is
more recreational than commute-oriented. The current bicycle element provides for
connections between major urban and recreational facilities within the County; however,
implementation of the plan has occurred only to a limited extent. One of the major
regional bikeway paths is located along the Santa Ana River, which has been completed
from the Orange/Riverside County boundary to downtown Riverside. In addition to the
bicycle element, local agencies have adopted bicycle facility plans focusing on safe
bicycle routes to schools and other community facilities.
California Vehicle Code (Section 21200[a]) states that every person riding a bicycle
upon a highway has all the rights and is subject to all the provisions applicable to the
driver of a vehicle. While bicycles are permitted on most roads in Riverside County,
many people will not consider a bicycle as a means of transportation unless some
accommodation has been made for their safety and convenience. In order to entice these
prospective bicycle riders, a variety of bicycle facility types are necessary. The term
“bikeway” means all facilities that provide for bicycle travel. There are three types of
bikeway classifications: Class 1, which are off-road, paved paths; Class 2, which are onroad, signed and striped bicycle lanes; and Class 3, which are on-road, signed bicycle
routes with no separate lanes.
Investment in bikeways provides an inexpensive environment-friendly transportation
opportunity. Bicycle usage will continue to offer important relief to congested
roadways, provide air quality benefits, and reduce energy consumption. Bicycling is
considered an effective alternative mode of transportation that can help to improve air
quality and reduce the number of vehicles traveling along existing highways, especially
within the cities and unincorporated communities; however, the numbers of cyclists is
small in comparison to the amount of auto traffic.
A number of barriers currently impede the increased usage of bicycles as an alternative
non-motorized mode of travel. These barriers include negative perceptions about nonmotorized commuting; unsafe, insufficient, and inconvenient bikeways; and crime,
including personal and bicycle safety and security. Given the favorable climate for
cycling most of the year, overcoming these institutional barriers would help increase the
ridership of bicyclists throughout the County.
Pedestrian Facilities
Pedestrian facilities within the immediate vicinity of schools and recreational facilities
are also important components of the non-motorized transportation system. Pedestrian
circulation facilities within and around school and recreational areas, in the form of
sidewalks built to current County standards, are provided where they are appropriate and
enhance the safety of those who choose to walk to and from their destinations.
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For the most part, sidewalks are installed in more urban environments, when the
roadway frontage is developed. Because development occurs in stages, numerous
missing links can occur in the sidewalk system. Eventually these are filled in, but this
can sometimes take many years.
Equestrian Trails
There are a number of equestrian trails located in the rural and semi-urban areas of the
County. Large lot developments in the County allow for the care and use of horses. A
consideration during preparation of this Circulation Element Update will be to identify
appropriate locations and standards for equestrian trail development.

3.5.6

Major Utility Corridors

The major conveyance lines for water, natural gas, and electricity transmission systems
form a substantial network of corridors crossing Riverside County. These major utility
transmission lines are shown in Figure 3.5.3. The locations of these transmission lines
were obtained from information and maps provided by the Metropolitan Water District
(MWD) of Southern California and the State of California Energy Commission. There
is a concentration of major water, gas, and electrical utility corridors along I-10 through
the desert and San Gorgonio Pass. Additional corridors are created along the routes of
the other major utility transmission lines as shown in Figure 3.5.3.
Major Water Pipelines and Aqueducts
Major water conveyance systems consist of the Colorado River Aqueduct operated by
the MWD of Southern California, the California Aqueduct operated by the State
Department of Water Resources (DWR), and water distribution lines operated by MWD.
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The starting point of the Colorado River Aqueduct is in San Bernardino County. The
aqueduct extends north-south as it enters Riverside County near the intersection of SR62 and SR-177 and continues southerly towards Desert Center. The Colorado River
Aqueduct generally follows I-10 east-west across the County from Desert Center to the
San Gorgonio pass near Cabazon. At that point, the aqueduct veers to the south of I-10
and extends towards San Jacinto before terminating at Lake Mathews. Part of
California’s State Water Project (SWP), the California Aqueduct terminates in Riverside
County at Lake Perris. Lake Perris is the southernmost storage location within the SWP.
Figure 3.5.3 also shows the major water distribution system lines in Riverside County
operated by MWD. These lines are the primary water transmission pipelines conveying
water from storage locations to the eventual end user.
Major Natural Gas Pipelines
Most of the major natural gas transmission pipelines in Riverside County are operated
by the Gas Company. As shown in Figure 3.5.3, the Gas Company operates three major
pipelines extending east to west through Riverside County. These main pipelines follow
I-10 through most of the county. Dual pipelines branch off these main lines near Desert
Center and extend southward into Imperial County and another set of dual lines branch
off the main pipelines near Gilman Springs Road at SR-60 and extend southward into
San Diego County. Near the I-215 interchange, one pipeline veers to the south and
extends west across the county following SR-91. Another veers to the north and follows
I-215 before extending west across the County through the City of Riverside and Pedley.
Additional Gas Company pipelines extend north-south in the western portion of
Riverside County, providing system connectivity to west San Bernardino Valley and the
upper desert region in San Bernardino County as shown in Figure 3.5.3.
Near Desert Center, an additional natural gas transmission line extends northward from
the main pipelines following the I-10 corridor. This pipeline follows Kaiser Road before
terminating near Eagle Mountain. A separate pipeline operated by Imperial Irrigation
District extends north from MWD’s Eagle Mountain water pumping plant and terminates
near the intersection of SR-62 and SR-177.
Major Electrical Transmission Lines
Major electricity transmission lines in Riverside County are operated by Southern
California Edison (SCE) and Imperial Irrigation District. Major electricity transmission
lines are those that carry a minimum of 220 kilovolts (kV) of power, and are shown in
Figure 3.5.3.
SCE operates a 500 kV transmission line extending east-west through most of Riverside
County. The 500 kV line follows the I-10 corridor from the Arizona border west to the
San Gorgonio pass area, veers south of I-10 towards Perris, and then extends west from
Perris into Orange County. From the San Gorgonio Pass area, multiple 220 kV lines
veer north of I-10 and follow San Timoteo Canyon into Redlands in San Bernardino
County. Portions of SCE’s 220 kV transmission lines pass through the northwest corner
of Riverside County.
MWD operates a 220 kV transmission line extending from its Hinds water pumping
plant located along I-10 west of Desert Center to its Iron Mountain pumping plant
located in San Bernardino County north of the intersection of SR-62 and SR-177.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS / ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES
This document has been prepared as a joint EIR/EIS as a result of the combined local,
State, and federal actions associated with the approval of the proposed MSHCP. As
stated in the Purpose and Need (Section 1.0), the co-lead agencies are the County of
Riverside, pursuant to CEQA, and the USFWS, pursuant to NEPA. A consistent format
was used to assist the reader in understanding the implications of the proposed MSHCP
and alternatives. This section provides a narrative of how the analysis was undertaken
and presents the organization of the environmental consequences section of the
document.
This section of the EIR/EIS forms the scientific and analytical basis for the evaluation
of the proposed MSHCP and alternatives. Topics analyzed include biological resources;
land use and planning; population, housing and employment; public services (fire
protection and parks); and transportation and circulation. Sections are presented in the
following format.
Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance
The criteria for determining significance provide a threshold at which a significant impact will occur. Criteria will differ among issues.
Impact Analysis per Issue Statement
This section of the document provides an evaluation of project-specific and alternatives
impacts and determines significance based on documented thresholds levels. The Proposed Project/Action is the MSHCP as described in Section 2.3.1 of this EIR/EIS, to
include the whole of the action (policy statements, issuance of incidental take authorizations, and the implementing agreement).
According to NEPA, each of the alternatives to the Proposed Action must be analyzed
in equal detail as the Proposed Action. In this Section of the EIR/EIS, each environmental issue described in Section 3.0 of this document is analyzed with regard to potential
effects related to the proposed MSHCP (Proposed Action) and to each of the four
alternatives as well (Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; Listed
and Proposed Species Alternative; Existing Reserves Alternative; and the No Project/No
MSHCP Alternative).
The Proposed Action and the alternatives are analyzed for direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts/effects.
Mitigation Measures
For those impacts that were determined to be significant, mitigation is provided in this
section of the impact analysis.
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Level of Significance after Mitigation
An analysis of the significance of an effect after mitigation is applied is discussed in this
section of the impact analysis. The outcome of the analysis is to determine whether
there is a significant effect caused by the proposed project or its alternatives that cannot
be mitigated to below a level of significance.

4.1

Biological Resources

4.1.1

Introduction

This analysis for biological resources applies the applicable threshold of significance to
the potential effects for the Project and each alternative (with the exception of the No
Project Alternative) for each of the following biological issues:
•

Vegetation Communities

•

Cores and Linkages

•

Listed, Covered Species

•

•

Non-Listed, Covered Species

Relationship to Adopted or
Approved HCPs and NCCPs

•

Non-Covered Species

•

Edge Effects

Subheadings for each of these issues appear in the analysis section for the project and
alternatives. The No Project Alternative discussion is structured differently, since that
alternative does not involve issuance of take authorization. The No Project Alternative
discussion is formatted to address existing local, State and federal regulations, and the
effects of the application of these regulations to future growth in the MSHCP Area.
Impact Analysis Considerations
Consideration in evaluating impacts to sensitive vegetation communities is based on the
vegetation data base developed by Pacific Southwest Biological Services (PSBS, 1995)
which is based on 1992-1993 aerial photographs. It is important to distinguish between
“vegetation communities” and “habitats.” The terms often are used interchangeably, but
a vegetation community precisely refers to definable and consistent assemblages of plant
species, whereas habitat is the native environment of a plant or animal species.
The vegetation map as incorporated into the MSHCP database is depicted in Figure
4.1.1. This map was created by PSBS and mapped by KTU+A in 1995. As stated in the
February 1995 PSBS/KTU+A Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan Phase I Information Collection and Evaluation Report, this map was
created by compiling all known vegetation information within the Plan Area. These data
sources include biological survey reports, Weislander vegetation maps, satellite imagery
and the Dangermond/RECON data set. Methods used to create and interpret vegetation
data included aerial photograph interpretation, edge matching, digitizing, and
geographically registering the data. In areas of concern, ground truthing occurred.
Vegetation types were classified according to Holland. It should be noted that the
vegetation map is representative of conditions at the time of the study; existing
conditions today may differ from those represented on the map. The MSHCP vegetation
map is limited by the time frame within which the data were assembled as well as the
precision of those data. The Project encompasses all of western Riverside County, a
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total of 1,966 quare miles. Due to the large scale of the Project, it is simply not possible
to map the Project area with parcel-level precision. Rather, vegetation mapping was
based on a broad scale, as has been done with other criteria-based MSHCPs that cover
large geographic regions, such as the San Diego MSCP. The vegetation map represents
conditions at the time the data were assembled, in this case 1991-1995; the current extent
and character of vegetation communities may differ from that depicted on the MSHCP
vegetation map. Published and anecdotal data suggest that ecosystem state transition is
occurring within some portions of the Plan Area – in particular, fire suppression has
resulted in the conversion of frequently burned chaparral and coastal sage scrub to
grassland and in shifts from Ponderosa pine and Jeffrey pine to incense cedar and white
fir (Minnich, et al., 1995; Keeley, 1990; Zedler, et al., 1983). The MSHCP incorporates
features to update the vegetation map as new information is obtained, such as the
development of a new vegetation map as part of the MSHCP Monitoring Program. The
timing and methodology for developing this map is described in Section 5.3 of this
document. The criteria-based format of the MSHCP was designed, in part, to address
changing data and/or conditions. The MSHCP calls for assembly of 153,000 acres of
Additional Reserve Lands from within an approximately 300,000-acre Criteria Area.
Reserve Assembly will involve review of a variety of project-specific vegetation data
to refine and guide the Reserve Assembly process. This criteria-based format differs
somewhat from large-scale NCCPs/HCPs for which a specific reserve boundary is
delineated on a map at the time of permit issuance. Under that type of approach,
validation of the vegetation map at the landscape level may be more important than
under the criteria-based approach selected for this MSHCP. The organizational structure
established for the MSHCP, as described in Section 6.6 of this document, also provides
opportunities to incorporate new information during the term of the MSHCP Permit(s).
Consideration in evaluation of impacts to species is based on the MSHCP Species
Occurrence Database. The University of California at Riverside (UCR) has assembled
a species occurrence database for use during the MSHCP planning process. This
database is accessible via http://ecoregion.ucr.edu/mshcp, and is a clearinghouse for
biological information for the MSHCP. Occurrence information has been compiled from
museum records, USFWS data, published and unpublished accounts, environmental
impact reports, and field notes of local naturalists. As of August 2001, this database
contained over 12,800 records. It should be noted that the species occurrence data
represent known records of species observations. Actual presence and distribution of
individual species within the MSHCP Area are likely greater than those reflected in the
species occurrence database. Therefore, the analysis contained in this EIR/EIS also
includes consideration of vegetation community associations for covered species. As
noted in later sections of this analysis, impacts to non-covered species are not
quantifiable due to the lack of information available for these species.
Considerations in evaluating reserve design and biological function of cores and linkages
involve the following general principles of conservation biology:
C

Conservation of focus species and their habitats throughout the MSHCP Area;

C

Conservation of large habitat blocks;

C

Maintenance of habitat diversity;

C

Contiguity and connectivity of Conservation Areas; and

C

Protection of Conservation Areas from encroachment and invasion by nonnative species.
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Specific considerations in evaluating cores and linkages are based on the discussion of
the function of cores and linkages contained in Section 3.1 of the MSHCP. The effects
of the various alternatives on identified cores and linkages are based on the configuration
of the Conservation Areas proposed under each alternative. The evaluation of impacts
to cores and linkages is considered in the report prepared by the California Wilderness
Coalition in November 2000. The report identified the location and major threats to
wildlife movement corridors throughout the State of California (California Wilderness
Coalition, 2000). The report identified 232 linkages within the State, of which 17 are
located within the MSHCP Area. As part of this analysis, a review of the 17 linkages
was conducted to compare reserve features of the MSHCP to the linkages identified by
the California Wilderness Coalition.
The evaluation of impacts related to Covered Activities is based on the inventory of
Covered Activities contained in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP. As stated below, it is
assumed that the same list of covered activities would apply to all of the plan
alternatives.
Consideration of regional resource planning is based on the following existing planning
efforts. As shown in Figure 4.1.2, resource conservation planning efforts surrounding
the MSHCP Area consist of the following:
(1)

San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. This conservation planning
effort is adjacent to the northern border of the MSHCP Area and encompasses
approximately 500 square miles containing six unique habitat types, six State
endangered or threatened species, 13 federally endangered or threatened species,
and over 53 species of special concern. San Bernardino County, through its
Natural History Museum staff, has been conducting biological and botanical
surveys for the past several years in order to identify habitat needs and
requirements for the various sensitive species.

(2)

Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. This conservation planning effort covers
the central portion of Riverside County (adjacent to the eastern border of the
MSHCP Area) which is the westernmost edge of the Sonoran Desert. The plan
area covers 1,136,261 acres, a diverse mixture of desert and mountain habitats
and 28 species in the Coachella Valley. The Coachella Valley Association of
Governments (CVAG) has prepared an Administrative Review Draft which
reflects the work of the Scientific Advisory Committee, the Implementation
Subcommittee, and the Project Advisory Group. After receiving comments
from the local, State, and federal agencies, a Public Review Draft and Draft
EIR/EIS is scheduled for release in 2002.

(3)

County of San Diego Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program
(MHCOSP). The MHCOSP is adjacent to the southern border of the MSHCP
Area and the eastern border of the San Diego MSCP North County Subarea.
The County of San Diego has deferred planning for this subregion until it
completes its North County Subarea Plan MSCP amendment.
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(4)

San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) North County Subarea.
In December 1996, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) approved the San Diego MSCP
habitat plan that encompasses 582,000 acres and establishes a 172,000-acre
preserve system in southwestern San Diego County. This subregional plan
covers 85 species of plants and animals and 23 vegetation types. The San Diego
MSCP contains the North County Subarea, which is adjacent to the southern
border of the Riverside County MSHCP Area and the western border of the
MHCOSP County of San Diego. Lands formerly within the Multiple Habitat
Conservation Program (MHCP) area have been redefined as the North County
Subarea of the San Diego MSCP and will be amended into the MSCP.
Additional biological information has been collected, and a science advisory
process is underway. A subarea plan is anticipated to be provided for review
shortly.

(5)

Proposed Orange County Southern Subregion NCCP Planning Area. Orange
County and major landowners are preparing a subregional preserve plan
(NCCP/HCP) and special area management plan/master streambed alteration
agreement that will integrate wetlands and endangered species permits. The
Southern Subregion conservation planning effort is adjacent to the southern half
of the western border of the MSHCP Area. An update to Orange County’s
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance is also underway. A public workshop was
held in December 2001, to discuss alternatives that should be addressed for each
of the three planning efforts in southern Orange County. Currently the Southern
Subregion NCCP is in the public scoping process for the EIS/EIR that is
anticipated to be provided for public review in the next few months.

(6)

Orange County Central-Coastal Subregion NCCP Planning Area. This subregion
NCCP borders the northern half of the western border of the MSHCP Area.
This conservation plan was approved in July 1996 and establishes a 37,380-acre
reserve system that includes significant areas of 12 major habitat types and
covers 39 sensitive plant and animal species.

(7)

Orange County Northern Subregion. This subregion borders a small portion of
the northwestern corner of the MSHCP Area. This subregion is not a part of
Orange County’s NCCP plan, but a Chevron USA 4(d) permit concurrence
letter was issued by the Wildlife Agencies that will allow Chevron to complete
oil field abandonment operations in this subregion. The permit also commits
Chevron to setting aside and managing a 28-acre preserve area for California
gnatcatchers and funding cowbird control efforts.

4.1.2

Assumptions

The analysis of impacts to biological resources of the Proposed Action-MSHCP and the
Plan alternatives – is also based on the following assumptions:
109)

All of the following policies related to avoiding or reducing biological impacts,
which are outlined in the MSHCP, would be incorporated into all of the
proposed alternatives, with the exception of the No Project Alternative and the
Existing Reserves Alternative:
C Wetlands avoidance and minimization (MSHCP, Section 6.1.2);
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C Narrow endemics survey/conservation requirements (MSHCP, Section 6.1.3);
C Additional survey requirements (MSHCP, Section 6.3.2); and
C Guidelines pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface (MSHCP, Section 6.1.4).
110)

With the exception of the No Project Alternative, all of the alternatives are
assumed to include Adaptive Management and Monitoring for the species that
are covered under each of the respective alternatives consistent with the
measures described for those species in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP.

111)

Implementation strategy (i.e., Criteria-based plan) is assumed to be the same for
all of the alternatives, with the exception of the No Project Alternative and the
Existing Reserves Alternative. It is assumed that Criteria would be established
for these alternatives that would result in conservation in the same manner as the
MSHCP Criteria.

112)

Covered activities are assumed to be the same under all of the alternatives with
the exception of the No Project Alternative and the Existing Reserves
Alternative.

113)

Through the MSHCP process, there has been a total of 254 species identified for
analysis of potential conservation within the MSHCP Area. This includes the
247 species originally identified by the Wildlife Agencies early in the MSHCP
development process, plus seven additional species considered in the planning
process. It is assumed that the list of 254 species encompasses all species for
which adequate information is available to conduct an analysis under CEQA and
NEPA. Analysis of species other than the 254 identified that are not known to
exist in the MSHCP Area, have not been identified, or have not been taxonomically distinguished, would involve speculation that is not within the scope of
this analysis.

114)

For the No Project Alternative, there would be no core/linkage system, no
coordinated biological management, and no coordinated strategy for assembling
contiguous blocks of reserve lands. Any conservation that would be achieved
with the No Project Alternative would result from regulatory requirements
imposed upon individual projects.

115)

Lands defined as “Public/Quasi-Public” includes lands known to be in public
ownership managed for conservation and/or open space value, or land contained
in an existing reserve. Assembly of the public/quasi-public lands database
revealed that approximately 347,000 acres of public/quasi-public lands are
present within the MSHCP Plan Area, including approximately 200,000 acres
of lands within the Cleveland or San Bernardino National Forests that are
owned by the federal government and managed by the U.S. Forest Service. It
is assumed that the same level of conservation and management that is described
for the MSHCP would also occur under the other alternatives, with the
exception of the No Project Alternative, with the only difference being the focus
of management directed at the species covered under each of these alternatives.

116)

For the purpose of this analysis, cumulative biological impacts are defined as
those impacts resulting from development within the MSHCP Area as a result
of build out of the County’s and Cities’ General Plans, in accordance with
SCAG regional growth projections. The term of the MSHCP is proposed to be
75 years, and the MSHCP includes consideration of growth and development
within the MSHCP Plan Area for build out of the General Plans. This analysis
examines all of the alternatives under a General Plan build out scenario.
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Therefore, the analysis of cumulative biological impacts of the Proposed Action
and alternatives is assumed to be incorporated into the analysis of the alternatives themselves, since cumulative growth including build out of the General
Plans in accordance with SCAG regional growth projections is considered in the
MSHCP and the alternatives.

4.1.3

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The following criteria are used to determine whether the Project or the alternatives
would have significant impacts on biological resources. The impacts would be
significant if implementation of the Project or the alternative being analyzed would:
C

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species
(including species listed as threatened or endangered) in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS;

C

Have a substantial adverse effect on any wetlands or other sensitive natural
vegetation community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service;

C

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites, or obstruct genetic
flow for identified planning species;

C

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the
surrounding region;

C

Introduce land use within an area immediately adjacent to the MSHCP
Conservation Area that would result in substantial edge effects; or

C

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

4.1.4

Impacts

MSHCP Proposed Project
Vegetation Communities. For the purposes of this analysis, vegetation types have been
grouped into four primary categories: sensitive upland, wetland, forest, and agriculture.
Sensitive upland communities include chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland (native grassland only, non-native grassland is not a sensitive community), and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub vegetation types. Wetland communities include
meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, water and riparian
scrub/woodland/forest vegetation types. Forest communities include montane
coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, and woodlands and forests.
For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area, implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would authorize take of 37 percent of chaparral, 48 percent of coastal
sage scrub, 66 percent of desert scrub, 72 percent of grassland (including both native and
non-native grassland), and 34 percent of Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4A).
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For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area, the proposed MSHCP would
authorize take of 76 percent of meadows and marshes, 15 percent of playas and vernal
pools, 15 percent of water, and 26 percent of riparian scrub/woodland/forest. For forest
communities within the MSHCP Area, the proposed MSHCP would authorize take of
31 percent of montane coniferous forest, and 32 percent of woodlands and forests. In
addition, 88 percent of the agricultural land in the Plan Area would be authorized for
take under the proposed MSHCP, as it would be outside the MSHCP Conservation Area
and could be used for agricultural activities.

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage
Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

Desert Scrub

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and
Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Developed or
Disturbed Land

218,260

––

––

––

––

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous
Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and
Forest

TOTALS
Notes:

1

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4A - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Source:

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land because no additional impact to biological resources would
occur in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
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Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize to the extent feasible
potential impacts to sensitive vegetation communities. These include assembly of an
approximately 500,000-acre MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved
Habitat. Conserved Habitat is defined as land that is permanently protected and
managed for the benefit of the Covered Species with the Proposed Action under legal
arrangements that prevent its conversion to other uses. The acreages of vegetation
communities not authorized for take would be included as Conserved Habitat within the
MSHCP Conservation Area. For example, while 31 percent of the montane coniferous
forest would be in the take authorized area for the Proposed Action, 69 percent of the
montane coniferous forest would be included in the MSHCP Conservation Area as
Conserved Habitat. In general, inclusion of the majority of the forest communities as
Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation Area would not result in a
substantial reduction of these communities, therefore impacts are considered to be less
than significant.
For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 63 percent of the chaparral within the
MSHCP Conservation Area would not result in a substantial reduction of these
communities given the large percentage of this vegetation community to be included as
Conserved Habitat with the Proposed Action, the extensive acreage and wide
distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area, and the relatively low
numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation community within the Plan Area.
For coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 52 percent and
66 percent of these vegetation communities, respectively, would be included as
Conserved Habitat, substantial impacts to coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would remain due to the patchy distribution of these vegetation communities
in the Plan Area and the relatively large numbers of sensitive species occurring in these
vegetation communities. However, features incorporated into the proposed project,
including the configuration of conserved lands, as well as adaptive management and
monitoring, would reduce this impact to a less than significant level. The Project would
reduce grassland (including native and non-native grassland) and desert scrub by 72
percent and 66 percent, respectively. Features incorporated into the proposed Plan,
including the configuration of conserved lands, as well as adaptive management and
monitoring, would reduce impacts to desert scrub to a less than significant level.
However, as the vegetation coverage does not distinguish between native and non-native
grassland, impacts to sensitive native grassland cannot be quantified independently, and
significant impacts to this vegetation community may still occur.
With respect to agriculture, the Project and its associated take authorization could result
in impacts to 88 percent of this vegetation community. However, agriculture is not a
sensitive natural vegetation community. Thus, impacts to agriculture are not regarded
as biologically significant. (For analysis of whether the Project and the alternatives will
have significant impacts on agriculture , see Section 4.2. Impacts to species that utilize
agricultural lands are discussed below in Impacts to Listed Covered Species and Impacts
to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP discusses mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal pools, and
other potentially jurisdictional wetland areas as part of the CEQA review of applications
for Covered Activities within the MSHCP Plan Area. The policy calls for avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetland habitat throughout the Plan Area in accordance with
existing regulatory standards that call for conservation and mitigation of wetland
functions and values. Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation
communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area, and implementation of the
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Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pool policy incorporated in the MSHCP, would reduce
identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below significance.
Thus implementation of the MSHCP will not have a substantial adverse impact on any
wetland or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations or by the Wildlife Agencies.
Listed Covered Species. The proposed MSHCP Conservation Area encompasses
approximately 500,000 acres, comprising 347,000 acres of public/quasi-public land and
153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands and conserves portions of all vegetation
communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Plan Area. Representative vegetation
communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved with the
Proposed Action. No developed areas or disturbed habitats are proposed for conservation.
The MSHCP provides take authorization for covered species resulting from Covered
Activities outside of the Criteria Area, as well as those Covered Activities that are
consistent with the Criteria and permitted inside the Criteria Area. In addition, coverage
is provided for certain activities within the Criteria Area and within existing
public/quasi-public lands, including maintenance and minor improvements to existing
roads, improvements related to planned roads, and limited future facilities, such as
electrical, gas, water, sewer, flood control, and State Park facilities.
The MSHCP includes specific criteria for locating such facilities and provides guidelines
for design of the facilities that would avoid or reduce impacts. The best available
information has been used to include a quantitative analysis of the impacts from these
facilities, which is included in the impacts associated with the Plan as a whole, as
presented in Table 4A. It should be noted, however, that existing and future roadways
within the Criteria Area, including General Plan Circulation Element Roads, CETAP
facilities, and Caltrans facilities would not be included in the total acreage considered
for conservation within the MSHCP Conservation Area.
As a result of issuance of the proposed 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4B
could be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area. Nineteen of the 83 covered wildlife species and 13 of the
63 covered plant species are listed under FESA or CESA. These 19 wildlife species and
13 plant species will be directly affected by the Plan because they will no longer receive
protection outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the 32 Listed
Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information available for
known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Listed Covered Species (Table
4B). These impacts vary depending on the species. For example, as shown in Table 4B,
implementation of the proposed take authorization would result in the potential direct
loss of 45 percent of suitable habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher. For vernal
pool fairy shrimp, approximately 12 percent of suitable habitat occurring outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be directly affected, and no known localities would
be affected.
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INVERTEBRATES/CRUSTACEANS
vernal pool fairy shrimp – Branchinecta lynchi
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,016 acres (60%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Vernal pool areas not included as
part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to policies related to riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I, and impacts to vernal pools shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. One of the three known locations, upper Salt Creek, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,490 acres (90%) of
suitable habitat including vernal pool habitat would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Riverside fairy shrimp – Streptocephalus woottoni
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,868 acres (33%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Wetland areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to policies related to riparian/riverine and vernal pool habitats presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to vernal pools shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities in the back basin of Lake
Elsinore would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,765
acres (40%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Murrieta,
Alberhill, and the back basin of Lake Elsinore. Approximately 9,690 acres (54%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
INVERTEBRATES/INSECTS
Quino checkerspot butterfly – Euphydryas editha quino
MSHCP Project. Approximately 41,668 acres (38%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Wilson Creek, Tule
Peak, Silverado, Oak Mountain, Warm Springs Creek, and Sage would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 46,460 acres (43%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 49,640 acres (45%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grasslands, playas and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would not be conserved include Tule
Valley, Aguanga, Vail Lake, Paloma Valley, Murrieta Hot Springs, Sage, Wilson Valley,
Murrieta, Temecula, Oak Mountain, and Warm Springs Creek. Approximately 82,509
acres (75%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, playas
and vernal pools, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Delhi Sands flower-loving fly – Rhaphiomidas terminatus abdominalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 452 acres (90%) of suitable
habitat including coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands
co-occurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 791 acres (82%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected
include Jurupa and Agua Mansa. Approximately 465 acres (93%) of suitable habitat
including coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 830 acres (86%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands cooccurring with Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Mira Loma,
Agua Mansa, and Jurupa. Approximately 479 acres (95%) of suitable habitat including
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands co-occurring with
Delhi soils would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 957
acres (99%) of restorable habitat including agricultural lands co-occurring with Delhi
soils would be within the area subject to take authorization.
FISH
Santa Ana sucker – Catastomus santaanae
MSHCP Project. None of the core population areas, spawning areas, dispersal, or refuge areas
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 540 acres (6%)
of suitable habitat that includes water habitat would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Riverine areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas
presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riverine areas shall
be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
AMPHIBIANS
arroyo toad – Bufo californicus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 296 acres (16%) of suitable
breeding habitat including meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,320 acres (25%) of suitable upland habitat including
agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part
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of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization. include Bautista Creek, San Juan Creek, Arroyo Seco,
Temecula Creek, and Tenaja Creek. Approximately 415 acres (22%) of breeding habitat
including meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,510 acres of suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative except
approximately 435 acres (23%) of breeding habitat including meadows and marshes,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,605 (28%) acres of
suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Vail Lake, San Jacinto River,
Indian Creek, San Juan Creek, Arroyo Seco, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Tenaja
Creek, and Bautista Creek. Approximately 415 acres (22%) of breeding habitat including
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,510 acres
of suitable upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
California red-legged frog – Rana aurora draytonii
MSHCP Project. Approximately 47 acres (6%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal
pools riparian scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,370 acres (19%) of suitable
upland habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian
areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the
policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
mountain yellow-legged frog – Rana mucosa
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 140 acres (29%) of primary
habitat including riparian scrub and woodlands and forests occurring above 1,200 feet in
the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 11,460 acres (26%) of secondary habitats including montane coniferous
forests and woodlands and forests occurring above 1,200 feet in the San Jacinto
Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimization in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
REPTILES
southern rubber boa – Charina bottae umbratica
MSHCP Project. Incidental take of the southern rubber boa is difficult to quantify due to
limited knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses
may be masked by fluctuations in abundance and distribution during the life of the
permit. However, the maximum level of take of the southern rubber boa can be
anticipated by the loss of habitat for this species. Approximately 155 acres (5%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
BIRDS
Swainson’s hawk – Buteo swainsoni
MSHCP Project. Localities at Winchester would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 257,220 acres (57%) of suitable habitat including
agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Winchester would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,203 acres (68%) of
suitable habitat including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Winchester, Badlands, and Temecula Creek
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 280,545 acres
(70%) of suitable habitat including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and woodland and forest within
the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Sedco Hills,
Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, Motte-Rimrock Badlands, Lakeview
Mountains, Sage, Wildomar, and Winchester. Approximately 335,770 acres (84%) of
suitable habitat, including agriculture field crop lands, grassland, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, and riparian scrub, and woodland and forest
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
mountain plover (wintering) – Charadrius montanus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include Winchester and Double Butte.
Approximately 1,160 acres (15%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools
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within the Riverside Lowlands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities that would be affected include Winchester,
Double Butte, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities that would be affected include Winchester,
Double Butte, Lakeview Mountains, upper Salt Creek/San Jacinto Valley, and
Menifee/Perris/Nueveo/Mystic Lake. Approximately 4,980 acres (63%) of suitable
habitat including playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
western yellow-billed cuckoo – Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,580 acres (22%) of
suitable habitat including southern cottonwood/willow riparian, southern sycamore/alder
riparian, riparian scrub, riparian forest, and southern willow scrub within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Surveys for western yellow-billed cuckoo will be conducted as part of the
project review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where
suitable habitat is present. Western yellow-billed cuckoo located as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section
6.3.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures
presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 5,730 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including southern
cottonwood/willow riparian, southern sycamore/alder riparian, riparian scrub, riparian
forest, and southern willow scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
southwestern willow flycatcher – Empidonax traillii extimus
MSHCP Project. A total of 5 of 17 localities would be within the area subject to take
authorization; however, the localities are located outside suitable habitat areas within
existing residential/urban/exotic areas, non-native grassland, or open water. Approximately 3,220 acres (23%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk
scrub and mule fat scrub, would be affected throughout the MSHCP Area. Surveys for
southwestern willow flycatcher will be conducted as part of the project review process
for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present.
Southwestern willow flycatcher located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.1.3.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would
be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in
Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to wetland shall be avoided and
minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek and Santa
Margarita River would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
4,735 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub
and mule fat scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, and
Temecula Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
4,990 acres (36%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub
and mule fat scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Potrero Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake,
Temescal Wash, Alberhill Creek, Murrieta Creek, Santa Margarita River, and Bautista
Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 6,610 acres
(48%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, excluding tamarisk scrub and mule fat
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
peregrine falcon – Falco peregrinus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. However, no impacts to raptor nests would
occur. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water and
riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian and riverine areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian, riverine,
and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts
to riparian and riverine areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,387 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including open water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana
River would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 2,475 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open
water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 3,330 acres (19%) of suitable habitat including open
water and riparian habitat within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
bald eagle – Haliaeetus leucocephalus
MSHCP Project. Two localities at Lake Riverside and Lake Hemet would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat
including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water habitat
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian and riverine areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian and riverine areas shall be avoided and
minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,390 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water
habitat would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 2,475 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including riparian
habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River and open water habitat would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Three localities at Lake Riverside, Lake Hemet, and Vail
Lake would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,840 acres
(21%) of suitable habitat including riparian habitat in the Prado Basin/Santa Ana River
and open water habitat would be within the area subject to take authorization.
coastal California gnatcatcher – Polioptila californica californica
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California east of I-15
to De Portola Road. Approximately 63,700 acres (45%) of suitable habitat including
desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to
take authorization include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho
California east of I-15 to De Portola Road, and El Sobrante Landfill. Approximately
70,980 acres (50%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California
east of I-15 to De Portola Road, and El Sobrante Landfill. Approximately 78,450 acres
(56%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Norco Hills, Alessandro Hills, Quail Valley, and Rancho California east of I-15
to De Portola Road, El Sobrante Landfill, Alberhill, North Peak Conservation Bank,
Gavilan Plateau, Canyon Lake, and Sedco Hills. Approximately 112,260 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
least Bell’s vireo – Vireo bellii pusillus
MSHCP Project. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,780 acres (23%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Surveys for least Bell’s
vireo will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. Least Bell’s vireos
located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures
described within Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Riparian areas not included as
part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policies related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon,
Potrero Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,087 acres (33%) of suitable habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands
and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon, Temecula Creek,
Potrero Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,309 acres (35%) of suitable habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands
and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Mockingbird Canyon, Temecula Creek,
Murrieta Creek, Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, San Timoteo Creek, Potrero
Creek, Alberhill Creek, and Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 6,350 acres (52%) of suitable habitat, including riparian
scrub, woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
MAMMALS
San Bernardino kangaroo rat – Dipodomys merriami parvus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,785 acres (32%) of
suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Surveys for San Bernardino
kangaroo rat will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. San Bernardino
kangaroo rats located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
the procedures described within Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Bautista Creek and San Jacinto River would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,357 acres (79%) of
suitable habitat, including coastal sage scrub and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Stephens’ kangaroo rat – Dipodomys stephensi
MSHCP Project. Localities at March Air Reserve Base (ARB), east Riverside (e.g.,
Alessandro Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco
Hills, Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont,
and Double Butte would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
11,850 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east
Riverside (e.g., Alessandro Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun
City, Norco Hills, Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto,
Banning/Beaumont, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Double Butte, and Warm Springs Creek
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,850 acres
(34%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east Riverside (e.g., Alessandro
Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco Hills,
Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont, Cactus
Valley, Badlands, Potrero Valley, Double Butte, Warm Springs Creek, Tule Valley,
Badlands, Reche Canyon, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to
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take authorization. Approximately 14,350 acres (41%) of suitable habitat including
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at March ARB, east Riverside (e.g., Alessandro
Hills), Moreno Valley, Woodcrest, Meade Valley, Perris, Sun City, Norco Hills,
Wildomar, Menifee, Murrieta, Temecula, Hemet, San Jacinto, Banning/Beaumont, Cactus
Valley, Badlands, Double Butte, Warm Springs Creek, Tule Valley, Badlands, Reche
Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, Silverado Ranch, Motte-Rimrock, Wilson Valley, Potrero
Valley, Aguanga, Bautista Creek, North Peak, Sedco Hills, Gavilan Hills/Plateau, and
Sage/Wilson area would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
20,390 acres (59%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
PLANTS
Munz’s onion – Allium munzii
MSHCP Project. Two of the 15 known localities located northeast of Alberhill and on
privately-owned land would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 15,825 acres (42%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemics Plant list
(Section 6.1.3). Surveys will be conducted as part of the project review process for
public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where
suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure
6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Munz’s onions located as a result of survey efforts shall
be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP,
Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 17,430 acres (47%) of primary
habitat in the Plan Area, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular
juniper, and woodlands, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 18,670 acres (50%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Six of the 15 known localities located at Alberhill, De Palma Road,
Bachelor Mountain, North Peak, northeast of Alberhill, and on privately owned land
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,125 acres
(70%) of primary habitat for Munz’s onion in the Plan Area including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper, and woodlands would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document,
this species would not be conserved, and surveys would not be required.
San Diego ambrosia – Ambrosia pumila
MSHCP Project. One of the three known extant localities (east of Lake Street in the City of
Elsinore) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 52,010
(70%) acres of primary habitat in the Plan Area, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization; however, 8,940 acres
of this 52,010 acres would be subject to focused surveys for San Diego ambrosia. Newly
identified populations would be conserved in accordance with the Narrow Endemics
policy described within Section 6.1.3. MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 55,100 (75%) acres of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. All three of the known extant localities at Skunk Hollow,
Alberhill Creek at Nichols Road, and east of Lake Street in the City of Elsinore would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 62,940 (85%) acres of
primary habitat in the Plan Area, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Jacinto Valley crownscale – Atriplex coronata var. notatior
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on
the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for San Jacinto
Valley crownscale will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria
Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Jacinto
Valley crownscale located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance
with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at the San Jacinto River and Alberhill Creek near Lake
Elsinore would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360
acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Nevin’s barberry – Berberis nevinii
MSHCP Project. Three of the 52 known localities (in the City of Riverside, Aguanga, and
Temecula) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,990
acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for Nevin’s barberry
will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species
Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Nevin’s barberry located as a
result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Four of the 52 known localities (in
the City of Riverside, Aguanga, Temecula, and Jurupa Hills) would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,620 acres (39%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five of the 52 known localities (in the City of Riverside,
Aguanga, Temecula, Jurupa Hills, and Badlands) would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 4,920 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in the City of Riverside, Aguanga, Temecula, Jurupa Hills, San
Timoteo/Badlands area, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 9,730 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this
species would not be conserved.
thread-leaved brodiaea – Brodiaea filifolia
MSHCP Project. Nine of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This
is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys will
be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within
the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Thread-leaved brodiaea located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Twenty-two of the 30 occurrences (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
associated with the vernal pools west of Hemet [upper Salt Creek] and associated with
the San Jacinto River) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000
Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Vail Lake ceanothus – Ceanothus ophiochilus
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 3,350 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey
Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys will be conducted as part of the project
review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I). Vail Lake ceanothus located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,870 acres (23%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,130 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Localities at Vail Lake would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 7,720 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Mojave tarplant – Deinandra mohavensis (formerly known as Hemizonia mohavensis)
MSHCP Project. Two of eight occurrences, including along the Banning Idyllwild Panoramic
Highway and within the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 27,850 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 32,200 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 34,300 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Five of eight occurrences, including along the Banning Idyllwild
Panoramic Highway, within the San Jacinto Mountains, and near the San Jacinto River
east of Hemet, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
35,000 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
slender-horned spine flower – Dodecahema leptoceras
MSHCP Project. Of the 27 University of California at Riverside (UCR) database and
herbarium records, 12 of the occurrences at Gavilan Plateau, north of Meadowbrook,
Temescal Canyon, Lake Elsinore, Valle Vista, Agua Tibia Mountains, El Cariso, and east
of State Street south of Hemet would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,950 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. However,
approximately 2,290 acres of the within the area subject to take authorization. Acres
would be subject to focused surveys for slender-horned spine flower. Newly identified
populations would be conserved in accordance with the Narrow Endemics policy. The
policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas would also apply.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,400 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 3,600 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Known localities at Gavilan Plateau, north of Meadowbrook, Temescal
Canyon, Lake Elsinore, Valle Vista, Agua Tibia Mountains, El Cariso, east of State Street
south of Hemet, Bautista Canyon, upper San Jacinto River, Alberhill, Alberhill Creek east
of Lake Elsinore, Railroad Canyon, Vail Lake, and Kolb Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 7,580 acres (67%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development
Document, this species would not be conserved.
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Santa Ana River woollystar – Eriastrum densifolium ssp. Sanctorum
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 910 acres (28%) of primary habitat, including Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 1,180 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,170 acres (67%) of primary habitat in the Plan Area,
including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
San Diego button-celery – Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Although no take of known occurrences would occur as part of the MSHCP, certain areas
located outside the MSHCP Conservation Area may contain vernal pool habitat that could
support this species. Precision is lacking within the vegetation mapping of the MSHCP
database and, therefore, the precise level of impact cannot be quantified at this time.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Parish’s meadowfoam – Limnanthes gracilis var. parishii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Suitable habitat for this species is present outside the MSHCP Conservation Area in
ephemeral wetlands and mima mounds in forest glades and mountain areas. The precise
quantification of impact to this section in these areas outside the MSHCP Conservation
Area cannot be determined at this time.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
spreading navarretia – Navarretia fossalis
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including playas and vernal pools,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow
Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for spreading navarretia will be conducted
as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Spreading
navarretia located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including playas
and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Localities at Skunk Hollow and the San Jacinto River would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this
species would not be conserved.
California Orcutt grass – Orcuttia californica
MSHCP Project. One of five localities (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau) would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,130 acres (14%) of primary habitat,
including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 940 acres (12%) of the affected habitat would be subject to focused
surveys. Newly identified populations would be conserved in accordance with the
Narrow Endemics policy described within Section 6.1.3. MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,000 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,000 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including playas
and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Three of five localities (west of the Santa Rosa Plateau, at Skunk Hollow,
and upper Salt Creek west of Hemet) would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,940 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000
Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Source: October 2000 MSHCP Alternatives Development Document.

Features have been incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize impacts to Listed Covered
Species to the extent feasible. These include assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area
that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at Alberhill, North Peak,
Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco
Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP Area. Criteria-based
Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step policies and the
Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy, and other implementation
strategies as described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, the proposed MSHCP includes policies that would afford additional
protection to some Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species
are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea
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Vail Lake ceanothus
slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass
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Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that is consistent with the conservation
objectives for individual species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For areas containing riparian, riverine, or vernal pool
features that are located outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and
minimization measures, as required as mitigation through the CEQA process or
State/federal regulatory processes, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization
measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting Listed Covered Species.
The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of the
wetland policy.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

peregrine falcon
bald eagle
least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with the process of wetland conservation identified in Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
Additional covered activities inside the Criteria Area that are considered to be allowable
uses within the MSHCP Conservation Area but have not been included in the
quantification of impacts contained in Table 4A are the allowances for development of
single-family homes on existing legal parcels within the Criteria Area and the possible
allowance of agricultural conversion on lands within the Criteria Area up to a maximum
of 10,000 acres.
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Development of individual single-family homes on existing legal parcels (hereinafter
referred to as the “Single-Family Home Expedite Process”), in accordance with existing
land use regulations, is a covered activity within the Criteria Area. An expedited review
process, through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition
Negotiation Process has been developed as part of the MSHCP to assist in determining
the appropriate location of a single-family home or mobile home on an existing legal lot
within the Criteria Area.
If during the review period it is determined that all or part of the property may benefit
the assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area, the Permittee may negotiate with the
property owner to acquire the entire lot or portion thereof or determine which incentives
may apply in order to acquire a conservation easement over that portion of the property
that is not necessary for access road(s) and outside of the building footprint area. If the
Permittee is unable to reach agreement with the property owner concerning the
acquisition of the entire lot or a conservation easement over a portion of the lot upon
completion of the review period, the property owner may proceed with the processing
of the grading or site preparation permit application. However, compliance with the
location of the building footprint area as well as the location of any necessary road(s)
will be required.
Trend data collected from 1995 to mid 2002 suggests that, on average, there is
development of approximately 75 single-family homes on lots averaging approximately
9 acres in size within the Criteria Area on an annual basis. Therefore, the Single-Family
Home Expedite Process will have the potential to affect approximately 675 acres of land
within the Criteria Area annually. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that
approximately 50 percent of that area, or 338 acres, potentially within the area subject
to take authorization by such development will be within areas of sensitive habitat that
are considered desirable for inclusion in the Reserve. This is based on the overall ratio
of Additional Reserve Lands to Criteria Area, which is roughly one half. Based on the
trend data and average parcel size, that 338 acres represents approximately 38 parcels.
It is estimated that the Permittees will be able to successfully negotiate with 75 percent,
or 29 of the 38 property owners through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation
and Acquisition Negotiation Process. Therefore, it is assumed that conservation that
conforms to the Criteria will be achieved on approximately 253 of the 338 acres of land
per year that is potentially within the area subject to take authorization through this
process. It is assumed that the remaining approximately 85 acres will not be developed
in accordance with the Criteria and will become unavailable for conservation on an
annual basis, as a result of the Single-Family Home Expedite Process.
The inability to incorporate into the Reserve approximately 85 acres of land that is
desirable for conservation throughout the Plan Area on an annual basis will not reduce
the overall acreage required for Additional Reserve Lands. So while conservation may
be precluded on an estimated average of 85 acres per year, it is not expected that this
will adversely affect the ability to assemble a viable MSHCP Conservation Area, since
there is adequate additional land within the Criteria Area that could be acquired in lieu
of the areas subject to development under the Single-Family Home Expedite Process.
In addition, annual reporting will determine whether the activity of single-family home
development occurs in a manner that is consistent with the assumptions used for the
MSHCP analysis. The number of grading or site preparation permits for the construction or location of a single-family home or a mobile home on an existing legal lot
located within the Criteria Area will be monitored and reported on at least an annual
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basis in order to insure that appropriate assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area is
occurring. Therefore, no significant impacts on Covered Species will result from the
construction or location or single-family or mobile homes on existing legal lots within
the Criteria Area.
If Section 6.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, conversion of natural lands to agricultural
use, as defined and outlined in that section of the MSHCP, will be allowed as a covered
activity within the Criteria Area, up to an established threshold of 10,000 acres over the
life of the plan ( the “New Agricultural Lands Cap”). Agricultural Operations, as
defined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, include all uses conducted as a normal part of
such operations, provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and
regulations.
To verify the location of the existing Agricultural Operations, the County will establish
a database identifying existing Agricultural Operations (“Existing Agricultural
Operations Database”) on or before the effective date of the Implementing Agreement
or the issuance of the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Authorization. The new
Agricultural Lands Cap of 10,000 acres within the Criteria Area will be applied to
Agricultural Operations that are in addition to the activities recorded in the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database. The 10,000-acre New Agricultural Lands Cap
represents approximately 3 percent of the total acreage that is contained within the
Criteria Area.
To estimate the potential effects of New Agricultural Lands in relation to the MSHCP,
it is assumed that approximately 50 percent of the agricultural conversions that take
place within the Criteria Area will be consistent with the Criteria. Therefore, it is
assumed that approximately 5,000 acres of New Agricultural Lands will occur within
areas considered desirable for conservation under the Criteria. This represents
approximately 1.5 percent of the total Additional Reserve Lands proposed to be acquired
within the Criteria Area. Tracking of MSHCP implementation, and adjustments to
Reserve Assembly strategies as outlined in this section, will provide a mechanism to
ensure that adequate acreage of Additional Reserve Lands is being acquired, and that
appropriate reserve design and configuration are being achieved. Therefore, no
significant biological impacts to Listed Covered Species are anticipated to result from
New Agricultural Lands Cap.
With the combination of impact reduction features incorporated into the Proposed
Project, including reserve configuration, adaptive management and monitoring, and
species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, the Project's impacts to Listed
Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. The Non-Listed Covered Species include 65 of the 83
covered wildlife species and 52 of 63 plant species. The impacts to the 115 Non-Listed
Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information available for
known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed Covered Species
(Table 4C). These impacts vary depending on the species. For example, as shown on
Table 4C, implementation of the proposed take authorization would result in take
authorization for 75 percent of suitable habitat for the burrowing owl. For Santa Rosa
Plateau pool fairy shrimp, approximately 15 percent of suitable habitat occurring outside
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area subject to take authorization.
For certain Non-Listed Covered Species, such as arroyo chub and San Bernardino flying
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squirrel, the precise quantification of the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack
of existing available information regarding these species.
Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
INVERTEBRATES/CRUSTACEANS
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp – Linderiella santarosae
MSHCP Project. No known localities of this species would be impacted. Approximately 1,159
acres (15%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Wetland areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to vernal
pools shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of suitable habitat
including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 4,987 acres (63%) of suitable habitat including playas and vernal
pools would be within the area subject to take authorization.
FISH
arroyo chub – Gila orcutti
MSHCP Project. No known breeding or occupied locality would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 1,870 acres (15%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riverine areas not included
as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riverine areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. The locality that would be within the
area subject to take authorization. is the Santa Margarita River. Approximately 2,115
acres (17%) of suitable habitat including water habitats would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Santa Margarita
River and Murrieta Creek near its confluence with the Santa Margarita River and
Temecula Creek. Approximately 2,205 acres (18%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Santa Margarita
River and Murrieta Creek near its confluence with the Santa Margarita River and
Temecula Creek. Approximately 3,060 acres (25%) of suitable habitat including water
habitats would be within the area subject to take authorization.
AMPHIBIANS
western spadefoot – Scaphiopus hammondii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,162 acres (15%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 348,923 acres (51%) of
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Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Banning, Badlands, area south of Hemet,
Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley, Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta,
Murrieta Hot Springs, El Cerrito, and March Air Reserve Base (ARB). Approximately
2,053 acres (26%) of primary habitat including playas and vernal pools occurring in areas
below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 348,923 acres (51%) of secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurring in areas below 4,900
feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Banning, Badlands, area south of Hemet, Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley,
Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta, Murrieta Hot Springs, El
Cerrito, and March ARB. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of primary habitat including
playas and vernal pools occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 370,193 acres (53%) of secondary
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub occurring in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include Lee
Lake/Alberhill/Elsinore, Antelope Valley, Good Hope, Badlands, Tule Valley, Banning,
Badlands, area south of Hemet, Anza/Sage/Wilson Valley, Moreno Valley, Beaumont,
Canyon Lake, Corona, Murrieta, Murrieta Hot Springs, El Cerrito, Hogbacks, Sedco Hills,
Temescal Wash, Bautista Creek, and March ARB. Approximately 4,897 acres (63%) of
suitable habitat including playas and vernal pools would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 449,328 acres (65%) of secondary habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub occurring
in areas below 4,900 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take authorization.
coast range newt – Taricha tarosa tarosa
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,010 acres (32%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water within
the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion would be in areas subject to take authorization.
Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject
to take authorization within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 4,632 acres (37%)
of primary habitat including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests,
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Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
and water within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion would be in the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of secondary habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 4,536 acres (36%) of primary habitat
including playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 32,069 acres (30%) of
secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
and secondary habitats. Approximately 5,152 acres (41%) of primary habitat including
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, and water would be affected
within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion. Approximately 36,760 acres (34%) of
secondary habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be affected within the Santa Ana Mountains bioregion.
REPTILES
western pond turtle – Clemmys marmorata pallida
MSHCP Project. The incidental take of the western pond turtle is difficult to quantify due to
limited knowledge of its distribution and abundance within the Plan Area. The maximum
level of incidental take of western pond turtle can be anticipated by the loss of habitat.
Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,331 acres (22%) of primary wetland habitat for western pond turtle in the
Plan Area would be within the area subject to take authorization. This includes meadows,
marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 34,068 acres (36%) of
suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 7,200 acres (30%) of primary
wetland habitat, including meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open
water and 37,300 acres (40%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 7,500 acres (32%) of primary wetland habitat, including
meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 39,400 acres
(42%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 10,613 acres (45%) of primary wetland habitat, including
meadows, marsh, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and open water and 50,057 acres
(53%) of suitable adjacent upland habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
coastal western whiptail – Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus
MSHCP Project. Thirty-six of 54 records would be within the area subject to take authorization.
However, of these, 16 are within existing agriculture, and 6 are located in developed or
disturbed habitat. Approximately 182,962 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas
and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject
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Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 197,900 acres (61%) of primary habitat,
including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 209,400 acres (64%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 36 of the 54 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 261,144 acres (80%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail – Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi
MSHCP Project. Seventy-seven of 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 16 are within existing agriculture, and 22 are located
in developed, disturbed land, or water. Approximately 155,483 acres (41%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and
forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 177,400 acres (46%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 192,700 acres (50%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 77 of the 140 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 254,265 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Diego banded gecko – Coleonyx variegatus abbottii
MSHCP Project. Six of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take authorization.
However, of these, one is within existing agriculture, and one is located in developed or
disturbed habitat. Approximately 125,771 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 142,500 acres (52%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 155,100 acres (57%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 6 of the 15 records would be within the area subject to take
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authorization. Approximately 220,157 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
northern red-diamond rattlesnake – Crotalus ruber ruber
MSHCP Project. The incidental take of northern red-diamond rattlesnake is difficult to quantify
due to limited knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that
losses may be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. Thirty-two
of the 52 records would be within the area subject to take authorization. However, of
these, six are within existing agricultural areas, and nine are in residential/urban/exotic/pond areas. Approximately 214,769 acres (39%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited
knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may
be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. At least 32 of the 52
records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 245,900
acres (44%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 265,500 acres (48%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 333,315 acres (60%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
San Bernardino mountain kingsnake – Lampropeltis zonata parvirubra
MSHCP Project. Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 7,571 acres (26%) of primary habitat,
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
San Diego mountain kingsnake – Lampropeltis zonata pulchra
MSHCP Project. Individuals outside the MSHCP Conservation Area would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,723 acres (26%) of primary habitat in the
Plan Area, including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 3,100 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and nonriparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 3,200 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 3,440 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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San Diego horned lizard – Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei
MSHCP Project. Seventy-eight of the 135 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 9 are within existing agriculture, and 20 are located in
developed or disturbed habitat. Approximately 322,536 acres (44%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least seventy-eight of the 135 records would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 358,700 acres (49%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least seventy-eight of the 135 records would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 382,400 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 78 of the 135 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 461,453 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grassland, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
southern sagebrush lizard – Sceloporus graciosus vandenburgianus
MSHCP Project. Eleven of the 26 records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 10,246 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
granite spiny lizard – Sceloporus orcutti
MSHCP Project. Seventy of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. However, of these, 13 are within existing agriculture, and 18 are located
in developed or disturbed habitat. Approximately 237,637 acres (37%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,200 acres (42%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 290,200 acres (45%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper
woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 70 of the 103 records would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 359,284 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper
woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and
forest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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granite night lizard – Xantusia henshawi henshawi
MSHCP Project. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited knowledge of the species
distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may be masked by natural
fluctuations in abundance and distribution. Twenty-eight of the 47 records would be
within the area subject to take authorization. However, of these, five are within existing
developed or disturbed land. Approximately 197,038 acres (40%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Incidental take is difficult to quantify due to limited
knowledge of the species distribution within the Plan Area, and the fact that losses may
be masked by natural fluctuations in abundance and distribution. At least 28 of the 47
records would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 225,800
acres (46%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and non-riparian woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 243,700 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative, except
approximately 314,421 acres (64%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
BIRDS
Cooper’s hawk – Accipiter cooperii
MSHCP Project. Three localities, including Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon, and Santa Rosa
Plateau, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 22,100
acres (29%) of suitable habitat including woodlands and forests, montane coniferous
forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests throughout the MSHCP Plan Area would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented
in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Tucalota Creek, Slater
Canyon, Badlands, and Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 26,545 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including woodlands
and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon, Santa Rosa
Plateau, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, and Temecula Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 27,000 acres (35%) of suitable habitat
including woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Ten localities, including Tucalota Creek, Slater Canyon,
Santa Rosa Plateau, San Timoteo Creek, Temescal Wash, Wasson Canyon, Temecula
Creek, Murrieta Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley, would be within the area subject
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to take authorization. Approximately 29,900 acres (39%) of suitable habitat including
woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
northern goshawk – Accipiter gentilis
MSHCP Project. No nest sites would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest
and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 12,586 acres (27%) of suitable
habitat including montane coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San
Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately12,645 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane
coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 12,590 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including montane
coniferous forest and oak woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
sharp-shinned hawk – Accipiter striatus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization. include
Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, and Woodcrest. Approximately 240,570 acres (about 36%)
of suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and
forests, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Rubidoux, Tucalota
Creek, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 313,820 acres (48%) of suitable habitat
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Badlands, Temecula Creek, Rubidoux,
Tucalota Creek, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately 336,385 acres (about 51%) of
suitable habitat including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Banning, El Cerrito, Sun City, Woodcrest, Badlands, Temecula Creek, Lakeview
Mountains, Sedco Hills, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, Temescal Wash, Rubidoux, Tucalota
Creek, and Murrieta Creek. Approximately 398,495 acres (about 60%) of suitable habitat
including montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
tricolored blackbird (colony) – Agelaius tricolor
MSHCP Project. One recorded breeding site at Hemet Lake would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 60 acres (13%) of primary breeding habitat
including cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands
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and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 193,180 acres (74%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including
playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Impacts to riparian areas
shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitat. Approximately 64 acres (13%) of
primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within
the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 198,905 acres (77%) of secondary foraging
or breeding habitat including playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitat. Localities that would be within the area
subject to take authorization include Hemet Lake, eastern Temecula Creek, and Lakeview
Mountains. Approximately 64 acres (13%) of primary breeding habitat including
cismontane alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 201,775 acres (78%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including
playas and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and
forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitat. Localities that would be affected include
Hemet Lake, Lakeview Mountains, Collier Marsh, Lake Elsinore, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, eastern Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, March ARB, Badlands, and San Timoteo
Creek. Approximately 240 acres (50%) of primary breeding habitat, including cismontane
alkali marsh and freshwater marsh within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 224,980 acres (86%) of secondary foraging or breeding habitat including playas
and vernal pools, agricultural land, grasslands, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow – Aimophila ruficeps canescens
MSHCP Project. Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, and De Portola Road east of Bachelor
Mountain would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 70,980
acres (27%) of primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 245,990 acres (32%) of secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De
Portola Road east of Bachelor Mountain, Wilson Valley, Jurupa Mountains, Vail Lake,
and Estelle Mountain would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 79,085 acres (51%) of primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills,
and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 191,437 acres (55%) of secondary habitat including grassland and
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chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De Portola Road east
of Bachelor Mountain, Jurupa Mountains, Temecula Creek, Wilson Valley, Jurupa
Mountains, Vail Lake, Estelle Mountain, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 87,410 acres (57%) of primary habitat
including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub within
Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 200,565 acres (57%) of
secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Gavilan Plateau, Santa Rosa Plateau, De Portola Road east of
Bachelor Mountain, Jurupa Mountains, Lakeview Mountains, Sedco Hills, Vail Lake,
Badlands, Wasson Canyon, Wilson Valley, Temecula Creek, and the Hogbacks would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 120,030 acres (78%) of
primary habitat including desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 242,510
acres (67%) of secondary habitat including grassland and chaparral within the Riverside
Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
grasshopper sparrow – Ammodramus savannarum
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 93,350 acres (71%) of
suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill grassland within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and
Hogbacks would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 97,085
acres (74%) of suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill
grassland within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and Hogbacks would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 99,885 acres (76%) of
suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill grassland within
the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Alberhill, Temescal Wash, Sedco Hills, and Wasson Canyon
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 111,570 acres
(84%) of suitable habitat including non-native grasslands and Valley and Foothill
grassland within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Bell’s sage sparrow – Amphispiza belli belli
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include a portion of the Badlands, Santa Rosa
Plateau, and Santa Rosa Hills. Approximately 177,440 acres (42%) of suitable habitat
including desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be affected include a portion of
the Badlands, Santa Rosa Plateau, Santa Rosa Hills, and Tenaja Corridor. Approximately
203,033 acres (48%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and
chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and
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Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be affected include the Badlands, Santa Rosa
Plateau, Santa Rosa Hills, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson Valley, and Aguanga.
Approximately 218,749 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including desert scrub, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana
Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Santa Rosa Plateau, Santa Rosa
Hills, Jurupa Mountains, Wasson Canyon, Sedco Hills, Hogbacks, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, Tule Valley, Lakeview Mountains, Badlands, Motte-Rimrock, Gavilan
Hills, Reche Canyon, San Timoteo Creek, Temecula Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Creek,
and Tenaja Corridor. Approximately 282,180 acres (67%) of suitable habitat including
desert scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto
Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
golden eagle – Aquila chrysaetos
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be affected include Double Butte and the hills east of
Sun City. Approximately 332,970 acres (43%) of suitable habitat including grasslands,
playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands
and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be affected include Double
Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, and hills north of
Aguanga west of SR-371. Approximately 371,624 acres (48%) of suitable habitat
including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, oak woodlands and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Double Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, and
hills north of Aguanga and west of SR-371. Approximately 393,375 acres (51%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Double Butte, the hills east of Sun City, Badlands, Vail Lake, Wilson Valley, hills
north of Aguanga and west of SR-371, Alberhill, Meadowbrook, and Sedco Hills.
Approximately 478,100 acres (81%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and
vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests,
coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
great blue heron – Ardea herodias
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. No impacts to rookeries would occur. Approximately 2,840
acres (22%) of primary habitat including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,160 acres (14%) of
foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the
MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and
vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to
riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented
in that policy.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 4,150 acres (33%) of primary habitat
including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,053 acres (26%) of foraging habitat including playas and
vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 4,375 acres (34%) of primary habitat including freshwater
marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,055 acres (26%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools,
and cismontane alkali marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Collier Marsh, Wasson Canyon, Temecula Creek, Murrieta Creek,
San Timoteo Creek, Temescal Wash, Lake Elsinore, and Vail Lake. Approximately 6,580
acres (52%) of primary habitat including freshwater marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland
and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,000 acres (63%) of
foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would be
affected throughout the MSHCP Area.
burrowing owl – Athene cunicularia hypugaea
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Valle Vista, the area west of the Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area
(Long Canyon and De Portola Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont,
Banning, Murrieta, and Double Butte. Approximately 82,490 acres (75%) of primary
habitat including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 101,400 acres (82%) of secondary
habitat including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside
Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization. This species
is on the Additional Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for this species will be
conducted prior to disturbance for all public and private projects where suitable habitat is
present. Burrowing owl localities found as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Valle Vista, the area west of the Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto,
Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola Road), March ARB, the Moreno
Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte, upper Menifee Valley, east of
Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa,
west of Hemet, and Tucalota Creek. Approximately 85,790 acres (78%) of primary habitat
including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 102,293 acres (83%) of secondary habitat
including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be affected include Valle Vista, the area west of the
Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola
Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte,
upper Menifee Valley, east and south of Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis
Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa, west of Hemet, Tucalota Creek, and the Lakeview
Mountains. Approximately 88,265 acres (80%) of primary habitat including grasslands
within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 102,293acres (83%) of secondary habitat including
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agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be affected include Valle Vista, the area west of the
Jurupa Mountains, San Jacinto, Rancho California area (Long Canyon and De Portola
Road), March ARB, the Moreno Valley area, Beaumont, Banning, Murrieta, Double Butte,
upper Menifee Valley, east and south of Lake Skinner, Corona, Riverside, Santa Gertrudis
Creek, Potrero Valley, east of Jurupa, west of Hemet, Tucalota Creek, the Lakeview
Mountains, Gavilan Plateau, Good Hope, Badlands, and Alberhill. Approximately 95,310
acres (87%) of primary habitat including grasslands within the Riverside Lowlands
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 206,120
acres (88%) of secondary habitat including agricultural fields, and playas and vernal pools
within the Riverside Lowlands bioregion would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
American bittern – Botaurus lentiginosus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas surrounding Hemet Lake and Lake Riverside, would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 60 acres (13%) of suitable habitat including freshwater
marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included
as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities at Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula Creek,
Lake Elsinore, Collier Marsh, Temescal Wash, and Vail Lake would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 230 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including
freshwater marsh would be within the area subject to take authorization.
ferruginous hawk – Buteo regalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 257,290 acres (64%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal
pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular
juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within Riverside Lowlands
and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the Badlands and Sage would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 270,295 acres (67%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and
vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in the Badlands, Sage, and Lakeview Mountains would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 280,630 acres (70%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh,
playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests within
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Localities in the Badlands, Sage, Lakeview Mountains, Temecula, and
Murrieta would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 338,000
acres (84%) of suitable habitat including agricultural field crops, grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, and riparian scrub, woodland and forests
within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
cactus wren – Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake. Approximately 63,700 acres (45%) of suitable habitat
including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal sage scrub within
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Badlands, and Wilson Valley.
Approximately 70,777 acres (50%) of suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Sage, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, and Vail Lake east to Sage. Approximately 78,560 acres (56%) of
suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek west of Vail Lake, Sage, Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Wilson
Valley, Aguanga, and Vail Lake east to Sage. Approximately 112,260 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, desert scrub, and coastal
sage scrub within Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
turkey vulture (breeding) – Cathartes aura
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 342,360 acres (43%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Potrero and Wilson Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 426,325 acres (53%) of
suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest, coastal sage
scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Potrero, Wilson Valley, Lakeview Mountains, and the
Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 452,590
acres (57%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, montane coniferous forest,
coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Potrero, Wilson Valley, Lakeview Mountains, Santa Rosa
Plateau, and the Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 487,510 acres (61%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and
vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests,
montane coniferous forest, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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northern harrier (breeding) – Circus cyaneus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest. Approximately
105,380 acres (68%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh,
freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 179,480 acres
(64%) of secondary foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National
Forest, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 110,445 acres
(71%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh,
playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 187,845 acres (66%) of secondary
foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest, Temecula
Creek, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson Valley. Approximately 111,570 acres
(73%) of primary breeding habitat including cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh,
playas and vernal pools, and grasslands throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 196,360 acres (69%) of secondary
foraging or wintering habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Garner Range Allotment within the San Bernardino National Forest, Temecula
Creek, Vail Lake, Lake Elsinore/Collier Marsh, Badlands, Sage, Anza Valley, and Wilson
Valley. Approximately 129,430 acres (83%) of primary breeding habitat including
cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands
throughout the MSHCP Area would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 237,060 acres (83%) of secondary foraging or wintering habitat including
agricultural lands (field crops), Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
black swift (breeding) – Cypseloides niger
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of suitable habitat
including deciduous woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within the San
Jacinto Mountains and San Bernardino Mountains bioregions would be subject to take
authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
yellow warbler – Dendroica petechia brewsteri
MSHCP Project. The locality that would be within the area subject to take authorization is the
Santa Rosa Plateau. Approximately 12,710 acres (27%) of suitable habitat including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
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Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected
include the Santa Rosa Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, and Tucalota Creek.
Approximately 15,340 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be affected include the Santa Rosa
Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River, Tucalota Creek, and Temecula Creek.
Approximately 15,800 acres (34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Santa Rosa Plateau, Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River,
Tucalota Creek, Temecula Creek, San Timoteo Creek, Wilson Creek, Alberhill Creek, San
Jacinto River, Temescal Canyon, Wasson Canyon, Murrieta Creek, Vail Lake, and
Bautista Creek. Approximately 19,020 acres (41%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodland and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
white-tailed kite – Elanus leucurus
MSHCP Project. One of 11 core breeding areas in the Santa Rosa Plateau area and one of two
winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 390,460 acres (58%) of foraging habitat
including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools,
freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral
within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,730 acres (33%)
of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation
Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas
presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall
be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa
Rosa Plateau, Temescal Wash, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, and Vail Lake and one
of two winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 414,445 acres (62%) of
foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas
and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,840 acres (40%) of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Temescal Wash, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley and one
of two winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 431,290 acres (64%) of
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foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas
and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub,
and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,205 acres (41%) of breeding habitat including peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Six of 11 core breeding areas, including the Santa Rosa Plateau, Temescal
Wash, Wasson Canyon, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, and Wilson Valley
and both of the winter roost areas in the Murrieta Hot Springs area of French Valley and
San Timoteo Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
517,090 acres (77%) of foraging habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands,
cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, freshwater marsh, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, and chaparral within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 15,760 acres (53%) of breeding habitat including
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
California horned lark – Eremophila alpestris actia
MSHCP Project. The Moreno Valley/March ARB locality would be within the area subject to
take authorization as well as a portion of a locality within the Murrieta/Murrieta Hot
Springs area. About 284,800 acres (65%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands
(field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs
area, north of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley
area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, and the Badlands. About 298,220 acres (68%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs area, north
of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, the Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Hemet, Temecula/Rancho
California, Valle Vista, Anza Valley, and Reche Canyon. About 309,857 acres (71%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali
marsh, playas and vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Moreno Valley/March ARB area, Murrieta/Murrieta Hot Springs area, north
of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, south of Lake Riverside, greater Wilson Valley area, Domenigoni Valley, Menifee, the Badlands, Lakeview Mountains, Hemet, Temecula/Rancho
California, Valle Vista, Anza Valley, Reche Canyon, San Timoteo Creek, Wildomar,
Bautista Creek, and Wilson Creek. About 366,260 acres (84%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and
vernal pools, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be affected
throughout the MSHCP Area.
merlin – Falco columbarius
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 302,430 acres (61%) of suitable habitat
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including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater
marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal
sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests,
and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include the Jurupa Hills and Wilson Valley. Approximately 341,875 acres
(67%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Jurupa Hills, Wilson Valley, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately
355,847 acres (72%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include the Jurupa Hills, Wilson Valley, and Lakeview Mountains. Approximately
394,390 acres (79%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands (field crops),
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and oak woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
prairie falcon (breeding) – Falco mexicanus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, and Double Butte, would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 182,490 acres (56%) of suitable
habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning,
Hemet, Double Butte, Sage, and Cactus Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 197,535 acres (61%) of suitable habitat including
grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, Double Butte,
Sage, Cactus Valley, and Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 209,215 acres (65%) of suitable habitat including
grasslands, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
coastal sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in Moreno Valley, Beaumont/Banning, Hemet, Double Butte,
Sage, Cactus Valley Lakeview Mountains, Gavilan Plateau, French Valley, Vail Lake, and
upper Salt Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
260,340 acres (80%) of suitable habitat including grasslands, playas and vernal pools,
desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and coastal sage scrub would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
yellow-breasted chat – Icteria virens
MSHCP Project. The locality that would be within the area subject to take authorization is
Canyon Lake. Approximately 2,780 acres (22%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills
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bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita
River and its tributaries, and Potrero Creek. Approximately 4,085 acres (33%) of suitable
habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and
San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, Potrero Creek, and Temecula Creek. Approximately 4,310 acres (35%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside
Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Canyon Lake, Tucalota Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, Potrero Creek, Temecula Creek, San Timoteo Creek, San Jacinto River,
Bautista Creek, and Wilson Creek. Approximately 6,350 acres (52%) of suitable habitat
including riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
loggerhead shrike – Lanius ludovicianus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, and Homeland/Winchester/Menifee.
Approximately 318,540 acres (66%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands,
grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands,
San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, Quail
Valley, and areas north of Alberhill. Approximately 333,380 acres (67%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal
pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains
bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include W ildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley,
Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek,
areas north of Alberhill, Quail Valley, Temecula, and Temecula Creek. Approximately
344,870 acres (71%) of suitable habitat including agricultural lands, grasslands,
cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands, San
Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Wildomar, areas around San Jacinto, Moreno Valley, Homeland/Winchester/Menifee, Badlands, Sage, areas east of Vail Lake, Wilson Creek, areas
north of Alberhill, Quail Valley, Temecula, Temecula Creek, Wasson Canyon, and
Gavilan Plateau. Approximately 403,910 acres (83%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural lands, grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, playas and vernal pools, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, coastal sage scrub, peninsular juniper woodland
and scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and oak woodlands and forests within the
Riverside Lowlands, San Jacinto Foothills, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Lincoln’s sparrow (breeding) – Melospiza lincolnii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 580 acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat
including meadow, montane riparian, and riparian scrub habitats within the San
Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 219,670 acres (54%) of wintering habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper
woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and
impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the
procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula,
and Murrieta would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 580
acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat including meadow, montane riparian, and riparian
scrub habitats within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 241,975 acres
(59%) of wintering habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater
marsh, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland
and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San
Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula, Murrieta, and
Lakeview Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 580 acres (55%) of suitable breeding habitat including meadow, montane riparian,
and riparian scrub habitats within the San Bernardino Mountains and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 256,710 acres (63%) of wintering habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and
forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub within the
Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitat. Localities in Canyon Lake, Temecula, Murrieta, Lakeview
Mountains, Wilson Valley, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 650 acres (62%) of suitable breeding habitat including
meadow, montane riparian, and riparian scrub habitats within the San Bernardino
Mountains and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 334,460 acres (82%) of wintering habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, freshwater marsh, peninsular juniper woodland,
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riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodland and forest, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
black-crowned night heron – Nycticorax nycticorax
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas in Winchester, Moreno Valley, and Woodcrest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization. No take of nesting colonies will occur. Approximately 2,840 acres
(22%) of primary habitat for breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and
riparian scrub, woodland and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization. An additional
1,160 acres (14%) of secondary habitat (foraging) including playas, vernal pools, and
cismontane alkali marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in
Winchester, Moreno Valley, Cajalco Creek, and Woodcrest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,150 acres (33%) of primary habitat for
breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. An additional 2,053 acres (26%) of
secondary habitat (foraging) including playas and vernal pools and cismontane alkali
marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in Winchester, Moreno Valley,
Cajalco Creek, Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, and Woodcrest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 4,375 acres (35%) of primary habitat for
breeding and foraging including freshwater marsh and riparian scrub, woodland and
forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization. An additional 2,053 acres (26%) of
secondary habitat (foraging) including playas and vernal pools and cismontane alkali
marsh would also be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary and secondary habitats. Localities in Winchester, Moreno Valley,
Cajalco Creek, Temecula Creek, Canyon Lake, Temescal Wash, San Timoteo Creek, San
Jacinto River, and Woodcrest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 6,580 acres (52%) of primary habitat for breeding and foraging including
freshwater marsh and riparian scrub woodland and forests within the Riverside Lowlands
and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
An additional 5,000 acres (63%) of secondary habitat (foraging) including playas, vernal
pools, and cismontane alkali marsh would also be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Macgillvray’s warbler – Oporornis tolmiei
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. About 240,570 acres (36%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian
areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the
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MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa
Rosa Plateau, Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, and Wilson Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. About 275,865 acres (42%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, Wilson Valley, and Temecula Creek would
be within the area subject to take authorization. About 294,725 acres (45%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, montane coniferous forest,
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Murrieta, Canyon Lake, Wilson Valley, Wasson Canyon, Lake
Elsinore, and Temecula Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
About 365,800 acres (55%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
desert scrub, montane coniferous forest, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, and oak woodlands and forests would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
mountain quail – Oreortyx pictus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 93,800 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest
within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana Mountains, and
Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake,
and Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 106,970 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands
and forests, and montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San
Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake, and Santa Rosa
Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 112,550
acres (34%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and montane
coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, Santa Ana
Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in Wilson Valley, Temecula, Canyon Lake, Lake Elsinore, and
Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
113,600 acres (35%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, woodlands and forests, and
montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains,
Santa Ana Mountains, and Desert Transition bioregions would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
osprey – Pandion haliaetus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Hemet Lake and Canyon Lake, would be within the area subject to take
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authorization. Approximately 2,140 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of
the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in
accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitats. Approximately 2,385 acres (13%) of suitable
habitat including open water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation
communities within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitats. Approximately 2,480 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open
water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the
Prado Basin and Santa Ana River, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Vail Lake, and Canyon Lake
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,840 acres (21%)
of suitable habitat including open water habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland
vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and Santa Ana River would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
double-crested cormorant – Phalacrocorax auritus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Hemet Lake and Lake Riverside, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 2,180 acres (12%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area
would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented
in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided
and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake
Riverside, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,425 acres (13%) of suitable habitat including open water habitat
throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and
Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula
Creek, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 2,520 acres (14%) of suitable habitat including open water habitat
throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado Basin and
Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Hemet Lake, Lake Riverside, Temecula
Creek, San Timoteo Creek, and Wilson Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 3,920 acres (21%) of suitable habitat including open water
habitat throughout the Plan Area and wetland vegetation communities within the Prado
Basin and Santa Ana River where nesting occurs would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
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downy woodpecker – Picoides pubescens
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,710 acres (about 27%) of suitable habitat
including riparian scrub, woodland and forest and open water would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 15,340 acres (about 33%) of suitable
habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest and open water would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at Potrero Creek and Santa Margarita River and
its tributaries would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
15,800 acres (about 34%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest
and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at Potrero Creek, Santa Margarita River and its
tributaries, San Timoteo Creek, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Railroad Canyon,
Temescal Wash, and Wilson Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 21,020 acres (about 45%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub,
woodland and forest and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization.
white-faced ibis – Plegadis chihi
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Lake Riverside, and Moreno Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 60 acres (15%) of primary habitat including freshwater
marsh and 186,500 acres (76%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal pools,
agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and riparian scrub,
woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 64 acres (16%) of
primary habitat including freshwater marsh and 191,920 acres (77%) of foraging habitat
including playas and vernal pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane
alkali marsh, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland
bioregion would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary and secondary habitats. Approximately 64 acres (16%) of primary habitat
including freshwater marsh and 194,605 acres (80%) of foraging habitat including playas
and vernal pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
and secondary habitats. Approximately 160 acres (40%) of primary habitat including
freshwater marsh and 211,160 acres (86%) of foraging habitat including playas and vernal
pools, agricultural lands (field crops), grasslands, cismontane alkali marsh, and riparian
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scrub, woodland and forest within the Riverside Lowland bioregion would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
purple martin – Progne subis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 17,810 acres (28%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest,
and oak woodland and forest within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San
Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Approximately18,945 acres (30%)
of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous
forest, and oak woodland and forest within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana
Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitats. Approximately 19,150 acres (31%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest, and oak woodland and forest
within the San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and
San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitats. Approximately 20,890 acres (33%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, montane coniferous forest, and oak woodland and forest within the
San Jacinto Foothills, Santa Ana Mountains, San Bernardino Mountains, and San Jacinto
Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Williamson’s sapsucker – Sphyrapicus thyroideus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 12,270 acres (27%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and montane coniferous forest within the San
Bernardino and San Jacinto Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California spotted owl – Strix occidentalis occidentalis
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 16,000 acres (28%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within
the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities east of the Santa Rosa Plateau would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 16,725 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including oak woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within
the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
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Existing Reserves. Localities east of the Santa Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 17,300 acres (30%) of suitable habitat including oak
woodlands and forests and montane coniferous forest within the San Bernardino
Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
tree swallow – Tachycineta bicolor
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 14,580 acres (25%) of
suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests,
and open water would be within the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not
included as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related
to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP,
Volume I, and impacts to riparian areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with
the procedures presented in that policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley,
Santa Rosa Plateau West, and Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 17,455 acres (30%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley, Santa Rosa Plateau
West, Temecula Creek, and Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 18,005 acres (31%) of suitable habitat including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, oak woodlands and forests, and open water would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Sage, Wilson Valley, Santa Rosa Plateau
West, Temecula Creek, Valle Vista, Wasson Canyon, Vail Lake, Murrieta Creek, and
Temescal Wash would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
22,080 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, oak
woodlands and forests, and open water would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Nashville warbler – Vermivora ruficapilla
MSHCP Project. Localities at Moreno Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 240,570 acres (36%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley and
Tucalota Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
313,815 acres (48%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak
woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley, Temecula Creek, and
Tucalota Creek, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
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336,385 acres (51%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak
woodlands and forests, and montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities in Moreno Valley, Sedco Hills, Temecula Creek,
Wilson Creek, Tucalota Creek, and Banning, Approximately 365,800 acres (55%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, riparian scrub,
woodland and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, oak woodlands and forests, and
montane coniferous forest would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Wilson’s warbler – Wilsonia pusilla
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within the March ARB and Quail Valley, would be subject to take authorization.
Approximately 71,030 acres (26%) of breeding habitat including montane meadow,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 219,680 acres (53%) of transient movement habitat including grassland,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forests
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Riparian areas not included as part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area would be subject to the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas presented in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I, and impacts to riparian
areas shall be avoided and minimized in accordance with the procedures presented in that
policy.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail
Valley, the Badlands, Temescal Wash, Temecula Creek, and Wilson Creek would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 81,805 acres (30%) of
breeding habitat including montane meadow, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino
Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 243,365 acres (59%) of transient
movement habitat including grassland, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto
Foothills bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail Valley, the Badlands,
Temecula Creek, Temescal Wash, and Wilson Creek would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 86,803 acres (32%) of breeding habitat including
montane meadow, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian scrub, woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto
Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 258,507 acres (63%) of transient movement habitat
including grassland, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper
woodland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
woodlands and forests within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities at March ARB, Quail Valley, Temescal Wash,
Bautista Creek, Gavilan Hills, Murrieta Creek, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Wildomar,

