
DETERMINATION OF BIOLOGICALLY 

EQUIVALENT OR SUPERIOR PRESERVATION 

REPORT 

EUCALYPTUS PROJECT, APNS 488‐330‐011, ‐012, ‐013, 
‐017, ‐018, ‐019, ‐022, ‐023, ‐024 

P R E P A R E D   F O R :  

Prologis	
4041	MacArthur	Boulevard,	Suite	400	
Newport	Beach,	CA	92660	
Contact:	Jim	Jachetta,	Vice	President	Development	
949‐251‐6111	

P R E P A R E D   B Y :  

ICF	International	
1	Ada,	Suite	100	
Irvine,	CA	92618	
Contact:	Lesley	Hill,	Senior	Regulatory	Specialist	
949‐333‐6600	

August	2011	

	



	

ICF	International.	2011.	Determination	of	Biologically	Equivalent	or	Superior	
Preservation	Report,	Eucalyptus	Project.	August.	(ICF	00442.11.)	Redlands,	
CA.	Prepared	for	Prologis,	Newport	Beach,	CA.	



 

 

Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation Report 

i 
August 2011
ICF 00442.11

 

Contents 

Chapter 1   Introduction ............................................................................................................. 1‐1 

1.1  Project Location ............................................................................................................... 1‐1 

1.2  Project Description .......................................................................................................... 1‐1 

1.2.1  Quincy Channel (Eastern Drainage) ................................................................................. 1‐2 

1.2.2  Southwestern Drainage ................................................................................................... 1‐2 

1.2.3  Vernal Pools ..................................................................................................................... 1‐2 

Chapter 2   Methodology ............................................................................................................ 2‐1 

2.1  Available Studies .............................................................................................................. 2‐1 

2.2  Field Survey ...................................................................................................................... 2‐1 

2.3  Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools ....................................................................... 2‐1 

Chapter 3   Environmental Setting .............................................................................................. 3‐1 

3.1  Topography and Soils ....................................................................................................... 3‐1 

3.2  Vegetation Communities ................................................................................................. 3‐1 

3.2.1  Ruderal ............................................................................................................................. 3‐1 

3.2.2  Agriculture ....................................................................................................................... 3‐1 

3.2.3  Nonnative Grassland ........................................................................................................ 3‐2 

3.2.4  Disturbed Mule Fat Scrub ................................................................................................ 3‐2 

3.2.5  Non‐Native Woodland ..................................................................................................... 3‐2 

3.2.6  Unvegetated Streambed .................................................................................................. 3‐2 

3.2.7  Channel‐Upland Vegetation ............................................................................................. 3‐2 

3.3  Special Status Plants ........................................................................................................ 3‐2 

3.4  Special Status Wildlife ...................................................................................................... 3‐3 

3.4.1  Burrowing Owl ................................................................................................................. 3‐3 

3.4.2  Least Bell’s Vireo .............................................................................................................. 3‐3 

3.4.3  Southwestern Willow Flycatcher ..................................................................................... 3‐3 

3.4.4  Western Yellow‐Billed Cuckoo ......................................................................................... 3‐3 

3.4.5  Fairy Shrimp ..................................................................................................................... 3‐4 

Chapter 4   Potential Impacts and Avoidance/Minimization ....................................................... 4‐1 

4.1  Impacts to Riparian/Riverine Areas ................................................................................. 4‐1 

4.2  100% Avoidance and Alternatives Analysis ..................................................................... 4‐1 

4.3  Hydrologic Regime ........................................................................................................... 4‐3 

4.4  Flood Storage and Flood Flow Modification .................................................................... 4‐3 

4.5  Nutrient Retention and Transformation .......................................................................... 4‐4 

4.6  Sediment Trapping and Transport, Toxic Trapping.......................................................... 4‐4 



 

 

Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation Report 

ii 
August 2011
ICF 00442.11

 

4.7  Public Use ......................................................................................................................... 4‐6 

4.8  Wildlife Habitat and Aquatic Habitat ............................................................................... 4‐6 

4.9  Edge Treatments .............................................................................................................. 4‐6 

4.9.1  Lighting and Noise ............................................................................................................ 4‐6 

4.9.2  Trash/Debris and Toxic Material ...................................................................................... 4‐7 

4.9.3  Urban and Stormwater Runoff ........................................................................................ 4‐7 

4.9.4  Exotic Plants and Animal Infestations .............................................................................. 4‐8 

4.9.5  Dust .................................................................................................................................. 4‐8 

4.9.6  Trampling and Unauthorized Recreational Use ............................................................... 4‐8 

Chapter 5   Unavoidable Impacts and Findings ........................................................................... 5‐1 

5.1  Effects on Conserved Habitats ......................................................................................... 5‐1 

5.2  Effects on Species Listed in Section 6.1.2 of the Western Riverside MSHCP .................. 5‐1 

5.3  Effects on Riparian Linkages and Functions of the Western Riverside MSHCP  ...................  

  Conservation Area ........................................................................................................... 5‐1 

5.4  Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation ................................ 5‐1 

Chapter 6   Certification ............................................................................................................. 6‐1 

Chapter 7   References ............................................................................................................... 7‐1 

Chapter 8   List of Preparers ....................................................................................................... 8‐1 

8.1  ICF .................................................................................................................................... 8‐1 

Appendix A   Jurisdictional Delineation Report 

Appendix B   MSHCP Consistency and Burrowing Owl Survey Report 

Appendix C   Site Photographs 

Appendix D   Observed Species List 



 

 

Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation Report 

iii 
August 2011
ICF 00442.11

 

Tables 

Table  On Page 

1	 Summary of Total Impacted Vegetation within Riparian/Riverine Areas (in 

Acres) ............................................................................................................................... 4‐1	

2	 Summary of Mitigation by Vegetation Community ......................................................... 4‐3	

 

 

Figures 

Figure  Follows Page 

1	 Regional Vicinity Map ...................................................................................................... 1‐2	

2	 USGS Map ........................................................................................................................ 1‐2	

3	 Project Site Map ............................................................................................................... 1‐2	

4	 Soils Map .......................................................................................................................... 3‐2	

5	 Riparian/Riverine Vegetation Map .................................................................................. 3‐2	

6	 Riparian/Riverine Impact Map ......................................................................................... 4‐2	

 

 



 

 

Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation Report 

iv 
August 2011
ICF 00442.11

 

Acronyms and Abbreviations 

APNs	 Assessor’s	Parcel	Numbers	

BMPs	 best	management	practices	

BUOW	 burrowing	owl	

DBESP	 Determination	of	Biologically	Equivalent	or	Superior	Preservation	

LBV	 least	Bell’s	vireo	

MS4	 Municipal	Separate	Storm	Sewer	System	

MSHCP	 Multiple	Species	Habitat	Conservation	Plan	

NNG	 Nonnative	grassland	

NPDES	 National	Pollutant	Discharge	Elimination	System	

PCC	 Portland	cement	concrete	

project	 the	proposed	Prologis	Park	Moreno	Valley	Eucalyptus	Project	

RFS	 Riverside	fairy	shrimp	

SR60	 State	Route	60	

SWIFL	 southwestern	willow	flycatcher	

SWPPP	 stormwater	pollution	prevention	plan	

USGS	 United	States	Geological	Survey	

VPFS	 Vernal	pool	fairy	shrimp	

WQMP	 Water	Quality	Management	Plan	

WRCRCA	 Western	Riverside	County	Regional	Conservation	Authority	

	



 

 

Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior 
Preservation Report 

1‐1 
August 2011
ICF 00442.11

 

Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This	report	provides	regulatory	information,	methods,	and	results	for	a	Determination	of	
Biologically	Equivalent	or	Superior	Preservation	(DBESP)	related	to	potential	impacts	by	the	
proposed	Prologis	Park	Moreno	Valley	Eucalyptus	Project	(project)	to	riparian/riverine	areas	as	
defined	in	Section	6.1.2	of	the	Western	Riverside	County	Multiple	Species	Habitat	Conservation	Plan	
(MSHCP).	The	purpose	of	this	report	is	to	assess	the	limits	of	riparian/riverine	areas	within	and	
adjacent	to	the	project	site,	evaluate	potential	impacts	on	these	areas	as	a	result	of	the	proposed	
project,	and	determine	equivalent	or	superior	preservation.		

1.1 Project Location  
The	project	site	totals	121.33	acres,	which	are	identified	as	Assessor’s	Parcel	Numbers	(APNs)	488‐
330‐011,	‐012,	‐013,	‐017,	‐018,	‐019,	‐022,	‐023,	‐024.	The	drainages	flow	from	the	Reche	Canyon/	
Badlands	Area	Plan	district	through	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley	to	the	Lakeview	Nuevo	Area	Plan	
district.	

The	project	site	is	located	in	Township	3	South,	Range	3	West,	and	Section	2	as	mapped	on	the	
Sunnymead	quadrangle	United	States	Geological	Survey	(USGS)	7.5	minute	topographic	map	(refer	
to	Figures	1	and	2).	The	project	site	is	located	in	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley,	Riverside	County.	Pettit	
Street	forms	part	of	the	western	site	boundary,	Fir	Avenue	forms	part	of	the	southern	site	boundary,	
the	Moreno	Valley	Freeway	or	State	Route	60	(SR60)	forms	the	northern	site	boundary,	and	an	
unnamed	drainage	forms	the	eastern	site	boundary.	

1.2 Project Description 
The	Prologis	Park	facility	proposes	2,244,638	square	feet	of	industrial	uses.		The	proposed	project	
site	consists	of	approximately	121.29	acres	and	is	located	directly	south	of	SR60	between	Pettit	
Street	and	Quincy	Street.		Development	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	proposed	project	site,	south	of	
SR60	and	north	of	Eucalyptus	Avenue,	includes	approximately	1,030,377	square	feet	of	industrial	
space	contained	within	two	buildings.		Development	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site,	south	of	
Eucalyptus	Avenue,	includes	approximately	1,214,261	square	feet	of	industrial	space	contained	
within	four	buildings.			

Stormwater	runoff	would	be	routed	and	treated	through	and	by	a	combination	of	detention	basins,	
vegetated	swales,	and	sand	filters.		These	detention	basins,	swales,	and	sand	filters	would	also	be	
used	to	detain	the	incremental	increase	in	flows	as	well	as	handle	Water	Quality	Management	Plan	
(WQMP)	treatment	requirements	per	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley.		Landscape	improvements	would	be	
installed	throughout	the	parking	area	and	would	utilize	a	varied	selection	of	low‐water‐demand	
plants	and	include	a	water‐efficient	irrigation	system.		As	part	of	the	proposed	project,	water	quality	
basins	would	be	developed	along	the	southern	portions	of	Building	1,	Building	2,	Building	4,	
Building	5,	and	Building	6.		A	bridge	will	would	also	be	built	across	Quincy	Channel	to	connect	the	
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existing	Eucalyptus	Avenue	to	the	adjacent	parcel	(Figure	3).		Appendix	C	contains	photographs	of	
the	project	site.		

1.2.1 Quincy Channel (Eastern Drainage) 

Quincy	Channel	is	located	on	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.	The	drainage	flows	from	north	
of	the	project	site	under	SR60	toward	the	southeastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.	The	eastern	
drainage	is	an	eroded	channel	that	appears	to	convey	stormwater	runoff	from	offsite	sources.	The	
Quincy	Channel	is	identified	as	an	intermittent	stream	on	the	Sunnymead	quadrangle	USGS	7.5‐
minute	topographic	map	(Figure	2).	The	Quincy	Channel	is	a	naturally	occurring	stream	system	that	
meets	the	MSHCP	definition	of	riparian/riverine	because	it	contains	a	predominance	of	riparian	
vegetation	and/or	fresh	water	flow	for	at	least	a	portion	of	the	year.	

The	project	footprint	overlaps	0.32	acre	of	riparian/riverine	areas	associated	with	the	Quincy	
Channel.	Appendix	C	provides	photos	of	the	drainage.	

1.2.2 Southwestern Drainage 

The	southern	and	western	drainages	are	labeled	separately	for	the	purposes	of	impact	calculations	
in	the	Jurisdictional	Delineation	Report	because	they	cross	the	project	site	in	two	different	locations	
(Appendix	A).	However,	the	western	and	southern	drainages	are	actually	part	of	one	continuous	
drainage	system	that	flows	from	the	northwest	at	the	intersection	of	Pettit	Street	and	Auto	Mall	
Drive	to	the	southeast	towards	Cottonwood	Avenue	(southwestern	drainage,	Figure	2).	For	the	
purpose	of	this	report,	these	two	drainages	will	herein	be	referred	to	as	the	southwestern	drainage.	
The	southwestern	drainage	is	identified	as	an	intermittent	stream	on	the	Sunnymead	quadrangle	
USGS	7.5‐minute	topographic	map	(Figure	2).		

The	eastern	and	southwestern	drainages	merge	into	one	continuous	drainage	where	it	intersects	
with	Cottonwood	Avenue	south	of	the	project	site.	The	southwestern	drainage	is	a	naturally	
occurring	stream	system	that	meets	the	MSHCP	definition	of	riparian/riverine	because	it	contains	a	
predominance	of	riparian	vegetation	and/or	fresh	water	flow	for	at	least	a	portion	of	the	year.	

The	project	footprint	overlaps	0.04	acre	(Channel‐Upland	Vegetation)	of	riparian/riverine	area	
associated	with	the	southwestern	drainage.	Appendix	C	provides	photos	of	the	drainage.	

1.2.3 Vernal Pools 

Based	on	the	habitat	assessment	completed	for	the	project	(ICF	2011a),	no	vernal	pool	or	ephemeral	
pond	habitat	occurs	within	the	survey	area.		

	



Figure 1
Regional Vicinity Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  USGS 7.5' Quad, California : Sunnymead (1977)
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Figure 2
USGS Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  USGS 7.5' Quad, California : Sunnymead (1977)K:\
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Figure 3
Site Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  RGA
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Chapter 2 
Methodology 

2.1 Available Studies 
This	DBESP	Report	is	based	on	information	contained	within	the	following	biological	surveys	and	
reports	prepared	for	the	proposed	project:		

 ICF.	2011a.	MSHCP	Consistency	Analysis	and	Burrowing	Owl	Habitat	Assessment	and	Focused	
Survey	for	Prologis	Eucalyptus	Project	in	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley,	Riverside	County,	California.	
July.	(ICF	00442.11)	Redlands,	CA.	Prepared	for	Prologis,	Newport	Beach,	CA.	

 ICF.	2011b.	Jurisdictional	Delineation	Report		for	the		Prologis	Park	Moreno	Valley	Eucalyptus	
Project	Site,	City	of	Moreno	Valley,		County	of	Riverside,	California.	July.	(ICF	00442.11)	Irvine,	CA.	
Prepared	for	Prologis,	Newport	Beach,	CA.		

2.2 Field Survey 
ICF	regulatory	specialists	Lesley	Hill	and	Alexis	Kessans	completed	the	jurisdictional	field	
delineation,	including		a	survey	assessment	of	riparian/riverine	areas	on	June	30,	2011.	

2.3 Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools 
Section	6.1.2,	“Protection	of	Species	Associated	with	Riparian/Riverine	Areas	and	Vernal	Pools,”	of	
the	MSHCP	defines	riparian/riverine	areas	as	

lands	which	contain	habitat	dominated	by	trees,	shrubs,	persistent	emergents,	or	emergent	mosses	
and	lichens,	which	occur	close	to	or	which	depend	upon	soil	moisture	from	a	nearby	fresh	water	
source;	or	areas	with	fresh	water	flow	during	all	or	a	portion	of	the	year.	With	the	exception	of	
wetlands	created	for	the	purposes	of	providing	wetlands	habitat	or	resulting	from	human	actions	to	
create	open	waters	or	from	the	alteration	of	natural	stream	courses,	areas	demonstrating	
characteristics	as	described	above	which	are	artificially	created	are	not	included	in	these	definitions	
(Western	Riverside	County	Regional	Conservation	Authority	[WRCRCA]	2003).	

Section	6.1.2	of	the	MSHCP	defines	vernal	pools	as	

seasonal	wetlands	that	occur	in	depression	areas	that	have	wetlands	indicators	of	all	three	
parameters	(soils,	vegetation	and	hydrology)	during	the	wetter	portion	of	the	growing	season	but	
normally	lack	wetlands	indicators	of	hydrology	and/or	vegetation	during	the	drier	portion	of	the	
growing	season	(WRCRCA	2003).	

Vernal	pool	characteristics	may	include	the	presence	of	obligate	hydrophytes	and	facultative	
wetlands	plant	species	during	the	wetter	portion	of	the	growing	season,	which	are	often	replaced	by	
upland	species	(annuals)	during	the	drier	portion	of	the	growing	season.	Per	the	MSHCP,	the	
“determination	that	an	area	exhibits	vernal	pool	characteristics,	and	the	definition	of	the	watershed	
supporting	vernal	pool	hydrology,	must	be	made	on	a	case‐by‐case	basis.”	Such	determinations	
should	consider	the	length	of	time	the	area	exhibits	upland	and	wetland	characteristics	and	the	
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manner	in	which	the	area	fits	into	the	overall	ecological	system	as	a	wetland.	Evidence	concerning	
the	persistence	of	an	area's	wetness	can	be	obtained	from	its	history,	vegetation,	soils,	and	drainage	
characteristics;	uses	to	which	it	has	been	subjected;	and	weather	and	hydrologic	records.	
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Chapter 3 
Environmental Setting 

This	section	includes	information	summarized	from	the	studies	listed	in	Chapter	2.	These	reports	
are	provided	in	Appendices	A	and	B.	Site	photographs	are	provided	in	Appendix	C.	

Preparation	of	a	DBESP	report	is	required	under	the	MSHCP	for	projects	that	involve	impacts	on	
riparian/riverine	resources	and/or	vernal	pools.	The	purpose	of	the	DBESP	report	is	to	ensure	
replacement	of	any	lost	functions	and	values	of	habitat	as	it	relates	to	covered	species.		

3.1 Topography and Soils 
The	site	is	located	in	the	Moreno	Valley	south	of	the	Badlands.	Two	intermittent	streams	are	
depicted	on	the	USGS	Sunnymead	quadrangle	along	the	site’s	eastern	and	western	boundary.	These	
two	streams	are	shown	to	converge	south	of	the	site	and	flow	to	the	Perris	Valley	Storm	Drain.	The	
project	site	is	relatively	flat,	with	a	slight	southward	grade.	Site	elevations	range	between	1,724	and	
1,788	feet	above	mean	sea	level.		

There	are	four	mapped	soil	types	on	or	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	project	site:	gullied	land;	San	
Emigdio	loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes;	San	Emigdio	loam,	0	to	2	percent	slopes;	and	San	Emigdio	fine	
sandy	loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes,	eroded	(refer	to	Figure	4).	These	soils	are	consistent	with	field	
observations.	These	soil	types	lack	the	percentage	of	clay	and/or	slope	surface	typically	associated	
with	features	such	as	vernal	pools.	None	of	these	soils	are	identified	on	national	or	local	hydric	soil	
lists	as	hydric	soils	for	the	western	Riverside	region	(U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture	1987,	1992).	

3.2 Vegetation Communities 
The	project	site	consists	of	seven	plant	communities:	agricultural,	ruderal,	nonnative	grassland,	and	
mule	fat	scrub	(Figure	5).	See	Appendix	D	for	a	complete	list	of	plant	species	identified	on	the	study	
area,	including	nonnative	and	invasive	species.	