4.1-58

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
Badlands, and San Timoteo Creek would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 86,730 acres (32%) of breeding habitat including montane meadow,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and riparian scrub,
woodlands and forests within the San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 336,460 acres (82%) of transient movement habitat including grassland,
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, peninsular juniper woodland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forests
within the Riverside Lowlands and San Jacinto Foothills bioregions would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
MAMMALS
coyote – Canis latrans
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 495,066 acres (50%) of suitable habitat
including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands,
meadows and marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 538,215 acres (55%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands,
meadows and marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
playas and vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 560,250 acres (57%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadows and
marshes, montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and
vernal pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 653,195 acres (66%) of suitable habitat including agricultural
lands, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadows and marshes,
montane coniferous forest, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal
pools, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse – Chaetodipus fallax fallax
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
localities in the Domenigoni Valley, would be subject to take authorization. Approximately 323,457 acres (44%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the Potrero Valley, Vail Lake, Anza, and
Cactus Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
360,780 acres (49%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities in the Gavilan Hills, Badlands, Sage, Vail Lake, Anza, Cactus
Valley, Crown Valley, and Aguanga would be within the area subject to take authoriza-
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tion. Approximately 382,360 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities in the Gavilan Hills, Badlands, Potrero Valley, Sage, Vail Lake,
Anza, Cactus Valley, Crown Valley, and Aguanga would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 462,260 acres (63%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Dulzura kangaroo rat – Dipodomys simulans
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 146,632 acres (42%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
and peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 166,790 acres (48%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 180,355 acres (52%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 242,135 acres (70%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and peninsular juniper
woodland occurring below 2,600 feet in elevation would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Aguanga kangaroo rat – Dipodomys merriami collinus
MSHCP Project. No currently known localities of this species would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 1,324 acres (19%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and
grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the southeastern portion of the Plan Area,
including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This species is on the Criteria Area
Survey List (Section 6.3.2) and surveys for this species will be conducted prior to
disturbance for all public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present. Aguanga kangaroo rat localities found as a result of survey efforts shall
be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP,
Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities in the vicinity of Sage would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,245 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the southeastern portion of the
Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo
Seco, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Temecula Creek, Aguanga, Tule Creek, and Sage. Approximately 4,490 acres
(67%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages in the
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southeastern portion of the Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek, Wilson
Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization
include Aguanga, Sage, Temecula Creek, Tule Creek and Wilson Creek. Approximately
6,624 acres (97%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and grasslands within and adjacent to drainages
in the southeastern portion of the Plan Area, including Temecula Creek, Tule Creek,
Wilson Creek, Kolb Creek, and Arroyo Seco, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
mountain lion – Puma concolor
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 131,933 acres (29%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and
forests would be within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains,
Desert Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto
Mountains, and Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 151,400 acres (34%) of suitable
habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
suitable habitat. Approximately 160,005 acres (35%) of suitable habitat including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests would be
within the area subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert
Transition, San Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and
Santa Ana Mountains bioregions.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to suitable
habitat. Approximately 197,880 acres (44%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization in the Agua Tibia Mountains, Desert Transition, San
Bernardino Mountains, San Jacinto Foothills, San Jacinto Mountains, and Santa Ana
Mountains bioregions.
San Bernardino flying squirrel – Glaucomys sabrinus californicus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,404 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including broad-leaved upland forest, Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, montane coniferous forest, and Southern
California white fir and subalpine coniferous forests would be within the area subject to
take authorization in the San Jacinto Mountains bioregion. This species is on the Criteria
Area Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for this species will be conducted prior to
disturbance for all public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present. San Bernardino flying squirrel localities found as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the procedures described within Section
6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to suitable habitat. Approximately 9,404 acres (33%) of suitable habitat
including broad-leaved upland forest, Jeffrey pine, lodgepole pine, lower montane
coniferous forest, mixed evergreen forest, montane coniferous forest, and Southern
California white fir and subalpine coniferous forests would be within the area subject to
take authorization n the San Jacinto Mountains bioregion.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit – Lepus californicus bennettii
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
subject to take authorization. Approximately 183,412 acres (56%) of suitable habitat
including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas
and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Localities at Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley,
Badlands, Vail Lake, and Anza Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 217,950 acres (67%) of suitable habitat including coastal
sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal pools,
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Localities at Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley, Badlands, Vail Lake,
Aguanga, and Anza Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 231,470 acres (71%) of suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert
scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland and scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Wildomar, Sedco Hills, Sage, Wilson Valley, Tule Valley,
Gavilan Hills, Jurupa Hills, Badlands, Vail Lake, Aguanga, and Anza Valley would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 261,145 acres (80%) of
suitable habitat including coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, juniper woodland
and scrub, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
bobcat – Lynx rufus
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 347,117 acres (43%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, and Aguanga, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 381,600 acres (47%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Aguanga, and the Badlands, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 404,200 acres (50%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Aguanga, the Badlands, Anza Valley, and Vail
Lake, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 496,523
acres (61%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub,
grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian habitat, coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
long-tailed weasel – Mustela frenata
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley, Norco, and
Temecula, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 490,675
acres (51%) of suitable habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub,
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley,
Cherry Valley, Norco, Temecula, the Badlands, and Warm Springs Creek, would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 522,300 acres (54%) of suitable
habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, meadow,
playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley,
Norco, Temecula, the Badlands and Warm Springs Creek, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 545,000 acres (56%) of suitable habitat including
agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands, meadow, playas and vernal
pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Moreno Valley, Beaumont, Riverside, Pedley, Cherry Valley, Norco,
Temecula, the Badlands, Warm Springs Creek, San Timoteo Creek, and Alberhill would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 645,123 acres (67%) of
suitable habitat including agricultural land, chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grasslands,
meadow, playas and vernal pools, peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, montane coniferous forests,
and woodlands and forests would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Diego desert woodrat – Neotoma lepida intermedia
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 218,955 acres (38%) of
suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and
scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Sage and the Badlands, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 250,400 acres (43%) of suitable habitat
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Sage and the Badlands would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 270,300 acres (46%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Sage, the Badlands, and Vail Lake, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 338,197 acres (58%) of suitable habitat including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, desert scrub, juniper woodland and scrub, and Riversidean alluvial fan
sage scrub would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Los Angeles pocket mouse – Perognathus longimembris brevinasus
MSHCP Project. Localities that would be within the area subject to take authorization include
Double Butte, March ARB, and the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot Springs Road.
Approximately 19,508 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including drainages with sandy soils
occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This species is on the Criteria Area Survey List (Section 6.3.2). Surveys
for this species will be conducted prior to disturbance for all public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present. Los Angeles pocket mouse
localities found as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with the
procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I. Additional conservation
of suitable habitat may occur with protection of wetlands as described in the wetlands
policy presented in Section 6.1.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the
area subject to take authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment
of Murrieta Hot Springs Road, Cactus Valley, Potrero Valley, Tucalota Creek, and
Cahuilla Creek. Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable habitat including drainages
with sandy soils occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot
Springs Road, Cactus Valley, Potrero Valley, Aguanga, Temecula Creek, Reche Canyon,
Warm Springs Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Valley, Cahuilla Creek, and San Gorgonio.
Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable habitat including drainages with sandy soils
occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub, playas and vernal pools, and grasslands would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and suitable habitats. Localities that would be within the area subject to take
authorization include Double Butte, March ARB, the eastern segment of Murrieta Hot
Springs Road, San Jacinto River, Cactus Valley, Silverado Ranch, Potrero Valley,
Aguanga, Temecula Creek, Vail Lake, Valle Vista, Reche Canyon, Warm Springs Creek,
Murrieta Creek, French Valley, San Timoteo Creek, Tucalota Creek, Tule Valley, Cahuilla
Creek, Wilson Creek, and San Gorgonio. Approximately 38,353 acres (74%) of suitable
habitat including drainages with sandy soils occurring in chaparral, Riversidean sage
scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, playas and vernal pools, and
grasslands would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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brush rabbit – Sylvilagus bachmani
MSHCP Project. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Banning/Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 223,195 acres (37%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, and the
Badlands would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 254,300
acres (42%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
including areas within Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, the Badlands, and Lakeview
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 274,200
acres (45%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial
fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Individuals occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, including
areas within Anza Valley, Banning/Beaumont, Sage, Calimesa, the Badlands, Lakeview
Mountains, Alberhill, and Vail Lake would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 340,814 acres (56%) of suitable habitat including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, and woodlands and forest would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
PLANTS
Yucaipa onion – Allium marvinii
MSHCP Project. It is not known whether the one historic location is included within the
MSHCP Conservation Area; however, this potential habitat is included within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area. Conservation of this potential habitat and one historic
known location, if still extant and not located in the MSHCP Conservation Area, will be
addressed in accordance with the procedures presented in the Narrow Endemic Plant
Species policy described in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP, Volume I. Approximately 2,460
acres (67%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,500 acres (68%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,600 acres (71%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 2,790 acres (77%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Johnston’s rock cress – Arabis johnstonii
MSHCP Project. Two of the 19 known localities within the San Jacinto Mountains would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 11,810 acres (25%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, montane coniferous forest and peninsular juniper and
woodlands, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Johnston’s rock cress will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
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Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I).
Johnston’s rock cress that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Rainbow manzanita – Arctostaphylos rainbowensis
MSHCP Project. Seventeen of the 32 recorded localities, including the Temecula and Pechanga
locations, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 29,920
acres (45%) of primary habitat, including chaparral ,would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 34,500 acres (51%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 36,900 acres (55%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 44,860 acres (67%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Jaeger’s milk-vetch – Astragalus pachypus var. jaegeri
MSHCP Project. Three of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont and the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 223,800
acres (48%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and
woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Four of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills
of the Agua Tibia Mountains, and Sage would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 246,800 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Four of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains, and Sage would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 263,400 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Twelve of the 18 occurrences at Beaumont, the foothills of the Agua Tibia
Mountains, Sage, Aguanga Valley, Vail Lake, and Potrero Creek would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 335,600 acres (71%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, and woodlands and forests, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Parish’s brittlescale – Atriplex parishii
MSHCP Project. One of the three localities, Winchester Valley, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat,
including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section
6.3.2). Surveys for Parish’s brittlescale will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is
present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I). Parish’s brittlescale that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the three localities, Winchester Valley and the San Jacinto River,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%)
of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives Development
Document, this species would not be conserved.
Davidson’s saltscale – Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii
MSHCP Project. No locality of Davidson’s saltscale would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This
is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for
Davidson’s saltscale will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area
Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Davidson’s saltscale
that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,115 acres (26%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at the San Jacinto River, Nichols Road, and near Murrieta Hot
Springs would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres
(65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Orcutt’s brodiaea – Brodiaea orcuttii
MSHCP Project. Two occurrences in the vicinity of Murrieta Hot Springs and west of the Santa
Rosa Plateau would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Three occurrences in the vicinity of Murrieta Hot Springs, west of the Santa
Rosa Plateau, and along the San Jacinto River would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Munz’s mariposa lily – Calochortus palmeri var. munzii
MSHCP Project. Four of the 14 localities within the San Jacinto Mountains would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 9,880 acres (23%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, meadow, and montane coniferous forests, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section
6.1.3). Surveys for Munz’s mariposa lily will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey
area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Munz’s mariposa lily that is located as a
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result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Plummer’s mariposa lily – Calochortus plummerae
MSHCP Project. Eight of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning, 2 miles south of Calimesa,
in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley Road north of Highway 74 in
the San Jacinto Mountains, and at the head of Banning Canyon along the San Gorgonio
River – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 64,630
acres (28%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Nine of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning,
2 miles south of Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley
Road north of Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning Canyon
along the San Gorgonio River and in the Jurupa Hills – would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 73,500 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Ten of the 17 known occurrences – near Banning, 2 miles south of
Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May Valley Road north of
Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning Canyon along the San
Gorgonio River, in the Jurupa Hills, and in Reche Canyon – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 78,300 acres (34%) of primary habitat for
Plummer’s mariposa lily in the Plan Area including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane
coniferous forests, and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Ten of the 17 known occurrences of Plummer’s mariposa lily – near
Banning, two miles south of Calimesa, in the Badlands southwest of Beaumont, along May
Valley Road north of Highway 74 in the San Jacinto Mountains, at the head of Banning
Canyon along the San Gorgonio River, in the Jurupa Hills, and in Reche Canyon – would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 111,840 acres (48%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, montane coniferous forests, and
woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
intermediate mariposa lily – Calochortus weedii var. intermedius
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 147,550 acres (43%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 167,100 acres (49%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 181,800 acres (53%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. One of two localities (Vail Lake) would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 239,150 acres (70%) of primary habitat, including chaparral
and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Payson’s jewelflower – Caulanthus simulans
MSHCP Project. Aguanga, one of six occurrences in the Plan Area, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 46,380 acres (33%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Two occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga and at
Billy Goat Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 53,220 acres (38%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Three occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga, at Billy Goat Mountain,
and at Tule Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 57,100 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. All six occurrences – in the vicinity of Aguanga, at Billy Goat Mountain,
at Tule Valley and at Lewis Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 91,390 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, and peninsular juniper woodland and scrub, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
peninsular spine flower – Chorizanthe leptotheca
MSHCP Project. Twelve of 17 occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic, requires
verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon, Hemet, and
Temescal Canyon would be within the area subject to take authorization. Of the seven
unmapped locations, three locations occurring at Hemet Lake, Good Hope, and Cahuilla
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 78,150 acres (27%)
of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 88,600 acres (31%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Fourteen of 17 occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic,
requires verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon,
Hemet, Temescal Canyon, and Aguanga Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Of the seven unmapped locations, three locations occurring at Hemet Lake,
Good Hope and Cahuilla would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 94,400 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. All occurrences at Valle Vista, Garner Valley (historic, requires
verification), Hemet Lake, Gavilan Plateau, Bautista Canyon, Reche Canyon, Hemet,
Temescal Canyon, Aguanga Valley, and Kolb Creek would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Of the seven unmapped locations, six locations occurring at Hemet
Lake, Good Hope, Cahuilla, Kolb Creek at Highway 79, and Vail Lake would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 102,010 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Parry’s spine flower – Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi
MSHCP Project. Thirty-two of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
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Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, and Highgrove – would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 127,100 acres (37%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the
vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in
the vicinity of Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont,
Hemet, Moreno Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street,
Highgrove, Santa Rosa Hills, and Gilman Hot Springs – would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 147,100 acres (43%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, Highgrove, Santa Rosa
Hills, Gilman Hot Springs, Juniper Flats, and Reche Canyon – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 156,800 acres (45%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 32 of 59 occurrences – at Gavilan Peak, in the vicinity of Lake
Elsinore, Diamond Valley Lake, City of Riverside, near Highway 91 in the vicinity of
Home Gardens, in the vicinity of Cherry Valley, Banning, Beaumont, Hemet, Moreno
Valley, Gavilan Plateau, Murrieta, Winchester, east of State Street, Highgrove, Santa Rosa
Hills, Gilman Hot Springs, Juniper Flats, Reche Canyon, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, Wilson
Valley, and Antelope Valley – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 192,480 acres (56%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
long-spined spine flower – Chorizanthe polygonoides var. longispina
MSHCP Project. Twenty-two of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan Plateau,
Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the Santa
Ana Mountains, and Lake Mathews would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 309,020 acres (44%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon,
Murrieta, Gavilan Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley,
Rancho California, the Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at
Tucalota Creek and French Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 342,100 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan
Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the
Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at Tucalota Creek and
French Valley would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
365,200 acres (52%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 22 of the 79 records at Temescal Canyon, Murrieta, Gavilan
Plateau, Alberhill, City of Riverside, Sedco Hills, Antelope Valley, Rancho California, the
Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Mathews, and additional locations at Tucalota Creek, French
Valley, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, and Skunk Hollow would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 440,490 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
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prostrate spine flower – Chorizanthe procumbens
MSHCP Project. Seven of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, and the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 31,590
acres (33%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley,
Meadowbrook, Lake Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills
of the Santa Ana Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 35,600 acres (37%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 38,100 acres (40%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Nine of 21 locations, including Moreno Valley, Meadowbrook, Lake
Elsinore, Murrieta, two localities along Temecula Creek, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, French Valley, and near Beaumont, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 36,840 acres (39%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
small-flowered morning-glory – Convolvulus simulans
MSHCP Project. Several localities (nine occurrences) at Alberhill, Homeland, near Hemet,
Paloma Valley, and Sun City would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 143,210 acres (59%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 153,400 acres (63%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 164,200 acres (67%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Several localities at Alberhill, Homeland, near Hemet, Paloma Valley, Sun
City, Vail Lake, Temescal Canyon, and Gavilan Hills would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 197,620 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including
coastal sage scrub and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
many-stemmed dudleya – Dudleya multicaulis
MSHCP Project. Of 43 occurrences, 17 – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, and near Alberhill – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 185,710 acres (53%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant list (Section 6.1.3).
Surveys for many-stemmed dudleya will be conducted as part of the project review process
for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area
where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map,
Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Many-stemmed dudleya that is located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Of 43 occurrences, 20 – at Mira Loma,
the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill,
and at Estelle Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 203,000 acres (62%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage
scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Of 43 occurrences, 20 – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the
Santa Ana Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill, and at Estelle
Mountain – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
217,000 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Thirty-seven occurrences – at Mira Loma, the foothills of the Santa Ana
Mountains, Coronita, east of Lake Elsinore, near Alberhill, at Estelle Mountain, Temescal
Canyon, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, Gavilan Hills, along Alberhill Creek,
and in Alberhill – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
248,840 acres (76%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
sticky-leaved dudleya – Dudleya viscida
MSHCP Project. No known localities of sticky-leaved dudleya would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 26,740 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 30,540 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
round-leaved filaree – Erodium macrophyllum
MSHCP Project. Two of the 10 occurrences (in French Valley and the Gavilan Hills) would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 215,108 acres (85%) of
primary habitat, including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 218,600 acres (86%) of primary
habitat, including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 221,200 acres (88%) of primary habitat, including
woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Eight occurrences – in French Valley, Gavilan Hills, along Temescal Wash
near Lee Lake, and in the foothills of the Agua Tibia Mountains – would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 231,000 acres (91%) of primary habitat,
including woodland and grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw – Galium angustifolium ssp. jacinticum
MSHCP Project. One of the nine localities is within private in-holdings within the San Jacinto
Mountains and would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
8,545 acres (41%) of primary habitat, including montane coniferous forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic
Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for San Jacinto Mountain bedstraw will be conducted

4.1-72

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Jacinto
Mountain bedstraw that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California bedstraw – Galium californicum ssp. primum
MSHCP Project. Three of the seven localities – within San Mateo Canyon west of Beaumont,
within the vicinity of the Diamond Valley Lake, and within private in-holdings within the
San Jacinto Mountains – would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 9,180 acres (18%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Palmer’s grapplinghook – Harpagonella palmeri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-eight of the 84 occurrences, including in the vicinity of Alberhill,
Hemet Lake, Paloma Valley, Murrieta Hot Springs, Gavilan Plateau, El Cerrito, Santa Ana
Mountains, Lake Elsinore, Temescal Canyon, Gavilan Hills, and Vail Lake, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 131,300 acres (59%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 147,000 acres (66%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 158,400 acres (71%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Localities at Hemet Lake, in the vicinity of Alberhill, Paloma Valley,
Murrieta Hot Springs, Gavilan Plateau, El Cerrito, Santa Ana Mountains, Lake Elsinore,
Temescal Canyon, Gavilan Hills, Vail Lake, Bachelor Mountain, Alberhill Creek, French
Valley, Gavilan Hills, and Antelope Valley would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 175,340 acres (79%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grassland, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
smooth tarplant – Centromadia pungens (formerly known as Hemizonia pungens ssp.
laevis)
MSHCP Project. Sixty-four of 119 occurrences – including in Hemet, Tres Cerritos, Murrieta,
Moreno Valley, Mead Valley, south of Lake Elsinore, Glen Ivy, the City of San Jacinto,
the upper reaches of the San Jacinto River, and at Diamond Valley Lake – would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures
(Section 6.3.2). Surveys for smooth tarplant will be conducted as part of the project
review process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable
habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP,
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-73

Table 4C - Comparison of Effects on Non-Listed Covered Species by Alternative
Volume I). Smooth tarplant that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved
in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 83 occurrences – including in Hemet, Tres Cerritos, Murrieta,
Moreno Valley, Mead Valley, south of Lake Elsinore, Glen Ivy, the City of San Jacinto,
the upper reaches of the San Jacinto River and at Diamond Valley Lake, Murrieta Creek,
upper Salt Creek, Antelope Valley, Temescal Canyon, French Valley, and Lakeview
Mountains – would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 5,360
acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October 2000 Alternatives
Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
shaggy-haired alumroot – Heuchera hirsutissima
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences of shaggy-haired alumroot would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 2,210 acres (22%) of primary habitat,
including montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
graceful tarplant – Holocarpha virgata ssp. elongata
MSHCP Project. One of nine occurrences, southwest of Cherry Street in Temecula, would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 156,180 acres (54%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes,
playas and vernal pools, and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 170,800 acres (60%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas
and vernal pools, and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 180,900 acres (63%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools,
and woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 218,850 acres (76%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, meadows and marshes, playas and vernal pools, and
woodland and forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
vernal barley – Hordeum intercedens
MSHCP Project. No known localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the four localities at the middle segment of the San Jacinto River
and near Nichols Road at Alberhill would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
beautiful hulsea – Hulsea vestita ssp. callicarpha
MSHCP Project. Nineteen of the 44 occurrences located on private lands would be within the
area subject to take authorization. Approximately 36,060 acres (25%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 40,200 acres (28%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 40,200 acres (28%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 41,460 acres (29%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
California black walnut – Juglans californica var. californica
MSHCP Project. Seven of the known occurrences (near Steele Mountain and scattered
occurrences near Pedley) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 3,830 acres (39%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 4,300 acres (43%) of primary
habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and
forests, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,400 acres (44%) of primary habitat, including riparian
scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Eight of the known occurrences (near Steele Mountain and scattered
occurrences near Pedley) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 4,880 acres (49%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Coulter’s goldfields – Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-five of the 80 occurrences (Anza, the vicinity of Murrieta and
Temecula, and at Woodcrest near Mockingbird Canyon) would be within the area subject
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to take authorization. Approximately 1,370 acres (17%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. This is a species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section
6.3.2). Surveys for Coulter’s goldfields will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is
present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume
I). Coulter’s goldfields located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in
accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 25 of the 80 occurrences (Anza, the vicinity of Murrieta and
Temecula, at Woodcrest near Mockingbird Canyon, along the middle segment of the San
Jacinto River, and at Alberhill) would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
heart-leaved pitcher sage – Lepechinia cardiophylla
MSHCP Project. Four populations recorded outside of the Santa Ana Mountains (Cleveland
National Forest) and outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area are suspect and should be
verified; these would be within the area subject to take authorization if present.
Approximately 14,560 acres (20%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for heart-leaved pitcher
sage will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects
within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area species Survey
Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Heart-leaved pitcher sage that is located
as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described
within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Four populations recorded outside of the Santa Ana Mountains (Cleveland
National Forest) and outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area are suspect and should be
verified; these would be within the area subject to take authorization if present.
Approximately 16,130 acres (23%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and woodland
and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
ocellated Humboldt lily – Lilium humboldtii ssp. ocellatum
MSHCP Project. Two of five occurrences, located in Horsethief Canyon and near Corona,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 3,820 acres (33%)
of primary habitat, including montane coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 4,200 acres (36%) of primary
habitat, including montane coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 4,300 acres (37%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 4,890 acres (42%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forests and woodlands and forests, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
lemon lily – Lilium parryi
MSHCP Project. Five of 22 occurrences, located on private lands within the San Jacinto
Mountains, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,170
acres (10%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
small-flowered microseris – Microseris douglasii var. platycarpha
MSHCP Project. Seven of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization, including those at Paloma Valley, Temescal Canyon, in the Santa Ana
Mountains, the Gavilan Hills, and Alberhill. Approximately 94,380 acres (67%) of
primary habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 99,300 acres (71%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 101,400 acres (73%) of primary habitat, including
grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least seven of the 30 occurrences would be within the area subject to
take authorization, including those at Paloma Valley, Temescal Canyon, in the Santa Ana
Mountains, the Gavilan Hills, and Alberhill, as well as additional locations at Vail Lake,
French Valley, and Cottonwood Canyon. Approximately 116,420 acres (83%) of primary
habitat, including grasslands and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower – Mimulus clevelandii
MSHCP Project. One of 15 occurrences, in the foothills of the Agua Tibia Mountains, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 790 acres (7%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, montane coniferous forest, and woodlands and forests, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Palomar monkeyflower – Mimulus diffusus
MSHCP Project. Of the 26 known locations, 11 of the locations (in the San Jacinto Mountains,
the Santa Ana Mountains, and in the vicinity of Sage) would be within the area subject to
take authorization. Approximately 8,940 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Hall’s monardella – Monardella macrantha ssp. hallii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 83,530 acres (27%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, grassland,
montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 93,500 acres (30%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 98,400 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within
the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 98,790 acres (32%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
grassland, montane coniferous forest, and woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
California muhly – Muhlenbergia californica
MSHCP Project. Occurrences at Sage, Aguanga, Estelle Mountain, Gavilan Hills, Gavilan
Plateau, near Prado Dam, La Paz Canyon, Temescal Canyon, and Sitton Peak in the Santa
Ana Mountains may be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
221,350 acres (38%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows
and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Occurrences at Sage and La Paz Canyon would be
within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 250,900 acres (43%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Occurrences at Sage and La Paz Canyon would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 270,700 acres (46%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Occurrences at Sage, Aguanga, Estelle Mountain, Gavilan Hills, Gavilan
Plateau, La Paz Canyon, and Temescal Canyon would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 333,540 acres (57%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, meadows and marsh, and montane coniferous forest, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
little mousetail – Myosurus minimus
MSHCP Project. Occurrences from the vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, and Menifee, if
still extant, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,370
acres (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Additional
Surveys Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for little mousetail will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Little mousetail that is located as a result of
survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section
6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
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Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Occurrences from the vicinity of Lake Elsinore, Wildomar, and Menifee,
if still extant, and along the San Jacinto River would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based
on the October 2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be
conserved.
mud nama – Nama stenocarpum
MSHCP Project. The exact location of the occurrence noted in the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) 7.5-minute El Casco quadrangle is not known; therefore, it is not known whether
this location would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 1,220
acres (15%) of primary habitat, including meadows and marshes, and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for mud nama will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Mud nama that is located as a result of survey
efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within Section 6.3.2,
MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including meadows and marshes, and playas and vernal pools, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 5,140 acres (62%) of primary habitat, including meadows and
marshes, and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
prostrate navarretia – Navarretia prostrate
MSHCP Project. The locations of the three known occurrences from the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) are reported only generally by USGS 7.5-minute Perris, Murrieta, and
Wildomar quadrangles. It is not known whether these three occurrences would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 79,960 acres (42%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a
species on the Additional Survey Needs and Procedures (Section 6.3.2). Surveys for
prostrate navarretia will be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects within the Criteria Area where suitable habitat is present (see Criteria Area
Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-2 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Prostrate navarretia that
is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures
described within Section 6.3.2, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 88,500 acres (47%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 95,600 acres (50%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, grassland, playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
would be within the area subject to take authorization.
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Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. The locations of the three known occurrences from the
CNPS that are reported only generally by USGS 7.5-minute Perris, Murrieta, and
Wildomar quadrangles would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 124,810 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub, grassland,
playas and vernal pools, and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
chickweed oxytheca – Oxytheca caryophylloides
MSHCP Project. Four of the eight mapped localities, located within the San Jacinto Mountains
on private lands or within road rights-of-way, would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 9,200 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including montane
coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
California beardtongue – Penstemon californicus
MSHCP Project. Four of the 18 known localities, including in Cactus Valley, north of Sage, and
within private in-holdings in the San Jacinto Mountains, would be within the area subject
to take authorization. Approximately 52,100 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral and montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 59,260 acres (35%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
montane coniferous forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Brand’s phacelia – Phacelia stellaris
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 11,800 acres (66%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 13,000 acres (73%) of primary
habitat, including coastal sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 14,500 acres (81%) of primary habitat, including coastal
sage scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 16,440 acres (92%) of primary habitat, including coastal sage
scrub, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Fish’s milkwort – Polygala cornuta var. fishiae
MSHCP Project. Of 14 mapped localities, 4 (2 at Temecula Canyon and Cole Canyon west of
Murrieta, and 2 at Main Street Canyon just south of Corona) would be within the area
subject to take authorization. Approximately 75,210 acres (38%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 87,600 acres (44%) of primary
habitat, including chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
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Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 93,100 acres (47%) of primary habitat, including
chaparral, and riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to
take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 108,320 acres (54%) of primary habitat, including chaparral, and
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
cliff cinquefoil – Potentilla rimicola
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 10 acres (less than 1%) of primary habitat, including montane coniferous
forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project.
Engelmann oak – Quercus engelmannii
MSHCP Project. Forty-three of the 75 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization; 29 of those 43 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation
area. Although this area would not be included in the managed MSHCP Conservation
Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in the Rural/Mountainous
designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would persist in these areas.
Approximately 9,300 acres (33%) of primary habitat, including riparian scrub, woodland
and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take
authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. At least 43 occurrences would be within the area
subject to take authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject
to take authorization at Sage. Twenty-nine of those 43 occurrences are located in the
Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 11,400 acres (40%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. At least 43 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization at Sage. Twenty-nine of those 43 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 11,800 acres (42%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. At least 42 occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization and additional occurrences would be within the area subject to take
authorization at Sage, in the vicinity of Vail Lake, at Potrero Creek, Alberhill, and
Murrieta Hot Springs. Twenty-nine of those 42 occurrences are located in the Rural/Mountainous designation area. Although this area would not be included in the
managed MSHCP Conservation Area, given the anticipated low levels of development in
the Rural/Mountainous designation areas, it is anticipated that Engelmann oak would
persist in these areas. Approximately 15,040 acres (53%) of primary habitat, including
riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be
within the area subject to take authorization.
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Coulter’s matilija poppy – Romneya coulteri
MSHCP Project. Twenty-eight of the 43 known occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of
Woodcrest, on the Gavilan Plateau, and the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, would
be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,730 acres (27%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the area
subject to take authorization.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Twenty-nine occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of
Woodcrest, on the Gavilan Plateau, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, and in Norco
Hills, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 26,730 acres
(27%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would be within the
area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as Listed. Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative.
Existing Reserves. Thirty-three occurrences, primarily in the vicinity of Woodcrest, on the
Gavilan Plateau, the foothills of the Santa Ana Mountains, in Norco Hills, and along
Temescal Canyon, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately
30,530 acres (31%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and coastal sage scrub, would
be within the area subject to take authorization.
San Miguel savory – Satureja chandleri
MSHCP Project. Four of the 12 known localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 224,550 (53%) of
primary habitat, including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub,
woodland and forest, and non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area
subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow Endemic Plant List (Section
6.1.3). Surveys for San Miguel savory will be conducted as part of the project review
process for public and private projects within the Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey
area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area
Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). San Miguel savory that is located as a result
of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with procedures described within
Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the
Santa Rosa Plateau and along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within
the area subject to take authorization. Approximately 247,100 (58%) of primary habitat,
including chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and
non-riparian woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau and
along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 263,600 (62%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
localities and primary habitat. Five localities, in the vicinity of the Santa Rosa Plateau and
along Sage Road (north of Red Mountain Road), would be within the area subject to take
authorization. Approximately 300,650 (71%) of primary habitat, including chaparral,
coastal sage scrub, grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest, and non-riparian
woodland and forest, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Hammitt’s clay-cress – Sibaropsis hammittii
MSHCP Project. No localities would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,300 acres (14%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and grassland,
would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the Narrow
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Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Hammitt’s clay-cress will be conducted
as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the Narrow
Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Hammitt’s
clay-cress that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance with
procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project.
Existing Reserves. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to primary
habitat. Approximately 5,590 acres (15%) of primary habitat, including chaparral and
grassland, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Wright’s trichocoronis – Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii
MSHCP Project. No known occurrences would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 1,370 (17%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal
pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. This is a species on the
Narrow Endemic Plant List (Section 6.1.3). Surveys for Wright’s trichocoronis will be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects within the
Narrow Endemic Plant Species survey area where suitable habitat is present (see Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Survey Area Map, Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I). Wright’s
trichocoronis that is located as a result of survey efforts shall be conserved in accordance
with procedures described within Section 6.1.3, MSHCP, Volume I.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of
increased impacts to primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary
habitat, including grassland and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject
to take authorization.
Listed and Proposed. Same as MSHCP Project with the exception of increased impacts to
primary habitat. Approximately 2,100 acres (25%) of primary habitat, including grassland
and playas and vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Existing Reserves. Two of the four localities at the middle segment of the San Jacinto River
and near Nichols Road at Alberhill would be within the area subject to take authorization.
Approximately 5,360 acres (65%) of primary habitat, including grassland and playas and
vernal pools, would be within the area subject to take authorization. Based on the October
2000 Alternatives Development Document, this species would not be conserved.
Source: October 2000 MSHCP Alternatives Development Document.

Features have been incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize impacts to Non-Listed
Covered Species. These include assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area that
incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be conserved, as well as linkages,
such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities in the MSHCP Plan Area. The
Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step
policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described in
Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
The direct and indirect impacts of Covered Activities on Non-Listed Covered Species
would be the same as for Listed Covered Species.
In addition, the proposed MSHCP includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Non-Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP ConservaSection 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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tion Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered
Species are subject to the narrow endemic plant species policy and additional survey
needs policy.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Yucaipa onion
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya
San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Brand’s phacelia
San Miguel savory
Hammitt’s clay-cress
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
burrowing owl
Aguanga kangaroo rat
Los Angeles pocket mouse
smooth tarplant

Coulter’s goldfields
little mousetail
Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that is consistent with the conservation
objectives for individual species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For areas containing riparian, riverine, and vernal pool
features that are located outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, wetlands avoidance
and minimization measures, required as mitigation through the CEQA process or
State/Federal regulatory processes, would be employed. The avoidance and
minimization measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number
of Non-Listed Covered Species, including 10 plant species and 22 wildlife species. The
following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of this
policy.
Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
western spadefoot
western pond turtle
American bittern
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black-crowned night-heron
black swift (breeding)
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
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Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillivray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
tricolored blackbird (colony)
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler
yellow warbler
white-tailed kite
yellow-breasted chat

arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
California spine flower
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies
described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
With the combination of impact-reduction features incorporated into the proposed
project, including reserve configuration adaptive management and monitoring, and
species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, impacts to Non-Listed Covered
Species would be less than significant.
Non-Covered Species. The list of species that receive coverage under the MSHCP is in
part the result of previous analyses conducted by USFWS in their preparation of Tables
1 and 2 included in an August 9, 1999 Draft Proposal for the MSHCP (DUDEK &
Associates, 1999). Table 1 of the August 9, 1999 Draft Proposal formed the basis for
the initial species list to be considered for conservation in the MSHCP and Table 2
represented the list of species for which additional information was still needed to fully
consider the species for conservation.
Together, Tables 1 and 2 identified 247 species for consideration in the MSHCP, and 8
additional species were added to the list under consideration. Through the MSHCP
process, a total of 255 species were identified as having the potential to exist within the
MSHCP area. Upon the completion of additional analyses and literature reviews by
DUDEK and the Wildlife Agencies with respect to species accounts, the final list of
Covered Species was narrowed to 146 species. The list of 255 species encompasses all
species for which adequate information is available to conduct an impact analysis under
CEQA and NEPA. Analysis of species other than the 255 identified would involve
speculation that is not required by CEQA or NEPA.
Of these 255 species, it has been determined that the MSHCP will not include 109 of
these species as Covered Species. Table 4D includes a list of these 109 species,
including an explanation of why the species were not included as Covered Species under
the MSHCP. While it is assumed that the conservation provided under the MSHCP
could potentially benefit Non-Covered Species that occur within the MSHCP
Conservation Area, it is not possible to quantify the level of conservation because of the
lack of information available for these species or because the species are not known to
occur within the MSHCP Area. The features of the MSHCP that would contribute to the
conservation of non-covered species would include maintenance of cores and linkages
and impact avoidance and minimization policies. In addition, mitigation of adverse
effects offered through the Adaptive Management and Monitoring Programs would
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provide overall benefits to habitats that could result in a certain level of conservation for
non-covered species. However, even with these benefits offered by the Proposed Plan,
because of the lack of information available to plan adequately for conservation of these
species, impacts, including impacts resulting from Covered Activities, are assumed to
be potentially significant and not mitigable.
Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Invertebrates/Insects
Cicindela senilis frosti
Frost’s tiger beetle

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area.1

Cicindela tranquebanca viridissi- The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widema
spread distribution. 1
Greenest tiger beetle
Euphilotes enoptes cryptorufes
San Jacinto blue butterfly

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Euphyes vestris harbisoni
Harbisons dun skipper

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Hemileuca electra electra
Electra silkmoth

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Holcopasites ruthae
Ruth’s cuckoo bee

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Hydroporus simplex
Simple hydroporus diving beetle

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Amphibians
Ensatina escholtzii klauberi
Large-blotched salamander

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Reptiles
Anniella pulchra pulchra
California legless lizard

There is currently insufficient information on the species
ecology (habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2

Arizona elegans occidentalis
Coastal glossy snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1,2

Diadophis punctatus modestus
San Bernardino ringneck snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2

Diadophis punctatus similis
San Diego ringneck snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 3

Gambelia wislizenii
Long-nosed leopard lizard

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Lichanura trivirgata roseofusca
Coastal rosy boa

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Salvadora hexalepis virgultea
Coast patch-nosed snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.) 1, 2
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Thamnophis hammondii
Two-striped garter snake

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Thamnophis sirtalis infernalis
There is currently insufficient information on the species
California red-sided garter snake distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2
Birds
Asio flammeus
Short-eared owl (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Asio otus
Long-eared owl (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Catharus ustulatus
Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Chaetura vauxi
Vaux’s swift

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1, 2

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Western snowy plover
Area. 1, 2
Glaucidium gnoma
Northern pygmy owl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Grus canadensis tabida
Greater sandhill crane

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Ixobrychus exilis hesperis
Western least bittern

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Laterallus jamaicensis
California black rail

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Oporornis tolmiei
Macgillvray’s warbler

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Otus flammeolus
Flammulated owl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Toxostoma lecontei
Le Conte’s thrasher

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Mammals
Antrozous pallidus
Pallid bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Bassarisucs astutus
Ringtail

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Chaetodipus californicus
There is currently insufficient information on the species
femoralis
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2
Dulzura California pocket mouse
Choeronyeteris mexicana
Mexican long-tongued bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Euderma maculatum
Spotted bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Eumops perotis californicus
California mastiff bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Lasiurus ega
Southern yellow bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Macrotus californicus
California leaf-nosed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis ciliolabrum
Western small-footed myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis evotis
Long-eared myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Myotis thysanodes
Fringed myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Myotis volans
Long-legged myotis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Nyctinimops femorosaccus
Pocketed free-tailed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.).1

Nyctinimops macrotis
Big free tailed bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Onychomys torridus ramona
Southern grasshopper mouse

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 2

Ovis canadensis cremnobates
Peninsular bighorn sheep

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area 1.

Ovis canadensis nelsoni
Nelson’s bighorn sheep

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Pleocotus townsendii townsendii There is currently insufficient information on the species
Western big-eared bat
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1
Pleocotus townsendii pallescens
Pale big-eared bat

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Taxidea taxus
American badger

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 3

Plants
Allium parishii
Parish’s onion

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Astragalus bicristatus
Crested milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area,
there is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Astragalus brauntonii
Braunton’s milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area.1

Astragalus leucolobus
Big Bear Valley woollypod

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Astragalus tener var. Titi
Coastal dunes milk-vetch

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Atriplex coulteri
Coulter’s saltbush

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 3

Atriplex pacifica
South coast saltscale

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Ayenia compacta
Ayenia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Calochortus palmeri var. palmeri The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
Palmer’s mariposa lily
Castilleja lasiorhyncha
San Bernardino Mountains owl
clover

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Ceanothus cyaneus
Lakeside ceanothus

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area.1

Chaenactis parishii
Parish’s chaenactis

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Corizanthe xanti var. Leucotheca The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
White-bracted spine-flower
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Comarostaphylis diversifolia ssp. The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
diversifolia
Summer holly
Cupressus forbesii
Tecate cypress

Known population within the MSHCP Area is questioned
by botanists- thought to be planted and not naturally
occurring.1

Dudleya saxosa ssp. Saxosa
Panamint dudleya

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Erigeron breweri var. jacinteus
San Jacinto Mountain daisy

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Erigeron parishii
Parish’s daisy

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Eriogonum foliosum
Leafy buckwheat

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Erodium macrophyllum
Large-leaf filaree

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1

Euphorbia misera
Cliff spurge

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Fritillaria biflora
Chocolate lily

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. 1

Galium angustifolium ssp.
gracillimum
Slender bedstraw

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Githopsis diffusa ssp. filicaulis
Mission Canyon bluecup

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Gilia caruifolia
Caraway-leaved gilia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Heuchera parishii
Parish’s alumroot

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Ivesia callida
Tahquitz ivesia

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area.1

Juncus duranii
Duran’s rush

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Lepidium virginicum var.
robinsonii
Robinson’s pepper grass

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Leptodactylon jaegeri
San Jacinto prickly phlox

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Linanthus floribundus ssp. hallii
Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Linanthus orcutii
Orcutt’s linanthus

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Loeflingia squarrosa var.
artemisiarum
Sagebrush loeflingia

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Lycium parishii
Parish’s desert thorn

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Machaeranthera canescens var.
ziegleri
Ziegler’s aster

The species is not known to occur in the MSHCP Area. 1

Malaxis monophyllos ssp.
brachypoda
Adder’s mouth

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Mobergia calculiformis
Light-gray lichen

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Monardella pringlei
Pringle’s monardella

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and only known
from one occurrence in western Riverside County (1962)
in the Santa Ana Mountains. 1

Mucronea californica
California spine flower

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1, 3

Muilla clevelandii
San Diego goldenstar

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Opuntia parry var. serpentina
Snake cholla

The species is not considered sensitive and/or has a widespread distribution. There is a disagreement in taxonomy.
The populations in Riverside County (formerly considered O. parryi var. Serpentina) are currently recognized
as O. Acanthocarpa var. ganderi). 1

Oxytheca emarginata
White-margined oxytheca

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Penstemon clevelandii var.
connatus
San Jacinto beardtongue

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and the only known
occurrences are in the Santa Rosa Mountains. 1

Penstemon thurberi
Thurber’s penstemon

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Phacelia suaveolens ssp. keckii
Santiago Peak keckii

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Rupertia rigida
Parish’s rupertia

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area, and there is currently insufficient information on the species ecology
(habitat requirements, life history, etc.). 1

Salvia eremostachya
Desert sage

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1
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Table 4D - Species Not Covered under the MSHCP
Species Name

Explanation Why Species is Not Covered

Scutellaria bolanderi ssp.
austromontana
Southern skullcap

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Sedum niveum
Davidson’s stonecrop

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Selaginella aprella
Bluish spike moss

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Sidalcea neomexocana
Salt spring checkerbloom

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Sphenopholis obtusata
Prairie wedge grass

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Streptanthus bernardinus
Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Streptanthus campestris
Southern jewel-flower

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Syntrichopappus lemmonii
Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Tetracoccus dioicus
Parry’s tetracoccus

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Thelypteris puberula var.
sonorensis
Sonoran maiden form

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 1

Trichostema austromontanum
ssp. compactum
Hidden Lake bluecurl

There is currently insufficient information on the species
distribution within the MSHCP Area. 2

Trichostema micranthum
Small-flowered bluecurls

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Wislizenia refracta ssp. refracta
Jackass clover

The species is not known to occur within the MSHCP
Area. 1

Notes:

Source:

1

Removed from Covered Species List per USFWS letter December 2000, and March 2001 meeting with
Wildlife Agencies.
2
Removed from Covered Species List per Wildlife Agency Comments on March 7, 2002, Preliminary
Draft MSHCP.
“Table 2” prepared by USFWS, March 4, 1999.

Cores and Linkages. As described in the Proposed Plan, the MSHCP Conservation Area
comprises a variety of existing and proposed cores, extensions of existing cores,
linkages, constrained linkages, and non-contiguous habitat blocks. These features,
generally referenced as cores and linkages, are depicted in Figure 4.1.3. The following
is a summary of definitions that apply to the legend items shown in Figure 4.1.3.
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Core

A block of habitat of appropriate size, configuration, and vegetation characteristics to generally support the life history requirements of one or more Covered Species. Although a more typical
definition is population-related and refers to a single species
(Hunter, 2002; Primack, 2000), in the MSHCP this term is
habitat-related because of the multi-species nature of the Proposed
Plan.

Extension of
Existing Core

A block of habitat contiguous with an existing core area, which
serves to provide additional habitat for species in the adjacent
existing core and to reduce exposed edge.

Non-contiguous Habitat
Block

A block of habitat not connected to other habitat areas via a
linkage or constrained linkage.

Constrained
Linkage

A constricted connection expected to provide for movement of
identified Planning Species between core areas, where options for
assembly of the connection are limited due to existing patterns of
use.

Linkage

A connection between core areas with adequate size, configuration
and vegetation characteristics to generally provide for “live-in”
habitat and/or provide for genetic flow for identified Planning
Species. Areas identified as linkages in the Proposed MSHCP
may provide movement habitat but not live-in habitat for some
species, thereby functioning more as movement corridors. Since
it is expected that every linkage will provide live-in habitat for at
least one species, and since the term “corridor” may be easily
confused with the term as it is applied to transportation corridors
discussed in the CETAP portion of the RCIP, the term linkage is
used here. For a more thorough discussion of linkage and
movement corridors, see Section 3.1.4 of the MSHCP Project,
Applicable Conservation Biology Principles.

As shown in Table 4E, all of the cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3 would be
incorporated in the MSHCP Conservation Area under the Proposed MSHCP. As noted
in the discussion of the Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs, these
cores and linkages include all the missing links identified in the California Wilderness
Coalition Report for cores and linkages in the South Coast Ecoregion. Certain links
(like the link from Palomar Mountains to Santa Ana Mountains) include locations not
within the MSHCP Area or involve lands that are not a part of the MSHCP. For
example, the Palomar Mountains to Santa Ana Mountains linkage includes lands in San
Diego County and American Indian Lands that are not a part of the MSHCP. MSHCP
is contributing cores and linkages within additional Reserve Lands. Chapter 3 of the
Draft MSHCP identifies the distance between existing cores.
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Figure4.1.3

SOURCE:DUDEK&ASSOCIATES,INC.,OCTOBER2002.
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The proposed Plan provides for the movement of native resident and migratory species
and protects established wildlife corridors and genetic flow. The Plan also protects the
use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, impacts related to cores and linkages
resulting from the Plan are considered to be less than significant.
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Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages

Existing Core A
Existing Core B
Existing Core C
Existing Core D
Existing Core E
Existing Core F
Existing Core G
Existing Core H
Existing Core I
Existing Core J
Existing Core K
Existing Core L
Existing Core M
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block A
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block B
Existing Noncontiguous Habitat Block C
Existing Linkage A
Existing Constrained Linkage A
Existing Constrained Linkage B
Existing Constrained Linkage C
Existing Constrained Linkage D
Existing Constrained Linkage E
Proposed Core 1
Proposed Core 2
Proposed Core 3
Proposed Core 4
Proposed Core 5
Proposed Core 6
Proposed Core 7
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 1
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 3
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 4
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No Project
Alternative
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In
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Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative

Proposed Extension of Existing Core 5
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 6
Proposed Extension of Existing Core 7
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 1
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 2
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 3
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 4
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 5
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 6
Proposed Noncontiguous Habitat Block 7
Proposed Linkage 1
Proposed Linkage 2
Proposed Linkage 3
Proposed Linkage 41
Proposed Linkage 5
Proposed Linkage 6
Proposed Linkage 7
Proposed Linkage 8
Proposed Linkage 9
Proposed Linkage 10
Proposed Linkage 11
Proposed Linkage 12
Proposed Linkage 13
Proposed Linkage 14
Proposed Linkage 15
Proposed Linkage 16
Proposed Linkage 17
Proposed Linkage 18
Proposed Constrained Linkage 1
Proposed Constrained Linkage 2
Proposed Constrained Linkage 3
Proposed Constrained Linkage 4
Proposed Constrained Linkage 5
Proposed Constrained Linkage 6
Proposed Constrained Linkage 7
Proposed Constrained Linkage 8
Proposed Constrained Linkage 9
Proposed Constrained Linkage 10

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Species Alternative

Proposed
MSHCP

Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages

Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out

Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out

Notes:

1
2
3
4
5
6

Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate
Species Alternative

Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative

Existing Reserves
Alternative

No Project
Alternative

Proposed Constrained Linkage 11
Proposed Constrained Linkage 12
Proposed Constrained Linkage 13
Proposed Constrained Linkage 14
Proposed Constrained Linkage 15
Proposed Constrained Linkage 16
Proposed Constrained Linkage 17
Proposed Constrained Linkage 18
Proposed Constrained Linkage 19
Proposed Constrained Linkage 20
Proposed Constrained Linkage 21
Proposed Constrained Linkage 22
Proposed Constrained Linkage 23
Proposed Constrained Linkage 24

Proposed
MSHCP

Table 4E - Summary of Impacts to Cores and Linkages

In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In
In

Out
Out
In
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In

Out
Out
In
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In
Out
In
Out
Out
In

Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out

Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out
Out

Reduced to focus on Reche Canyon and Gilman Springs.
Reduced to focus on Silverado Area.
Reduced to focus on Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, and Wilson Creek.
Reduced to focus on Temescal Wash.
Reduced to focus on San Timoteo Creek.
Reduced to focus on Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species in Temescal Wash.

Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs or NCCPs. As shown in Figure 4.1.2,
Regional MSHCP Context, the Additional Reserve Lands and existing public/quasipublic lands do not conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the surrounding
region. Rather, the MSHCP will complement other regional planning efforts, including
those that are currently underway but have not yet been approved.
The discussion below describes the public and private lands that will provide connection
to regional conservation planning adjacent to the MSHCP Area in the different
alternative scenarios, and the extent to which the MSHCP will incorporate the missing
linkages in the South Coast Ecoregion described in the California Wilderness Coalition
Report.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. The northern border of the Plan
Area will continue to provide conservation planning in the Santa Ana River and the
San Bernardino National Forest (Existing Cores A and I, respectively). In addition
to those existing cores, Proposed Linkages 6, 5, and 4, and Proposed Noncontiguous
Habitat Blocks 1, 2, and 3 are proposed in the northern border of the Plan Area.
These existing and proposed cores and linkages provide connection to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the North.

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-99

Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. In the eastern border of the MSHCP Area,
connection to the Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2 is provided through San
Bernardino National Forest and Anza-Borrego Desert State Park (Existing cores K
and L, respectively).
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Beauty Mountain Management
Area (BLM land), Agua Tibia Mountain Wilderness Area, Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve, and the Cleveland National Forest will continue to be managed
for biological resources and will provide connection to the MHCOSP and San Diego
MSCP North County Subarea to the south of the MSHCP Area (Existing Cores L,
M, G, and B, respectively). A parcel of BLM-owned land (Existing Linkage A),
may be used to move from Pechanga Creek south into San Diego County, and
Proposed Core 7 will also provide connection south into the MHCOSP through a
mosaic of upland and wetland habitat. Proposed Constrained Linkages 9, 10, 11,
and 12 connect the Santa Rosa Plateau and Tenaja Corridor to San Diego MSCP
North County Subarea to the south, and Proposed Linkage 9 will also provide
connection to the Cleveland National Forest in San Diego County.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. The MSHCP provides connection into the Southern and Central and
Coastal Subregion NCCP Planning Areas to the west through the Cleveland
National Forest (Existing Core B). However, in the southwestern corner of the
MSHCP Area is a small piece of land designated as “rural mountainous” surrounded
by Cleveland National Forest to the north and east, with the proposed Orange
County Southern Subregion NCCP Planning Area to the west. This small piece of
land is not proposed to be part of the MSHCP Additional Reserve Lands and does
not provide connection to surrounding regional conservation planning. As the
Orange County Southern Subregion NCCP is developed, the location of this land
should be taken in to account by all affected planning agencies.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. The Proposed
MSHCP has incorporated the missing linkages identified in the California
Wilderness Coalition Report.
Edge Effects. An edge effect is defined as a change in the “conditions or species
composition within an otherwise uniform habitat as one approaches a boundary with a
different habitat” (Ricklefs, 1993). Edge effects at the boundary between natural lands
and human-occupied lands (“urban edge effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions
such as lighting, noise, invasive species, exotic predators (e.g., dogs, cats, and
opossums), hunting, trapping, off-road activities, dumping, and other forms of recreation
and disturbance. Although some species are in some ways unaffected by edges -- for
example, reproductive output of the rufous-crowned sparrow (Morrison and Bolger,
2002), distribution of arthropod species (Bolger, et al., 2000) - or even show preferences
for edges - for example, indigo buntings and northern cardinals in Woodward, et al.
(2001) - human-induced edge effects are generally unfavorable to native species.
Edge effects could occur to species and habitats within the MSHCP Conservation Area
if proposed land uses and activities in take authorized areas occur in proximity to the
MSHCP Conservation Area. Edge effects may be short-term effects related to
construction or long-term effects associated with development or land use practices in
proximity to Conserved Habitat areas. For the Proposed Action, it is assumed that edge
effects resulting from construction activities include dust, noise, and general human
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presence that may temporarily disrupt species and habitat vitality and constructionrelated soil erosion and runoff.
It is assumed that edge effects resulting from development or land use practices in
proximity to Conserved Habitat areas include long-term presence of unshielded noisegenerating land uses in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area; unshielded nightlighting directed within the MSHCP Conservation Area; use of exotic landscape plant
materials that may invade native vegetation communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area; discharge of uncontrolled or unfiltered urban runoff toward the MSHCP
Conservation Area, including potential toxics; and uncontrolled access, dumping or
trespass within the MSHCP Conservation Area.
For those cores and linkages with higher perimeter-to-area ratios, as identified in Table
4E, edge effects would be considered to have a greater effect on Conserved Habitat and
Covered Species than for the larger cores and linkages incorporated in the MSHCP
Conservation Area.
As noted in the discussions of Impacts to cores and linkages and Impacts Related to
Covered Activities, a variety of features have been incorporated into the proposed
MSHCP that will minimize edge effects. These include the following:
C

Implementation of standard BMPs (Appendix C of the MSHCP);

C

Implementation of the Land Use Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands
Interface (Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP); and

C

Implementation of the siting, design, construction, operations, and maintenance
guidelines for Covered Activities within the Criteria Area and Allowable Uses
within the MSHCP Conservation Area (Section 7.0 of the MSHCP).

With these features incorporated, the MSHCP's edge effects are less than significant.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area,
implementation of this alternative would authorize take of 43 percent of the chaparral,
53 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 90 percent of the desert scrub, 75 percent of the
grassland (including native and non-native grassland), and 44 percent of the Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4F). For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 81 percent of the meadows and marshes, 26
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 17 percent of water, and 38 percent of the
riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest, and
35 percent of the woodlands and forests. In addition, 84 percent of the agricultural land
in the Plan Area would be authorized for take by implementation of this alternative.
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Existing Reserves Total
Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage
Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

Desert Scrub

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage
Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and
Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Developed or Disturbed Land

218,260

––

––

––

––

TOTALS

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and
Forest

Notes:

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

169,480

Vegetation Type

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Agriculture

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Table 4F - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would
occur in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
2

Source:

Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize impacts to sensitive
vegetation communities. These include assembly of an approximately 477,000-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved Habitat. Conserved Habitat is
defined as land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of the Covered
Species under this alternative under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to
other uses. The acreages of vegetation communities not authorized for take under this
alternative would be included as Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation
Area. For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 57 percent of the chaparral
within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce identified
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impacts to these communities to a level below significance given the large percentage
of this vegetation community to be included as Conserved Habitat under this alternative,
the extensive acreage and wide distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan
Area, and the relatively low numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation
community within the Plan Area. For Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 56
percent of this vegetation community would be included as Conserved Habitat under this
alternative, significant impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would remain due
to the patchy distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area and the
relatively large numbers of sensitive species occurring in this vegetation community.
Due to the large percentages of coastal sage scrub (53%), grassland (75%) (including
native and non-native grassland), and desert scrub (90%) potentially within the area
subject to take authorization within the take authorized area under this alternative,
significant impacts to these vegetation communities would occur even with application
of the minimization measures. With respect to agriculture, although the proposed take
authorization under this alternative would apply to 84 percent of this vegetation
community, this vegetation community is not a sensitive natural community, so impacts
to agriculture are not considered biologically significant. (As noted previously, impacts
to agriculture are analyzed in Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural
lands have been analyzed in the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
In addition, Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP discusses mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal
pools, and other potentially jurisdictional wetland areas as part of review of applications
for Covered Activities within the MSHCP Area. The policy calls for avoidance and
minimization of impacts to wetland habitat throughout the Plan Area in accordance with
existing regulatory standards that call for no net loss of wetland functions and values.
Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation communities within
the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and implementation of the policy
related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas incorporated in the MSHCP, would
reduce identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below
significance.
Listed Covered Species. The Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
encompasses approximately 466,000 acres, comprising 347,000 acres of public/quasipublic land and 119,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands, and conserves portions of
all vegetation communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Area. Representative
vegetation communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved under
this scenario. None of the land cover types identified on the vegetation map as developed
or disturbed are proposed for conservation.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the listed species identified in Table 4B could
be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. The list of Listed Covered Species for this alternative is the same
as for the MSHCP Project. The Listed Covered Species would be directly affected by
the take authorization because they will no longer receive protection outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the 32 Listed Covered Species are
quantified based on the best existing information available for known occurrences and
potential suitable habitat for each Listed Covered Species (Table 4B).
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Listed Covered Species associated with Covered
Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile homes
on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as defined
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria Area, are
the same as they are for the MSHCP.
However, the impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude
when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss of suitable habitat for
southwestern willow flycatcher would be 4,735 acres (34%) under this alternative, and
the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be approximately 3,220
acres (23%) (Table 4B). For certain Listed Covered Species, such as Delhi Sands
flower-loving fly and Munz’s onion, the precise quantity of the impact is undetermined
at this time due to lack of existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative to minimize impacts to Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of
an MSHCP Conservation Area that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat
and known locations in a configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a
number of species. For example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at
Alberhill, North Peak, Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as
linkages, such as the Sedco Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP
Area. Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough
Step policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described
in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some Listed Covered
Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area additional protection. The
narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy, described
in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require surveys to be
conducted as part of the project review process for public and private projects where
suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species are subject to the
narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea

Vail Lake ceanothus
slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass

Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
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part of the wetland policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine,
vernal pool systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section
1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the
Federal Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools,
open water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other
habitat types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped resources that are located
outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area, wetlands avoidance and minimization
measures, consistent with existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and
minimization measures would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting Listed
Covered Species. The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from
implementation of the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

peregrine falcon
bald eagle
least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies contained in Section 6.1.2
of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, Badlands, and Reche
Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus
Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule
Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for
inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this
alternative. However, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey
needs policy and wetlands policy, as well as reserve assembly and configuration, direct
and indirect impacts to Listed Covered Species would be reduced to less than significant
levels.
Non-listed Covered Species. Implementation of the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative would result in direct and indirect impacts to Non-Listed
Covered Species. The Non-Listed Covered Species for the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative include those species identified in Table 4G.
Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
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Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Fish
arroyo chub
Amphibians
coast range newt
Reptiles
orange-throated whiptail

San Diego banded gecko

coastal western whiptail

San Diego horned lizard

granite night lizard

San Diego mountain kingsnake

granite spiny lizard

southern sagebrush lizard

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

western pond turtle

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake
Birds
American bittern

mountain quail

black swift

Nashville warbler

black-crowned night heron

northern goshawk

burrowing owl

osprey

cactus wren

purple martin

California horned lark

sharp-shinned hawk

California spotted owl

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

Cooper’s hawk

tree swallow

double-breasted cormorant

tricolored blackbird

downy woodpecker

turkey vulture

ferruginous hawk

white-faced ibis

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

loggerhead shrike

Wilson’s warbler

Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow warbler

merlin

yellow-breasted chat

Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Los Angeles pocket mouse
Plants
beautiful hulsea

many-stemmed dudleya

California beardtongue

Munz’s mariposa lily

California bedstraw

ocellated Humboldt lily

California black walnut

Orcutt’s brodiaea

4.1-106

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

Table 4G - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
California muhly

Palmer’s grapplinghook

chickweed oxytheca

Palomar monkeyflower

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Parish’s brittlescale

cliff cinquefoil

Parry’s spine flower

Coulter’s goldfields

Payson’s jewelflower

Coulter’s matilija poppy

peninsular spine flower

Davidson’s saltscale

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Engelmann oak

prostrate spine flower

Fish’s milkwort

Rainbow manzanita

graceful tarplant

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

San Miguel savory

heart-leaved pitcher sage

shaggy-haired alumroot

intermediate mariposa lily

small-flowered microseris

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered morning glory

Johnston’s rock cress

smooth tarplant

lemon lily

sticky-leaved dudleya

little mousetail

vernal barley

long-spined spine flower

Wright’s trichocoronis

The species identified in Table 4G could be legally taken by permitted jurisdictions
where they occur outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The impacts to the
Non-Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing information
available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed
Covered Species (the analysis summary for these species is contained in Table 4C).
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species associated with
Covered Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile
homes on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as
defined and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria
Area, are the same as they are for the MSHCP.
The impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude when
compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss of suitable habitat for yellow-breasted chat would be 4,085 acres (33%) under this alternative, and the loss of
suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be approximately 2,780 acres (22%)
(Table 4C). For certain Non-Listed Covered Species, such as arroyo chub and San
Bernardino flying squirrel, the precise quantification of the impact is undetermined at
this time due to lack of existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative to minimize impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species. These include
assembly of an MSHCP Conservation Area that incorporates substantial acreages of
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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suitable habitat and known locations in a configuration that provides live-in and linkage
habitat for a number of species. For example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow
at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be
conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities
in the Plan Area. Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent
with Rough Step policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation
Process described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some Non-Listed
Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area additional
protection. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs
policy, described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I,
require surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and
private projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered
Species are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs
policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw
San Miguel savory
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
burrowing owl
Los Angeles pocket mouse
smooth tarplant
Coulter’s goldfields

little mousetail
Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of this policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code and Sections 401, 402, and 404 of the Federal
Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open
water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat
types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with
existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number of Non-Listed Covered
Species. The following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of this policy.
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Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
American bittern
black-crowned night-heron
black swift (breeding)
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillvray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
tricolored blackbird
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler

yellow warbler
yellow-breasted chat
arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis
western pond turtle

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with wetland conservation policies
contained in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, Badlands, and Reche
Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus
Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule
Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for
inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this
alternative. However, adequate conservation for the Non-Listed Covered Species is
provided with this alternative. It should be noted that certain species that are covered
under the MSHCP Project are not covered under this alternative.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative is presented in Table 4H. Any conservation
benefits that would accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP project would be
reduced under this alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area.
However, as noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential adverse effects to
Non-Covered Species at this time due to the lack of information for these species.
Please also refer to discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the proposed
MSHCP. Impacts to non-covered species, including impacts resulting from Covered
Activities, are therefore assumed to be potentially significant and not mitigable.
Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Insects
Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly

Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
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Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Fish
speckled dace
Amphibians
large-blotched salamander

western spadefoot

Reptiles
California legless lizard

long-nosed leopard lizard

California red-sided garter snake

San Bernardino ringneck snake

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego ringneck snake

coastal glossy snake

two-striped garter snake

Birds
Bell’s sage sparrow

northern harrier

California black rail

northern pygmy owl

flammulated owl

prairie falcon

golden eagle

short-eared owl

grasshopper sparrow

Swainson’s thrush

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

long-eared owl

white-tailed kite

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

American badger

pale big-eared bat

big free-tailed bat

pallid bat

bobcat

peninsular bighorn sheep

California leaf-nosed bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

California mastiff bat

ringtail

Dulzura California pocket mouse

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Diego desert woodrat

fringed myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-eared myotis

southern yellow bat

long-legged myotis

spotted bat

long-tailed weasel

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

mountain lion
Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s onion

ayenia

Parish’s rupertia
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Table 4H - Non-Covered Species Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative
Big Bear Valley woollypod

Parry’s tetracoccus

bluish spike moss

prairie wedge grass

Brand’s phacelia

Pringle’s monardella

Braunton’s milk-vetch

prostrate navarretia

California spine-flower

Robinson’s pepper grass

caraway-leaved gilia

round-leaved boykinia

chocolate lily

round-leaved filaree

cliff spurge

sagebrush loeflingia

coastal dunes milk-vetch

salt spring checkerbloom

Coulter’s saltbush

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

crested milk-vetch

San Diego goldenstar

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Jacinto beardtongue

desert sage

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Duran’s rush

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Hammitt’s clay-cress

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Hidden Lake bluecurl

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

jackass clover

Santiago Peak keckii

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

slender bedstraw

Lakeside ceanothus

small-flowered bluecurls

leafy buckwheat

snake cholla

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

Sonoran maiden form

light-gray lichen

South coast saltscale

Mission Canyon bluecup

southern skullcap

mud nama

southern jewel-flower

Orcutt’s linanthus

summer holly

Palmer’s mariposa lily

Tahquitz ivesia

panamint dudleya

Thurber’s penstemon

Parish’s alumroot

white-bracted spine flower

Parish’s chaenactis

white-margined oxytheca

Parish’s daisy

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s desert thorn

Ziegler’s aster

Cores and Linkages. Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative, all of the cores and linkages noted in Table 4E for this alternative would be
incorporated into the MSHCP Conservation Area. As noted in the discussion of the
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPS, these cores and linkages
include most but not all of the missing links identified by the California Wilderness
Coalition in its study of linkage priorities in the South Coast Ecoregion, for which the
MSHCP has the ability to incorporate such cores and linkages. Table 4E also identifies
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the proposed cores and linkages that are not included as part of this alternative. Most
notable is the exclusion of the constrained linkages from French Valley to Diamond
Valley Lake/Lake Skinner (Proposed Constrained Linkages 17 and 18), the proposed
linkages and core areas from Diamond Valley Lake/Lake Skinner to the San Jacinto
Mountains and Wilson Valley (Proposed Linkage 13 and 14 and Proposed Cores 4 and
7) and the linkages from the Santa Rosa Plateau to Orange County (Proposed Linkage
9) and San Diego County (Proposed Constrained Linkages 9, 10, 11, and 12). Also
reduced conservation would occur in the Badlands, Reche Canyon, Wilson Valley, Vail
Lake, and Temecula Creek areas under this alternative.
Absence of these cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to
certain species, as well as overall function of the MSHCP Conservation Area. For
example, the absence of the linkages from French Valley to the Diamond Valley
Lake/Lake Skinner Reserve would affect movement by common mammals and avian
species in this area and isolate populations of species occurring within the Diamond
Valley Lake/Lake Skinner Reserve. The exclusion of Cactus Valley (Proposed Core 4)
from the MSHCP Conservation Area would adversely affect the function of the MSHCP
Conservation Area by not providing a connection from Diamond Valley Lake/Lake
Skinner to National Forest Lands to the east. Absence of this linkage would isolate the
existing multi-species reserve from existing conserved lands to the east. Take authorized
in this area would adversely affect planning species identified for this Proposed Core,
including Quino checkerspot butterfly. These effects are regarded as significant.
Assembly of the cores and linkages will occur in accordance with the reserve assembly
process outlined in the MSHCP Plan, Volume I. However, the combination of
constrained linkages and a less robust reserve design under this alternative may affect
the ability of the cores and linkages to function. This is regarded as a significant effect.
.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. The following discussion
focuses on regional planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the
failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and
NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Area to the north are generally the same as
discussed for Proposed MSHCP with the exception that Proposed Noncontinuous
Habitat Block 2 has been reduced in size, and Proposed Linkage 4 has been
eliminated. Proposed Linkage 4 served to create missing linkage 36 in the
California Wilderness Coalition Report. Elimination of this connection north into
the San Bernardino Mountains could cause conflicts with regional conservation
planning efforts, although the San Bernardino MSHCP is not yet adopted or
approved.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Impacts to connections to the Coachella
Valley MSHCP area to the east are essentially the same as discussed for the
Proposed MSHCP.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Impacts to connection to
resource planning areas in San Diego County to the south are generally the same as
discussed for the Proposed MSHCP; however, Proposed Linkage 9 is eliminated
under this alternative. Proposed Linkage 9 serves as one of the missing linkages
identified as a high priority linkage in the California Wilderness Coalition Report
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(linkage 55) providing connection to the southeast corner of Cleveland National
Forest. Elimination of this linkage could cause conflicts with regional habitat
conservation plans and is considered to be a significant impact.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connections to the Orange County NCCP Planning Areas to the west
are the same as discussed for the Proposed Project. Regional conservation planning
impacts discussed under the Proposed MSHCP also apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. This alternative
eliminates Proposed Extension of Existing Core 2. This core extension serves as
missing linkage 45 identified in the California Wilderness Coalition Report
connecting the Santa Ana Mountains to Lake Matthews. This alternative also
eliminates Proposed Constrained Linkages 15 and 18. Proposed Constrained
Linkages 15 and 18 serve as missing linkage 58 connecting Diamond Valley Lake
to west of Temecula. Elimination of these missing linkages could cause conflicts
to regional conservation planning and is considered to be a significant impact. In
addition, elimination of the missing linkages discussed under connections north and
south into San Bernardino and San Diego Counties, respectively, are also considered
to be significant impacts under this alternative.
Edge Effects. The types of edge effects under this alternative would be the same as for
the proposed MSHCP, and identified impacts would be minimized by the same features
incorporated in the MSHCP as would occur under the proposed MSHCP. As noted in
the discussion of impacts to cores and linkages under this alternative (and identified in
Table 4E), certain cores and linkages identified for the proposed MSHCP would be
reduced or absent from this alternative. For those cores and linkages absent from this
alternative, no edge effects would occur. For those cores and linkages that would be
reduced under this alternative, it is assumed that the perimeter-to-area ratios would be
greater than under the proposed MSHCP. Edge effects to Conserved Habitat and
Covered Species within these cores and linkages therefore would be greater under this
alternative than would occur under the proposed MSHCP. Under this alternative, edge
effects to sensitive species not included on the Covered Species list, but present within
the reserve areas, would also occur.
The same features incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize edge effects would be
incorporated in this alternative, including the standard BMPs; Land Use Guidelines
Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface; and siting, design, construction, operations,
and maintenance guidelines for Covered Activities and Allowable Uses. However,
significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these minimization
measures because of the reduction in cores and linkages under this alternative when
compared with the proposed MSHCP.