3.2.1 Ruderal 

The	ruderal	plant	community	on	the	project	site	is	dominated	by	weedy	vegetation	that	is	typically	
associated	with	a	past	disturbance.	The	disturbances	that	create	ruderal	areas	are	commonly	a	
result	of	anthropogenic	impacts	and,	in	this	situation,	would	be	attributed	to	past	agricultural	
activities.	The	ruderal	plant	community	is	dominated	by	several	mustard	species	(Brassica	spp.),	
annual	bur	ragweed	(Ambrosia	acanthicarpa),	Russian	thistle	(Salsola	tragus),	cheeseweed	(Malva	
parviflora),	and	nonnative	grass	species.	In	total,	approximately	48.15	acres	of	ruderal	vegetation	
was	found	within	the	study	area.	

3.2.2 Agriculture 

The	northern	and	eastern	55.67	acres	of	the	study	area	is	occupied	by	citrus	trees	(orange	and	
grapefruit)	that	have	been	left	unmanaged	and	continue	to	flourish.		
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3.2.3 Nonnative Grassland 

Nonnative	grassland	(NNG),	a	prevalent	community	throughout	California,	is	generally	
characterized	by	a	dense‐to‐sparse	cover	of	nonnative,	annual	grasses	often	associated	with	
numerous	weedy	species,	as	well	as	some	native	annual	forbs,	such	as	wildflowers	that	emerge	
especially	in	years	of	plentiful	rain.	Seed	germination	occurs	with	the	onset	of	winter	rains.	Some	
plant	growth	occurs	in	winter,	but	most	growth	and	flowering	occurs	in	the	spring.	Plants	then	die	in	
the	summer	and	persist	as	seeds	in	the	uppermost	layers	of	soil	until	the	next	rainy	season.	
Dominant	plant	genera	typically	found	within	NNG	include	bromes	(Bromus	spp.),	wild	oats	(Avena	
spp.),	fescues	(Vulpia	spp.),	and	barleys	(Hordeum	spp.).	

NNG	occurred	on	18.45	acres	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	project	site.	Due	to	the	presence	of	wild	
oat	species,	this	may	have	been	part	of	an	agricultural	crop	in	the	past.	

3.2.4 Disturbed Mule Fat Scrub 

The	Quincy	Channel	is	heavily	disturbed	and	contains	a	number	of	nonnative	species,	including	
Peruvian	pepper	(Schinus	molle),	tree	tobacco	(Nicotiana	glauca),	castor	bean	(Ricinus	communis),	
eucalyptus	(Eucalyptus	spp.),	and	tree	of	heaven	(Ailanthus	altissima).	However,	patches	of	mule	fat	
(Baccharis	salicifolia)	and	one	Goodding’s	black	willow	tree	(Salix	gooddingii)	also	occur	within	the	
drainage.	There	are	large	amounts	of	trash	within	and	adjacent	to	the	drainage.	In	total,	
approximately	4.59	acre	of	disturbed	mule	fat	vegetation	occurs	within	the	study	area.		

3.2.5 Non‐Native Woodland 

Several	patches,	comprising	approximately	0.06	acre	of	non‐native	woodland	occur	within	and	
adjacent	to	the	degraded	drainage	channel.	These	consist	of	eucalyptus	trees	and	Peruvian	pepper.					

3.2.6 Unvegetated Streambed 

Several	patches	of	sands	(approximately	0.08	acre)	with	little	to	very	sparse	vegetation	occur	within	
the	drainage	channel	that	occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.		For	the	purposes	of	
this	report	these	have	been	classified	as	unvegetated	streambed.		

3.2.7 Channel‐Upland Vegetation 

There	are	several	eroded	channels	that	occur	within	the	project	site	on	the	western	boundary.		
These	are	somewhat	steep	sided	and	are	dominated	by	upland	species,	predominantly	non‐native	
grassland,	that	are	interspersed	with	open		unvegetated	areas.			For	the	purposes	of	this	report	these	
have	been	classified	as	channel‐upland	vegetation		This	vegetation	community	comprises	
approximately	0.14	acre	of	the	study	area.	

3.3 Special Status Plants 
The	biological	resource	survey	evaluated	the	project	site	for	the	potential	for	sensitive	plant	species	
to	occur.	Conditions	on	the	project	site	were	found	unsuitable	to	support	any	sensitive	plant	species.	
A	list	of	all	plant	species	observed	on	the	project	site	is	provided	in	Appendix	D.		
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3.4 Special Status Wildlife 
The	biological	survey	conducted	for	the	proposed	project	identified	suitable	habitat	for	burrowing	
owl	(BUOW,	Athene	cunicularia)	within	the	project	site.	No	suitable	habitat	was	identified	for	least	
Bell’s	vireo	(LBV,	Vireo	bellii	pusillus),	southwestern	willow	flycatcher	(SWIFL,	Empidonax	traillii	
extimus),	western	yellow‐billed	cuckoo	(Coccyzus	americanus	occidental),	or	Riverside	fairy	shrimp	
(RFS,	Steptocephalus	wootoni).	The	status	of	these	species	within	the	project	site	is	described	in	
detail	below.	Refer	to	Appendix	D	for	a	complete	list	of	animal	species	identified	within	the	study	
area.	

3.4.1 Burrowing Owl 

ICF	was	contracted	by	Prologis	to	perform	a	protocol‐level	presence/absence	survey	for	BUOW	and	
to	provide	a	general	biological	survey	of	the	project	site.	Suitable	habitat	and	burrows	were	
determined	to	be	present;	however,	no	BUOWs	were	observed.	Although	survey	results	for	BUOW	
were	negative,	to	confirm	the	presence	or	absence	of	BUOW	from	the	project	site,	a	preconstruction	
clearance	survey	for	BUOW	within	30	days	prior	to	ground	disturbance	is	required	under	the	
MSHCP.	Refer	to	the	MSHCP	Consistency	and	Burrowing	Owl	Survey	Report	in	Appendix	B	for	
additional	information.	

3.4.2 Least Bell’s Vireo 

According	to	the	Western	Riverside	County	MSHCP,	LBV	primarily	occupy	riparian/riverine	habitats	
that	typically	feature	dense	cover	within	1–2	meters	of	the	ground	and	a	dense,	stratified	canopy.	It	
inhabits	low,	dense	riparian	growth	along	water	or	along	dry	parts	of	intermittent	streams.	
Typically	it	is	associated	with	southern	willow	scrub,	cottonwood	forest,	mule	fat	scrub,	sycamore	
alluvial	woodland,	coast	live	oak	riparian	forest,	arroyo	willow	riparian	forest,	wild	blackberry,	or	
mesquite	in	desert	localities.	It	primarily	nests	in	small,	remnant	segments	of	vegetation	typically	
dominated	by	willows	and	mule	fat	but	may	also	use	a	variety	of	shrubs,	trees,	and	vines.	LBV	
forages	in	riparian	and	adjoining	chaparral	habitat.	The	project	site	does	not	contain	suitable	habitat	
for	LBV.	

3.4.3 Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 

The	SWIFL	is	restricted	to	riparian	woodlands	along	streams	and	rivers	with	mature,	dense	stands	
of	willows,	cottonwoods,	or	smaller	fen	or	boggy	areas	with	willows	or	alders.	Riparian	habitat	
provides	both	breeding	and	foraging	habitat	for	SWIFL	(WRCRCA	2003).	The	project	site	does	not	
contain	suitable	habitat	for	SWIFL.	

3.4.4 Western Yellow‐Billed Cuckoo 

The	western	yellow‐billed	cuckoo	requires	dense,	wide	riparian	woodlands	with	well‐developed	
understories	for	breeding.	It	occurs	in	densely	foliaged,	deciduous	trees	and	shrubs,	especially	
willows	which	are	required	for	roost	sites	(WRCRCA	2003).	The	project	site	does	not	contain	
suitable	habitat	for	western	yellow‐billed	cuckoo.	
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3.4.5 Fairy Shrimp 

RFS	are	restricted	to	deep	seasonal	vernal	pools,	vernal‐pool‐like	ephemeral	ponds,	and	stock	
ponds.	RFS	prefer	warm‐water	pools	that	have	low	to	moderate	dissolved	solids,	are	less	
predictable,	and	remained	filled	for	extended	periods	of	time.	All	known	habitat	lies	within	annual	
grasslands,	which	may	be	interspersed	through	chaparral	or	coastal	sage	scrub	vegetation	(WRCRCA	
2003).	

Vernal	pool	fairy	shrimp	(VPFS)	are	restricted	to	seasonal	vernal	pools	and	prefer	cool‐water	pools	
that	have	low	to	moderate	dissolved	solids,	are	less	predictable,	and	often	short	lived	(WRCRCA	
2003).		
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Chapter 4 
Potential Impacts and Avoidance/Minimization 

The following discussion addresses potential impacts on the functions and values of the eastern and 
southwestern drainages and downstream riparian/riverine areas associated with the Perris Valley 
Storm Drain as a result of the proposed project. The eastern and southwestern drainages meet the 
MSHCP definition of riparian/riverine areas. The project site is not located within a MSHCP criteria 
cell.  

4.1 Impacts to Riparian/Riverine Areas 
Based on the most current project plans and site boundary provided by Prologis, implementation of 
the proposed project would result in permanent impacts on 0.36 acre of riparian/riverine areas as a 
result of construction of the detention basins, swales, and drain outlets. Due to the highly degraded 
nature of the jurisdictional features, it is proposed to mitigate at a ratio of 2:1 (0.36 acres for CDFG 
to result in 0.72 acres of mitigation) through the invasive removal and ongoing restoration through 
the contribution of in-lieu fees to the Santa Ana Watershed Association (SAWA). Final mitigation will 
be determined through the permitting process. In addition to permanent impacts, the proposed 
project would result in temporary impacts on 0.33 acre of riparian/riverine areas associated with 
construction activities. Following construction, temporary impact areas would be restored to their 
preconstruction contours and revegetated to existing conditions.  Table 1 and Figure 6 summarize 
the impacts to vegetation communities within riparian/riverine areas as a result of the proposed 
project.  

Table 1. Summary of Total Impacted Vegetation within Riparian/Riverine Areas (in Acres) 

Vegetation Community 
Riparian Riverine 

Permanent Temporary 
Ruderal 0.04 0.05 
Disturbed mule fat scrub 0.32 0.28 
Unvegetated Streambed 0 0.02 

 

As previously described above, no vernal pools exist on the project site. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in impacts to vernal pools. 

4.2 100% Avoidance and Alternatives Analysis 
Development of the project site is constrained by the presence of the eastern and southwestern 
drainages located at the edges of the property. Impacts on these drainages have been avoided and 
minimized to the greatest extent possible through design of the project site plans. However, 100% 
avoidance is not feasible because impacts on these drainages as a result of installation of the outlet 
structures and operational stormwater discharge are water-dependent activities. The number of 
proposed outlet structures is the minimum necessary to adequately manage onsite hydrology. 
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Impacts to riparian/riverine areas were minimized by designing the outlets to function in 
conjunction with the existing drainage channel. The proposed project would route flows from the 
project site into the eastern and southwestern drainages after flows are routed through water 
quality detention basins, swales, and sand filters for both water quality and quantity control 
purposes. The outlets resurface near the top of the drainage slopes, to the north and south of the 
proposed bridge (refer to Figures 3 and 6). Overland sheetflow would enter the southwestern 
drainage over a concrete spillway. In order to make development feasible and avoid significant 
impacts to these drainages, a WQMP, a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit, and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared and would include 
stormwater control measures during construction and grading. 

Construction of the bridge to connect the existing Eucalyptus Avenue to the adjacent parcel to the 
east of Quincy Channel would also result in impacts to riparian/riverine areas. The type of structure 
to be used is still in the preliminary design phase.  

The following mitigation measures are intended to reduce direct impacts on riparian/riverine areas 
on site: 

 Construction within Quincy Channel will be limited to the smallest area necessary to construct 
the outlet structures and bridge. 

 Following installation of the outlet structures and bridge, temporary impact areas will be 
restored to their preconstruction contours to the greatest extent feasible.  

 Construction materials and equipment will not be stored in the drainages. 

 Construction of the outfall structures and bridge will occur during the dry season (February 15 
to October 15), as feasible.  

 If water is present within the drainages during construction within riparian/riverine areas, a 
water diversion plan will be prepared and implemented by the project proponent and/or 
construction contractor, as appropriate. The diversion plan will detail the use of best 
management practices (BMPs) designed and implemented to protect water quality and 
downstream functions and values. The BMPs will include velocity dissipation devices and 
sediment capture devices as appropriate.  

The following mitigation measures are intended to compensate for unavoidable direct impacts on 
riparian/riverine areas: 

 Funds will be contributed to SAWA to address temporary and permanent direct impacts on 
riverine/ riparian areas subject to jurisdiction under the MSHCP, waters of the United States 
subject to jurisdiction under Section 404 of the CWA, waters of the state subject to jurisdiction 
under Section 401 of the CWA, and jurisdictional streambeds subject to jurisdiction under 
Sections 1600–1616 of the California Fish and Game Code. It is important to recognize that 
under these authorities, the CDFG jurisdiction encompasses these other jurisdictional 
boundaries. Therefore, the proposed mitigation design is directed at providing adequate 
mitigation based on impacts on the largest jurisdictional area (namely CDFG jurisdictional 
streambeds).  
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Table 2. Summary of Mitigation by Vegetation Community 

Vegetation	Community	

Riparian/Riverine	Mitigation	Type	(acres)	

Invasive	Removal	and	Ongoing	Restoration	 SAWA	Contribution	

Ruderal	 0.04	 0	

Disturbed	Mule	Fat	Scrub	 0.32	 0.64*	

*	A	total	of	$75,000	will	be	contributed	to	SAWA	to	compensate	for	a	2:1	ratio	of	0.36	acres	of	
permanent	impacts	(0.72	acres	of	mitigation).	

4.3 Hydrologic Regime 
In	general,	impacts	on	the	hydrologic	regime	resulting	from	the	proposed	project	may	include	
increased	runoff	volume	and	velocity;	reduced	infiltration;	increased	flow	frequency,	duration,	and	
peaks;	faster	time	to	reach	peak	flow;	and	water	quality	degradation	(and,	under	certain	
circumstances,	a	reduction	in	sediment	for	downstream	transport).	A	change	to	the	hydrologic	
regime	of	a	project	site	would	be	considered	a	hydrologic	condition	of	concern	if	the	change	would	
have	a	significant	impact	on	downstream	erosion	compared	to	the	predevelopment	condition	or	on	
stream	habitat,	alone	or	as	a	part	of	a	cumulative	impact	from	development	in	the	watershed.		

Because	runoff	from	the	project	site	is	discharged	directly	into	a	publicly	owned,	operated,	and	
maintained	Municipal	Separate	Storm	Sewer	System	(MS4),	the	discharge	is	in	full	compliance	with	
the	co‐permittee	requirements	for	connections	and	discharges	into	the	MS4	(including	both	quantity	
and	quality	requirements);	the	discharge	would	not	significantly	impact	stream	habitat	in	proximate	
receiving	waters;	and	the	discharge	is	authorized	by	the	co‐permittee	(Thienes	Engineering	2008).	

4.4 Flood Storage and Flood Flow Modification 
The	proposed	project	would	result	in	an	increase	in	the	amount	of	impervious	surfaces	in	the	form	
of	roadways,	parking	lots,	and	industrial	warehouse	buildings	that	is	expected	to	result	in	an	
increase	in	runoff	rates	from	the	project	site.	However,	implementation	of	the	WQMP,	including	
operation	of	the	detention	basins	and	swales,	would	be	in	full	compliance	with	co‐permittee	
requirements	for	connections	and	discharges	to	the	MS4	(including	both	quality	and	quantity	
requirements)	and	would	therefore	not	significantly	impact	downstream	habitat.	While	the	
vegetated	swales	would	retain	and	allow	infiltration	of	a	portion	of	the	onsite	flows,	onsite	drainage	
flows	would	be	routed	to	detention	basins	located	on	the	southern	side	of	the	northern	and	
southern	portion	of	the	project	site.	Increased	runoff	from	the	site	could	result	in	substantial	erosion	
of	local	drainage	ways	and	siltation	of	downstream	receiving	waters.	However,	with	the	proposed	
drainage	system	installed	on	site,	the	proposed	project	would	not	produce	any	post‐development	
peak	flow	leaving	the	site	larger	than	the	predevelopment	peak	flows	leaving	the	site	for	the	
analyzed	storms	(Thienes	Engineering	2009).		

The	location	of	the	bridge	would	not	impede	the	flow	of	water	since	it	would	be	designed	in	order	to	
accommodate	100‐year	flood	flows.		

The	following	measures	are	intended	to	avoid/minimize	potential	impacts	on	flood	storage	and	
flood	flow	modification	during	construction:	
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 Construction	of	the	outfall	structures	will	occur	during	the	dry	season	(February	15	to	October	
15),	as	feasible.		

 If	water	is	present	within	Quincy	Channel	during	construction	of	the	outfall	structures,	a	water	
diversion	plan	will	be	prepared	and	implemented	by	the	project	proponent	and/or	construction	
contractor,	as	appropriate.	The	diversion	plan	will	detail	the	use	of	BMPs	designed	and	
implemented	to	protect	water	quality	and	downstream	functions	and	values.	The	BMPs	will	
include	velocity	dissipation	devices,	sediment	retention,	and	other	measures,	as	appropriate.		

 The	outfall	structures	will	utilize	velocity	dissipation	devices	and	will	not	alter	the	topography	
and	contours	of	the	existing	streambed.		

4.5 Nutrient Retention and Transformation 
Hydrology	influences	water	quality	through	nutrient	inflow	and	outflow	of	the	system,	and	it	creates	
an	environment	that	allows	anaerobic	conditions	to	develop	and	reduces	chemical	reactions	(e.g.,	
denitrification).		

Impacted	portions	of	the	southwestern	drainage	provide	little	to	no	value	related	to	nutrient	
retention	and	transformation	because	they	are	ephemeral	and	contain	little	vegetation	(mostly	
annual	grasses	and	weeds	that	quickly	die	off	when	the	water	is	absent).	Nutrient	inflow	and	
outflow,	denitrification,	organic	matter	accumulation,	and	chemical	transformations	of	phosphorus	
and	iron	are	very	low	because	the	drainage	infrequently	exhibits	the	necessary	wetland	hydrology	
needed	for	these	processes	to	occur.	

The	impacted	portion	of	Quincy	Channel	contains	some	riparian	vegetation	and	is	expected	to	
provide	some	nutrient	retention	and	transformation	functions.	However,	the	impact	footprint	at	the	
bridge	location	is	small	and,	as	previously	described,	the	habitat	is	highly	degraded.	It	is	anticipated	
that	the	contribution	of	funds	to	SAWA,	would	compensate	for	these	lost	functions	and	values.		

No	additional	avoidance/minimization	is	proposed.		

4.6 Sediment Trapping and Transport, Toxic Trapping 
The	proposed	project	could	result	in	a	temporary	increased	flow	of	sediment	into	the	drainages	
during	construction	and	prior	to	the	reestablishment	of	vegetation.	Implementation	of	the	project‐
specific	WQMP	and	standard	requirements	for	a	SWPPP	would	provide	for	avoidance	and	
minimization	of	the	discharge	of	construction‐related	pollutants.		