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Area,
implementation of this alternative would authorize take of 46 percent of the chaparral,
59 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 91 percent of the desert scrub, 78 percent of the
grassland (including native and non-native grassland), and 44 percent of the Riversidean
alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4I). For wetland communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 82 percent of the meadows and marshes, 11
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 18 percent of water, and 40 percent of the
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riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Area,
this alternative would authorize take of 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest, and
35 percent of woodlands and forests. In addition, 84 percent of the agricultural land in
the Plan Area would be within the area subject to take authorization by implementation
of this alternative.
Certain features incorporated in the MSHCP would minimize impacts to sensitive
vegetation communities. These include assembly of an approximately 440,800-acre
MSHCP Conservation Area encompassing Conserved Habitat. Conserved Habitat is
defined as land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of the Covered
Species under this alternative under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to
other uses. Under this alternative, to the extent the vegetation communities are not
authorized for take, they would be included as Conserved Habitat within the MSHCP
Conservation Area. For example, 31 percent of the montane coniferous forest would be
in the take authorized area under this alternative, and 69 percent of the montane
coniferous forest would be included in the MSHCP Conservation Area as Conserved
Habitat. In general, inclusion of the majority of the forest communities as Conserved
Habitat within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce
identified impacts to these communities to a level below significance.
For the sensitive upland communities, inclusion of 54 percent of the chaparral within the
MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative would reduce identified impacts to
these communities to a level below significance given the large percentage of this
vegetation community to be included as Conserved Habitat, the extensive acreage and
wide distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area, and the relatively low
numbers of listed species preferring this vegetation community within the Plan Area.
For Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, although 56 percent of this vegetation
community would be included as Conserved Habitat under this alternative, significant
impacts to Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub would remain due to the patchy
distribution of this vegetation community in the Plan Area and the relatively large
numbers of sensitive species occurring in this vegetation community. Due to the large
percentages of coastal sage scrub (59%), grassland (78%) (including native and nonnative grassland), and desert scrub (91%) potentially within the area subject to take
authorization within the take authorized area, significant impacts to these vegetation
communities would occur even with application of the minimization measures. With
respect to agriculture, although the proposed take authorization under this alternative
would apply to 84 percent of this vegetation community, this vegetation community is
not a sensitive natural community, so impacts to agriculture are not considered
biologically significant. (As noted previously, impacts to agriculture are analyzed in
Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural lands have been analyzed in
the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and impacts to Non-Listed Covered
Species.)
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Existing Reserves Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Affected Within
the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to Take
Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4I - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84%

143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43%

200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75%

120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

Riparian Scrub,
Woodland and Forest

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial
Fan Sage Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

218,260

––

––

––

––

1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and
Marshes2
Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools

Developed or
Disturbed Land
TOTALS
Notes:

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would occur in
these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
MSHCP.
2

Source:

Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP contains policies related to riparian, riverine, and vernal
pool areas that call for mapping of riparian, riverine, vernal pools, and other potentially
jurisdictional wetland areas as part of review of applications for Covered Activities
within the MSHCP Area. The policy calls for avoidance and minimization of impacts
to these areas throughout the Plan Area in accordance with existing regulatory standards.
Together, inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation communities within
the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and implementation of the
riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy incorporated in the MSHCP, would reduce
identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level below significance.
Listed Covered Species. The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative encompasses
approximately 440,800 acres, comprising 440,800 acres of public/quasi-public land and
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-115

93,800 acres of Additional Reserve Lands, and conserves portions of all vegetation
communities distributed throughout the MSHCP Area. Representative vegetation
communities from the seven bioregions in the Plan Area are conserved under this
scenario. No developed or disturbed habitats are proposed for conservation.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4B could be
legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. The list of Listed Covered Species for this alternative is the same
as for the proposed MSHCP. Likewise, the Covered Activities permitted under this
alternative would be identical to those described for the MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts
associated with Covered Activities would be the same as for the MSHCP.
The Listed Covered Species would be directly impacted by the alternative because they
will no longer receive protection outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. The
impacts to the 32 Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Listed Covered Species (Table 4B). The impacts of this alternative would be generally
much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss
of suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher would be 4,990 acres (36%) under
this alternative, while the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be
approximately 3,220 acres (23%). For certain Listed Covered Species, such as Munz’s
onion, the precise quantity of the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack of
existing available information regarding these species.
Features are incorporated into the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative to minimize
impacts to Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of a Conservation Area that
incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of coastal California gnatcatcher at Alberhill, North Peak,
Kabian Park, and Ramsgate would be conserved, as well as linkages, such as the Sedco
Hills and Gavilan Plateau, to other localities in the MSHCP Area. Criteria-based
Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Reserve Assembly process
described in Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Listed Covered Species associated with Covered
Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile homes
on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as defined
and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria Area, are
the same as they are for the MSHCP.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation
Area. The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy,
described in Sections 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require
surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Listed Covered Species are
subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
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Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Munz’s onion
San Diego ambrosia
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
Nevin’s barberry
thread-leaved brodiaea

Vail Lake ceanothus
slender-horned spine flower
spreading navarretia
California Orcutt grass

Additional Survey Needs Policy
western yellow-billed cuckoo
southwestern willow flycatcher

least Bell’s vireo
San Bernardino kangaroo rat

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of the this policy, survey, mapping, and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal
pool systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et
seq. of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal
Clean Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open
water, meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat
types, known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the
MSHCP Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with
existing regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures
would reduce impacts to wetland habitats supporting a number of Listed Covered
Species. The following Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of
the policy related to riparian, riverine, and vernal pool areas.
Listed Covered Wetland Species
vernal pool fairy shrimp
Riverside fairy shrimp
Santa Ana sucker
arroyo toad
California red-legged frog
mountain yellow-legged frog
western yellow-billed cuckoo
bald eagle

least Bell’s vireo
California Orcutt grass
San Jacinto Valley crownscale
thread-leaved brodiaea
San Diego button-celery
spreading navarretia
southwestern willow flycatcher
peregrine falcon

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the following
Listed Covered Species would be conducted: least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow
flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo, vernal pool fairy shrimp and Riverside fairy
shrimp. Localities of wetland species observed during focused surveys would be
conserved in accordance with policies contained in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
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A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, and Anza Valley is anticipated under
this alternative when compared to the proposed MSHCP. Areas such as the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area, would be excluded under this alternative.
Nevertheless, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey needs
policy, and riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy, as well as Reserve Assembly and
configuration, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. Implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative would result in direct and indirect impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species
outside the MSHCP Conservation Area. The list of Non-Listed Covered Species for this
alternative is included in Table 4J. The analysis summary for these species is contained
in Table 4C.
Table 4J - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
Fish
arroyo chub
Amphibians
coast range newt
Reptiles
coastal western whiptail

southern sagebrush lizard

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake

western pond turtle

San Diego mountain kingsnake
Birds
American bittern

Nashville warbler

black swift

northern goshawk

black-crowned night heron

osprey

California spotted owl

purple martin

Cooper’s hawk

sharp-shinned hawk

double-crested cormorant

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

downy woodpecker

tree swallow

ferruginous hawk

white-faced ibis

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

loggerhead shrike

Wilson’s warbler

Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow warbler

mountain quail

yellow-breasted chat
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Table 4J - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Bernardino flying squirrel

Plants
beautiful hulsea

Munz’s mariposa lily

California bedstraw

ocellated Humboldt lily

California black walnut

Orcutt’s brodiaea

California muhly

Palmer’s grapplinghook

chickweed oxytheca

Palomar monkeyflower

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

Parish’s brittlescale

cliff cinquefoil

Parry’s spine flower

Coulter’s goldfields

Payson’s jewelflower

Coulter’s matilija poppy

peninsular spine flower

Davidson’s saltscale

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Engelmann oak

prostrate spine flower

Fish’s milkwort

Rainbow manzanita

graceful tarplant

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

San Miguel savory

heart-leaved pitcher sage

shaggy-haired alumroot

intermediate mariposa lily

small-flowered microseris

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered morning glory

Johnston’s rock cress

smooth tarplant

lemon lily

sticky-leaved dudleya

little mousetail

vernal barley

long-spined spine flower

Wright’s trichocoronis

many-stemmed dudleya

The impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Non-Listed Covered Species (Table 4C). The impacts of this alternative would be
generally much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For
example, loss of suitable habitat for yellow-breasted chat would be 4,310 acres (35%)
under this alternative, and the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would
be approximately 2,780 acres (22%) (Table 4C). For certain Non-Listed Covered
Species, such as arroyo chub and San Bernardino flying squirrel, the precise quantity of
the impact is undetermined at this time due to lack of existing available information
regarding these species.
Covered activities under this alternative would be identical to those described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species associated with
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Covered Activities, including development of single-family homes or location of mobile
homes on existing legal parcels and conversion of natural lands to agricultural use (as
defined and outlined in Section 6.3 of the MSHCP, if implemented) within the Criteria
Area, are the same as they are for the MSHCP.
Features are incorporated into the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative to minimize
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species. These include assembly of a Conservation
Area that incorporates substantial acreages of suitable habitat and known locations in a
configuration that provides live-in and linkage habitat for a number of species. For
example, core populations of Bell’s sage sparrow at Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley
Lake, Aguanga, and the Jurupa Mountains, would be conserved, as well as linkages,
such as the Sedco Hills and Hogbacks, to other localities in the MSHCP Area.
Criteria-based Reserve Assembly would occur in a manner consistent with Rough Step
policies and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process described in
Section 6.1.1, MSHCP, Volume I.
In addition, this alternative includes policies that would afford some additional
protection to Listed Covered Species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation
Area . The narrow endemics plant species policy and the additional survey needs policy,
described in Section 6.1.3 and 6.3.2, respectively, of the MSHCP, Volume I, require
surveys to be conducted as part of the project review process for public and private
projects where suitable habitat is present. The following Non-Listed Covered Species
are subject to the narrow endemic plant species and additional survey needs policies.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Policy
Johnston’s rock-cress
Munz’s mariposa lily
many-stemmed dudleya

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw
San Miguel savory
Wright’s trichocoronis

Additional Survey Needs Policy
smooth tarplant
Coulter’s goldfields
little mousetail

Parish’s brittlescale
Nevin’s barberry

Species detected during surveys would be conserved in accordance with the respective
applicable policy. Information gathered as a result of species surveys would serve to fill
data gaps and inform monitoring and management for a species. The additional survey
requirements and information-gathering efforts would be implemented until the MSHCP
Conservation Area is assembled in a manner that provides for long-term conservation
of these species.
Wetland species occurring outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area may also receive
additional protection as a result of implementation of the policy related to riparian,
riverine, and vernal pool areas, described in Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I. As
part of that policy, survey, mapping and documentation of riparian, riverine, vernal pool
systems, and other areas that are identified as jurisdictional under Section 1600 et seq.
of the California Fish and Game Code or Sections 401, 402, or 404 of the Federal Clean
Water Act would occur. These areas may include playas and vernal pools, open water,
meadows and marshes, riparian scrub, woodlands and forests, and other habitat types,
known to occur in the Plan Area. For mapped habitat located outside of the MSHCP
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Conservation Area, avoidance and minimization measures, consistent with existing
regulations, would be employed. The avoidance and minimization measures would
reduce impacts to areas supporting a number of Non-Listed Covered Species. The
following Non-Listed Covered Species would benefit from implementation of the
riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy.
Non-Listed Covered Wetland Species
coast range newt
American bittern
black-crowned night-heron
black swift
Cooper’s hawk
double-crested cormorant
Lincoln’s sparrow breeding
Macgillvray’s warbler
Nashville warbler
osprey
purple martin
tree swallow
white-faced ibis
Wilson’s warbler

yellow warbler
yellow-breasted chat
arroyo chub
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
California muhly
Coulter’s goldfields
Davidson’s saltscale
little mousetail
Orcutt’s brodiaea
Parish’s brittlescale
Parish’s meadowfoam
vernal barley
Wright’s trichocoronis
western pond turtle

If suitable habitat were determined to be present, focused surveys for the Santa Rosa
Plateau fairy shrimp would be conducted. Localities of wetland species observed during
focused surveys would be conserved in accordance with policies contained in Section
6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species localities at Temescal
Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, and Anza Valley is anticipated under
this alternative when compared to the proposed MSHCP. Areas such as the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part
of the MSHCP Conservation Area would be excluded under this alternative. Nevertheless, with application of the narrow endemic policy, additional survey needs policy and
riparian, riverine, and wetlands policy, as well as Reserve Assembly and configuration,
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be reduced to less than significant levels.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Listed and
Proposed Species Alternative is included in Table 4K. Any conservation benefits that
would accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP developed under the Listed and
Proposed Species alternative would likely be reduced, due to the reduction in overall
Conservation Area. However, as noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential
adverse effects to Non-Covered Species at this time due to the lack of information for
these species. Therefore, impacts to Non-Covered Species, including impacts resulting
from Covered Activities, under this alternative are deemed to be significant and
unavoidable. Please also refer to discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the
proposed MSHCP.
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Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Invertebrates/Insects
Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly

Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
Fish
speckled dace
Amphibians
large-blotched salamander

western spadefoot

Reptiles
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

northern red-diamond rattlesnake

California legless lizard

San Bernardino ringneck snake

California red-sided garter snake

San Diego banded gecko

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego horned lizard

coastal glossy snake

San Diego ringneck snake

granite night lizard

southern rubber boa

granite spiny lizard

two-striped garter snake

long-nosed leopard lizard
Birds
Bell’s sage sparrow

merlin

burrowing owl

northern harrier

cactus wren

northern pygmy owl

California black rail

prairie falcon

California horned lark

short-eared owl

flammulated owl

Swainson’s thrush

golden eagle

tricolored blackbird

grasshopper sparrow

turkey vulture

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

long-eared owl

white-tailed kite

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

American badger

pale big-eared bat

big free-tailed bat

pallid bat

bobcat

peninsular bighorn sheep
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Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
California leaf-nosed bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

California mastiff bat

ringtail

Dulzura California pocket mouse

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Diego desert woodrat

fringed myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-eared myotis

southern yellow bat

long-legged myotis

spotted bat

long-tailed weasel

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

mountain lion
Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s rupertia

ayenia

Parry’s tetracoccus

Big Bear Valley woollypod

prairie wedge grass

bluish spike moss

Pringle’s monardella

Brand’s phacelia

prostrate navarretia

Braunton’s milk-vetch

Robinson’s pepper grass

California spine flower

round-leaved boykinia

caraway-leaved gilia

round-leaved filaree

chocolate lily

sagebrush loeflingia

cliff spurge

salt spring checkerbloom

coastal dunes milk-vetch

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

Coulter’s saltbush

San Diego button-celery

crested milk-vetch

San Diego goldenstar

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Jacinto beardtongue

desert sage

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Duran’s rush

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Hammitt’s clay-cress

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

Hidden Lake bluecurl

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

jackass clover

Santiago Peak keckii

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

slender bedstraw

Lakeside ceanothus

small-flowered bluecurls

leafy buckwheat

snake cholla

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

Sonoran maiden form

light-gray lichen

south coast saltscale

Mission Canyon bluecup

southern skullcap
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Table 4K - Non-covered Species Under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
mud nama

southern jewel-flower

Orcutt’s linanthus

summer holly

Palmer’s mariposa lily

Tahquitz ivesia

panamint dudleya

Thurber’s penstemon

Parish’s alumroot

white-bracted spine flower

Parish’s chaenactis

white-margined oxytheca

Parish’s daisy

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s desert thorn

Ziegler’s aster

Parish’s onion

Cores and Linkages. Under the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative, all of the cores
and linkages noted in Table 4E and depicted in Figure 4.1.3 would be incorporated into
the MSHCP Conservation Area. As noted in the discussion of the Relationship to
adopted or approved HCPs and NCCPs, these cores and linkages include some of the
missing links identified by the California Wilderness Coalition in their study of linkage
priorities in the South Coast Ecoregion, for which the MSHCP has the ability to
incorporate such cores and linkages. Table 4E identifies the proposed cores and linkages
that are not included as part of this alternative. In addition to the proposed cores and
linkages identified as not a part of the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, this alternative also omits proposed core and
linkage areas in the Lakeview Mountains, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Tule Creek, and
Temecula Creek east of Vail Lake. Also, reduced conservation would occur at Wilson
Valley, Vail Lake, and Anza Valley areas under this alternative.
Absence of these cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to
certain species, as well as overall function of the MSHCP Conservation Area. In
addition to the significant effects associated with implementation of the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, significant effects resulting from
the exclusion of the Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, Tule Creek, and
Temecula Creek would occur. For example, under this alternative, the reserve design
in the Badlands would be less robust due to the reduced number of acres conserved when
compared to the proposed MSHCP. This alternative would not provide large habitat
blocks in the Badlands for foraging raptors or mammals connecting to the National
Forest lands. The absence of Temecula and Tule Creeks as linkages further isolates core
areas in Anza Valley and the Agua Tibia Wilderness.
Assembly of the cores and linkages will occur in accordance with the MSHCP Criteria
and the Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Process. However, as noted in
Section 3 of the MSHCP, Volume I and in Table 4E of this document, a number of the
identified linkages are regarded as constrained linkages and would be within the area
subject to take authorization. The combination of constrained linkages and a less robust
reserve design under this alternative may affect the ability of the cores and linkages to
function. This is regarded as a significant effect.
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Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPS and NCCPs. The following section addresses
regional resource planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the failure
to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north are generally the same
as discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Alternative with the
exception that Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 have been reduced in size. Impacts
discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative also
apply to the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Connections to the Coachella Valley MSHCP
Area to the east are essentially the same as discussed for the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Alternative.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. Connections to resource
planning areas in San Diego County to the south are the same as discussed for the
Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Significant impacts
discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative also
apply to this alternative.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connections to the Orange County NCCP Planning Areas to the west
are the same as discussed for the Proposed Project. Regional resource planning
impacts discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative also apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. Regional planning
impacts are the same as those discussed under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative.
Edge Effects. The types of edge effects under this alternative would be the same as for
the proposed MSHCP, and identified impacts would be minimized by the same features
incorporated in the MSHCP. As noted in the discussion of Impacts to cores and linkages
under this alternative (and identified in Table 4E), all of the proposed cores and linkages
and extensions of existing cores and linkages would be absent from this alternative. For
these absent cores and linkages under this alternative, no edge effects would occur.
Given the greatly increased take authorized area, and the fact that existing cores would
remain isolated and would not be connected by new proposed cores and linkages, it is
anticipated that significant edge effects would occur for all of the existing cores and
linkages under this alternative with the exception of the existing Cleveland and San
Bernardino National Forest cores. Edge effects to Conserved Habitats and Covered
Species within these cores and linkages would be greater than would occur under the
proposed MSHCP. Under this alternative, edge effects to sensitive species not included
on the Covered Species list for this alternative, but present within the Conserved Habitat
areas, would also occur. The same features incorporated in the MSHCP under the
proposed MSHCP to minimize edge effects would be incorporated in this alternative,
including the standard BMPs; the Land Use Guidelines Pertaining to Urban/Wildlands
Interface; and siting, design, construction, operations, and maintenance guidelines for
Covered Activities and Allowable Uses. Significant edge effects would remain even
with implementation of these minimization measures for all of the existing cores and
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linkages, due to the absence of important linkages, reduction in core areas, and increased
human interaction with wildlife.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Vegetation Communities. For sensitive upland communities within the MSHCP Plan
Area, implementation of this alternative would provide take authorization within areas
that include 52 percent of the chaparral, 78 percent of the coastal sage scrub, 91 percent
of the desert scrub, 85 percent of the grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), and 74 percent of the Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (Table 4L). For
wetland communities within the MSHCP Plan Area, this alternative would provide take
authorization within areas that include 86 percent of the meadows and marshes, 63
percent of the playas and vernal pools, 25 percent of water, and 52 percent of the
riparian scrub, woodland and forest. For forest communities within the MSHCP Plan
Area, this alternative would provide take authorization in areas that include 31 percent
of the montane coniferous forest and 38 percent of the woodlands and forests. In
addition, 93 percent of the agricultural land in the Plan Area would be within areas
subject to take authorization in this alternative.

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Table 4L - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Agriculture

169,480

149,460/88%

143,100/84% 143,100/84%

158,000/93%

Chaparral

434,950

162,670/37%

187,960/43% 200,560/46%

227,570/52%

Coastal Sage Scrub

156,450

74,730/48%

82,71053%

92,060/59%

121,890/78%

14,570

9,580/66%

13,100/90%

13,260/91%

13,260/91%

154,140

111,320/72%

116,110/75% 120,120/78%

131,330/85%

2,280

1,730/76%

1,850/81%

1,870/82%

1,950/86%

29,910

9,410/31%

9,400/31%

9,400/31%

9,430/31%

7,910

1,160/15%

2,060/26%

2,060/26%

4,990/63%

15,030

3,840/26%

5,660/38%

5,960/40%

7,760/52%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan
Sage Scrub

7,940

2,710/34%

3,500/44%

3,520/44%

5,880/74%

Unknown

1,350

110/8%

110/8%

110/8%

120/9%

Water

12,210

1,870/15%

2,120/17%

2,200/18%

3,060/25%

Woodlands and Forests

34,300

10,80032%

11,780/34%

11,940/35%

13,530/39%

Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes

2

Montane
Coniferous Forest
Playas and
Vernal Pools
Riparian Scrub, Woodland and Forest
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Developed or Disturbed
Land

Notes:

Existing Reserves Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative Total Acres / %
Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative
Total Acres / % Within the Area
Subject to Take Authorization

Vegetation Type

Proposed MSHCP Total Acres /
% Within the Area Subject to
Take Authorization

Total Acres
in Plan Area

Table 4L - Summary of Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

218,260

––

––

––

––

TOTALS 1,258,780

539,3903

579,4703

606,1603

698,7703

1

Impacts associated with the No Project Alternative are presented separately.
Includes cismontane alkali marsh.
3
Totals exclude developed/disturbed land, because no additional impact to biological resources would occur
in these areas as a result of implementation of the Proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Western Riverside County MSHCP, November 2002.
2

Source:

Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, approximately 347,000 acres of existing
reserves would be managed to provide Conserved Habitat for as many species as
possible. Conserved Habitat is defined as land that is permanently protected and
managed for the benefit of the Covered Species under legal arrangements that prevent
its conversion to other uses. Under this alternative, the vegetation communities not
included in existing reserves would be subject to take authorization. For the sensitive
upland communities, due to the large percentages of chaparral (52%), coastal sage scrub
(78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland (85%) (including native and non-native grassland),
and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (74%) potentially within the area subject to take
authorization under this alternative, significant impacts to these vegetation communities
would occur even with application of the minimization measures. With respect to
agriculture, although 93 percent of this vegetation community is within the area subject
to take authorization, this vegetation community is not a sensitive natural community,
so impacts to it are not regarded to be significant. (As noted previously, impacts to
Agriculture are analyzed in Section 4.2, and impacts to species that utilize agricultural
lands are analyzed below in the discussions of impacts to Listed Covered Species and
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species.)
Listed Covered Species. The Existing Reserves Alternative encompasses approximately
347,000 acres comprising public/quasi-public land and land under pre-existing
conservation agreements. Land that is shown as developed or disturbed on the vegetation
map is not proposed for conservation.
This alternative would not include coverage for the Covered Activities described for the
MSHCP except for those Covered Species Adequately Conserved in the existing
reserves. Therefore, the Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in any impacts
to Listed Covered Species from Covered Activities.
As a result of issuance of a 10(a) permit, the species identified in Table 4M could be
legally taken by permitted jurisdictions where they occur outside of the Conservation
Area. The Listed Covered Species would be directly affected by the take authorization
because they will no longer receive protection outside of Existing Reserves. The
impacts to the Listed Covered Species are quantified based on the best existing
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information available for known occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each
Listed Covered Species (Table 4B). The impacts of this alternative would be generally
much greater in magnitude when compared to the proposed MSHCP. For example, loss
of suitable habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher would be 6,610 acres (48%) under
this alternative, while the loss of suitable habitat under the proposed MSHCP would be
approximately 3,220 acres (23%) (Table 4B).
Table 4M - Listed Species Conserved Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Amphibians
California red-legged frog

mountain yellow-legged frog

Birds
peregrine falcon

western yellow-billed cuckoo

Mammals
Stephens’ kangaroo rat
Plants
Mojave tarplant

San Diego button-celery

Parish’s meadowfoam

Because conservation would only occur on Existing Reserves, take authorization would
be granted in areas of suitable habitat and known species localities at French Valley,
Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley, the Jurupa
Mountain, Cactus Valley, Badlands, Reche Canyon, Lakeview Mountains, and a number
of linkages, including San Jacinto River, Bautista Creek, Hemet vernal pools, Sedco
Hills, Gavilan Plateau, Warm Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla
Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble Creek. Also, under this alternative, an interconnected reserve system that incorporates both live-in and linkage habitat would not be
assembled. Therefore, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be significant.
Non-listed Covered Species. The impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species identified
in Table 4N are quantified based on the best existing information available for known
occurrences and potential suitable habitat for each Non-Listed Covered Species (Table
4C). The impacts of this alternative would be generally much greater in magnitude
when compared to the proposed MSHCP.
Table 4N - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustacean
Santa Rosa Plateau fairy shrimp
Reptiles
northern red-diamond rattlesnake

San Bernardino mountain kingsnake

San Diego mountain kingsnake
Birds
black swift (breeding)

Nashville warbler

black-crowned night heron

northern goshawk

California spotted owl

osprey
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Table 4N - Non-listed Species Covered Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
double-crested cormorant

purple martin

Lincoln’s sparrow

Williamson’s sapsucker

Macgillvray’s warbler

Wilson’s warbler

mountain quail
Mammals
brush rabbit

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse

coyote

San Diego desert woodrat

Plants
beautiful hulsea

lemon lily

California bedstraw

Munz’s mariposa lily

California beardtongue

ocellated Humboldt lily

chickweed oxytheca

Orcutt’s brodiaea

Cleveland’s bush monkeyflower

San Miguel savory

cliff cinquefoil

San Jacinto Mountains bedstraw

Hall’s monardella

shaggy-haired alumroot

Johnston’s rock cress

sticky-leaved dudleya

This alternative would not include coverage for the Covered Activities described for the
MSHCP. Therefore, the Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in any impacts
to Non-Listed Covered Species from Covered Activities.
Under this alternative, significant impacts to the Non-Listed Covered Species would
occur due to the fact that no additional lands would be conserved as habitat for these
species.
Non-Covered Species. The list of defined Non-Covered Species for the Existing
Reserves Alternative is contained in Table 4O. Any conservation benefits that would
accrue to these species as a result of the MSHCP would be reduced under the Existing
Reserves Alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area. However, as
noted, it is not possible to fully quantify the potential adverse effects to Non-Covered
Species at this time due to the lack of information for these species. Please also refer to
discussion of impacts to non-covered species for the proposed MSHCP. Impacts to
Non-Covered Species are therefore assumed to be potentially significant and not
mitigable.
Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Invertebrates/Crustaceans
Riverside fairy shrimp

vernal pool fairy shrimp

Invertebrates/Insects
Delhi Sands flower-loving fly

Quino checkerspot butterfly

Electra silkmoth

Ruth’s cuckoo bee

Frost’s tiger beetle

San Jacinto blue butterfly
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Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Greenest tiger beetle

Simple hydroporus diving beetle

Harbisons dun skipper
Fish
arroyo chub

Santa Ana sucker

Amphibians
arroyo toad

large-blotched salamander

coast range newt

western spadefoot

Reptiles
Belding’s orange-throated whiptail

long-nosed leopard lizard

California legless lizard

San Bernardino ringneck snake

California red-sided garter snake

San Diego banded gecko

coast patch-nosed snake

San Diego horned lizard

coastal glossy snake

San Diego ringneck snake

coastal rosy boa

southern rubber boa

coastal western whiptail

southern sagebrush lizard

granite spiny lizard

two-striped garter snake

granite night lizard

western pond turtle

Birds
American bittern

merlin

bald eagle

mountain plover

Bell’s sage sparrow

northern harrier (breeding)

burrowing owl

northern pygmy owl

cactus wren

prairie falcon (breeding)

California black rail

sharp-shinned hawk

California horned lark

short-eared owl (breeding)

coastal California gnatcatcher

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow

Cooper’s hawk

southwestern willow flycatcher

downy woodpecker

Swainson’s hawk

ferruginous hawk

Swainson’s thrush (breeding)

flammulated owl

tree swallow

golden eagle

tricolored blackbird

grasshopper sparrow

turkey vulture (breeding)

great blue heron

Vaux’s swift

greater sandhill crane

western least bittern

Le Conte’s thrasher

western snowy plover

least Bell's vireo

white-faced ibis

loggerhead shrike

white-tailed kite

long-eared owl (breeding)

yellow warbler
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Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Macgillvray’s warbler

yellow-breasted chat

Mammals
Aguanga kangaroo rat

mountain lion

American badger

Nelson’s bighorn sheep

big free-tailed bat

pale big-eared bat

bobcat

pallid bat

California leaf-nosed bat

peninsular bighorn sheep

California mastiff bat

pocketed free-tailed bat

Dulzura California pocket mouse

ringtail

Dulzura kangaroo rat

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

fringed myotis

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

long-eared myotis

southern grasshopper mouse

long-legged myotis

southern yellow bat

long-tailed weasel

spotted bat

Los Angeles pocket mouse

western big-eared bat

Mexican long-tongued bat

western small-footed myotis

Plants
adder’s mouth

Parish’s daisy

ayenia

Parish’s desert thorn

Big Bear Valley woollypod

Parish’s onion

bluish spike moss

Parish’s rupertia

Brand’s phacelia

Parry’s spine flower

Braunton’s milk-vetch

Parry’s tetracoccus

California black walnut

Payson’s jewelflower

California muhly

peninsular spine flower

California Orcutt grass

Plummer’s mariposa lily

California spine flower

prairie wedge grass

caraway-leaved gilia

Pringle’s monardella

chocolate lily

prostrate navarretia

cliff spurge

prostrate spine flower

coastal dunes milk-vetch

Rainbow manzanita

Coulter’s goldfields

Robinson’s pepper grass

Coulter's matilija poppy

sagebrush loeflingia

Coulter’s saltbush

salt spring checkerbloom

crested milk-vetch

San Bernardino Mountains owl clover

Davidson’s saltscale

San Diego ambrosia

Davidson’s stonecrop

San Diego goldenstar

desert sage

San Jacinto beardtongue
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Table 4O - Non-covered Species Under the Existing Reserves Alternative
Duran’s rush

San Jacinto Mountain daisy

Engelmann oak

San Jacinto prickly phlox

Fish’s milkwort

San Jacinto Valley crownscale

graceful tarplant

Santa Ana River woollystar

Hammitt’s clay-cress

Santa Rosa Mountains linanthus

heart-leaved pitcher sage

Santiago Peak keckii

Hidden Lake bluecurl

slender bedstraw

intermediate mariposa lily

slender-horned spine flower

jackass clover

small-flowered bluecurls

Jaeger’s milk-vetch

small-flowered microseris

Laguna Mountains jewel-flower

small-flowered morning-glory

Lakeside ceanothus

smooth tarplant

large-leaf filaree

snake cholla

leafy buckwheat

Sonoran maiden form

Lemmon’s syntrichopappus

south coast saltscale

light-gray lichen

southern skullcap

little mousetail

southern jewel-flower

long-spined spine flower

spreading navarretia

many-stemmed dudleya

summer holly

Mission Canyon bluecup

Tahquitz ivesia

mud nama

Tecate cypress

Munz’s onion

thread-leaved brodiaea

Nevin’s barberry

Thurber’s penstemon

Orcutt’s linanthus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Palmer’s grapplinghook

vernal barley

Palmer’s mariposa lily

white-bracted spine flower

Palomar monkeyflower

white-margined oxytheca

panamint dudleya

Wright’s trichocoronis

Parish’s alumroot

Yucaipa onion

Parish’s brittlescale

Ziegler’s aster

Parish’s chaenactis

Cores and Linkages. As shown in Table 4E, all proposed cores and linkages would be
missing from this alternative. This would isolate existing reserves that would continue
to be managed for biological resources. Section 3 of the MSHCP identifies the distances
between these existing core habitat areas. In addition to isolating cores, the Existing
Reserves Alternative would result in increased edge effects. Absence of the proposed
cores and linkages would have significant effects with respect to certain species that
occur within those cores and linkages, as well as overall function of the MSHCP
Conservation Area. For example, the Proposed Core 3 missing from this alternative
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would adversely affect function of the MSHCP Conservation Area by not connecting the
San Bernardino National Forest to the northeast with San Bernardino County and other
conserved areas to the north of the core. Absence of this core would authorize take in
this core area and would isolate the existing reserve in the San Bernardino National
Forest and the Potrero Area of Critical Environmental Concern from the San Bernardino
Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north.
Relationship to adopted or approved HCPs and NCCPs. The following section discusses
the regional resource planning efforts. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the
failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and
NCCPs.
San Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area. Connections to the San
Bernardino Preliminary MSHCP Planning Area to the north have changed from
those described in the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Proposed
Noncontiguous Habitat Block 1 and Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 have been
eliminated. Proposed Linkages 5 and 6 help create missing linkage 38 from the
California Wilderness Coalition report. Eliminating this high priority linkage north
to the San Bernardino Mountains could create conflicts to regional conservation
planning, and, but as the plan has not yet been adopted, it is not considered to be a
significant impact.
Coachella Valley MSHCP Alternative 2. Connections to the Coachella Valley MSHCP
planning area to the east are generally the same as those for the Listed and Proposed
Alternative. Connections will be maintained through existing public lands.
San Diego MSCP North County Subarea and MHCOSP. This alternative eliminates
Proposed Core 7 and its connection south to conservation planning areas in San
Diego County, but connection south is still maintained through a variety of public
lands as described under the Proposed MSHCP. Significant impacts discussed in
the Listed and Proposed Alternative also apply to this alternative.
Orange County Proposed Southern, and Central and Coastal Subregion NCCP
Planning Area. Connection west to conservation planning areas in Orange County
is the same as that discussed under the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Significant impacts discussed in the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative also
apply to this alternative.
Missing Linkages in the California Wilderness Coalition Report. Several missing
linkages from the California Wilderness Coalition Report have been removed under
this alternative in addition to those already discussed under the Listed and Proposed
Alternative. These missing linkages include numbers 44 (Corona to Temecula
Foothills Linkage), 41 (Mystic Lake/San Jacinto Wildlife Area to Portrero/San
Jacinto Mountains Area), 57 (South Lake Skinner to San Jacinto Mountains), 12
(Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve to Cleveland National Forest), 53 (San Jacinto
River), 46 (Gavilan Hills to Santa Ana Mountains), 52 (Estelle Mountain/Good
Hope to San Jacinto River), and 59 (East Side Reservoir to San Jacinto Foothills).
Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, all proposed cores and linkages have been
eliminated, so the MSHCP fails to incorporate several missing linkages identified
in the South Coast Ecoregion. Failure to provide these linkages could conflict with
regional habitat conservation planning and is considered a significant impact.
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Edge Effects. The cores and linkages identified for the proposed MSHCP would be
absent from this alternative. Edge effects would be exacerbated because of the greatly
increased amount of take authorized area, the loss of cores and linkages, and increased
human interaction with wildlife. Edge effects would therefore be significant.

No Project Alternative
This section provides an analysis of potential biological impacts associated with the No
Project Alternative, which represents the anticipated conditions and circumstances that
would result if an MSHCP were not implemented in western Riverside County.
The purpose of this analysis is to roughly quantify and analyze the effects upon habitats
and species if no action were to be taken on the MSHCP. The outcome of no action
would be continuation of existing regulatory processes related to the development of,
and the resulting impacts to, species and habitats. It should be noted that the ability to
quantify such impacts to species is limited by the extent of existing data available on the
occurrence and distribution of species within the MSHCP Area. Therefore, the rough
quantification of impacts is based on estimated impacts to vegetation communities. An
additional complication in the quantification of impacts is the inability to accurately
predict the extent and pattern of future development and mitigation associated with that
development. For the purpose of this analysis, certain assumptions are made regarding
the number of acres and type of development that would occur in the future, based on
the proposed County of Riverside General Plan and existing city general plan land use
designations and policies and SCAG regional growth projections. For example, within
the areas within the Rural designation, it is assumed that impacts would occur on
approximately 60 percent of the land. This is based on the roughly average minimum
parcel size for a single-family dwelling of 10 acres, and the assumption that the loss of
habitat value associated with a single-family dwelling is 6 acres. Assumptions for each
land use category are noted below.
The section also describes existing regulatory processes that would result in conservation
of regulated resources, such as listed species and wetlands. While these mechanisms are
described in detail, the mitigation resulting from these processes cannot be accurately
quantified. However, it is assumed that the mitigation would occur within areas that
would not otherwise be developed (e.g., within areas designated as open space).
Therefore, the estimates of conservation resulting from General Plan land use
designations and policies also account for individual project mitigation.
Table 4P provides a rough estimate of anticipated impacts to vegetation types based on
generalized land uses from the proposed County General Plan update and existing city
general plans within the MSHCP Area. These estimates are provided to assist in the
analysis of potential impacts and conservation that may result from land use designations, policies, and regulations that are contained in the updated County General Plan
and existing city general plans. The County General Plan update contains a land use
map that consists of four broad Foundation Component land uses. Land uses depicted
in the city general plans have been standardized to these Foundation Components for
consistency in this analysis.
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Table 4P - No Project Alternative Land Use and Vegetation Summary1
LAND USE CATEGORIES
Vegetation Type
Open Space
Agriculture

Community
Agriculture Development

Rural

Total

19,000

29,520

13,240

107,720

169,480

252,720

126,230

5,200

50,780

434,930

30

80

0

1,150

1,260

54,660

55,140

1,870

44,770

156,440

2,500

6,200

30

5,820

14,550

29,600

39,690

6,080

78,780

154,150

670

0

50

60

780

23,890

1,720

1,030

3,260

29,900

Playas and Vernal Pools

4,740

300

510

2,360

7,910

Riparian Scrub

8,620

1,810

190

4,400

15,020

Riversidean Sage Scrub

2,400

1,870

260

3,420

7,950

Unknown

1,300

0

0

40

1,340

Water

8,180

110

140

3,780

12,210

22,590

8,970

320

2,430

34,310

8,570

23,150

1,520

185,020

218,260

439,470

294,790

30,440

493,790

1,258,490

Chaparral
Cismontane Alkali Marsh
Coastal Sage Scrub
Desert Scrub
Grassland
Meadows and Marshes
Montane Coniferous Forest

Woodlands
Developed/Disturbed
TOTAL
Note:

1

Acreages presented in the land use and vegetation summaries are rounded to the nearest 10 acres.

The generalized Foundation Component land use categories are described below. The
relative impact/conservation value of these land use components is also estimated. The
actual impact or conservation that occurs within these land use categories may differ
from the rough estimates provided.
Open Space. Open Space identifies those areas appropriate for the preservation of open
space for habitat, recreation, scenic value, mineral resource extraction, and natural
resource preservation. This category also identifies remote, large-parceled areas that
allow limited development. Areas designated Open Space are assumed to have a very
high potential for conservation for the benefit of species addressed in the MSHCP,
recognizing that permitted uses and management issues remain to be evaluated. For the
purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that 80 percent of natural vegetation communities
within the Open Space designated areas would be conserved. This is based on the
assumption that approximately 20 percent of open space lands would involve
improvements that would preclude conservation.
Rural. Rural identifies those areas with a distinctive rural character, including existing
rural communities, and mountainous and desert areas that allow limited development.
Areas designated as Rural have some potential for conservation of biological resources.
However, the pattern of allowable development may result in fragmentation of habitats
that may reduce the value of undeveloped areas for certain suites of species. For the
purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that 40 percent of natural vegetation communities
would be conserved within the Rural designated areas. This is based on the assumption
that approximately 60 percent of rural areas would be developed or disturbed.
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-135

Agriculture. Agriculture identifies those areas to be used for agricultural production.
Areas designated agriculture have potential for conservation for the benefit of species
addressed in the MSHCP; however, disturbance represented by agricultural activities
would reduce conservation values. For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed that
50 percent of land designated Agriculture would result in conservation of species within
the MSHCP Area. This is based on the assumption that approximately one-half of
agricultural lands would be subject to activities that would preclude conservation.
Community Development. Community Development identifies those areas that are
appropriate for urban or suburban development, including areas for single family and
multiple family residential uses, commercial, industrial, business park, public facilities,
and a mix of uses. Areas with these designations are assumed to have little or no
potential for conservation for the benefit of species addressed in the MSHCP. It is
assumed that areas within the Community Development designations would result in
impacts to 95 percent of natural habitats. This is based on the assumption that
approximately 5 percent of Community Development areas would be placed in open
space that would have some benefit to species conservation.
The No Project Alternative includes approximately 439,470 acres of land designated as
Open Space. Based on the above-stated assumptions, it is anticipated that impacts to 20
percent of natural vegetation communities would occur within this land use category,
and that conservation would include including approximately 202,176 acres of
chaparral, 24 acres of cismontane alkali marsh, 43,728 acres of coastal sage scrub, 2,000
acres of desert scrub, 23,680 acres of grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), 536 acres of meadows, 19,112 acres of montane coniferous forest, 3,792
acres of playas and vernal pools, 6,896 acres of riparian scrub, 1,92 acres of Riversidean
sage scrub, 6,344 acres of open water, and 18,072 acres of woodlands.
Within the Rural designation area, impacts to natural vegetation communities would
include the following: 75,738 acres of chaparral, 48 acres of cismontane alkali marsh,
33,084 acres of coastal sage scrub, 3,720 acres of desert scrub, 23,814 acres of grassland
(including native and non-native grassland), 1,032 acres of montane coniferous forest,
180 acres of playas and vernal pools, 1,086 acres of riparian scrub, 1,122 acres of
Riversidean sage scrub, 66 acres of open water, and 5,382 acres of woodland.
Within the areas designated for Agriculture, impacts to natural vegetation communities
would include the following: 2,600 acres of chaparral, 935 acres of coastal sage scrub,
5 acres of desert scrub, 3,040 acres of grassland (including native and non-native
grassland), 25 acres of meadows and marshes, 515 acres of montane coniferous forest,
254 acres of playas and vernal pools, 95 acres of riparian scrub, 130 acres of Riversidean
sage scrub, 70 acres of open water, and 160 acres of woodlands.
Impacts within the Community Development designated areas would include
approximately 48,241 acres of chaparral, 1,092 acres of cismontane alkali marsh, 42,532
acres of coastal sage scrub, 5,530 acres of desert scrub, 74,841 acres of grassland
(including native and non-native grassland), 57 acres of meadows and marshes, 3,097
acres of montane coniferous forest, 2,242 acres of playas and vernal pools, 4,180 acres
of riparian scrub, 3,249 acres of Riversidean sage scrub, and 3,591 acres of open water
and 2,308 acres of woodland.
Included within the 439,470 acres of Open Space designations are existing public/quasipublic lands. A variety of management activities would continue to occur under the No
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Project Alternative; however, there would not be a coordinated system of management
among the reserves. A summary of public/quasi-public lands and associated management activities is provided in Table 4Q.
Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Cleveland National Forest

US Forest Service

Resource conservation and compatible recreation activities; wilderness areas-recreation
restricted to hiking, low-impact camping.

San Bernardino
National Forest

US Forest Service

Resource conservation and compatible recreation activities; wilderness areas-recreation
restricted to hiking, low-impact camping.

Prado Basin

US Army Corps of
Engineers

Management for both watershed resource preservation as well as flood control protection.

Bureau of Land
Management
Lands

Bureau of Land
Management

Management is based on multiple use and
sustainable yield; designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (Potrero, Santa
Margarita Ecological Reserve, Million Dollar
Spring); land swaps to promulgate concentration
of ownership with the intent to better manage
lands.

Lake Perris
Recreation Area

California State
Parks

Preservation of natural and cultural resources
and provide for recreational activities. Management for SKR2 as well as exotic species removal.

San Jacinto
Wildlife Refuge

CDFG3/ California
State Parks

Native species conservation and habitat enhancement. Hunting and fishing is also permitted in some areas. Mowing of 1,500 acres for
maintenance of SKR habitat per SKR HCP4.

Chino Hills
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of natural communities (NCCP5
area) and species as well as recreational activities. Exotic species removal programs and
promulgation of providing wildlife linkages to
surrounding open space areas also occur.

Anza Borrego
Desert State
Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment. Monitoring programs for riparian vegetation communities, Peninsular bighorn sheep and least Bell’s
vireo. Wilderness areas are managed for primitive character and wildlife preservation.

Mt. San Jacinto
Wilderness
State Park

California State
Parks

Conservation of native environment, maintenance of non-motorized vehicle or bicycle uses.
Primitive camping and associated hiking facilities. Scientific research of high forest ecosystems and endangered plants occurs.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership
6

Existing Management Strategies

Santa Margarita
Ecological Reserve

CSU , San
Diego/The Nature
Conservancy/
CDFG

Managed for scientific education and research.
The Santa Margarita Ecological Reserve Area of
Critical Environmental Concern (BLM7 designation) is managed as a core reserve while still
permitting educational and scientific research
activities

Santa Rosa Plateau Nature Reserve

California State
Parks/County of Riverside/The Nature
Conservancy

Managed to accommodate all owner’s mission
statements; daily non-motorized vehicle access,
restoration of native habitats including vernal
pools and Engelmann oaks. Exotics removal
program has also been underway.

Motte Rimrock
Reserve

University of California Regents

Managed for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to the public, however the
entire reserve is fenced.

Box Springs
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained as research and instruction site by
UCR8. Open to the public, however all sides are
fenced.

Emerson Oaks
Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to public during daylight
hours. An exotic species removal program has
also been deployed at this reserve.

UC James San
Jacinto Mountain Reserve

University of California Regents

Maintained for purposes of education and scientific study. Open to public, however access is
restricted due to perimeter fencing.

Kabian Park

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District/Bureau of Land
Management

Management for wildlife and recreation such as
equestrian, hiking and picnicking. Being considered as a building block for a future core
reserve.

DeAnza Cycle
Park/Norton
Younglove Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Ultimate management and use of this land has
not been resolved at this time. The County is
currently in the process of evaluating prospects
for a motor cycle park or a Conservation Area.

Harford Springs
Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for passive recreation such as hiking,
equestrian uses and wildlife viewing.

Box Springs
Mountain Reserve

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for purposes of recreation including
equestrian uses.

Santa Ana Regional Park

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District/U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers

Hidden Valley Wildlife Area: managed for
habitat conservation and enhancement.
Martha Mclean Anza Narrows Park: managed
for active recreation.
Rancho Jurupa Park: managed for active recreation including off-highway recreational vehicles.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Lake Skinner
Recreation Area

County of Riverside
Parks and Open
Space District

Managed for active recreation.

Riverside
County Habitat
Conservation
Agency Lands

Riverside County
Habitat Conservation
Agency

All lands are dedicated in perpetuity to wildlife
habitat.

Orange County
Water District
Lands

Orange County Water District

Managed for sustainable water resources for
Orange County. Least Bell’s vireo habitat
restoration and species preservation program.
Maintenance of 465 acres of wetland. Duck and
pheasant hunting on adjacent lands.

Sycamore Canyon Wilderness
Park

City of Riverside
Park and Recreation
Department

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve
system. Exotics removal program in wetland
areas is also a component of the park’s management theme.

Lake MathewsEstelle Mountain Reserve

Metropolitan Water
District/ CDFG/
RCHCA9/BLM

Managed as a component of the SKR reserve
system. Active management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive management program in place.

Southwest Riverside County
Multi-Species
Reserve

Metropolitan Water
District/ RCHCA/
Riverside County
Parks and Open
Space District/BLM

Managed as a multiple species reserve. Active
management for wildlife preservation. Adaptive
management program in place.

Metropolitan
Water District
Lands

Metropolitan Water
District

A large majority of lands are reserved for operations and maintenance. Several smaller portions
of land have been reserved for vernal pool or
other habitat preservation. These parcels are
managed for the perpetuity of native habitat and
species preservation.

Riverside
County Flood
Control and
Water Conservation District
Lands

Riverside County
Flood Control and
Water Conservation
District

Managed for protection of flood related threats.
Management plans have been developed with
CDFG to regulate management regimes in
sensitive areas.

March Air Reserve Base Reserve Lands

March Joint Powers
Authority

Managed as a component of the SKR core
reserve system (core reserve with Sycamore
Canyon).

Southern California Edison
Lands

Southern California
Edison

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of utilities. Policies within Southern
California Edison have been developed in order
to reduce impacts to sensitive habitats when
emergency action is necessary.

San Diego Gas
and Electric
Lands

San Diego Gas and
Electric

Lands are reserved for operations and maintenance of utilities.
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Table 4Q - Summary of Existing Reserves Within Plan Area1
Name

Ownership

Existing Management Strategies

Mitigation
Banks/ Conservation Banks

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of habitat and/or species preservation
through mitigation. Lands are actively managed
for specific species or habitat type.

Conservation
Lands

Varies

Lands are conserved and managed for the purpose of habitat and/or species preservation.

Notes:

1
2
3

4

All acreages are approximate.
Stephens’ kangaroo rat.
California Department of Fish and
Game.
Habitat Conservation Plan.

5
6
7
8
9

Natural Community Conservation Plan.
California State University.
Bureau of Land Management.
University of California, Riverside.
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency.

Impacts resulting from development activities are currently subject to a variety of local
State and federal regulatory processes. Under the No Project Alternative, these existing
processes, and the resulting project modifications and mitigation, are anticipated to result
in some conservation of habitats and species within the MSHCP Area. Biological
resources that are afforded the greatest level of protection under existing regulations and
policies are those species that are listed as threatened or endangered and those species
and habitats associated with wetland systems, as further discussed below.
The following is a summary of existing environmental regulations that are currently
applied in western Riverside County and would continue to be applied under the No
Project Alternative:
Federal Regulations
Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA). Section 7 of the FESA stipulates that a federal
action such as issuance of a permit under the Clean Water Act by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers requires the federal agency enter into consultation with the USFWS to
ensure that the federal action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
federally-listed endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is determined to be critical (Section
7[a][2]).
To facilitate compliance with the requirements of Section 7[a][2]), the federal agency
shall request a list of endangered, threatened, candidate (now known limited to Category
1 candidate species), or proposed species in the area of the Proposed Action. If these
species may be present, the federal agency prepares a Biological Assessment to identify
any endangered or threatened species that are likely to be within the area subject to take
authorization by the action (Section 7[c]) and whether a formal consultation with the
USFWS is required. If a formal consultation is required, the USFWS reviews the
Biological Assessment and issues a Biological Opinion determining whether the action
is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined to be critical. The Biological Opinion also may recommend reasonable and
prudent alternatives that are consistent with the intended purpose of the action (project)
and would allow the action to proceed without violation of Section 7(a)(2).
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Section 9 of the FESA prohibits the taking of species listed by the USFWS as threatened
or endangered. As defined by the FESA, “taking” means “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, or capture or collect, or attempt to engage in such conduct.”
“Harass” and “harm” are further defined in federal regulation and case law as follows:
Harass means an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the
likelihood of injuring wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly
disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to,
breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
Harm means an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such acts may
include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills
or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavior patterns,
including breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
With respect to listed plants, the FESA makes it unlawful to:
1. Remove and reduce to possession any species from areas under federal
jurisdiction;
2. Maliciously damage or destroy any such species on such area; or
3. Remove, cut, dig up, or damage or destroy any such species on any other area
in knowing violation of any law or regulation in any State or in the course of
any violation of a State criminal trespass law.
FESA protection for threatened plants is substantially the same as that given to
endangered plants, except that the seeds of threatened plants may be collected.
Section 10(a) of the FESA provides for takings that are incidental to, but not the purpose
of, otherwise lawful activities. Similar provisions also are found under Section 7 for
actions by federal agencies.
Under Section 10(a)(1)(B), USFWS (via powers delegated by the Secretary of the
Interior) is authorized to approve “incidental take” permits provided that the applicant
has met certain conditions. As described in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and
Draft Conservation Planning Guidelines prepared by the USFWS, the application for
such permits must be submitted on a specific form and must be accompanied by an HCP
that contains the following information:
1. The impact that likely will result from the proposed taking of the species;
2. Steps the applicant will take to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such impacts;
3. The level and source of funding available to implement such steps;
4. Procedures that will be used to deal with unforeseen circumstances;
5. The names of the responsible party or parties;
6. Alternatives to the taking and the reasons why they were not pursued; and
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7. Other measures that may be required by the USFWS as necessary or appropriate.
The application is submitted to the Regional Director of the USFWS who, after a public
comment period, must issue the permit if it is found that:
1. The taking will be incidental to an otherwise lawful activity;
2. The applicant will, to the maximum extent practicable, minimize and mitigate
the impacts of the taking;
3. The applicant will ensure that adequate funding for the conservation plan and
procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances will be provided;
4. The taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of the species in the wild;
5. The applicant will ensure that other measures (if any) that USFWS may require
as being necessary or appropriate will be met; and
6. USFWS is assured that the HCP will be implemented. (USFWS’ practice has
been to require a legally binding “implementing agreement” signed by the
permittee and the USFWS in which actions identified in the HCP are presented
in the form of a legal contract.)
Prior to approval of the HCP, the USFWS must conduct an internal consultation in
accordance with Section 7 of the FESA. USFWS also must comply with the environmental review requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which
requires that the potential effects of a major federal action be analyzed in a written
statement (Environmental Assessment [EA] and a Finding of No Significant Impact
[FONSI] or an Environmental Impact Statement [EIS], depending on the project and its
impacts).
Federal Clean Water Act. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which is administered by
the U.S. ACOE, regulates the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into “waters of
the United States.” The term “waters of the United States” generally sets forth the
jurisdiction of the U.S. ACOE and is defined in 33 CFR Part 328 as:
1. All navigable waters (including waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide);
2. All interstate waters and wetlands;
3. All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent
streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows,
playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could
affect interstate or foreign commerce;
4. All impoundments of waters mentioned above;
5. All tributaries of waters mentioned above;
6. The territorial seas; and
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7. All wetlands adjacent to waters mentioned above.
Wetlands are further defined in 33 CFR 328.3(b) as:
Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support . . . a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
The vegetation, soils, and hydrology of a wetland are further characterized in the manual
used by the U.S. ACOE as normally meeting the following three criteria:
1. More than 50 percent of the dominant plant species at the site must be typical
of wetlands (i.e., rated as facultative or wetter in the National List of Plant
Species That Occur in Wetlands);
2. Soils must exhibit physical and/or chemical characteristics indicative of
permanent or periodic saturation (e.g., a greyed color, or mottles with a matrix
of low chroma indicating a relatively consistent fluctuation between aerobic and
anaerobic conditions); and
3. Hydrology characteristics must indicate that the ground is saturated to within 12
inches of the surface for at least 5 percent of the growing season during a
normal rainfall year.
The permitting process entails consultation with federal agencies, public notice, and
preparation of a project alternatives analysis in accordance with guidelines issued by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). EPA’s guidelines are used as the
primary environmental criteria for evaluating the necessity of the proposed activity and
for determining the least damaging feasible alternative and/or appropriate mitigation for
unavoidable impacts. In accordance with the provisions of Section 404, Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act, and, if federally listed species are present, Section 7 of the
FESA, U.S. ACOE also is required to consult with the USFWS prior to acting on the
permit.
State Regulations
California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Section 2080 of CESA prohibits the import,
export, take, possession, purchase, or sale of listed species unless explicitly authorized
by other provisions of the law. Take is defined as to “hunt, pursue, or kill or attempt the
same.” Section 2081 of the CESA authorizes the CDFG to enter into Memorandums of
Understanding (MOUs) with persons, universities, zoological gardens, other institutions,
and public agencies to incidentally take, posses, import, or export State-listed threatened
and endangered species. A 2081 MOU is a legal contract with CDFG regarding the
implementation of conservation and mitigation measures. Section 2053 of the CESA
states that “. . . it is the policy of the State that State agencies should not approve projects
as proposed which would jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species
or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat
essential to the continued existence of those species, if there are reasonable and prudent
alternatives available with conserving the species or its habitats which would prevent
jeopardy.”
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California Fish and Game Code. Sections 1600-1603 of the California Fish and Game
Code regulate all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow of bed, channel,
or bank of any river, stream, or lake in California that supports fish or wildlife.
“Stream” is defined in CDFG regulations as:
A body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed
or channel having banks and supporting fish or other aquatic life. This includes
water courses having surface or subsurface flow that supports or has supported
riparian vegetation.
Under State law, CDFG must be contacted for a streambed alteration agreement for any
activity that may impact a streambed or wetland. CDFG has maintained a “no net loss”
policy regarding potential impacts and traditionally has required replacement of
wetlands on at least an acre-for-acre (1:1) basis. In practice, replacement ratios are
typically higher than 1:1 to compensate for the immediate loss, replacement time, and
inherent failures of mitigation attempts.
Local Regulations
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The County of Riverside and each of the
14 cities, as well as special districts, and other public entities with autonomous land use
authority are subject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA. CEQA
requires that any discretionary action carried out by the decision-making authority (Lead
Agency) be subject to review for potential adverse impacts to the environment. Where
the Lead Agency finds that a project or activity could result in a potentially significant
impact, it is required to develop and implement mitigation measures to reduce or
eliminate that impact. The Lead Agency determines the threshold of significance for an
impact and is responsible for ensuring that mitigation measures are feasible and are
implemented by the appropriate responsible party. CEQA mitigation has the ability to
contribute to conservation by requiring modifications to projects, and/or mitigation for
adverse impacts through setting aside land, either on-site or off-site. Such conservation
would occur on a project-by-project basis.
Other Land Use-Related Regulations
The County of Riverside and each of the 14 cities in the MSHCP Area maintain a variety
of development regulations contained in their respective zoning ordinances, municipal
codes, General Plans, and other policies and development standards. Such regulations,
policies, and standards have the ability to contribute to conservation through restrictions
on development of areas with steep slope, sensitive habitat, and other natural constraints.
Conservation of land through these mechanisms is not specifically designed to conserve
habitat for sensitive species, and is implemented on a project-by-project basis.
Impact Summary
Conservation of species and habitats provided through mitigation and compensation
under the existing regulatory framework would likely result in a pattern of conservation
that is fragmented and managed in a piecemeal fashion. There would not be a
coordinated system of linkages provided to connect Conservation Areas, and the ability
to provide linkages through project-by-project mitigation may be precluded over time
through continued development.
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Although the aforementioned regulations and policies would continue to be applied
throughout the MSHCP Area in the absence of a comprehensive MSHCP, history has
demonstrated that application of these regulations and policies would not avoid the
decline of species in the MSHCP Area that has resulted in increased listings of species
in recent years. Based on historic trends, it is anticipated that under the No Project/No
MSHCP Alternative, new species would continue to be listed in the future, and
regulation of those species and their habitats would be applied under the current
regulatory processes.
Therefore, the No Project Alternative would have significant biological impacts under
each of the thresholds of significance.
Summary of Analysis
Proposed MSHCP
Vegetation Communities. Because of features incorporated into the proposed MSHCP,
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities are reduced to less than significant levels;
with exception to impacts to native grasslands, which will remain a significant and
unavoidable impact.
Listed Covered Species. With the combination of impact reduction features incorporated
into the Proposed Project, including reserve configuration, adaptive management and
monitoring, and species survey and avoidance/minimization policies, the Project's
impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. With the combination of impact-reduction features
incorporated into the proposed project, including reserve configuration adaptive
management and monitoring, and species survey and avoidance/minimization policies,
impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be less than significant.
Non-Covered Species. Conservation provided under the MSHCP could potentially
benefit Non-Covered Species that occur within the MSHCP Conservation Areas.
However, impacts are considered to be significant due to the lack of adequate data
supporting conservation of these species.
Cores and Linkages. The MSHCP provides for the movement of native resident and
migratory species and for genetic flow identified for Covered Species. Therefore,
impacts related to cores and linkages resulting from the Plan are considered less than
significant.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. As shown in Figure 4.1.2,
Regional MSHCP Context, the Additional Reserve Lands and existing public/quasipublic lands do not conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
habitat conservation plan, either within the MSHCP Plan Area or in the surrounding
region. Rather, the MSHCP will complement other regional planning efforts, including
those that are currently underway but have not yet been approved.
Edge Effects. Implementation of features incorporated into the Plan to control edge
effects would reduce impacts to a level that is less than significant.

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-145

Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Implementation of features incorporated into the Plan would
reduce impacts to most of the vegetation communities to less than significant levels.
However, for the sensitive upland communities, due to the large percentages of chaparral
(52%), coastal sage scrub (78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland (85%) (including native
and non-native grassland), and Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub (74%) potentially
within the area subject to take authorization under this alternative, significant impacts
to these vegetation communities would occur even with application of the minimization
measures.
Listed Covered Species. A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and species
localities at Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza Valley,
Badlands, and Reche Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such as the
Jurupa Mountain, Cactus Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm Springs
Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and Noble
Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation Area,
would be excluded under this alternative. However, with application of the narrow
endemic policy, additional survey needs policy and wetlands policy, as well as reserve
assembly and configuration, direct and indirect impacts to Listed Covered Species would
be reduced to less than significant levels.
Non-Listed Covered Species. A reduced level of conservation of suitable habitat and
species localities at Temescal Wash, Vail Lake, Temecula Creek, Wilson Creek, Anza
Valley, Badlands, and Reche Canyon is anticipated under this alternative. Areas such
as the Jurupa Mountain, Cactus Valley, and a number of linkages, including Warm
Springs Creek, Tenaja Corridor, Tule Creek, Cahuilla Creek, Garden Aire Wash, and
Noble Creek, previously identified for inclusion as part of the MSHCP Conservation
Area, would be excluded under this alternative. However, adequate conservation for the
Non-Listed Covered Species is provided with this alternative. It should be noted that
certain species that are covered under the MSHCP Project are not covered under this
alternative.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to these species as
a result of the MSHCP would be reduced under this alternative due to the reduction in
overall Conservation Area. Impacts to non-covered species would remain significant.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are
anticipated due to the failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other
adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. The same features incorporated in the MSHCP to minimize edge effects
would be incorporated in this alternative, including the standard BMPs; Land Use
Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface; and siting, design, construction,
operations, and maintenance guidelines for Covered Activities and Allowable Uses.
However, significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these
minimization measures because of the reduction in cores and linkages under this
alternative when compared with the proposed MSHCP.
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Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Inclusion of substantial acreages of wetland vegetation
communities within the MSHCP Conservation Area under this alternative, and
implementation of the riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy incorporated in the
MSHCP, would reduce identified impacts to wetland vegetation communities to a level
below significance. Impacts to most other vegetation communities would likewise be
reduced to a level below significance. However, due to the large percentages of coastal
sage scrub (59%), grassland (78%) (including native and non-native grassland), and
desert scrub (91%) potentially within the area subject to take authorization within the
take authorized area, significant impacts to these vegetation communities would occur
even with application of the minimization measures.
Listed Covered Species. With application of the narrow endemic policy, additional
survey needs policy, and riparian, riverine, and vernal pool policy, as well as Reserve
Assembly and configuration, impacts to Listed Covered Species would be less than
significant.
Non-listed Covered Species. With application of the narrow endemic policy, additional
survey needs policy and riparian, riverine, and wetlands policy, as well as Reserve
Assembly and configuration, impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species would be reduced
to less than significant levels.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to species as a result
of the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
would likely be somewhat reduced under this alternative, due to the reduction in overall
Conservation Area. Impacts to non-covered species would remain significant.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to Adopted or Approved HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are
anticipated due to the failure to maintain critical linkage components present in other
adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. Significant edge effects would remain even with implementation of these
minimization measures for all of the existing cores and linkages, due to the absence of
important linkages, reduction in core areas, and increased human interaction with
wildlife.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Vegetation Communities. Impacts to most vegetation communities would be less than
significant with incorporation of wetland policies. However, due to the large
percentages of chaparral (52%), coastal sage scrub (78%), desert scrub (91%), grassland
(85%) (including native and non-native grassland), and Riversidean alluvial fan sage
scrub (74%) potentially within the area subject to take authorization under this
alternative, significant impacts to sensitive natural vegetation communities would occur
even with application of the minimization measures.
Listed Covered Species. Because conservation would only occur on Existing Reserves,
take authorization would be granted in areas of suitable habitat and known species

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.1-147

localities. Also, under this alternative, an interconnected reserve system that incorporates both live-in and linkage habitat would not be assembled. Therefore, impacts to
Listed Covered Species would be significant.
Non-Listed Covered Species. This alternative would not include coverage for the
Covered Activities described for the MSHCP. Therefore, the Existing Reserves
Alternative would not result in any impacts to Non-Listed Covered Species from
Covered Activities. Under this alternative, significant impacts to the Non-Listed
Covered Species would occur due to the fact that no additional lands would be
conserved as habitat for these species.
Non-Covered Species. Any conservation benefits that would accrue to species as a result
of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Alternative would be reduced under this
alternative, due to the reduction in overall Conservation Area. These impacts remain
considered significant and unavoidable.
Cores and Linkages. Issuance of take authorization would result in significant impacts
to the proposed and existing cores and linkages depicted in Figure 4.1.3.
Relationship to HCPs and NCCPs. Significant impacts are anticipated due to the failure
to maintain critical linkage components present in other adopted HCPs and NCCPs.
Edge Effects. Significant edge effects would occur under this alternative to all the
existing cores and linkages (as identified in Table 4E).

No Project Alternative
No significant effects associated with take authorization would occur under this
alternative. However, significant effects associated with existing ongoing development,
land use, and regulatory practices would continue to occur under this alternative.

4.1.5

Mitigation Measures

Under all alternatives with the exception of the No Project Alternative, the management
and monitoring programs incorporated in the MSHCP would be implemented to mitigate
to the extent feasible significant effects remaining after application of minimization
measures incorporated in the MSHCP. Minimization measures are described in the
Impact Analysis discussion for each alternative. For the purpose of analysis, it is
assumed that the management and monitoring programs for the alternatives would be
implemented according to the approaches and level of effort described in the Sections
5.0, 6.6, and 8.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I. The generalized management and
monitoring activities would occur for all alternatives within the MSHCP Conservation
Area identified for each particular alternative. The species-specific management and
monitoring activities described in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP would be directed only
toward the Covered Species identified for each particular alternative.
Aside from the features which have already been incorporated into the Plan (and each
of the criteria-based reserve alternatives), no mitigation is available to reduce any of the
identified significant impacts.
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4.1.6

Level of Significance after Mitigation

MSHCP Proposed Project
Implementation of mitigation measures identified above would reduce identified impacts
to a level below significance for all impacts except those associated with Non-Covered
Species. Impacts to Non-Covered Species are significant and not mitigated.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Impacts to Non-Covered Species would remain significant. Due to the less robust
reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant impacts to the cores and
linkages identified for this alternative would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified above.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
Impacts to Non-Covered Species would remain significant. Due to the less robust
reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant impacts to the cores and
linkages identified for this alternative would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified above.
Existing Reserves Alternative
Due to the less robust reserve configuration and greater magnitude of take, significant
impacts to the vegetation communities, Listed-Covered Species, Non-Listed Covered
Species, Non-Covered species, and cores and linkages identified for this alternative
would remain significant even after implementation of mitigation measures identified
above.
No Project Alternative
The No Project Alternative would result in significant unmitigable impacts to habitats
and species, due to the lack of adequate conservation and management of natural
vegetation communities, and the lack of an adequate reserve configuration.
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4.2

Agricultural and Extractive Resources

4.2.1

Agricultural Resources

In terms of dollar value, agriculture is today the largest industry in Riverside County,
providing employment for a significant portion of the County’s population. Currently,
agriculture faces continuing pressure from urbanization, foreign competition, and rising
production costs. Despite these pressures, those areas which remain in agricultural production represent a significant open space and economic resource for the County.
MSHCP Conservation Area. The MSHCP Conservation Area will contain approximately
500,000 acres comprised of the following: 1) conservation of existing publicly owned
lands, 2) voluntary acquisition of privately held lands by the Cities, the County, or other
Permittees, 3) voluntary acquisition of privately held lands by state and/or federal
agencies, and 4) contributions from public and private development.
The MSHCP Conservation Area will be assembled through conservation of approximately 347,000 acres of existing public/quasi-public lands (PQP), and the voluntary
acquisition of approximately 153,000 acres privately held lands by the cities, County,
or other Permitees. The 153,000 acres of Additional Reserve Lands (ARL) will be
drawn from the 310,000 acre Criteria Area.
Existing Agricultural Operations (on parcels included in the Agricultural Operations
Database that do not require a County discretionary permit, certain City ministerial
permits, or other discretionary authorization) will receive incidental Take Authorization
and will not be required to implement MSHCP mitigation requirements. After the
effective date of the proposed MSHCP, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented,
the Take Authorization may be applied to up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural lands
within the Criteria Areas during the term of the proposed MSHCP, upon:
•

Submission and approval of an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Form as
set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457; and either

•

Execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the new Agricultural Land; or

•

County approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better assurance that
the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for agricultural production.

In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion (or other mechanism acknowledging Take Authorization) will occur prior to incidental take authorization. The County
will process all Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Forms pursuant to the
requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 457.
Existing Farmland and Farmland Designations
Farmland Categories within the MSHCP Plan Area
Various methods were utilized to identify the extent, and location, and status of
agricultural land within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. This EIR/EIS analyzes
potential impacts to agricultural resources within the MSHCP Plan Area in three
categories: These methods, distinguish between the different methods that have been
used to identify farmland Designated Farmland, Existing Agricultural Operations, and
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land zoned or designated for agricultural use under the Cities' existing or the County's
Draft General Plans or subject to a Williamson Act contract within western Riverside
County and are summarized below. Because the extent, configuration, and status
(farmed/fallow) of land within each category may vary, and because the differing
categories may overlap, separate baselines were identified for each category.
State Farmland Designations. Utilizing data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey and current land
use information, the California Department of Conservation, Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program (FMMP), compiles important farmland maps for each county
within the State. Maps and statistics are produced biannually using a process that
integrates aerial photo interpretation, field mapping, a computerized mapping system,
and public review. These maps categorize land use into eight mapping categories and
represent an inventory of agricultural soil resources within the county. A total of
383,650 acres in western Riverside County has been recognized as agriculturally
significant important by either State or local authorities. This sum includes 99,090 acres
designated by the Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program under its soils mapping program as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (“Designated Farmland”). Of the 99,090 acres of
Designated Farmland, 48,099 acres are Prime; 29,680 acres are Unique; and 21,311
acres are Statewide Important. The EIR/EIS utilizes 99,090 acres as the baseline for
determining whether there are impacts to Designated Farmland. The 99,090-acre
baseline represents se totals are inclusive of all land within the pre-project amount of
Designated Farmland throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including land within western
Riverside County, within cities and unincorporated areas, and within existing reserves.
Of the 99,090 acres of Designated Farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area, 18,653 are
located within the Criteria Area, from which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn
and the reserves will be assembled.
(An additional 284,560 acres have been designated as locally important (172,418 acres)
or grazing land (112,142 acres).) Riverside County has defined locally important
farmlands to include:
C

Those areas with soils that would be classified as Prime and Statewide but which
lack available irrigation water;

C

Lands planted to dryland crops of barely, oats, and wheat;

C

Lands producing major corps for Riverside County but that are not listed as Unique
crops. These crops are identified as returning $1 million or more on the 1980
Riverside County Agriculture Crop Report. Crops identified include permanent
pasture (irrigated), summer squash, okra, eggplant, radishes, and watermelons;

C

Dairylands, including corrals, pastures, milking facilities, and hay and manure
storage areas if accompanied by permanent pasture or hayland of 10 acres or more;

C

Lands identified by city or county ordinance as Agricultural Zones or Contracts.
This includes Riverside City “Proposition R” lands; and

C

Lands planted to jojoba that are under cultivation and are of producing age.

Grazing land is defined as land on which existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of
livestock.
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Lands planted to dryland crops, land producing crops, dairy lands, and lands planted to
jojoba are analyzed under the threshold of significance relating to Existing Agricultural
Operations. Lands identified by City or County ordinance as agricultural zones are
analyzed in the discussion of lands zoned or General Plan-designated for agricultural
use. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS' analysis already encompasses impacts to Locally
Important Farmlands under the thresholds of significance established by the Lead
Agencies and utilized in the Draft EIR/EIS. Consequently, the Draft EIR/EIS did not
engage in further analysis of potential impacts on Locally Important Farmlands.
While a farmland designation may be assigned to a particular area, it does not
necessarily follow that agricultural operations occur there. By intersecting the GIS data
layers that depict existing agricultural uses and Designated Farmland, it is possible to
discern the amount of Designated Farmland that is actually farmed. Based on this
exercise, 76,384 acres, or approximately 77 percent, of the Prime, Unique, and Statewide
Important farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area is utilized for agricultural production.
Table 4R identifies the amount of Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important (collectively,
Designated Farmland) that exists throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, within The Criteria
Area, and the amount that may would fall within the limits of the Proposed Action and
each MSHCP alternative within the limits of the Proposed Action and each MSHCP
alternative.
Table 4R - Designated Farmland within the Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
Designated Farmland1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning

Designated Farmland within Limits of Alternatives
Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Within
Criteria
Area

67,960

16,092

9,302
9,303

3,301
9,427

3,239
9,365

6,126

6,126

202

0

4

4

4

4

4

Beaumont

132

0

0

0

0

0

0

Calimesa

258

190

117

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

4,038

153

137

77
176

77
176

99

99

Hemet

4,101

108

140

110
213

110
213

103

103

Lake Elsinore

71

0

0

0

0

0

0

Moreno Valley

5,298

4

63

0
63

42
63

63

63

Murrieta

515

358

84

76
83

76
83

7

7

Norco

17

3

12
10

4
11

4
11

7

7

Perris

4,678

711

388
397

339
441

439
441

102

102

Riverside

5,778

41

35

17
47

17
47

30

30

Canyon Lake
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Table 4R - Designated Farmland within the Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
Designated Farmland1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
San Jacinto
Temecula
TOTAL
Notes:

1
2
3

Designated Farmland within Limits of Alternatives
Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Within
Criteria
Area

5,484

937

128

7
29

866
25

22

22

558

56

1

0

7
0

0

0

99,0903

18,653

10,411
10,419

3,935
10,498

4,881
10,432

6,563

6,563

Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland.
Includes amount of Designated Farmland within existing reserves and additional reserve lands (ARL).
The County has determined the conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural uses would
constitute a significant impact. Based on this threshold, this EIR/EIS utilizes 90,090 acres as the
baseline for Designated Farmland from which potentially significant impacts are assessed.

Active Existing Agricultural Operations Use. This document analyzes "agriculture" as a
both a vegetation community and a land use. Active agricultural use is distinguishable
from agricultural vegetation. Active agricultural use refers to commercial and residential
agricultural operations. Agricultural operations are defined as the production of all plants
(horticulture), fish farms, animals and related production activities, including the
planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production,
plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the
purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture,
horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing
animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal part of such operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.
In contrast, agricultural vegetation is one of four broad vegetation communities analyzed
in the MSHCP and in the Biological Resources section of this document. The vegetation
map and agricultural vegetation acreage figure cited in the MSHCP which was
incorporated into the proposed MSHCP was created by Pacific Southwest Biological
Services and mapped by KTU+A in 1995. This map was created by compiling all known
vegetation information within the Plan Area. These data sources include biological
survey reports, Weislander vegetation maps, satellite imagery and the
Dangermond/RECON data set. Methods used to create and interpret vegetation data
included aerial photograph interpretation, edge matching, digitizing and geographically
registering the data. In areas of concern, ground truthing occurred. Vegetation types
were classified according to Holland. The Holland classification system classifies
vegetation categories and recognizes "agriculture" as crops, orchards, vineyards or
similar uses. The Holland classification does not encompass typically agriculture-related
uses such as dairies, corrals, or feedlots as "agriculture." An analysis of agriculture as
a vegetation community is provided in Table ES-A, and impacts to vegetation
communities are analyzed in Section 4.1.4 of this document. Based on the 1995
vegetation mapping, 169,470 169,480 acres in western Riverside County throughout the
MSHCP Plan Area are identified as agricultural lands.
Agricultural lands uses include areas occupied by dairies, and livestock feed yards and
related uses; agricultural production/storage areas; and areas that have been tilled for use
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as croplands, vineyards, groves, or orchards. An interpretation of land use undertaken
during the preparation of the Riverside County Existing Setting Report (1999) for the
2002 Riverside County General Plan identified approximately 161,792 acres (amounting
to 13 percent of the proposed MSHCP Plan Area) actively utilized for agricultural
production. This interpretation was supported by field checks and a verification of land
use. Of the 161,792 acres of active farmland in western Riverside County, up to 32,726
acres may be located within the Criteria Area from which the Additional Reserve Lands
will be drawn. The largest areas of dairy and livestock feed yards are located north of
San Jacinto and north of Juniper Flats in the communities of Lakeview, Mystic Lake,
Nuevo, southeast Perris, Eastvale, Lake Norconian off Bellegrave Avenue, Norco, and
in Glen Avon. Field croplands are mapped extensively throughout the Plan Area. The
largest areas are around State Route 371 (SR-371) in the vicinity of Anza; in an eastwest strip from Murrieta Hot Springs; through French Valley; Antelope Valley; Paloma
Valley; Menifee Valley; Winchester; Domenigoni Valley to West Hemet; the Diamond
Valley area; and in Eastvale. The largest area of grove/orchard use is in Santa Rosa East
between Gavilan Mountain and Mesa de Colorado. Table 4S identifies the amount of
land actively utilized for agricultural production that would may fall within the limits
of the Proposed Action and each MSHCP alternative.
Table 4S - Actively Utilized Agricultural Land1 within the Limits of Each MSHCP
Alternative (Acres)
Existing Agricultural Land (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning
Beaumont
Calimesa
Canyon Lake
Corona
Hemet
Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Murrieta
Norco
Perris
Riverside

Existing Agricultural Land Within Limits of Alternatives

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
Within
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Criteria Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

110,269

25,399

14,096

5782
12,679

12,123

6,887

6,887

1,317

0

14

14

14

14

14

3,609

935

739

596
583

516
583

7

7

761

331

220

5

5

0

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

3,557

139

108

54
130

54
130

76

76

4,243

315

255

202
270

202
270

68

68

256

39

6

7

7

0

0

0
23

23

23

8,519

1,108

78

0
23

2,669

1,237

516

429
440

429
440

11

11

634

26

15

2
14

2
14

12

12

9,859

1,679

599

1204
1,266

1204
1,266

62

62

6,433

48

69

2
69

2
69

67

67
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Table 4S - Actively Utilized Agricultural Land1 within the Limits of Each MSHCP
Alternative (Acres)
Existing Agricultural Land (acres)

Jurisdiction
San Jacinto
Temecula
TOTAL
Notes:

1
2

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Existing Agricultural Land Within Limits of Alternatives

Listed,
Proposed, Listed and
Within
and Strong Proposed
Existing
Criteria Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves No Project
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

8,350

1,213

156

199
207

188
196

8

8

1,314

257

27

24

24

0

0

161,792

32,726

16,898

15,745

15,178

7,235

7,235

Based on Riverside County Existing Setting Report, LSA Associates, 1999.
Includes amount of actively utilized farmland within the public/quasi public lands (PQP) and
Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

A discrepancy between The amount of "agricultural" acreage within western Riverside
County the MSHCP Plan Area exists varies according to the unit of measurement that
is used. The vegetation map and data derived from it are representative of vegetation
community conditions at the time the vegetation study was prepared (1995), while the
Riverside County Existing Setting Report is a (1999) more recent (1999) interpretation
of land use. As its data is more recent Since this section of the EIR/EIS analyzes
impacts to existing agricultural land uses, the agricultural acreage data identified in the
Riverside County Existing Setting Report will be is used as the basis for analysis in this
section of the EIR/EIS.
MSHCP Provisions Regarding Existing Agricultural Operations
The Take Authorization for Existing Agricultural Operations becomes effective upon
the County's receipt of a properly executed Certificate of Inclusion and the inclusion of
the operation into County’s Existing Agricultural Operations Database. Provided
requirements set forth in the MSHCP and its Implementing Agreement are met, Existing
Agricultural Operations:
C

Are exempt from the payment of mitigation fees or other mitigation measures; and

C

May change agricultural crop type and continue to receive Take Authorization.

(The conversion from grazing or pastureland uses to a tilled crop represents a
fundamental change in the biological value of the land use and therefore does not fall
within the definition of Existing Agricultural Operations.) The Existing Agricultural
Operations Database will be established on or before the effective date of the MSHCP.
The MSHCP and its Implementing Agreement allow landowners 36 months (48 months
for agricultural operations occurring on less than 40 acres) from the effective date of the
MSHCP to provide evidence that supports the inclusion of land into the Existing
Agricultural Operations Database.
Expansion of Existing Agricultural Operations or similar uses requiring a County or City
discretionary permit, other discretionary authorization, or certain City ministerial permits
will also receive Take Authorization, provided the requirements set forth in the MSHCP
and Implementing Agreement are met. If the expansion requires a discretionary
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authorization and occurs within the Criteria Area, then the Criteria will be applied and
appropriate mitigation imposed. Such projects will not be subject to the Criteria and
mitigation requirements if construction and operation disturbance and impacts are
confined solely to the existing building footprint (i.e., limited to those areas that have
been recently and consistently disturbed and have little or no habitat value). If the
expansion requires discretionary authorization and occurs outside the Criteria Area, then
the Criteria will not be applied. However, the policies for the protection of Narrow
Endemic Plant Species and Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools requirements,
and/or additional survey requirements forth the MSHCP shall be applied, if appropriate.
Inside the Criteria Area, the Take Authorization will be applied to a limited number of
New Agricultural Lands to be used for Agricultural Operations (including the expansion
of Existing Agricultural Operations not requiring a discretionary permit or other
discretionary authorization) after the effective date of the Implementing Agreement and
consistent with the goals of the MSHCP. The Take Authorization may be applied to up
to 10,000 acres of new agricultural land within the Criteria Area during the term of the
MSHCP. The Take Authorization shall apply to new agricultural lands, as allowed
pursuant to the MSHCP, upon: 1) submission and approval of an Agricultural
Grading/Clearing Exception Form as set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457;
and 2) either a) execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the New Agricultural
Lands or b) County or City approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better
assurance that the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for Agricultural
Operations. In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion must occur prior to
Take Authorization. This requirement shall not be applicable to projects: 1) currently
within an agricultural zone established by Ordinance No. 348, and 2) whose building
footprint will be wholly within property previously tilled as part of the Existing
Agricultural Operations. Take Authorization may be applied to unlimited new lands for
Agricultural Operations outside the Criteria Area. New agricultural lands shall be
exempt from the payment of any impact mitigation fee or other mitigation measures
imposed by the MSHCP, except as set forth in the Implementing Agreement. The cap
on New Agricultural Lands acreage is intended to accommodate expansion of
agricultural operations while providing a mechanism for accounting for Take within the
Criteria Area. It is not to be interpreted as restricting the expansion of agricultural land
uses in the MSHCP Plan Area.
Agricultural Zone(s) or General Plan Designation(s). In addition to zoning and General
Plan designated land in the unincorporated areas of Riverside County, seven Cities
(Banning, Beaumont, Corona, Hemet, Moreno Valley, Norco, and San Jacinto) within
western Riverside County the MSHCP Plan Area have established agricultural zones
and/or have designated agriculture as a distinct General Plan land use. Throughout
western Riverside, 38,280 acres are specifically designated or zoned for agricultural use.
The proposed Riverside County General Plan (also known as the "Draft General Plan"
or the "General Plan Update") identifies agriculture as a "Foundation Component." In
the proposed General Plan, "Foundation Components" are considered to be the first tier
of land uses and describe the overall nature and intent of the Draft General Plan. The
"Agriculture" Foundation Component consists of one area plan land use designation of
the same name. The Agriculture (AG) land use designation has been established to help
conserve productive agricultural lands within the County. These include row crops,
nurseries, citrus groves and vineyards, dairies, ranches, poultry and hog farms, and other
agricultural related uses. Within the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County,
30,553 30,610 acres have been specifically designated for agricultural uses under the
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"Agriculture" Foundation Component. Table 4T details the amount of land specifically
zoned or designated for agricultural uses under the Cities' existing General Plans or the
"Agriculture" Foundation Component of the County's General Plan Update. Under the
Cities' existing and the County's Draft General Plan (General Plan Update), a total of
38,223 acres (Table 4T) within the MSHCP Plan Area may be designated in the General
Plan(s)/zoned for agricultural uses. Of the 38,223 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan
Area that are zoned or designated for agricultural use under the Cities' existing and the
County's Draft General Plans, 16,947 acres will be located within the Criteria Area from
which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn.

Table 4T - Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Farmland within the
Limits of Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres)
- assuming adoption of County's Draft General Plan
Existing
Agriculturally
Zoned/General
Plan Designated
Land1 (acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Land Within
Limits of Alternative

Listed,
Proposed,
and Strong Listed and
Existing
Within
Candidate Proposed
Criteria Proposed Alternative Candidate Reserves No Project
2
Area
Action2
Alternative2 Alternative Alternative

30,553
30,610

16,302

5,290

2,562
2,752

2,283
2,473

190

190

1,420

78

90

28
43

28
43

15

15

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

430

229

46

44

44

0

0

Hemet

615

0

52

0
52

0
52

52

52

Moreno Valley

564

0

9

0
9

0
9

9

9

4,620

337

97

90
109

90
109

19

19

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

38,280
38,223

16,947

5,584

2,724
3,009

2,445
2,730

285

285

Banning
Beaumont

Norco
San Jacinto
TOTAL
Note:

1.
2.

Based on land use designations in the Cities' existing General Plans (obtained through the
WRCOG City General Plan Database) and the County's proposed General Plan Update
Updated Riverside County General Plan.
Includes amount of zoned/general planned agricultural land already incorporated into the
existing reserves plus potential acreage included in the Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

As designated Under the Cities' and the County's current General Plans, 84,364 acres
within the MSHCP Plan Area are specifically General Plan designated or zoned for
agricultural uses. By intersecting the GIS data layers that depict existing agricultural
uses and land zoned or general plan designated for agricultural uses, it is possible to
discern the amount of land zoned or otherwise designated for agricultural use that is
actually farmed. Based on this exercise, 33,927 acres of the land zoned or General Plan
designated for agricultural uses within the MSHCP Plan Area is actively utilized for
agricultural production. Of the 84,364 acres of land in western Riverside County
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currently the MSHCP Plan Area zoned or General Plan designated for agricultural uses
under the Cities' and County's existing GPS, up to 16,947 acres are located within the
Criteria Area from which the Additional Reserve Lands will be drawn. Table 4U details
the amount of land currently designated or zoned for agricultural uses that would may
fall within the limits of the Proposed MSHCP and each alternative.
Table 4U - Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Farmland within the Limits of
Each MSHCP Alternative (Acres) - assuming land use designations
in the County's and the Cities' existing General Plans
Existing
Agriculturally
Zoned/General
Plan Land1
(acres)

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
Banning

Within
MSHCP
Plan
Area

Agriculturally Zoned/General Plan Designated Land Within Limits
of Alternative

Listed,
Within
Proposed, Listed and
Criteand Strong Proposed
Existing
ria
Proposed Candidate
Candidate Reserves
Area
Action2 Alternative2 Alternative2 Alternative

76,694 16,302

No Project
Alternative

8,632

7,287

7,218

3,275

3,275

1,420

78

90

43

43

15

15

20

0

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

430

229

46

44

44

0

0

Hemet

615

0

52

52

52

52

52

Moreno Valley

564

0

9

9

9

9

9

4,620

337

97

109

109

19

19

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

84,364

16,947

8,926

7,544

7,475

3,370

3,370

Beaumont

Norco
San Jacinto
TOTAL
Note:

1

2

Based on the existing Riverside County General Plan and WRCOG City General Plan Database
(October 2002).
Includes amount of zoned/general planned agricultural land within the public/quasi public lands (PQP)
and Additional Reserve Lands (ARL).

Existing Policies and Regulations
Williamson Act Land Preserves. In 1965, the California Land Conservation Act, also
known as the Williamson Act, was adopted. This voluntary program allows property
owners to have their property assessed on the basis of its agricultural production rather
than at the current market value. The property owner is thus relieved of having to pay
higher property taxes as long as the land remains in agricultural production. The
purposes of the Act is are to encourage property owners to continue to farm their land,
and to prevent the premature conversion of farmland to urban uses. Participation
requires that the area consist of 100 contiguous acres of agricultural land under one or
more ownerships. Statewide, in 2001, 16.3 million acres, representing approximately
one-half of the State's farmland (and one-third of the State's privately owned land), were
enrolled under Williamson Act contracts.
Upon approval of an application by the Board of Supervisors local governing body with
land use authority, the an agricultural preserve is established, and the land within the
preserve is restricted to agricultural and compatible uses for 10 years. Williamson Act
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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contracts are automatically renewed annually for an additional one-year period, unless
the property owner applies for non-renewal or early cancellation. Nonrenewal initiations
are requested either by the landowner or the local government and are often filed in
anticipation of converting farmland to other uses. In 2001, Riverside County ranked
fourth in the State in the amount of land (1,526 acres) on which nonrenewal was
initiated. Throughout the County in 2001, Williamson Act contracts expired on 539
acres of farmland on which nonrenewals were initiated.
The Williamson Act also contains limited provisions for cancellation of contracts. A
cancellation of a Williamson Act contract is the immediate termination of an enforceable
restriction by a landowner. A Williamson Act contract cancellation requires payment
of a cancellation fee as well as approval by the County Board of Supervisors or City
Council. Specific findings regarding the non-viability of the agricultural use must be
made, and a substantial penalty for the cancellation is assessed. Because of the rigorous
findings required for such approvals, cancellations typically amount to a small fraction
of total contract terminations each year. In 2001, Riverside County also ranked fourth
in the State in the amount (55 acres) of Williamson Act contract cancellations.
Williamson Act contracted land may be acquired for a wide range of public uses. Public
acquisition through eminent domain by a public agency results in the immediate
termination of an enforceable contract. Wildlife habitat, water resource management,
public open space, and public schools are common alternative uses for publicly acquired
contracted land. In 2001, a total of 87 acres of contracted land throughout the County
was publicly acquired. To exercise its right to take land under Williamson Act contract,
the public agency may be required to make specific findings and notifications.
Based on figures obtained from the California Department of Conservation, Division of
Land Resources Protection, 62,668 acres within the whole of Riverside County were
under Williamson Act protection in 2001. Of this amount, 55,954 acres were Prime
farmland, while 6,714 acres were located on non-prime farmland.
In 1998, the State Legislature established the Farmland Security Zone (FSZ) provision
of the Williamson Act. An FSZ is an area created within an agricultural preserve which
offers landowners greater property tax reduction in return for an initial contract term of
twenty years, with renewal occurring automatically every year. For the purpose of
property assessment, land restricted by an FSZ contract is valued at 65 percent of its
Williamson Act valuation. According to the State’s 2002 Williamson Act Status Report,
no land within Riverside County is currently covered under an FSZ contract.
County of Riverside Ordinance No. 509. This ordinance establishes uniform rules which
apply to agricultural preserves.
Impacts
Criteria for Determining Significance. The Proposed Action will have a significant on
agricultural resources if its implementation would result in the conversion of agricultural
land to non-agricultural uses. The thresholds criteria listed below are derived from
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and were used by the Lead Agencies to
determine the significance of impacts related to agricultural resources. Impacts would
be significant if the implementation of the Proposed Action Project or Alternative
would:
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C

Conflict with existing agricultural designations for land within the MSHCP Plan
Area or a Williamson Act contract;

C

Result in the conversion of Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural
use;

C

Result in the conversion of Designated Farmland (Prime, Unique, or Statewide
Important farmland (collectively, “Designated Farmland”) as shown on maps
prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, to non-agricultural
uses; or

C

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in the conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural
use.

Impacts of the Alternative Scenarios
The following discussions assess potential impacts to the various categories of
agricultural land (e.g., Existing Agricultural Operations, land zoned or General Plan
designated for agricultural use or subject to a Williamson Act contract, or Designated
Farmland). Because the extent, configuration, and status (farmed/fallow) of land within
each farmland category may vary, the analysis utilizes different baselines for each
category. Using these varying baselines, this document analyzes the potential impacts
to each category of agricultural operations that would result from implementation of the
proposed MSHCP and its various alternatives.
Existing Agricultural Designations and Williamson Act Contracts Impacts to Existing
Agricultural Operations.
Based on the thresholds identified above, impacts would be significant if the implementation of the Proposed Action or any Alternative would result in the conversion of
Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural uses. Agricultural operations are
defined as the production of all plants (horticulture), fish farms, animals and related
production activities, including the planting, cultivation and tillage of the soil, dairying,
and apiculture; and the production, plowing, seeding, cultivation, growing, harvesting,
pasturing and fallowing for the purpose of crop rotation of any agricultural commodity,
including viticulture, apiculture, horticulture, and the breeding, feeding and raising of
livestock, horses, fur-bearing animals, fish, or poultry and all uses conducted as a normal
part of such operations; provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws
and regulations.
Proposed MSHCP. Of the 161,792 acres of active farmland within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area, 16,898 acres will fall may be included within the Conservation
Area upon implementation of the Proposed Action. Under alternatives to the
Proposed Action, the amount of active farmland within the Conservation Area
ranges from 7,235 to 15,745 8,510 acres. The amounts of active agricultural land
that will may fall within the Conservation Area under the proposed MSHCP and
each alternative (and the change from existing conditions) are identified in Tables
4UR-4XU. As stated in Section 6.2 of the MSHCP document, "Take" Authorization will apply to those lands within MSHCP boundaries being used for Existing
ongoing Agricultural Operations for at least one of the last five years preceding the
effective date of the Implementing Agreement. Existing Agricultural Operations
within the conservation Criteria Area are generally exempt from the payment of
impact mitigation fees or other mitigation measures.
Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences
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In order to verify the location of the Existing Agricultural Operations, the proposed
MSHCP includes provisions for the creation of a database identifying "Existing
Agricultural Operations" on or before the effective date of the proposed MSHCP.
The "Existing Agricultural Operations Database" will include parcel numbers,
acreage, ownership/operation names, and a map or other representation identifying
parcels containing Existing Agricultural Operations. The information contained
in the Existing Agricultural Operations Database will be submitted to the Wildlife
Agencies on an annual basis. A Certificate of Inclusion (a ministerial action that
verifies agricultural uses on a property) or other mechanism will be completed to
obtain incidental take coverage for Existing Agricultural Operations, which will
occur solely for the purpose of documenting acknowledgment of incidental take
authorization.
Table 4U - Acreage Within Conservation Area under the Proposed Action
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use (acres)

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture
(acres)

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

4,139

2,749

2,414

14,096

5,290

Banning

4

0

0

14

90

Beaumont

0

0

0

739

0

Calimesa

91

26

0

220

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

46

64

27

108

46

Hemet

61

0

79

255

52

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

6

0

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

78

9

Murrieta

52

25

7

516

0

Norco

3

0

9

15

97

Perris

163

4

221

599

0

Riverside

17

17

1

69

0

San Jacinto

104

19

5

156

0

0

1

0

27

0

4,717

2,905

2,789

16,898

5,584

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

Temecula
TOTALS
1

Note: A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it odes not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Outside the Criteria Area, Existing Agricultural Operations may expand and new
operations may commence indefinitely. Inside the Criteria Area, the expansion of
Existing Agricultural Operations or similar use requiring a County discretionary
permit, or other discretionary authorizations, or certain City ministerial permits (as
set forth in the MSHCP) will not be subject to requirements of the proposed
MSHCP if construction and operation disturbance is confined to the existing
building footprint. Existing Agricultural Operations may change agricultural crop
types and continue to receive Incidental Take coverage, provided all requirements
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outlined in Section 6.0 of the proposed MSHCP have been met. However,
conversion from grazing or pastureland uses to a tilled crop does not fall within the
definition of Existing Agricultural Operations.
As stated in Section 6.2 of the MSHCP, "Take" Authorization will apply to those
lands within the MSHCP Plan Area that were being used for Existing Agricultural
Operations for at least one of the last five years preceding the effective date of the
MSHCP Implementing Agreement. Existing Agricultural Operations within the
MSHCP Plan Area are exempt from the payment of impact mitigation fees or other
mitigation measures. Because Existing Agricultural Operations are a Covered
Activity and will be permitted to continue even within the Conservation Area
(subject to provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), implementation of the
proposed MSHCP will not will not significantly reduce the amount of land
presently utilized for agricultural production or otherwise affect existing
agricultural operations convert Existing Agricultural Operations into nonagricultural uses and no significant impact resulting from the conversion of active
agricultural land to non-agricultural uses will occur.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. This alternative was
developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed,
proposed, and strong candidate species. Implementation of the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative may conserve a total of about 465,830
acres, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300 acres of
private land outside of existing reserves.
As stated in Table 4S, if this Alternative were implemented, 15,745 acres of the
land currently utilized for agricultural production (9.7%) may be within the
Conservation Area. As with the MSHCP, Existing Agricultural Operations would
be a Covered Activity under this Alternative. Compared to the Proposed Action,
this alternative decreases the amount of land potentially subject to conservation.
However, because Existing Agricultural Operations would continue to be a
Covered Activity under this Alternative, no significant impact resulting from the
loss of active agricultural land would occur.

Table 4V - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

4,478

2,236

2,643

5,792

2,562

Banning

4

0

0

14

28

Beaumont

0

0

0

576

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

5

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

60

63

53

54

44

Hemet

74

0

139

202

0

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

7

0

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County
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Table 4V - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

0

0

Murrieta

51

25

7

429

0

Norco

1

0

10

2

90

Perris

172

4

261

1,204

0

Riverside

29

17

1

2

0

San Jacinto

9

16

4

199

0

Temecula

0

0

0

24

0

4,915

2,361

3,148

8,510

2,724

Jurisdiction

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. This Alternative was developed to depict
a potential conservation scenario that would address only the 32 species listed or
proposed for listing, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP biological
concepts. Under this Alternative, a total of about 439,140 acres would be
conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 92,610 acres of
private lands outside existing reserves.
As shown in Table 4S, approximately 15,178 acres of land currently utilized for
agricultural production (9.4%) may fall within the Conservation Area under this
alternative. Compared to the Proposed Action, this alternative would decrease the
amount of active agricultural land potentially subject to conservation by up to
1,720 acres. However, because Existing Agricultural Operations would continue
to be a Covered Activity under this Alternative, the Alternative does not affect
Existing Agricultural Operations. Therefore, this Alternative will not cause any
significant impact resulting from the loss of active agricultural land.
Table 4X - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1
Jurisdiction

Statewide
Existing
Zoned/General Plan
Important Agricultural Use for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

4,430

2,292

2,643

5,236

2,283

Banning

4

0

0

14

28

Beaumont

0

0

0

576

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

5

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

60

63

53

54

44

Unincorporated
Riverside County
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Table 4X - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative
Designated Farmland 1
Jurisdiction

Statewide
Existing
Zoned/General Plan
Important Agricultural Use for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Hemet

74

0

139

202

0

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

7

0

Moreno Valley

179

0

26

0

0

Murrieta

51

25

7

429

0

Norco

1

0

10

2

90

Perris

172

4

365

1,204

0

Riverside

44

17

1

2

0

San Jacinto

9

879

3

188

0

Temecula

0

7

0

24

0

5,024

3,287

3,247

7,943

2,445

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

Existing Reserves Alternative. Under this Alternative, no additional conservation
or management would occur within the existing reserves beyond that currently
occurring or what might occur in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest
Service (USFS) Southern California Conservation Strategy. This Alternative is
described in further detail in Section 2.5.
Table 4S identifies the amount of active agricultural land within unincorporated
areas and cities that lie within existing reserves. As shown in Table 4S, under this
Alternative, the 7,235 acres of active agricultural land located within existing
reserves would receive Incidental Take Authorization. Existing Agricultural
Operations within the existing reserves would be permitted to continue, and no
additional private lands would be subject to conservation. Therefore, implementation of this Alternative will not result in any significant impacts to active
agricultural land.
This Alternative would not conserve any additional land beyond that conserved in
existing reserves. As this Alternative consists solely of existing reserves,
compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of active agricultural land
potentially subject to conservation is reduced by 9,663 acres. Because this
Alternative will not conserve any additional land and Existing Agricultural
Operations would continue to be a Covered Activity under this Alternative, no
significant impacts to agricultural resources would result from implementation of
this Alternative.
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Table 4Y - Acreage within the Conservation Area under the
Existing Reserves Alternative
Designated Farmland 1

Existing
Agricultural
Use

Zoned/General Plan
for Agriculture

Prime

Unique

Statewide
Important

3,031

1,685

1,410

6,887

190

Banning

4

0

0

14

15

Beaumont

0

0

0

7

0

Calimesa

0

0

0

0

0

Canyon Lake

0

0

0

0

0

Corona

46

26

27

76

0

Hemet

60

0

43

68

52

Lake Elsinore

0

0

0

0

0

Moreno Valley

37

0

26

23

9

Murrieta

0

0

7

11

0

Norco

0

0

7

12

19

Perris

3

4

95

62

0

Riverside

14

15

1

67

0

San Jacinto

6

16

0

8

0

Temecula

0

0

0

0

0

3,201

1,746

1,616

7,235

285

Jurisdiction
Unincorporated
Riverside County

TOTALS
Note:

1

A farmland designation may be assigned to a parcel of land but it does not necessarily follow that
agricultural operations occur or are planned on that parcel.

No Project Alternative. Under this Alternative, the land use changes and policies
set forth in the proposed MSHCP would not be implemented. Development
permitted under General Plans of the County and the Cities may result in the future
Take of listed species and regulated habitats. As is currently the case, activities
involving Take of State and/or federally listed species would require individual
permitting on a project-by-project basis. Under this alternative, existing reserves
would be retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing
reserves would be retained in their current configuration, this Alternative results
in no impacts to Existing Agricultural Operations.
Impacts to Lands Zoned or General Plan Designated Existing Zoning for Agricultural Use
& or Subject to Williamson Act Contracts. Based on the thresholds identified above,
impacts would be significant if the implementation of the proposed MSHCP or any of
the alternatives would conflict with: (1) agricultural zoning or General Plan land use
designations within the MSHCP Plan Area, or (2) a Williamson Act contract.
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Proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP will result in the conservation of
approximately 347,000 acres on of existing public/quasi-public lands, and
development application of criteria to assure additional conservation on private
lands of approximately 153,000 acres (the Additional Reserve Lands). Lands
defined as "public/quasi-public" include lands: (1) known to be in public
ownership or managed for conservation and/or open space value, (2) or land
contained in an existing reserve. Within the boundaries of existing reserves are
7,235 acres of active agricultural land, and 285 acres of land that is zoned or
designated for agricultural use under a General Plan (Table 4). While the proposed
MSHCP will encompass conservation on both public and private lands, the
discussion that follows addresses only the potential impacts that may result from
establishment of conservation areas on private lands that are currently not
conserved because the Plan The proposed MSHCP will not change the allowable
uses or otherwise affect the approximately 347,000 acres of existing reserves that
are already in place. These activities will be permitted to continue as regulated by
USFS, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the other agencies which
have administration over these public/quasi-public lands. Likewise, the MSHCP
will have no effect on land outside of the Criteria Area which is zoned or General
Plan designated for agricultural use. Potential impacts to lands zoned or General
Plan designated for agricultural use or subject to Williamson Act contracts are
therefore limited to the acreage within the Criteria Area, but outside of existing
reserves, which may be conserved as Additional Reserve Lands.
About 161,792 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan Area are currently utilized
for agricultural production. Using the Cities' existing and the County's proposed
General Plan land use designations, of the 38,280 38,233 acres within the MSHCP
Plan Area that are zoned or have a General Plan designation for agricultural use,
it is anticipated that approximately 5,584 acres (about 14%) would may be
included in the reserve areas, including 285 acres in existing reserves. Thus, up
to 5,299 acres of land zoned or designated under the Cities' existing and the
County's Draft General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands.
Under the Cities' and County's existing General Plan land use designations, of the
84,364 acres within the MSHCP Plan Area that are zoned or have a General Plan
designation for agricultural use, up to 8,926 acres may be located within the
Conservation Area, including 3,370 acres in existing reserves. Thus, up to 5,556
acres of land zoned or General Plan designated for agriculture under the current
General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands.
It is not possible to determine how much of this acreage the 38,233 acres is subject
to a Williamson Act contract because Williamson Act contracts are parcel-specific
and, due to the criteria-based nature of the Plan, it is not possible to predict
precisely which parcels will be included in the reserves. Thus, the MSHCP has the
potential to conflict with existing agricultural designations for land included within
the Conservation Area. However, the Proposed MSHCP is not a land use
document and does not change zoning or land use designations. Under the
MSHCP, Existing Agricultural Operations are a Covered Activity and would be
allowed both within the Criteria Area and in the Plan Area outside of the reserves.
Regardless of whether the potential impacts to agricultural resources are analyzed
using the County's existing or proposed General Plan land use designations,
Existing Agricultural Operations on land designated for agricultural uses will be
permitted to continue. Therefore, under either the existing or proposed General
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Plan, implementation of the MSHCP will not result in the conversion of active
farmland to non-agricultural uses. Thus, to the extent the 5,584 acres zoned or
designated for agricultural use are being used for Existing Agricultural Operations,
the MSHCP allows these uses to continue and the Existing Agricultural Operations
will not be required to be assembled into the reserve if existing agricultural
operations are occurring on those lands. Moreover, to the extent that General Plan
designated or zoned land is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural
Operations, the MSHCP allows for the conversion of 10,000 acres of natural lands
to agricultural uses within the Criteria Area and unlimited conversion to
agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area. Plus, the remaining 32,696 acres
(about 86%) lands designated for agricultural use would benefit from the Plan, as
because, to the extent these lands include Existing Agricultural Operations, their
ongoing agricultural activities would receive Take coverage. Parcels subject to
Williamson Act contracts qualify as Existing Agricultural Operations; the MSHCP
specifically allows these agricultural activities to continue indefinitely. On
balance, then Consequently, the MSHCP will not conflict with any existing
agricultural zoning or General Plan designations or Williamson Act contracts and;
therefore, will not have significant agricultural impacts.
Table 4U identifies the amount of currently zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land in each city and the unincorporated areas of the County which
will could fall within the limits of the Conservation Area and thus might be
included in the reserves assembled under the MSHCP.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. This alternative was
developed to depict a potential conservation scenario that would address listed,
proposed, and strong candidate species. A total of 32 listed and proposed species
occurs in the proposed MSHCP Plan Area. In addition to the listed and proposed
species, this alternative also considers the conservation needs of seven species
identified as "strong candidates" for listing. Implementation of the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would conserve a total of
465,830 acres, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 119,300 acres
of private land outside of existing reserves. Under the Cities' existing and the
County's proposed General Plans, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative, it is anticipated that the reserve would may include about
2,724 3,009 acres (7%) of land that is zoned or designated under a General Plan
for agricultural uses, including 285 acres within existing reserves. As with the
MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would
include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered Activity, and agricultural
operations which would be allowed to continue, even within the Criteria Area as
well as in the Plan Area outside of the reserves. Thus, assuming the County's
General Plan Update is adopted, 2,724 acres of zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands under this
alternative.
Under the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, it is
anticipated that the Conservation Area may include approximately 7,544 acres of
land that is zoned or designated under the Cities' and the County's existing General
Plans for agricultural uses, including 3,370 acres within existing reserves. Thus,
up to 4,174 acres of land currently General Plan designated or zoned for
agricultural use might be conserved as part of the Additional Reserve Lands. As
compared to the Proposed Action, this Alternative reduces the amount of land
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potentially subject to inclusion in the Additional Reserve Lands by 2,575 acres
(assuming the County's General Plan Update is adopted) or 1,382 acres (calculated
using the Cities' and the County's existing zoning and General Plan land use
designations). (Table 4U)
As with the proposed MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative is not a land use policy and would not change zoning or land use
designations. As with the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative would include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered
Activity, which would be allowed to continue throughout the MSHCP Plan Area,
including within the Criteria Area. To the extent that General Plan designated or
zoned land is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural Operations, this
Alternative also allows for the conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses. The
"Take Authorization" may apply to up to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural Land
within the Criteria Area and unlimited Take Authorization is provided for the
conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area.
The remaining 35,556 acres (about 93%) not located within the Criteria Area
would further benefit from implementation of this Alternative, as their ongoing
Existing Agricultural activities Operations would receive Take Coverage. As with
the MSHCP, it is not possible to determine the extent of potential impacts to how
much agriculturally zoned or designated acreage is subject to a Williamson Act
contract due to the parcel-specific nature of Williamson Act contracts and the
criteria-based nature of the Plan.
Tables 4T and 4U identifyies the amount of zoned or General Plan designated
agricultural land with the Cities and the unincorporated areas of the County that
would may be included in the reserve areas.
When compared to the proposed MSHCP, implementation of this alternative will
reduce the potential conflict with land zoned or otherwise designated for
agricultural use that is removed from agriculture to assemble the reserve by 2,860
acres (about 49%). Impacts to agriculturally zoned or designated land under this
alternative remain less than significant because, like the MSHCP, this alternative
allows all Existing Agricultural Operations to continue indefinitely, regardless of
their location within the MSHCP Plan Area. Therefore, this alternative will not
conflict with existing agricultural zoning, General Plan designations or Williamson
Act contracts and will not have significant impacts to agricultural resources.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. This alternative was developed to depict
a potential conservation scenario that would address only the 32 species listed or
proposed for listing that are found within the MSHCP Plan Area. This alternative
focuses largely on the conservation of the 32 listed and proposed species within the
proposed MSHCP Plan Area, with less consideration of the broad-based NCCP
biological concepts. Under this alternative, a total of 439,140 acres would be
conserved, including 346,530 acres within existing reserves and 92,610 acres of
currently private lands outside existing reserves. This alternative, including a list
of covered species, is discussed in further detail in Section 2.4.
Under Cities' existing and the County's proposed General Plans, this alternative,
may include approximately 2,445 2,730 acres (6%) of land currently zoned or
designated under a General Plan for agricultural use would fall within the
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Conservation Area, including 285 acres within existing reserves. Thus, 2,445 acres
of land zoned or designated under the Cities' existing and the County's Draft
General Plans may be included in the Additional Reserve Lands under this
alternative.
Under the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative, it is anticipated that
the Conservation Area may include approximately 7,475 acres of land that is zoned
or designated under the Cities' and the County's existing General Plans for
agricultural uses, including 3,370 acres within existing reserves. Thus, 4,105
acres of currently designated or zoned land may be conserved as part of the
Additional Reserve Lands under this alternative. As compared to the Proposed
Action, this alternative reduces the amount of land within the Additional Reserve
Lands that is currently zoned or designated under a General Plan for agricultural
use by 2,854 acres (assuming the County's Draft General Plan is adopted) or 1,451
acres (calculated using the Cities' and the County's existing zoning and General
Plan land use designations).
However, as indicated above and as with the proposed MSHCP, this alternative
would include Existing Agricultural Operations as a Covered Activity, and
agricultural operations which would be allowed to continue in the Criteria Area as
well as in throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including within the Criteria Area
outside of the reserves. To the extent that land zoned or General Plan designated
for agricultural use is not actively utilized for Existing Agricultural Operations,
this alternative also allows for the conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses.
The "Take Authorization" may apply to up to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural
Land within the Criteria Area and unlimited Take Authorization is provided for the
conversion of natural lands to agricultural uses outside of the Criteria Area.
Agricultural lands outside the Criteria Area would further benefit from implementation of this alternative, as their ongoing Existing Agricultural activities
Operations would receive Take Coverage. As with the MSHCP, it is not possible
to determine the extent of potential impacts to how much agriculturally zoned or
designated acreage is subject to a Williamson Act contract due to the parcelspecific nature of Williamson Act contracts and the criteria-based nature of the
Plan. Tables 4T and 4U 4W identifies the amount of land within unincorporated
areas and cities that would fall within the conservation area under this alternative.
As compared to the MSHCP, this alternative reduces the potential conflict with
agriculturally zoned or General Plan designated land that would be removed from
agriculture to assemble the reserve by 3,139 acres (54%). Impacts to agriculturally
zoned or designated land under this alternative remain less than significant
because, like the MSHCP, this alternative allows all Existing Agricultural
Operations to continue indefinitely, regardless of their location within the MSHCP
Plan Area. Therefore, this alternative will not conflict with existing agricultural
zoning, General Plan designations or Williamson Act contracts and will not have
significant impacts to agricultural resources.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Information regarding the size, character, and
mission of the existing reserves is included in the MSHCP Description of Existing
Reserves document (April 2000). Under this alternative, it is assumed that an
MSHCP would be developed and associated take permits issued based on the
existing reserves, but no additional conservation or management would occur
within the existing reserves beyond that currently occurring or what might occur
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in the future with implementation of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Southern
California Conservation Strategy. This alternative is described in further detail in
Section 2.5.
Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, the land use status quo would not change
in that no additional land would be conserved. Currently, the existing reserves
include 7,235 acres (4%) of Existing Agricultural land Operations and 285 acres
(0.8%) of land within western Riverside County that is zoned or designated for
agricultural use under the Cities' existing or the County's Draft a General Plans.
Under the Cities' and the County's current General Plans, 3,370 acres of land
within the MSHCP Plan Area is zoned or General Plan designated for agricultural
uses. Table 4U identifies the amount of currently zoned or General Plan designated
land within unincorporated areas and cities the MSHCP Plan Area that lies within
existing reserves.
While the MSHCP includes the establishment of conservation areas on private
lands that are currently not conserved and the incorporation of existing reserves,
this alternative does not. This alternative contemplates conservation in includes
only those areas on which reserves are already established. Because the
Alternative would not conserve any additional land, it would not change the
existing environmental setting and would not create any conflict with any
agricultural zoning, General Plan agricultural land use designation, or Williamson
Act contract.
No Project Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative, subregional permits
pursuant to the following State and federal regulations would not be issued: 1)
Section 10(a)(1)(B) under the FESA; 2) Section 2081 under the CESA; and 3)
Section 2835 of the NCCP Act (CFGC). Activities involving take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. This alternative is addressed in further detail in
Section 2.6.
Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies that are being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur. However, the
planning efforts currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s
General Plan and Countywide circulation element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans may result in the take of
listed species and regulated habitats. Activities involving take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. Under this alternative, existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing reserves would
be retained in their current configuration, and no additional lands would be
conserved, the no impacts would result from implementation of this alternative, as
explained above in the discussion of would be the same as the Existing Reserves
Alternative, as summarized in Table 4X.
Analysis of Significance.
Because Existing Agricultural Operations will be permitted to continue within the
Criteria Area (subject to provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), and an additional
10,000 acres of non-agricultural land may be converted to agricultural land and receive
Take Authorization, implementation of the proposed MSHCP, and the Listed, Proposed
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and Strong Candidate Alternative and the Listed and Proposed Candidate Alternative
each of the alternatives will not significantly conflict with zoning or designation of lands
for agricultural use or any Williamson Act contract or result in the conversion of
Existing Agricultural Operations to non-agricultural uses. Since no additional land will
be conserved under the Existing Reserves Alternative and the No Project Alternative,
these Alternatives likewise will not conflict with zoning or designation of lands for
agricultural use or any Williamson Act contract; therefore, these alternatives will not
have a significant effect on Existing Agricultural Operations.
Mitigation. No significant impact would occur. Therefore, no mitigation is
required.
Significance of Impacts after Mitigation. No significant impacts would occur due
to conflict with agricultural zoning, land use designations, or Williamson Act
contracts would occur under the Proposed Action or any of the MSHCP alternatives.
Impacts to Designated Farmland. Impacts would be significant if the implementation of
the Proposed Action or an alternative would result, directly or indirectly, in the
conversion of Designated Farmland to non-agricultural uses. The specific discussions
and tables charts included above detail the amount of Designated Farmland that would
may be incorporated within the Conservation Area(s) created under the proposed
MSHCP and the various alternatives. (See Table 4R.) As stated earlier in this section,
the designation of land by the State as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important Farmland
does not necessarily imply that the land is currently utilized for active agricultural
production. The proposed MSHCP will not impose new or additional restrictions on
agricultural operations adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area Reserve nor will it
attempt to displace Existing Agricultural Operations that the property owners wish to
continue.
Under the Proposed Action, 3,848 up to an estimated 10,419 acres of Designated
Farmland may be located within the Conservation Area; this figure includes the acreage
included in both the Additional Reserve Lands and the existing reserves. in the MSHCP
Plan Area will be added to the conservation area (above the amount of Designated
Farmland already included in the existing reserves). Under the alternatives to the
proposed MSHCP, the amount of Designated Farmland that is potentially subject to
inclusion in the Additional Reserve Lands and thus might be added to the Conservation
Area ranges from 3,935 to 6,563 3,869 to 3,935 acres.
Agricultural activities (on parcels included in the Existing Agricultural Operations
Database that do not require a County discretionary permit, or other discretionary
authorization, or certain City ministerial permits) will receive Incidental Take
Authorization and will not be required to implement MSHCP mitigation requirements.
After the effective date of the proposed MSHCP, if Section 7.0 of the MSHCP is
implemented, the Take Authorization may be applied to a limited number of new lands
to be used for new agricultural operations. The take authorization may be applied to up
to 10,000 acres of New Agricultural Lands within the Criteria Area during the term of
the proposed MSHCP. The Take Authorization may be applied to new Agricultural
Lands as allowed to increase pursuant to applicable provisions of the proposed MSHCP,
upon:
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•

Submission and approval of an Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Form as
set forth in Riverside County Ordinance No. 457; and either

•

Execution of a Williamson Act contract covering the new agricultural land; or

•

County approval of any other mechanism providing equal or better assurance that
the proposed new agricultural lands will be used for agricultural production.

In all instances, issuance of a Certificate of Inclusion (or other mechanism acknowledging Take Authorization) will occur prior to Incidental Take Authorization. The County
will process all Agricultural Grading/Clearing Exception Forms pursuant to the
requirements of Riverside County Ordinance No. 457.
Proposed MSHCP. Approximately 99,090 acres of land within the MSHCP Plan
Area qualify as Designated Farmland. It is important to note that these designations are based on soils mapping prepared by the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program rather than existing or authorized land use. Therefore, it is
possible for the amount of acreage included in Designated Farmland to exceed the
amount of acreage currently utilized for agricultural production. Under the
MSHCP, up to 10,419 acres of Designated Farmland may be located within the
Conservation Area. Of this, 6,563 acres are located in existing reserves. To the
extent that Designated Farmland within the Criteria Area is not being used for
current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into the reserve,
or it may become a Covered Activity if new Agricultural Operations are
commenced onsite. The amount of Designated Farmland that could be conserved
as Additional Reserve Lands under the MSHCP if they are not being used for
Existing Agricultural Operations is approximately 3,848 3,856 acres or 4 percent
of existing Designated Farmland within the MSHCP Plan Area. Because the
proposed MSHCP exempts Existing Agricultural Operations and provides a
mechanism for the conversion of up to 10,000 acres of non-agricultural land
within the conservation Criteria Area to agricultural use, potential impacts related
to conversion of Designated Farmland would be offset and, overall, less than
significant. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the
offset will not occur. In this event, impacts related to conversion of Designated
Farmland will may be significant.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Under the Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, to the extent that Designated
Farmland within the Criteria Area is not being used for current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into the reserve. This would may result in
up to 10,498 acres 3,935 acres (4%) of the Designated Farmland being added to
located within the Conservation Area under this alternative. Table 4R identifies
the amount of Designated Farmland within the Cities and unincorporated areas that
will may fall within the Conservation Area. When compared to the Proposed
MSHCP, this alternative reduces increases the amount of Designated Farmland
added to within the Conservation Area by 79 acres.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Under the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative, to the extent that Designated Farmland within the Criteria Area is not
being used for current Existing Agricultural Operations, it could be assembled into
the reserve. This would may lead to 4,881 10,432 acres (5%) of the Designated
Farmland within the proposed MSHCP Plan Area being added to the Conservation
Area. Table 4R identifies the amount of Designated Farmland within the Cities
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and unincorporated areas that would may fall within the Conservation Area under
this alternative. When compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of
Designated Farmland within the Conservation Area would may be reduced
increased by 13 acres under this alternative.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Under the Existing Reserves Alternative, the amount
of Designated Farmland (6,563 acres) included within existing reserves will not
change. When compared to the proposed MSHCP, the amount of Designated
Farmland within the Conservation Area would may be reduced. This alternative
will not have any significant impact related to the conversion of Designated
Farmland, since no additional land will be conserved. Compared to the Proposed
Action, the amount of Designated Farmland potentially subject to inclusion within
the Conservation Area may be decreased by 3,856 acres under this alternative.
No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies
being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur.
However, planning currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s
General Plan and Countywide circulation element could still be adopted.
Implementation of the various elements of those plans may result in the Take of
listed species and regulated habitats. Activities involving Take of State and/or
federally listed species would require individual permitting on a project-by-project
basis, as is currently the case. Under this alternative, existing reserves would be
retained with existing management strategies. Because the existing reserves would
be retained in their current configuration, no additional land would be conserved
and the amount of Designated Farmland that will may fall within the Conservation
Area under this alternative would be the same as that for the Existing Reserves
Alternatives (as further identified in Table 4X). This alternative will not have any
significant impact related to the conversion of Designated Farmland, since no
additional land will be conserved. Compared to the Proposed Action, the amount
of Designated Farmland potentially subject to inclusion within the Conservation
Area may be decreased by 3,856 acres under this alternative.
Analysis of Significance. Up to 10,419 6,563 acres of Designated Farmland may
be will be added to the reserve located within the Conservation Area under the
proposed MSHCP. Between 6,563 acres and 10,498 acres may be included in the
Conservation Area under and the alternatives. However, because Existing
Agricultural Operations on Designated Farmland will be permitted to continue
throughout the MSHCP Plan Area, including within the Criteria Area (subject to
provisions outlined in the proposed MSHCP), and Designated Farmland not
actively utilized for agricultural operations may obtain Take Coverage if it is
converted to agricultural use, implementation of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed,
Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative will not result in the conversion of Designated Farmland to
non-agricultural use. Since no Designated Farmland will be conserved under the
Existing Reserves Alternative and the No Project Alternative, these Alternatives
will not have a significant effect. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is
implemented, the potential impact associated with this issue is less than significant
under the MSHCP and each of the alternatives. Therefore, no mitigation is
required. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the offset
will may not occur and impacts related to conversion of Designated Farmland will
be significant under the MSHCP (Proposed Project); the Listed, Proposed and
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Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Mitigation. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is implemented, the
potential impact associated with this issue is less than significant. Therefore, no
mitigation is required. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the MSHCP is not implemented, the offset will not occur and impacts related to conversion of Designated
Farmland will be significant under the MSHCP (Proposed Project) Project; the
Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and
Proposed Species Alternative. There is no feasible means of mitigating for this
potentially significant impact under these three alternatives.
Significance of Impacts after Mitigation. Assuming that Section 7.3.3 of the
MSHCP is implemented, impacts related to conversion of Designated Farmland
would be less than significant for implementation of the proposed MSHCP and
each of the proposed MSHCP alternatives. However, if Section 7.3.3 of the
MSHCP is not implemented, the allowance of up to 10,000 acres of New
Agricultural Lands within the Criteria Area the offset will not occur and impacts
related to conversion of Designated Farmland will be significant and unavoidable
under the MSHCP (Proposed Project) Project; the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.

4.2.2 Mineral Resources
Mineral extraction is an important component of Riverside County’s economy. The
County has extensive deposits of clay, limestone, iron, sand, and aggregates. Mineral
deposits in the County are important to many industries, including construction,
transportation, and chemical processing. The value of mineral deposits within the
County is enhanced by their close proximity to urban areas. The proposed MSHCP Plan
Area includes an area of approximately 1.26 million acres (1,966 square miles) and
encompasses unincorporated portions of western Riverside County and 14 incorporated
cities (Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore,
Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula).
Portions of land designated for conservation in cities and in unincorporated areas of the
County may contain mineral resources. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP could
prohibit or limit the future extraction potential of these resources.
Currently, the majority of mineral resource extraction within western Riverside County
takes place in unincorporated County areas (3,100 acres). Resource extraction in
incorporated cities within the Plan Area ranges from 2 to approximately 500 acres, with
the majority of extraction occurring in Corona and Lake Elsinore. The Riverside County
General Plan has set aside approximately 5,200 areas (an increase of 68%) for future
mineral extraction use. Projections for incorporated cities are not available, but it is
assumed that this increase is representative of the region.
Classification of land within California takes place according to a priority list that was
established by the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) in 1982, or when the
SMGB is petitioned to classify a specific area. The SMGB has also established Mineral
Resources Zones (MRZ) to designate lands that contain mineral deposits.

Section 4.0 - Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences

4.2-25

Mineral Resource Zone 2
Based on the assessment of mineral resources prepared by the California State
Department of Mines and Geology, significant aggregate mineral resources exist within
Riverside County. Land designated as Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2) represents
areas containing significant mineral deposits, which may be suitable for mineral
extraction. MRZ-2 is defined as an area where adequate information indicates that
significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood for
their presence exists.
As discussed in Section 3.2.2, approximately 22 percent of land that is designated MRZ2 is currently used for mineral extraction within the Plan Area. Also, as discussed, many
areas designated MRZ-2 are also highly suited for uses other than mineral resource
extraction (such as urban/residential development and natural open space). It is highly
unlikely that all MRZ-2 areas within the region would ultimately be used for mineral
extraction. Furthermore, mineral resource extraction often requires extensive
environmental mitigation to compensate for the harmful impacts to biological resources
present in or near mining operations. The proposed MSHCP would facilitate the
permitting process for mineral extraction with respect to biological resources, as it would
for other development throughout the Plan Area. The MRZ-2 designation does not
specify the quality or quantity of mineral deposits, which may make the use of these
areas for impact quantification potentially misleading. However, as the MRZ
classifications represent the best available data for mineral resources (aside from current
extraction data, which was provided in Section 3.2.2), the mineral resource impact
analysis focuses on impacts to MRZ-2 areas.
Impacts
The proposed MSHCP and alternatives would attain most of the basic objectives of the
project with varying environmental effects. Table 4YV identifies approximate acreage
of MRZ-2 that currently exists and that would be set aside for conservation under the
proposed MSHCP and alternatives.
Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance
The Proposed Action or alternatives would have a significant impact on mineral
resources if they:
C

Resulted in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the State;

C

Resulted in the loss of an availability of a locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use
plan; or

C

Directly conflicted or resulted in land use incompatibility with adjacent existing
and planned land uses or with the environmental goals of the general plans and
community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed MSHCP.

Loss of Regionally Valuable Resource
Proposed MSHCP. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would result in 4,300 acres
of land with known potential to be used for mineral extraction being set aside for
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conservation. This represents approximately 22 percent of such lands within the
proposed Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be available for mineral
extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral extraction would be set
aside. As 10,900 acres (2.5 times the number of acres currently used in mineral resource
extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, the proposed MSHCP would
not result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.
Table 4YV - Mineral Resource Zone 2 Acres under the Proposed MSHCP
and Action Alternatives1

Jurisdiction

Existing

Proposed
Action - MSHCP

Listed, Proposed,
and Strong
Candidate
Species
Alternative

Listed and
Proposed
Species
Alternative

Banning

1,400

7%2

S

S

100

7%3

100

7%3

Corona

2,300

12%2

50

2%

60

3%3

70

3%3

Lake
Elsinore

1,000

5%2

600

60%3

900

90%3

900

90%3

Riverside

1,700

9%2

S

S

S

S

S

S

Unincorporated Western Riverside County

13,100

67%2

3,600

27%3

2,900

22%3

2,200

17%3

Total

19,500

100%

4,300

22%2

3,900

20%2

3,300

17%2

Notes:

1

2

3

Cities not listed above (Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Hemet, Moreno Valley, Murrieta,
Norco, Perris, San Jacinto, and Temecula) do not contain areas designated as Mineral Resources
Zone 2 (MRZ-2) within the city limits. The Existing Reserves Alternative would not result in
restrictions to land use beyond those already existing within reserve areas.
Numbers are a percentage of the total 19,500 acres of MRZ-2 existing within the proposed
MSHCP Plan Area.
Numbers are a percentage of the total existing MRZ-2 acres within individual cities/western
Riverside County under the indicated Alternative.

Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative
would result in 3,900 acres of land with known potential to be used for mineral
extraction being set aside for conservation. This represents approximately 17 percent
of such lands within the Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be
available for mineral extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral
extraction would be set aside. As 11,300 acres (2.6 times the number of acres currently
used in mineral resource extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, this
alternative would not result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would result
in 3,300 acres of land with known potential to be used for mineral extraction being set
aside for conservation. This represents approximately 20 percent of such lands within
the Plan Area. Areas set aside for conservation would not be available for mineral
extraction use; however, no areas currently used for mineral extraction would be set
aside. As 11,300 acres (2.6 times the number of acres currently used in mineral resource
extraction) of MRZ-2 lands would remain available for use, this alternative would not
result in a significant loss of a regionally valuable resource.
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Existing Reserves Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not represent a
change over existing conditions for mineral resource extraction. No currently available
MRZ-2 zones would be set aside for conservation, except where required for project
mitigation under current Wildlife Agency regulations. No significant impacts would
occur.
No Project Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not represent a change
over existing conditions for mineral resource extraction. No currently available MRZ-2
zones would be set aside for conservation, except where required for project mitigation
under current Wildlife Agency regulations. No significant impacts would occur.
Loss of Locally Important Resource
Proposed MSHCP. Mineral resource extraction throughout the Plan Area presently
occurs on approximately 22 percent of available land. The existing extraction sites are
locally important resources, and would not be affected under the proposed MSHCP. The
sites currently in use would not be restricted in any way. The potential for establishment
of additional mineral extraction sites in the future would, however, be restricted in some
areas. By applying the estimated growth rate of 68 percent (from the Riverside County
General Plan build out land use designations) to each area, and comparing the acres
needed for growth to the acres of MRZ-2 available after project implementation,
potential impacts to local resources were determined (for cities with land classified as
MRZ-2). These impacts are summarized in Table 4ZW. As indicated in Table 4ZW,
there would be sufficient available acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated
future growth in mineral extraction.

Location

Anticipated Growth
(68 percent of
Existing)

Acres Remaining
for Growth after
Proposed
Action/Impact

Acres Remaining
for Growth after
Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species
Alternative/Impact

Acres Remaining for
Growth after Listed
and Proposed
Species Alternative/
Impact

Table 4ZW - Land Available to Accommodate Anticipated
Mineral Extraction Growth

Unincorporated Western
Riverside County

2,100

9,500 / no

10,300 / no

10,900 / no

Banning

120

1,400 / no

1,300 / no

1,300 / no

Corona

320

2,300 / no

2,300 / no

2,300 / no

Lake Elsinore

230

460 / no

190 / yes

190 / yes

Riverside

10

1,700 / no

1,700 / no

1,700 / no

Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Mineral resource extraction
throughout the Plan Area presently occurs on approximately 22 percent of available
land. The existing extraction sites are locally important resources, and would not be
affected under this alternative. The sites currently in use would not be restricted in any
way. The potential for establishment of additional mineral extraction sites in the future
would, however, be restricted in some areas. As indicated in Table 4ZW, there would
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be sufficient available acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated future growth
in mineral extraction throughout the Plan Area, with the exception of the City of Lake
Elsinore. Mineral extraction growth within Lake Elsinore would be restricted to 55
percent.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Mineral resource extraction throughout the
Plan Area presently occurs on approximately 22 percent of available land. The existing
extraction sites are locally important resources, and would not be affected under this
alternative. The sites currently in use would not be restricted in any way. The potential
for establishment of additional mineral extraction sites in the future would, however, be
restricted in some areas. As indicated in Table 4ZW, there would be sufficient available
acres of MRZ-2 land to accommodate anticipated future growth in mineral extraction
throughout the Plan Area, with the exception of the City of Lake Elsinore. Mineral
extraction growth within Lake Elsinore would be restricted to 55 percent.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not change the
existing land uses or planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, no locally
important resources would be adversely affected. No significant impacts would occur.
No Project Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not change the existing
land uses or planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, no locally important
resources would be adversely affected. No significant impacts would occur.
Conflicts and Land-Use Incompatibilities
Proposed MSHCP. Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would not result in
development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would occur.
The proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth and development as well as natural
resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals of the
general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Listed, Proposed, and Candidate Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative
would not result in development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would occur. This alternative would accommodate growth and development as well
as natural resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals
of the general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the
proposed MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Implementation of this alternative would not
result in development or mineral extraction. Thus, no land-use incompatibilities would
occur. This alternative would accommodate growth and development as well as natural
resource conservation throughout the Plan Area, and would further the goals of the
general plans and community plans of the jurisdictions participating in the proposed
MSHCP. Thus, no significant impacts would occur.
Existing Reserves Alternative. This alternative would not change the existing land uses
or have any effect on the planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, it would
not result in any change to the environmental or planning goals of the jurisdictions
within western Riverside County. The potential beneficial effects of the proposed
MSHCP (facilitating growth and development, including potential mineral extraction)
would also not occur with this alternative.
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No Project Alternative. This alternative would not change the existing land uses or have
any effect on the planned land uses throughout the Plan Area. Thus, it would not result
in any change to the environmental or planning goals of the jurisdictions within western
Riverside County. The potential beneficial effects of the proposed MSHCP (facilitating
growth and development, including potential mineral extraction) would also not occur
with this alternative.
Analysis of Significance
Impacts to regionally valuable resources would be less than significant for the Proposed
Action and all alternatives. Likewise, impacts pertaining to conflicts and land-use
incompatibilities would be less than significant for all. Impacts pertaining to a loss of
a locally important resources would be less than significant for the proposed MSHCP
and the Existing Reserves/No Project Alternative. With the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative,
impacts to locally important resources would be restricted to the City of Lake Elsinore,
where potential growth of mineral extraction areas would be restricted to 55 percent,
which is less than the anticipated regional growth rate of 68 percent. This impact would
be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measures
As no significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP and the Existing
Reserves/No Project Alternative, no mitigation measures are required. The Listed,
Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative and the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative would result in a significant unavoidable impact to the City of Lake
Elsinore, as conserved lands would reduce the area available for expansion of mineral
resource extraction to below the anticipated growth rate. No mitigation is available for
this impact.
Level of Significance after Mitigation
No significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP, the Existing Reserves
Alternative, or the No Project Alternative. No regionally significant impacts would
occur under the remaining alternatives, however, a significant unavoidable impact with
respect to future mineral resource extraction expansion would occur in the City of Lake
Elsinore with the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative and with
the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
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4.3

Population, Housing, and Employment

4.3.1

Introduction

The following section analyzes the impacts resulting from implementation of the
proposed MSHCP and alternatives and the requirement for the County and each City to
provide adequate housing for its proportionate share of the population. Additionally, the
impacts related to employment are also addressed.
Section 65581 of the California Government Code, requires cities and counties within
each jurisdiction’s Housing Element to identify adequate sites for housing and make
adequate provisions for the existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the
community.
The Housing Element’s requirements to accommodate projected housing needs are a
critical factor influencing the housing supply and availability statewide and within
regional housing markets. The local regulation of the housing supply through planning
and zoning powers affects the State’s ability to achieve the State housing goal of “decent
housing and a suitable living environment for every California family,” and is an
important influence on housing costs.
The implementation of the proposed MSHCP will be consistent with and complement
the implementation of the Riverside County General Plan and its Housing Element.
Therefore, the population, housing, and employment policies and standards set forth in
the General Plan and its Housing Element will be adhered to at all times during the
MSHCP process.
One of the goals of the proposed MSHCP is to enhance and maintain biological diversity
and ecosystem processes while accommodating projected future economic growth.
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would preserve quality of life by providing that
growth will be well-managed and well-planned and will be integrated with an
open-space system. This leads to a balance in land use planning of not only homes and
jobs, but also habitat and open space. One of the goals of the proposed MSHCP is to
improve the future economic development in the County by providing an efficient,
streamlined regulatory process through which development can proceed in an efficient
way. The proposed MSHCP and the General Plan will provide the County with a clearly
articulated blueprint describing the general areas where future development should and
should not occur. These goals are also included in the proposed Western Riverside
County MSHCP Planning Agreement, which states that “the County and Cities concur
with the goals of the NCCP Act and have determined that it may be the proper vehicle
for the County and Cities to provide appropriate protection for the range of biological
resources within its jurisdiction while at the same time safeguarding the economic,
social, health, safety, and property rights of its residents and property owners.”

4.3.2

Criteria for Determining Significance

The following criteria were used to determine significance of impacts from the adoption
or implementation of the proposed MSHCP or alternatives on population, housing, and
employment in the MSHCP study area. Impacts shall be considered significant if the
project would:
C Directly or indirectly induce substantial growth;
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C Displace substantial numbers of residential units, requiring the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere;
C Displace a substantial number of persons, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing; and/or
C Exacerbate (make worse) the jobs-to-housing imbalance in western Riverside County
and the cities within western Riverside County.

4.3.3

Impacts Analysis

Proposed MSHCP
The proposed MSHCP will be comprised of conservation on existing public/quasi-public
lands and new conservation on approximately 153,000 acres of private lands within the
Criteria Area. The precise configuration for new conservation within the Criteria Area
has not been defined or mapped. The proposed MSHCP includes 120,200 acres within
the County and 14,800 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are
currently designated for housing units. It also includes 3,200 acres in the County and
2,900 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently designated
for employment use.
Implementation of the MSHCP will likely cause dwelling units and employment
facilities previously planned for development within the Criteria Area to be shifted into
areas that are not to be conserved. However, implementation of the proposed MSHCP
will not change (either reduce or increase) the amount of development (dwelling units
and/or employment facilities) allowed pursuant to local land use controls. Regardless
of whether the MSHCP is adopted, then, the same number of dwelling units and
commercial/industrial/office space will be developed. Implementation of the MSHCP
will simply change the location of development and possibly site-specific density (e.g.,
clustering) within western Riverside County. In other words, the only difference the
MSHCP will make to future development is to change the precise location of the
anticipated land uses within western Riverside County.
To address the challenge of a rapidly growing region and the need to adequately develop
housing and employment opportunities for all economic segments of the community, the
County and cities within western Riverside County will utilize multiple planning
techniques. These methods include zoning overlays, general plan amendments, zoning
ordinance amendments, the clustering of development, and density bonuses.
State law requires density bonuses in all jurisdictions. California Government Code
Section 65915 requires that cities and counties provide development incentives, such as
a density bonus, for projects providing the following affordable housing.
C 20 percent of the dwelling units for lower income households, as defined in Health
and Safety Code Section 50079.5 (up to 80 percent of the area median income,
adjusted for household size);
C 10 percent of the dwelling units for very low income households as defined in Health
and Safety Code Section 50105 (up to 50 percent of the area median income,
adjusted for household size); or
C 50 percent of the dwelling units for “qualifying residents” as defined in Section 51.3
of the Civil Code (senior citizens).
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Utilizing density bonuses will not only help to ensure the jurisdictions’ availability of
housing units, but will also be an incentive for developers to construct dwelling units at
a higher density.
The MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any growth, construction or development. Rather, the Plan merely provides a means for managing and planning for
anticipated regional growth in a manner that will be sensitive to the needs of regional
biological resources. Thus, the MSHCP is more accurately characterized as providing
a means of planning for the biological effects of projected growth, not as a project that
facilitates growth. The MSHCP therefore will does not directly induce growth and will
not have a significant direct impact on population, housing, and employment.
However, the MSHCP will remove existing impediments to growth because it will
authorize take of listed species. Currently, the federal and state Endangered Species
Acts require issuance of an incidental take permit prior to any action that would take
species. Once the MSHCP is implemented, the regulatory process for development of
land will be simplified because incidental take coverage will be granted in accordance
with the terms of the Plan and the IA. Thus, the MSHCP will remove existing
impediments to growth outside the Conservation Area but within the Plan Area.
Because the MSHCP removes these existing impediments, it will indirectly induce
growth. Although implementation of the MSHCP will not cause growth in western
Riverside County to exceed regional growth projections, out of an abundance of caution,
the Project’s indirect growth-inducing impacts are deemed to be substantial and
therefore significant. Therefore, the MSHCP will have significant indirect impacts on
this subcategory of population, housing, and employment.
The MSHCP will not displace substantial numbers of housing units or persons;
implementation will only restrict where future development could occur. Additionally,
implementation of the MSHCP will not exacerbate the jobs to housing imbalance within
western Riverside County and cities. Implementation of the proposed plan will have the
same effect on employment facilities as housing units, which is merely to modify future
locations and densities of development. Therefore, the adoption and/or implementation
of the MSHCP will not have a significant impact on population, housing, and
employment with regard to the second, third, or fourth thresholds of significance.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative
Under this alternative, a total of 465,860 acres would be conserved, including 346,530
acres within existing reserves and 119,330 acres of private land outside existing
reserves. Of the 119,330 acres of private land within the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative, there are 71,800 acres within the County and 13,400
acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently designated for
housing units. This Alternative also includes conservation of 2,000 acres in the County
and 2,400 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for employment use.
In regard to population, housing, and employment, the only difference between the
proposed plan and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative is the
amount of privately held land that would be included in the plan. The Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative will conserve 33,698 acres less of privately
held land than the proposed MSHCP. Although the Listed, Proposed, and Strong
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Candidate Species Alternative will conserve far less species and acres of land, all of the
other goals of this Alternative are exactly the same as the MSHCP.
The difference between implementing the proposed MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed,
and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would be a reduction in the amount open
space conserved, and, hence, in the amount of land uses shifted outside the conservation
area. Within the unincorporated western Riverside County, the Alternative would
conserve 48,400 acres less of land designated for housing units and 1,200 acres less of
land designated for employment use than the MSHCP would. Implementation of this
alternative would therefore cause less shifting in the location of development within
western Riverside County. Within the currently incorporated cities of western Riverside
County, the Alternative would conserve 1,400 acres less of land designated for housing
and 500 acres less of land designated for employment use. Again, implementation of
this alternative would reduce the shifting of land use locations in this acreage.
Like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would
create a criteria-based reserve system. The only differences between the MSHCP and
the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative are the number of
species and the amount of acreage conserved. As with the MSHCP, this Alternative is
growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing. Therefore, it would not have significant
direct impacts on population, housing, and employment in that it would not directly
induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area. However, just like the MSHCP,
the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would remove an
impediment to growth in that it would provide authorization to take the species covered
by the alternative plan. Thus, like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative could be characterized as having significant indirect
impacts on population, housing, and employment because it could be deemed to
indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area.
Like the MSHCP, the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species Alternative does
not propose or authorize construction or development; the Alternative merely restricts
the location of future development on undeveloped lands. Thus, implementation of the
Alternative will not displace substantial numbers of housing units or persons.
Additionally, implementation of the Listed, Proposed and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative will not exacerbate the jobs-to-housing imbalance within western Riverside
County and cities. Hence, adoption and implementation of the Listed, Proposed and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative would have a less than significant impact on the
second, third, and fourth thresholds of significance for population, housing and
employment.
Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative
Under the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species alternative, a total of 451,370 acres
would be conserved, including 357,530 acres within existing reserves and 93,809 acres
of private land outside existing reserves. Of the 93,840 acres of private land within the
Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative there are 52,800 acres within the
County and 12,300 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for housing units. This Alternative would also conserve 2,000 acres in the
County and 3,000 acres within the cities of western Riverside County that are currently
designated for employment use.
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In regard to population, housing, and employment, the only difference between the
MSHCP and the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative is the amount of
privately held land that would be included in the plan. The Listed and Proposed
Candidate Species Alternative will conserve 65,530 acres less of privately held land than
the MSHCP. Like the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative, the
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will conserve fewer species and acres than the
MSHCP, but all of the other goals of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative are
exactly the same as the MSHCP.
As compared to the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would reduce
the amount of open space conserved, and, hence, reduce the amount of land uses that
would be shifted outside the conservation area. Within the unincorporated western
Riverside County 67,400 acres less of land designated for housing units and 1,200 acres
less of land designated for employment use would be shifted. Within the cities of
western Riverside County 2,500 acres less of land designated for housing would be
shifted.
Like the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative,
the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would create a criteria-based reserve
system. Again, the only differences between this Alternative and the MSHCP and the
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative are the number of species
and the amount of acreage conserved. As with the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed
Species Alternative is growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing . Therefore, the
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would not have significant direct impacts on
population, housing, and employment because it would not directly induce substantial
population growth in the Plan Area.
However, just like the MSHCP and the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would remove an impediment
to growth by providing take authorization for the species covered by the alternative plan,
i.e., the 31 listed species and the one species proposed for listing that occur in within the
Plan Area. Thus, like the MSHCP, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative may be
deemed to have significant indirect impacts on population, housing, and employment
because it can be characterized as indirectly inducing substantial population growth in
the Plan Area.
The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will not displace substantial numbers of
housing units or persons; as with the Plan and the Listed, Proposed and Strong
Candidate Species Alternative, implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species
Alternative will only restrict where future development could occur. Additionally,
implementation of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative will not exacerbate the
jobs-to-housing imbalance within western Riverside County and cities. Hence, adoption
and implementation of the Listed and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative would
have a less than significant impact on the second, third, and fourth thresholds of
significance for population, housing, and employment.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives
With the Existing Reserve and No Project Alternatives, no land would be added to the
existing conservation areas that total approximately 346,530 acres within western
Riverside County. Future development within western Riverside County would be
constructed as permitted by the County’s and cities’ General Plans, Housing Elements,
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and Zoning Ordinances. Under these Alternatives, land use changes and policies that
are being contemplated to implement the MSHCP would not occur. However, planning
currently being conducted under the RCIP for the County’s General Plan could still be
adopted. Under the No Project Alternative, existing reserves would be retained with
existing management strategies, whereas under the Existing Reserves Alternative,
existing reserves would be retained and new management strategies would be
implemented to increase the reserves’ benefits to sensitive species and their habitat.
Impacts resulting from development activities would continue to be subject to a variety
of local, State, and federal regulatory processes. Implementation of either the Existing
Reserves Alternative or the No Project/No Action Alternative would not change the
current development pattern or development regulation processes within western
Riverside County or its cities. The location and impacts of development would be
analyzed on a case-by-case basis, as it is currently done. There would be no regulatory
change to lands that are privately held. Moreover, implementation of either the Existing
Reserves Alternative or the No Project/No Action Alternative would not include the
authorization of any incidental take of listed species. Thus, in contrast to the MSHCP
and the Alternatives discussed above, neither of these Alternatives removes any existing
regulatory impediment to growth. Neither the Existing Reserves nor the No Project/No
Action Alternative will induce substantial population growth, either directly or
indirectly.
Moreover, neither of these Alternatives will cause the displacement of a substantial
number of persons or residential units. Likewise, neither of these Alternatives will
exacerbate the jobs-to-housing imbalance within the County and cities of western
Riverside County. Hence, adoption and implementation of either the Existing Reserve
or the No Project/No Action Alternatives would have a less than significant impact on
population, housing and employment.

4.3.4

Mitigation Measures

Proposed MSHCP; Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and Listed
and Proposed Candidate Species Alternative
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Alternative; the Listed and Proposed Alternative will have a significant impact on
population, housing, or employment because the Plan and each of these Alternatives will
indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area by providing take
authorization for the species covered by the plans proposed in those alternatives. There
is no feasible means of mitigating this significant environmental impact.
Existing Reserves and No Project/No Action Alternative
Implementation of the Existing Reserves or the No Project/No Action Alternatives
would not have any significant impact on population, housing, or employment.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required.
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Significance of Impacts after Mitigation

Proposed MSHCP; Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative; and Listed
and Proposed Species Alternative
As explained above, there is no feasible means of mitigating the significant indirect
impact on population, housing and employment. The MSHCP; the Listed, Proposed and
Strong Candidate Alternative; and the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative all create
criteria-based reserve systems that would remove an impediment to growth by
authorizing take of listed species within the Plan Area. Thus, the MSHCP and each of
these Alternatives will indirectly induce substantial population growth in the Plan Area.
This impact is significant and unavoidable.
Neither the Project (the MSHCP) nor any of the Alternatives will have a significant
impact concerning: (1) displacement of people or substantial numbers of existing
housing, or (2) the jobs-to-housing imbalance. Therefore, no mitigation of these impacts
is required.
Existing Reserves and No Project/ No Action Alternative
The Existing Reserves and the No Project/No Action Alternative will not have any
significant direct or indirect impact on population, housing, or employment.
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4.4

Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)

4.4.1

Impact Analysis Considerations and Assumptions

Fire
Impacts to fire protection would occur if the Proposed MSHCP or an alternative
eliminated fire protection resources, prevented planned development of a fire station,
restricted needed roadway access to provide protection to an area, interfered with
existing fire prevention programs, or increased the risk of fires.
Parks
In each alternative, existing parks are considered acceptable land uses within the
Conservation Area and would not be removed. While some modification to trail systems
might occur to protect sensitive resources, the possible loss of access to certain areas
would be offset by the overall increase in open space recreation opportunities, including
additional trails. (This would not apply to the Existing Reserves Alternative, which
would be unlikely to modify existing parks.) Regional and Historic Trails are covered
activities with the proposed MSHCP. Community trails are existing uses which would
also be permitted with the proposed Plan. Bike trails are addressed in the Transportation
and Circulation section, and would not be affected by the proposed MSHCP. Impacts
to parks would occur mainly in the areas where future parks are planned but have not
been developed. Should such areas fall within the boundaries of an alternative, the
development of park facilities would be restricted to compatible uses. Facilities such as
playgrounds, outdoor amphitheaters, ball fields, and other uses that can significantly
modify the natural environment might not be permitted in certain areas.

4.4.2

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The proposed MSHCP would have a significant effect on parks and the ability to provide
fire protection if implementation of the alternative would result in the need for deletion
or relocation of fire protection services or of existing or planned parks, and such deletion
or relocation would have adverse effects on the ability of local jurisdictions to provide
fire protection and park facilities in an adequate manner to residents of the region.

4.4.3

Impacts

Fire
Proposed MSHCP. The proposed MSHCP would not directly result in additional
development, nor would it involve expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland
fires would not increase, as the urban-wildland edge would not change. However, the
proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth in areas outside of the Conservation
Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as development in the non-conserved regions
approaches the edges of the Conservation Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire
protection facilities will be provided to accommodate the increased development at the
time such development occurs. Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are
located in public/quasi-public lands, and as additional fire protection facilities are
allowed to be constructed within Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation
Areas would not limit fire protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or
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planned fire protection facilities would require deletion or relocation as a result of the
proposed MSHCP.
Setting aside areas for conservation within larger natural areas would allow cities and
the County to plan appropriate land uses along the anticipated urban-wildland border.
This could indirectly result in decreased risk of wildland fire damage by placing
compatible land uses and necessary buffer areas along the edges of the Conservation
Areas.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. The Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires
would not increase, as the urban-wildland edge would not change. However, the
proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth in areas outside of the Conservation
Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as development in the non-conserved regions
approaches the edges of the Conservation Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire
protection facilities will be provided to accommodate the increased development at the
time such development occurs. Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are
located in public/quasi-public lands, and as additional fire protection facilities are
allowed to be constructed within Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation
Areas would not limit fire protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or
planned fire protection facilities would require deletion or relocation as a result of this
alternative. Indirect effects would be similar to the proposed MSHCP.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. The Listed and Proposed Species Alternative
would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve expansion of
wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires would not increase, as the urban-wildland
edge would not change. However, the proposed MSHCP would accommodate growth
in areas outside of the Conservation Areas. Thus, indirect effects could occur as
development in the non-conserved regions approaches the edges of the Conservation
Areas. It is anticipated that adequate fire protection facilities will be provided to
accommodate the increased development at the time such development occurs.
Furthermore, as existing fire protection facilities are located in public/quasi-public lands,
and as additional fire protection facilities are allowed to be constructed within
Conservation Areas, the configuration of Conservation Areas would not limit fire
protection access in the Plan Area. Thus, no existing or planned fire protection facilities
would require deletion or relocation as a result of this alternative. Indirect effects would
be similar to the proposed MSHCP.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives. The Existing Reserves and No Project
Alternatives would not directly result in additional development, nor would it involve
expansion of wildlands. Thus, the risk of wildland fires would not increase, as the
urban-wildland edge would not change as a result of this alternative. Development
would continue to occur outside of the reserve areas, and it is anticipated that fire
protection facilities would be constructed to serve the additional development as
required by applicable ordinances and planning documents. Fire protection facilities are
permitted, and could be constructed in reserve areas as needed. Thus, the Existing
Reserves and No Project Alternatives would not result in the deletion or relocation of
existing or future fire protection facilities. The potential indirect benefit of fire-safe
planning would be significantly reduced under this alternative, as impacts to species
would require setting aside natural areas whose location would not be predictable.
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Parks
Proposed MSHCP. As discussed, no impact would occur to existing park facilities.
Planned park facilities that are located within the Conservation Area of the proposed
MSHCP would be subject to potential restrictions contained in the Reserve Criteria for
the cell in which the park is located. Recreational use is considered to be a conditionally
compatible use within proposed the MSHCP Conservation Area. Five planned park
facilities are proposed within the Conservation Area of the proposed MSHCP, as
indicated in Table 4AAX. All of these parks are located near edges of the Conservation
Area, which would facilitate public access. Thus, the proposed MSHCP would not
require the deletion or relocation of planned parks.
The preservation of natural land may provide additional opportunities for recreation. As
recreational use is included as a conditionally compatible use within the Conservation
Area, the protected areas may result in higher-quality natural areas for public enjoyment.
Thus, planned park facilities may be supplemented by recreational opportunities
available in the Conservation Area.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. Planned park facilities that
are located within the Conservation Area of the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate
Species Alternative would be required to comply with any applicable MSHCP
regulations. Recreational use is considered to be a conditionally compatible use within
the MSHCP Conservation Area. Seven planned park facilities are proposed within the
Conservation Area of this alternative, as indicated in Table 4AAX. All of these parks
are located near edges of the Conservation Area, which would facilitate public access.
Thus, the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative would not require
the deletion or relocation of planned park facilities. Indirect beneficial effects would be
similar to the proposed MSHCP, though as less land would be set aside, proportionately
fewer acres of additional recreational resources would be expected.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. Planned park facilities that are located within
the Conservation Area of the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would be required
to comply with any applicable MSHCP regulations. Recreational use is considered to be
a conditionally compatible use within MSHCP Conservation Areas. Seven planned park
facilities are proposed within the Conservation Area of this alternative, as indicated in
Table 4AAX. All of these parks are located near edges of the Conservation Area, which
would facilitate public access. Thus, the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative would
not require the deletion or relocation of planned parks. Indirect beneficial effects would
be similar to the proposed MSHCP, though as less land would be set aside, proportionately fewer acres of additional recreational resources would be expected.
Existing Reserves and No Project Alternatives. One planned park facility, the College
Park in Moreno Valley, is located within the Existing Reserves and No Project
Alternatives area. As parks and recreational activities are allowed within existing
reserves, no alteration of the planned facility would be required, and no significant
impact would occur.
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Table 4AAX - Summary of Impacts to Planned Park Facilities

Proposed
MSHCP

Listed,
Proposed,
and Strong
Candidate
Alternative

Listed and
Proposed
Alternative

Existing
Reserves
Alternative

No Project
Alternative

Cotton Wood
Park (Aguanga)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Fresno Canyon
Park (Corona)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Stagecoach Park
(Corona)

Out

In

In

Out

Out

Alberhill Park
(Lake Elsinore)

In

In

In

Out

Out

North Hill Park
(Lake Elsinore)

In

In

In

Out

Out

Canyon Hills
Community Park
(Lake Elsinore)

Out

In

In

Out

Out

College Park
(Moreno Valley)

In

In

In

In

Out

Planned Park

Analysis of Significance
None of the proposed alternative scenarios (including the proposed MSHCP) would
result in the deletion or relocation of park or fire protection facilities. Thus, no
significant impacts would occur.

4.4.4

Mitigation Measures

As no significant impacts would occur, no mitigation measures are required.

4.4.5

Level of Significance after Mitigation

Impacts to parks and fire protection would be less than significant for each of the
alternative scenarios.
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4.5

Transportation and Circulation

4.5.1

Introduction

The existing circulation and transportation system serving the proposed MSHCP Plan
Area is composed of a series of separate modes or types of passenger travel and goods
movement. These modes of travel and goods movement include passenger vehicles and
truck freight, transit, passenger and freight rail, passenger and cargo air, and nonmotorized systems (bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, and equestrian facilities).
In each alternative, existing roadways are considered acceptable land uses and would not
be removed. While the construction of planned roadways (as identified in Figure 7.1 of
the MSHCP) is a covered activity, the design, sitting, and construction of these planned
roadways will be subject to guidelines outlined in the MSHCP to ensure consistency
with the objectives of the MSHCP.
Transportation-related impacts would generally occur where the use or improvement of
existing roadways or construction of planned roadways was prohibited, resulting in
reduced levels of service, increased congestion, or reduced access.

4.5.2

Thresholds of Significance/Criteria for Determining Significance

The proposed MSHCP and alternatives would have a significant effect on the operation
of transportation facilities if they:
C Cause an increase in traffic that 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);
C Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways;
C Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);
C Result in inadequate emergency access; and/or
C Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks).

4.5.3

Impacts

Existing and Planned Roadways
Proposed MSHCP
Existing Roadways. There are many existing roadways within public/quasi-public lands,
including interstates, freeways, State highways, city- and County-maintained roadways,
as well as local roads, which are not city- or County-maintained, that provide property
access. This latter category of roadways is generally maintained by the adjacent property
owners, either individually or collectively. Necessary operation and maintenance
activities conducted for safety purposes will be permitted within public/quasi-public
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lands. Therefore, there will be no significant impact on existing roadways and
emergency access within public/quasi public lands.
Some of the existing County/City-maintained unpaved roads may be paved within the
existing roadbed as future traffic, safety and/or environmental conditions warrant. In
addition, safety improvements to other publicly maintained existing roadways within
public/quasi-public lands are covered activities. Therefore, there will be no significant
impact on existing roadways and emergency access within public/quasi public lands for
roadways owned by the County.
Maintenance activities on roadways maintained by others are afforded limited coverage,
subject to the submittal of an application for Certificate of Inclusion. The covered
maintenance activities for these roadways are substantially limited in scope, including
only such grading as necessary to restore a smooth driving surface, maintain existing
graded shoulders within the existing rights-of way, and essential weed abatement,
excluding the application of any herbicides. Therefore, there will be no significant
impact on existing roadways and emergency access within public/quasi public lands for
privately owned roadways.
Planned Roadways. Coverage of new planned road facilities within existing public/quasipublic lands is limited to the Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore CETAP Corridor. In the
areas where these impacts occur, the estimated width of right-of-way for the corridor is
approximately 500 feet. This facility will potentially include the following elements:
C Three mixed-flow lanes in each direction;
C One high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction;
C Shoulders at Caltrans standards for freeways;
C Medians of sufficient width to accommodate Caltrans standard median widths,
including an exclusive transitway, either rail or bus; and
C Buffer areas and areas for utilities.
No interchanges are proposed within existing public/quasi-public lands. Any
interchanges that may be proposed in the future with public/quasi-public lands will not
be covered.
Planned roadways are defined as either existing facilities that require improvements
(e.g., widening) or new facilities to be constructed. Planned roadways include seven
types of roadways (expressways, urban arterials, arterials, major roads, mountain
arterials, secondary roads, and collector roads), freeways, CETAP corridors, and other
major facilities that have been identified as part of the General Plan circulation element.
The specific location for planned roads, bridges and interchanges are not exact. The
ultimate alignment and design will be determined during project-level engineering, and
approval for the alignment will include appropriate environmental review pursuant to
CEQA. The ultimate alignment and design of the facility will be subject to the design,
siting, and construction guidelines outlined in the MSHCP.
Approximately 5,840 acres of roads will be improved/constructed within the Criteria
Area. The improvement/construction as well as the operation and maintenance of
circulation element roadways are covered activities within the Criteria Area, subject to
guidelines described in the MSHCP.
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State freeways within the MSHCP Plan Area include I-215, I-15, I-10, SR-60, and SR91. Freeways are operated and maintained by Caltrans. Caltrans has identified
preliminary improvements for these facilities that are included in the analysis as Covered
Activities.
Two CETAP transportation corridors are proposed to be located within the MSHCP Plan
Area: a north-south CETAP transportation corridor from Winchester to Temecula, and
an east-west transportation corridor from Hemet to Corona/Lake Elsinore. Multiple
alternatives for each CETAP corridor are currently being contemplated; however, only
one east-west corridor and one north-south corridor will be selected and built. The
estimated width of right-of-way for the CETAP corridors ranges between approximately
500 and 1,000 feet. The facilities will potentially include the following elements:
C Three mixed-flow lanes in each direction;
C One HOV lane in each direction;
C Shoulders at Caltrans standards for freeways;
C Medians of sufficient width to accommodate Caltrans standard median widths,
including an exclusive transitway, either rail or bus;
C Buffer areas and areas for utilities; and
C Interchanges at locations to be identified.
The San Bernardino to Moreno Valley corridor is not proposed to be covered under the
MSHCP. The selected alternative for the Orange County-Riverside County corridor
would be considered a covered activity under the MSHCP (subject to the provisions and
conditions set forth in the MSHCP).
Planned roadways are proposed within the County and cities to facilitate planned
growth. Planned roadways identified in Section 7.3.5 of the MSHCP are covered
activities within the Criteria Area. Roadways other than those identified in Section 7.3.5
of the MSHCP are not covered without an amendment of the MSHCP. The MSHCP
includes design and sitting guidelines for planned roadways. The implementation of
these guidelines will ensure that planned roadways are designed and constructed in a
manner consistent with the objectives of the MSHCP, while providing for the efficient
passage of persons and goods through western Riverside County, the alleviation of
traffic congestion, the maintenance of level of service standards, and continuation of
adequate emergency access/evacuation routes. Therefore, the proposed MSHCP would
not have significant impacts on planned roadways.
Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species Alternative. The operation, maintenance,
and construction of the existing and planned roadways identified in Section 7.0 of the
MSHCP are required for the efficient movement of persons and goods through western
Riverside County. Under this alternative, the location and alignment of existing and
planned transportation facilities will be unchanged from that identified in the Proposed
Action; therefore, potential impacts resulting from implementation of this alternative
would be identical to those occurring under the Proposed Action.
Listed and Proposed Species Alternative. The operation, maintenance, and construction
of the existing and planned roadways identified in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP is required
for the efficient movement of persons and goods through western Riverside County.
Under this alternative, the location and alignment of existing and planned transportation
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facilities will be unchanged from that identified under the Proposed Action; therefore,
potential impacts resulting from implementation of this alternative would be identical
to those occurring under the Proposed Action.
Existing Reserves Alternative. Under this alternative, the land use changes and policies
being contemplated to implement the proposed MSHCP would not occur. Planning
currently being conducted for the County’s General Plan and Countywide circulation
element could still be adopted. Implementation of the various elements of those plans
may result in the take of listed species and regulated habitats. Under the Proposed
Action, the maintenance construction of roadways, freeways, CETAP corridors, and
other major facilities identified as part of the General Plan circulation element are
covered activities. Because this alternative will maintain the current inventory of
roadways and because planned roadways are identical to those identified under the
Proposed Action, potential impacts to transportation facilities under the Existing
Reserves Alternative would be identical to those resulting from implementation of the
Proposed Action.
No Project Alternative. Impacts resulting from development activities are currently
subject to a variety of local, State, and Federal regulatory processes. Under this
alternative, activities involving take of State and/or Federal listed species would require
individual permitting on a project-by-project basis.
As with the Proposed Action, planned roadways under this alternative are those
roadways identified in the cities’ and County General Plan Circulation elements.
Because this alternative will maintain the current inventory of roadways and because
planned roadways are identical to those identified under the Proposed Action, potential
impacts to transportation facilities under the No project alternative would be identical
to those resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action.
Analysis of Significance
Guidelines detailed in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP would avoid and minimize impacts to
sensitive species and habitats known to occur in the vicinity of planned roadways, while
permitting the construction, operation, and maintenance of roadways. The operation,
maintenance, and construction of existing and planned roadways is necessary for the
efficient and effective passage of persons and goods through western Riverside County,
the alleviation of traffic congestion, the maintenance of level of service standards, and
continuation of adequate emergency access/evacuation routes. As the operation,
maintenance, and construction of existing and planned roadways, detailed in Section 7.0
of the MSHCP, are covered activities within the Conservation Area, potential
transportation-related impacts resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action or
its alternatives will be less than significant.