During	construction,	BMPs	for	erosion,	sediment,	wind	erosion,	and	tracking	control,	as	well	as	
nonstormwater	management,	waste	management,	and	materials	pollution	control,	would	be	
implemented.	Specific	BMPs	may	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	the	following	(these	BMPs	are	
described	in	detail	in	the	CASQA	Construction	Handbook	available	online	at	
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Construction.asp).	

 EC‐1—Scheduling.	Construction	within	the	drainages	would	occur	during	the	dry	season,	as	
feasible.		
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 EC‐2—Preservation	of	Existing	Vegetation.	No	construction	or	storage	of	construction	
materials	would	be	allowed	outside	the	designated	construction	limits.	Prior	to	construction,	the	
limits	would	be	flagged	and/or	fenced	with	highly	visible	flagging.	The	staging	area	would	be	
located	outside	the	streambed.		

 EC‐9—Earth	Dikes	and	Drainage	Swales.	If	water	is	present	during	construction,	water	would	
be	temporarily	diverted	around	active	construction	areas	using	sandbags.	Downstream	flow	
would	be	maintained	at	all	times.	All	nonnative	material	would	be	removed	from	the	streambed	
prior	to	the	rainy	season.	Also	refer	to	SE‐6	Gravel	Bag	Berm	and	SE‐8	Sand	Bag	Barrier.		

 SE‐1	and	SE‐5—Silt	Fence	and	Fiber	Rolls.	In	temporary	construction	areas	susceptible	to	
erosion,	such	as	bare	hillsides,	silt	fence	and	fiber	rolls	would	be	used	to	stabilize	these	areas	
and	minimize	erosion	until	vegetation	can	be	reestablished.		

 WM‐1	through	WM‐10—Waste	Management.	All	hazardous	materials	would	be	properly	
stored.	If	a	discharge	occurs,	the	spill	would	be	cleaned	by	trained	personnel	using	appropriate	
methods.		

The	proposed	project	would	result	in	the	conversion	of	existing	onsite	permeable	surfaces	to	
impermeable	surfaces,	thereby	altering	the	current	drainage	pattern.	Upon	development	of	the	
proposed	onsite	uses,	storm	runoff	from	the	roadways,	parking	lots,	and	buildings	may	carry	a	
variety	of	pollutants	such	as	sediment,	petroleum	products,	commonly	utilized	construction	
materials,	landscaping	chemicals,	and	(to	a	lesser	extent)	trace	metals	such	as	zinc,	copper,	lead,	
cadmium,	and	iron,	which	may	lead	to	the	degradation	of	stormwater	in	downstream	channels.	

The	proposed	project	would	implement	and	emphasize	pollution	prevention	controls	as	the	first	line	
of	defense	against	stormwater	pollution.	Site	design	controls	include	measures	such	as	common	
area	landscape	maintenance	practices.	The	preliminary	WQMP	prepared	for	the	project	
incorporates	the	following	site	design	BMPs:	

 Minimize	urban	runoff:	maximize	the	permeable	area,	use	natural	drainage	systems	(where	
soil	conditions	are	suitable),	use	perforated	pipe	or	gravel	filtration	pits	for	low	flow	infiltration.	

 Minimize	impervious	footprint:	maximize	the	permeable	area,	reduce	widths	of	street	where	
off‐street	parking	is	available,	minimize	the	use	of	impervious	surfaces	such	as	decorative	
concrete	in	the	landscape	design.	

 Conserve	natural	areas:	conserve	natural	areas,	use	natural	drainage	systems,	maximize	
canopy	interception	and	water	conservation	by	preserving	existing	native	trees	and	shrubs	and	
planting	additional	native	or	drought	tolerant	trees	and	large	shrubs.	

 Minimize	directly	connected	impervious	areas:	where	landscaping	is	proposed,	drain	
impervious	sidewalks,	walkways,	trails,	and	patios	into	adjacent	landscaping;	residential	and	
commercial	sites	must	be	designed	to	contain	and	infiltrate	roof	runoff	or	direct	roof	runoff	to	
vegetative	swales	or	buffer	areas,	where	feasible.	

The	typical	pollutants	from	an	industrial	site	include	trash,	debris,	oil,	and	grease.	The	typical	
pollutants	that	are	expected	from	uncovered	parking	lot	runoff	include	metals,	organic	compounds,	
trash,	debris,	oil,	and	grease.	The	detention	basins	and	sand	filters	would	treat	stormwater	runoff.	
Vegetated	swales	and	Flo‐Gard	Plus	inserts	(model	FGP‐2436F)	in	the	catch	basins	for	pretreatment	
of	runoff	would	be	used	prior	to	discharging	stormwater	runoff	into	the	detention	basins	and	sand	
filters.	
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These	measures	would	prevent	the	project	from	impacting	downstream	functions	and	values.		

4.7 Public Use 
The	project	site	is	located	on	private	property	and	is	not	available	for	public	use.	Public	use	of	
Quincy	Channel	is	limited	to	stormwater	conveyance.	Existing	and	future	uses	of	the	drainages	
would	not	be	affected	under	the	proposed	project.	

4.8 Wildlife Habitat and Aquatic Habitat 
Quincy	Channel	is	ephemeral/intermittent	in	nature	and	characterized	by	high	velocity	flows	during	
and	shortly	after	rain	events.	The	drainage	is	vegetated	by	a	mosaic	of	upland	and	riparian	
vegetation,	where	riparian	vegetation	likely	subsists	on	deep	groundwater	rather	than	surface	
flows.	Vegetation	within	the	drainage	includes	disturbed	mule	fat	and	ruderal	species.	These	plant	
communities	provide	limited	habitat	for	wildlife;	however,	various	common	birds	were	observed	
using	the	site	for	foraging	and/or	breeding	activities.	Some	of	the	species	observed	to	be	using	the	
drainage	features	extensively	include	red‐tailed	hawk,	Bewick’s	wren,	coyote,	desert	cottontail,	and	
California	ground	squirrel.	None	of	these	species	are	considered	sensitive	by	the	wildlife	agencies	or	
by	the	MSHCP.	The	soil	is	composed	of	sand	that	allows	water	to	percolate	into	the	groundwater	
quickly	following	precipitation	events.	Therefore,	the	drainage	provides	little	to	no	suitable	aquatic	
habitat.		

The	southwestern	drainage	is	also	characterized	as	an	ephemeral/intermittent	drainage	that	
experiences	high	velocity	flows	during	and	shortly	after	rain	events.	This	drainage	is	highly	eroded	
and	deeply	incised.	Impacted	portions	of	the	drainage	are	characterized	as	erosion	channels	that	
effectively	expand	the	bank	of	the	creek	as	they	become	more	eroded.	These	eroded	areas	are	laced	
with	rodent	burrows	and	support	upland	herbaceous	vegetation.	Hydrology	in	these	areas	is	
expected	to	sheetflow	quickly	into	the	main	drainage	channel,	and	no	aquatic	habitat	is	present.		

Because	the	habitat	on	the	project	site	is	highly	disturbed,	it	provides	limited	value	to	wildlife	
species.	Some	of	the	species	observed	to	be	using	the	drainage	features	extensively	include	red‐
tailed	hawk,	rock	wren,	barn	owl,	coyote,	desert	cottontail,	and	California	ground	squirrel.	None	of	
these	species	are	considered	sensitive	by	the	wildlife	agencies	or	by	the	MSHCP.	It	is	anticipated	that	
the	monetary	contribution	to	the	SAWA	in‐lieu	fee	program	will	compensate	for	the	loss	of	the	
degraded	habitat	from	the	project	site.		

4.9 Edge Treatments 

4.9.1 Lighting and Noise 

The	following	mitigation	measures	are	designed	to	reduce	indirect	impacts	from	lighting	and	noise	
to	a	less‐than‐significant	level.		

 Lighting	within	loading	areas	(areas	generally	directed	away	from	the	public	view)	will	consist	
of	building‐mounted	lighting	that	will	be	directed	downward	so	as	to	not	project	lighting	into	
the	sky.	
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 All	development	in	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley	is	required	to	adhere	to	lighting	requirements	
contained	in	the	City’s	Municipal	Code	(Section	9.08.100	Lighting),	which	states	that	any	
outdoor	lighting	associated	with	nonresidential	uses	shall	be	shielded	and	directed	away	from	
the	surrounding	residential	uses.	Such	lighting	shall	not	exceed	one‐half	foot‐candle	and	shall	
not	blink,	flash,	oscillate,	or	be	of	unusually	high	intensity	or	brightness.	Adherence	to	the	City’s	
Zoning	Code	and	Riverside	County	Ordinance	655	would	ensure	that	any	building	or	parking	
lighting	would	not	significantly	impact	adjacent	uses.	Additionally,	lighting	associated	with	the	
road	and	parking	lot	located	adjacent	to	the	drainage	will	be	designed	with	internal	baffles	to	
direct	the	lighting	towards	the	ground	and	away	from	the	riparian	area,	with	a	zero	side	angle	
cut	off	to	the	horizon.	

 During	all	project	site	excavation	and	grading,	the	project	contractor	will	equip	all	construction	
equipment,	fixed	or	mobile,	with	properly	operating	and	maintained	mufflers	consistent	with	
manufacturers’	standards	and	will	maintain	all	construction	vehicles	and	equipment	in	efficient	
operating	order.	

4.9.2 Trash/Debris and Toxic Material 

Construction	materials	that	have	the	potential	to	contribute	pollutants	during	construction	and	
operation	of	the	proposed	project	include:	

 Fuels,	lubricants,	solvents,	cleansers,	and	paints.	

 Petroleum	products,	pesticides,	fertilizer,	and	other	household	hazardous	products	such	as	paint	
products,	solvents,	and	cleaning	products	that	may	be	stored	and	transported	in	conjunction	
with	onsite	use.	

 Raw	landscaping	materials	and	wastes	(topsoil,	plant	material,	herbicides,	fertilizers,	mulch,	and	
pesticides).	

 BMP	materials	(sandbags	and	plastic	tarps).	

 Treated	lumber	(materials	and	waste).	

 Portland	cement	concrete	(PCC)	rubble.	

 Masonry	block	rock.	

 General	litter.	

Implementation	of	the	project‐specific	WQMP	and	SWPPP	would	reduce	edge	impacts	from	
trash/debris	and	toxic	materials	use	to	a	less‐than‐significant	level.		

4.9.3 Urban and Stormwater Runoff 

Construction	activities	that	have	the	potential	to	contribute	sediment	to	stormwater	discharges	
include:		

 Grading	operations.	

 Haul	away	operations.	

 Excavation	operations	for	utility	and	irrigation	lines.	
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Implementation	of	the	project‐specific	WQMP	and	SWPPP	would	reduce	edge	impacts	from	urban	
and	stormwater	runoff	to	a	less‐than‐significant	level.		

4.9.4 Exotic Plants and Animal Infestations 

The	proposed	project	site	is	dominated	by	nonnative	grassland,	ruderal	species,	and	agricultural	
fields.	Implementation	of	the	proposed	project	would	convert	these	areas	into	urban	development.	
All	areas	temporarily	impacted	would	be	restored	with	native	vegetation	per	landscape	plans.		

In	addition,	the	landscaping	of	the	proposed	project	would	avoid	the	use	of	those	species	listed	in	
Table	6‐2	of	the	MSHCP	(Plants	that	Should	Be	Avoided	Adjacent	to	the	MSHCP	Conservation	Area)	in	
areas	adjacent	to	Quincy	Channel.	Landscaping	plans	would	be	submitted	to	the	City	of	Moreno	
Valley	for	review	and	approval	prior	to	project	implementation.	

4.9.5 Dust 

Fugitive	dust	created	during	construction	of	the	proposed	project	may	settle	on	plants	adjacent	to	
the	construction	area.	This	dust	can	result	in	reductions	in	plant	photosynthesis,	growth,	and	
reproduction.	The	project	proponent	would	be	responsible	for	preparing	a	SWPPP	that	will	identify	
BMP	measures	used	to	control	wind	erosion.	These	measures	may	include	site	watering,	street	
sweeping,	vacuuming,	and	others	as	methods	to	control	dust	emanating	from	the	project	site	during	
construction	and	operation.	Following	construction,	the	project	is	not	anticipated	to	generate	a	
significant	amount	of	dust	

4.9.6 Trampling and Unauthorized Recreational Use 

Trampling	and	unauthorized	recreational	use	of	the	proposed	project	site	can	result	in	destruction	
of	vegetation	and	drainages.	The	project	proponent	will	minimize	these	occurrences	through	the	use	
of	fencing	along	the	project	boundaries	and	other	appropriate	security	measures.	
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Chapter 5 
Unavoidable Impacts and Findings 

Chapter	4	discussed	potential	impacts	on	riparian/riverine	areas	and	how	these	impacts	were	
avoided	and	reduced	to	the	greatest	extent	feasible.	However,	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	
unavoidable	permanent	impacts	on	0.21	acre	of	riparian/riverine	areas.	In	addition	to	permanent	
impacts,	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	unavoidable	temporary	impacts	on	0.019	acre	of	
riparian/riverine	areas	during	construction	activities.	Following	construction,	these	areas	would	be	
restored	to	their	preconstruction	contours,	as	feasible,	and	revegetated.		

5.1 Effects on Conserved Habitats 
There	are	no	impacts	on	conserved	habitats	as	a	result	of	this	action	because	no	conserved	habitats	
are	present	within	the	study	area.	

5.2 Effects on Species Listed in Section 6.1.2 of the 
Western Riverside MSHCP 

As	discussed	in	Section	3	of	this	report,	the	site	does	not	support	habitat	suitable	for	species	listed	in	
Section	6.1.2	of	the	MSHCP;	therefore,	no	impacts	to	riparian/riverine	species	would	occur	as	a	
result	of	the	project.	A	preconstruction	nest	clearance	survey	is	required	prior	to	vegetation	removal	
and	construction	if	these	activities	are	scheduled	during	the	nesting	season.		

5.3 Effects on Riparian Linkages and Functions of the 
Western Riverside MSHCP Conservation Area 

There	are	no	impacts	on	riparian	linkages	and	functions	of	the	MSHCP	conservation	area.	These	
parcels	are	located	south	and	east	of	the	MSHCP‐defined	Reche	Canyon/Badlands	Area	Plan	and	
north	of	the	Lakeview/Nuevo	Area	Plan	and	are	not	part	of	a	subunit,	cell	group,	or	criteria	cell.	The	
drainages	flow	from	the	Reche	Canyon/Badlands	Area	Plan	district	through	the	City	of	Moreno	
Valley	to	the	Lakeview	Nuevo	Area	Plan	district.	The	project	site	is	not	located	in	an	area	proposed	
for	conservation,	nor	would	the	proposed	project	impede	wildlife	movement	within	the	drainages.	

5.4 Determination of Biologically Equivalent or 
Superior Preservation 

Although	the	proposed	project	does	not	avoid	impacts	to	riparian/riverine	areas,	these	impacts	have	
been	limited	to	the	extent	feasible	through	project	design	and	compensation	measures	described	
above.	Mitigation	for	impacts	to	riparian/riverine	areas	would	occur	through	the	contribution	of	
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fees	to	the	SAWA	in‐lieu	fee	program;	therefore,	the	proposed	project	would	be	biologically	
equivalent	or	superior	to	existing	conditions.	
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USDA	 United	States	Department	of	Agriculture	
USGS	 United	States	Geological	Survey	
WDR	 waste	discharge	requirement	
WoS	 Waters	of	the	State	
WoUS	 waters	of	the	United	States	
WQMP	 Water	Quality	Management	Plan	
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This	report	provides	regulatory	information,	methods,	and	results	for	a	routine‐level	delineation	of	
jurisdictional	waters	and	wetlands	potentially	impacted	by	the	Prologis	Eucalyptus	Project.		The	
purpose	of	the	delineation	is	to	assess	the	limits	of	state	and	federal	jurisdiction	within	and	adjacent	
to	the	project	site	to	support	the	resource‐agency	permitting	process.		This	wetland	delineation	
report	describes	the	resources	subject	to	regulation	by	the	U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	(USACE),	
Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	(RWQCB),	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	(CDFG).		

1.1 Project Site Location 
The	project	site	consists	of	approximately	121.33	acres	which	are	identified	as	Assessor’s	Parcel	
Numbers	(APNs)	488‐330‐011,	‐012,	‐013,	‐017,	‐018,	‐019,	‐022,	‐023,	and	‐024.		Pettit	Street	forms	
part	of	the	western	boundary,	Fir	Avenue	forms	part	of	the	southern	boundary,	the	Moreno	Valley	
Freeway	(SR	60)	forms	the	northern	boundary,	and	Quincy	Channel	borders	the	eastern	boundary.		
The	project	site	is	located	in	Township	3	South,	Range	3	West,	and	Section	2	as	mapped	on	the	
Sunnymead	quadrangle	United	States	Geological	Survey	(USGS)	7.5‐minute	topographic	map	(refer	
to	Figure	1).		The	local	vicinity	of	the	proposed	project	site	is	shown	in	Figure	2.	

1.2 Project Description 
The	Prologis	Park	facility	proposes	2,244,638	square	feet	of	industrial	uses.		The	proposed	project	
site	consists	of	approximately	121.29	acres	and	is	located	directly	south	of	SR	60	between	Pettit	
Street	and	Quincy	Street.		Development	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	proposed	project	site,	south	of	
SR	60	and	north	of	Eucalyptus	Avenue,	includes	approximately	1,030,377	square	feet	of	industrial	
space	contained	within	two	buildings.		Development	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site,	south	of	
Eucalyptus	Avenue,	includes	approximately	1,214,261	square	feet	of	industrial	space	contained	
within	four	buildings.			

Stormwater	runoff	would	be	routed	and	treated	through	and	by	a	combination	of	detention	basins,	
vegetated	swales,	and	sand	filters.		These	detention	basins,	swales,	and	sand	filters	would	also	be	
used	to	detain	the	incremental	increase	in	flows	as	well	as	handle	Water	Quality	Management	Plan	
(WQMP)	treatment	requirements	per	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley.		Landscape	improvements	would	be	
installed	throughout	the	parking	area	and	would	utilize	a	varied	selection	of	low‐water‐demand	
plants	and	include	a	water‐efficient	irrigation	system.		As	part	of	the	proposed	project,	water	quality	
basins	would	be	developed	along	the	southern	portions	of	Building	1,	Building	2,	Building	4,	
Building	5,	and	Building	6.		A	bridge	will	would	also	be	built	across	Quincy	Channel	to	connect	the	
existing	Eucalyptus	Avenue	to	the	adjacent	parcel.		Appendix	C	contains	photographs	of	the	project	
site.		
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1.3 Purpose of and Need for the Project 
The	purpose	of	the	proposed	project	is	to	provide	a	new	facility	that	specializes	in	warehouse	
distribution	services.		Upon	development,	the	proposed	project	would	achieve	the	following:		

 Create	employment‐generating	opportunities	for	the	citizens	of	Moreno	Valley	and	surrounding	
communities;		

 Encourage	industrial	development	as	attractive	and	productive	uses	while	minimizing	conflicts	
with	the	surrounding	existing	uses;		

 Encourage	warehouse	distribution	services	that	take	advantage	of	the	area’s	close	proximity	to	
various	freeways	and	transportation	corridors;		

 Provide	the	infrastructure	improvements	required	to	meet	project	needs	in	an	efficient	and	
cost‐effective	manner;		

 Encourage	new	development	consistent	with	the	capacity	and	municipal	service	capabilities;		