4.5.4

Mitigation Measures

Because impacts associated with this issue are less than significant, no mitigation
measures are required.

4.5.5

Level of Significance after Mitigation

Transportation-related impacts would be less than significant for the proposed MSHCP
and each of the alternative scenarios.
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5.0

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The purpose of a cumulative effects analysis is to ensure that the full range of
consequences of actions is considered. Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor, but collectively significant, developments taking place over a period of time.
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a discussion of the
potential cumulative impacts of a proposed project. Cumulative impacts are defined as
two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or that
compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impacts from
several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact
of the development when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable or probable future developments. Section 15130 states (in pertinent parts):
(a) An EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, as defined in Section 15065(c).
Where a lead agency is examining a project with an incremental effect that is not
“cumulatively considerable,” a lead agency need not consider that effect significant,
but shall briefly describe its basis for concluding that the incremental effect is not
cumulatively considerable.
(1) As defined in Section 15355, a cumulative impact consists of an impact
which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the
EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. An EIR should not
discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project evaluated in the
EIR.
(2) When the combined cumulative impact associated with the project’s
incremental effect and the effects of other projects is not significant, the EIR
shall briefly indicate why the cumulative impact is not significant and is not
discussed in further detail in the EIR. A lead agency shall identify facts and
analysis supporting the lead agency’s conclusion that the cumulative impact
is less than significant.
(3) An EIR may determine that a project’s contribution to a significant
cumulative impact will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable and
thus is not significant. A project’s contribution is less than cumulatively
considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a
mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.
The lead agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that
the contribution will be rendered less than cumulatively considerable.
(4) [The wording of this section was invalidated in litigation.]
(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and
their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as
is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be
guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the
cumulative impact to which the identified other projects contribute rather than the
attributes of other projects which do not contribute to the cumulative impact. The
following elements are necessary to an adequate discussion of significant cumulative
impacts:
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(1) Either:
(A) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related
or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the
control of the agency, or
(B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or
related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which
has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or
areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any such
planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public
at a location specified by the lead agency.”
The EIR/EIS employs CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 b(1)B, a summary of
projections, and bases projections upon Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) regional population growth forecasts for 2025 for unincorporated western
Riverside County and the Cities within western Riverside County. According to these
forecasts, the region’s population is expected to grow 56 percent between 2000 and
2020. Total housing units are expected to grow 47.4 percent, and employment to
increase 86 percent.
Forecasts of population, housing, and employment for the proposed MSHCP cities are
shown in Tables 5A, 5B, and 5C. The most rapid increases in population are projected
for Beaumont (72 percent between 2010 and 2020) and Calimesa (78.6%). Similarly,
rapid increases in total housing units are projected for Beaumont (76.7 percent from
2010 to 2020) and Calimesa (77.2%). Employment in Beaumont is projected to increase
33.5 percent between 2010 and 2020, followed by Murrieta (32%), and Calimesa
(28.4%). In addition, city and County General Plans are used to consider future land use
patterns.
Table 5A - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

20,570

23,562

34,811

47,328

101

Beaumont

9,685

11,384

26,279

56,450

396

1

Calimesa

0

7,139

13,112

29,554

314

Canyon Lake1

0

9,952

10,675

10,702

8

Corona

76,095

124,966

138,896

156,522

25

Hemet

36,094

58,812

80,904

127,899

117

Lake Elsinore

18,285

28,928

49,338

81,820

183

Moreno Valley

118,779

142,381

169,459

221,343

555

0

44,282

67,601

96,382

118

Norco

23,302

24,157

29,579

30,568

27

Perris

21,460

36,189

52,985

109,377

202

226,505

255,166

302,507

340,328

33

16,210

23,779

46,983

67,115

182

Banning

1

Murrieta

Riverside
San Jacinto
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2010

2025

% Change
2000-2025

1990

Table 5A - Population Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

Temecula

27,099

57,716

76,704

86,000

49

Total

594,084

848,413

1,099,833

1,461,388

72

Note:

1

Sources:

1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

2010

% Change
2000-2025

1990

2025

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.

Table 5B - Housing Growth Trends within Cities of Western Riverside County
City

1990

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,279

9,735

11,614

15,904

63

Beaumont

3,718

4,258

9,249

20,544

382

0

3,229

5,523

12,316

281

0

4,036

3,727

3,794

94

Corona

26,480

38,903

42,382

52,303

34

Hemet

19,692

29,287

31,388

38,922

33

Lake Elsinore

6,993

9,436

15,220

25,099

166

Moreno Valley

37,945

41,388

48,170

65,679

59

0

14,800

21,753

31,091

110

Norco

5,785

6,238

7,138

7,603

22

Perris

7,780

10,484

15,669

34,395

228

80,260

85,631

93,245

109,803

282

6,845

9,340

15,296

21,650

132

Temecula

10,659

18,749

23,140

27,742

48

Total

214,436

285,514

343,514

466,845

64

Calimesa1
1

Canyon Lake

Murrieta1

Riverside
San Jacinto

% Change 2000-2025

1

Note:
Source:

Calimesa, Canyon Lake, and Murrieta were incorporated after the 1990 Census.
1990 Census, 2000 Census, SCAG.

In 2000, employment within the cities of western Riverside County was 301,501. The
region’s employment is expected to rise 54.6 percent by the year 2010 and approximately another 20.3 percent between 2010 and 2020. Rapid increases are projected to
occur in Beaumont, Lake Elsinore, and Murrieta by 2010. Less growth is expected to
occur in Norco and the unincorporated areas of western Riverside County.
Table 5C - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Banning

8,453

12,145

15,342

81

Beaumont

6,185

14,811

22,291

260

Calimesa

1,867

3,692

5,273

182

Canyon Lake

1,958

2,451

2,875

47

Corona

41,583

56,751

69,905

68

Hemet

17,818

23,859

29,095

63

% Change 2000-2025
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Table 5C - Employment Growth within the Cities of Western Riverside County
City

2000

2010

2025

Lake Elsinore

8,289

17,539

25,562

208

Moreno Valley

33,163

53,887

71,859

117

Murrieta

8,447

19,028

28,205

234

Norco

8,891

10,631

12,140

37

Perris

% Change 2000-2025

11,701

22,747

32,300

176

125,938

182,943

232,326

84

6,328

11,215

15,455

144

Temecula

20,880

34,471

46,260

122

Total

301,501

466,170

608,888

102

Riverside
San Jacinto

Source:

SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast.

The unincorporated areas of western Riverside County have slightly different growth
rate trends than do the cities within the region. The growth projections in population,
housing, and employment are shown in Table 5D.
Table 5D - Growth Forecasts for the Unincorporated Western Riverside County
2010

2025

2040 1

Annual % Change

Population

490,941

771,595

1,234,552

4

Housing

160,440

254,582

407,331

4

135,750

192,918

279,731

3

Employment
Note:
Source:

1

Buildout of the Riverside County General Plan.
SCAG, 2001 RTP Growth Forecast, 2040 numbers are derived from 2010 and 2025 forecasts.

Developed land in residential use within unincorporated western Riverside County
totaled 141,050 acres in 1999. Between 1999 and the build out of unincorporated
western Riverside County, developed residential land within western Riverside County
is projected to increase by 420 percent to 592,957 acres.
The Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations implementing the
procedural provisions of NEPA of 1969, as amended defines “cumulative effects” as:
. . . the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or persons undertakes such
other actions. (40 CFR § 1508.7).
NEPA requires that cumulative effects must be evaluated along with the direct effects
and indirect effects (those that occur later in time or farther removed in distance) of each
alternative. The range of alternatives must consider the no-project alternative as a
baseline against which to evaluate cumulative effects. The range of actions that must
be considered under the cumulative effects includes not only the project but all
connected and similar actions that could contribute to cumulative effects. Cumulative
effects may arise from single or multiple actions and may result in additive or interactive
effects.
To determine major cumulative effects of a project involves the following:
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C The direct and indirect effects of the proposed action;
C Which resources, ecosystems, and human communities, are affected; and
C Which effects on these resources are important from a cumulative effect perspective.
In a general sense, all impacts on affected resources are cumulative; however, it is the
goal of this analysis to narrow the important issues to those of national, regional, or local
significance.
The assessment of the cumulative impacts is done qualitatively, because it is difficult to
predict timing and density of all the projects. Many of these projects have been or will
be the subject of separate environmental studies. The cumulative impact analysis is
provided in each issue area discussed in Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of the EIR/EIS (i.e.,
biological resources, land use, traffic, etc.).
As stated in the Executive Summary, the County of Riverside is involved in a
comprehensive and integrated planning process. In addition to the development of the
MSHCP for western Riverside County, this integrated planning effort includes the
preparation of a General Plan to set forth the policies and implementation measures
needed to express community goals of accommodating anticipated growth while
maintaining natural environments, as well as the identification of transportation corridors
to meet the County’s anticipated future transportation needs.
The cumulative analysis is based on forecasts made by SCAG, including population
increases anticipated in the western Riverside County region as provided in Tables 5A,
5B, 5C and 5D. Other related planning documents considered in the cumulative analysis
include the following general plans, which have guidance for development within cities
and their spheres of influence, or within the County, as appropriate.
C City of Banning General Plan

C City of Murrieta General Plan

C City of Beaumont General Plan

C City of Norco General Plan

C City of Calimesa General Plan

C City of Perris General Plan

C City of Canyon Lake General Plan

C City of Riverside General Plan

C City of Corona General Plan

C City of San Jacinto General Plan

C City of Hemet General Plan

C City of Temecula General Plan

C City of Lake Elsinore General Plan

C County of Riverside General Plan

C City of Moreno Valley General Plan
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5.1

Cumulative Impact Analysis

This discussion evaluates the potential cumulative effects of the proposed MSHCP and
alternatives on biological resources; land use; housing, population, and employment;
public services; and transportation. In particular, the analysis focuses on the cumulative
effects of the proposed MSHCP with the regional growth forecasts.

5.1.1

Biological Resources

Cumulative biological impacts are defined as those impacts resulting from development
within the MSHCP Plan Area as a result of build out of the County’s General Plan and
Cities within western Riverside County consistent with SCAG’s regional growth
projections. The life span of the MSHCP is proposed to be 75 years, and the MSHCP
includes consideration of growth and development within the MSHCP Plan Area for
build out of the County’s General Plan and Cities within western Riverside County in
accordance with SCAG’s regional growth projections.
As stated in Section 4.1.2 Assumptions of this document, the cumulative biological
impacts are defined as those impacts resulting from development within the MSHCP
Plan Area as a result of build out of the Cities and County’s General Plans and consistent
with SCAG’s projections for regional growth. The term of the MSHCP is proposed to
be 75 years, and the MSHCP includes consideration of SCAG’s projected growth and
development within the MSHCP Plan Area for build out of the General Plans. This
analysis examines all of the alternatives under a General Plan build out scenario for the
County’s and Cities’ General Plans, consistent with the SCAG regional growth
projections. Thus, impact conclusions in Section 4.1 and those presented below are
based on similar analysis assumptions. Therefore, the analysis of cumulative biological
impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives is assumed to be incorporated into the
analysis of the alternatives themselves, since cumulative growth including build out of
the General Plans consistent with SCAG’s regional growth projections is considered in
the MSHCP and the alternatives.
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 their habitat in order to address their life
cycle needs. Thus, based on the features of the Plan itself, impacts to Covered Species
are mitigated below a level of significance.
However, implementation of the MSHCP will result in cumulatively significant impacts
on the Non-Covered Species because the issuance of incidental take permits will remove
an impediment to development outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Non-Covered
Species would receive little or no protection outside the reserves under existing
ordinances and regulations.
The Plan will not cause adverse cumulative effects related to the reduction of sensitive
vegetation communities within the Plan Area; rather, the Plan is designed to preserve
sufficient acreage of the sensitive vegetation communities present in western Riverside
County. Similarly, the Plan will not cause adverse cumulative effects related to
interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or obstruction of genetic flow for the identified Planning Species. Part of the
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purpose and goals of the MSHCP is to use regional planning efforts to assemble a
reserve that will preserve contiguous blocks of habitat in large enough areas to ensure
that the reserve will allow movement of species and flow of genetic information.
The MSHCP will not cause adverse cumulative impacts by conflicting with the
provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Communities Conservation Plan or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan either
within or outside of the Plan area. Rather, the MSHCP has been written specifically to
complement existing HCPs, such as the Stephens’ kangaroo rat long-term HCP.
The MSHCP will cause adverse significant cumulative effects associated with the
introduction of land use within an area immediately adjacent to Conservation Areas.
Cumulative effects associated with the proposed take authorization would involve direct
loss of habitat and species associated with ground disturbance in take authorized areas
as development occurs in accordance with projected growth. Cumulative indirect effects
would occur to species and habitats within the MSHCP Conservation Area and would
be associated with development of proposed land uses and activities in take authorized
areas in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area. Indirect effects primarily result
from adverse “edge effects” and may be short-term indirect effects related to construction or long-term indirect effects associated with development or land use practices in
proximity to conserved habitat areas. Cumulative indirect impacts resulting from
construction activities include dust, noise, and general human presence that may
temporarily disrupt species and habitat vitality and construction-related soil erosion and
runoff. An edge effect is defined as a change in the “conditions or species composition
within an otherwise uniform habitat as one approaches a boundary with a different
habitat (Ricklefs 1993).” Edge effects at the boundary between natural lands and
human-occupied lands (“urban edge effects”) arise due to human-related intrusions such
as lighting, noise, invasive species, exotic predators (dogs, cats, and opossums), hunting,
trapping, off-road activities, dumping, and other forms of recreation and disturbance.
Although some species are in some ways unaffected by edges [e.g., reproductive output
of the rufous-crowned sparrow (Morrison and Bolger 2002), distribution of arthropod
species (Bolger et al. 2000)] or even show preferences for edges (e.g., indigo buntings
and northern cardinals in Woodward et al. 2001), human-induced edge effects are
generally unfavorable to native species and are considered cumulative as edge increases
throughout the landscape.
Cumulative significant indirect impacts associated with edge effects and increased
development pressure outside the conservation areas established by the proposed
MSHCP and other MSHCPs or HCPs proposed in areas adjacent to western Riverside
County are considered cumulatively significant are addressed in the provisions of
Section 6.1.4 of the Draft MSHCP, and were taken into account when developing the
reserve requirements of the proposed MSHCP. Edge effects will result as development
occurs in proximity to habitat; however, the proposed MSHCP contains provisions that
will reduce the adverse impacts associated with edge effects. Furthermore, the MSHCP
does not authorize development, although it does provide take authorization for Covered
Species. The MSHCP would not directly cause edge effects, but it would dictate where
such effects could occur through the reserve assembly process. Thus, cumulative
indirect impacts associated with edge effects are considered less than significant.
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5.1.2

Agriculture and Extractive Resources

Agricultural Resources
Under the proposed MSHCP and each of the alternatives, varying numbers of acres of
State-designated Prime, Unique, or Statewide Important farmland are located within the
Conservation Area. As previously stated, the designation of farmland as Prime, Unique,
or State Important does not necessarily indicate that such land is utilized for agricultural
production. The precise boundaries of the reserve are not fixed and the Criteria Area
covers thousands of acres. Due to these facts and the fact that future development is
dependent upon future market conditions, it is not possible to determine the extent to
which implementation of the proposed MSHCP might result in the conversion (to nonagricultural uses) of specific parcels that are designated as Prime, Unique, or Statewide
Important farmland on maps prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program. Likewise, it is not possible to determine whether implementation of the
proposed MSHCP would conflict with existing agricultural designations or a Williamson
Act contract on specific parcels of land within the MSHCP Plan Area.
Overall, however, the proposed MSHCP will permit the continuation of existing
agricultural operations within the Conservation Area. Additionally, the proposed
MSHCP has a mechanism to allow up to 10,000 acres of new agricultural land within
the MSHCP Criteria Area, which, if implemented, will offset potential impacts to
agricultural resources that may result from implementation of the MSHCP. Development outside the limits of the MSHCP Criteria Area may contribute to the conversion
of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses. However, the MSHCP expressly permits
existing agriculture and, if the provisions for new agricultural land are implemented, also
has opportunities for new agricultural operations. Therefore, no cumulatively significant
impact to agricultural resources will occur.
Mineral Resources
Throughout western Riverside County, approximately 19,500 acres have been identified
as State-designated Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs). MRZs are known mineral
resources that are of value to the region and the residents of the State. Active mineral
extraction areas will not be incorporated into the Conservation Area. Under the Proposed
MSHCP, land designated as MRZs (but with no permitted mineral extraction operation)
will be incorporated into the Conservation Area. The loss of any portion of such an
MRZ, when taken with similar losses that may result from the implementation of other
projects (such as from assembling the existing reserves) represents a cumulatively
significant and unavoidable impact. The MSHCP will not have any other significant
direct or indirect cumulative impacts on mineral resources, because implementation of
the MSHCP will not result in the loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site, as delineated on a General Plan or other land use plan.

5.1.3

Housing, Population, and Employment

Implementation of the Proposed Action or any of the alternatives will not change any
regional projections, displace persons or dwelling units, nor will it exacerbate the jobsto-housing imbalance within western Riverside County. Thus, the MSHCP will not have
significant cumulative impacts in any of these impact categories.
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With development being shifted from the Conservation Area to areas that will not be
conserved, increased urbanization or intensification of land use may occur in areas
presently not subject to these kinds of development pressures. This would occur both
inside and outside the MSHCP Plan Area. Such land use intensification may result in
community character impacts. While the Proposed Action and to some degree the other
MSHCP alternatives, could shift development to outlying areas or encourage increases
in development intensity in areas not currently subject to substantial development
pressure, the growth projected in the County’s and Cities’ General Plan consistent with
SCAG’s projected growth will result in substantial pressure to increase development
intensity in some areas with or without the MSHCP.
By encouraging intensification of development outside of the reserve areas, and
possibly encouraging in-fill development, the MSHCP could have transportation and air
quality benefits by encouraging development trends along transportation corridors and
possibly reducing traffic congestion and air pollution.
The Proposed Action is growth-accommodating, not growth-inducing. The Proposed
Action does not itself propose any growth or development; it merely provides a regional
plan to address the biological effects of existing and anticipated future market-driven
growth in western Riverside County. Given these circumstances, it may be appropriate
to find that the Proposed Action is merely a means of planning for growth, and not a
means of accommodating it. However, the Proposed Action will remove impediments
to growth and development within the Plan Area outside the reserves. Therefore, out of
an abundance of caution, the Lead Agencies have determined that the Proposed Action
will have significant indirect impacts on Population, Housing, and Employment. For the
same reasons, the Lead Agencies have determined that the Proposed Action will have
significant cumulative impacts on Population, Housing, and Employment.

5.1.4

Public Services

Fire Protection
The proposed MSHCP does not propose or authorize any physical development and
therefore will not directly result in the deletion, relocation, growth or modification of
existing fire protection facilities, roads, or wildland-urban interface areas. Thus, the
MSHCP will not have any significant cumulative direct impacts to fire protection. The
proposed MSHCP would, however, remove an impediment to growth by authorizing
take of Covered Species and allowing development outside of the reserve areas. As
development occurs in accordance with regional growth projections, additional fire
protection facilities will be needed, but, because the location and timing of future
development cannot be predicted, the location and timing of new fire protection facilities
is also speculative. Overall, though, the Project’s cumulative impact on fire protection
will be beneficial because the establishment of the reserve will allow municipalities to
plan land uses with the knowledge of where the likely wildland-urban boundaries will
be located, and to plan for fire-safe development (including strategic placing of fire
protection facilities). No adverse cumulative effects would occur.
Parks and Recreation
Implementation of the proposed MSHCP would set aside land for conservation use.
Recreational use is conditionally compatible with conservation, and would be permitted
in many locations throughout the Conservation Areas. The MSHCP would not remove
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any existing park or recreational facilities, nor would it prohibit their development in the
future. It would protect the quality of natural resources available for recreational use
throughout western Riverside County. Thus, no adverse direct or indirect cumulative
impacts would occur as a result of the proposed MSHCP.

5.1.5

Transportation

The MSHCP does not authorize or contemplate any physical development. Therefore,
implementation of the MSHCP will not have significant cumulative direct impacts on
transportation because it will not decrease the level of service or increase traffic on any
roadway.
As indicated above, the MSHCP will accommodate projected growth within the Plan
Area. However, the MSHCP will not have significant indirect cumulative impacts on
transportation. Roadway projects have been planned to reduce traffic-related impacts
resulting from the current and future growth projected to occur in western Riverside
County. The Circulation Element of the General Plan identifies roadway improvement/construction required to accommodate anticipated traffic volumes, and the
construction of planned roadways will reduce impacts resulting from the cumulative
growth anticipated to occur within the MSHCP Plan Area. Maintenance activities on
existing roadways within public/quasi-public lands, the construction of CETAP
corridors, and the construction/improvement of roadways identified in the General Plan
Circulation Element within Criteria Areas are Covered Activities under the MSHCP.
Thus, although the MSHCP accommodates development in accordance with regional
growth projections, it will not result in any cumulatively significant indirect decrease in
the level of service or increase in traffic on any roadway. Cumulative impacts related to
transportation issues will be less than significant.
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6.0

ADDITIONAL TOPICS REQUIRED BY CEQA AND
NEPA

6.1

California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act

6.1.1

California Environmental Quality Act

Section 15126 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the analysis of the following:
C Significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project;
C Significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the Proposed Project were
implemented;
C Significant irreversible environmental changes that would be involved in the
Proposed Project if it were implemented;
C Growth-inducing impacts of the Proposed Project;
C Mitigation measures proposed to minimize the significant effects; and
C Alternatives to the Proposed Project.
Section 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires discussion of the cumulative
impacts of a project, and Section 15131 provides guidance as to the inclusion of
economic and social effects analyses. The CEQA alternatives analysis requires a
comparison table of the environmental effects of the alternatives, as well as the
designation of an environmentally superior alternative. Finally, Appendix F of the State
CEQA Guidelines provides guidance on energy conservation analysis.
A comparison table of environmental effects of the alternatives is located in the
Executive Summary of this document. Significant environmental effects of the Proposed
Project and mitigation measures are discussed in Section 4.0 of this document;
alternatives to the Proposed Project are outlined in Section 2.0 and analyzed in Section
4.0 of this document; cumulative impacts are analyzed in Section 5.0 of this document;
and economic and social impacts are discussed in Section 4.3 of this document
(Population, Housing, and Employment). The remaining topics, as well as the
environmentally superior alternative (whose discussion is required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(e)), are discussed in Section 6.1.3.

6.1.2

National Environmental Policy Act

NEPA and NEPA Regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality list other
categories of environmental consequences that must be considered in an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). These include the following:
C Adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1502.1);
C The relationship between short-term uses of the environment and the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity (40 CFR 1502.16);
C Irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources (40 CFR 1502.16);
Section 6.0 - Additional Topics Required by CEQA and NEPA
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C Energy requirements and conservation potential (40 CFR 1502.16);
C Natural or depletable resource requirements and conservation potential (40 CFR
1502.16(f));
C Economic and social effects (40 CFR 1508.8(b)); and
C Effects on urban quality, historical and cultural resources, and the design of the built
environment, including the reuse and conservation potential (40 CFR 1502.16(g)).
Furthermore, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations (40
Questions) numbers 6(a) and 6(b) require the identification of the “Environmentally
Preferable” alternative from the range considered.
In this document are discussed the CEQA-required significant environmental effects that
cannot be avoided and the NEPA-required adverse environmental effects that cannot be
avoided. Economic and social effects are discussed in Section 4.3 of this document
(Population, Housing, and Employment). The discussion of irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources corresponds to the CEQA-required discussion of significant
irreversible environmental changes that is presented in this section. The “Environmentally Preferable” alternative corresponds to the “Environmentally Superior Alternative”
required by CEQA, as discussed in this section. The energy requirements and
conservation potential discussion correspond to the energy conservation analysis
required by CEQA, and is also discussed in Section 6.1.3. All other additional topics
that are required to be discussed by CEQA and NEPA are also contained in Section
6.1.3.

6.1.3

Discussion of Issues Required by CEQA and NEPA

Significant Environmental Effects That Cannot Be Avoided/Adverse Environmental Effects
That Cannot Be Avoided
State CEQA Guidelines state in Section 15126.2(b) that the consideration and discussion
of significant environmental impacts include:
Significant Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided if the
Proposed Project is Implemented. Describe any significant
impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not reduced
to a level of insignificance. Where there are impacts that cannot
be alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their
implications and the reasons why the project is being proposed,
not withstanding their effect, should be described.
The CEQ’s NEPA Regulations state in 40 CFR 1502.16 that the discussion of
environmental consequences include the “. . . environmental impacts of the alternatives
including the proposed action . . . and . . . any adverse environmental effects which
cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented . . . .” While all environmental
effects dismissed by the Initial Study are discussed in Section 4.0 of this document, the
following list summarizes the significant environmental effects for the Proposed
MSHCP and alternatives that cannot be avoided.
Biology. Non-Covered Species and the sensitive native grassland vegetation community
would potentially benefit from the conservation and protection of the proposed MSHCP.
However, even with these benefits offered by the MSHCP Plan, because of the lack of
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information available to adequately plan for conservation of these species, and lack of
geographical information distinguishing sensitive native grassland from non-sensitive
non-native grassland communities, impacts to Non-Covered Species and native
grassland vegetation communities are assumed to be potentially significant and not
mitigable.
Mineral Resources. No significant impacts would occur for the proposed MSHCP, the
Existing Reserves Alternative, and the No Action Alternative. There would be no
impacts to regionally valuable resources. A significant unavoidable impact, however,
with respect to local future mineral resource extraction expansion would occur in the
City of Lake Elsinore with the Listed, Proposed, and Strong Candidate Species
Alternative and with the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative.
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes/Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitments of Resources
As discussed in Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the consideration and
discussion of significant environmental impacts must include a discussion of significant
irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by the Proposed Action should
it be implemented. It states that:
Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued
phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment
of such resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.
Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as
highway improvement which provides access to a previously
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar
uses. Also irreversible damage can result from environmental
accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments
of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current
consumption is justified.
Section 40 CFR 1502.16 of the CEQ’s NEPA Regulations require that the discussion of
environmental consequences also include “. . . any irreversible or irretrievable
commitments of resources which would be involved in the proposal should it be
implemented.” The following discussion describes both irreversible changes and
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources involved in the implementation
of the proposed MSHCP and alternatives.
The Proposed Action is the establishment of an MSHCP, which would create a reserve
system and a mechanism for assembling the reserves as well as permitting development.
The establishment of an MSHCP would not directly result in a physical change.
Development in areas outside of the Conservation Area would occur as anticipated in
the Riverside County General Plan. The MSHCP would not increase or decrease the
amount of development that is anticipated to occur, and thus does not directly result in
development (which would involve the irretrievable and irreversible use of land, water,
and building materials). Development impacts will occur regardless of whether the
MSHCP is implemented. Indirectly, through reserve assembly and management, areas
with significant natural resources would be conserved through this Plan. These natural
resources would be committed for the duration of the MSHCP (at least 70 years).
However, this does not represent irreversible environmental changes or an irretrievable
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commitment of resources. Rather, it preserves resources for the future by allowing only
non-destructive uses.
Growth Inducement
State CEQA Guidelines requires the analysis of a proposed project’s potential to induce
growth. Specifically, Section 15126.2(d) requires that environmental documents
“ . . . discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly,
in the surrounding environment . . .” Growth inducing impacts can occur if a project
would induce growth either directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment.
Furthermore, Section 15126.2(d) states that “[i]t must not be assumed that growth in any
area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.”
A project’s potential to induce growth does not automatically result in growth. Growth
can only occur through capital investment in new economic opportunities by the public
or private sectors. Development pressures are a result of economic investment in a particular locality. These pressures help to structure the local politics of growth and the
local jurisdiction’s posture on growth management and land use policy. Under CEQA,
as stated previously, growth inducement is not considered necessarily detrimental,
beneficial, or of significance to the environment. Typically, the growth inducing
potential of a project would be considered significant if it fosters growth or a
concentration of population in excess of what is assumed in pertinent master plans, land
use plans, or in projections made by regional planning agencies. In general, growth that
is induced by a project is considered a significant impact if it directly or indirectly
affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can be
demonstrated that the potential growth significantly affects the environment in some
other way.
Examples of development that would directly facilitate growth include the installation
of new roadways or the construction or expansion of water delivery/treatment facilities.
New employees from commercial and industrial development and new population from
residential development represent direct forms of growth. While the establishment of
the proposed MSHCP Conservation Area would likely be regarded as an enhancement
to western Riverside County’s quality of life, neither the proposed MSHCP nor any of
the alternative scenarios contain components that would directly generate residential,
commercial, or industrial development or induce population growth within the Plan
Area.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15604(D)(2) states that “an indirect physical change in
the environment is a physical change in the environment which is not immediately
related to the project, but which is caused indirectly by the project.” Section
15604(d)(3) further states that “[a]n indirect physical change is to be considered only if
that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project.” A
project could indirectly induce growth by reducing or removing barriers to growth or by
creating a condition that attracts additional population or new economic activity that is
not currently planned. Additionally, a project that will reduce the supply of available
land for development in one area may be considered to have indirect growth inducing
effects if such a reduction would result in a shift in projected growth into an area not
currently designated for such growth.

6.1-4

Section 6.0 - Additional Topics Required by CEQA and NEPA

Each of the alternatives will, to varying degrees, result in the loss of developable land
within western Riverside County. If development cannot occur where it is currently proposed, or occurs at levels currently permitted by the County and local municipalities, it
must be accommodated elsewhere. As a result, the project could redistribute growth in
the region, as development demand may occur in areas where it is not currently
anticipated.
The USFWS and the CDFG (Wildlife Agencies) have authority to regulate the “take”
of threatened and endangered or otherwise species. Currently, the time required to process Section 10a and Section 7 permits is unpredictable, and is a constraint on
development. The intent of the plan, as outlined in the Biological, Social, and Economic
goals (see Section 2.0), is for the Wildlife Agencies to grant “take authorization” to local
jurisdictions for otherwise lawful actions such as development that may incidentally take
or harm individuals of a species or its habitat outside of reserve areas, in exchange for
each jurisdiction’s support for the assembly of a coordinated reserve system. This would
lessen the existing constraint on development by streamlining the permitting process.
Thus, the proposed MSHCP would have an indirect growth inducing effect, because it
will accommodate and streamline the approval of future development within those areas
of western Riverside County outside the limits of the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Additionally, the prior establishment of “reserve design criteria” will accommodate
development, while allowing for conservation of biological resources, by identifying
where, how, and under what conditions development within individual quarter sections
may occur.
Environmentally Superior Alternative/Environmentally Preferable Alternative
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) requires the identification of an “Environmentally Superior Alternative” in Questions 6(a) and 6(b) in 40 Questions require the
identification of an “Environmentally Preferable” alternative. State CEQA regulations
(Section 15126.6(e)(2)) require that “[i]f the environmentally superior alternative is the
‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.” CEQ’s 40 Questions number 6(a) states that the
Environmentally Preferable Alternative is usually “. . . the alternative that causes the
least damage to the biological and physical environment; it also means the alternative
which best protects, preserves, and enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.”
The following provides a brief comparison of alternatives (with references to more
detailed comparisons elsewhere in this document), and identifies the Environmentally
Superior/Environmentally Preferable Alternative.
The selection of alternatives for analysis is discussed in the Alternatives Screening
Document (Appendix B). The alternatives carried forward for analysis include the
Proposed MSHCP (the “Preferred Alternative” per NEPA); the Listed, Proposed, and
Strong Candidate Species Alternative; the Listed and Proposed Species Alternative; the
Existing Reserves Alternative; and the No Project Alternative. Section 2.0 of this
document provides a detailed description of the alternatives, which are summarized in
the following paragraphs.
The Proposed Action conserves the greatest numbers of acres of habitat in usable
configurations, and conserves the most species, and would provide a management
structure for maintaining the viability of the habitat. The Existing Reserves and No
Project Alternatives would conserve land on a project-by-project basis, and there would
be no system for management or reserve configuration in place. The Listed, Proposed,
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and Strong Candidate Species and Listed and Proposed Species Alternatives would
conserve less habitat than the Proposed Action, but would have usable configurations
for the reserves, and would also include a management structure for overseeing the
reserves.
As the Proposed MSHCP would result in the most conservation and would provide more
organized and usable habitat conservation than the Existing Reserves Alternative and the
No Project Alternative, it is the Environmentally Superior/Environmentally Preferable
Alternative per CEQA and NEPA.
Energy Conservation/Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential
Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines contains guidance for discussion of energy
conservation. The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines Section 1502.2(e) indicates that the
discussion of environmental consequences must include analysis of the “. . . [e]nergy
requirements and conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation
measures.” The Proposed Action and alternatives would not involve construction or
maintenance of any new facilities. It is a plan that would be put in place to accommodate both conservation of important natural resources as well as to accommodate growth
and development. However, as no direct physical changes to the environment would
result from the MSHCP or alternatives, they would neither require energy nor decrease
the potential for energy conservation elsewhere.
Relationship Between Short-term Uses of the Environment and the Maintenance and
Enhancement of Long-term Productivity
The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines Section 1502.16 of 40 CFR that analysis of environmental
consequences must include discussion of “. . . the relationship between short-term uses
of man’s environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity
. . .” The objectives of the MSHCP involve balancing the need to conserve habitat in an
organized and effective manner with the need to accommodate growth and development
within Riverside County. Thus, long-term environmental productivity would be
maintained through the assembly and management of a biologically-sound reserve
system. Short-term uses of the environment, such as development, mining, and
recreation, would be accommodated in a manner least likely to result in permanent
damage to the region’s natural resources.
Natural or Depletable Resource Requirements and Conservation Potential
The CEQ’s NEPA Guidelines state in Section 1502.16(f) that analysis of environmental
consequences must discuss “[n]atural or depletable resource requirements and
conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation measures.” The
implementation of an MSHCP does not directly result in a physical change to the
environment. It would not require construction of facilities or the excessive use of
depletable resources. Natural resources would be preserved for conservation. Thus, the
Proposed Action and all alternatives would not result in the depletion of natural or
depletable resources.
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Effects on Urban Quality, Historical and Cultural Resources, and the Design of the Built
Environment, Including the Reuse and Conservation Potential
NEPA Section 1502.16(g) states that analysis of environmental consequences must
discuss “[u]rban quality, historic and cultural resources, and the design of the built
environment, including the reuse and conservation potential of various alternatives and
mitigation measures.” As stated in the Initial Study, the proposed MSHCP would not
adversely affect scenic vistas. The Proposed Project is designed to preserve habitat in
areas of western Riverside County. Riverside County has policies in place for the
protection of scenic vistas and/or scenic highways from adverse impact from future
development activities. The Riverside County General Plan also contains policies for
the protection of scenic resources and highways. The Proposed Action will preserve
important habitat and habitat linkages for threatened and endangered species in western
Riverside County. Future development will follow policies in place for the protection
of scenic resources and historic buildings. No impacts to this issue would occur as a
result of the implementation of the proposed MSHCP or alternatives.
Riverside County is known to have been visited and permanently inhabited by EuroAmericans since the 18th century. With implementation of the MSHCP, there would be
no potential impacts to cultural or historical resources associated with development, as
no development would occur within the MSHCP Conservation Area. Cultural resources
located outside of the Plan Area may be affected by increased higher density “cluster”
development, but within these areas existing requirements for the recovery of historical
resources will be implemented.
Significant archaeological resources are known to exist within Riverside County, based
on what is known of the histories of local Native American communities. Implementation of the MSHCP can lead to the protection of archaeological resources by preventing
development in the various habitats set aside for the plan. The impacts to archaeological
resources associated with higher density “cluster” development are considered to be less
than significant, since best management practices will be used to follow proper
procedures used in excavation of archaeologically sensitive areas in areas where higher
density “cluster” development may occur.
Based on the soil types within western Riverside County and previous paleontological
studies, paleontological resources are known to be present within areas considered for
the MSHCP. Implementation of the MSHCP can lead to the protection of unique
paleontological resources or unique geologic features by preventing development in the
various habitats set aside in the Conservation Area. Conversely, the destruction or
disturbance of paleontological resources or unique geologic features may be increased
due to high density “cluster” development that will occur in areas outside of the
Conservation Area. Standard management practices for the excavation of potential
paleontological resources will be used to lessen impacts associated with greater
population concentration to a less than significant level.
Because the MSHCP would be preserving habitat in its existing state, conservation is
virtually guaranteed within the Conservation Area. While reuse of the area for nonconservation purposes is unlikely, it would not be precluded by any physical changes
to the environment.

Section 6.0 - Additional Topics Required by CEQA and NEPA

6.1-7

Urban quality and design of the built environment would be permanently changed to
reflect a better quality of life, including permanent open space, community edges, and
recreational opportunities.
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ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED

7.1

County

County of Riverside
Mark Brewer, Park Planner, February 2002.

7.2

Cities

City of Banning
Chris Millen, Community Services Manager, February and March 2002.
City of Beaumont
Jeff Oakley, Assistant Planning Director, February and March 2002.
City of Calimesa
Bob French, Public Works Manager, March 2002.
City of Canyon Lake
Kathy Barns, Recreation Manager, February 2002.
City of Corona
Jonathan Jones, Park Development Manager Landscape Architect, March 2002.
Bob German, City of Corona Deputy Fire Chief, February 2002.
City of Hemet
Mike Gow, Deputy Public Works Director & City Engineer, March 2002.
City of Lake Elsinore
City of Lake Elsinore Parks Department, August 2002.
Dave Sap, Manager of Community Services Department, July 2002.
City of Moreno Valley
Steve Kupsak, Parks Manager, February 2002.
City of Murrieta
Jim Holston, Community Services Director, February 2002.
Lea Kolek, Assistant Community Services Director, February 2002.
Gary Whisenand, Fire Department, Battalion Chief, February 2002.
City of Norco
Bob Franck, City of Norco Fire Department, Battalion Chief, February 2002.
Alma Robles, City of Norco Planning Department, March 2002.
Jim Daniels, Community Development Director.
Brian Petri, Park and Recreation Director, August 2002.
City of Perris
Robin Blair, March 2002.
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City of Riverside
Chris Jensen, City of Riverside Fire Department, Division Chief, Planning
Department, February 2002.
City of Riverside Parks Department, August 2002.
Andy Emry and Ewina Lau, July 2002.
City of Temecula
Marsha Bustin, Parks and Landscape Development Technician, March 2002.
Barbara Smith, Community Services Development Manager, March 2002.
City of San Jacinto
David Clayton, Information Planner, August 2002.
Tim Holts, July 2002.

7.3

Regional Agencies

Western Riverside Council of Governments
Kevin Viera, Planning Department.
Western Riverside Council of Governments Planning Directors Technical Advisory
Committee Meetings
Valleywide Parks and Recreation District
Samuel Gopp, Parks Manager, February 2002.
Jurupa Area Recreation and Park District
Dan Rodriguez, General Manager, August 2002.
Beaumont-Cherry Valley Recreation and Park District
Art Holcum, July 2002.

7.4

Consulting Firms

Hogle-Ireland
Nelson Miller, July 2002.
RHA Landscape Architects-Planners, Inc.
Michael Hutchinson, July 2002.
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REPORT PREPARATION PERSONNEL

8.1

LSA Associates, Inc.

Lloyd Zola, Principal in Charge
Lynn Calvert-Hayes, AICP, Project Principal
Felicia Bradfield, Senior Planner
Carl Winter, Planner
Karen Jordan, Planner/GIS Analysis
Lance Gannon, Planner
Renee Sendecki, Planner

8.2

Adrianne Boyd, Planner
Zac Henderson, GIS Analysis
Jennifer Schuk, Graphics
Steve Dong, Technical Editor
Sheryl Schumacher, Production

County of Riverside

Kristi Lovelady, Administrative Manager, Transportation Land Management Agency
Richard Lashbrook, Director, Transportation Land Management Agency
Karin Watts-Bazan, County Counsel

8.3

Best, Best and Krieger

Michelle Ouellette, Legal Counsel
Megan Starr, Legal Counsel

8.4

Jennifer Buckman, Legal Counsel

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

James Bartel, Field Supervisor
Karin Cleary-Rose, ESA/Section 10 Biologist
Julie Concannan, Legal Counsel
Karen Goebel, Assistant Field Supervisor
Dorean Stadtlander, Acting Branch Chief

8.5

California Department of Fish and Game

Jeff Drongesen, Staff Environmental Scientist
Robin Maloney-Rames, Environmental Scientist
Ron Rempel, Deputy Director, Habitat Conservation Division

8.6

DUDEK & Associates, Inc.

June Collins, Principal
Martie Clemons, GIS Specialist
Tonette Foster, Technical Editor
Drew Garner, Environmental Specialist
Joe Monaco, Senior Project Manager
Myloc Nguyen, Environmental Specialist
Daniel Park, Environmental Specialist
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10.0 GLOSSARY, ACRONYMS, ABBREVIATIONS AND
INDEX
10.1

Glossary

Adaptive Management: To use the results of new information gathered through the
monitoring program of the plan and from other sources to adjust management strategies
and practices to assist in providing for the conservation of covered species.
Adaptive Management Program: The MSHCP’s program of Adaptive Management
described in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP.
Additional Reserve Lands: Conserved Habitat totaling approximately 153,000 acres that
are needed to meet the goals and objectives of the MSHCP and comprise approximately
56,000 acres of State and federal acquisition and mitigation for State Permittees, and
approximately 97,000 acres contributed by local Permittees. (Lands acquired since
February 3, 2000 are included in the Local Permittees’ Additional Reserve Lands
contribution pursuant to correspondence discussed in Section 4.0 of the MSHCP,
Volume I and on file with the County of Riverside).
Affordable Housing: Housing capable of being purchased or rented by a household with
very low, low, or moderate income, based on a household’s ability to make monthly
payments necessary to obtain housing. “Affordable to low- and moderate-income
households” means that at least 20 percent of the units in a development will be sold or
rented to lower income households, and the remaining units to either lower or moderate
income households. Housing units for lower income households must sell or rent for a
monthly cost not greater than 30 percent of 60 percent of area median income as
periodically established by HCD. Housing units for moderate income must sell or rent
for a monthly cost not greater than 30 percent of area median income.
Agriculture: For the species analyses, references to agriculture refer to the vegetation
community, Agriculture, as depicted on the MSHCP Vegetation Map, Figure 2-1 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Agricultural Operations: The production of all plants (horticulture), fish farms, animals
and related production activities, including the planting, cultivation and tillage of the
soil, dairying, and apiculture; and the production, plowing, seeding, cultivation,
growing, harvesting, pasturing and fallowing for the purpose of crop rotation of any
agricultural commodity, including viticulture, apiculture, horticulture, and the breeding,
feeding and raising of livestock, horses, fur-bearing animals, fish, or poultry, the
operation, management, conservation, improvement or maintenance of a farm or ranch
and its buildings, tools and equipment; the construction, operation and maintenance of
ditches, canals, reservoirs, wells and/or waterways used for farming or ranching
purposes and all uses conducted as a normal part of such agricultural operations;
provided such actions are in compliance with all applicable laws and regulations. The
definition of agricultural operations shall not include any activities on State and federal
property or in the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Allowable Use: Uses permitted within the MSHCP Conservation Area as defined in
Section 7.4 of the MSHCP.
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Alternative: An alternative to the proposed project/action. Under NEPA, the project and
a range of alternatives to the project are examined at the same level of detail as the
proposed project. CEQA does not require alternatives to be examined in as great a detail
as the project (i.e., alternatives are means of avoiding the impacts associated with the
project). NEPA requires discussion of mitigation measures and growth inducing impacts
as part of the discussion of each alternative. CEQA requires a separate discussion of
these issues, focusing on the project.
Annual Report: The reports prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section 6.11 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Aquifer: An underground, water-bearing layer of earth, porous rock, sand, or gravel,
through which water can seep or be held in natural storage. Aquifers generally hold
sufficient water to be used as a water supply.
Area; Area Median Income: As used in State of California housing law with respect to
income eligibility limits established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), “area” means metropolitan area or non-metropolitan county. In
non-metropolitan areas, the “area median income” is the higher of the county median
family income or the statewide non-metropolitan median family income.
Area Plan: A community planning area defined in the County of Riverside General Plan.
Sixteen County of Riverside Area Plans are located within the MSHCP Planning Area.
Area Plan Subunit: A portion of an Area Plan for which Biological Issues and
Considerations and Target Acreages have been specified in Section 3.3 of the MSHCP.
Arterial Highway: Medium to higher speeds (30-55 mph), medium to higher capacity
(10,000-50,000 average daily trips) roadway that provides intra- and inter-community
travel and access to the regional highway and freeway system. Access to community
arterials should be provided at collector roads and local streets, discouraging direct
access from parcels to existing arterials.
Assisted Housing: Generally multi-family rental housing, but sometimes single-family
ownership units, whose construction, financing, sales prices, or rents have been
subsidized by federal, state, or local housing programs including, but not limited to
Federal §8 (new construction, substantial rehabilitation, and loan management setasides), Federal §s 213, 236, and 202, Federal §221(d)(3) (below-market interest rate
program), Federal §101 (rent supplement assistance), CDBG, FmHA §515, multi-family
mortgage revenue bond programs, local redevelopment and in lieu fee programs, and
units developed pursuant to local inclusionary housing and density bonus programs. By
January 1, 1992, all California Housing Elements are required to address the preservation or replacement of assisted housing that is eligible to change to market rate housing
by 2002.
Assurances: Mutual agreements and covenants contained in the Implementing
Agreement which bind the parties to specified actions and provide each party with
benefits. The benefits include, for example, authorization for incidental take of species
in accordance with the Habitat Management Plan (HMP), and conservation of species
resulting from actions to implement the plan.
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Authorizations: Permits for incidental take of species in accordance with the MSHCP
or HCP.
Below-market-rate (BMR): (1) Any housing unit specifically priced to be sold or rented
to low- or moderate-income households for an amount less than the fair-market value
of the unit. Both the State of California and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development set standards for determining which households qualify as “low income”
or “moderate income.” (2) The financing of housing at less than prevailing interest rates.
Bicycle Lane (Class II facility): A corridor expressly reserved for bicycles, existing on a
street or roadway in addition to any lanes for use by motorized vehicles.
Bicycle Path (Class I facility): A paved route not on a street or roadway and expressly
reserved for bicycles traversing an otherwise unpaved area. Bicycle paths may parallel
roads but typically are separated from them by landscaping.
Bicycle Route (Class III facility): A facility shared with motorists and identified only by
signs, a bicycle route has no pavement markings or lane stripes.
Bikeways: A term that encompasses bicycle lanes, bicycle paths, and bicycle routes.
Biological Issues and Considerations: A list of biological factors to be used by the Plan
Participants in assembly of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Biological Issues and
Considerations are identified for each Area Plan Subunit in Section 3.3 of the MSHCP.
Biologically Equivalent or Superior Determination: Documentation that a particular
project alternative will be biologically equivalent or superior to a project consistent with
the guidelines and thresholds established in the policies for the protection of species
associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools set forth in Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP, policies for the protection of narrow endemic plant species set forth in Section
6.1.3 of the MSHCP, additional survey needs and procedures policies set forth in Section
6.3.2 of the MSHCP and the Criteria Refinement Process set forth in Section 6.5 of the
MSHCP.
Biological Monitoring Program: The program detailing the requirements for monitoring
of the MSHCP Conservation Area as set forth in Section 5.3.7 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Biological Monitoring Report: Reports prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section
5.3.7 of the MSHCP.
Bioregion: A generalized area with similar elevation, topography, soils, and floristic
characteristics within the MSHCP Plan Area. Seven Bioregions are identified in the
MSHCP Plan Area and are depicted in Figure 2.2 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Blight: A condition of a site, structure, or area that may cause nearby buildings and/or
areas to decline in attractiveness and/or utility. The Community Redevelopment Law
(Health and Safety Code, §33031 and §3032) contains a definition of blight used to
determine eligibility of proposed redevelopment project areas.
Biotic Community: A group of living organisms characterized by a distinctive
combination of both animal and plant species in a particular habitat.
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Blueline Stream: A watercourse shown as a blue line on a U.S. Geological Service
topographic quadrangle map.
Brownfield: An area with abandoned, idle, or under-used industrial and commercial
facilities where expansion, redevelopment, or reuse is complicated by real or perceived
environmental contamination.
Buffer Zone: An area of land separating two distinct land uses that acts to soften or
mitigate the effects of one land use on the other.
Buildout; Build out: Development of land to its full potential or theoretical capacity as
permitted under current or proposed planning or zoning designations.
California Department of Fish and Game: CDFG, a department of the California
Resources Agency.
California Endangered Species Act (CESA): California Endangered Species Act
(California Fish and Game code, Section 2050, et seq.) and all rules, regulations and
guidelines promulgated thereunder, as amended..
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): The California Environmental Quality Act
(California Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.) and all guidelines
promulgated thereunder, as amended. For the MSHCP, the County shall be the lead
agency under CEQA as defined under State CEQA Guidelines section 15367..
California Housing Finance Agency (CHFA): A State agency, established by the Housing
and Home Finance Act of 1975, which is authorized to sell revenue bonds and generate
funds for the development, rehabilitation, and conservation of low-and moderate-income
housing.
Caltrans: California Department of Transportation, a department of the California
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency.
Candidate / “Strong Candidate” Species: A candidate species is one proposed to be
Federally listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Strong Candidate species
are those considered to have a high likelihood of becoming listed in the near future.
Cell: A unit within the Criteria Area generally 160 acres in size, approximating one
quarter section.
Cell Group: An identified grouping of cells within the Criteria Area.
Changed Circumstances: Changes in circumstances affecting a Covered Species or the
geographic area covered by the MSHCP that can reasonably be anticipated by the Parties
and that can be reasonably planned for in the MSHCP. Changed Circumstances and the
planned responses to those circumstances are more particularly described in Section 6.8
of the MSHCP and in Section 11.4 of the IA. Changed Circumstances do not include
Unforeseen Circumstances.
Channelization: (1) The straightening and/or deepening of a watercourse for purposes
of storm-runoff control or ease of navigation. Channelization often includes lining of
stream banks with a retaining material such as concrete. (2) At the intersection of
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roadways, the directional separation of traffic lanes through the use of curbs or raised
islands that limit the paths that vehicles may take through the intersection.
Cities: The Cities of Banning, Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake, Corona, Hemet, Lake
Elsinore, Moreno Valley, Murrieta, Norco, Perris, Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula,
collectively.
Clustered Development: Development in which a number of dwelling units are placed
in closer proximity than usual, or are attached, with the purpose of retaining an openspace area.
Collector: Relatively low-speed (25-30 mph), relatively low-volume (5,000-20,000
average daily trips) street that provides circulation within and between neighborhoods.
Collectors usually serve short trips and are intended for collecting trips from local streets
and distributing them to the arterial network.
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP):
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability Process overseen by RCTC
to identify future transportation and communication corridors designed to relieve current
traffic congestion and provide for the County’s and the Cities’ future transportation and
communication needs.
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG): A grant program administered by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on a formula basis for
entitlement communities, and by the State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) for non-entitled jurisdictions. This grant allots money to cities and
counties for housing rehabilitation and community development, including public
facilities and economic development.
Community Park: Land with full public access intended to provide recreation
opportunities beyond those supplied by neighborhood parks. Community parks are
larger in scale than neighborhood parks but smaller than regional parks.
Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA): A local agency created under California
Redevelopment Law (Health & Safety Code §33000, et. seq.), or a local legislative
body that has been elected to exercise the powers granted to such an agency, for the
purpose of planning, developing, re-planning, redesigning, clearing, reconstructing,
and/or rehabilitating all or part of a specified area with residential, commercial,
industrial, and/or public (including recreational) structures and facilities. The
redevelopment agency’s plans must be compatible with adopted community general
plans.
Compatible Uses: Land uses that are considered to be compatible with the overall
conservation goals and objectives of the MSHCP and are covered within the reserve
system, including reserve management and scientific research activities, emergency,
safety and police services, and emergency repairs.
Conceptual Reserve Design: A reserve concept developed for purposes of providing
quantitative parameters for MSHCP species analyses, MSHCP Conservation Area
description, and target acreages within Area Plan Subunits. The Conceptual Reserve
Design is intended to describe one way in which the Additional Reserve Lands could be
assembled consistent with MSHCP Criteria.
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Concurrency: Installation and operation of facilities and services needed to meet the
demands of new development simultaneous with the development.
Conditionally Compatible Uses: Land uses that are considered to be conditionally
compatible with the overall conservation goals and objectives of the MSHCP, including
public access and recreation, transportation, water-related activities, utilities, and waste
management.
Condominium: A structure of two or more units, the interior spaces of which are
individually owned; the balance of the property (both land and building) is owned in
common by the owners of the individual units.
Congestion Management Plan (CMP): A mechanism employing growth management
techniques, including traffic level of service requirements, standards for public transit,
trip reduction programs involving transportation systems management and jobs/ housing
balance strategies, and capital improvement programming, for the purpose of controlling
and/or reducing the cumulative regional traffic impacts of development.
Congregate Care: Apartment housing, usually for seniors, in a group setting that
includes independent living and sleeping accommodations in conjunction with shared
dining and recreational facilities. (See “Community Care Facility.”)
Conservation: To use, and the use of, methods and procedures within the MSHCP
Conservation Area and within the Plan Area as set forth in the MSHCP, that are
necessary to bring any listed species to the point at which the measures provided
pursuant to FESA and the California Fish and Game Code are no longer necessary.
However, Permittees will have no duty to enhance, restore, or revegetate MSHCP
Conservation Area lands unless required by the MSHCP or agreed to through
implementation of the Plan.
Conservation Strategy: The overall approach to assure conservation of individual species
within the MSHCP Area; for each individual species, the Conservation Strategy is
comprised of four elements: (1) a global conservation goal; (2) global conservation
objectives; (3) species-specific conservation objectives that are measurable; and (4)
management and monitoring activities.
Conserved Habitat: Land that is permanently protected and managed for the benefit of
the Covered Species under legal arrangements that prevent its conversion to other uses,
and the institutional arrangements that provide for its ongoing management.
Consistency; Consistent With: Free from significant variation or contradiction. The
various diagrams, text, goals, policies, and programs in the general plan must be
consistent with each other, not contradictory or preferential. The term “consistent with”
is used interchangeably with “conformity with.” The courts have held that the phrase
“consistent with” means “agreement with; harmonious with.” Webster defines
“conformity with” as meaning harmony, agreement when used with “with.” The term
“conformity” means in harmony therewith or agreeable to (Sec 58 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen.
21, 25 [1975]). California State law also requires that a general plan be internally
consistent and also requires consistency between a general plan and implementation
measures such as the zoning ordinance. As a general rule, an action program or project
is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the
objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.
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Constrained Linkage: A constricted connection expected to provide for movement of
identified Planning Species between core areas, where options for assembly of the
connection are limited due to existing patterns of use.
Conveyance Tax: A tax imposed on the sale, lease, or transfer of real property.
Cooperative Organizational Structure: The local administrative structure for implementation and management of the MSHCP.
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs): A term used to describe restrictive
limitations that may be placed on property and its use, and which usually are made a
condition of holding title or lease.
Core Area: A block of habitat of appropriate size, configuration, and vegetation
characteristics to generally support the life history requirements of one or more Covered
Species.
Corridor: Refers to the alignment area or footprint for man-made linear projects such as
transportation facilities, pipelines, and utility lines. Corridor does not have a biological
meaning in the MSHCP lexicon.
County: County of Riverside
County Flood Control: Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District.
County Parks: Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District.
County Waste: Riverside County Waste Management Department.
Covered Activities: Certain activities carried out or conducted by Permittees, Participating Special Entities, Third Parties Granted Take Authorization, and others within the
MSHCP Area, and described in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP, that will receive Take
Authorization under the Section 10(a) Permit and the NCCP Permit, provided these
activities are otherwise lawful.
Covered Species: Those 146 species within the MSHCP Area that will be adequately
conserved by the MSHCP when the MSHCP is implemented. These species are listed
in Exhibit C to the IA and in Section 9.2 of the MSHCP.
Covered Species Adequately Conserved: Covered Species that are conserved by the
MSHCP and which are provided in the Incidental Take Coverage Section 10(a) Permit
and NCCP Permit and for animals through the Section 10(a) permit issued in
conjunction with this IA. These species are listed in Exhibit D to the IA and Section 9
of the MSHCP.
Cumulative Impact: As used in CEQA, the total impact resulting from the accumulated
impacts of individual projects or programs over time.
Criteria: Descriptions provided for individual cells or cell groups within the Criteria
Area to guide assembly of the Additional Reserve Lands.
Criteria Area: The area comprised of cells depicted on Figure 3-1 of the MSHCP.
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Critical Habitat: Refer to 50 Code of Federal Regulations Sections 17.95 and 17.96.
Dedication: The turning over by an owner or developer of private land for public use,
and the acceptance of land for such use by the governmental agency having jurisdiction
over the public function for which it will be used. Dedications for roads, parks, school
sites, or other public uses often are made conditions for approval of a development by
a city or county.
Dedication, In lieu of: Cash payments that may be required of an owner or developer as
a substitute for a dedication of land, usually calculated in dollars per lot, and referred to
as in lieu fees or in lieu contributions.
Deficiency Plan: An action program for improving or preventing the deterioration of
level of service on the Congestion Management Agency street and highway network.
Density, Residential: The number of permanent residential dwelling units per acre of
land. Densities specified may be expressed in units per gross acre or per net developable
acre.
Density Bonus: The allocation of development rights that allows a parcel to accommodate additional square footage or additional residential units beyond the maximum for
which the parcel is zoned. Under Government Code Section 65915, a housing
development that provides 20 percent of its units for lower income households, or 10
percent of its units for very low-income households, or 50 percent of its units for seniors,
is entitled to a density bonus and other concessions.
Density, Employment: A measure of the number of employed persons per specific area
(for example, employees/acre).
Density Transfer: A way of retaining open space by concentrating densities usually in
compact areas adjacent to existing urbanization and utilities while leaving unchanged
historic, sensitive, or hazardous areas. In some jurisdictions, for example, developers
can buy development rights of properties targeted for public open space and transfer the
additional density to the base number of units permitted in the zone in which they
propose to develop.
Detention Dam/Basin/Pond: Dams may be classified according to the broad function they
serve, such as storage, diversion, or detention. Detention dams are constructed to retard
flood runoff and minimize the effect of sudden floods. Detention dams fall into two
main types. In one type, the water is temporarily stored, and released through an outlet
structure at a rate that will not exceed the carrying capacity of the channel downstream.
Often, the basins are planted with grass and used for open-space or recreation in periods
of dry weather. The other type, most often called a Retention Pond, allows for water to
be held as long as possible and may or may not allow for the controlled release of water.
In some cases, the water is allowed to seep into the permeable banks or gravel strata in
the foundation. This latter type is sometimes called a Water-Spreading Dam or Dike
because its main purpose is to recharge the underground water supply. Detention dams
are also constructed to trap sediment. These are often called Debris Dams.
Development: The uses to which land shall be put, including construction of buildings,
structures, infrastructure, and all alterations of the land.
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Developable Acres, Net: The portion of a site that can be used for density calculations.
Public or private road rights-of-way and flood control channels are not included in the
net developable acreage of a site.
Developable Land: Land that is suitable as a location for structures and that can be
developed free of hazards to, and without disruption of, or significant impact on, natural
resource areas.
Development Agreement: A legislatively approved contract between a jurisdiction and
a person having legal or equitable interest in real property within the jurisdiction
(California Government Code §65865 et. seq.) that “freezes” certain rules, regulations,
and policies applicable to development of a property for a specified period of time,
usually in exchange for certain concessions by the owner.
Development Fee: See “Impact Fee.”
Discretionary Project: A proposed project requiring discretionary action by a Permittee,
as that term is used in CEQA and defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15357,
including issuance of a grading permit for County projects.
Duplex: A detached building under single ownership that is designed for occupation as
the residence of two families living independently of each other.
Dwelling Unit: A room or group of rooms (including sleeping, eating, cooking, and
sanitation facilities, but not more than one kitchen), that constitutes an independent
housekeeping unit, occupied or intended for occupancy by one household on a long-term
basis.
Easement: Usually the right to use property owned by another for specific purposes or
to gain access to another property. For example, utility companies often have easements
on the private property of individuals to be able to install and maintain utility facilities.
Easement, Conservation: A tool for acquiring open-space with less than full-fee
purchase, whereby a public agency buys only certain specific rights from the land
owner. These may be positive rights (providing the public with the opportunity to hunt,
fish, hike, or ride over the land) or they may be restrictive rights (limiting the uses to
which the land owner may devote the land in the future.)
Edge Effects: Adverse direct and indirect effects to species, habitats and vegetation
communities along the natural wildlands/urban interface. May include predation by
mesopredators (including native and non-native predators), invasion by exotic species,
noise, lighting, urban runoff, and other anthropogenic impacts (trampling of vegetation,
trash and toxic materials dumping, etc.).
Effective Date: Date on which the IA takes effect, as set forth in Section 19.1 of the IA.
Eminent Domain: The right of a public entity to acquire private property for public use
by condemnation and the payment of just compensation.
Endangered Species: Those species listed as endangered under FESA and/or CESA.
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Environment: CEQA defines environment as “the physical conditions which exist within
the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, mineral,
flora, fauna, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”
Environmental Impact Report (EIR): A report required pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act which assesses all the environmental characteristics of an
area, determines what effects or impacts will result if the area is altered or disturbed by
a proposed action, and identifies alternatives or other measures to avoid or reduce those
impacts. (See “California Environmental Quality Act.”)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS): Under the National Environmental Policy Act,
a statement on the effect of development proposals and other major actions that
significantly affect the environment.
Environmental Laws: Includes State and federal laws governing or regulating the impact
of development activities on land, water, or biological resources as they related to
Covered Species, including but not limited to CESA, FESA, the NCCP Act, CEQA,
NEPA, the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (“MBTA”), the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act, the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956, the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C., Section 1251 et seq.), the Native Plant Protection Act
(California Fish and Game Code, Section 1900 et seq. and Sections 1801, 1802, 3511,
4700, 5050 and 5515) and includes any regulations promulgated pursuant to such laws.
ESA (Endangered Species Act): see CESA and FESA.
Exaction: A contribution or payment required as an authorized precondition for
receiving a development permit; usually refers to mandatory dedication (or fee in lieu
of dedication) requirements found in many subdivision regulations.
Executive Director: Director of the Regional Conservation Authority
Existing Agricultural Operations: Those lands within the MSHCP Plan Area that are
actively used for ongoing Agricultural Operations, as further defined in Section 11.3 of
the IA and Section 6.2 of the MSHCP.
Existing Agricultural Operations Database: The database created by the County to
identify Existing Agricultural Operations, as further defined in Section 11.3 of the IA.
FESA: Federal Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C., Section 1531, et seq.) and all rules
and regulations promulgated thereunder, as amended.
Fair Market Rent: The rent, including utility allowances, determined by the United States
Department of Housing and Urban Development for purposes of administering the
Section 8 Existing Housing Program.
Family: (1) Two or more persons related by birth, marriage, or adoption [U.S. Bureau
of the Census]. (2) An individual or a group of persons living together who constitute
a bonafide single-family housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit, not including a fraternity,
sorority, club, or other group of persons occupying a hotel, lodging house or institution
of any kind [California].
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Farmers Home Administration: A federal agency providing loans and grants for
improvement projects and low-income housing in rural areas.
Farmland: Refers to eight classifications of land mapped by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. Five agricultural classifications do not include
publicly owned lands for which there is an adopted policy preventing agricultural use.
Feasible: Capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors.
Flood Control District: Refers to the Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District.
Floor Area, Gross: The sum of the horizontal areas of the several floors of a building
measured from the exterior face of exterior walls, or from the centerline of a wall
separating two buildings, but not including any space where the floor-to-ceiling height
is less than six feet. Some cities exclude specific kinds of space (e.g., elevator shafts,
parking decks) from the calculation of gross floor area.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR): The gross floor area permitted on a site divided by the total net
area of the site, expressed in decimals to one or two places. For example, on a site with
10,000 net square feet of land area, a Floor Area Ratio of 1.0 will allow a maximum of
10,000 gross square feet of building floor area to be built. On the same site, a FAR of
1.5 would allow 15,000 square feet of floor area; a FAR of 2.0 would allow 20,000
square feet; and a FAR of 0.5 would allow only 5,000 square feet. Also commonly used
in zoning, FARs typically are applied on a parcel-by-parcel basis as opposed to an
average FAR for an entire land use or zoning district.
Fossil Fuel: Coal, oil and natural gas; so called because they are the remains of ancient
plant and animal life.
Freeway: A high-speed, high-capacity, limited-access road serving regional and
countywide travel. Such roads are free of tolls, as contrasted with “turnpikes” or other
“toll roads” now being introduced into Southern California. Freeways generally are
used for long trips between major land use generators. At Level of Service “E,” they
carry approximately 1,875 vehicles per lane per hour, in both directions. Major streets
cross at a different grade level.
Funding Coordination Committee: Members of the Funding Coordination Committee
shall consist of representatives from the Wildlife Agencies and the Regional Conservation Authority. The Funding Coordination Committee shall advise the Regional
Conservation Authority on local Reserve Land acquisitions and local funding priorities
as requested.
Gas Company, The: Refers to the Southern California Gas Company.
Growth Management: The use by a community of a wide range of techniques in
combination to determine the amount, type, and rate of development desired by the
community and to channel that growth into designated areas. Growth management
policies can be implemented through growth rates, zoning, capital improvement
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programs, public facilities ordinances, urban limit lines, standards for levels of service,
and other programs.
Habitat: The combination of environmental conditions of a specific place providing for
the needs of a species or a population of such species.
HabiTrak A GIS application to provide data on habitat loss and conservation which
occurs under the Permits.
Handicapped: A person determined to have a physical impairment or mental disorder
expected to be of long or indefinite duration. Many such impairments or disorders are
of such a nature that a person’s ability to live independently can be improved by
appropriate housing conditions.
Harass: A form of incidental take under the Federal Endangered Species Act; defined
in federal regulations as an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the
likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt
normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or
sheltering (50 CFR 17.3).
Hard-Line Preserves: Land in a focused planning area that will be conserved and
managed for biological resources.
Harm: A form of incidental take under the Federal Endangered Species Act; defined in
federal regulations as an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such acts may
include significant habitat modification or degradation that actually kills or injures
wildlife by significant impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding,
feeding, or sheltering.
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP): An area-specific plan associated with an incidental take
permit for a listed species designed to minimize and mitigate the authorized take of the
species.
High-Occupancy Structure: All pre-1935 buildings with over 25 occupants, and all pre1976 buildings with over 100 occupants.
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV): Any vehicle other than a driver-only automobile (e.g.,
a vanpool, a bus, or two or more persons to a car).
Household: All those persons (related or unrelated), who occupy a single housing unit.
Householder: The head of a household.
Households, Number of: The count of all year-round housing units occupied by one or
more persons. The concept of household is important because the formation of new
households generates the demand for housing. Each new household formed creates the
need for one additional housing unit or requires that one existing housing unit be shared
by two households. Thus, household formation can continue to take place even without
an increase in population, thereby increasing the demand for housing.
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Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of (HUD): A cabinet-level department
of the federal government that administers housing and community development
programs.
Housing Unit: The place of permanent or customary abode of a person or family. A
housing unit may be a single family dwelling, a multifamily dwelling, a condominium,
a modular home, a mobile home, a cooperative, or any other residential unit considered
real property under state law. A housing unit has, at least, cooking facilities, a
bathroom, and a place to sleep. It also is a dwelling that cannot be moved without
substantial damage or unreasonable cost.
Impact Fee: A fee, also called a development fee, levied on the developer of a project
by a city, county, or other public agency as compensation for otherwise-unmitigated
impacts the project will produce. Section 66000, et seq., specifies that development fees
shall not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of providing the service for which the fee
is charged. To lawfully impose a development fee, the public agency must verify its
method of calculation and document proper restrictions on use of the fund.
Implementing Agreement (IA): A contractual obligation between individual cities within
the MSHCP study area, California Department of Fish and Game, and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service.
Incidental Take (also see Take): Take of Covered Species Adequately Conserved
incidental to and not the purpose of, and otherwise lawful activity, including, but not
limited to, take resulting from modification of habitat as defined in FESA and its
implementing regulations.
Incidental Take Permit: The authorization from Wildlife Agencies for taking of a
federally listed wildlife species, if such taking is incidental to and not the purpose of
carrying out otherwise lawful activities. Incidental take authorization and incidental take
permit are used interchangeably.
Inclusionary Zoning: Provisions established by a public agency to require that a specific
percentage of housing units in a project or development remain affordable to very lowand low-income households for a specified period.
Independent Science Advisors: The biologists, conservation experts and others that may
be appointed by the Executive Director to provide scientific input to assist in the
implementation of the MSHCP for the benefit of the Covered Species, as set forth in
Section 6.6.7 of the MSHCP.
Indian Lands: Native American reservation lands. Indian Lands are depicted on the
MSHCP maps for reference purposes. No conservation is assumed on these lands and
no activities on these lands would be permitted under the MSHCP.
Inland Empire: Refers collectively to western Riverside and San Bernardino Counties
and the portion of Los Angeles County east of the San Gabriel Valley.
Institutional Uses: (1) Publicly or privately owned and operated activities such as
hospitals, convalescent hospitals, intermediate care facilities, nursing homes, museums,
and schools and colleges; (2) churches and other religious organizations; and (3) other
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non-profit activities of a welfare, educational, or philanthropic nature that cannot be
considered residential, commercial, or industrial.
Intensity, Building: For residential uses, the actual number or the allowable range of
dwelling units per net or gross acre. For non-residential uses, the actual or the maximum
permitted floor area ratios (FARs).
Inter-agency: Indicates cooperation between or among two or more discrete agencies in
regard to a specific program.
Issues: Important unsettled community matters or problems that are identified in a
community’s general plan and dealt with by the plan’s objectives, policies, plan
proposals, and implementation programs.
Jobs/Housing Balance; Jobs/Housing Ratio: The availability of affordable housing for
employees. The jobs/housing ratio divides the number of jobs in an area by the number
of employed residents. A ratio of 1.0 indicates a balance. A ratio greater than 1.0
indicates a net in-commute; less than 1.0 indicates a net out-commute.
Land Banking: The purchase of land by a local government for use or resale at a later
date. “Banked lands” have been used for development of low- and moderate-income
housing, expansion of parks, and development of industrial and commercial centers.
Federal rail-banking law allows railroads to bank unused rail corridors for future rail use
while allowing interim use as trails.
Landmark: (1) A building, site, object, structure, or significant tree, having historical,
architectural, social, or cultural significance and marked for preservation by the local,
state, or federal government. (2) A visually prominent or outstanding structure or
natural feature that functions as a point of orientation or identification.
Land Use Classification: A system for classifying and designating the appropriate use
of properties.
Lead Agency: Under NEPA, the federal agency responsible for supervising the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. Federal, State, and local agencies
may act as joint lead agencies. Under CEQA, it is the public agency that has the primary
responsibility for approving the proposed project/action.
Lease: A contractual agreement by which an owner of real property (the lessor) gives
the right of possession to another (a lessee) for a specified period of time (term) and for
a specified consideration (rent).
Leasehold Interest: (1) The interest that the lessee has in the value of the lease itself in
condemnation award determination. (2) The difference between the total remaining rent
under the lease and the rent the lessee would currently pay for similar space for the same
time period.
Level of Service (LOS) Standard: A standard used by government agencies to measure
the quality or effectiveness of a municipal service, such as police, fire, or library, or the
performance of a facility, such as a street or highway.