 Provide	a	high‐quality	and	cost‐effective	movement	of	goods	in	and	through	the	City,	which,	in	
turn,	allows	the	City	to	compete	economically	on	a	domestic	and	international	scale;		

 Provide	oversized	street	and	highway	improvements	that	facilitate	the	movement	of	goods	and	
vehicles	within	and	through	the	City;		

 Provide	industrial	warehouse	facilities	that	meet	the	substantial	and	unmet	demands	of	
businesses	located	in	the	City	and	county;		

 Cluster	industrial	warehouse	uses	near	efficient	access	points	to	the	state	highway	system	to	
reduce	traffic	congestion	on	surface	streets	and	to	reduce	concomitant	air	pollutant	emissions	
from	vehicle	sources;		

 Accommodate	new	development	that	channels	land	uses	in	a	phased,	orderly	manner	and	is	
coordinate	with	the	provision	of	necessary	infrastructure	and	public	improvements;		

 Provide	new	development	that	will	assist	the	City	in	obtaining	fiscal	balance	in	the	years	and	
decades	ahead;		

 Address	community	circulation,	both	vehicular	and	pedestrian,	utilizing	available	capacity	
within	existing	circulation	system,	and	provide	fair	share	improvements	to	various	future‐year	
deficient	intersection	road	segments;		

 Reduce	peak	hour	vehicle	trips	compared	to	existing	General	Plan	land	uses;		

 Reduce	building	energy	consumption	compared	to	existing	General	Plan	land	uses;	and		

 Reduce	water	demand	compared	to	existing	General	Plan	land	uses.	



Figure 1
Regional Vicinity Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  USGS 7.5' Quad, California : Sunnymead (1977)
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Figure 2
Local Vicinity Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  ESRI Streetmap USA (2009)K:\
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Chapter 2 
Methodology 

2.1 Project Research 
Prior	to	the	field	visit,	a	200'‐scale	(1"	=	200')	aerial	photograph	of	the	site	was	obtained	and	
compared	with	the	USGS	7.5‐minute	topographic	quadrangle	to	identify	drainage	features	within	the	
survey	area	as	indicated	from	vegetation	types,	topographic	changes,	or	visible	drainage	patterns.		
The	United	States	Department	of	Agriculture	(USDA)	soil	survey	map	was	reviewed	to	identify	the	
soil	series	that	occur	on	the	project	site.		The	soil	series	mapped	within	the	survey	area	were	
compared	with	the	Field	Office	Official	List	of	Hydric	Soil	Map	Units	for	Riverside	County,	California	
(USDA	1978)	and	the	USDA	Natural	Resources	Conservation	Service	(NRCS)	Soil	Survey	online	map	
to	determine	the	presence	or	absence	and	location	of	designated	hydric	soils.	

2.2 Field Investigation 
ICF	International	(ICF)	Regulatory	Specialists	Katie	Kurtz	and	Amanda	Duchardt	completed	the	
jurisdictional	delineation	on	May	27,	2008.		The	delineation	was	conducted	of	the	entire	project	site	
with	particular	emphasis	on	the	areas	previously	surveyed	in	2005	by	TetraTech,	Inc.	(TetraTech,	
Inc.	2005).		ICF	Regulatory	Specialists	Lesley	Hill	and	Alexis	Kessans	verified	the	field	conditions	
documented	in	the	2008	delineation	report	on	June	30,	2011.		

Methods	for	delineating	federal	wetlands	follow	the	guidelines	set	forth	by	the	USACE	
(Environmental	Laboratory	1987).		The	routine	onsite	determination	method	can	be	used	to	gather	
field	data	at	potential	wetland	areas	for	most	projects.		Visual	observations	of	vegetation	types	and	
hydrology	are	used	to	locate	areas	for	evaluation.		At	each	evaluation	area,	several	parameters	are	
considered	to	determine	whether	the	sample	point	is	within	a	wetland.		Three	criteria	normally	
must	be	fulfilled	in	order	to	classify	an	area	as	a	jurisdictional	USACE	wetland:	1)	a	predominance	of	
hydrophytic	vegetation,	2)	the	presence	of	hydric	soils,	and	3)	the	presence	of	wetland	hydrology.		
Details	of	the	application	of	these	techniques	are	described	below.	

 Hydrophytic	Vegetation:		The	hydrophytic	vegetation	criterion	is	satisfied	at	a	location	if	
greater	than	50	percent	of	all	the	dominant	species	present	within	the	vegetation	unit	have	a	
wetland	indicator	status	of	obligate	(OBL),	facultative	wetland	(FACW),	or	facultative	(FAC)	
(Environmental	Laboratory	1987).		An	OBL	indicator	status	refers	to	plants	that	have	a	99	
percent	probability	of	occurring	in	wetlands	under	natural	conditions.		A	FACW	indicator	status	
refers	to	plants	that	usually	occur	in	wetlands	(67	to	99	percent	probability)	but	are	
occasionally	found	elsewhere.		A	FAC	indicator	status	refers	to	plants	that	are	equally	likely	to	
occur	in	wetlands	or	elsewhere	(estimated	probability	34	to	66	percent	for	each).		The	wetland	
indicator	status	used	for	this	report	follows	the	National	List	of	Plant	Species	that	Occur	in	
Wetlands:	California	(Region	0)	(U.S.	Fish	And	Wildlife	Service	1988)	

 Hydric	Soils:		The	hydric	soil	criterion	is	satisfied	at	a	location	if	soils	in	the	area	can	be	inferred	
or	observed	to	have	a	high	groundwater	table,	if	there	is	evidence	of	prolonged	soil	saturation,	
or	if	there	are	any	indicators	suggesting	a	long‐term	reducing	environment	in	the	upper	18	
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inches	of	the	soil	profile.		Reducing	conditions	are	most	easily	assessed	using	soil	color.		Soil	
colors	were	evaluated	using	the	Munsell	Soil	Color	Charts	(Kollmorgen	Corporation	1975).		

 Wetland	Hydrology:		The	wetland	hydrology	criterion	is	satisfied	at	a	location	based	upon	
conclusions	inferred	from	field	observations,	which	indicate	that	an	area	has	a	high	probability	
of	being	inundated	or	saturated	(flooded,	ponded,	or	tidally	influenced)	long	enough	during	the	
growing	season	to	develop	anaerobic	conditions	in	the	surface	soil	environment,	especially	the	
root	zone	(Environmental	Laboratory	1987).		

Areas	meeting	all	three	of	these	parameters	are	generally	designated	as	USACE	wetlands.		If	the	
delineator	cannot	confirm	the	presence	of	all	three	parameters,	but	nevertheless	strongly	believes	
the	area	to	be	a	wetland,	supporting	arguments	can	be	added	to	the	delineation	data	sheet	or	report.		
Site	photographs	and	wetland	delineation	data	sheets	are	located	in	Appendix	A	and	Appendix	B,	
respectively,	of	this	delineation	report.			

The	delineation	of	nonwetland	waters	of	the	United	States	(WoUS)was	based	on	indicators	for	the	
ordinary	high	water	mark	(OHWM),	following	established	criteria	of	the	Code	of	Federal	Regulations	
(CFR)	Title	33,	Section	328.3	(33	CFR	328.3[e]).		Specifically,	we	measured	1)	average	OHWM	width	
accurate	to	at	least	the	half	foot	at	points	wherever	clear	changes	in	width	occurred,	and	2)	OHWM	
length	using	drainage	mapping	that	was	confirmed	in	the	field.		The	OHWM	is	defined	in	federal	
regulations	as	“that	line	on	the	shore	established	by	the	fluctuations	of	water	and	indicated	by	
physical	characteristics	such	as	[a]	clear,	natural	line	impressed	on	the	bank,	shelving,	changes	in	
the	character	of	soil,	destruction	of	terrestrial	vegetation,	the	presence	of	litter	and	debris,	or	other	
appropriate	means	that	consider	the	characteristics	of	the	surrounding	areas”	(33	CFR	328.3	[e]).	

Evaluation	of	state	jurisdiction	followed	guidance	in	the	Fish	and	Game	Code,	related	CDFG	
materials,	and	standard	practices	by	CDFG	personnel.		Briefly,	state	jurisdiction	was	delineated	by	
measuring	outer	width	and	length	boundaries	of	state	jurisdiction	(lakes	or	streambeds),	consisting	
of	the	greater	of	either	the	top	of	bank	measurement	(bankfull	width)	or	the	extent	of	associated	
riparian	or	wetland	vegetation.	
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Chapter 3 
Regulatory Background 

3.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404–
Regulated Activities 

Pursuant	to	Section	404	of	the	CWA,	USACE	regulates	the	discharge	(temporary	or	permanent)	of	
dredged	or	fill	material	into	WoUS,	including	wetlands.		A	discharge	of	fill	material	includes	grading,	
placing	riprap	for	erosion	control,	pouring	concrete,	laying	sod,	and	stockpiling	excavated	material	
into	WoUS.		Activities	that	generally	do	not	involve	a	regulated	discharge	(if	performed	specifically	
in	a	manner	to	avoid	discharges)	include	driving	pilings,	performing	certain	drainage	channel	
maintenance	activities,	constructing	temporary	mining	and	farm/forest	roads,	and	excavating	
without	stockpiling.		

3.1.1 Waters of the United States 

WoUS,	as	defined	in	33	CFR	328.3,	means:	

(1)	 All	waters	that	are	currently	used,	or	were	used	in	the	past,	or	may	be	susceptible	to	use	in	
interstate	or	foreign	commerce,	including	all	waters	that	are	subject	to	the	ebb	and	flow	of	the	
tide.	

(2)	 All	interstate	waters,	including	interstate	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,	
including	any	such	waters:	

(i)	 That	are	or	could	be	used	by	interstate	or	foreign	travelers	for	recreational	or	other	
purposes.	