10.1-14

Section 10.0 - Glossary, Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Index

Level of Service (Traffic): A scale that measures the amount of traffic that a roadway or
intersection can accommodate, based on such factors as maneuverability, driver
dissatisfaction, and delay.
Level of Service A: Indicates a relatively free flow of traffic, with little or no limitation
on vehicle movement or speed.
Level of Service B: Describes a steady flow of traffic, with only slight delays in vehicle
movement and speed. All queues clear in a single signal cycle.
Level of Service C: Denotes a reasonably steady, high-volume flow of traffic, with some
limitations on movement and speed, and occasional backups on critical approaches.
Level of Service D: Designates the level where traffic nears an unstable flow.
Intersections still function, but short queues develop and cars may have to wait through
one cycle during short peaks.
Level of Service E: Represents traffic characterized by slow movement and frequent
(although momentary) stoppages. This type of congestion is considered severe, but is
not uncommon at peak traffic hours, with frequent stopping, long-standing queues, and
blocked intersections.
Level of Service F: Describes unsatisfactory stop-and-go traffic characterized by “traffic
jams” and stoppages of long duration. Vehicles at signalized intersections usually have
to wait through one or more signal changes, and “upstream” intersections may be
blocked by the long queues.
Linkage (1): A connection between Core Areas with adequate size, configuration, and
vegetation characteristics to generally provide for “live-in” habitat and/or provide for
genetic flow for identified Planning Species.
Linkage (2): With respect to jobs/housing balance, a program designed to offset the
impact of employment on housing need within a community, whereby project approval
is conditioned on the provision of housing units or the payment of an equivalent in-lieu
fee. The linkage program must establish the cause-and-effect relationship between a
new commercial or industrial development and the increased demand for housing.
Listed: A listed species is one which is protected under the Federal or California
Endangered Species Act. Listing categories include: Threatened, Endangered, Species
of Special Concern, State Protected Species, Federally Proposed Threatened or
Endangered, and Federally Petitioned Threatened or Endangered.
Live-In Habitat: Habitat that contains the necessary components to support key life
history requirements of a species, e.g., year-round habitat for permanent residents or
breeding habitat for migrant species.
Live-work Quarters: Buildings or spaces within buildings that are used jointly for
commercial and residential purposes where the residential use of the space is secondary
or accessory to the primary use as a place of work.
Local Permittees: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, County Flood
Control, County Parks, County Waste, RCTC, and the cities.
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Locality: An area with multiple occurrences of a species based on the MSHCP species
occurrence data base or literature citations as noted in individual species accounts.
Long-Term SKR HCP: The Long-Term Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation
Plan in western Riverside County dated March 1996, more particularly described in
Section 16.2 of the IA.
Low-income Household: A household with an annual income usually no greater than 80
percent of the area median family income adjusted by household size, as determined by
a survey of incomes conducted by a city or a county, or in the absence of such a survey,
based on the latest available eligibility limits established by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing program.
Maintenance Activities: Those Covered Activities that include the ongoing maintenance
of public facilities as described in Section 7.0 of the MSHCP.
Major Amendments: Those proposed amendments to the MSHCP and the IA as
described in Section 20.5 of the IA and Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
Management Unit: Broad areas planned to be consolidated for overall unified
management of the MSHCP Conservation Area. Five management units have been
defined and are depicted in Figure 5-1 of the MSHCP Plan, Volume I.
Manufactured Housing: Residential structures that are constructed entirely in the factory,
and which since June 15, 1976, have been regulated by the Federal Manufactured Home
Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 under the administration of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
MBTA: Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (50 C.F.R., Section 21, et seq.) and all rules
and regulations promulgated thereunder, as amended.
MBTA Special Purpose Permit: A permit issued by the USFWS under 50 Code of Federal
Regulations, section 21.27, authorizing Take under the MBTA of the Covered Species
Adequately Conserved listed as endangered or threatened under FESA in connection
with the Covered Activities.
Mean Sea Level: The average altitude of the sea surface for all tidal stages.
Median Strip: The dividing area, either paved or landscaped, between opposing lanes of
traffic on a roadway.
Mima Mound: A large hump of soil in a vernal pool grassland. Mima mounds can be a
few inches to a few feet high.
Ministerial Approvals: Certain city approvals involving little or no judgment by the City
prior to issuance but that could have adverse impacts to Covered Species and their
habitats.
Minor Amendments: Minor changes to the MSHCP and the IA as defined in Section 20.4
of the IA and Section 6.10 of the MSHCP.
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Mitigation: Measures undertaken to diminish or compensate for the negative impacts of
a project or activity on the environment, including: (a) avoiding the impact altogether
by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; (b) minimizing impacts by limiting
the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation; (c) rectifying the impact
by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; (d) reducing or
eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the
life of the action; or (e) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments.
Mitigation Lands: Subset of Additional Reserve Lands totaling approximately 103,000
acres, comprised of approximately 97,000 acres contributed by local Permittees, and
approximately 6,000 acres contributed by State Permittees.
Minipark: Small neighborhood park of approximately one acre or less.
Mixed-use: Properties on which various uses, such as office, commercial, institutional,
and residential, are combined in a single building or on a single site in an integrated
development project with significant functional interrelationships and a coherent
physical design. A “single site” may include contiguous properties.
Mobile Home: A structure, transportable in one or more sections, built on a permanent
chassis and designed for use as a single family dwelling unit and which (1) has a
minimum of 400 square feet of living space; (2) has a minimum width in excess of 102
inches; (3) is connected to all available permanent utilities; and (4) is (a) tied down to
a permanent foundation on a lot either owned or leased by the homeowner or (b) is set
on piers, with wheels removed and skirted, in a mobile home park.
Moderate-income Household: A household with an annual income between the lower
income eligibility limits and 120 percent of the area median family income adjusted by
household size, usually as established by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing program.
Modular Unit: A factory-fabricated, transportable building or major component designed
for use by itself or for incorporation with similar units on-site into a structure for
residential, commercial, educational, or industrial use. Differs from mobile homes and
manufactured housing by (in addition to lacking an integral chassis or permanent hitch
to allow future movement) being subject to California housing law design standards.
California standards are more restrictive than federal standards in some respects (e.g.,
plumbing and energy conservation). Also called Factory-built Housing and regulated
by state law of that title.
Monitoring Program Administrator: The individual responsible for administering the
Monitoring Program.
MSHCP: Western Riverside County Multiple species Habitat Conservation Plan, a
comprehensive habitat conservation planning program that address multiple species’
needs, including habitat, and the preservation of native vegetation in western Riverside
County, as depicted in Exhibit A of the IA.
MSHCP Conservation Area: Approximately 500,000 acres comprised of approximately
347,000 acres of Public/Quasi-Public Lands and approximately 153,000 acres of
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Additional Reserve Lands. The MSHCP Conservation Area will provide for the
conservation of the covered species.
MSHCP Area/MSHCP Plan Area: The boundaries of the MSHCP, consisting of an
approximate 1,966-square mile area in western Riverside County, as depicted in
Exhibit B.
Multiple Family Building: A detached building designed and used exclusively as a
dwelling by three or more families occupying separate suites.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species: Plant species that are highly restricted by their habitat
affinities, edaphic requirements, or other ecological factors, and for which specific
conservation measures have been identified in Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): National Environmental Policy Act (42
U.S.C., Section 4321-4335) and all rules, regulations promulgated thereunder, as
amended. For the MSHCP, USFWS is the lead agency under NEPA as defined in 40
Code of Federal Regulations, Section 1508.16.
Natural Community Conservation Planning Program: A habitat conservation program
instituted by the State of California in 1991 to encourage the preservation of natural
communities before species within those communities are threatened with extinction.
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP): A plan prepared under the Natural
Community Conservation Planning Program designed to conserve natural communities
at the ecosystems scale while accommodating compatible land use.
Natural State: The condition existing prior to development.
NCCP Act: California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (California Fish
and Game Code, Section 2800 et seq.) including all regulation promulgated thereunder,
as amended.
NCCP Permit: The Permit issued in accordance with the IA by CDFG under the NCCP
Act to permit the take of identified species, including rare species, species listed under
CESA as threatened or endangered, a species that is a candidate for listing, and unlisted
species.
Neighborhood: A planning area commonly identified as such in a community’s planning
documents, and by the individuals residing and working within the neighborhood.
Documentation may include a map prepared for planning purposes, on which the names
and boundaries of the neighborhood are shown.
Neighborhood Park: City- or county-owned land intended to serve the recreation needs
of people living or working within one-half mile radius of the park.
Neighborhood Unit: According to one widely accepted concept of planning, the
neighborhood unit should be the basic building block of the city. It is based on the
elementary school, with other community facilities located at its center and arterial
streets at its perimeter. The distance from the school to the perimeter should be a
comfortable walking distance for a school-age child; there would be no through traffic
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uses. Limited industrial or commercial would occur on the perimeter where arterials
intersect. This was a model for American suburban development after World War II.
Neotraditional Development: An approach to land use planning and urban design that
promotes the building of neighborhoods with a mix of uses and housing types,
architectural variety, a central public gathering place, interconnecting streets and alleys,
and edges defined by greenbelts or boulevards. The basic goal is integration of the
activities of potential residents with work, shopping, recreation, and transit all within
walking distance.
New Agricultural Lands: The acreage converted to Agricultural Operations after the
Effective Date of the IA, as described in Section 11.3 of the IA and Section 6.2 of the
MSHCP.
New Agricultural Lands Cap: A designated maximum number of acres of New
Agricultural Land within the Criteria Area, as described in Section 11.3 of the IA and
Section 6.2 of the MSHCP.
Non-conforming Use: A use that was valid when brought into existence, but by
subsequent regulation becomes no longer conforming. “Non-conforming use” is a
generic term and includes (1) non-conforming structures (by virtue of size, type of
construction, location on land, or proximity to other structures), (2) non-conforming use
of a conforming building, (3) non-conforming use of a non-conforming building, and (4)
non-conforming use of land. Thus, any use lawfully existing on any piece of property
that is inconsistent with a new or amended general plan, and that in turn is a violation
of a zoning ordinance amendment subsequently adopted in conformance with the general
plan, will be a non-conforming use. Typically, non-conforming uses are permitted to
continue for a designated period of time, subject to certain restrictions.
Non-contiguous Habitat Block: A block of habitat not connected to other habitat areas
via a Linkage or Constrained Linkage.
No Surprises Assurance-Federal: Provided Permittees are implementing the terms and
conditions of the IA and the Permit(s), the USFWS can only require additional
mitigation for Covered Species Adequately Conserved beyond that provided for in the
MSHCP as a result of Unforeseen Circumstances in accordance with the “No Surprises”
regulations at 50 Code of Federal Regulations sections 17.22(b)(5) and 17.32(b)(5) and
as discussed in Chapter 6.8 of the MSHCP.
Notice (of Hearing): A legal document announcing the opportunity for the public to
present its views to an official representative or board of a public agency concerning an
official action pending before the agency.
Open-Space Land: Any parcel or area of land or water that is essentially unimproved
and devoted to an open-space use for the purposes of (1) the preservation of natural
resources, (2) the managed production of resources, (3) outdoor recreation, or (4) public
health and safety.
Ordinance: A law or regulation set forth and adopted by a governmental authority,
usually a city or county.
Other Species: Species that are not identified as Covered Species under the MSHCP.
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Outdoor Recreation Use: A privately or publicly owned or operated use providing
facilities for outdoor recreation activities.
Overlay: A land use designation on the General Plan Land Use Map, or a zoning
designation on a zoning map, that modifies the basic underlying designation in some
specific manner.
Parcel: A lot in single ownership or under single control, usually considered a unit for
purposes of development.
Park Land; Parkland: Land that is publicly owned or controlled for the purpose of
providing parks, recreation, or open-space for public use.
Parking, Shared: A public or private parking area used jointly by two or more uses.
Parking Area, Public: An open area, excluding a street or other public way, used for the
parking of automobiles and available to the public, whether for free or for compensation.
Parking Management: An evolving Transportation Demand Management technique
designed to obtain maximum utilization from a limited number of parking spaces. Can
involve pricing and preferential treatment for HOVs, non-peak period users, and shortterm users.
Parking Ratio: The number of parking spaces provided per 1,000 square feet of floor
area (e.g., 2:1 or “two per thousand.”)
Parking Space, Compact: A parking space (usually 7.5 feet wide by 16 feet long when
perpendicular to a driveway or aisle) permitted in some localities on the assumption that
many modern cars are significantly smaller, and require less room, than a standard
automobile. A standard parking space, when perpendicular to a driveway or aisle, is
usually 8.5 feet wide by 18 feet long.
Parks: Open-space lands whose primary purpose is recreation.
Parkway: An expressway or freeway designed for non-commercial traffic only; usually
located within a strip of landscaped park or natural vegetation.
Parkway Strip: A piece of land located between the rear of a curb and the front of a
sidewalk, usually used for planting low ground cover and/or street trees, also known as
“planter strip.”
Participating Special Entity: Any regional public facility provider, such as a utility
company or a public district or agency, that operates and/or owns land within the
MSHCP Area and that applies for Incidental Take Authorization pursuant to Section 11
of the IA.
Party and Parties: The signatories to the IA, namely the Regional Conservation
Authority, the County, Flood Control, RCTC, the Cities, Caltrans, State Parks, USFWS,
CDFG, and any other city within the Plan Area that incorporates after the Effective Date
and complies with Section 11.6 of the IA.
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Permit(s): Collectively, the Section 10(a) Permit and NCCP Permit issued by the
Wildlife Agencies to Permittees for take of Covered Species Adequately Conserved
pursuant to the MSHCP and the IA.
Permittees: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, Flood Control, RCTC,
the Cities, Caltrans, and State Parks.
Plan Area: See “MSHCP Area.”
Plan Line: A precise line that establishes future rights-of-way along any portion of an
existing or proposed street or highway and which is depicted on a map showing the
streets and lot line or lines and the proposed right-of-way lines, and the distance thereof
from the established centerline of the street or highway, or from existing or established
property lines.
Planned Unit Development (PUD): A description of a proposed unified development,
consisting at a minimum of a map and adopted ordinance setting forth the regulations
governing, and the location and phasing of all proposed uses and improvements to be
included in the development.
Planning Agreement: The document prepared pursuant to the NCCP Act to guide
development of the MSHCP, that is contained in Appendix A of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Planning Area: The area directly addressed by the general plan. A city’s planning area
typically encompasses the city limits and potentially annexable land within its sphere of
influence.
Planning Commission: A body, usually having five or seven members, created by a city
or county in compliance with California law (§65100) which requires the assignment of
the planning functions of the city or county to a planning department, planning
commission, hearing officers, and/or the legislative body itself, as deemed appropriate
by the legislative body.
Planning Species: Subsets of Covered Species that are identified to provide guidance
for Reserve Assembly in Cores and Linkages and/or Area Plans.
Plan Participants: The Regional Conservation Authority, the County, County Flood
Control, County Parks, County Waste, RCTC, the Cities, Caltrans, State Parks, and
others receiving Take Authorization under the Permit(s).
Population: A group of individuals of a given species that inhabits a relatively welldefined geographic area and has the opportunity to interbreed freely.
Poverty Level: As used by the U.S. Census, families and unrelated individuals are
classified as being above or below the poverty level based on a poverty index that
provides a range of income cutoffs or “poverty thresholds” varying by size of family,
number of children, and age of householder. The income cutoffs are updated each year
to reflect the change in the Consumer Price Index.
Preserve: noun: an area set apart for the protection of wildlife and natural resources.
verb: to keep in safety; protect from danger or harm; to keep intact or unimpaired;
maintain. Preservation and conservation are similar terms and are used in much the
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same way. Preservation connotes the act of securing the land and its values, whereas
conservation generally is broader and includes activities such as management of the land
and its resources.
Private Road/Private Street: Privately owned (and usually privately maintained) motor
vehicle access that is not dedicated as a public street. Typically the owner posts a sign
indicating that the street is private property and limits traffic in some fashion. For
density calculation purposes, some jurisdictions exclude private roads when establishing
the total acreage of the site; however, aisles within and driveways serving private
parking lots are not considered private roads.
Public/Quasi-Public Lands: Subset of MSHCP Conservation Area lands totaling
approximately 347,000 acres of lands known to be in public/private ownership and
expected to be managed for open space value and/or in a manner that contributes to the
Conservation of Covered Species (including lands contained in existing reserves) as
depicted in Figure 3-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Rare: A species (plant or animal) existing in such small numbers throughout all or a
significant portion of its range that it may become endangered or threatened (as defined
by CESA or FESA) if its environment worsens.
RCIP: Riverside County Integrated Project.
RCTC: Riverside County Transportation Commission, created pursuant to California
Public Utilities Code section 130050.
Recreation, Active: A type of recreation or activity that requires the use of organized
play areas including, but not limited to, softball, baseball, football and soccer fields,
tennis and basketball courts and various forms of children’s play equipment.
Recreation, Passive: Type of recreation or activity that does not require the use of
organized play areas.
Redevelop: To demolish existing buildings; or to increase the overall floor area existing
on a property; or both; irrespective of whether a change occurs in land use.
Regional: Pertaining to activities or economies at a scale greater than that of a single
jurisdiction, and affecting a broad geographic area.
Regional Conservation Authority (RCA): The Western Riverside County Regional
Conservation Authority, a joint regional authority formed by the County and the Cities
to provide primary policy direction for implementation of the MSHCP, as set forth in
Section 6.6 of the MSHCP and Section 11.2 of the IA.
Regional Housing Needs Plan/Share: A quantification by a Council of Governments or
by the Housing and Community Development Department of the State of California of
existing and projected housing need, by household income group, for all localities within
a region.
Regional Park: A park typically 150-500 acres in size focusing on activities and natural
features not included in most other types of parks and often based on a specific scenic
or recreational opportunity.

10.1-22

Section 10.0 - Glossary, Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Index

Rehabilitation: The repair, preservation, and/or improvement of substandard housing.
Reserve Assembly: Acquisition and conservation of Additional Reserve Lands.
Reserve Managers: The entities managing identified portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area for the benefit of the Covered Species as described in Section 6.6 of the
MSHCP, Volume I.
Reserve Management Oversight Committee (RMOC): The committee established by the
Executive Director to provide biological, technical, and operational expertise for
implementation of the MSHCP, including oversight of the MSHCP Conservation Area
as described in Section 11.2.6 of the IA and 6.6.4 of the MSHCP.
Reserve Management Plan(s): The plan(s) setting forth management practices for
identified portions of the MSHCP Conservation Area prepared and adopted as described
in Section 5.0 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Residential, Multiple Family: Usually three or more dwelling units on a single site, which
may be in the same or separate buildings.
Residential, Single Family: A single dwelling unit on a building site.
Rezoning: An amendment to the map and/or text of a zoning ordinance to effect a
change in the nature, density, or intensity of uses allowed in a zoning district and/or on
a designated parcel or land area.
Rough Step: A Reserve Assembly accounting process to monitor conservation and loss
of specified habitats within the Criteria Area.
Rough Step Analysis Unit: A geographic unit within which Rough Step is tracked.
Rough Step Analysis Units are depicted in Figure 6-6 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Rural Mountainous: A County of Riverside General Plan land use designation permitting
single-family residential uses with a minimum lot size of 10 acres with limited animal
keeping and agricultural uses allowed; characterizes areas of at least 10 acres where a
minimum of 70 percent of the area has slopes of 25 percent or greater.
Scoping: Under NEPA, a process whereby other agencies and the public are given the
opportunity to bring to the attention of the lead agency significant issues which should
be included in the EIS. This enables the lead agency to focus the EIS on a particular
range of actions, alternatives, and impacts.
Second Unit: A self-contained living unit, either attached to or detached from, and in
addition to, the primary residential unit on a single lot.
Section 8 Rental Assistance Program: A federal (HUD) rent-subsidy program that is one
of the main sources of federal housing assistance for low-income households. The
program operates by providing “housing assistance payments” to owners, developers,
and public housing agencies to make up the difference between the “Fair Market Rent”
of a unit (set by HUD) and the household’s contribution toward the rent, which is
calculated at 30 percent of the household’s adjusted gross monthly income (GMI).
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“Section 8” includes programs for new construction, existing housing, and substantial
or moderate housing rehabilitation.
Section 10(a) Permit: The permit issued by the USFWS to Permittees, pursuant to 16
United States Code section 1539(a), authorizing Incidental Take of Covered Species.
Seismic: Caused by or subject to earthquakes or earth vibrations.
Seniors: Persons age 62 and older.
Shared Living: The occupancy of a dwelling unit by persons of more than one family
in order to reduce housing expenses and provide social contact, mutual support, and
assistance. Shared living facilities serving six or fewer persons are permitted in all
residential districts by Section 1566.3 of the California Health and Safety Code.
Single Family Dwelling, Attached: A dwelling unit occupied or intended for occupancy
by only one household that is structurally connected with at least one other such
dwelling unit.
Single Family Dwelling, Detached: A dwelling unit occupied or intended for occupancy
by only one household that is structurally independent from any other such dwelling unit
or structure intended for residential or other use.
Single Room Occupancy: A single room, typically 80-250 square feet, with a sink and
closet, but that requires the occupant to share a communal bathroom, shower, and
kitchen.
Site: A parcel of land used or intended for one use or a group of uses and having
frontage on a public or an approved private street. A lot.
Species: Any distinct population of wildlife that interbreeds when mature.
Specific Plan: A tool authorized by Government Code §65450 et seq. for the systematic
implementation of the general plan for a defined portion of a community’s planning
area. A specific plan must specify in detail the land uses, public and private facilities
needed to support the land uses, phasing of development, standards for the conservation,
development, and use of natural resources, and a program of implementation measures,
including financing measures.
Standards: (1) A rule or measure establishing a level of quality or quantity that must be
complied with or satisfied. Government Code §65302 requires that general plans spell
out the objectives, principles, “standards,” and proposals of the general plan. Examples
of standards might include the number of acres of park land per 1,000 population that
the community will attempt to acquire and improve, or the “traffic Level of Service”
(LOS) that the plan hopes to attain. (2) Requirements in a zoning ordinance that govern
building and development as distinguished from use restrictions S for example, sitedesign regulations such as lot area, height limit, frontage, landscaping, and floor area
ratio.
State Assurances: Except for the provisions in Section 15.5 of the IA, provided
permittees are implementing the terms and conditions of the MSHCP, the IA, and the
Permits, if there are Unforseen Circumstances, the CDFG shall not require additional
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land, water or financial compensation or additional restrictions on the use of land, water,
or other natural resources for the life of the NCCP Permit without the consent of the
Permittees, unless the CDFG determines that continued implementation of the IA, the
MSHCP, and/or the Permits would jeopardize the continued existence of a covered
species, or as required by law and would therefore lead to NCCP Permit revocation or
suspension.
State Parks: California Department of Parks and Recreation, a department of the
California Resources Agency.
State Permittees: Caltrans and State Parks.
Stock Cooperative Housing: Multiple-family ownership housing in which the occupant
of a unit holds a share of stock in a corporation that owns the structure in which the unit
is located.
Streets, Local: See “Streets, Minor.”
Streets, Major: The transportation network that includes a hierarchy of freeways,
arterials, and collectors to service through traffic.
Streets, Minor: Local streets not shown on the Circulation Plan, Map, or Diagram,
whose primary intended purpose is to provide access to fronting properties.
Streets, Through: Streets that extend continuously between other major streets in the
community.
Structure: Anything constructed or erected that requires location on the ground
(excluding swimming pools, fences, and walls used as fences).
Subdivision: The division of a tract of land into defined lots, either improved or
unimproved, which can be separately conveyed by sale or lease, and which can be
altered or developed. “Subdivision” includes a condominium project as defined in
§1350 of the California Civil Code and a community apartment project as defined in
§11004 of the Business and Professions Code.
Subdivision Map Act: Section 66410 et seq. of the California Government Code, this act
vests in local legislative bodies the regulation and control of the design and improvement
of subdivisions, including the requirement for tentative and final maps.
Subregional: Pertaining to a portion of a region.
Substandard Housing: Residential dwellings that, because of their physical condition,
do not provide safe and sanitary housing.
Sustainability: Community use of natural resources in a way that does not jeopardize the
ability of future generations to live and prosper.
Sustainable Development: Development that maintains or enhances economic
opportunity and community well-being while protecting and restoring the natural
environment upon which people and economies depend. Sustainable development meets
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the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs. (Source: Minnesota State Legislature)
Take: The definition of such term in FESA with regard to species listed under FESA,
and the definition of such term in the California Fish and Game Code with regard to
species listed under CESA.
Take Authorization: The ability to incidentally take species pursuant to the Section 10(a)
Permit and/or the NCCP Permit.
Tax Increment: Additional tax revenues that result from increases in property values
within a redevelopment area. State law permits the tax increment to be earmarked for
redevelopment purposes but requires at least 20 percent to be used to increase and
improve the community’s supply of very low- and low-income housing.
Telecommuting: An arrangement in which a worker is at home or in a location other
than the primary place of work, and communicates with the workplace and conducts
work via wireless or telephone lines, using modems, fax machines, or other electronic
devices in conjunction with computers.
Third Party Granted Take Authorization: Any Third Party that received Third Party Take
Authorization in compliance with Section 17 of the IA.
Third Party Take Authorization: Take Authorization received by a landowner, developer,
farming interest, or other public or private entity from the Permittees pursuant to Section
17 of the IA, thereby receiving Take Authority for Covered Species pursuant to the
provisions of the MSHCP and IA.
Threatened Species: Those species listed as threatened under FESA and CESA.
Townhouse; Townhome: A one-family dwelling in a row of at least three such units in
which each unit has its own front and rear access to the outside, no unit is located over
another unit, and each unit is separated from any other unit by one or more common and
fire-resistant walls. Townhouses usually have separate utilities; however, in some
condominium situations, common areas are serviced by utilities purchased by a
homeowners association on behalf of all townhouse members of the association.
Traffic Model: A mathematical representation of traffic movement within an area or
region based on observed relationships between the kind and intensity of development
in specific areas. Many traffic models operate on the theory that trips are produced by
persons living in residential areas and are attracted by various non-residential land uses.
Transfer of Development Rights: Also known as “Transfer of Development Credits,” a
program that can relocate potential development from areas where proposed land use or
environmental impacts are considered undesirable (the “donor” site) to another
(“receiver”) site chosen on the basis of its ability to accommodate additional units of
development beyond that for which it was zoned, with minimal environmental, social,
and aesthetic impacts.
Transit: The conveyance of persons or goods from one place to another by means of a
local, public transportation system.
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Transit, Public: A system of regularly-scheduled buses and/or trains available to the
public on a fee-per-ride basis. Also called “Mass Transit.”
Transit-dependent: Refers to persons unable to operate automobiles or other motorized
vehicles, or those who do not own motorized vehicles. Transit-dependent citizens must
rely on transit, para-transit, or owners of private vehicles for transportation. Transitdependent citizens include the young, the handicapped, the elderly, the poor, and those
with prior violations in motor vehicle laws.
Transit-oriented Development (TOD): A mixed-use community within an average 2,000foot walking distance of a transit stop and core commercial area. TODs mix residential,
retail, office, and public uses in a walkable environment, making it convenient for
residents and employees to travel by transit, bicycle, foot, or car.
Transitional Housing: Shelter provided to the homeless for an extended period, often as
long as 18 months, and generally integrated with other social services and counseling
programs to assist in the transition to self-sufficiency through the acquisition of a stable
income and permanent housing.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM): A strategy for reducing demand on the road
system by reducing the number of vehicles using the roadways and/or increasing the
number of persons per vehicle. TDM attempts to reduce the number of persons who
drive alone on the roadway during the commute period and to increase the number in
carpools, vanpools, buses and trains, walking, and biking. TDM can be an element of
TSM (see below).
Transportation Systems Management (TSM): A comprehensive strategy developed to
address the problems caused by additional development, increasing trips, and a shortfall
in transportation capacity. Transportation Systems Management focuses on more
efficiently utilizing existing highway and transit systems rather than expanding them.
TSM measures are characterized by their low cost and quick implementation time frame,
such as computerized traffic signals, metered freeway ramps, and one-way streets.
Trip: A one-way journey that proceeds from an origin to a destination via a single mode
of transportation; the smallest unit of movement considered in transportation studies.
Each trip has one “production end” (or origin S often from home, but not always), and
one “attraction end” (destination). (See “Traffic Model.”)
Trip Generation: The dynamics that account for people making trips in automobiles or
by means of public transportation. Trip generation is the basis for estimating the level
of use for a transportation system and the impact of additional development or
transportation facilities on an existing, local transportation system. Trip generations of
households are correlated with destinations that attract household members for specific
purposes.
Truck Route: A path of circulation required for all vehicles exceeding set weight or axle
limits, a truck route follows major arterials through commercial or industrial areas and
avoids sensitive areas.
Unforeseen Circumstances: Changes in circumstances affecting a Covered Species
Adequately Conserved or geographic area covered by the MSHCP that could not
reasonably have been anticipated by the Parties at the time of the MSHCP’s negotiation
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and development, and that result in a substantial and adverse change in the status of the
Covered Species Adequately Conserved. The term “Unforseen Circumstances” as
defined in the IA is intended to have the same meaning as it is used to define the limit
of the Permittees’ obligation on the “No Surprises” regulations set forth in 50 code of
Federal Regulations sections 17.22 (b)(5) and 17.32 (b)(5).
Uniform Building Code (UBC): A national, standard building code that sets forth
minimum standards for construction.
Uniform Housing Code (UHC): State housing regulations governing the condition of
habitable structures with regard to health and safety standards, and which provide for the
conservation and rehabilitation of housing in accordance with the Uniform Building
Code (UBC).
Unlisted Species: A species that is not listed as endangered or threatened under FESA
or CESA or other applicable State or federal law.
USFWS: United States Fish and Wildlife Service, an agency of the United States
Department of the Interior.
Urban: Of, relating to, characteristic of, or constituting a city. Urban areas are generally
characterized by moderate and higher density residential development (i.e., three or more
dwelling units per acre), commercial development, and industrial development, and the
availability of public services required for that development, specifically central water
and sewer, an extensive road network, public transit, and other such services (e.g., safety
and emergency response). Development not providing such services may be “nonurban” or “rural” (See “Urban Land Use”) CEQA defines “urbanized area” as an area
that has a population density of at least 1,000 persons per square mile (Public Resources
Code Section 21080.14(b)).
Urban Design: The attempt to give form, in terms of both beauty and function, to
selected urban areas or to whole cities. Urban design is concerned with the location,
mass, and design of various urban components and combines elements of urban
planning, architecture, and landscape architecture.
Urban Land Use: Residential, commercial, or industrial land use in areas where urban
services are available.
Urban Services: Utilities (such as water, gas, electricity, and sewer) and public services
(such as police, fire, schools, parks, and recreation) provided to an urbanized or
urbanizing area.
Urban/Wildlands Interface: The area where structures and other human development
meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetation.
Vegetation Community: A group of plants that tends to occur together in consistent,
definable groups based on typical constituents as depicted on the MSHCP Vegetation
Map, Figure 2-1 of the MSHCP, Volume I.
Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT): A key measure of overall street and highway use.
Reducing VMT is often a major objective in efforts to reduce vehicular congestion and
achieve regional air quality goals.
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Very Low-income Household: A household with an annual income usually no greater
than 50 percent of the area median family income adjusted by household size, as
determined by a survey of incomes conducted by a city or a county, or in the absence of
such a survey, based on the latest available eligibility limits established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the Section 8 housing
program.
Vision Statement: A document setting forth the goals and objectives of a proposed
project or action.
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio: A measure of the operating capacity of a roadway or
intersection, in terms of the number of vehicles passing through, divided by the number
of vehicles that theoretically could pass through when the roadway or intersection is
operating at its designed capacity. Abbreviated as V/C. At a V/C ratio of 1.0, the
roadway or intersection is operating at capacity. If the ratio is less than 1.0, the traffic
facility has additional capacity. Although ratios slightly greater than 1.0 are possible,
it is more likely that the peak hour will elongate into a “peak period.”
Watercourse: Natural or once natural flowing (perennially or intermittently) water
including rivers, streams, and creeks. Includes natural waterways that have been
channelized, but does not include manmade channels, ditches, and underground drainage
and sewage systems.
Watershed: The total area above a given point on a watercourse that contributes water
to its flow; the entire region drained by a waterway or watercourse that drains into a
lake, or reservoir.
Waterway: See “Watercourse.”
Wildlife Agencies: The USFWS and CDFG, collectively.
Wildlife Corridor: A wildlife corridor is a linear landscape feature that allows animal
movement between two patches of habitat or between habitat and sources of essential
resources.
Williamson Act: Known formally as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, it
was designed as an incentive to retain prime agricultural land and open space in
agricultural use, thereby slowing its conversion to urban and suburban development.
The program entails a 10-year contract between the City or County and an owner of land
whereby the land is taxed on the basis of its agricultural use rather than the market value.
The land becomes subject to certain enforceable restrictions, and certain conditions need
to be met prior to approval of an agreement.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

ABOP
ACOE
ADA
ADT
AG
AMP
A-P Zones
A-P Act
BLM
BMPs
BMR
BNSF
CAGN
Caltrans
CCC
CC&Rs
CCR
CCS
CDBG
CDC
CDFG
CDMG
CEQ
CEQA
CERCLA
CESA
CETAP
CFGC
CFR
CHFA
CMP
CNDDB
CNPPA
CNPS
CNG
COG
County
CP
CRA
CRD
CRP
CSU
CTA
CVAG
DEHS
DEM
DOI

Antifreeze, Batteries, Oil, Latex Paint
Army Corps of Engineers
Americans with Disabilities Act
Average daily trips made by vehicles or persons in a 24-hour period
Agriculture land use designation
Adaptive Management Program
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (formerly Alquist-Priolo
Special Studies Zones Act)
Bureau of Land Management
Best Management Practices
Below-market-rate dwelling unit
Burlington Northern Santa Fe
coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica)
California Department of Transportation
California Coastal Commission
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions
California Code of Regulations
Conceptual Conservation Scenario
Community Development Block Grant
California Department of Conservation
California Department of Fish and Game
California Division of Mines and Geology
Council on Environmental Quality
California Environmental Quality Act
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act
California Endangered Species Act
Community Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program
California Fish and Game Code
Code of Federal Regulations
California Housing Finance Agency
Congestion Management Program
California Natural Diversity Database
California Native Plant Protection Act
California Native Plant Society
Compressed Natural Gas
Council of Governments
County of Riverside
Community Plan
Community Redevelopment Agency
Conceptual Reserve Design
Criteria Refinement Process
California State University
California Trucking Association
Coachella Valley Association of Governments
Department of Environmental Health Services
Digital Elevation Model
Department of Interior
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DOQQ
DPR
DTSC
Du/ac
DWR
EA
ECI
EIR
EIS
EMWD
EPA
ESA
FAR
FCC
FEMA
FESA
FHWA
FIS
FMMP
FPA
FSC
FY
GAP
GIS
GP
GPS
HANS
HCD
HCM
HCP
HMP
HOV
HRS
HSC
HUD
HWCL
IA
IS
ISA
IS/NOP
ITS
I-10
I-15
I-215
JPA
JWA
kV
LAFCO
LAX
LCP
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digital orthophoto quarter quadrangle
(California) Department of Parks and Recreation
Department of Toxic Substance Control
dwelling unit per acre
Department of Water Resources
Environmental Assessment
Earth Consultants International
Environmental Impact Report (State)
Environmental Impact Statement (Federal)
Eastern Municipal Water District
Environmental Protection Agency
Endangered Species Act
Floor-to-area ratio
Funding Coordination Committee
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Endangered Species Act
Federal Highway Administration
Flood Insurance Study
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
Focused Planning Area
Federal Species of Concern
Fiscal Year
Gap Analysis Program
Geographic Information System
General Plan
Global Positioning System
Habitat Acquisition and Negotiation Strategy
Housing and Community Development Department of the State of
California
Highway Capacity Manual
Habitat Conservation Plan
Habitat Management Plan
High Occupancy Vehicle
Hazard Ranking System
Health and Safety Code
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Hazardous Waste Control Law
Implementing Agreement
Initial Study
Independent Scientific Advisor
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation
Intelligent Transportation Systems
Interstate 10
Interstate 15
Interstate 215
Joint-Powers Agreement
Joint Water Agencies
kilovolts
Local Agency Formation Commission
Los Angeles International Airport
Local Coastal Program
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LHA
LOS
LUP
MBTA
MCE
MHCOSP
MHCP
MLD
MOA
MOU
MPE
MRZ
MSCP
MSF
MSHCP
Mw
MWD
NAHC
NCCP
NEPA
NFIP
NMFS
NOI
NOP
NPL
NRCS
OCTA
OPR
PAPI
PCE
PC/H/L
PC/MI/LN
PQP
PRC
PSBS
PUD
QCB
RCA
RCFCWCD
RCHCA
RCIP
RCRA
RCRPOSD
RCTC
REMAP
RMOC
ROD
RSA
RTA
RTP

Local Housing Authority
Level of Service
Land Use Plan
Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Maximum Credible Earthquake
(County of San Diego) Multiple Habitat Conservation and Open Space
Program
(County of San Diego) Multiple Habitat Conservation Program
most likely descendent
Memorandum of Agreement
Memorandum of Understanding
maximum probable event
Mineral Resource Zones
(County of San Diego) Multiple Species Conservation Program
maximum service flow rate per lane under ideal conditions
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Maximum Magnitude
Metropolitan Water District
Native American Heritage Commission
Natural Community Conservation Plan
National Environmental Policy Act
National Flood Insurance Program
National Marine Fisheries Service
Notice of Intent
Notice of Preparation
National Priorities List
Natural Resource Conservation Service
Orange County Transportation Authority
Office of Planning and Research
Precision Approach Path Indicator
Passenger Car Equivalent
passenger cars per hour per lane
passenger cars per mile per lane
Public/Quasi-Public Lands
Public Resources Code
Pacific Southwest Biological Services
Planned Unit Development
Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino)
Regional Conservation Authority
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency
Riverside County Integrated Project
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Riverside County Regional Parks and Open Space District
Riverside County Transportation Commission
Riverside Extended Mountain Area Plan
Reserve Management Oversight Committee
Record of Decision
Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Gardens
Riverside Transit Agency
Regional Transportation Plan
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SAMP
SBKR
SCAB
SCAG
SCE
SCHWMA
SCS
SDGE
SDNHM
SHMA
SKR
SMARA
SMGB
SR-60
SR-71
SR-74
SR-79
SR-91
SR-111
SR-371
SRP
SSC
STATSGO
SunLine
SWP
TDM
TEA-21
TRI
TSM
UBC
UCR
UHC
UPR
USDA
USFS
USFWS
USGS
V/C
VFR
VHF
VMT
WMWD
WRCOG
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Special Area Management Plan
San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus)
South Coast Air Basin
Southern California Association of Governments
Southern California Edison
Southern California Hazardous Waste Management Authority
Soil Conservation Service
San Diego Gas and Electric
San Diego Natural History Museum
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi)
State Mining and Reclamation Act
State Mining and Geology Board
State Route 60
State Route 71
State Rout 74
State Route 79
State Route 91
State Route 111
State Route 371
Scientific Review Panel
Species of Special Concern (State of California)
State Soil Geographic
SunLine Transit Agency
State Water Project
Transportation Demand Management
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century
Toxics Release Inventory
Transportation Systems Management
Uniform Building Code
University of California, Riverside
Uniform Housing Code
Union Pacific Railroad
United States Department of Agriculture
United States Forest Service
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Geological Survey
ratio of traffic volume to capacity
Visual flight rules
Very High Frequency
Vehicle Miles Traveled
Western Municipal Water District
Western Riverside County Organization of Governments
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4.1-48-52, 4.1-55, 4.1-57,
4.1-58, 4.1-63, 4.1-70,
4.1-71, 4.1-73, 4.1-74, 4.2-3,
4.2-5, 4.2-7-9, 4.2-12,
4.2-14-16, 4.2-25, 4.2-27,
4.4-3, 4.4-4, 4.5-3, 5.1-2-5,
7.1-1, 9.1-3, 10.1-5
MSCP . . . . . . . . 2.1-2, 4.1-5, 4.1-6, 4.1-9, 4.1-100, 4.1-112, 4.1-125, 4.1-133, 10.2-3
MSHCP Plan Area . . . ES-2, ES-4-6, 1.1-14, 1.1-16, 1.2-1, 1.2-2, 1.2-5, 1.3-1, 1.5-3,
1.5-5, 1.5-6, 1.5-10, 2.1-1,
2.1-2, 2.1-5, 2.1-9, 2.3-1,
2.3-7, 2.3-8, 2.3-11, 2.4-1,
2.4-6, 2.7-1, 2.7-2, 2.11-5,
2.11-6, 3.1-1, 3.1-3, 3.1-4,
3.1-7, 3.1-8, 3.1-11, 3.1-12,
3.1-15, 3.2-1, 3.2-5, 3.2-7,
3.2-8, 3.2-11, 3.4-5, 3.5-1,
4.1-10, 4.1-11, 4.1-13,
4.1-14, 4.1-38, 4.1-83,
4.1-99, 4.1-126, 4.1-145,
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4.2-1-9, 4.2-11, 4.2-13,
4.2-16-25, 4.2-27, 4.5-1,
4.5-3, 5.1-7, 5.1-9-11,
10.1-3, 10.1-10, 10.1-18
MSHCP Reserve . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.5-6-8, 2.10-6, 2.11-1, 2.11-8-10, 3.1-7
Murrieta . . . . . ES-2, ES-3, 1.1-1, 1.2-5, 2.1-2, 2.1-5-7, 3.1-4, 3.1-12, 3.1-17, 3.1-18,
3.2-6, 3.2-7, 3.3-2-5, 3.4-3,
3.4-4, 3.4-6, 4.1-15, 4.1-16,
4.1-20, 4.1-22, 4.1-23,
4.1-32, 4.1-33, 4.1-38,
4.1-39, 4.1-43-45, 4.1-47,
4.1-48, 4.1-51, 4.1-53,
4.1-55, 4.1-57, 4.1-58,
4.1-64, 4.1-67, 4.1-70,
4.1-71, 4.1-73-76, 4.1-79-81,
4.2-3, 4.2-5, 4.2-12, 4.2-1416, 4.2-25, 4.2-27, 5.1-2-5,
7.1-1, 9.1-3, 10.1-5
MWD . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.5-31, 3.5-35, 10.2-3
NAHC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.2-3
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.8-1, 2.8-3
National Environmental Policy Act . . . . . . . 1.1-1, 4.1-142, 10.1-10, 10.1-18, 10.2-3
National Flood Insurance Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.2-3
National Marine Fisheries Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.1-12, 9.1-4, 10.2-3
Native American Heritage Commission . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.5-2, 10.2-3
Native American Tribal Lands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.3-7
Natural Communities . . . . 1.1-7, 1.1-12, 1.1-14, 1.1-15, 2.7-2, 2.7-4, 4.1-137, 5.1-8,
9.1-2, 10.1-18
Natural Community Conservation Plan . . . 4.1-11, 4.1-99, 4.1-140, 4.1-145, 10.1-18,
10.2-3
Natural Resource Conservation Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.2-1-3
NCCP . . . . . ES-5, 1.1-7, 1.1-12, 1.1-14-16, 1.4-2, 1.6-1-3, 2.3-1, 2.3-2, 2.5-1, 2.7-2,
2.7-4, 2.8-3, 2.11-4, 4.1-9,
4.1-31, 4.1-100, 4.1-113,
4.1-125, 4.1-133, 4.2-14,
4.2-19, 4.2-21, 4.3-1, 10.1-7,
10.1-10, 10.1-18, 10.1-21,
10.1-25, 10.1-26, 10.2-3
NCCPs . . . . . . . 1.1-14, 1.1-16, 1.5-8, 4.1-2, 4.1-5, 4.1-93, 4.1-99, 4.1-111, 4.1-112,
4.1-124, 4.1-125, 4.1-133,
4.1-145-148
NEPA . ES-2, ES-4, 1.1-1, 1.1-11, 1.1-16, 1.2-4, 1.2-5, 1.4-1-2, 1.5-9, 2.8-1, 2.10-6,
4.1-1, 4.1-10, 4.1-85,
4.1-142, 5.1-4, 6.1-1-3,
6.1-5-7, 10.1-2, 10.1-10,
10.1-14, 10.1-18, 10.1-23,
10.2-3
NFIP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.2-3
NMFS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.1-12, 1.1-13, 10.2-3
No Project/No MSHCP Alternative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.2-1-1, 4.1-145
Noise . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.5-5, 1.5-8, 2.3-15, 4.1-100, 4.1-101, 5.1-8-10
Non-Conforming Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.1-19
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NOP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ES-6, 1.5-2, 1.7-1-3
Norco . . . . ES-2, ES-3, 1.1-1, 1.2-5, 2.1-2, 2.1-5, 2.7-8, 3.1-12, 3.1-18, 3.2-6, 3.2-7,
3.3-2-5, 3.4-2-4, 3.4-6,
3.5-23, 4.1-21-23, 4.1-63,
4.1-82, 4.2-3, 4.2-5, 4.2-7-9,
4.2-12, 4.2-14-16, 4.2-25,
4.2-27, 5.1-2-5, 7.1-1, 9.1-3,
10.1-5
Notice of Intent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.5-2, 10.2-3
Notice of Preparation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.5-2, 10.2-2, 10.2-3
NRCS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.2-1-3
Open Water . . . . . . 3.1-11, 3.1-17, 3.1-18, 4.1-17, 4.1-19-21, 4.1-29, 4.1-34, 4.1-54,
4.1-55, 4.1-57, 4.1-84,
4.1-105, 4.1-108, 4.1-117,
4.1-120, 4.1-136
Open-Space Land . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.1-19
Orange County . . . . . 1.1-1, 1.1-16, 1.5-5, 2.1-2, 2.7-3, 3.1-1, 3.5-24, 3.5-29, 3.5-30,
3.5-35, 4.1-9, 4.1-100,
4.1-112, 4.1-113, 4.1-125,
4.1-133, 4.1-139
Outdoor Recreation Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.1-20
Park Land . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.1-20, 10.1-24
Parkland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.1-20
Parks . . ES-3, 1.1-1, 1.1-10, 1.2-3, 1.2-5, 1.4-1-2, 1.5-4, 1.5-5, 1.7-1, 2.1-11, 2.7-2-3,
3.4-1, 3.4-5, 4.1-1, 4.1-137139, 4.4-1, 4.4-3, 4.4-4,
5.1-10, 7.1-1, 7.1-2, 10.1-5,
10.1-7, 10.1-8, 10.1-14,
10.1-15, 10.1-20-22,
10.1-25, 10.1-28, 10.2-2,
10.2-3
Perris . . ES-2, ES-3, 1.1-1, 2.7-5, 2.7-7, 2.7-8, 2.11-5, 2.11-6, 3.1-4, 3.1-12, 3.1-14,
3.1-16-18, 3.2-6, 3.2-7,
3.3-2-5, 3.4-1, 3.4-2, 3.4-6,
3.5-2, 3.5-23, 3.5-26, 3.5-35,
4.1-19, 4.1-22, 4.1-23,
4.1-79, 4.1-80, 4.1-137,
4.2-3, 4.2-5, 4.2-12, 4.2-1416, 4.2-25, 4.2-27, 5.1-2
Plan Area . . . . ES-2-6, ES-9, 1.1-1, 1.1-7, 1.1-11, 1.1-12, 1.1-14-16, 1.2-1-3, 1.2-5,
1.3-1, 1.5-3, 1.5-5-7, 1.5-10,
2.1-1, 2.1-2, 2.1-5, 2.1-9,
2.2-4, 2.3-1, 2.3-3, 2.3-7-9,
2.3-11, 2.3-15, 2.4-1, 2.4-6,
2.7-1, 2.7-2, 2.7-4, 2.7-5,
2.7-7, 2.8-2-4, 2.10-6,
2.11-1, 2.11-5, 2.11-6, 3.1-15, 3.1-7-19, 3.2-1, 3.2-5-8,
3.2-11, 3.3-1, 3.3-3, 3.4-5,
3.5-1-2, 4.1-5, 4.1-6, 4.1-1014, 4.1-18, 4.1-23, 4.1-24,
4.1-27, 4.1-29, 4.1-30,
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4.1-34, 4.1-36, 4.1-38,
4.1-54, 4.1-60, 4.1-61,
4.1-68, 4.1-69, 4.1-83,
4.1-84, 4.1-99, 4.1-101-103,
4.1-105, 4.1-108, 4.1-114117, 4.1-120, 4.1-126,
4.1-145, 4.2-1-9, 4.2-11,
4.2-13, 4.2-16-30, 4.3-3-7,
4.4-1, 4.4-2, 4.5-1, 4.5-3,
5.1-7-11, 6.1-4, 6.1-7,
10.1-3, 10.1-6, 10.1-10,
10.1-18, 10.1-20, 10.1-21
Plan Line . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.1-21
Planned Park Facilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.4-5, 4.4-3, 4.4-4
Population . . . . ES-1, ES-2, 1.1-8, 1.2-1, 1.5-4, 1.5-5, 1.5-10, 1.7-1, 2.1-10, 2.1-11,
2.7-6-7, 3.3-1-4, 3.5-1,
3.5-28, 4.1-1, 4.1-16, 4.1-90,
4.1-93, 4.3-1, 4.3-3-7, 5.1-2,
5.1-4, 5.1-5, 5.1-7, 5.1-9,
5.1-10, 6.1-1, 6.1-2, 6.1-4,
6.1-7, 9.1-1, 9.1-4, 10.1-12,
10.1-21, 10.1-24, 10.1-28
Potentially Significant Issues . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.5-3
Preserve . . . . 1.1-1, 1.5-10, 2.3-15, 4.2-9, 4.2-10, 4.3-1, 5.1-7, 5.1-8, 6.1-7, 10.1-21
Private Property Owners . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.1-9, 1.2-2, 1.5-10
Project Description . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.1-16
Project Objectives . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.2-4, 2.8-1, 2.8-3, 2.8-4
Proposed Action . . ES-4, ES-7, 1.2-4, 1.2-5, 1.3-1, 1.5-2, 1.5-7, 1.5-10, 2.3-1, 2.8-3,
4.1-1, 4.1-9, 4.1-11, 4.1-13,
4.1-14, 4.1-100, 4.1-140,
4.2-3, 4.2-5, 4.2-10-14,
4.2-18, 4.2-20, 4.2-22,
4.2-24, 4.2-26-28, 4.2-30,
4.5-3-5, 5.1-7, 5.1-9, 5.1-10,
6.1-2, 6.1-3, 6.1-5-7,
10.1-10
Public Access and Recreation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.11-8, 10.1-6
Public Review . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3.2-1, 4.1-6, 4.1-9, 4.2-2, 9.1-1
Public Utilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.1-22
Public/Quasi-Public Lands . . ES-4, 1.3-1, 2.2-3-5, 2.3-1, 2.3-3, 2.3-8, 2.3-9, 2.3-15,
2.6-1, 2.8-3, 2.11-1, 2.11-2,
2.11-4, 2.11-6, 2.11-7,
2.11-9, 4.1-10, 4.1-14,
4.1-99, 4.1-136, 4.1-137,
4.1-145, 4.2-1, 4.2-17, 4.3-2,
4.4-1, 4.4-2, 4.5-1, 4.5-2,
5.1-11, 10.1-17, 10.1-22,
10.2-3
Purpose and Need . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ES-2
Purpose of the Joint EIS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.2-4
RCA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.10-1-6, 10.1-22, 10.2-3
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RCIP . . . . . ES-1, ES-4, ES-6, 1.1-8, 1.1-9, 1.1-12, 1.1-16, 1.2-2, 1.5-1, 1.5-9, 2.1-1,
2.1-5, 2.1-11, 2.2-1, 2.2-4,
2.7-1, 3.1-3, 4.1-93, 4.2-21,
4.2-24, 4.3-6, 10.1-22,
10.2-3
RCTC . . ES-3, 1.1-1, 1.1-8, 1.2-5, 1.4-1, 1.4-2, 3.5-28, 10.1-5, 10.1-15, 10.1-20-22,
10.2-3
Record of Decision . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.4-2, 10.2-3
Recreation . . . . ES-3, 1.1-1, 1.2-3, 1.2-5, 1.4-1-2, 1.5-4, 1.6-1, 2.1-2, 2.1-9, 2.3-15,
2.7-2-3, 2.11-5, 2.11-8,
3.2-11, 3.4-6, 3.5-2, 4.1-100,
4.1-135, 4.1-137-139, 4.4-1,
4.4-3, 5.1-8, 5.1-10, 6.1-6,
7.1-1, 7.1-2, 10.1-5, 10.1-6,
10.1-8, 10.1-18-20, 10.1-22,
10.1-25, 10.1-28, 10.2-2
References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.7-1, 2.3-3, 3.1-7, 6.1-5
Regional Conservation Authority . . . 2.10-1, 10.1-10, 10.1-11, 10.1-15, 10.1-20-22,
10.2-3
Reptiles . . . . . 2.2-2, 2.2-4, 2.3-17, 2.4-1, 2.4-3, 2.6-5, 2.7-6, 4.1-18, 4.1-34, 4.1-86,
4.1-106, 4.1-110, 4.1-118,
4.1-122, 4.1-128, 4.1-130
Reserve Lands . . . 2.3-9, 2.7-4, 2.10-1, 2.10-2, 2.10-4, 2.11-2, 2.11-4, 2.11-7, 3.1-2,
4.1-5, 4.1-10, 4.1-14, 4.1-30,
4.1-31, 4.1-93, 4.1-99,
4.1-100, 4.1-103, 4.1-116,
4.1-139, 4.1-145, 4.2-1,
4.2-2, 4.2-4-6, 4.2-8, 4.2-9,
4.2-17-20, 4.2-22, 4.2-23,
10.1-1, 10.1-5, 10.1-7,
10.1-17, 10.1-18, 10.1-23
Reserve Management Oversight Committee . . . . . . . 2.10-1, 2.10-3, 10.1-23, 10.2-3
Reserve Managers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ES-5, 2.6-1, 2.10-3-6, 10.1-23
Reserve System . . . . . . ES-2-4, 1.2-2, 1.2-4, 1.5-5, 1.5-10, 2.3-1-4, 2.9-1, 2.11-7-9,
4.1-128, 4.1-139, 4.1-148,
4.3-4, 4.3-5, 6.1-3, 6.1-5,
6.1-6, 10.1-5
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10.2-3
Responsible Agencies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1.2-5, 1.4-1
Riverside ES-1-7, ES-10, 1.1-1, 1.1-7, 1.1-8, 1.1-10-12, 1.2-1-5, 1.4-1, 1.4-2, 1.5-110, 2.1-1, 2.1-2, 2.1-5, 2.1-911, 2.2-3, 2.3-1, 2.3-8,
2.3-13, 2.3-15, 2.3-18, 2.6-7,
2.7-2-7, 2.8-1, 2.8-3, 2.10-13, 2.11-6, 2.11-9, 2.11-10,
3.1-1, 3.1-2, 3.1-7-9, 3.1-1214, 3.1-16-18, 3.2-1, 3.2-5-8,
3.2-11, 3.3-1-5, 3.4-1-6,
3.5-1, 3.5-2, 3.5-6, 3.5-8,
3.5-23, 3.5-25, 3.5-27-31,
3.5-35, 4.1-1, 4.1-2, 4.1-5,
4.1-6, 4.1-9, 4.1-12, 4.1-15,
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4.1-18-26, 4.1-29, 4.1-39-45,
4.1-47-52, 4.1-54-56, 4.1-58,
4.1-59, 4.1-63, 4.1-69,
4.1-70, 4.1-91, 4.1-102,
4.1-105, 4.1-117, 4.1-127,
4.1-129, 4.1-134, 4.1-138140, 4.1-144, 4.2-1-10,
4.2-12-16, 4.2-21, 4.2-23,
4.2-25-30, 4.3-1-6, 4.5-3,
4.5-4, 5.1-2-5, 5.1-7-11,
6.1-3-7, 7.1-1, 7.1-2, 9.1-14, 10.1-1, 10.1-2, 10.1-5,
10.1-7, 10.1-11, 10.1-13,
10.1-16-18, 10.1-22,
10.1-23, 10.2-1, 10.2-3,
10.2-4
Riverside County . . . ES-1-7, ES-10, 1.1-1, 1.1-7, 1.1-8, 1.1-10, 1.1-12, 1.2-1, 1.2-2,
1.2-4, 1.2-5, 1.5-1, 1.5-2,
1.5-4-10, 2.1-1, 2.1-2, 2.1-5,
2.1-9-11, 2.3-1, 2.3-13,
2.6-7, 2.7-3-7, 2.8-1, 2.8-3,
2.10-1-3, 2.11-6, 2.11-9,
2.11-10, 3.1-1, 3.1-7, 3.1-8,
3.1-12-14, 3.1-16, 3.2-1,
3.2-5-8, 3.2-11, 3.3-1-5,
3.4-1, 3.4-3, 3.4-5, 3.5-1,
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Introduction
The County of Riverside (County), in cooperation with the California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG), U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and participating
local governments, will prepare a joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the proposed Western Riverside County Multi-Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The County is serving as the lead agency for the
EIR and the USFWS will act as the lead agency under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) for purposes of the EIS.
The County and other participating jurisdictions intend to request Endangered Species
Act (ESA) permits for up to 142 species including federally threatened or endangered
species and unlisted species that may become listed during the term of the permit. The
permit is needed to authorize take of listed species (including harm, injury, and
harassment) that may result from urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26
million-acre (around 1,966.7 square mile) study area in western Riverside County. The
proposed MSHCP would identify activities resulting in the incidental take of federally
listed species and covered species that may become listed during the term of the permit.
Moreover, the proposed MSHCP will identify those actions necessary to conserve
species within a reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres, including 26 federally
listed species and other species and major habitat types identified for inclusion and
management during the preparation of the MSHCP.
The County intends to prepare the joint EIR/EIS in accordance with Section 15168 of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and NEPA.
A joint EIR/EIS is being prepared for the MSHCP. The first step in preparing the Draft
EIR/EIS is conducting scoping in accordance with Section 15168 of the CEQA
Guidelines and the Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines for implementing the
NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508). The purpose of the scoping process is to describe the
proposed project and to solicit input from the general public and public agencies
regarding the scope of the alternatives and analysis to be included in the EIR/EIS.
This Scoping Summary Report describes the process undertaken by Riverside County,
and the USFWS to involve the public and to obtain comments on the proposed MSHCP.
In addition, this document summarizes the issues and comments raised during the
scoping period (August 2, 2001 to November 30, 2001) and also contains the actual
comments received.

Scoping Overview
Notice of Preparation and Notice of Intent
The scoping process was initiated with the preparation and distribution of a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for MSHCP and the publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the
Federal Register.
A NOP was circulated to public agencies and other interested parties in compliance with
Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines in October, 2000. The NOP is provided in
Attachment 1, and the NOP mailing list is provided in Attachment 2. A NOI
(Attachment 3) was published on September 7, 2001, in the Federal Register in
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compliance with federal regulation 40 CFR 1508.28. The NOI mailing list is provided
in Attachment 4. Both the NOI and NOP are intended to inform public agencies and the
public about the project and the environmental review process. Comments and
suggestions were invited from all interested parties in order to ensure that the full range
of issues related to the proposed improvements is addressed, and all significant issues
identified, in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Public Notification
The public notice (Attachment 5) for the Public Scoping meetings was sent to the Press
Enterprise and La Prensa. Public Scoping notices were published in the Press Enterprise
on October 22, 2001. The Californian posted the advisory on its website and the Press
Enterprise and the La Prensa both reported on the first MSHCP scoping meeting
(Attachment 5). Publication dates of the notice in each publication were as follows:
•

October 22, 2001, The Press-Enterprise, Public Notice

•

October 19, La Prensa, Public Notice.

In addition, information about the MSHCP is available on an ongoing basis via the
Internet at www.rcip.org. The Riverside County Integrated Plan (RCIP) website
provides comprehensive information about the RCIP planning process, including the
MSHCP studies. The RCIP website also provides an opportunity to e-mail comments
and questions directly to the project team. Notices of the scoping meeting were posted
on the RCIP website.

Public Outreach/Notification to Minority and Low-Income Populations
The largest minority population within western Riverside County is Hispanic, who
comprise approximately 28 percent of the population in this area. Minority ethnic
groups are concentrated in a few specific areas, which result in clusters of high
percentage minority populations. Two examples include the community of Perris, where
almost 60 percent of the population reports being of Hispanic descent, and
neighborhoods in south Lake Elsinore, west of I-15, where about 50 percent of the
residents are Hispanic (source: U.S. Census Bureau). To notify Spanish-speaking people
within the project area, public notices in Spanish were published in La Prensa on
October 19, 2001.

Public Scoping Meetings
Two scoping meetings were held in different locations within the study area in the
month of October and November, 2001. The first meeting was held at the Temecula
Library at 41000 County Center Drive in the City of Temecula on Monday October 29,
2001, from 4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. The second meeting was held at the Perris Branch Cesar Chavez Library at 163 San Jacinto Avenue in the City of Perris, on Wednesday
November 7, 2001, from 4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. Between 35 and 70 people attended the
two meetings. The scoping meetings included exhibits and informational handouts
about the project to help participants learn about the planning and environmental review
process and to consider the alternatives and issues under consideration.
The scoping meetings were conducted in an “open house” format. As participants
entered the meetings, they were provided informational materials on the project and a
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comment card for the submittal of written comments and questions about the MSHCP.
Several information stations were set up with display boards to provide information.
Representatives of the MSHCP and project consultants were available throughout the
meeting to answer individual questions. A seating area was provided to enable
participants to complete their comment cards and to allow an opportunity to obtain
additional clarification from project team members about the alternatives and the study
process. An interpreter for the hearing impaired and another one for non-English
speaking participants were provided.
This informal, “drop by” format of the scoping meetings was intended to provide a
relaxed setting and afford interested citizens with an opportunity to comment on or
question the issues as their schedules allowed. Project team members were positioned
near each information station, to provide information and respond to questions. Meeting
participants could stay for as long as they chose, to learn about the project at their own
pace, and to pose their specific questions and concerns.
The informational handout distributed at the scoping meetings is included in Attachment
6, as well as the attendance list. The materials include information sheets, about RCIP
and the environmental process, and the NOP.
The handouts provided an overview of the RCIP elements, of which MSHCP is one
component, and explained the environmental review process.

Responses to the Notice of Preparation
and Notice of Intent
Comments in response to the NOP received by November 30, 2001 are included in
Attachment 7. Many of the comments received identified areas of concern that the
commentors expected to have the County and USFWS analyze in the Draft EIR/EIS.
All of the major comments will be considered by the County and the USFWS in
developing the alternatives to be analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Except where noted,
these issues will be addressed in the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. The
comment letters have been organized into the following categories:

Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX

State Agencies
Native American Heritage Commission
Department of Fish and Game
Department of Parks and Recreation, Inland Empire District

Regional Agencies
Southern California Association of Governments
County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department
California Regional Water Control Board
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
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County of Orange Planning & Development Services Department
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency

Organizations
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter, Moreno Valley Group
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley
Ingrid Baddour & Associates, Commercial Realtors
Friends of Live Oak Canyon
Center for Biological Diversity
Center for Conservation Biology, University of California, Riverside
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Murdock Development
Friends of the Forest (Trabuco District) and Santa Rosa Plateau.
California Native Plant Society
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing Domenigoni-Barton Properties
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society
Riverside Land Conservancy

Individuals
Bryant, Judy
Bryant, James
Christ, Roberta
Drummond, Paula
Grant, GB
Grant, Terry
Hankins, Anthony
Harker, Bill

Summary of Major Issues/Comments in Response
to the Notice of Preparation and Notice of Intent
Letters received in response to the issuance of the NOP/NOI for the MSHCP provided
valuable insights into the issues and concerns of potentially affected agencies, groups,
and individuals. While many of the letters identified topics that are required to be
included in the Draft EIR/EIS, the information and opinions provided in the letters
identify specific issues to be addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Some of the major issues
raised in the letters are listed below. However, for a more detailed understanding of the
issues and opinions expressed, please see the complete set of the NOP/NOI response
letters provided in Attachment 7.

Federal Agencies
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: Region IX. The U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency has written one letter containing both recommendations and concerns in regards
to the MSHCP. Included in the comment letter are also General Scoping Comments.
The following is a summary of the recommendations and concerns toward the MSHCP
and its environmental analysis:
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•

Riverside County should consult those who developed the Orange County
NCCP/HCPs regarding effective conservation and management measures, pitfalls,
and public outreach techniques.

•

Recommend a comprehensive evaluation of regional conservation needs, threats,
and stresses and the conservation actions responding to the events.

•

Recommend full integration of conservation planning with the CETAP
transportation planning effort.

•

EIS should discuss how the proposed MSHCP is being integrated into the pending
Riverside County General Plan amendments that are also a part of RCIP.

•

The potential impacts on the remaining sensitive species and habitats within the
Western Riverside County, of projected growth included in the pending Riverside
County General Plan should be fully evaluated in the EIS and be incorporated into
mitigation measures (on non-federal and non-reserve land).

•

Focus on in-fill development near existing infrastructure.

•

Concerned with the long-term implications of mitigating the impacts of take through
increased funding and coordination of conservation measures primarily on existing
public lands.

•

Advocate inclusion of specific conservation measures or non-monetary “take”
mitigation measures on the land to be developed.

•

The EIS should clearly and persuasively demonstrate that the Western Riverside
MSHCP would result in improved on-the-ground conditions which would not
otherwise be achieved through existing resource management plans.

•

A shorter permit period: shorter duration would reduce potential irreversible adverse
impacts to highly sensitive habitat and species, especially if growth projections,
development rates, and species conservation assumptions prove to be significantly
incorrect.

State Agencies
State of California, Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC
recommends that the following actions be taken in order to adequately access potential
impacts to archaeological resources in the Draft EIR/EIS:
•

Conduct a records search through the appropriate information center.

•

If a survey is required, prepare a report that details the findings and
recommendations of the records search and field survey.

•

Contact the NAHC for a Sacred Lands File Check and a list of appropriate Native
American contacts for consultation concerning the project site and for assistance in
mitigation measures.

•

Provisions for accidental discovery of archeological resources need to be included.

•

Provisions for discovery of Native American human remains need to be included.

State of California, Department of Fish and Game, Eastern Sierra-Inland Deserts Region.
The CDFG requests that the Draft EIR/EIS address potential impacts to riparian
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resources, areas occupied by threatened and endangered species, endemic plants, and
rare and remaining blocks of native plant species. The CDFG has several concerns,
which have been listed below:
•

The Department is concerned that the existing pattern of development in Western
Riverside County imposes constraints on the assemblage of a multiple species
reserve system. The concern is specifically in regard to the effects of human
impacts in urban and rural areas due to fires, off road vehicles, invasive plants and
animals, noise and edge effects.

•

Development project impacts should be analyzed relative to their effects on off-site
habitats. Specifically, this should include nearby river, streams, or lakes located
downstream of the project, public lands, open space, adjacent natural habitats, and
riparian ecosystems. Impacts to and maintenance of wildlife corridor/movement
areas, including access to undisturbed habitat in adjacent areas, should be fully
evaluated and provided.

•

The Department opposes the elimination of watercourses and/or their channelization
or conversion to subsurface drains. All wetlands and watercourses, whether
intermittent or perennial, should be retained and provided with substantial setbacks
which preserve the riparian and aquatic values and maintain their value to on-site
and off-site wildlife populations.

Department of Parks and Recreation - Inland Empire District. The Department of Parks
and Recreation manages the Lake Perris portion of the San Jacinto, Lake Perris (SJ/LP)
core reserve. The Department has an interest and concern about potential land use
changes and regional conservation planning efforts in this area because of the biotic
boundaries of the core reserve which will extend well beyond its jurisdictional
boundaries. The following is a list of the Department=s comments and concerns.
•

The selection of a preferred alternative for the EIR/EIS must (1) meet the County=s
commitment as outlined in the Planning Agreement, (2) be consistent with the
NCCP Act and its General Process and Conservation guidelines, and (3) meet the
HCP program requirements of FESA.

•

Alternative 1 does not provide for “the survival and recovery of sustainable
populations” of some of the species proposed for the coverage or for their “areawide
protection and perpetuation.”

•

A complete and accurate identification of the numerous proposed, permitted, and
potential future projects within the study area needs to be completed, and assessment
of their potential environmental effects needs to be completed. The preferred
alternative/preserve system needs to account for and be developed in the context of
these projects and their impacts. The Department of Parks and Recreation suggests
that additional alternatives be developed that are more consistent with the Planning
Agreement, the NCCP Act and Guidelines, and Federal HCP requirements.

•

The EIR/EIS should include species surveys for each of the proposed covered
species. These surveys should determine the presence, absence, distribution, habitat
affinity, relative abundance, and vulnerability of each species proposed for
coverage.

•

The Forest Service is in the process of updating its Forest Plan. Until this plan is
complete, it cannot be determined which habitats, species, and areas will be
managed for conservation. The EIR/EIS needs to address this issue.
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•

There are areas within public lands and state parks that are not suitable for inclusion
in the reserve system. These areas need to be determined in consultation with State
Parks and considered in the EIR/EIS.

•

A number of different entities may be seeking coverage under this plan. A complete
list of these projects including proposed permitted activities and the potential
environmental effects of these projects needs to be addressed in the development of
plan alternatives.

•

It is anticipated that state park activities associated with the ongoing operations and
maintenance would be covered by this plan. At the County=s request, state parks
will work with County MSHCP staff to provide the project information needed for
the development of the EIR/EIS alternatives.

•

Processes for the permitting of projects within reserves that are not part of ongoing
operations and maintenance need to be identified in the HCP.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to analyze the effects of private development projects in areas
identified for conservation.

•

The impacts of each potential transportation project on reserve, design, habitats and
species conservation need to be determined and analyzed in the MSHCP EIR/EIS.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to evaluate the potential effects of urban versus agricultural or
other open space edges on reserve boundaries.

•

Reserve boundary adjustments need to undergo a very rigorous process for the
equivalency analysis and there should be no net acreage loss provision added.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to address the potential impacts that may occur in the event that
required levels of funding to complete management and monitoring obligations are
not available. An alternative that included a mechanism for the funding of longterm monitoring and management would increase the certainty of adequate funding.

•

We agree with the Scientific Review Panel (SRP) that the data, analytical tools, and
methods used were not clearly presented. Their recommendations should be
implemented.

•

The vegetation database should be updated regularly, and a map of fire history
should be included and updated as necessary. Surveys should be conducted as a part
of the planning process to gain a more comprehensive picture of species populations
and distribution. The existing soils map is too general to assess plant species
distribution.

•

The amount of vegetation proposed for conservation needs to be analyzed with
respect to individual species and their distribution.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to analyze the impacts to species that would occur in the event
of a loss of existing agricultural lands.

•

The proposed zoning and land use designations need to be evaluated to determine
if they are consistent with and provide conservation value for the MSHCP.

•

Only 26 percent of grasslands are proposed for conservation; hence it is clear that
species could be at risk of local extinction at this level of conservation.

•

The effects of high perimeter to area ratios and inholdings on existing and proposed
reserves needs to be addressed in the EIR/EIS. Each existing and proposed reserve
should be evaluated based on its size and degree of connectivity for its ability to
support species and populations.
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•

Soule’s criteria for selecting target species should be incorporated in the formation
of conservation corridors for the EIR/EIS alternatives. Also, the location, number,
and configuration of conservation corridors in the preferred alternative also be based
on the maintenance of important ecosystem processes. It is essential that the
MSHCP alternative provide linkages that allow for the regional and interregional
exchange of large mammals. Several important linkages that provide for the
exchange of top predators, rare species, and other vulnerable species were not
included in Alternative 1 of the Alternative Development document.

•

There are numerous other areas that might contribute to preserve viability in the
form of corridors, potential core areas or extensions to core areas that were omitted
for no obvious reason.

•

The CETAP transportation corridors could significantly impact habitat linkages.
These effects need to be analyzed and addressed in the development of the MSHCP
Alternatives.

•

The EIR/EIS should analyze the potential impacts resulting from the conversion of
lands adjacent to core areas and linkages from low intensity uses to high intensity
uses. The alternatives should be developed to incorporate the maintenance of low
intensity land uses and buffers to core areas - this is a potentially feasible mitigation
measure.

•

The document needs clarification on how the conclusions of distance-based effects
were reached and which edge effects/perturbations were included in the analysis?
Also, how was this analysis used in the development of alternatives?

Regional Agencies
SCAG responded to the NOP as the area wide clearinghouse for regionally significant
project. Ths activity is based on SCAG’s responsibilities as a regional planning
organization pursuant to state and federal regulations. SCAG has requested that the
EIR/EIS specifically cite appropriate SCAG policies and addresses the manner in which
the MSHCP is consistent with applicable core policies or supportive of applicable
ancillary policies.
C

Address the Growth Management Chapter of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Guide.
1. Current SCAG growth forecasts
2. Timing, financing and location of public facilities, utility systems, and
transportation systems
3. Encourage patterns of urban development and land use that reduces costs on
infrastructure
4. Minimize cost of infrastructure
5. Preserve Open Space
6. Protect wetlands, woodlands, production lands, and land containing endangered
species
7. Protect archaeological resources
8. Discourage development in areas of steep slope, high fire, flood, and seismic
hazards
9. Encourage mitigation that reduces noise impacts on biological and ecological
resources
10. Support sustainable communities
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C

Address the Regional Transportation Plan
1. Transportation investments
2. Transportation Control Measures
3. Maintain existing transportation system

C

Address Air Quality Chapter
1. Consider air quality effects of the proposed plan

C

Address Water Quality Chapter
1. Encourage watershed management
2. Protect sustain ability of wetlands
3. Encourage water reclamation

C

Address Open Space Chapter
1. Maintain open space for the adequate protection of human lives
2. Minimize potential hazards of development in hillsides, canyons, areas that
flood, earthquakes, wildfire, and other known hazards
3. Maintain adequate resource production lands
4. Develop well-managed viable ecosystems of known rare, threatened and
endangered species, including wetlands.

County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department. San Bernardino County is also
pursuing the preparation of a MSHCP for the Valley portion of San Bernardino County
(Chino Hills to Yucaipa). Many of the wildlife corridors, open space, and habitat areas
are located along the contiguous County boundary. Hence, San Bernardino County
looks forward to coordinating the planning, development, and implementation of the
MSHCPs for these conservation/preserve areas and wildlife transportation corridors.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. The California Regional Water Control
Board has written a letter containing recommendations for the creation of preserves.
•

The MSHCP should take into consideration the creation of preserves that effectively
protect the beneficial uses of water that riparian, aquatic, or flood dependent federal
and state listed species require. This will require that:
1. The preserves are of adequate size.
2. There is a linkage between the preserves.
3. The buffer areas are created to protect water quality and prevent erosion
surrounding the preserves.
4. Development around the preserves must be managed to not impact the waters
of the preserves.

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD). There are two comment letters
from this agency. The first letter contains several comments on CETAP and the General
Plan for Riverside County. In addition, the following comments in regards to MSHCP
were the same in both comment letters.
•

MWD’s participation in the establishment, management, and funding of these
reserves has been independent of a regional reserve system. MWD will express
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severe concern with any overall regional reserve plan that assumes to assimilate
these reserves without prior consultation directly with MWD.
•

Several wildlife corridors are planned to provide connectivity between the various
existing and proposed core reserves. Many of these corridors appear to parallel,
cross, and/or connect to MWD properties and facilities. In general, MWD would
be opposed to such corridors because of their potential incompatibility with the
operation and maintenance of these facilities. MWD may be willing to negotiate
limited use on or across our rights-of-way, so that some form of connectivity can
ultimately be achieved.

Attached to this correspondence is a copy of “Guidelines for Development in the Area
of Facilities, Fee Properties, and/or Easements of the Metropolitan Water District of
Souther California.”
County of Orange Planning & Development Services Department. The County of Orange
has no comment at this time, but would like to receive a complete copy of the Draft
EIR/EIS when it becomes available.
County of Riverside Transportation and Land Management Agency. The County of
Riverside requests that the USFWS extend its public comment period on the NOI.

Organizations
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter. The Sierra Club submitted two letters, which
provide comments and outline several areas of concerns.
•

What are the biological criteria for selecting and maintaining each and every one of
the “up to 164 covered species”?

•

What are the scientific methods used to locate, count, and find all occupied and
unoccupied habitats? These data and maps need to be included.

•

How did/will you decide which lands will be purchased?

•

Since the fringed-toed lizard and Stephens’ kangaroo rat (SKR) HCP are hampered
due to lack of money and adequate management, how will you guarantee this will
not be the case for this plan - both near and distant future?

•

How and when will you give the public a timetable with milestones to judge the
adequacy of funding and management of this plan?

•

How will this plan be integrated with the SKR HCP and SKR Recovery Plan?

•

Will the preserves and protected habitat be functional for the long term? What
criteria will be used?

•

Will the resulting building on unprotected habitat put any of these species at risk?

•

What connectivity will be provided for species that do not use riparian habitat?

•

How wide will the connectivity be between protected habitats? Will you have maps
to show this, and what species will use it?

•

If a reserve or necessary habitat becomes nonfunctional for a protected species, will
other lands be acquired?

•

Will all lands have the necessary personnel and materials for management?
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•

Why has the County worked so intensely on integrating plans for freeways with
adjacent counties, but maps end at county lines for habitat and connectivity?

•

What happens if a new listing is needed for species not protected under this plan?

•

If you decide to protect less than 164 species, what happens to the others? What
happens to projects which impact these non-protected species?

•

The reserves and protected habitat must be shown and analyzed as if Riverside
County has realized its ultimate 100-year build out. How will Riverside County
urbanization in the second half of the century affect reserves, corridors, and
protected lands and the 164 species?

•

Do you plan to relocate any threatened species/endangered species - plants/animals in the hope they will survive? To which species would this apply?

•

The service signed off on the SKR HCP with the idea that connectivity between
SKR reserves would be realized through the multi-species HCP. How are you
fulfilling this commitment? Maps need to show these connections, and they must
contain adequate SKR habitat.

•

Where are all the historic vernal pools - including those within the San Jacinto
River’s historic flood plain?

•

What protection is being provided each and every one of these vernal pools? Some
generic protection plan is not acceptable.

•

How will a causeway at the Ramona Expressway/San Jacinto River and again at I215/San Jacinto River benefit the threatened and endangered plant species found
within the historic 100- to 250-year floodplain? One alternative must include
maximum connectivity between reserves and protected habitat. How will you
coordinate this EIR/EIS with those highway corridors.

•

How are you following through on the implementation of connectivity/wildlife
corridors between reserves mentioned in the final SKR documents?

•

How will you integrate the MSHCP with the SKR HCP?

•

How much water is needed for each species?

•

How much water is available for each species and what is the source of that water?
What happens to these sources of water and to the animals/plants that depend on
them during drought years?

•

How will the MSHCP protect water sources for all species as the State implements
the new law requiring 20 years of water for new 500-unit projects?

•

How would a causeway at the Ramona Expressway and I-215 aid the plants and
animals that depend on the unique hydrology/soils of the San Jacinto River?

•

What substantial scientific evidence do you have on each endangered or threatened
species?

•

At the build out of the proposed new land uses, and build out of all city and County
approved projects, what other plants/animals/insects will at some point be expected
to be added to those that are endangered or threatened? What maps or overlays do
you have to support your conclusions? What scientific evidence do you have prior
to your conclusions? How will the MSHCP include these species as they become
listed? What money will be provided at the time of their listing?

•

How will the MSHCP provide the necessary money for management and materials
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to maintain the habitat? Will these be non-wasting accounts which increase by the
COLA? Since local, state, and federal agencies have their monies cut at times, how
will you insure that these agencies always maintain the necessary funding for the
survival of species requiring protection?
Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley. The Friends of the Northern San Jacinto
Valley requested that the following issues be included in the EIR/EIS:
•

Draft EIR/EIS needs to include a copy of the proposed Multi-Species Conservation
Plan Implementation Agreement pursuant to Section 10(a) of the ESA, NCCP, and
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA).

•

Draft EIR/EIS needs to include a copy of the USFWS “Biological Opinion” for the
MSHCP pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA.

•

Request the ESA 10(a) and California NCCP/CESA Implementation Agreement to
include a specific provision allowing for citizen suit should the federal and/or state
Trustee Agencies fail to properly enforce the implementation agreements.

Ingrid Baddour & Associates, Commercial Realtors. This commercial real estate broker
stated that the scoping meetings and document reviewing locations may meet the
minimal legal requirements for public disclosure but under any consideration, this
minimizes the laws requiring open and meaningful meetings to solicit public input.
•

Inadequate Public Scoping Meeting locations: needs to have one in the Coachella
Valley.

•

Needs to have additional locations in the Coachella Valley to review scoping
documents.

Friends of Live Oak Canyon. Live Oak Canyon is bordered by I-10, the Redlands City
line, and San Timoteo Canyon.
•

No development of the inner canyon which will remove more than a small patch of
vegetation. A 5-acre minimum housing density should be maintained to keep “open
space,” scenic values, low activity level, and maintain natural fire and flooding.

•

Many areas of the canyon need further study before any construction approval is
released.

•

Recommended that a formal plan be put into action to hook up this canyon to San
Timoteo Canyon and the Santa Ana riverbed for recreational activities. Such a plan
would make the best use of the area without extensive environmental deterioration.

•

All future development should have a significant setback. Keep development away
from the woodlands to maintain low activity levels around breeding areas and
wildlife cover.

Center for Biological Diversity. This agency centers around protecting endangered
species and wild plants of Western North America and the Pacific. Their
recommendations and concerns are as follows:
•

HCPs must minimize and mitigate the impact of take to the maximum extent
practicable.
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•

HCPs must ensure survival and contribute to recovery of covered species.

•

HCPs must minimize any harmful effects of permitted take.

•

HCPs must contain measurable biological goals and objectives.

•

The rarest and/or narrowest range covered species require a higher standard of
conservation than more common wider ranging covered species.

•

HCPs must include species and reserve area specific protective management and
monitoring plans.

•

Take of covered species must be commensurate with implementation of promised
conservation.

•

Existing reserve lands must not count towards HCP conservation goals absent
improved conservation management.

•

HCP reserve lands must include a hard-line component.

•

HCP reserve lands must be free from all harmful land use.

•

HCP and related documents must be subject to independent scientific review.

•

Biological opinions on HCP should be released for public review and comment.

•

HCP funding must be assured.

•

HCP must specify any harmful effects of permitted take.

•

HCP compliance must be monitored and the take permit revoked in the event of
non-compliance.

•

The permitted activity must be incidental to an otherwise lawful activity.

Center for Conservation Biology, University of California, Riverside. The scientific review
panel has reviewed the Alternatives Development Document for Western Riverside
MSHCP. The panel has written an eight-page letter offering several critical evaluations
for the County of Riverside to consider.
Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing - Murdock Development. Murdock
Development owns property in the County which may be subject to the MSHCP.
Murdock Development believes that the NOP for the MSHCP EIR/EIS is inadequate for
the following reasons:
•

The project description is incomplete and inaccurate.

•

The project location is vague and inaccurate.

•

The NOP omits several probable significant impact areas associated with the
implementation of the MSHCP.

•

The scope of the proposed project alternatives cannot be determined.

The County must at a minimum analyze the following potentially significant adverse
impact areas resulting from implementation of the MSHCP:
•

Potentially significant air quality and noise impacts must be analyzed.

•

Potentially significant aesthetics impacts must be analyzed.

•

Potentially significant geology and soils impacts must be analyzed.
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•

Potentially significant hydrology and water quality impacts must be analyzed.

•

Potentially significant utilities impacts must be analyzed.

MSHCP Process, in its present form, violates CEQA.
•

The MSHCP process constitutes illegal “piece-mealing.”

•

The MSHCP process constitutes illegal “rubber-stamping.”

•

The MSHCP process is inconsistent with the objectives of CEQA.

The MSHCP process as conceived is excessive, adds additional regulations, violates
constitutional rights, and should be slowed down.
•

The MSHCP goal of preserving approximately 153,000 acres of privately-owned
land is excessive, and the MSHCP will regulate property outside the core area.
1. The MSHCP covers numerous species presently not protected.
2. MSHCP coverage of non-jurisdictional waters.
3. Narrow endemic plant species.

•

The MSHCP attempts to create additional regulation unauthorized by federal or state
law.
1. The MSHCP exceeds the Federal Endangered Species Act requirements.
2. The MSHCP exceeds the California Endangered Species Act requirements.
3. If the MSHCP is not a voluntary program, it exceeds the requirements of the
NCCP program.
4. The MSHCP exceeds the requirements of the Clean Water Act and Fish and
Game Code.

•

More study and public review is required due to the MSHCP=s complexity and
costs.

•

Various MSHCP provisions may be an unconstitutional taking of private property.
1. Mandatory conservation of core area property.
2. Even informal designation of the core area may lead to unconstitutional precondemnation blight.
3. Funding of acquisition of core land through development fees must be
constitutionally proper.

•

The MSHCP processing framework is flawed.
1. Application of criteria.
2. The acquisition process must be revised.
3. Can MSHCP processing satisfy the mandatory time frames established under
state law?
4. The effectiveness of “Adaptive Management” is questionable.
5. The MSHCP provides inadequate assurances to landowners.

•

The MSHCP must provide protection to existing uses.
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•

The MSHCP restrictions in the Lake Elsinore area should be revised.

Friends of the Forest (Trabuco District) and Santa Rosa Plateau (FOF [TD] SRP). This nonprofit corporation is dedicated to the protection, preservation, and monitoring the
environmental integrity of the Trabuco District of the Cleveland National Forest and the
Santa Rosa Plateau. The FOF (TD) SRP has the following comments:
•

Implications of two or more projects proposed for the same site with the same
schedule: Cleveland National Forest Management Plan vs the MSHCP.

•

The EIR/EIS should address the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission plan to
build hydroelectric project within the Trabuco District.

•

FOF suggests that a wider habitat area must be considered and evaluated much like
a watershed or airshed.

•

FOF suggests that the Nature Conservancy make their management plan subservient
to the MSHCP.

•

FOF would like to see a cooperative management agreement between the
management agencies for the MSHCP in the link.

•

FOF suggests an over rigid implementation plan or mechanism to “lock out” some
other mechanism not originally contemplated, to the overall detriments of the long
range goals.

•

FOF requests that the documentation which accompanies the EIR/EIS will be
sufficiently detailed to permit those who have not participated in the day-to-day
planning to get up to speed and make their own assessment

•

FOF recommends that the approval process includes a provision for both monitoring
and reporting.

California Native Plant Society (CNPS). This private organization has several issues
regarding botanical resources that should be addressed in the MSHCP EIR/EIS.
•

CNPS is concerned that highly significant sensitive localities have been overlooked.

•

CNPS suggests that the plan is attempting to preserve the wrong habitat for sensitive
target species.

•

CNPS believes that there are errors in the data characterization/distribution section
of the species accounts, therefore, affecting the development of an accurate plant
species reserve area plan.

•

CNPS suggests that many more plant species should have been considered in the
planning process.

•

CNPS is concerned that some of the alternatives proposed would result in an
inadequate reserve system.

•

CNPS requests that an improvement be made regarding the downloading of
documents to streamline data and document retrieval via the internet.

•

CNPS states that this document must identify the mechanisms for funding,
acquiring, maintaining the proposed reserves.

•

CNPS request that this document notes procedures for preventing the loss of
biological resources within the reserve boundaries before acquisition.

Scoping Summary Report

15

•

CNPS requests that the proposed reserve boundary be formally mapped.

•

The EIR/EIS should indicate the known critical populations for plant species, and
how reserves will protect the most important populations.

•

Proposed or potentially designated critical habitats by the USFWS should be
described in the document, and the exhibit should be developed overlaying the
critical habitat with the proposed reserve localities.

•

The EIR/EIS needs to list where conservation goals and other County plans conflict,
especially for corridors connecting the reserves.

•

It is requested that a detailed table be developed noting the benefit to each species
by alternative proposed in the document.

•

A thorough review of the potential impacts of the lack of monitoring and
management could have on these species should be conducted.

•

What are the potential impacts of urbanization along the margins of the reserves?

•

How would alteration in hydrology affect a number of the major drainages
addressed in this plan?

•

How could corridors be more effectively implemented in the course of continuing
urbanization?

Jackson, DeMarco & Peckenpaugh - representing - Domenigoni-Barton Properties.
Domenigoni-Barton Properties owns land in the County which may be subject to the
MSHCP. There were two letters sent in regards to the MSHCP. The first letter is
requesting that the public comment period be extended. The second letter states that
Domenigoni-Barton believes that before releasing the MSHCP EIR/EIS, the work
products should be revised to:
•

Relieve regulatory burdens to private property owners - not add new regulations
beyond those that exist under State and federal laws as currently proposed;

•

Streamline project approvals - not lengthen the regulatory processes beyond the
existing time frames;

•

Establish a voluntary, incentive based program that rewards and compensates
landowners who dedicate land to the MSHCP Reserve- not a regulatory program
that restricts the use of privately-owned property and exacts it for the reserve;

•

Provide certainty of timely compensation to landowners whose land is needed for
the Reserve- not impose a cloud on hundreds of thousands of acres of private
property throughout the County;

•

Rectify technical deficiencies of the MSHCP which have been criticized by the
MSHCP Science Review Panel, among others.

•

The NOP should be revised to disclose additional potential environmental impacts,
including the cumulative effects of all three elements of the RCIP, impacts to
agriculture, and related economic impacts.
I.

Notice of Preparation Deficiencies
a. Incomplete project description - the NOP refers to incomplete documents
that are supposed to describe the project.
b. The NOP omits several probable significant impacts associated with the
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implementation of the MSHCP, including cumulative impacts of the entire
RCIP and potentially significant agricultural impacts.
II. The MSHCP should be revised prior to the releasing the draft EIR/EIS. The
revisions should include:
a. Instead of relieving regulatory burdens, the MSHCP imposes greater
restrictions and requirements than currently exist.
1. The exactions currently proposed by the MSHCP exceed constitutional
restrictions.
2. The MSHCP exceeds the requirements of CEQA.
3. The MSHCP imposes buffers on private property outside of the reserve.
4. The MSHCP would require surveys and conservation of narrow
endemic plant species beyond the requirements of existing law.
5. The MSHCP exceeds the requirements of the Federal Endangered
Species Act.
6. The MSHCP exceeds the California Endangered Species Act
requirements.
7. Since the MSHCP, as proposed, is not a voluntary program, it exceeds
the requirements of the NCCP program.
8. The MSHCP exceeds the requirements of the Clean Water Act and the
Fish & Game Code by requiring conservation of the non-jurisdictional
waters.
9. The MSHCP acquisition process must be revised.
10. The MSHCP acquisition process fails to satisfy the mandatory time
frames established under State Law.
11. The MSHCP provides inadequate assurances to landowners.
b. There is inadequate scientific basis justifying the reserve location and size.
•

Attached to this correspondence are the Domenigoni’s comment letters (see
Attachment 7) in regard to MSHCP work products 1 and 3. The letters are dated
May 16, May 24, June 28, and July 27, 2001.

San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society. The San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society
has expressed several concerns and has requested that the EIR/EIS comply and include
the following requirements.
•

The final document must comply with both the federal ESA and NEPA.

•

The final document should include and discuss in detail the Section 7 Biological No
Jeopardy Opinion by the USFWS.

•

The final document must make clear that all parties who are California public
agencies must fully comply with CEQA before any part of the document may be
implemented, including but not limited to the federal endangered species take
permit.

•

Both the State and federal take permits must be based on the latest scientific
information regarding each species, not mere speculation or future studies.

•

A moratorium on all lands considered for purchase under the plan must be in place,
so that the plan can actually be implemented.
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Riverside Land Conservancy. The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board has
identified a vital need to restore the Lower Warm Springs Creek. Attached are two
study area maps. The Conservancy’s intent is to ensure the following concerns are
addressed:
•

How do the constrictions in “study area 1" and “study area 2" both separately and
in concert, affect the functionality of the Warm Springs Creek wildlife corridor as
a whole?

•

What species would likely use the wildlife corridor if both “study areas” were
returned to a more natural state by widening the channel and restoring riparian and
wetland habitat?

•

What species would likely use the wildlife corridor if only “study area 1" was
returned to a more natural state by widening the channel and restoring riparian and
wetland habitat?

•

What are the minimum physical requirements of the above species as far as habitat,
if sections of the creek were to be restored to minimum functionality for the subject
species?

Individuals
Bryant, Judy. She would like the largest amount of land possible set aside. The growth
that this plan provides for cannot be accommodated in this area. Growth should be
minimized including no new roads, and that federal dollars should be used for a
commuter rail system. Riverside County needs a much stronger right to farm law. It
needs to allow farmers to continue operating over the objections of new housing
development neighbors. She suggests that farmers could leave their land to the forest
service, who will find people to farm the land so that it will always remain farm land.
Bryant, James. Included in the proposed alternatives should be a “No further
development” alternative. This is the only alternative that can logically be assumed to
provide the greatest assurance of protection for all listed species. There is no scientific
foundation that any of the listed species could survive on less habitat than what presently
exists, nor whether reclamation efforts are successful. The County’s biological
infrastructure should be as large an obligation as transportation or socioeconomic
infrastructures. Owners of undeveloped lands should be required to demonstrate that
any activities are in compliance with ESA. It must be recognized that very little is
known about successful management of species and their habitat. We can expect to be
much more successful if we seek primarily to limit the development of land. A more
detailed analysis should be performed of the public services and socioeconomic effects
of the MSHCP. Public services should be heavily impacted, as habitat management/
preservation should become a major obligation of County resources. It is time for the
County and local residents to do their part and commit their assets to the preservation
of the region’s natural legacy, to designate critical lands, and acquire them. These
resources should not be allowed to dribble away through a piece meal “criteria based
approach.” Any analysis of the economic effects of implementation has been focused on
the costs associated with the reserve system and should also be equally focused on the
benefits of the reserve system. Economic benefits would be realized in the following
areas: safety, health, conservation, tourism, and recreation.
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Christ, Roberta. Tenaja Community Services District governs 6,400 acres of prime
habitat located between the Santa Rosa Plateau Preserve and The Cleveland National
Forest. The Nature Conservancy has bought 20 percent of this district, which is zoned
5-acre minimum residential and contains about 60 homes. Property taxes are very high,
but no services are provided. Please put our community on your priority list for working
with the community and consider incentives like property tax relief to stimulate a
positive wildlife friendly response.
Drummond, Paula. Please include the American Indian archeological site located at
Mocking Bird Canyon Road and Harley John (also known as lot 63 tract 9842) which
is owned by Riverside County. It not only has an “Indian kitchen,” dwelling place, and
petroglyph site, but is home to the gnatcatcher, butterflies, frogs, and lizards.
Grant, G.B. Public transportation will only become popular when the average individual
cannot afford their own transportation. So don=t look for support while that condition
does not exist. USFWS must create a program whereby propagation of endangered
species is qualified and verified. Land for conservation is not the answer, population
control is.
Grant, Terry. I have lived in the Anza area of Riverside County for over 20 years. We
do not need to save any more rats, bugs or endangered species, just people. In the past
years you have not given this area any services, we do just fine without you. Please stay
out of this area and do not take our land.
Hankins, Anthony. Wildlife should not be limited to reserves away from the general
populace. Wildlife should be encouraged to stay in the cities as well. Some people,
including farmers plow their fields completely leaving no home for wildlife. They
should be encouraged by law to only plow what is necessary for firebreaks. Leave us
the owl, falcon, rabbits, squirrels, snakes, and tarantulas, etc. I believe it makes mankind
richer to be in touch with everyday nature.
Harker, Bill. People come first. The purpose of MSHCP is to facilitate the involvement
of people. That should be the first priority. Therefore, the routing should be designed
to move people in the most quickest manner, taking topography and cost effectiveness
into consideration. Special attention should be paid to property rights. Species,
wetlands, habitats, etc. should receive secondary priority.

Conclusions
Responses to the NOIs and NOPs identified a number of issues that will be addressed
in the Draft EIR/EIS for the MSHCP. Some of the key issues included the following:
•

Biological selection criteria

•

Need/demand for the project

•

Timetable to judge the adequacy of plan funding and management

•

Land acquisition, project boundaries, and surrounding land influence

•

Consistency and integration of the plan with others

•

Consulting those who developed the Orange County NCCP/HCPs

•

Long-term function, management of preserves and protected land
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•

Threatened and endangered species relocations

•

Connecting wildlife habitats and corridors

•

Potential impacts to wetlands and aquatic resources

•

Potential conflicts with the existing biological water supply

•

Protection of vernal pools

•

Future listings of species requiring protection

•

Regulation of take permits

•

Adequate scientific knowledge of species requiring protection

•

Project costs, efforts and adequacy

•

Potential impacts to existing land uses and communities, including residential
neighborhoods, schools, development and businesses

•

Consistency with adopted plans

•

Property values, quality of life

•

Relationship between the proposed project and transportation corridors being
planned for Western Riverside County

•

Broader public outreach and input efforts.

The responses received during the scoping process will be considered in the preparation
of the Draft EIR/EIS and addressed to the greatest extent possible based upon the plans
developed to date. All respondents and meeting participants will be included in the
MSHCP public mailing lists to ensure their involvement throughout the project
development.

Alternatives Suggested During Scoping
The following discussion is a summary of alternatives suggested during the public
scoping process. In some cases, the alternatives suggested include alternatives that were
considered earlier in the MSHCP planning process, but were eliminated from
consideration. In other cases, the suggested alternatives include new alignments.
•

No further development.

•

Most biologically robust.
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Attachment 1 Notice of Preparation:
Western Riverside County
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan

Scoping Summary Report
March 25, 2002

NOTICE OF PREPARATION TO PREPARE AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENT IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

LEAD AGENCY:

County of Riverside, California

ACTION:

Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an environmental impact report/environmental impact statement
(EIR/EIS) for the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) located in Western Riverside
County, California.

SUMMARY:

The action to be evaluated by the EIR/EIS is the creation of an MSHCP, which is a comprehensive,
multi-jurisdictional habitat conservation plan that addresses biological and ecological diversity
conservation needs in Western Riverside County. The MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a
focus on conserving habitats and species.

ALTERNATIVES:

This EIR/EIS will evaluate alternate conservation scenarios that address the needs of different species
within a MSHCP reserve. As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the No-Action Project Alternative will also be evaluated.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT: The public will be invited to participate in the scoping process, review the draft EIR/EIS, and attend
public meetings. The location and time of the scoping meetings to be
will be announced in the local news media.
Release of the draft EIR/EIS for public comment and the public meetings will also be announced in the
local news media, as these dates are established.
POINTS OF CONTACT:

County of Riverside, California
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
P.O. Box 1605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1605
Phone:
Fax: (909) 955-6879
Background information pertaining to the MSHCP may be found in the Conservation Information
section of the following web page http:/www.rcip.org/library.htm. Documents on the web site that are
pertinent to Western Riverside County MSHCP are as follows:
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

MSHCP Reserves and Implementation
MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of the Reserve
MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study Area
MSHCP Alternatives Document
Alternative Development Processing Memo
MSHCP Alternatives Definition Process
Approach to evaluation of reserve alternatives for SRP review

We need to know the views of you or your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to
you or your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Please submit your comments to Ms.
Kristi Lovelady at the above address no later than November 30, 2001.

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
OCTOBER 2001

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN EIR/EIS

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY
MULTI-SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
JOINT EIR/EIS

1.

INTRODUCTION

The County of Riverside (County), in cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and participating local governments, will prepare a joint
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the proposed Western Riverside
County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The County is serving as the lead agency for the
EIR and the USFWS will act as the lead agency under NEPA for purposes of the EIS.
The County and other participating jurisdictions intend to request Endangered Species Act permits for up to 164
species including federally threatened or endangered species and unlisted species that may become listed during
the term of the permit. The permit is needed to authorize take of listed species (including harm, injury and
harassment) that may result from urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (around
1,966.7 square mile) study area in western Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP would identify activities
resulting in the incidental take of federally listed species and covered species that may become listed during the
term of the permit. Moreover, the proposed MSHCP will identify those actions necessary to conserve species
within a reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres, including 26 federally listed species and other species
and major habitat types identified for inclusion and management during the preparation of the MSHCP.
The County intends to prepare the joint EIR/EIS in accordance with Section 15168 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
This notice briefly describes the currently proposed action, project alternatives, the scoping process that will be
employed during preparation of the joint document, and identifies the lead agency contact person where
questions and comments concerning the proposed actions and the joint EIS/EIR may be directed.

2.

PROJECT LOCATION

As shown in Figure 1, the MSHCP study area covers the area referred to as western Riverside County, which is
located in Southern California southeast of Los Angeles County and east of Orange County. Western Riverside
County contains most non-desert areas and urbanized areas of Riverside County even thought it makes up less
that a third of the County. Elevations within western Riverside County range from about 755 feet in the
northwestern corner to about 10,800 feet at San Jacinto Peak. Topography, soil, and climate variations that
cross this range of elevations create habitats for a wide variety of animals and plants, including many that are
rare or endemic to Southern California. In addition to unincorporated County territory, 14 cities are located
within the study area, including:
C
C
C

Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Canyon Lake

C
C
C

Murrieta
Riverside
Perris

C
C
C

Temecula
Corona
Hemet

C
C
C

San Jacinto
Banning
Calimesa

C
C

Norco
Beaumont

In addition to the incorporated (or city) jurisdictions, the Riverside County unincorporated area within the
MSHCP planning area includes 14 area plans. Boundaries of the cities and area plans are depicted in Figure 2.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Background
In the year 2020, the Southern California Association of Governments estimates that Riverside County will be
home to approximately 2.8 million people, who will occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units. This
represents a doubling of the County’s present population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that the County will continue to grow to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5
million people by 2040. These residents will be located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as within
numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom and the challenge of balancing the associated housing, transportation,
and economic needs of existing and future populations with limited natural resources and the sensitivity of the
natural environment required Riverside County to develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the
Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP), consists of three integrated regional planning efforts to determine
future land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The goals of the effort are three-fold:
•

Update the County’s General Plan to describe anticipated future growth over the long term. The General
Plan is meant to express the community’s goals with respect to both the man-made and natural
environments, and set forth the policies and implementation measures needed to achieve those goals for the
welfare of those who live, work, and do business in the County. The County’s General Plan is being
prepared and will be integrated with the MSHCP.

•

Create a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for the western portion of the County, and
integrate an ongoing Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan effort into the fabric of
comprehensive planning for the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP, which is the subject of
this notice will address the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and plant and animal
species endangerment. It attempts to ensure habitat conservation, species protection and management,
program costs, and development certainty to the County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies;
development, agriculture, and environmental communities; and the public at large.

•

Identify transportation corridors to meet the County’s future transportation needs through the Community
Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program (CETAP). The CETAP transportation program
is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only highway options, but also looks at transit and other
forms of travel demand management and goods movement. The MSHCP is expected to address the growth
facilitating effects of the CETAP corridors and to facilitate requisite environmental clearances for such
corridors.

The County is preparing an EIR to address the environmental impacts of the implementation of the County’s
proposed General Plan. Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the Federal Highway
Administration (lead agency for NEPA) are also preparing two EIR/EISs to address the environmental impacts
of the proposed CETAP corridors.
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and Federal regulation prohibit the “taking” of a
species listed as endangered or threatened. The term “take” means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound,
kill, capture, or collect listed wildlife, or attempt to engage in such conduct. Harm includes habitat modification
that kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding,
or sheltering. Under limited circumstances, the USFWS may issue permits for take of listed species that is
incidental to, and not the purpose of, otherwise lawful activities. Regulations governing permits for threatened
and endangered species are found in 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR 17.22.
If the USFWS approves the MSHCP, they may authorize incidental take of federally listed species through
issuance of Endangered Species Act incidental take permits. The MSHCP, coupled with an Implementation
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Agreement, could also form the basis for issuing incidental take permits for other identified non-listed species
should these identified species be listed during the term of the permit. The County currently intends to obtain
the USFWS’s approval of the MSHCP through a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit.
Proposed Project
The County’s proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan that seeks to conserve up to 164 species within a
reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal endangered species laws. The
MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a focus on conserving species and the habitats upon which they
depend, through conservation and management. The MSHCP will describe strategies to conserve federally
listed and unlisted species and their habitats identified for inclusion and management, while allowing incidental
take of endangered and threatened species associated with development. Development may include residential,
commercial, industrial, and recreational development; public infrastructure such as roads and utilities; and
maintenance of public facilities. This plan would allow the County and other participating jurisdictions to
retain local control over land use decisions, provide for critical public infrastructure projects, and sustain
economic growth.

4.

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

To achieve the identified conservation goals, the proposed program EIR will consider a reasonable range of
conservation alternatives consistent with the CEQA and NEPA. Although specific alternatives have not been
prepared for public discussion, the range of alternatives preliminarily identified for consideration include:
•

The No Action/No Project alternative where conservation would rely on existing or future amended
General Plans, growth management programs, habitat management efforts, and continuing project-byproject review and permitting pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and Sections 7 and 10 of
the Endangered Species Act;

•

Enhanced management of the existing preserves within western Riverside County;

•

A potential conservation scenario for currently listed and proposed species (i.e., approximately 29 species);

•

A potential conservation scenario for currently listed, proposed, and strong candidate species (i.e.,
approximately 36 species); and

•

broad-based ecosystem conservation alternatives.

5.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The County of Riverside has determined that implementation of the western Riverside County MSHCP may
have a significant adverse effect on the environment and that an EIR/EIS will be prepared. Issues to be
addressed in the ElR/EIS include:
Biology. Incidental take of federally listed species would result from activities covered under the MSHCP. The
impacts of take will be discussed in the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the MSHCP may facilitate
development in areas not required for the reserve system, which may result in impacts to species in these areas.
These potential impacts related to biological resources will be further addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Land Use and Planning. Included within the MSHCP planning area are 14 cities, State, Federal, and other
public jurisdiction lands. Preservation of lands within the proposed MSHCP reserve system may conflict with
existing and/or planned policies with respect to land use. The EIR/EIS will address potential MSHCP
consistency with local, State and federal land use policies.
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Mineral Resources. There may be lands now designated that would not be available for mineral resource
extraction as a result of the adoption of the MSHCP. This will be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Population, Housing, and Economics. The adoption of the MSHCP is not intended to alter the overall amount
or rate of growth in the Western Riverside County area, but it could cause a change in the distribution, density,
or pattern of growth. With implementation of the MSHCP, growth and development patterns could be shifted
from the rural residential and suburban areas to urban centers and community nodes where there is increased
access to infrastructure and transportation facilities.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks). The risk of fire could increase at the habitat edges adjacent to
existing development. Fire protection impacts will be discussed in the EIR/EIS. While the MSHCP will include
a public access component to define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads, and passive
recreation, some recreational facilities currently being planned by jurisdictions for areas where core reserves
and linkage areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or relocated. The potential for loss or the need to
relocate a public service or recreational facility is considered to be a potentially significant impact of the
MSHCP and will be examined in the EIR/EIS.
Transportation/Traffic. The proposed MSHCP reserve may disrupt, disallow the establishment of, or require
unique design elements of some planned facilities and programs that support various modes of transportation.
The EIR/EIS will analyze the impacts of the MSHCP on planned transportation facilities.
Indirect Impacts (Growth Inducement). Authorization of take with the implementation of the MSHCP could
remove an impediment to development. This potential impact will be analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
Other Issues will be Determined by the Scoping Process.

6.

SCOPING MEETING DATES

Two public scoping meetings will be held on the following dates and at the specified locations to discuss the
proposed western Riverside County MSHCP Joint EIR/EIS.
Monday, October 29, 2001
(4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.)
Temecula Library
41000 County Center Drive
Temecula, California

Wednesday, November 7, 2001
(4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.)
Perris Branch-Cesar Chavez Library
163 E. San Jacinto Avenue
Perris, California

Written comments related to the scope and content of the EIS/EIR will be accepted by the County at the address
below until 30 days after publication of this notice.

7.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT

Scoping materials may be found in the Conservation Information section of the following web page http:
/www.rcip.org/library.htm. Documents on the web site that are pertinent to Western Riverside County MSHCP
are as follows:
C
C
C

MSHCP Reserves and Implementation
MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of the Reserve
MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study Area
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MSHCP Alternatives Document
Alternative Development Processing Memo
MSHCP Alternatives Definition Process
Approach to evaluation of reserve alternatives for SRP review

Information, comments and/or questions related to the preparation of the EIR and the CEQA process should be
submitted to Ms. Kristi Lovelady; P.O. Box 1605; 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor; Riverside, CA 92502;
facsimile (909) 955-6879. Scoping materials also will be available for public inspection during normal business
hours (8:00 am to 5:00 p.m. Monday-Friday) at the above address. Interested persons are encouraged to attend
one of the public meetings to identify and discuss issues and alternatives that should be addressed in the
EIS/EIR. Additional public meetings will be conducted at later dates to provide public opportunities to
comment on the draft environmental document that will be developed following this scoping process.
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MAILING LIST FOR THE MSHCP NOP

September 2001

Michael Kenny
Executive Officer
Air Resources Board
2020 L Street
Sacramento CA 95814

Julia Dougan
Area Manager
Bureau of Land Management
PO Box 2000
North Palm Springs CA 92258-2000

Gerard Thibeault
Director
CA Regional Water Quality Control Bd
3737 Main Street, Ste 500
Riverside CA 92501-3339

Darryl Young
Director
California Department of Conservation
801 K Street, MS-24-01
Sacramento CA 95814

Curt Taucher
California Dept. of Fish & Game
330 Golden Shore, Suite 50
Long Beach CA 90802

Glen Black
California Dept. of Fish & Game
4775 Bird Farm Road
Chino Hills CA 91709

Ron Rempel
Deputy Director
California Department of Fish &Game
1416 Ninth Street, 13th Floor
Sacramento CA 95814

D. O. Helmick
Office of Public Affairs
California Highway Patrol
P.O. Box 942898
Sacramento CA 94298-0001

Steve Horvitz
California State Parks, Salton Sea
Sector
100-225 State Park Road
North Shore CA 92254

Ann E. Mayer
District Director, MS 1201
Caltrans, District 8
464 West 4th Street, 6th Floor
San Bernardino CA 92401-1400

Bill Mosby
Caltrans, District 8
464 West 4th Street, 6th Floor
San Bernardino CA 92401-1400

Tom White
Cleveland National Forest
10845 Rancho Bernardo Rd., Suite
San Diego CA 92127-2107

Patricia Larson
Cochella Valley Associated
Governments
73710 Fred Waring Drive
Palm Desert CA 92260

Jim Sullivan
Dept. of Earth Sciences
University of California
Riverside CA 92521

Jeffrey Lindley
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
980 9th Street, Suite 400
Sacramento CA 95814-2724

Maryanne Rondinella
Federal Highway Administration
980 9th Street, Suite 400
Sacramento CA 95814-2724

Alain Grenier
Ortega Trail Recreation And Park
District
252 N. Main St.
Lake Elsinore CA 92330

John Roberts
Executive Officer
RWCQB-San Diego Region
9771 Clairemont Mesa Blvd., Ste A
San Diego CA 92124

Ty Schuiling
San Bernardino Association of
Governments
472 N. Arrowhead Avenue
San Bernardino CA

Wiliam Randolph
County Administrative Officer
San Bernardino County
385 N Arrowhead, 5th Floor
San Bernardino CA 92415

Kenneth Sulzer
Executive Officer
San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego CA 92101

Art Coe
Regional Water Quality Control BD #9
San Diego Basin Region
9771 Clairmont Mesa Blvd., Ste. B
San Diego CA 92124-1331

Joseph Grindstaff
General Manager
Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority
11615 Sterling Ave.
Riverside CA 92503

Mark Pisano
Executive Director
SCAG
818 W. 7th St - 12th Floor
Los Angeles CA 90017-3435

Eric H. Roth
Intergovernmental Review
SCAG
818 W 7th St -12th Floor
Los Angeles CA 90017-3435

Barry Wallerstein
South Coast Air Quality Mangement
District
21865 Copley Dr
Diamond Bar CA 91765-4182

Fred Francia
Region Manager
Southern California Edison
1351 East Francis Street
Ontario CA 91761

Terry Roberts
Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street, Room 222
Sacramento CA 95814

Gary Hund
State of CA Dept. of Parks &Recreation
17801 Lake Perris Drive
Perris CA 92571

Jeff Morales
Director
State of California Dept of Transp.
P.O. Box 942874
Sacramento CA 94274-0001
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Fire & Rescue Div
State Office of Emergency Serv
P O Box 55157
Riverside CA 92517

September 2001
Andrea Gullo
State Parks, Los Lagos District
17801 Lake Perris Dr.
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From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]
[DOCID:fr07se01-79]
----------------------------------------------------------------------DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service

Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the
Western Riverside County, CA, Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.
SUMMARY: Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, the Fish
and Wildlife Service (Service) advises the public that we intend to
gather information necessary to prepare, in coordination with the
County of Riverside, California (County), a joint Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) on the Western
Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The
County and other jurisdictions intend to request Endangered Species Act
permits for up to 164 covered species including federally threatened or
endangered species and unlisted species that may become listed during
the term of the permit. The permit is needed to authorize take of
listed species (including harm, injury and harassment) during urban and
rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (1,967 squaremile) study area in western Riverside County.
The Service is furnishing this notice to: (1) Advise other Federal
and State agencies, affected Tribes, and the public of our intentions;
(2) announce the initiation of a 30-day public scoping period; and (3)
obtain suggestions and information on the scope of issues to be
included in the EIR/EIS.
DATES: We will accept written comments until October 9, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Send comments to Mr. James Bartel, Field Supervisor, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Carlsbad Field Office, 3720 Loker Avenue
West, Carlsbad, CA 92008; facsimile (760) 431-9618. Information,
comments and/or questions related to the preparation of the EIR and the
California Environmental Quality Act process should be submitted to Ms.
Kristi Lovelady; P.O. Box 1605; 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor;
Riverside, CA 92502; facsimile (909) 955-6879.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Background information pertaining to
the MSHCP may be found in the Conservation Information section of the
following web page http:/www.rcip.org/library.htm. For additional
information please contact Mr. Jeff Newman, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, telephone (760) 431-9440 [see ADDRESSES for Carlsbad Field
Office]; or Ms. Kristi Lovelady, County of Riverside, telephone (909)
955-6742 [see ADDRESSES].
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and
Federal regulation prohibit the ``taking'' of a species listed as
endangered or threatened. The term ``take'' means to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, capture, or collect listed wildlife,
or attempt to engage in such conduct. Harm includes habitat
modification that kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing
essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or
sheltering. Under limited circumstances, the Service may issue permits
for take of listed species that is incidental to, and not the purpose
of, otherwise lawful activities. Regulations governing permits for
threatened and endangered species are found in 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR
17.22.
We anticipate that the County and other jurisdictions will request
Endangered Species Act permits for up to 164 covered species, including
26 federally threatened or endangered species, and 138 unlisted species
that may become listed during the term of the permit. The permits are
needed to authorize take of listed species (including harm, injury and
harassment) during urban and rural development in rapidly growing
western Riverside County.
In the year 2020, the Southern California Association of
Governments estimates that Riverside County will be home to
approximately 2.8 million people, who will occupy approximately 918,000
dwelling units. This represents a doubling of the County's present
population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that the County will continue to grow
to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5 million people by 2040. These
residents will be located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as
within numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom and the challenge of
balancing the associated housing, transportation, and economic needs of
existing and future populations with limited natural resources and the
sensitivity of the natural environment required Riverside County to
develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the Riverside
County Integrated Project, consists of three integrated regional
planning efforts to determine future
[[Page 46810]]
land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The
goals of the effort are three-fold:
1. Update the County's General Plan to describe anticipated future
growth over the long term. The General Plan is meant to express the
community's goals with respect to both the man-made and natural
environments, and set forth the policies and implementation measures
needed to achieve those goals for the welfare of those who live, work,
and do business in the County. The County's General Plan is being
prepared and integrated with the MSHCP. The County is preparing an EIR
to address the environmental impacts of the implementation of the
County's proposed General Plan.
2. Identify transportation corridors to meet the County's future
transportation needs through the Community Environmental and
Transportation Acceptability Program (CETAP). The CETAP transportation
program is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only
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highway options, but also looks at transit and other forms of travel
demand management and goods movement. The MSHCP is expected to address
the growth facilitating effects of the CETAP corridors and to
facilitate requisite environmental clearances for such corridors.
Riverside County and the Federal Highway Administration (lead agency
for the National Environmental Policy Act) are also preparing two EIR/
EISs to address the environmental impacts of the proposed CETAP
corridors.
3. Create a MSHCP for the western portion of the County, and
integrate ongoing preparation of the Coachella Valley Multi-Species
Habitat Conservation Plan into the fabric of comprehensive planning for
the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP, which is the subject of
this notice, will identify activities resulting in the incidental take
of covered species and those actions necessary to conserve these
species within a regional reserve system.
Proposed Action and Alternatives To Be Evaluated
In anticipation of receiving permit applications from the County
and other jurisdictions, the Service will prepare a joint EIR/EIS with
the County, lead agency for the MSHCP. The Service's proposed action is
to consider approval of the MSHCP and issuance of incidental take
permits to the County and other jurisdictions.
The County's proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan that seeks
to conserve up to 164 species within a reserve system of approximately
510,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal endangered species laws.
The MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a focus on conserving
species and the habitats upon which they depend, through conservation
and management. The MSHCP will describe strategies to conserve
federally listed and unlisted species and their habitats identified for
inclusion and management, while allowing incidental take of endangered
and threatened species associated with development. Development may
include residential, commercial, industrial, and recreational
development; public infrastructure such as roads and utilities; and
maintenance of public facilities. This plan is intended to allow the
County and other participating jurisdictions to retain local control
over land use decisions, provide for critical public infrastructure
projects, and sustain economic growth.
The EIR/EIS for the MSHCP will assist the Service during its
decision making process by enabling us to analyze the environmental
consequences of the proposed action and a full array of alternatives
identified during preparation of the MSHCP. Although specific
alternatives have not been prepared for public discussion, the range of
alternatives preliminarily identified for consideration include:
1. The No Action/No Project alternative. Conservation would rely on
existing or future amended General Plans, growth management programs,
habitat management efforts, and continuing project-by-project review
and permitting pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and
sections 7 and 10 of the Endangered Species Act;
2. An alternative for enhanced management of the existing preserves
within western Riverside County.
3. A potential conservation scenario for only currently listed and
proposed species (i.e., approximately 29 species);
4. A potential conservation scenario for only currently listed,
proposed, and certain candidate species (i.e., approximately 36
species); and
5. A more-robust, broad-based ecosystem conservation alternative.
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Potentially Significant Impacts of Implementation of the MSHCP
Potentially significant impacts could occur with the implementation
of the MSHCP alternatives. These could include impacts to biological
resources, land use and planning (land use development patterns),
mineral resources, population, housing, economics, and public services
(fire protection and parks). For all significant impacts, the EIR/EIS
will identify mitigation measures, where feasible.
The following issues will be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Biological Resources
Incidental take of federally listed species would result from
activities covered under the MSHCP. The impacts of take will be
discussed in the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the MSHCP
may facilitate development in areas not required for the reserve
system, which may result in impacts to species in these areas. These
potential impacts related to biological resources will be further
addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Land Use and Planning
Included within the MSHCP planning area are 14 cities, State,
Federal, and other public jurisdiction lands. Preservation of lands
within the proposed MSHCP reserve system may conflict with existing
and/or planned policies with respect to land use. The EIR/EIS will
address potential MSHCP consistency with local, State and federal land
use policies.
Mineral Resources
There may be lands now designated that would not be available for
mineral resource extraction as a result of the adoption of the MSHCP.
This will be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Population, Housing, and Economics
The adoption of the MSHCP could cause a change in the distribution,
density, or pattern of growth in western Riverside County. With
implementation of the MSHCP, growth and development patterns could be
shifted from the rural residential and suburban areas to urban centers
and community nodes where there is increased access to infrastructure
and transportation facilities.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks)
The risk of fire could increase at the habitat edges adjacent to
existing development. Fire protection impacts will be discussed in the
EIR/EIS. While the MSHCP will include a public access component to
define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads,
and passive recreation, some recreational facilities currently being
planned by jurisdictions for areas where core reserves and linkage
areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or relocated. The
potential need to relocate a public service or recreational facility
will be examined in the EIR/EIS.

http://frwebgate3.acce.../waisgate.cgi?WAISdocID=48594613239+0+0+0&WAISaction=retriev 6/24/2003

Page 5 of 5
Transportation/Traffic
The proposed MSHCP reserve may require eliminating, re-aligning, or
[[Page 46811]]
designing specific features to avoid and minimize the incidental take
of covered species for some planned facilities and programs that
support various modes of transportation. The EIR/EIS will analyze these
potential impacts.
Indirect Impacts (Growth Inducement)
Authorization of take with the implementation of the MSHCP could
remove an impediment to development. This potential impact will be
analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
Scoping
We invite the public to participate in the scoping process, review
the draft EIR/EIS, and attend public meetings. The location and time of
the scoping meetings to be scheduled during the month of September 2001
will be announced in the local news media. We invite comments from all
interested parties to ensure that the full range of issues related to
the permit requests are addressed and that all significant issues are
identified.
We expect a draft EIR/EIS for the MSHCP to be available for public
review in Winter 2002. Release of the draft EIR/EIS for public comment
and the public meetings will be announced in the local news media, as
these dates are established.
Regulatory Authority
We will conduct environmental review of the permit applications in
accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), its implementing
regulations (40 CFR parts 1500 through 1508), and with other
appropriate Federal laws and regulations, policies, and procedures of
the Service for compliance with those regulations.
Dated: August 23, 2001.
Mary Ellen Mueller,
Acting Deputy Manager, California/Nevada Operations Office, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Sacramento, California.
[FR Doc. 01-22506 Filed 9-6-01; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
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University of California, Riverside
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US. Fish and Wildlife Service
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Mr. Won Yoo
TPC & Ran Pac
27431 Enterprise Circle West
Temecula, CA 92590
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION TO PREPARE AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENT IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

LEAD AGENCY:

County of Riverside, California

ACTION:

Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an environmental impact report/environmental impact statement
(EIR/EIS) for the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) located in Western Riverside
County, California.

SUMMARY:

The action to be evaluated by the EIR/EIS is the creation of an MSHCP, which is a comprehensive,
multi-jurisdictional habitat conservation plan that addresses biological and ecological diversity
conservation needs in Western Riverside County. The MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a
focus on conserving habitats and species.

ALTERNATIVES:

This EIR/EIS will evaluate alternate conservation scenarios that address the needs of different species
within a MSHCP reserve. As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the No-Action Project Alternative will also be evaluated.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT: The public will be invited to participate in the scoping process, review the draft EIR/EIS, and attend
public meetings. The location and time of the scoping meetings to be
will be announced in the local news media.
Release of the draft EIR/EIS for public comment and the public meetings will also be announced in the
local news media, as these dates are established.
POINTS OF CONTACT:

County of Riverside, California
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
P.O. Box 1605, 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502-1605
Phone:
Fax: (909) 955-6879
Background information pertaining to the MSHCP may be found in the Conservation Information
section of the following web page http:/www.rcip.org/library.htm. Documents on the web site that are
pertinent to Western Riverside County MSHCP are as follows:
C
C
C
C
C
C
C

MSHCP Reserves and Implementation
MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of the Reserve
MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study Area
MSHCP Alternatives Document
Alternative Development Processing Memo
MSHCP Alternatives Definition Process
Approach to evaluation of reserve alternatives for SRP review

We need to know the views of you or your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to
you or your agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Please submit your comments to Ms.
Kristi Lovelady at the above address no later than November 30, 2001.

COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
OCTOBER 2001

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN EIR/EIS

NOTICE OF PREPARATION
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY
MULTI-SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
JOINT EIR/EIS

1.

INTRODUCTION

The County of Riverside (County), in cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG),
U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and participating local governments, will prepare a joint
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the proposed Western Riverside
County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). The County is serving as the lead agency for the
EIR and the USFWS will act as the lead agency under NEPA for purposes of the EIS.
The County and other participating jurisdictions intend to request Endangered Species Act permits for up to 164
species including federally threatened or endangered species and unlisted species that may become listed during
the term of the permit. The permit is needed to authorize take of listed species (including harm, injury and
harassment) that may result from urban and rural development in the approximately 1.26 million-acre (around
1,966.7 square mile) study area in western Riverside County. The proposed MSHCP would identify activities
resulting in the incidental take of federally listed species and covered species that may become listed during the
term of the permit. Moreover, the proposed MSHCP will identify those actions necessary to conserve species
within a reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres, including 26 federally listed species and other species
and major habitat types identified for inclusion and management during the preparation of the MSHCP.
The County intends to prepare the joint EIR/EIS in accordance with Section 15168 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
This notice briefly describes the currently proposed action, project alternatives, the scoping process that will be
employed during preparation of the joint document, and identifies the lead agency contact person where
questions and comments concerning the proposed actions and the joint EIS/EIR may be directed.

2.

PROJECT LOCATION

As shown in Figure 1, the MSHCP study area covers the area referred to as western Riverside County, which is
located in Southern California southeast of Los Angeles County and east of Orange County. Western Riverside
County contains most non-desert areas and urbanized areas of Riverside County even thought it makes up less
that a third of the County. Elevations within western Riverside County range from about 755 feet in the
northwestern corner to about 10,800 feet at San Jacinto Peak. Topography, soil, and climate variations that
cross this range of elevations create habitats for a wide variety of animals and plants, including many that are
rare or endemic to Southern California. In addition to unincorporated County territory, 14 cities are located
within the study area, including:
C
C
C

Lake Elsinore
Moreno Valley
Canyon Lake

C
C
C

Murrieta
Riverside
Perris

C
C
C

Temecula
Corona
Hemet

C
C
C

San Jacinto
Banning
Calimesa

C
C

Norco
Beaumont

In addition to the incorporated (or city) jurisdictions, the Riverside County unincorporated area within the
MSHCP planning area includes 14 area plans. Boundaries of the cities and area plans are depicted in Figure 2.
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WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN EIR/EIS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Background
In the year 2020, the Southern California Association of Governments estimates that Riverside County will be
home to approximately 2.8 million people, who will occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units. This
represents a doubling of the County’s present population and housing stock. Another study by the California
Department of Finance estimates that the County will continue to grow to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5
million people by 2040. These residents will be located within 24 incorporated cities, as well as within
numerous unincorporated areas.
The crush of the coming population boom and the challenge of balancing the associated housing, transportation,
and economic needs of existing and future populations with limited natural resources and the sensitivity of the
natural environment required Riverside County to develop a unique planning model. This model, known as the
Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP), consists of three integrated regional planning efforts to determine
future land use, transportation, and conservation needs for the County. The goals of the effort are three-fold:
•

Update the County’s General Plan to describe anticipated future growth over the long term. The General
Plan is meant to express the community’s goals with respect to both the man-made and natural
environments, and set forth the policies and implementation measures needed to achieve those goals for the
welfare of those who live, work, and do business in the County. The County’s General Plan is being
prepared and will be integrated with the MSHCP.

•

Create a Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) for the western portion of the County, and
integrate an ongoing Coachella Valley Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan effort into the fabric of
comprehensive planning for the County. The western Riverside County MSHCP, which is the subject of
this notice will address the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and plant and animal
species endangerment. It attempts to ensure habitat conservation, species protection and management,
program costs, and development certainty to the County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies;
development, agriculture, and environmental communities; and the public at large.

•

Identify transportation corridors to meet the County’s future transportation needs through the Community
Environmental and Transportation Acceptability Program (CETAP). The CETAP transportation program
is a multi-modal planning effort that considers not only highway options, but also looks at transit and other
forms of travel demand management and goods movement. The MSHCP is expected to address the growth
facilitating effects of the CETAP corridors and to facilitate requisite environmental clearances for such
corridors.

The County is preparing an EIR to address the environmental impacts of the implementation of the County’s
proposed General Plan. Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the Federal Highway
Administration (lead agency for NEPA) are also preparing two EIR/EISs to address the environmental impacts
of the proposed CETAP corridors.
Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and Federal regulation prohibit the “taking” of a
species listed as endangered or threatened. The term “take” means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound,
kill, capture, or collect listed wildlife, or attempt to engage in such conduct. Harm includes habitat modification
that kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding,
or sheltering. Under limited circumstances, the USFWS may issue permits for take of listed species that is
incidental to, and not the purpose of, otherwise lawful activities. Regulations governing permits for threatened
and endangered species are found in 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR 17.22.
If the USFWS approves the MSHCP, they may authorize incidental take of federally listed species through
issuance of Endangered Species Act incidental take permits. The MSHCP, coupled with an Implementation
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Agreement, could also form the basis for issuing incidental take permits for other identified non-listed species
should these identified species be listed during the term of the permit. The County currently intends to obtain
the USFWS’s approval of the MSHCP through a section 10(a)(1)(B) permit.
Proposed Project
The County’s proposed MSHCP will be a comprehensive plan that seeks to conserve up to 164 species within a
reserve system of approximately 510,000 acres pursuant to State and Federal endangered species laws. The
MSHCP would establish a reserve system, with a focus on conserving species and the habitats upon which they
depend, through conservation and management. The MSHCP will describe strategies to conserve federally
listed and unlisted species and their habitats identified for inclusion and management, while allowing incidental
take of endangered and threatened species associated with development. Development may include residential,
commercial, industrial, and recreational development; public infrastructure such as roads and utilities; and
maintenance of public facilities. This plan would allow the County and other participating jurisdictions to
retain local control over land use decisions, provide for critical public infrastructure projects, and sustain
economic growth.

4.

PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES

To achieve the identified conservation goals, the proposed program EIR will consider a reasonable range of
conservation alternatives consistent with the CEQA and NEPA. Although specific alternatives have not been
prepared for public discussion, the range of alternatives preliminarily identified for consideration include:
•

The No Action/No Project alternative where conservation would rely on existing or future amended
General Plans, growth management programs, habitat management efforts, and continuing project-byproject review and permitting pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and Sections 7 and 10 of
the Endangered Species Act;

•

Enhanced management of the existing preserves within western Riverside County;

•

A potential conservation scenario for currently listed and proposed species (i.e., approximately 29 species);

•

A potential conservation scenario for currently listed, proposed, and strong candidate species (i.e.,
approximately 36 species); and

•

broad-based ecosystem conservation alternatives.

5.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The County of Riverside has determined that implementation of the western Riverside County MSHCP may
have a significant adverse effect on the environment and that an EIR/EIS will be prepared. Issues to be
addressed in the ElR/EIS include:
Biology. Incidental take of federally listed species would result from activities covered under the MSHCP. The
impacts of take will be discussed in the EIR/EIS. In addition, the implementation of the MSHCP may facilitate
development in areas not required for the reserve system, which may result in impacts to species in these areas.
These potential impacts related to biological resources will be further addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Land Use and Planning. Included within the MSHCP planning area are 14 cities, State, Federal, and other
public jurisdiction lands. Preservation of lands within the proposed MSHCP reserve system may conflict with
existing and/or planned policies with respect to land use. The EIR/EIS will address potential MSHCP
consistency with local, State and federal land use policies.
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Mineral Resources. There may be lands now designated that would not be available for mineral resource
extraction as a result of the adoption of the MSHCP. This will be addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Population, Housing, and Economics. The adoption of the MSHCP is not intended to alter the overall amount
or rate of growth in the Western Riverside County area, but it could cause a change in the distribution, density,
or pattern of growth. With implementation of the MSHCP, growth and development patterns could be shifted
from the rural residential and suburban areas to urban centers and community nodes where there is increased
access to infrastructure and transportation facilities.
Public Services (Fire Protection and Parks). The risk of fire could increase at the habitat edges adjacent to
existing development. Fire protection impacts will be discussed in the EIR/EIS. While the MSHCP will include
a public access component to define potentially compatible activities such as trails, trail heads, and passive
recreation, some recreational facilities currently being planned by jurisdictions for areas where core reserves
and linkage areas are proposed, may have to be redesigned or relocated. The potential for loss or the need to
relocate a public service or recreational facility is considered to be a potentially significant impact of the
MSHCP and will be examined in the EIR/EIS.
Transportation/Traffic. The proposed MSHCP reserve may disrupt, disallow the establishment of, or require
unique design elements of some planned facilities and programs that support various modes of transportation.
The EIR/EIS will analyze the impacts of the MSHCP on planned transportation facilities.
Indirect Impacts (Growth Inducement). Authorization of take with the implementation of the MSHCP could
remove an impediment to development. This potential impact will be analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
Other Issues will be Determined by the Scoping Process.

6.

SCOPING MEETING DATES

Two public scoping meetings will be held on the following dates and at the specified locations to discuss the
proposed western Riverside County MSHCP Joint EIR/EIS.
Monday, October 29, 2001
(4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.)
Temecula Library
41000 County Center Drive
Temecula, California

Wednesday, November 7, 2001
(4:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m.)
Perris Branch-Cesar Chavez Library
163 E. San Jacinto Avenue
Perris, California

Written comments related to the scope and content of the EIS/EIR will be accepted by the County at the address
below until 30 days after publication of this notice.

7.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT

Scoping materials may be found in the Conservation Information section of the following web page http:
/www.rcip.org/library.htm. Documents on the web site that are pertinent to Western Riverside County MSHCP
are as follows:
C
C
C

MSHCP Reserves and Implementation
MSHCP Reserve Planning Process/Description of the Reserve
MSHCP Organization and Outline/Description of the Study Area
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MSHCP Alternatives Document
Alternative Development Processing Memo
MSHCP Alternatives Definition Process
Approach to evaluation of reserve alternatives for SRP review

Information, comments and/or questions related to the preparation of the EIR and the CEQA process should be
submitted to Ms. Kristi Lovelady; P.O. Box 1605; 4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor; Riverside, CA 92502;
facsimile (909) 955-6879. Scoping materials also will be available for public inspection during normal business
hours (8:00 am to 5:00 p.m. Monday-Friday) at the above address. Interested persons are encouraged to attend
one of the public meetings to identify and discuss issues and alternatives that should be addressed in the
EIS/EIR. Additional public meetings will be conducted at later dates to provide public opportunities to
comment on the draft environmental document that will be developed following this scoping process.
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TEMECULA ---- A plan to preserve 155,000 acres to provide
habitat for as many as 164 endangered species in Western Riverside County will be discussed
during a meeting Monday at the Temecula Library.
"Open space and habitat is important to people's quality of life," said Jane Hendron, spokeswoman
for the Carlsbad Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. "As more areas become urbanized,
people want to maintain open space."
Therefore, she said, it's very important that people attend the meeting so they can learn what the
plan proposes and how they will benefit. The meeting, which is being co-sponsored by the Fish
and Wildlife Service and county planning officials, is set for 4 to 7:30 p.m. at the library, which is at
41000 County Center Drive.
The discussion will include social, economic, environmental and other concerns about the plan that
residents may have. The comments provided will be evaluated and may be incorporated in
environmental impact documents to be prepared later.
Public hearings on the county's Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan are set to take place
early next year and county supervisors are set to approve the plan by August. The habitat blueprint
is part of an ambitious plan that seeks to integrate land use, transportation and habitat and water
conservation in Western Riverside County over the next 50 years.
In addition to giving residents a chance to have their views considered, Monday's "scoping"
meeting will provide an opportunity for officials to dispel any misconceptions residents may have
about the habitat plan.
County and service officials emphasize that the reserves are being assembled by buying land at fair
prices from willing sellers. It may take as long as 20 years to buy the 155,000 acres. This land will
be added to land already in public hands to create a reserve system totaling 510,000 acres.
The county has set itself a "very ambitious schedule" for putting the habitat plan in place, Hendron
said.
"These efforts provide an opportunity to have a win/win situation whereby counties have a clearer
idea of where to direct future economic development and identify preserve areas of biological

http://www.nctimes.net/news/2001/20011028/52249.html
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importance."
Staff writer Jose L. Sanchez Jr. can be reached at (909) 676-4315, Ext. 2605.
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NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP

PROJECT TITLE

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)

PROJECT LOCATION

County of Riverside, California

DESCRIPTION OF NATURE,
PURPOSE, AND
BENEFICIARIES OF PROJECT

The action evaluated by the EIR/EIS is the Western Riverside County MSHCP, which is the subject of this
notice. The EIR/EIS addresses the potential impacts of urban growth, natural habitat loss, and “take” of plant
and animal species. The Plan provides for habitat conservation, species protection and management, program
costs, and development certainty to the County and cities; State and federal wildlife agencies; development,
agriculture, and environmental communities; and the public at large.

SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS ON
THE ENVIRONMENT AS A
RESULT OF THE PROJECT

With implementation of the Western Riverside County MSHCP there will be significant unavoidable adverse
environmental effects to biological resources (native grasslands and non-covered species) and population and
housing with possible adverse impacts to agricultural resources.
County of Riverside, California

LEAD AGENCY
DATE WHEN PROJECT
NOTICED TO PUBLIC

November 15, 2002

ADDRESS WHERE COPY OF
THE EIR AND ALL
DOCUMENTS REFERENCED
ARE AVAILABLE

Transportation and Land Management Agency
4080 Lemon Street
Planning Department, 9th Floor
Administrative Offices, 7th Floor
Public Counter, 2nd Floor
Riverside, California 92502

REVIEW PERIOD

November 15, 2002 through January 15, 2003.

DATE, TIME AND LOCATION
OF PUBLIC HEARING

The public is invited to participate in the public hearings. The location and time of the public hearings to be
scheduled during January 2003, will be announced in the local news media and are not included in this Notice
of Availability.

POINTS OF CONTACT

County of Riverside, California
Transportation and Land Management Agency
Ms. Kristi Lovelady
Post Office Box 1605
4080 Lemon Street, 7th Floor
Riverside, California 92502
Phone: (909) 955-6625
Fax: (909) 955-6879

Copies of the EIR/EIS and MSHCP are also available at
libraries and at Riverside County offices. A list of
addresses is attached for your convenience.

Project information is also available on the Planning
Department Internet site at:
http://www.co.riverside.ca.us. Click on the Blueprint
for Tomorrow button on the left of the screen.
Documents on the web site that are pertinent to the
MSHCP EIR/EIS are as follows:
MSHCP Volumes I, II, III and V

Please submit your written comments on the Draft EIR/EIS to Ms. Kristi Lovelady at the above address no later than
January 15, 2003. Comments on the adequacy of the analysis and the appropriateness of the project may be made in writing,
indicating the section of concern. Comments may include additional or alternative mitigation measures to those proposed in the
document.
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RIVERSIDE COUNTY OFFICES AND LIBRARIES
PUBLIC AVAILABILITY
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR THE WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MSHCP
County Administrative Center (Riverside)
4080 Lemon Street
Public Counter, 2nd Floor
Administrative Offices, 7th Floor
Planning Department, 9th Floor
Riverside, CA 92502
Hours of Operation – 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

Riverside County Permit Assistance Center (Murrieta)
39493 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, CA 92563
Hours of Operation – 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday

Libraries in Riverside County
Anza Public Library
Anza
57430 Mitchell Road
Anza, CA 92539
Riverside County Library
Calimesa Branch
974 Calimesa Blvd.
Calimesa, CA 92320
Riverside County Public Library
Glen Avon
9244 Galena
Riverside, CA 92509
Riverside County Public Library
Idyllwild
54185 Pinecrest
Idyllwild, CA 92549
Riverside County Public Library
Moreno Valley
25480 Alessandro
Moreno Valley, CA 92553
Riverside County Public Library
Nuview
29990 Lakeview
Nuevo, CA 92567
Riverside County Public Library
San Jacinto
500 Idyllwild Dr.
San Jacinto, CA 92583
Riverside County Public Library
Woodcrest
17024 Van Buren
Riverside, CA 92504

Riverside County Public Library
Banning
21 W. Nicolet Street
Banning, CA 92220
Riverside County Library
Canyon Lake Branch
31516 Railroad Canyon Rd.
Canyon Lake, CA 92587
Riverside County Library
Hemet Branch
25757 Fairview Avenue
Hemet, CA 92544
Riverside County Library
Lake Elsinore
600 W. Graham
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530
Riverside County Public Library
Murrieta
39589 Los Alamos Road
Murrieta, CA 92563
Riverside County Public Library
Perris
163 East San Jacinto
Perris, CA 92570
Riverside County Public Library
Sun City
26982 Cherry Hills Boulevard
Sun City, CA 92586
University of California, Riverside
Tomas Rivera Library
900 University Avenue
Riverside, CA 92521-5900

Beaumont Library District
Beaumont
125 East 8th Street
Beaumont, CA 92223
Corona Public Library
Corona
650 South Main Street
Corona, CA 92882-3417
Riverside County Library
Highgrove Branch
690 W. Center Street
Riverside, CA 92507
Riverside County Public Library
Mission Trail
34303 Mission Trail
Wildomar, CA 92595
Riverside County Library
Norco Branch
3954 Old Hamner Road
Norco, CA 92860
Riverside Riverside County Library
Rubidoux Branch
5673 Tilton Street
Riverside, CA 92509
Riverside County Public Library
Temecula
41000 County Center
Temecula, CA 92591
Riverside County Public Library
Riverside Main Library
3581 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92501
2
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comprehensive briefing for new Public
Advisory Committee members,
discussions about the status of the Gulf
of Alaska Ecosystem Monitoring and
Research program, an update on
lingering oil injury, and a review of the
habitat protection program.
Willie R. Taylor,
Director, Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance.
[FR Doc. 02–29080 Filed 11–14–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–RG–P

address, telephoned to the above
telephone numbers (collect calls will be
accepted from fishers and boaters who
call through the marine operator), faxed
to (907) 276–7178, or e-mailed to
paula_banks@oilspill.state.ak.us. Public
comment will also be accepted at the
Trustee Council meeting, at 10:30 a.m.
on Monday, November 25, 2002.
Willie R. Taylor,
Director, Office of Environmental Policy and
Compliance.
[FR Doc. 02–29079 Filed 11–14–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–RG–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Office of the Secretary, Exxon Valdez
Oil Spill Trustee Council; Invitation for
Comment
AGENCY: Office of the Secretary,
Department of the Interior.
ACTION: Notice.

19:39 Nov 14, 2002

Jkt 200001

Performance Review Board
Appointments
Department of the Interior.
Notice of Performance Review
Board Appointments.
AGENCY:
ACTION:

SUMMARY: The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill
Trustee Council is asking the public,
private organizations, and government
agencies to submit comments on the
Draft Work Plan for Federal Fiscal Year
2003: Phase II, which implements the
Gulf Ecosystem Monitoring and
Research Program. The Draft Work Plan
is available on the Internet site listed
below. Paper copies of the Draft Work
Plan are available upon request.
DATES: Comments are due November 25,
2002.
ADDRESSES: Submit comments to Exxon
Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council, 441
West 5th Avenue, Suite 500, Anchorage,
Alaska 99501–2340. See SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION for additional instructions
about submitting comments.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: The
Trustee Council Office, (907) 278–8012
or toll free at (800) 478–7745 (in Alaska)
or (800) 283–7745 (outside Alaska) or
via Internet at www.oilspill.state.ak.us.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Following
the Exxon Valdez oil spill in March
1989, a Trustee Council of three state
and three federal trustees, including the
Secretary of the Interior, was formed.
The Trustee Council prepared a
restoration plan for the injured
resources and services within the oil
spill area. The restoration plan called
for annual work plans identifying
projects to accomplish restoration. An
extension of the Restoration Plan, the
Gulf Ecosystem Monitoring and
Research Program, also requires
implementation through annual work
plans. Each year proposals for
restoration, monitoring, and research
projects are solicited from a variety of
organizations, including the public.
Comments may be mailed to the above

VerDate 0ct<31>2002

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

SUMMARY: This notice provides the
names of individuals who have been
appointed to serve as members of the
Department of the Interior Performance
Review Board.
DATES: These appointments are effective
upon publication in the Federal
Register.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Carolyn Cohen, Director of Personnel
Policy, Office of the Secretary,
Department of the Interior, 1849 C
Street, NW., Washington, DC 20240,
Telephone Number: (202) 208–6761.

2002 SES Performance Review Board
The following individuals have been
appointed to serve on the Department of
Interior 2002 Performance Review
Board.
Mary K. Adler—Deputy Inspector General
Edith R. Blackwell—Deputy Assoc
Solicitor—Indian Affairs
Brian P. Burns—Chief Information Officer
Terry R. Carlstrom—Field Director, National
Capital Field Area
Horace J. Clark—Southeast Regional Solicitor
(Atlanta)
Robert D. Comer—Associate Solicitor (Land
and Water Resources)
Walter D. Cruickshank—Deputy Director,
Minerals Management Service
Sharon Eller—Assistant Inspector General for
Management and Policy
Pamela K. Haze—Deputy Director, Office of
Budget
Paul W. Henne—Assistant Director—
Business Management and Operations
James M. Hughes—Assistant Director for
Policy & External Affairs
Donald Murphy—Deputy Director
Jonathan B. Jarvis—Field Director, Pacific
West Area
Arthur D. Jones—Deputy Director, Internal
Management
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Daniel H. Jorjani—Special Assistant and
Counselor to the Asst Secretary
Roger LaRouche—Assistant Inspector
General for Audits
Phillip P. Leahy—Associate Director for
Geology
Aurene Martin—Deputy Assistant
Secretary—Indian Affairs
David A. Montoya—Assistant Inspector
General for Investigations
Michael D. Nedd—State Director, Eastern
State Office
Glenda Owens—Deputy Director
Mamie Parker—Regional Director—Hadley
Clinton M. Riley—Special Assistant
William Rinne—Director, Operations
Michael Rolutti—Director, Technical Service
Center
David P. Russ—Regional Geologist, Eastern
Region
Carol L. Sampson—Deputy Director for
Finance and Administration
Christine M. Schabacker—Counselor to the
Assistant Secretary
Denise E. Sheehan—Asst Director—Budget,
Planning and Human Resources
Margaret Sibley—Director, Office of Policy
George T.C. Skibine—Director, Office of
Indian Gaming Management
Michael R. Smith—Director, Office of Tribal
Services
Paul Smyth—Deputy Assoc Solicitor—Land
and Water
Willie R. Taylor—Director, Office of
Environmental Policy Compliance
Robyn Thorson—Assistant Director—
External Affairs
Michael Tollefson—Park Manager, Great
Smokey Mountains National Park
Michael J. Trujillo—Dep Asst Secretary for
Human Resources & Workforce Diversity
Sarah E. Wisely—State Director, Utah
Robert W. Wolf—Director, Program, Budget
and Liaison
Elaine Y. Zielinski—State Director, Arizona
Dated: November 8, 2002.
Carolyn Cohen,
Director of Personnel Policy.
[FR Doc. 02–29051 Filed 11–14–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–10–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
Notice of Availability of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report and
Receipt of an Application for an
Incidental Take Permit for the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Department of the Interior.
ACTION: Notice of Availability; Receipt
of Application.
SUMMARY: The County of Riverside
(County), Riverside County Flood
Control and Water Conservation
District, Riverside County
Transportation Commission, Riverside
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County Parks and Open Space District,
Riverside County Waste Department,
California Department of
Transportation, California Department
of Parks and Recreation, and 14 western
Riverside County cities (Applicants)
have applied to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) for an
incidental take permit pursuant to
section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).
The Service is requesting public
comment on the Draft Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and
draft Implementing Agreement. The
Applicants seek a permit to authorize
incidental take of 146 species, including
unlisted species that may become listed
during the term of the permit. An
incidental take permit is required to
authorize take of listed species during
urban and rural development in the
approximately 1.26 million-acre (1,967
square-mile) Plan Area in western
Riverside County. The proposed term of
the permit is 75 years.
A Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, which is the Federal portion
of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR), has been prepared jointly by
the Service and the County of Riverside
to analyze the impacts of the MSHCP
and is also available for public review.
The analyses provided in the Draft EIS/
EIR are intended to inform the public of
our proposed action, alternatives, and
associated impacts; address public
comments received during the scoping
period for the Draft EIS/EIR; disclose the
direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental effects of the proposed
action and each of the alternatives; and
indicate any irreversible commitment of
resources that would result from
implementation of the proposed action.
DATES: Written comments should be
received on or before January 14, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Send comments to Mr. Jim
Bartel, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 2730 Loker Avenue
West, Carlsbad, California 92008. You
also may submit comments by facsimile
to (760) 431–9618. Information,
comments and/or questions related to
the EIR and the California
Environmental Quality Act should be
submitted to Ms. Kristi Lovelady,
Riverside County Transportation Land
Management Agency, PO Box 1605,
4080 Lemon Street—7th Floor,
Riverside CA 92502; facsimile (909)
955–6879.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Karen Evans, Assistant Field
Supervisor, at the Carlsbad Fish and
Wildlife Office above; telephone (760)
431–9440.
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Availability of Documents
Documents available for public
review, includes the applications, the
Public Review Draft MSHCP Volumes I
(the proposed plan and mitigation) and
II (the MSHCP reference document), and
the accompanying Implementing
Agreement, and the Draft EIS/EIR.
Individuals wishing copies of the
documents should contact the Service
by telephone at (760) 431–9440 or by
letter to the Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife
Office. Copies of the MSHCP, Draft EIS/
EIR, and Draft Implementing Agreement
also are available for public inspection,
by appointment, during regular business
hours, at the Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife
Office (see ADDRESSES). Copies are also
available for viewing at the Riverside
County Administrative Center, 4080
Lemon Street, 7th Floor, Riverside,
California; at public libraries in each of
the applicant cities; and on the World
Wide Web in the library section at http:/
/www.rcip.org.
Background Information
Section 9 of the Act and Federal
regulation prohibit the ‘‘take’’ of fish
and wildlife species federally listed as
endangered or threatened. Take of
federally listed fish or wildlife is
defined under the Act to include kill,
harm, or harass. Harm includes
significant habitat modification or
degradation that actually kills or injures
listed wildlife by significantly impairing
essential behavioral patterns, including
breeding, feeding, and sheltering (50
CFR 17.3(c)). Under limited
circumstances, the Service may issue
permits to authorize incidental take; i.e.,
take that is incidental to, and not the
purpose of, otherwise lawful activity.
Regulations governing incidental take
permits for threatened and endangered
species are found in 50 CFR 17.32 and
17.22, respectively.
The Applicants seek a permit to cover
a total of 146 species, including 64 plant
species (8 endangered, 3 threatened, and
53 unlisted); 3 crustacean species (1
endangered, 1 threatened and 1
unlisted); 2 insect species (both
endangered); 2 fish species (1
threatened and 1 unlisted); 5 amphibian
species (2 endangered, 1 threatened, and
2 unlisted); 12 reptile species (all
unlisted); 45 bird species (2 endangered,
2 threatened, 1 proposed threatened, 1
candidate and 39 unlisted); and 14
mammal species (2 endangered and 12
unlisted). Collectively the 146 listed and
unlisted species are referred to as
‘‘Covered Species’’ by the MSHCP. The
permit would provide take
authorization for covered animal species
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identified by the MSHCP as ‘‘Covered
Species Adequately Conserved.’’
Currently, the Draft MSHCP identifies
128 species as ‘‘Covered Species
Adequately Conserved.’’ The remaining
species would be included as ‘‘Covered
Species Adequately Conserved’’ upon
completion of the conservation
measures identified in the Draft
MSHCP.
The MSHCP is intended to protect
and sustain viable populations of native
plant and animal species and their
habitats in perpetuity through the
creation of a preserve system, while
accommodating continued economic
development and quality of life for
residents of western Riverside County.
In the year 2020, the Southern
California Association of Governments
estimates that Riverside County will be
home to approximately 2.8 million
people, who will occupy approximately
918,000 dwelling units. This represents
a doubling of the County’s present
population and housing stock. Another
study by the California Department of
Finance estimates that the County will
continue to grow to 3.5 million people
by 2030 and 4.5 million people by 2040.
These residents will be located within
14 incorporated cities, as well as within
numerous unincorporated areas.
The MSHCP is one part of the
Riverside County Integrated Project
(RCIP) intended to integrate and provide
for future land use, transportation and
conservation needs in Riverside County.
The MSHCP plan area encompasses 1.2
million acres in western Riverside
County and includes the following
fourteen incorporated cities: Banning,
Beaumont, Calimesa, Canyon Lake,
Corona, Hemet, Lake Elsinore, Moreno
Valley, Murietta, Norco, Perris,
Riverside, San Jacinto, and Temecula. It
is one of two large, multiplejurisdictional habitat planning efforts in
Riverside County, each of which
constitutes a ‘‘subregional’’ plan under
the State of California’s Natural
Community Conservation Planning
(NCCP) Act of 1991.
As described in Volumes I and II of
the Public Review Draft MSHCP and the
Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed MSHCP
would provide for the creation of a
preserve system that protects and
manages 153,000 acres of habitat for the
Covered Species, consisting of 97,000
acres conserved as the local mitigation
component, 6,000 acres conserved as
mitigation for State Permittee Projects
(California Department of
Transportation and California
Department of Parks and Recreation)
and it is anticipated that the State and
Federal Wildlife Agencies would
provide an additional 50,000 acres to
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help achieve conservation identified in
the MSHCP. The financing plan for the
local portion of the reserve assembly of
97,000 acres includes a mitigation fee,
tipping fee for use of waste management
facilities, and other funding sources to
conserve 56,000 acres. Conservation of
the remaining 41,000 acres would
accrue through the implementation of
developer incentives and on-site set
asides accomplished through the
development review process. The
proposed 153,000 acre reserve area is
not specifically identified in the
MSHCP. The conservation of 153,000
acres is anticipated to occur over the
first 25 years of the program and when
completed, must be in a configuration
to, and include the vegetation
communities that, provide for the
conservation of covered species. To
accomplish this, the proposed reserve
will be assembled pursuant to written
criteria that describe a possible design
for the 153,000 acre reserve to be
established within an approximately
300,000-acre area termed the ‘‘Criteria
Area.’’
Covered Activities would include, but
are not limited to: public and private
development within the plan area that
requires a discretionary action by a
permittee subject to consistency with
MSHCP policies, two internal regional
transportation facilities, maintenance of
and safety improvements on existing
roads, the Circulation Elements of the
permittees, maintenance and
construction of flood control facilities,
single family homes on existing legal
parcels within the Criteria Area, up to
10,000 new acres of agricultural activity
within the Criteria Area, and compatible
uses in the reserve. The MSHCP makes
a provision for the inclusion of special
districts and other non-permittee
entities in the permit with a certificate
of inclusion.
The EIS/EIR considers analyzes four
other alternatives in addition to the
proposed MSHCP Project Alternative
described above including: A listed,
proposed and strong candidate species
alternative; A listed and proposed
species alternative; an existing reserves
alternative; and a no project alternative.
The listed, proposed and strong
candidate species alternative focuses on
the conservation of 29 State and/or
federally listed species and 7 unlisted
species. This alternative would conserve
approximately 119,300 acres.
The listed and proposed species
alternative focuses on the conservation
of 29 State and/or federally listed or
proposed species. This alternative is
approximately 93,800 acres.
The existing reserves alternative does
not provide any new land acquisition
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for conservation purposes, but instead
focuses on conservation for six State
and/or federally listed or candidate
species and some unlisted species
present in existing reserves. Species
coverage would be dependent upon
additional management regimes in the
existing reserves.
Public Comments
The Service invites the public to
comment on the Draft MSHCP, Draft
Implementing Agreement, and Draft
EIS/EIR during a 60-day public
comment period beginning the date of
this notice. All comments received,
including names and addresses, will
become part of the official
administrative record and may be made
available to the public. This notice is
provided pursuant to section 10(a) of
the Endangered Species Act and Service
regulations for implementing the
National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (40 CFR 1506.6). The Service will
evaluate the application, associated
documents, and comments submitted
thereon to prepare a Final
Environmental Impact Statement. A
permit decision will be made no sooner
than 30 days after the publication of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement
and completion of the Record of
Decision.
Dated: November 7, 2002.
Miel R. Corbett,
Acting Deputy Manager, Region 1, California/
Nevada Operations Office, Sacramento,
California.
[FR Doc. 02–28875 Filed 11–14–02; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Proposed Agency Information
Collection; Comment Request
AGENCY: Bureau of Indian Affairs,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice.
SUMMARY: In compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, this
notice announces that we are seeking
comments from interested parties to
renew the clearance for Application for
Job Placement and Training Program,
OMB No. 1076–0062.
DATES: Written comments must be
received by January 14, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Written comments should
be sent to: Lynn Forcia, Office of
Economic Development, Bureau of
Indian Affairs, 1849 C Street, NW., Mail
Stop 4640–MIB, Washington, DC 20240.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
more information or copies of the forms,
call Lynn Forcia at 202–219–5270 (This
is not a toll-free number). You may send
requests by facsimile to 202–208–3664.

Public
Law 84–959 and Public Law 88–230
authorize the Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to help
adult Indians who reside on or near
Indian reservations to obtain reasonable
and satisfactory employment. The
information collection documents
provide information necessary to
administer the program for Job
Placement and Training Program. The
Department is authorized to undertake a
program of vocational training and
direct employment that provides
vocational counseling, guidance, and
training in any recognized vocation,
apprenticeship, trade, or on-the-job
training. The program is available to
Indians who are primarily not less than
18 years old and not more than 35 years
old who reside on or near an Indian
reservation. The acts authorize the BIA
to enter into contracts or agreements
with Federal, State, local government
agencies or associations with
apprenticeship programs or on-the-job
training that leads to skilled
employment. The same application form
is used for both 25 CFR parts 26 and 27.
We are also proposing to combine 25
CFR parts 26 and 27 into one
comprehensive Federal regulation
combining vocational training and
direct employment services. Information
of a confidential nature is protected by
the Privacy Act.
You are asked to comment on the
necessity of the information collection
to fulfill the functions of the bureau;
whether the burden estimate is accurate
and the methodology and assumptions
are valid; the utility, quality, and clarity
of information requested; and ways that
the burden might be minimized for
respondents. All comments are subject
to review by the public during regular
business hours (9 a.m. to 3 p.m.). If you
wish your name or address withheld,
you must state this prominently at the
beginning of your comments. We will
honor your request to the extent allowed
by the law. Individuals who represent
businesses, or companies will have
comments available for review by the
public. In some cases we may decide to
withhold comments from review for
good reason.
Please note that an agency may not
sponsor or conduct, and a person need
not respond to, an information
collection unless a currently valid OMB
Control Number is displayed.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
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wetland and grassland habitats;
Alternative 2—historical management of
refuge habitats and wildlife to replicate
pre-settlement conditions; Alternative
3—the intensive management of refuge
habitats and refuge program to increase
outputs in certain areas; and the
preferred Alternative 4—modified
historical management of habitats for
native birds and wild animals and to
pursue a more natural historic
management regime. The alternatives
were assessed in the Draft CCP
management plan and Environmental
Assessment. Based on this assessment
and comments received, the preferred
Alternative 4 was selected for
implementation.
The preferred alternative was selected
because it best meets the purposes of the
Refuge to reserve and set apart as a
refuge and breeding ground for birds
and wild animals. The preferred
alternative will also provide for public
access for wildlife-dependent
recreation, and provides environmental
education opportunities related to fish
and wildlife resources.
Dated: October 2, 2002.
Elliott Sutta,
Acting Regional Director, Denver, Colorado.
[FR Doc. 03–4590 Filed 2–26–03; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
Draft Environmental Impact Report,
and Receipt of an Application for an
Incidental Take Permit for the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice of availability; reopening
of comment period.
SUMMARY: The Fish and Wildlife Service
is reopening the comment period on the
draft Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan, draft Implementing
Agreement, and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for an incidental take
permit for 146 species in western
Riverside County, California.
DATES: To ensure consideration, we
must receive written comments on or
before March 14, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Send comments to Mr. Jim
Bartel, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 2730 Loker Avenue
West, Carlsbad, CA 92008. You also may
submit comments by facsimile to (760)
431–9618.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms.
Karen Evans, Assistant Field
Supervisor, at the Carlsbad Fish and
Wildlife Office (see ADDRESSES);
telephone (760) 431–9440.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
County of Riverside (County), Riverside
County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District, Riverside County
Transportation Commission, Riverside
County Parks and Open Space District,
Riverside County Waste Department,
California Department of
Transportation, California Department
of Parks and Recreation, and 14 western
Riverside County cities (Applicants)
have applied to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) for an
incidental take permit pursuant to
section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act).
The Applicants seek a permit to
authorize incidental take of 146 species,
including unlisted species that may
become listed during the term of the
permit. An incidental take permit is
required to authorize take of listed
species during urban and rural
development in the approximately
5,095-square-kilometer (1.26-millionacre (1,967-square-mile)) Plan Area in
western Riverside County. The
proposed term of the permit is 75 years.
On November 15, 2002, we published
‘‘Notice of Availability of a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/
Environmental Impact Report and
Receipt of an Application for an
Incidental Take Permit for the Western
Riverside County Multiple Species
Habitat Conservation Plan’’ (67 FR
69236). In that notice, we requested
public comment on the draft Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) and draft Implementing
Agreement. We also made available for
public review a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, which is the Federal
portion of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (EIS/EIR), to analyze the
impacts of the MSHCP. The analyses
provided in the Draft EIS/EIR are
intended to inform the public of our
proposed action, alternatives, and
associated impacts; address public
comments received during the scoping
period for the Draft EIS/EIR; disclose the
direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental effects of the proposed
action and each of the alternatives; and
indicate any irreversible commitment of
resources that would result from
implementation of the proposed action.
The comment period for the
November 15, 2002, notice closed on
January 14, 2003. We are now reopening
the comment period for 15 days on the
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draft MSHCP, draft Implementing
Agreement, and Draft EIS. The County
of Riverside has decided not to reopen
the comment period on the Draft EIR.
Comments already submitted on the
Draft EIS/EIR, draft Implementing
Agreement, and draft MSHCP need not
be resubmitted, as they will be fully
considered in the final documents.
Authority: This notice is provided
pursuant to section 10(a) of the Endangered
Species Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.), and Service regulations (40 CFR
1506.6) for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).
Dated: February 13, 2003.
Ken McDermond,
Deputy Manager, California/Nevada
Operations Office, Sacramento, CA.
[FR Doc. 03–4591 Filed 2–24–03; 4:31 pm]
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
Receipt of a Permit Application
(Tindall) for Incidental Take of the
Houston Toad
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice of availability.
SUMMARY: Lewis Tindall (Applicant) has
applied for an incidental take permit
(TE–0666141–0) pursuant to Section
10(a) of the Endangered Species Act
(Act). The requested permit would
authorize the incidental take of the
endangered Houston toad (Bufo
houstonensis). The proposed take would
occur as a result of the construction and
operation of a retail store on a 1.01-acre
property on Highway 71, Bastrop
County, Texas.
DATES: Written comments on the
application should be received on or
before April 28, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Persons wishing to review
the application may obtain a copy by
writing to the Regional Director, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box
1306, Room 4102, Albuquerque, New
Mexico 87103. Persons wishing to
review the EA/HCP may obtain a copy
by contacting Clayton Napier, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, 10711 Burnet
Road, Suite 200, Austin, Texas 78758
(512/490–0057). Documents will be
available for public inspection by
written request, by appointment only,
during normal business hours (8:00 to
4:30) at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Austin, Texas. Written data or
comments concerning the application
and EA/HCP should be submitted to the
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DRAFT MSHCP AND DRAFT EIR/EIS MAILING LIST MARCH 2003
A & O Silverstone
P.O. Box 768
Palm Springs, CA 92258

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla
Indians
Michael Atencio
600 East Tahquitz Canyon Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Air Resources Board
Ray Menebroker
P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

Al McCandless Public Library
200 Civic Center Mall
Indio, CA 92201

ALUC
Keith Downs
MS 3760
,

Alvord Unified School District
10365 Keller Avenue
Riverside, CA 92505

American Cancer Society
4940 Van Nuys Blvd., Suite 301
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403

American Cancer Society
74140 El Paseo Street, Suite 1
Palm Desert, CA 92260

American Wind Energy Association
77 North Capital Street, NE #805
Washington, D.C. 20002

Amerigas Regional Headquarters
4240 Rocklin Road, Suite 6
Rocklin, CA 95677

Antelope Menifee Rural Center
Chester Morrison
27900 Garboni Road
Menifee, CA 92584

Anza Borrego State Park
Frank Padilla
P.O. Box 299
Borrego Springs, CA 92004

Anza Coop. Electric Company
P.O. Box 391909
Anza, CA 92539

Anza Electrical Cooperative
P.O. Box 391909
Anza, CA 92539-1905

Anza Municipal Advisory Council
P.O. Box 1001
Anza, CA 92306

Anza Mutual Water Company
P.O. Box 117
Anza, CA 92539

Anza Valley Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box L
Anza, CA 92306

AT & SF Railroad
Property Tax Department
1700 East Golf Road
Schaumberg, IL 60173

Audubon Society
Geography Department
San Diego State University
San Diego, CA 92182

Banning Airport
Management Officer, Cuillot
P.O. Box 998
Banning, CA 92220

Banning Chamber of Commerce
78 North Murray
Banning, CA 92220

Banning Heights Mutual Water
Company
7091 Bluff Street
Banning, CA 92220

Banning Unified School District
161 West Williams
Banning, CA 92220

Banning Unified School District
500 Grace Avenue
P.O. Box 187
Banning, CA 92223

Beaumont/ Cherry Valley Parks &
Recreation Dist.
P.O. Box 490
Beaumont, CA 92223

Beaumont/ Cherry Valley Water
District
P.O. Box 2037
Beaumont, CA 92223

Bermuda Dunes Airport
79880 Avenue 42
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bermuda Dunes Community
Association
Fred Caterina, President
42-101 Adams Street
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bermuda Dunes Community
Association, Inc.
Drawer N
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bermuda Dunes Community Council
Jerry Lugo
79-860 Bogueron Way
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201
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Bermuda Dunes Country Club
Jack Gibilisco, President
42-360 Adams Street
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Bermuda Dunes Security
79-021 Avenue 42
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Big Horn Homeowner's Association
Joyce Wilkie
255 Palowet Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Blythe Chamber of Commerce
201 South Broadway
Blythe, CA 92225

Blythe Water District
City Hall
220 North Spring
Blythe, CA 92225

Bo Dell Heights
Mutual Water Company
P.O. Box 1057
Indio, CA 92202

Bonita Vista Mutual Water Company
Trina Borynack
9055 Bonita Drive
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Bonnie Bell Homeowner's
Association
Peter Mackenzie
11940 Whitewater Canyon Road
Whitewater, CA 92282

Box Springs Mutual Water Company
21740 Dracea Avenue
Edgemont, CA 92508

Bureau of Automotive Repair
10240 Systems Parkway
Sacramento, CA 92587

Bureau of Indian Affairs
Dept. of Interior So. California
2038 Iowa Avenue, Suite 101
Riverside, CA 92507-2417

Bureau of Land Management
El Centro Office
333 South Waterman
El Centro, CA 92243

Bureau of Land Management
Yuma District Office
3150 Winsor Avenue
Yuma, AZ 85365

Cabazon Band-Mission Indians
John Paul Nichols
84246 Indio Springs Drive
Indio, CA 92201

Cabazon Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 111
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cabazon Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 1700, Star Route 1
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cabazon County Water District
50-256 Main Street
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cabazon County Water District
Rick Hall
P.O. Box 297
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cabazon Public Library
50-171 Ramona Avenue
Cabazon, CA 92230

Cactus Valley Homeowner's Group
Flora Johnson
32375 Sage Road
Hemet, CA 92543

Cahuilla Band of Indians
P.O. Box 391760
Anza, CA 92539

Cahuilla Hills Improvement
Association
P.O. Box 1759
Cahuilla Hills, CA 92261

California Department of Fish &
Game
Juan Hernandez
4775 Bird Farm Road
Chino Hills, CA 91709

California Department of Fish &
Game
Kim Nicole
47-800 Madison Street, Suite 223
Indio, CA 92201

California Department of Fish &
Game
Streambed Alteration Program
300 Golden Shore, Suite 50
Long Beach, CA 90802

California Department of Parks &
Recreation
Los Lagos District
17801 Lake Perris Drive
Perris, CA 92370

California Dept. of Fish & Game
Environ. Services Division- NCCP
Liam Davis
4949 Viewridge Drive
San Diego, CA 92123

California DMV
Inspector Miller
950 North Farrell Drive
Palm Springs, CA 92262

California Energy Commission
Pramod Kulkarni
1516 Ninth Street, MS #45
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Highway Patrol
79-650 Varner Road
Indio, CA 92201
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California Highway Patrol
Riverside
8118 Lincoln Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

California Highway Patrol
San Gorgonio Pass Area- 655
195 Highland Springs Avenue
Beaumont, CA 92223

California Housing Finance Agency
Stephanie Stafford
1121 L Street, Suite 103
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Indian Legal Services
510 16th Street, Suite 301
Oakland, CA 94612

California Indian Legal Services
Brenda L. Tomaras
609 South Escondido Blvd
Escondido, CA 92025

California Institute of Technology
Directors Office of the Palomar
Observatory
105-24
Pasadena, CA 92390

California Institute of Technology
Robert Brucato
Palomar Observatory Office #105-24
Pasadena, CA 91125

California Integrated Waste
Management Board
8800 Cal Center Drive
Sacramento, CA 95286-3268

California Integrated Waste
Management Board
Sue O'Leary
1001 I Street, P.O. Box 4025
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025

California Native Plant Society
1722 J Street, Suite 17
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Resource Protection
P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

California Rural Legal Assistance,
Inc.
P.O. Box 35
1460 Sixth Street
Coachella, CA 92236-0035

California Wind Energy Association
490 South Farrell Drive, Suite C-106
Palm Desert, CA 92262

California Women for Agriculture
78-665 Alden Circle
La Qunita, CA 92253

Calimesa Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 246
Calimesa, CA 92320

Calimesa Elementary School
13523 Second Street
Yucaipa, CA 92399

CALTRANS Aviation
Keith Turner
P.O. Box 942874
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

CALTRANS Dept. of Tran
Division of Aeronautics
P.O. Box 942873
Sacramento, CA 94273-0001

CALTRANS Dept. of Trans
Forecasting/ IGR-CEQA Review
464 West Fourth Street, 6th Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400

CALTRANS District #11
2829 Juan Street, P.O. Box 85406
San Diego, CA 92138-5406

CALTRANS District #8
Planning
464 West Fourth Street
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400

Carver Tract Board of Directors
Guadalupe Barrera
P.O. Box 2466
Indio, CA 92201

Carver Tract Mutual Water Company
Baldemar Barrera
P.O. Box 2466
Indio, CA 92201

Cathedral City Chamber of
Commerce
36-399 Cathedral Canyon Drive
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Cathedral City Chamber of
Commerce
68-845 Perez Road, Suite 6
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Cathedral City Police Department
Administrative Office
68-100 Ramon Road
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Catholic Charities
45149 Smurr Street
Indio, CA 92201

Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 40090
Berkley, CA 94704-4090

Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 710
Tucson, AZ 95702-0710

Center for Biological Diversity
David Hogan
P.O. Box 628
Santa Ysabel, CA 92070

3

DRAFT MSHCP AND DRAFT EIR/EIS MAILING LIST MARCH 2003
Center for Community Action &
Environmental Justice
P.O. Box 33124
Riverside, CA 92519

Cherry Valley & Pass Trails
Association
40225 Dutton
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Cherry Valley Acres & Neighbors
P.O. Box 3257
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Cherry Valley Chamber of
P.O. Box 536
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Cherry Valley Mutual Water
10834 Union Street
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

Chino Airport
7000 Merrill Avenue #1
Chino, CA 91710

Chino Hills State Park
Anthony Ulm
128 Paseo De La Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Chiriaco Summit Community Action
Committee
Santos Garcia
62-450 Chiriaco Road
Chiriaco Summit, CA 92201

Chuckwalla Valley State Prison
State Department of Corrections
19025 Wiley's Well Road
Blythe, CA 92225

Citizens for Better Planning
6475 Victoria Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506

Citizens for Rural Cherry Valley
10218 Beaumont Avenue
Cherry Valley, CA 92223

City of Anaheim
Planning Department
200 South Anaheim Blvd
Anaheim, CA 92805

City of Banning
Planning Department
P.O. Box 998
Banning, CA 92220-0090

City of Beaumont
550 East Sixth Street
Beaumont, CA 92223

City of Blythe
Development Service Department
235 North Broadway
Blythe, CA 92225

City of Blythe
Development Service Department
561 South Broadway
Blythe, CA 92225

City of Brawley
Chamber of Commerce
204 South Imperial
Brawley, CA 92227

City of Brawley
Planning Department
400 Main Street
Brawley, CA 92227

City of Calexico
Planning Department
608 Heber Avenue
Calexico, CA 92231

City of Calimesa
P.O. Box 1190
Calimesa, CA 92320

City of Calipatria
P.O. Box 167
Calipatria, CA 92233

City of Canyon Lake
L. Jeff Butzlaff
31532 Railroad Canyon Road, Suite
101 & 103
Canyon Lake, CA 92587-9400

City of Cathedral City
68-700 Avenida Lalo Guerrero
Cathedral City, CA 92234

City of Chino
Planning Department
13220 Central Avenue
Chino, CA 91710

City of Chino Hills
Community Development
2001 Grand Avenue
Chino Hills, CA 91709

City of Coachella
Planning Department
1515 Sixth Street
Coachella, CA 92236

City of Colton
650 North La Cenda Drive
Colton, CA 92324

City of Corona
815 West Sixth Street
Corona, CA 92882

City of Corona- Planning
Nancy Gutierrez
815 West Sixth Street, 2nd Floor
Corona, CA 92882

City of Corona- Public Works
Tom Koper
815 West Sixth Street
Corona, CA 92882
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City of Desert Hot Springs
City Manager
65-950 Pierson Blvd.
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

City of El Centro
Planning Department
1275 Main Street
El Centro, CA 92243

City of Fontana
City Hall
8353 Sierra Avenue
Fontana, CA 92335

City of Grand Terrace
22795 Barton Road
Grand Terrace, CA 92324

City of Hemet
Director of Community Development
450 East Latham
Hemet, CA 92343

City of Holtville
121 West Fifth Street
Holtville, CA 92250

City of Imperial
420 South Imperial Avenue
Imperial, CA 92251

City of Indian Wells
Planning Department
44-950 El Dorado Drive
Indian Wells, CA 92210

City of Indio
100 Civic Center Mall
Indio, CA 92201

City of Indio
Planning Department
P.O. Box 1788
Indio, CA 92202

City of La Quinta
Community Development
P.O. Box 1504
La Quinta, CA 92253

City of Lake Elsinore
130 South Main Street
Lake Elsinore, CA 92330

City of Loma Linda
Planning Department
25541 Barton Road
Loma Linda, CA 92354

City of Mecca Library
P.O. Box 266
65250 Coachella Street
Mecca, CA 92254

City of Moreno Valley
P.O. Box 1440
Moreno Valley, CA 92388

City of Murrieta
City Hall
26442 Beckman
Murrieta, CA 92562

City of Norco
P.O. Box 428
Norco, CA 91760

City of Ontario
303 East B Street
Ontario, CA 91764

City of Palm Desert
Planning Department
73-510 Fred Waring Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

City of Palm Desert
Planning Department
P.O. Box 1977
Palm Desert, CA 92373

City of Palm Desert Library
College of the Desert
73-300 Fred Waring Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

City of Palm Springs
Planning & Zoning
3200 East Tahquitz Canyon
Palm Springs, CA 92262

City of Perris
101 North D Street
Perris, CA 92570

City of Rancho Cucamonga
Planning Department
10500 Civic Center Drive
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730

City of Rancho Mirage
Planning Department
69825 Highway 111
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

City of Redlands
P.O. Box 3005
Redlands, CA 92373

City of Rialto
Planning Division
150 South Palm Avenue
Rialto, CA 92376

City of Riverside
Beverlee J. Williams
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92501

City of Riverside
Public Utilities Department
3460 Orange Street
Riverside, CA 92501

City of San Diego
Development Services
1222 First Street
San Diego, CA 92101
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City of San Jacinto
201 East Main Street
P.O. Box 488
San Jacinto, CA 92383

City of Temecula
Gary Thornhill
43200 Business Park Drive
P.O. Box 9033
Temecula, CA 92589-9033

City of Twenty-Nine Palms
P.O. Box 995
Twenty-Nine Palms, CA 92277

City of Westmoreland
355 South Center
Westmoreland, CA 92281

City of Yorba Linda
4845 Casa Loma Avenue
P.O. Box 87014
Yorba Linda, CA 92886

City of Yucaipa
Planning Department
34272 Yucaipa Blvd
Yucaipa, CA 92399

City of Yuma Community Services
Mike Steele, Director
3 West Third Street
Yuma, AZ 85364

Cleveland National Forest
10845 Rancho Bernardo Road,
Suite 200
Rancho Bernardo, CA 92127-2107

Coachella Valley AG
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Coachella Valley Archaeological
Society
P.O. Box 2344
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Coachella Valley Association of
Government
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Coachella Valley Ecological
Reserve Foundation
P.O. Box 1738
Palm Desert, CA 92261

Coachella Valley Ecological
Reserve Foundation
P.O. Box 2821
Palm Desert, CA 92201

Coachella Valley Mosquito
Abatement District
83-733 Avenue 55
Thermal, CA 92274

Coachella Valley Mountain
Conservancy
45-480 Portola Avenue
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Coachella Valley Parks &
Recreation District
45-871 Clinton Street
Indio, CA 92201

Coachella Valley Preserve
P.O. Box 188
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Coachella Valley Public Cemetery
District
82925 Avenue 52
Coachella, CA 92236

Coachella Valley Recreation &
Parks District
45-871 Clinton Street
Indio, CA 92201

Coachella Valley Television
74-175 El Paseo
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Coachella Valley Trails Council
2920 East Via Vaquero Road
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Coachella Valley Unified School
District
87225 Church Street
Thermal, CA 92274

Coachella Valley Water District
Joe Cook
P.O. Box 1058
Coachella, CA 92236

Colorado River Board of California
770 Fairmont Avenue, Suite 100
Glendale, CA 91203-1305

Colorado River Indian Tribes
Route 1, Box 23-B
Parker, AZ 85344

Colton Joint Unified School District
121 Valencia Drive
Colton, CA 92324

Community Care Licensing
3600 Lime Street, Suite 625
Riverside, CA 92501

Conservation Service
711 C West Esplanade Street
San Jacinto, CA 92383

Corona Chamber of Commerce
904 East Sixth Street
Corona, CA 91719

Corona/ Norco Unified School
2820 Clark Avenue
Norco, CA 92860
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Coronita Property Owner's
Association
Michael & Pamela McIntoch
2126 Monterey Peninsula Drive
Corona, CA 92882

Costain Homes Development, Inc.
620 Newport Center Drive, Suite
Newport Beach, CA 92260

Cottonwood County Council
P.O. Box 174
Aguanga, CA 92536

County Housing Authority
5555 Arlington Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

County Lake Mobile Home Park
Manager
21100 Highway 70
San Jacinto, CA 92583

County Service Area #104
Richard Catlin
19606 Kris Avenue
Sky Valley, CA 92241

CSA
Debbie Cox
MS 1020
,

CSA 105- Indio Hills
Ronald Feiro
29825 Sunnyslope
Indio Hills, CA 92241

CSA 115- DHS (B-Bar-H Ranch)
Curtis Witt
19673 Cottonwood Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92241

CSA 122- Mesa Verde
Walt Wylie
25871 Neighbors Blvd
Ripley, CA 92272

CSA 125- Thermal
Mike Wells
P.O. Box 281
Thermal, CA 92274

CSA 143
Nancy Roberts
MS 5165
,

CSA 26- Palm Desert Country Club
R.J. Mann
77-600 California Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

CSA 51- Lake Tamarisk
Noel Brush
P.O. Box 456
Lake Tamarisk, CA 92570

CSA 51- Lake Tamarisk- Desert
Center
Steve Jones
P.O. Box 316
Desert Center, CA 92239

CSA 60- Pinyon Flats Area
Linda Lane
P.O. Box 659
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

CSA 62- Ripley
Rigaberto Perez
13940 Wormington
Ripley, CA 92272

CSA 62- Ripley
Walt Wylie
25871 Neighbors Blvd
Ripley, CA 92272

CSA 85- Cabazon
B.J. Burritt
49901 Mountain View Avenue
Cabazon, CA 92230

CSA 97- Mecca
Maria Rios
P.O. Box 1267
Mecca, CA 92254

De Luz Property Owner's Association
Dianna Bein
P.O. Box 586
Temecula, CA 92390

Del Webb Homeowner's Association
Sue Sweeny
38-180 Del Webb Blvd.
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92211

Delta Lidley Elementary School
31495 Robert Road
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Department of Conservation
Alquist-Paiolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Program
801 K Street, MS 12-32
Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of Conservation
Division of Mines & Geology
James F. Davis
801 K Street, MS 14-33
Sacramento, CA 95814-3532

Department of Conservation
Office of Mine Reclamation
801 K Street, MS 09-06
Sacramento, CA 95814-3529

Department of Conservation
Seismic Hazard Mapping Program
Charles R. Real
801 K Street, MS 12-31
Sacramento, CA 95814-3531

Department of Health Services
Public Water Supply Branch
724 P Street, Rm 692
Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of Housing &
Community Development
3737 Main Street, Suite 400
Riverside, CA 92501

Department of Housing and Urban
Development
Willis N. Teater
34 Civic Center Drive
Santa Ana, CA 92701
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Department of Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Terry Beckwith
P.O. Box 2245
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Department of Motor Vehicles
6280 Brockton Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506

Department of Parks & Recreation
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of the INT Division of
Land Acquisition
450 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102

Department of Veterans Affairs
Foreclosure Unit
P.O. Box 942895
Sacramento, CA 94295

Department of Water Resources
Division of Land Right-of-Way
Sue Haight
P.O. Box 388
Sacramento, CA 95814

Desert Beautiful
73-979 El Paseo
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Desert Beautiful
P.O. Box 33
Palm Desert, CA 92261

Desert Breezes Homeowner's
Association
Cyndy Finery
43592 Via Badalona
Palm Desert, CA 92211

Desert Business Park Property
Owner's Association
Matt Johnson
45-445 Portola Avenue, Suite 5
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Desert Center Unified School District
Linda Gubman
1434 Kaiser Road
P.O. Box 106
Desert Center, CA 92239

Desert Christian High School
40-700 Yucca Lane
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Desert Community College
43500 Monterey Avenue
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Desert Crest Homeowner's Protective
Association
69-443 Parkside Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92241

Desert Hospital District
1151 North Via Miraleste
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Desert Hot Springs Chamber of
Commerce
11711 West Street
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Desert Hot Springs Library
11-691 West Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Desert Humane Society
Orphan Pet Oasis
P.O. Box 798
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Desert People United
P.O. Box 2648
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Desert Sands Unified School District
82879 Highway 11
Indio, CA 92001

Desert Sands Unified School District
Peggie Reyes
47-950 Dune Palms Road
La Quinta, CA 92253

Desert Sun Newspaper
P.O. Box 2734
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Desert Tortoise Preserve
Emily
4067 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92501

Desert Trails Association
P.O. Box 1626
La Quinta, CA 92253

Desert Water Agency
P.O. Box 1710
Palm Springs, CA 92263-1710

Desert Wind Energy Association
P.O. Box 206
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Division of Industrial Safety
Northern California District Office
1800 Coffee Road, Building F32
Modesto, CA 95355

DPSS- Admin
Darla Saffer
,

DPSS- Admin
Pamela Ellett
MS 3720
,

DPSS/ IEVS- Overpayment
Delores Camacho
,
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DPSS-Admin
Ralf Meza
MS 3720
,

Eagle Valley Mutual Water
4236 Navajo Street
North Hollywood, CA 91602

Earth Consultants International
Eldon M. Gath
2522 North Santiago, Suite B
Orange, CA 92867

East Blythe County Water District
13068 Cottonwood Lane
Blythe, CA 92225

Eastern Information Cneter
Department of Anthropology
University of California
Riverside, CA 92521-0418

Eastern Municipal Waster District
Warren A. Beck, P.E.
P.O. Box 8300
Perris, CA 92572-8300

Edgemont Community Services
District
P.O. Box 2024
Riverside, CA 92506

Edgemont Gardens Mutual Water
Company
24-195 Fir Avenue
Sunnymead, CA 92388

Eight-Bar-H Ranch
CC Associates
P.O. Box 159
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

El Centro Chamber of Commerce
1095 South Forth Street
El Centro, CA 92243

El Cerrito Property Owner's
Association
Clarence Christianson
19872 Katy Way
El Cerrito, CA 91719

Elsinore Union High School District
1201 West Graham Avenue
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water
District
P.O. Box 3000
Elsinore, CA 92531

Elsinore Water District
16899 Lakeshore Drive
Elsinore, CA 92530

EM Power Communication
3400 Inland Empire Blvd, Suite 201
Ontario, CA 91754

Endangered Habitats League
Dan Silver
8424-A Santa Monica Blvd., PMB
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267

Environmental & Project Planning
Service Division
George Britton
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

FAA- System Support Unit
Dean Dowell
222 North Cielo Road
Palm Springs, CA 92264

FAA- Wayne Olson
Mgr. Technical Support PDS-SMO
9175 Kearney Villa Road
San Diego, CA 92126

FAA- Western Pacific Region
15000 Aviation Blvd.
Lawndale, CA 90261

Fair Housing
655 North Palm Canyon, Suite A
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Federal Aviation Administration
Western Specific Region, Airways &
Facilities, Worldway Postal Center
P.O. Box 92007
Los Angeles, CA 90009

Federal Communications
Commission
4542 Ruffner Street, Rm 370
San Diego, CA 92111-2216

Federal Emergency Mangt. Agency
Office of Regional Director, Reg. 9
Building 105, Presidio
San Francisco, CA 94129

Federal Highway Administration
Matthew Schintz
980 Ninth Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814

Feldspar Gardens Mutual Water
Company
4453 Avon
Riverside, CA 92509

Fern Valley Water District
P.O. Box 3039
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Flabob Airport
4130 Mennes Avenue
Riverside, Ca 92509

Four Corners Pipe Line Company
5900 Cherry Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90805

Friends of the Indian Canyon
Gary Gray
255 North El Cielo Road, Suite 294
Palm Springs, CA 92262
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Friends of the Indian Canyons
Billy Steinberg
P.O. Box 501
Thermal, CA 92274

Friends of the Live Oak Canyon
Dave Matuszak
RR #3, Box 668-A
Redlands, CA 92373

General Telephone Company
Richard T. Tyree
83-793 Carreon Blvd
Indio, CA 92201

Glen Avon Mutual Water Company
9643 Mission Blvd.
Riverside, CA 92509

Glen Ivy Community Association
P.O. Box 2286
Corona, CA 92882

Glen Oak Hills Property Owner's
Association
40101 Deportola Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Golden Sun Homeowner's
Association
Woodhaven CC
Lawrence Wessel
1308 East Wakeham

Good Hope School District
143 East First Street
Perris, CA 92370

Greater Lake Matthews Area
Association
Jim Forbes
2421 Via Sonoma
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274

GTE Area Forecasting
3633 East Inland Empire Blvd,
Suite 300 CAB251L
Ontario, CA 97164

Guide Dogs of the Desert Training
Center
60740 Dillon Road
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Hemet Chamber of Commerce
395 East Latham Avenue
Hemet, CA 92343

Hemet Unified School District
Planning Department
2350 West Latham Avenue
Hemet, CA 92545

Hemet-Ryan Aviation
36980 Walden Weaver Road
Hemet, CA 92545

High Valleys Water District
47781 Twin Pines
Banning, CA 92220

Hill Municipal Advisory Council
P.O. Box 1200
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Home Gardens County Water
District
3832 North Grant Street
Corona, CA 92879

Home Gardens Sanitary District
13583 Magnolia Avenue
Corona, CA 92879

Horsethief Ridge Ranch Association
13900 Tahiti Way #224
Marina Del Rey, CA 90292

I.S. Properties
1811 Westcliff Drive
Newport Beach, CA 92660-5503

Idyllwild Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 304
Idyllwild, CA 92349

Idyllwild County Water District
25-945 Idyllwild Road
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Idyllwild Fire Department
P.O. Box 656
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Idyllwild Fire Protection District
P.O. Box 397
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Idyllwild Property Owner's
Association
P.O. Box 165
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Imperial Chamber of Commerce
101 East Fourth Street
Imperial, CA 92251

Imperial County
Farm Bureau
1000 Broadway
El Centro, CA 92243-2856

Imperial County
Planning Department
Jurg Heuberger
939 Main Street, Suite, B-1
El Cerrito, CA 92243-2856

Imperial Irrigation District
P.O. Box 1080
La Quinta, CA 92253-1080

Imperial Irrigation District
P.O. Box 937
Imperial, CA 92251
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Imperial Irrigation District
Alfonso Rodriguez
P.O. Box 1080
La Quinta, CA 92253

INCO Homes
P.O. Box 165
Upland, CA 91786

Indian Hills Property Owner's
Association
1001 Ranch Indian Hills
7892 Big Rock Drive
Riverside, CA 92509

Indio Chamber of Commerce
82503 Highway 111
Indio, CA 92201

Indio Hills Community Council
Debra Scriven
29705 Desert Charm Road
Indio Hills, CA 92241

Indio Hills Improvement Association
P.O. Box 1165
Indio, CA 92202

Indio Middle School
81195 Miles Avenue
Indio, CA 92201

Information Technology
Jim Boatwright
7195 Allesandro Blvd
Riverside, CA 92506

Ivey Ranch CC Homeowners
Association
74580 Varner Road
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Izaak Walton League
P.O. Box 1758
Idyllwild, CA 92349

Jamaca Sanda Homeowner's
Association
Architectural Committee
79-050 Avenue 42
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

James Monroe Elementary School
42-100 Yucca Lane
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

John Kennedy Elementary School
45100 Clinton Street
Indio, CA 92201

John Warner
P.O. Box 5803087
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Joshua Tree National Park
74485 National Park Drive
Twenty-Nine Palms, CA 92277

Jurupa Area Park & Recreation
District
4810 Pedley Road
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa Community Service District
8621 Jurupa Road
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa Cultural Center
7621 Granite Hill Drive
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa General Plan Citizens
Steering Committee
Eugene Ochwat
8421 63rd Avenue
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa Hills Homeowner's
Association
Vaughn R. Rasmussen
5940 Sandoval Avenue
Riverside, CA 92509-6319

Jurupa Unified School District
Greg Bowers
4850 Pedley Road
Riverside, CA 92509

Jurupa Western Inc.
P.O. Box 3617
Riverside, CA 92509

L.B. Johnson Elementary
44-610 Clinton Street
Indio, CA 92201

La Cadena Water Company
P.O. Box 710
San Bernardino, CA 92403

La Cresta Homeowner's Association
Walters Management Company
41877 Enterprise Circle, Suite 220
Temecula, CA 95290

La Cresta Property Owner's
Association
27349 Jefferson Avenue, Suite 208
Temecula, CA 92591

La Paz County
Planning Department
1112 Joshua Street, Suite 202
Parker, AZ 85344

La Quinta Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 255
La Quinta, CA 92253

Lake Elsinore Chamber of
Commerce
132 West Graham
Lake Elsinore, CA 92330

Lake Elsinore Unified School District
545 Chaney Street
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530
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Lake Elsinore Water District
P.O. Box 3000
Elsinore, CA 92531

Lake Hemet Municipal Water District
P.O. Box 5039
Hemet, CA 95244

Lake Tamarisk Branch
Public Library
Lake Tamarisk Drive
Desert Center, CA 92239

Landells Aviation
69873 Silver Moon Trail
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

League of Women Voters
P.O. Box 20785
Riverside, CA 92508

Lee Lake Water District
22646 Timescale Canyon Road
Corona, CA 92883

Leon's Market
91-200 Second Street
Mecca, CA 92254

Los Almos Neighborhood
37100 Los Almos Road
Murrieta, CA 92563

March Air Force Base
Jim O'Neill
2990 Fraever Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92518-2349

Marine Corps Air Station
Community Planning and Liaison
Office
Yuma, AZ 85369

Marine Corps Air/ Ground Combat
Center
Commanding General
ATTN: Installation & Logistics
Twenty-Nine Palms, CA

Mary Barnes
10909 Julia Street
Mira Loma, CA 91752

Mead Valley Community Plan
Committee
Malcolm Driggs
20190 Brown Street
Perris, CA 92570

Meadowview Community
41050 Avenida Verde
Temecula, CA 92591

Mecca Community Council
Maria Rios
P.O. Box 1267
Mecca, CA 92254

Menifee Union School District
30205 Menifee Road
Menifee, CA 92584-8109

Menifee Valley Municipal Advisory
Council
Bobbie Lou Gonsalves
33300 Merritt Road
Menifee, CA 92584

Mesa Ranch Mutual Water
P.O. Box 2298
Blythe, CA 92226-2298

Metropolitan Water District of So.
California
P.O. Box 54153
Los Angeles, CA 90054

Milk Producers Council
13545 Euclid Avenue
Ontario, CA 91761

Mission Hills Country Club
34600 Mission Hills Drive
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

Mission Hills Homeowner's
Association
Rodney Robertson
193 Civic Drive, Suite 6
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Mission Lake Holiday House
Association
P.O. Box 1205
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Mission Lakes Country Club
8484 Clubhouse Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Mission Springs Water District
66-575 East Second Street
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Mockingbird Canyon Homeowner's
Association
P.O. Box 9088
Riverside, CA 92504

Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District
Allan DeSalvio
14036 Park Avenue
Victorville, CA 92392

Mojave Desert Air Quality
Management District
Christian Ignacio
15428 Civic Drive, Suite 200
Victorville, CA 92392-2383

Moreno Valley Chamber of
Commerce
22620 Goldcrest Drive #110
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Moreno Valley Homeowner's
Association
Richard Wall
25064 Halmia
Sunnymead, CA 92388
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Moreno Valley Parks & Recreation
13671 Fredrick Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92508

Moreno Valley School District
13911 Perris Blvd
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Morongo Band of Indians
Robert Martin
11581 Potrero Road
Banning, CA 92220

Morongo Tribal Council
Susan Pangell
11581 Potrero Road
Banning, CA 92220

Mt. San Jacinto Community College
1499 North State Street
San Jacinto, CA 92583

Mt. San Jacinto Community College
28237 La Piedra Road
Menifee, CA 92584

Mt. San Jacinto Community District
21-400 Highway 79
San Jacinto, CA 92383

Mt. San Jacinto Conservation
Thomas Mountain Box 14
Mountain Center, CA 92361

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 124
Murrieta, CA 92362

Murrieta City Hall
Planning Department
26442 Beckman Court
Murrieta, CA 92562

Murrieta Fire Protection
Steve Anderson
41825 Juniper Street
P.O. Box 160
Murrieta, CA 92362

Murrieta Valley Property Owner's
Association
27349 Jefferson Avenue, Suite 108
Temecula, CA 92390

Murrieta Valley Unified School
Charlene Stone
25090 Jefferson Avenue
Murrieta, CA 92562

Murrieta Water District
P.O. Box 949
Murrieta, CA 92564

Myoma Dunes Community
Association
Tom Sheerer
79-281 Avenue 40
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

Myoma Dunes Water Company
79-050 Avenue 42
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92201

National Heritage Partners
3855 East La Palms Avenue
Anaheim, CA 92817-7340

National Park Service, Western
Region
P.O. Box 36063
San Francisco, CA 94102

Nature Conservancy
1800 North Kent Street
Arlington, VA 22209

Nature Conservancy
201 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105-1831

Nature Conservancy
Coachella Valley Preserve
P.O. Box 188
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Nature Conservancy- Santa Rosa
Plateau Ecological Reserve
Carole A. Bell
22115 Tenaja Road
Murrieta, CA 92562

NIEHS, NIH
P.O. Box 2233
Research Triangle Park, NC 27709

North Shore Improvement
Association
P.O. Box 3396
North Shore, CA 92254

Nuevo Water Company
30427 11th Street
Nuevo, CA 92567

Nuview Union School District
29780 Lakeview Avenue
Nuevo, CA 92567-9261

Oasis Community Council
Limbaria Contreras
88-624 Avenue 76
Thermal, CA 92274

Oasis Country Club Homeowner's
Association
Architectural Commission
42-300 Casbah Way
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Oasis School District
P.O. Box 847
Thermal, CA 92274

Office of Planning & Research
State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Ontario International Airport
Administrative Center
Terminal Building 200
Ontario, CA 91761

Orange County
Planning & Development Service
Department
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Orange County
Public Facilities & Resources
Department
P.O. Box 4048
Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Orange County Water District
10500 Ellis Avenue
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

Overture/ Windy Point Homeowner's
Association
Norm Peters
15821 Cherry Cove
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Pacific Bell
MaryAnn Cassaday
3939 East Coronado, 2nd Floor
Anaheim, CA 92807

Painted Jills Property Homeowner's
Association
Beverly Burns
45-777 Vernon Road
Whitewater, CA 92282

Pala Band of Indians
P.O. Box 43
Pala, CA 92059

Palm Desert CC Owner's Association
77-800 California Drive, Palm
Desert CC
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Palm Desert Chamber of Commerce
72-990 Highway 111
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Palm Desert Disposal, Inc.
41575 Electric
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Palm Desert Greens Homeowner's
Association
73-750 Country Club Drive
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Palm Desert Resorter Association
Resort Community Management
P.O. Box 1008
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

Palm Springs Airport
Director of Transport & Energy
3400 East Tahquitz-McCallum Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Palm Springs Cemetery District
69920 East Ramon Road
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Palm Springs Chamber of
190 West Amando Road
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Palm Springs Library
300 South Sunrise Highway
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Palm Springs Unified School District
980 East Tahquitz Canyon Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Palm Valley Homeowner's
Association
P.O. Box 1008
Rancho Mirage, CA 92271

Palm Valley Property Owner's
Association
P.O. Box 226
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Palo Verde Community College
811 West Chanslorway
Blythe, CA 92225

Palo Verde Irrigation District
180 West 14th Avenue
Blythe, CA 92225

Palo Verde Resource Conservation
District
P.O. Box 610
Blythe, CA 92226

Palo Verde Unified School District
187 North Seventh Street
Blythe, CA 92225

Palo Verde Valley Unified School
District
Dr. Jock Fischer
295 North First Street
Blythe, CA 92225

Pauba Ranchos Property Owner's
Association
28465 Front Street, Suite 313
Temecula, CA 92390

Pechanga Entertainment Center
45000 Pala Road
Temecula, CA 92592

Perris Elementary School
143 East First Street
Perris, CA 92570

Perris Fire Protection
210 West San Jacinto Avenue
Perris, CA 92370

Perris Union High School District
155 East Fourth Street
Perris, CA 92570-1909
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Perris Valley Airport
2091 Goetz Road
Perris, CA 92370

Perris Valley Chamber of Commerce
422 South D Street
Perris, CA 92370

PGA West
c/o RCM
P.O. Box 12710
Palm Desert, CA 92255

PGA- West Homeowner's Association
John Monahan
P.O. Box 13710
Palm Desert, CA 92255

Pine Cove County Water District
P.O. Box 2296
Idyllwild, CA 92549

Pine Cove Property Owner's
Association
P.O. Box 2023
Idyllwild, CA 92349

Pinyon Communities Council
Marvin Spreyne
Chapman Ranchos #6
Mountain Center, CA 92561

Pinyon Community Council
Ruth Watling
69030 Pinesmoke #51
Mountain Center, CA 92561

Pinyon Pines County Water District
62011 Stonecrest Road, No. 63
Mountain Center, CA 92561

Pinyon Pines Homeowner's
Association
Pinyon Pines 69
Mountain Center, CA 92561

Planning Center
1580 Metro Drive
Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Ramona Bowl Association
W. Rose, Gen. Manager
P.O. Box 755
Hemet, CA 92343

Ramona Mutual Water District
P.O. Box 848
Ramona, CA 92605

Rancho California Water District
P.O. Box 9017
Temecula, CA 92589-9017

Rancho Glen Oaks Homeowner's
Association
Ralston Management
27919 Jefferson Avenue #206F
Temecula, CA 92590

Rancho Mirage Chamber of
Commerce
P.O. Box 21
Rancho Mirage, CA 92270

Randolph Hulbik Association
Old City Hall
Carlos Cordero
36127 Seventh Street, 3rd Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

RCIP CETAP Advisory Committee
Robin Reese-Lowe
450 East Latham Street
Hemet, CA 92543

RCIP General Plan Advisory
Committee
Joseph Richards
6529 Riverside Avenue, Suite 115
Riverside, CA 92506

RCIP MSHCP Advisory Committee
Gail Wanczuk Berton
P.O. Box 1929
Fallbrook, CA 92088

Reche Canyon Mutual Water
Company
22125 Barton Road, Suite 600
Grand Terrace, CA 92313

Reche Canyon Property Owner's
Association
Route 1, Box 393
Colton, CA 92324

Redhawk Homeowner's Association
Merritt Property Management
6256 Greenwich Drive, Suite 520
San Diego, CA 92122

Regency Palms Homeowner's
Association
77-670 Springfield Lane, Suite 4A
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Regents of University of California
Director of Real Estate
1111 Franklin Street, 6th Floor
Oakland, CA 94607

Regional Water Quality Control
Board #8- Sanata Ana
Michael Adackapara
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501-3339

Regional Water Quality Control
Board #7
73-720 Fred Waring Drive #100
Palm Desert, CA 92260

Regional Water Quality Control
Board #9
Art Coe
9771 Claremont Mesa Blvd, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92124-1331

Residents for Responsible Develop.
Of Mesa Grande
28209 Vista Del Valle
Hemet, CA 92544

RIR Associates, Fritz Duda Company
1940 West Orangewood Avenue,
Suite 207
Orange, CA 92668-2050
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Riverside Chamber of Commerce
4261 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside City/ County Public Library
Administration & Access Serv.
3581 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92507

Riverside Community College
4800 Magnolia Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506

Riverside County
Building & Safety Department
Tony Harmon
MS 1130
,

Riverside County
Transportation-Land Management
Agency
Kristi Lovelady
MS 1083

Riverside County Airport Land Use
EDA/ Aviation
37552 Winchester Road, Box 1, 2 &
Murrieta, CA 92563

Riverside County Animal Control
Services
Janis Upstone
5950 Wilderness Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
1st Supervisor District
Robert Buster, Supervisor
MS 1001

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
5th Supervisor District
Tom Mullen, Supervisor
MS 1005

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
2nd Supervisor District
John Tavaglione, Supervisor
MS 1002

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
3rd Supervisor District
James Venable, Supervisor
MS 1003

Riverside County Board of
Supervisors
4th Supervisor District
Roy Wilson, Supervisor
MS 1004

Riverside County Counsel
Kathreen Lind
Karen Watts-Bazan
MS 1350
,

Riverside County Department of
Development
Walt Honse
220 North Springs Street
Blythe, CA 92225 MS 2611

Riverside County Economic
Development Agency
Brad Hudson, EDA Director
MS 1130
,

Riverside County Economic
Development Agency
Aviation Division
Deanna Lorson
MS 2570

Riverside County Executive Office
Kathy Gifford
MS 1020
,

Riverside County Executive Office
Tony Carstens
MS 1020
,

Riverside County Farm Bureau
Robert E. Perkins
21160 Box Springs Road, Suite 102
Moreno Valley, CA 92557

Riverside County Fire Department
Frank Kawasaki
MS 5036
,

Riverside County Flood Control
District
Dusty Williams
MS 2990
,

Riverside County Health Department
Environmental Resources
Management Division
Damien Miens
,

Riverside County Housing Authority
Ron Meyer
78-140 Calle Tampico
La Quinta, CA 92253

Riverside County Housing Authority
Susan Wamsley
MS 3760
,

Riverside County Law Library
3989 Lemon Street
Riverside, CA 92502 MS 1340

Riverside County Local Agency
Formation Commission
George J. Spiliotis
,

Riverside County Office of
Education
47336 Oasis Street
Indio, CA 92201

Riverside County Office of
Education
Dave Long, Superintendent
3939 13th Street
Riverside, CA 92502-0868

Riverside County Parks Advisory
Commission
Jeannie Gillen
38160 Avenida La Cresta
Murrieta, CA 92562-9163

Riverside County Planning
Commission
Jan Zuppardo
,

16

DRAFT MSHCP AND DRAFT EIR/EIS MAILING LIST MARCH 2003
Riverside County Planning
Commission
Jim Porras
,

Riverside County Planning
Commission
John Petty
,

Riverside County Planning
Commission
John Roth
,

Riverside County Planning
Commission
John W. Snell
,

Riverside County Planning
Department
Indio Office
MS 4035
,

Riverside County Planning
Department
Murrieta Office
MS 5158
,

Riverside County Property Owner's
Association
Jim Forbes
2421 Via Sonoma
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274

Riverside County Public Library
Administration
3392-A Durahart Street
Riverside, CA 92507

Riverside County Regional Parks &
Open Space Dist.
History Division
Paul Frandsen
MS 2970

Riverside County Regional Trails
4800 Crestmore
Riverside, CA 92509

Riverside County Sheriff Department
Larry Smith, Sheriff
MS 1450
,

Riverside County Transportation
Commission
Eric Haley
3560 University Avenue, Suite 100
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside County Transportation
Department
Juan Perez
MS 1080
,

Riverside County Waste Resources
Management Dist.
MS 2950
,

Riverside Highland Water Company
23-009 Washington Street
Colton, CA 92324

Riverside Land Conservancy
4075 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside Public Library
Reference Department
P.O. Box 468
Riverside, CA 92502-0468

Riverside Transit Agency
1825 Third Street
Riverside, CA 92507-3884

Riverside Unified School District
3380 14th Street
P.O. Box 2800
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside Water Company
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Riversider's For Reasonable Growth
7463 Dufferin Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

Romoland School District
25900 Leon Road
Homeland, CA 92548

Rubidoux Fire Department
3590 Rubidoux Blvd
Riverside, CA 92509

Salton Sea Park
P.O. Box 3166
North Shore, CA 92254

Salton Sea State Recreation Area
P.O. Box 1799
Sacramento, CA 95808

San Bernardino Association of
Governments
Norman R. King, Executive Director
472 North Arrowhead Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92401

San Bernardino Audubon Society
Conservation Committee
2024 Orange Tree Lane
Redlands, CA 92374

San Bernardino County
Planning Department
385 North Arrowhead Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182

San Bernardino County Museum
Development Monitoring
Bob Reynolds
2024 Orange Tree Lane
Redlands, CA 92374

San Bernardino Flood Control
825 East Third Street
San Bernardino, CA 92415
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San Bernardino National Forest
1824 South Commerce Center
San Bernardino, CA 92403

San Bernardino Transportation
825 East Third Street
San Bernardino, CA 92415-1000

San Bernardino Water Company
300 North D Street
San Bernardino, CA 92403

San Diego County Planning
Department
5201 Ruffin Road, Suite B
San Diego, CA 92123

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
101 Ash Street
San Diego, CA 92101

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
P.O. Box 520
Beaumont, CA 92223

San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
P.O. Box 520
Beaumont, CA 92223

San Jacinto Chamber of Commerce
188 East Main Street
San Jacinto, CA 92383

San Jacinto Unified School District
600 East Main Street
San Jacinto, CA 92583

Sandi Carmichael
2419 Lanterman Terrace
Los Angeles, CA 90039

Sandia Ranches Association
P.O. Box 1104
Temecula, CA 92390

Santa Ana Parks & Recreation
5192 Mission Blvd
Riverside, CA 92509 MS 3970

Santa Ana River Residents
P.O. Box 3157
Ontario, CA 91761

Santa Ana River Water Company
10530 54th Street
Mira Loma, CA 91752

Santa Ana Watershed Project
Authority
3600 Tyler Street, Suite 207
Riverside, CA 92503

Santa Margarita Ranchos
Homeowner's Association
M.M. Yakut
P.O. Box 1762
Temecula, CA 92593-1762

Santa Rosa Community Service
District
John Rogers
41785 Enterprise Circle Street
Temecula, CA 92590

Santa Rosa Groves Association
Roland S. Barnes
P.O. Box 566
Temecula, CA 92593

SCVCSD
ATTN: Secretary
P.O. Box 302
Thermal, CA 92274

Seven Palms Valley Owner's
Association
James Kanan
21400 Long Canyon Road
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Sheriff's Department
82-695 Dr. Carreon Blvd.
Indio, CA 92201

Sierra Club
George B. Hague
26711 Ironwood Avenue
Moreno Valley, CA 92388

Sierra Club- San Gorgonio Chapter
Anne J. Dennis, Conservation
568 North Mountain View Avenue,
Suite 130
San Bernardino, CA 92530

Sierra Club- San Gorgonio Chapter
Joan Taylor
1800 South Sunrise Way
Palm Springs, CA 92264

Sierra Club- San Gorgonio Chapter
Peter Kiriakos, Conservation
Chairmen
29421 Sun Harbor Cover
Lake Elsinore, CA 92530

Sierra Club- Tahquitz Group
Jeff Morgan
1485 East Via Escuela
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Sierra View Estates Landowner's
Association
Deloris Kiester
12-074 Palm Drive
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240

Sky Valley Chamber of Commerce
21800 Hot Springs Road
Sky Valley, CA 92241

Sky Valley Community Council
72-985 B Dillon Road
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92241

Sky Valley Homeowner's Association
15-995 Terry Drive, Unit 2
Sky Valley, CA 92241
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Snow Creek Homeowner's
Association
Glenn Crowson
P.O. Box 2127
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Sobba Indian Reservation
P.O. Box 487
San Jacinto, CA 92383

South Coast Air Quality,
Management District
Steve Smith
21865 East Copley Drive
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

South Mesa Water Company
391 West Avenue L
Calimesa, CA 92320

Southern California Association of
Governments
Eric H. Roth, Manager
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Southern California Edison
14799 Chestnut Street
Westminster, CA 92683

Southern California Edison
2244 Walnut Grove Avenue
Rm 312
Rosemead, CA 91770-0800

Southern California Edison
36100 Cathedral City
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Southern California Edison
505 West 14th Street
Blythe, CA 92225

Southern California Edison
26100 Menifee Road
Romoland, CA 92585

Southern California Edison
Manager of Local Govt. Affairs
1190 Durfee Avenue, Suite 200
South El Monte, CA 91733-4496

Southern California Gas Company
13100 West 14th Street
Blythe, CA 92225

Southern California Gas Company
211 North Sunrise Way
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Southern California Gas Company
Engineering Department
P.O. Box 2200
Riverside, CA 92506

Southern California Gas Company
Ken Soverns
1981 Lugonia Avenue
P.O. Box 3003
Redlands, CA 92373-0306

Southern California Gas Company
South Inland Transmission Division
Mike Edison, Region Planner
P.O. Box 2008
Beaumont, CA 92223

Southern California Gas Company
Transmission Department
David Reed
9400 Oakdale Avenue
Chatsworth, CA 91311-6511

Southern California Recycling
68-727 Aliso Road
Cathedral City, CA 92234

Southern Coachella Valley
Community Service District
P.O. Box 302
Thermal, CA 92274

Southern Coachella Valley Advisory
Committee
P.O. Box 286
Thermal, CA 92274

Southern Pacific Transportation
Real Estates Department
13181 Crossroads Parkway N. #500
City of Industry, CA 91746-3468

Southern Pacific Transportation
Company
Mike Conway, Suite 100
1200 Corporate Center Drive
Thermal, CA 91754

Southwest Territory General Plan
Citizens Steering Committee
Lois Rydalch
42291 Sixth Street
Temecula, CA 92390

Spring Crest Homeowner's
Association
Jim Lewis
P.O. Box 2604
Palm Desert, CA 92261

Springcrest Water Company
1350 South Farrell Drive
Palm Springs, CA 92264

State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning & Res.
Terry Roberts
1400 Tenth Street, Rm 121
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Department of Fish & Game
Wildlife Conservation Board
1416 Ninth Street, Rm 1206-22
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Department of Water Resource
770 Fairmont Avenue
Glendale, CA 91209

State Department of Water
Resources
P.O. Box 388
Sacramento, CA 95802

State Lands Commission
G. Pelka
245 West Broadway, Suite 425
Long Beach, CA 90802
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State Mining & Tunneling
Vern Larson
3704 State Street, Suite 307
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

State Mining and Geological Board
801 K Street, MS 24-05
Sacramento, CA 95814

State of California- 37th District
David Kelly
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite
Palm Desert, CA 92260

State of California- 80th District
Assemblyman Jim Battin
73-710 Fred Waring Drive
Suite 112
Palm Desert, CA 92260

State of California Alcoholic
Beverage Control Dep
3737 Main Street, Suite 900
Riverside, CA 92501

State of California Department of
Conservation
Mining & Geology Board
804 K Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-3529

State of California Department of
General Services
650 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825

State of California Department of
Inspection
P.O. Box 231
San Bernardino, CA 92403

State of California Department of
Public Works
P.O. Box 1799
Sacramento, CA 95808

State of California Land
1807 13th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

State of California Public Works
Board
650 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825

State of California Real Estate
Services Division
P.O. Box 2855
Palm Desert, CA 92261

State of California Real Property
Division
3133 Mission Inn Avenue
Riverside, CA 92507

State School Lands
1807 13th Street
Sacramento, CA 92814

State School Lands
U.S. Department of Interior
Washington, D.C. 21401

Sun City Chamber of Commerce
P.O. Box 37
Sun City, CA 92381

Sun City Civic Association
26850 Sun City Blvd
Sun City, CA 92586

SunLine Transit Agency
Leslie Grosjean
32-505 Harry Oliver Trail
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Sunnymead Mutual Water Company
12-51 Heacock Street
Sunnymead, CA 92388

T&B Planning Consultants
3242 Holladay Street, Suite 100
Santa Ana, CA 92705

Temecula Chamber of Commerce
40945 County Center Drive
Temecula, CA 92390

Temecula Historical Review Board
Robert D. Morris
44050 Prado Road
Temecula, CA 92390

Temecula Planning Department
43200 Business Park Drive
P.O. Box 9033
Temecula, CA 92589-9033

Temecula Public Cemetery District
Jack D. Smith
872 South Heatherstone Street
Orange, CA 92669

Temecula Towns Association
P.O. Box 435
Temecula, CA 92390

Temecula Valley Unified School
District
31350 Rancho Vista Road
Temecula, CA 92591

Temescal Water Company
P.O. Box 669
Corona, CA 91720

Tenaja Community Services District
32395 Clinton Keith Road
Building B, Suite 10
Wildomar, CA 92595-8508

Tenaja Property Owner's Association
Robin Oxman
19062 Homestead Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92646

Thermal Airport
56-850 Tyler Avenue
Thermal, CA 92236
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Thermal Chamber of Commerce
87-229 Church Street
Thermal, CA 92274

Thermal Community Council
P.O. Box 284
Thermal, CA 92274

Thermal Sanitary District
P.O. Box 363
Thermal, CA 92274

Thousand Palms Chamber of
Commerce
P.O. Box 365
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Thousand Palms Community
P.O. Box 306
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Thousand Palms Incorporation
Comm.
P.O. Box 343
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Time Warner Cable
Bob Jones, VP Engineering
41-725 Cook Street
Palm Desert, CA 92211

Tomas Rivera Library
University of California, Riverside
900 University Avenue
Riverside, CA 92521

Torres Martinez-Desert Cahuilla
Indians
Tribal EPA Director
P.O. Box 1160
Thermal, CA 92274

Town on Yucca Valley
Community Development
57090 Twenty-Nine Palms Highway
Yucca Valley, CA 92284

Tri-County Conservation League
Kathleen Stockwell
1657 Maywood Avenue
Upland, CA 91784

Tri-Palm Unified Owner's
P.O. Box 621
Thousand Palms, CA 92276-0621

Tri-Palms Estates Homeowner's
Association
32-700 Desert Moon Drive
Thousand Palms, CA 92276

Tucalota Hills Associates, LLC
Larry Netherton
19800 MacArthur Blvd., Suite 700
Irvine, CA 92612

Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission
Indians
46200 Harrison
Coachella, CA 92236

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Flood Control Department
P.O. Box 2711
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325

U.S. Department of Agriculture
880 Front Street, Rm 6S5
San Diego, CA 92188

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Soil Conservation Service
80975 Indio Blvd, Suite B-11
Indio, CA 92201

U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development
1600 North Broadway, Suite 100
Santa Ana, CA 92706-3914

U.S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
3600 Lime Street, Suite 722
Riverside, CA 92501

U.S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Reclamation, Lower
Colorado Region
P.O. Box 61470
Boulder City, NV 89006

U.S. Department of Interior Bureau
of Land Mangmt.
6221 Box Springs Blvd.
Riverside, CA 92507

U.S. Department of Interior Bureau
of Land Mangmt.
P.O. Box 1260
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

U.S. Department of the Interior
Office of Environmental Policy &
Compliance
11 Jackson Street, Suite 520
Oakland, CA 94607

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Region 9
75 Hawthorne
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Ecological Service
2730 Loker Avenue West
Carlsbad, CA 92008

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services
Coachella Valley National Wildlife
Refuge
906 West Sinclair
Calipatria, CA 92233-0120

U.S. Forest Service
1824 South Commonwealth Circle
San Bernardino, CA 92408-3430

U.S. Forest Service
William Makel
144 North Mountain View Avenue
San Bernardino, CA 92408

U.S. Forest Service
San Jacinto Ranger District
P.O. Box 518
Idyllwild, CA 92349
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U.S. Geological Survey- Southern
California
Dr. Doug Motorl
University of California- Riverside
Riverside, CA 92521

U.S. Postal Service
Growth Management Coordinator
390 West Fifth Street, Rm 201
San Bernardino, CA 924019601

U.S. Postal Service Growth
Management
P.O. Box 9998
Riverside, CA 92517-9998

U.S. Postal Service Growth
Management Coord.
Kristi Barrios
San Bernardino MSC Mail Facility
San Bernardino, CA 92403-9334

U.S. Postal Service- Santa Ana
District
Operations Programs Support
3101 West Sunflower Avenue
Santa Ana, CA 92799-9312

U.S.D.A. Forest Service- Corona
1147 East Sixth Street
Corona, CA 91719

U.S.D.A. Forest Services
Cleveland National Forest
10845 Rancho Bernardo Road #200
San Diego, CA 92127-2107

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources
Conservation District
4500 Glenwood Drive
Riverside, CA 92501-3042

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources
Conservation Service
950 North Ramona Blvd. , Suite 6
San Jacinto, CA 92582

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources
Conservation Service
Bob Wheeler
29090 Camino Alba
Murrieta, CA 92563-5650

Union For A River Greenbelt
Environment
Raymond W. Johnson
26785 Camino Seco
Temecula, CA 92590

Union Pacific Railroad
R.G. Anderson
5480 Ferguson Drive, Rm 100
Los Angeles, CA 90022

Union Pacific Railroad Company
Property Tax Department
1700 Farnam Street, 10th Floor,
South
Omaha, NE 68102-2010

University of California- Riverside
Dr. Michael A. McKibben
Department of Earth Science
Riverside, CA 92521

USPS
AIS Coordinator
4150 Chicago Avenue
Riverside, CA 92507-9503

Val Verde Unified School District
975 East Morgan Street
Perris, CA 92571

Valle De Los Caballos
35480 De Portola Road
Rancho California, CA 92390

Valley View Ranchos Homeowner's
Association
Steve Enbody
P.O. Box 44
North Palm Springs, CA 92258

Valley-Wide Park & Recreation
District
Samuel W. Goepp, General
P.O. Box 907
San Jacinto, CA 92582

Verizon
83-793 Dr. Carreon Blvd.
Indio, CA 92201

Victoria Doyle
15982 Cottonwood
Whitewater, CA 92282

Vineyard Policy Area
Callaway Winery
32720 Rancho California Road
Temecula, CA 92591

Vista Santa Rosa Community
Sally Hale
83-230 Avenue 52
Coachella, CA 92236

Warm Springs Valley Association
28546 Haygood Way
Lake Elsinore, CA 92330

Waste Management of the Desert
41575 Eclectic Street
Palm Desert, CA 92260

West End Resource Conservation
District
2816 East Fourth Street
Ontario, CA 97164-4601

West Riverside Canal Company
7141 Valley Way
Riverside, CA 92517-5286

West Riverside County
Businessmen's Association
P.O. Box 309
Mira Loma, CA 92752

Western Riverside Council of
Governments
Steve Ruddick, Dir. Of Planning
3880 Lemon Street, Suite 300
Riverside, CA 92501

Western Riverside County Regional
Waste Water
Aklufi & Wysocki
3403 Tenth Street, Suite 610
Riverside, CA 92501
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Western Village Ranch Mobile
Home Park
Arthur Hill
136 Pioneer Trail
Palm Springs, CA 92262

Whitewater Mutual Water Company
P.O. Box 2821
Palm Springs, CA 92263

Wildomar Cemetery District
P.O. Box 82
Wildomar, CA 92595

Wildomar Municipal Advisory Group
Joann Fellows
P.O. Box 1553
Wildomar, CA 92595

Winchester Homeowner's
Association
P.O. Box 122
Winchester, CA 92596

Woodcrest Homeowner's Association
15454 Golden Star
Riverside, CA 92506

Woodcrest-Mead Valley
General Plan Advisory Committee
16177 Gamble
Riverside, CA 92504

Woodhaven Country Club
P.O. Box 12710
Palm Desert, CA 92255

Yucaipa Joint Unified School
12797 third Street
Yucaipa, CA 92399

Yucaipa Valley Water District
P.O. Box 458
Yucipa, CA 92399

Yuma County
Department of Development
2703 Avenue B
Yuma, AZ 85364
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ALTERNATIVES SCREENING DOCUMENT
Introduction
This report is a screening document to provide reasons for the deletion of two
alternatives to the MSHCP from further analysis in the EIR/EIS.

National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental Quality Act
The MSHCP EIR/EIS has been prepared under the auspices of the National
Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Both laws require the preparation of a detailed environmental study to
evaluate the environmental effects of proposed governmental activities. In addition, both
laws establish multi-step procedures for evaluating projects and preparing environmental
impact assessment documents.
According to NEPA, the evaluation of alternatives is governed by the “rule of reason”
under which an EIS must consider a reasonable range of options that could accomplish
the project objectives. If alternatives have been eliminated from detailed study, the EIS
must briefly discuss the reason for their elimination (40 Code of Federal Regulations
[CFR] 1502.14[a]; Forty Questions No. 1[a]). Reasonable alternatives are those that
may be feasibly carried out based on technical and economic factors.
As for CEQA, the range of alternatives required in an EIR is also governed by a “rule
of reason” that requires an EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit
a reasoned choice. If a Lead Agency (Riverside County) finds an alternative to be
infeasible, reasons for that finding must be explained. In determining whether alternatives
are feasible, Lead Agencies are guided by the general definition of feasibility found in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15364: “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal,
social, and technological factors. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6[f], the Lead Agency should consider site suitability, economic viability,
availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other regulatory limitations,
jurisdictionalboundaries, and proponent’s control over alternative sites in determining the
range of alternatives to be evaluated in an EIR. Alternatives considered per CEQA must
also meet the basic project objectives. An EIR must briefly describe the rationale for
selection and rejection of alternatives and the information that the Lead Agency relied
upon in making the selection. It should also identify any alternatives that were
considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping
process and briefly explain the reason for their exclusion (Guidelines Section
15126[d][2]).
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Goals and Objectives of the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
The MSHCP that is analyzed in the EIR/EIS allows for maintenance of biological
diversity and ecosystem processes while allowing future economic growth. Preservation
of a quality of life characterized by well-managed and planned growth integrated with
an open space system is also a goal of the MSHCP. The Riverside County Board of
Supervisors adopted policy directions regarding this goal on December 19, 2000. The
overall goals are the following:
C

In the MSHCP Area, conserve Covered Species and their
habitats.

C

Improve the future economic development in the County by
providing an efficient, streamlined regulatory process through
which development can proceed in an efficient way. The
proposed MSHCP and the General Plan would provide the
County with a clearly articulated blueprint describing where
future development should and should not occur.

C

Provide for permanent open space, community edges, and
recreational opportunities, which contribute to maintaining the
community character of western Riverside County.

The following were identified as the Project Objectives:
1.

Assemble a criteria-based reserve that will assist in the conservation of covered
species while allowing flexibility in the assembly and location of the reserve.

2.

To the maximum extent possible, streamline development authorizations under
the federal and State Endangered Species Acts.

3.

Through regional habitat planning, conserve habitat in functional blocks, rather
than on a piecemeal ad hoc basis.

4.

Provide incidental take authorization for the transportation, infrastructure,
housing and employment base needed to accommodate projected growth in
western Riverside County.

5.

Coordinates and maximizes the value of expenditures of limited public and
private funds in such a manner that assures assembly and maintenance of a
reserve system that conserves the covered species pursuant to state and federal
law.

6.

Develop a fee-based funding plan that will generate sufficient revenue to
contribute to the reserve’s funding needs.

7.

To the maximum extent practicable, eliminate surprises by providing certainty
to permittees and third parties that the take authorization will cover additional
species that may be listed while the permits are in effect.

8.

To the extent legally possible, provide assurances that private parties will not be
required to mitigate biological impacts except as specified in the Plan.
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9.

Expand the conservation value of existing public and quasi-public resources for
the benefit of covered species.

10.

Comply with all applicable federal and State laws and constitutional
requirements.

The MSHCP would function as a large-scale Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), and would reduce the number, cost, and
complexity of consultations with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) regarding federal and State listed
species. This would lower the costs associated with development, and, by providing a
large-scale multiple species HCP, would improve the effectiveness of managing listed
species.

Descriptions of Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward for
Analysis in the EIR/EIS
The following sections briefly describe the alternatives that were screened out from
further analysis in the MSHCP EIR/EIS. These alternatives are the Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative and the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative. Table 1
summarizes the species that are conserved with each alternative and the number of
acres that would be set aside from private lands, adding to public and quasi-public lands,
to make up the reserve configurations.
Table 1 - Species Protected and Private Lands Conserved
Factor

Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative

Narrow Endemic Plant Species
Alternative

146

54

218,600
347,000

Unknown
347,000

565,600

Unknown*

Number of Species
“Protected”
Private Lands Conserved
Public/Quasi-Public Lands
Conserved
Total Acres Conserved
Note:

Acreage conserved under the Narrow Endemic Plant Alternative would depend on the results of
surveys for endemic plant species. Thus, an acreage estimate for private land conservation is not
available.

Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative. This alternative seeks to promote the
viability and recovery of western Riverside County ecosystems and habitats, and the
species dependent upon them. Additionally, this alternative seeks to reduce the need for
the potential listing of species in the future. Like the proposed Plan, this alternative also
focuses generally on the following broad-based NCCP biological tenets:
C

Conserve focus species and their habitats throughout the proposed Plan Area;

C

Conserve large habitat blocks;

C

Conserve habitat diversity;
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C

Keep reserves contiguous and connected; and

C

Protect reserves from encroachment and invasion by non-native species.

The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative provides for the most conservation of
the alternatives and the Proposed Action. It seeks to conserve up to 146 species and
218,600 acres of habitat on private lands within the MSHCP Planning Area. The
number of species to be conserved remains the same: 32 listed and proposed species,
and 115 sensitive species.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conserves 347,000 acres of existing
public/quasi-public lands. In addition, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
also would conserve 218,600 acres of private lands. The 218,600 acres include the
153,000 acres proposed for conservation with the Proposed Action plus 65,400 acres of
additional conservation on private lands. The additional 65,400 acres of private lands are
largely comprised of lands designated as critical habitat for listed, threatened, or
endangered species or areas supporting sensitive soils. These additional areas are
discussed further in this report under the heading, Reserve Configurations. This
alternative focuses on the NCCP biological tenets.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative. This alternative would focus on the
conservation of narrow endemic species. The term endemic species refers to a species
that is native to a particular geographic area. Endemic does not imply rarity or
endangerment; rather, it refers to geographic distribution. A very narrowly distributed
species is found only within a small geographic area (e.g., the San Jacinto Valley
crownscale [Atriplex coronata var. notatior] is endemic [found only] in western
Riverside County).
The term narrow endemic species has been used in conservation planning to refer to
a species that is restricted to a relatively small geographic area and for which conservation planning decisions would have a substantial effect on the status of the species.
Plant species that are the focus of this alternative are listed in Table 2. It is anticipated
that under this alternative, conservation areas for narrow endemic plants would overlap
similar areas identified for conservation in the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative.
Protocol surveys would be constructed for narrow endemic plants during the appropriate
season. If populations of narrow endemic plants were observed, avoidance and minimization measures would be undertaken in the design of individual projects.
Table 2 - Narrow Endemic Plant Species Protected under the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Plant Species Endemic to the Plan Area
Allium munzii

B-4

Munz’s onion
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Area 1

Table 2 - Narrow Endemic Plant Species Protected under the Narrow Endemic
Species Alternative
Scientific Name

Common Name

Notes

Arabis johnstoni

Johnston’s rock cress

Generally confined to Forest
Service lands

Atriplex coronata var.
notatior

San Jacinto Valley
crownscale

Areas 2, 3, and 4

Atriplex parishii

Parish’s brittlescale

Areas 2, 3, 4, and 5

Calochortus palmeri var.
munzii

Munz’s mariposa lily

Generally confined to Forest
Service lands

Ceanothus ophiochilus

Vail Lake ceanothus

Area 6

Galium angustifolium ssp.
jacinticum

San Jacinto
Mountains bedstraw

Generally confined to Forest
Service lands

Plant Species for which Plan Area is Critical to Conservation (not Endemic to Plan Area)
Ambrosia pumila

San Diego ambrosia

Areas 1 and 2

Atriplex serenana var.
davidsonii

Davidson’s saltscale

Areas 2, 3, and 4

Berberis nevinii

Nevin’s barberry

Area 6

Brodiaea filifolia

thread-leaf brodiaea

Areas 2 and 3

Dodecahema leptoceras

slender-horned
spineflower

Area 1

Dudleya multicaulis

many-stemmed
dudleya

Area 1

Eriastrum densifolium ssp.
sanctorum

Santa Ana River
woollystar

Santa Ana River

Hemizoniz pungens ssp.
laevis

smooth tarplant

Area 3, Salt Creek

Lasthenia glabrata spp.
apus

Coulter’s goldfield

Areas 2 and 3

Lepechinia cordifolia

heart-leaf pitcher-sage

Generally confined to Forest
Service lands

Myosurus minimus ssp.
apus

little mousetail

Area 4

Navarretia fossalis

spreading navarretia

Areas 2, 3, 4, and 5

Orcuttia californica

California Orcutt grass

Areas 4 and 5

Satureja chandleri

San Miguel savory

Santa Rosa Plateau, Steele Rock

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii

Wright’s
trichocoronis

Areas 2 and 3

For many of the plant species being considered for conservation under the proposed
MSHCP, the existing available distribution data are limited. If coverage of these species
were sought in the selected alternative for the proposed MSHCP, the need to conduct
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surveys would apply to these species, as well as to the narrow endemic species. The
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative would conserve 37 plant species, including
all of the listed and proposed plant species, and would also conserve 17 animal species.

Vegetation Communities
The reserve configuration consists of the boundaries within which conservation would
be achieved. Table 3 provides a summary by vegetation communities of acreages
potentially affected with the Modified Reserve Configuration Alterative. The Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Alternative is a survey-based alternative, and does not consist
of defined conservation areas.
Anticipated impacts to coastal sage scrub, desert scrubs, grassland, meadows, and
marshes with this alternative would result in substantial reductions of sensitive vegetation
communities within the MSHCP Plan Area. The impacts to these vegetation
communities would also have substantial adverse effects on listed, sensitive, or special
status species that occupy and utilize these vegetation communities.
Table 3 - Percentage of Vegetation Communities Subject to Take-Authorized
Development with the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
Vegetation Type

Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative

Agriculture

82%

Chaparral

40%

Coastal Sage Scrub

32%

Desert Scrub

67%

Grassland

69%

Meadows and Marshes

79%

Montane Coniferous Forest

30%

Peninsular Juniper Woodland and Scrub

10%

Playas and Vernal Pools

16%

Riparian Scrub, Woodland, Forest

36%

Riversidean Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub

28%

Unknown

7%

Water

38%

Woodlands and Forests
Notes:

1

30%

Totals exclude developed/disturbed land because no additional impact to biological resources would
occur in these areas as a result of implementation of the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative. The Narrow Endemic Alternative was not included, as no specific configuration of
private lands to be conserved is available.

In general, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative has the highest level of
conservation of vegetation communities of all the considered alternatives. All other
alternatives considered in the MSHCP analysis are scaled-down variations of the
Proposed Action. The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative is difficult to analyze,

B-6

Appendix B - Alternatives Screening Document

as it does not specify the amount of on-the-ground conservation (as all of the locations
of narrow endemic plants have not been discovered), but rather dictates a process for
implementation.

Reserve Configurations
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative is made up of existing reserve areas
(Public/Quasi-Public Lands), including lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service and
the BLM) and additional reserve areas. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
contains different types of components in its reserve makeup. These include core
reserve areas, linkages, constrained linkages, and other areas (which include vernal
pools, waterfowl preservation areas, narrow endemic habitat, and Delhi sands flowerloving fly habitat). The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative only includes existing
reserve areas and narrow endemic plant habitat (locations to be determined by surveys).
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative sets aside a great deal more private
land for conservation than the alternatives considered in the MSHCP. Conservation
would occur in additional areas to include Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas
editha quino) habitat linkages, as well as areas designated as Critical Habitat for other
federally-listed species.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative is a broad-brush approach to
conserving as many species as possible by maximizing land conservation. The Narrow
Endemic Plant Species Alternative focuses on narrow endemic plant species and does
not provide adequate protection of listed animal species.

Conservation Benefits of the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
Species List. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative protects more species
than any of the alternatives, with the exception of the Proposed Action. Some species
not conserved have a generally broad distribution throughout the region, and still others
do not commonly occur in the region. The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
includes large areas of habitat in the private land reserves (approximately 40 percent
more than the Proposed Action), which would otherwise not be necessary to conserve
listed and proposed species.
Vegetation Communities. The Proposed Action and the Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative generally have very similar percentages of take. In general, these two
alternatives switch from one to the other for the least impact on vegetation communities;
however, three vegetation communities differ by more than 10 percent. The two
alternatives differ for coastal sage scrub by 16 percent, peninsular juniper woodland and
scrub by 34 percent, and water by 23 percent.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative and the Proposed Action have similar
degrees of conservation in nearly all vegetation categories. The primary difference in
vegetation communities conserved is in the case of coastal sage scrub and water. Water
bodies and wetlands are protected pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and

Appendix B - Alternatives Screening Document

B-7

analysis for impacts to water would be required regardless of whether the area were
within an MSHCP conserved area. Thus, differences in the amount of water area
conserved are not significant.
Coastal Sage Scrub is the third-largest constituent of the Plan Area. At 156,000 acres,
it is less than Chaparral (435,000 acres) and Agriculture (169,000 acres). The Proposed
Action would focus on conserving high quality coastal sage scrub habitat. While the
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conserves a greater quantity of this habitat
type, it includes medium- and low-quality habitat as well. By focusing on high-quality
coastal sage scrub, the Proposed Action would better balance the needs of developers
with the need for conservation.
Thus, the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative does not represent a viable
alternative, as it does not effectively balance the needs of conservation (Biological Goal)
with the need to accommodate future growth within the Plan Area (Economic Goal).
Reserve Configuration. Reserve configurations vary among alternatives. The reserve
area elements included the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative are large areas.
The Proposed Action has reserve area elements in the same general locations as the
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative, conserving the same resources, but the
elements in the Proposed Action are more focused on the essential areas, while limiting
conservation of lower-quality and privately owned areas.

Reasons for Not Carrying Forward the Screened Alternatives in the
EIR/EIS for Analysis
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative
Growth in Riverside County. According to projections made by the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG), in 2020, Riverside County will be home to
approximately 2.8 million people, who will occupy approximately 918,000 dwelling units
(Hoffman, 2001). This represents a doubling of the present population and housing stock
of Riverside County. Other studies by the California Department of Finance estimate
that the County will continue to grow to 3.5 million people by 2030 and 4.5 million people
by 2040. These population figures include residents that live within unincorporated areas
as well as those that live within the boundaries of the 24 incorporated cities within the
County. Projections contained in the 2002 Riverside County General Plan indicate
that approximately 1.67 million persons would reside within the unincorporated areas of
the County in nearly 558,000 dwelling units in 2040.
One of the functions of the Western Riverside County MSHCP is to streamline the
permitting process for development, helping to accommodate this growth. Another
function is to guide development into areas that will be the least environmentally
damaging, on a regional, ecosystem-based scale. By setting aside the most sensitive
areas for conservation, and removing some of the obstacles to development in the less
environmentally sensitive areas, the Western Riverside County MSHCP serves to
accommodate the projected growth within the County.
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The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative conserves 65,000 acres (over 40
percent) more than the Proposed Action. The additional lands conserved in the Modified
Reserve Configuration Alternative represent existing vacant land, which may provide
habitat for species, or could be used for development to accommodate growth. Much
of this area is designated as Community Development in the 2002 Riverside County
General Plan. The loss of 65,000 acres of potentially developable private lands
represents the loss of up to:
C

227,500 low-density residential units;

C

1,105,000 high-density residential units;

C

1,190,000,000 square feet of industrial/business park use; and

C

79,280,000 square feet of commercial development.

Furthermore, the Proposed Action was developed alongside the Riverside County
General Plan, to minimize the amount of conservation land classified as “Community
Development” in the County General Plan. The additional acreage included in the
Modified Reserves Alternative would include a much higher proportion of land not
designated for conservation in the County General Plan, and thus would likely have a
higher cost of acquisition. One of the primary funding sources for the MSHCP is the
“Local Development Mitigation Fees”. Mitigation Fees are anticipated to generate
approximately $540 million over a 25-year period. The Modified Reserves Alternative
would take out 65,000 acres of land for potential development and; therefore, reduce the
amount of Local Development Mitigation Fees that could be potentially collected and
used towards the purchase and management of reserve lands. In other words, this
alternative would require a greater number of acres to be conserved and reduces the
number of acres of potential future development; therefore, reducing the availability of
local funds.
Conservation of Additional Acreage. There are several costs associated with the
conservation of private land. These include acquisition, potential restoration to improve
habitat quality, and habitat maintenance and monitoring to ensure that the areas are not
being degraded. The Western Riverside County MSHCP contains a preliminary plan
for managing the reserve areas. Additional conserved areas could result in a
disproportionately higher cost, as these areas would occur in locations designated as
Community Development in the 2002 Riverside County General Plan, and would thus
be more difficult to acquire from willing sellers. Therefore, an addition of 65,000 acres
over the Proposed Action would represent at least a 40 percent increase in cost,
although, as noted, this cost would likely be higher. This additional area would also likely
result in the need for additional staff to monitor and maintain the areas, resulting in
additional long-term expenses.

Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative
The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative was developed to depict a conservation
scenario that would address narrow endemic species (a species that is restricted to a
relatively small geographic area and for which conservation planning decisions would
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have a substantial effect on the status of the species). This alternative would focus
conservation efforts towards 54 species within existing reserves (approximately 347,000
acres) and additional private land (acreage of this additional area is unquantified, as
additional survey data is needed). This alternative would also conserve the species
already preserved by existing regulations. However, it would not provide sufficient
conservation of most listed and proposed species. Thus, the Narrow Endemic Plant
Species Alternative would not meet the goals and objectives of the project that involve
providing for the conservation of all presently listed and proposed plant and animal
species, to facilitate the acquisition of incidental take permits from USFWS and CDFG.
This alternative also fails to conserve land in functional habitat blocks.

Conclusion
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative. After analyzing the potential beneficial
and detrimental effects of the alternatives, the Wildlife Agencies and the County of
Riverside determined that for the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative, the
potential conservation benefits were insufficient to outweigh the loss of land to
development. The goals and objectives of the MSHCP would not be met; thus, the
alternative was dropped from further consideration and analysis in the Western Riverside
County MSHCP EIR/EIS.
The Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have increased the number of
acres to be conserved by 65,000 acres even though the amount of habitat included in the
Project is sufficient to adequately conserve all of the Covered Species. Thus, the
Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would have greatly increased the cost of
the project (by the fair market value of those 65,000 acres) without significantly
increasing the habitat value of the reserve. The Modified Reserve Configuration
Alternative would conflict with Project Objectives because it would not be economically
efficient and it would not limit the expenditure of public and private funds to the amount
necessary to maintain a reserve that can adequately conserve the Covered Species.
Moreover, because the Modified Reserve Configuration Alternative would require the
purchase of an additional 65,000 acres of private lands, it is economically infeasible and
it conflicts with the Project Objective requiring that the preferred alternative include a
fee-based funding program that will generate sufficient revenue to contribute to the
reserve’s funding needs. Based on these considerations, the Modified Reserve
Configuration Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative
to the Proposed Project.
Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative. For many of the plant species being
considered for conservation under the proposed MSHCP, the existing available
distribution data are limited. If coverage of these species were sought in the selected
alternative for the proposed MSHCP, the need to conduct surveys would apply to these
species, as well as to the narrow endemic plant species.
The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative conflicts with Project Objectives.
Because it covers only 22 species, the Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative does
not provide the maximum possible certainty that the Take Authorization will cover
additional species that may be listed while the Permits are in effect. Also, the Narrow
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Endemic Plant Species Alternative will not streamline development authorization under
FESA and CESA to the maximum extent practicable. Likewise, the Narrow Endemic
Plant Species Alternative would not provide assurances that, to the extent legally
possible, private parties will not be required to mitigate impacts under FESA and CESA
except as required in the Plan. The Narrow Endemic Plant Species Alternative is also
infeasible due to economic and other considerations. Thus, the Narrow Endemic Species
Alternative was screened out from further consideration as an alternative to the Plan.
However, elements from this alternative to protect endemic plant species were
incorporated into the Proposed Action as additional survey requirements.
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Acronyms
BLM
CDFG
CESA
EIR
EIS
FESA
HCP
MSHCP
NCCP
NEPA
SCAG
USFS
USFWS

Bureau of Land Management
California Department of Fish and Game
California Endangered Species Act
Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Impact Statement
Federal Endangered Species Act
Habitat Conservation Plan
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
Natural Communities Conservation Plan
National Environmental Policy Act
Southern California Association of Governments
United States Forest Service
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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