(ii)	 From	which	fish	or	shellfish	are	or	could	be	taken	and	sold	in	interstate	or	foreign	
commerce.	

(iii)	 That	are	used	or	could	be	used	for	industrial	purpose	by	industries	in	interstate	
commerce.	

(4)	 All	impoundments	of	waters	otherwise	defined	as	WoUS	under	the	definition.	

(5)	 Tributaries	of	waters	identified	in	paragraphs	(1)	through	(4)	of	this	section.	

(6)	 The	territorial	seas.	

(7)	 Wetlands	adjacent	to	waters	(other	than	waters	that	are	themselves	wetlands)	identified	in	
paragraphs	(1)	through	(6)	of	this	section.	

(8)	 WoUS	that	do	not	include	prior	converted	cropland.		Notwithstanding	the	determination	of	
an	area's	status	as	prior	converted	cropland	by	any	other	federal	agency,	for	the	purposes	of	the	
CWA,	the	final	authority	regarding	CWA	jurisdiction	remains	with	EPA.	

Waste	treatment	systems,	including	treatment	ponds	or	lagoons	designed	to	meet	the	requirements	
of	the	Clean	Water	Act	(CWA)	(other	than	cooling	ponds,	as	defined	in	40	CFR	423.11(m),	which	also	
meet	the	criteria	of	this	definition),	are	not	WoUS.	
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The	limit	of	USACE	jurisdiction,	excluding	wetlands	and	tidal	waters,	is	delineated	using	the	OHWM,	
defined	in	CFR	328.3(e)	as:		

…that	line	on	the	shore	established	by	the	fluctuations	of	water	and	indicated	by	physical	
characteristics	such	as	[a]	clear,	natural	line	impressed	on	the	bank,	shelving,	changes	in	the	
character	of	soil,	destruction	of	terrestrial	vegetation,	the	presence	of	litter	and	debris,	or	other	
appropriate	means	that	consider	the	characteristics	of	the	surrounding	areas.	

3.1.2 Wetlands 

Normally,	three	criteria	must	be	satisfied	to	classify	an	area	as	a	jurisdictional	wetland:	(1)	a	
predominance	of	plant	life	that	is	adapted	to	life	in	wet	conditions	(hydrophytic	vegetation);	(2)	
soils	that	saturate,	flood,	or	pond	long	enough	during	the	growing	season	to	develop	anaerobic	
conditions	in	the	upper	part	(hydric	soils);	and	(3)	permanent	or	periodic	inundation	or	soils	
saturation,	at	least	seasonally	(wetland	hydrology)	(Environmental	Laboratory	1987).	

3.1.3 Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 

In	1986,	in	an	attempt	to	clarify	the	reach	of	its	jurisdiction,	USACE	stated	that	Section	404(a)	
extends	to	intrastate	waters	that:	

…(a)	are	or	would	be	used	as	habitat	by	birds	protected	by	migratory	bird	treaties,	or	(b)	are	or	
would	be	used	as	habitat	by	other	migratory	birds	that	cross	state	lines,	or	(c)	are	or	would	be	used	
as	habitat	for	endangered	species,	or	(d)	used	to	irrigate	crops	sold	in	interstate	commerce”	(51	
Federal	Register	41217).	

As	a	result	of	the	2001	Solid	Waste	Agency	of	North	Cook	County	(SWANCC)	case,	the	U.S.	Supreme	
Court	held	that	USACE	may	not	rely	on	the	Migratory	Bird	Rule	to	establish	a	significant	nexus	to	
interstate	or	foreign	commerce.		Although	no	formal	guidance	was	issued	by	USACE	interpreting	the	
extent	to	which	the	SWANCC	decision	would	limit	jurisdictional	determinations,	in	practice,	USACE	
considers	intrastate	waters	as	WoUS	where	there	is	an	appropriate	connection	to	a	navigable	water	
or	other	clear	interstate	commerce	connection.		Therefore,	WoUS,	including	jurisdictional	wetlands,	
must	show	connectivity	with	(be	tributary	to)	a	navigable	WoUS	to	be	subject	to	USACE	under	
Section	404	of	the	CWA.		

3.1.4 Rapanos v. United States and Carabell v. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers 

In	2006,	the	U.S.	Supreme	Court	issued	an	opinion	regarding	the	extent	of	USACE	jurisdiction	over	
certain	waters	under	Section	404	of	the	CWA.		The	Rapanos‐Carabell	consolidated	decisions	
addressed	the	question	of	jurisdiction	over	attenuated	tributaries	to	WoUS	as	well	as	wetlands	
adjacent	to	those	tributaries.		

On	June	5,	2007,	USACE	and	the	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(EPA)	issued	guidance	
related	to	the	Rapanos	decision.		The	guidance	identifies	those	waters	over	which	the	agencies	
(USACE	and	EPA)	will	assert	jurisdiction	categorically	and	on	a	case‐by‐case	basis.		To	summarize,	
USACE	will	continue	to	assert	jurisdiction	over	the	following	features:		

 TNWs	and	their	adjacent	wetlands.	
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 Non‐navigable	tributaries	of	TNWs	that	are	RPWs	(e.g.,	tributaries	that	typically	flow	year‐
round	or	have	a	continuous	flow	at	least	seasonally	[typically	3	months])	and	wetlands	that	
directly	abut	such	tributaries	(e.g.,	not	separated	by	uplands,	berms,	dikes,	or	similar	features).	

For	non‐RPWs,	the	agencies	will	determine	whether	a	“significant	nexus”	exists	with	a	TNW	using	
the	data	found	in	an	Approved	Jurisdictional	Determination	Form	(Approved	JD	Form).		The	purpose	
of	the	significant	nexus	evaluation	is	to	determine	whether	the	existing	functions	of	a	tributary	affect	
the	chemical,	physical,	and/or	biological	integrity	of	a	downstream	TNW.		Tributary	characteristics	
that	are	considered	when	evaluating	whether	a	significant	nexus	exists	include	volume,	duration,	
and	frequency	of	flow;	proximity	to	a	TNW;	and	hydrologic	and	ecologic	functions	performed	by	the	
tributary	and	all	of	its	adjacent	wetlands.		Using	that	information,	the	agencies	may	assert	
jurisdiction	over	the	following	features:		

 Non‐navigable	tributaries	that	do	not	typically	flow	year‐round	or	have	continuous	flow	at	least	
seasonally,	wetlands	adjacent	to	such	tributaries,	and	wetlands	adjacent	to	but	not	directly	
abutting	a	relatively	permanent	non‐navigable	tributary.		

The	agencies	will	typically	not	assert	jurisdiction	over	the	following	features:	

 Swales	or	erosional	features	(e.g.,	gullies	and	small	washes	characterized	by	low	volume	and	
infrequent	or	short‐duration	flows).	

 Ditches	(including	roadside	ditches)	excavated	wholly	in	uplands	and	draining	only	uplands	that	
do	not	carry	a	relatively	permanent	flow	of	water.	

3.1.4.1 Approved Jurisdictional Determinations 

An	Approved	Jurisdictional	Determination	(Approved	JD)	is	an	official	USACE	jurisdictional	
determination.		The	Approved	JD	is	valid	for	5	years	and	can	be	used	and	relied	upon	in	a	CWA	
related	citizen’s	lawsuit	if	its	legitimacy	is	challenged	(except	under	extraordinary	circumstances);	it	
can	also	be	immediately	appealed	(33	CFR	Part	331).		Approved	JDs	are	documented	in	accordance	
with	Regulatory	Guidance	Letter	(RGL)	No.	07‐01	and	require	the	use	of	the	Approved	JD	Form.		
Approved	JDs	are	evaluated	by	USACE	and	EPA.	

Under	the	Rapanos	guidance,	an	Approved	JD	is	required	for	determinations	regarding	isolated	
waters	or	wetlands	and	is	subject	to	review	by	USACE	and	EPA.	

3.1.4.2 Preliminary Jurisdictional Determinations 

USACE	issued	RGL	No.	08‐02	on	June	26,	2008,	which	allows	USACE	to	issue	Preliminary	
Jurisdictional	Determinations	(Preliminary	JDs)	for	a	project.		A	Preliminary	JD	is	a	nonbinding	
written	indication	that	there	may	be	WoUS,	including	wetlands,	on	a	project	site	and	identifies	the	
approximate	location	of	these	features.		Preliminary	JDs	are	used	when	a	landowner,	permit	
applicant,	or	other	affected	party	elects	to	voluntarily	waive	or	set	aside	questions	regarding	CWA	
jurisdiction	over	a	particular	site,	usually	in	the	interest	of	allowing	the	landowner	to	move	ahead	
expeditiously	to	obtain	Section	404	authorization	where	the	party	determines	that	it	is	in	his	or	her	
best	interest	to	do	so.		A	Preliminary	JD	is	not	an	official	determination	regarding	the	jurisdictional	
status	of	potentially	jurisdictional	features	and	has	no	bearing	on	Approved	JDs.		A	Preliminary	JD	
cannot	be	used	to	confirm	the	absence	of	jurisdictional	waters	or	wetlands,	is	advisory	in	nature,	
and	cannot	be	appealed.		It	is	considered	preliminary	because	a	recipient	can	later	request	an	
Approved	JD	if	one	is	necessary	or	appropriate.	
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A	Preliminary	JD	is	documented	using	the	Preliminary	Jurisdictional	Determination	Form.		For	
purposes	of	impact	calculations,	compensatory	mitigation	requirements,	and	other	resource	
protection	measures,	a	permit	decision	made	on	the	basis	of	a	Preliminary	JD	treats	all	waters	and	
wetlands	that	would	be	affected	in	any	way,	except	by	the	permitted	activity,	as	if	they	are	
jurisdictional.		Although	a	Preliminary	JD	may	be	chosen	by	the	applicant,	the	district	engineer	
reserves	the	right	to	use	an	Approved	JD	where	warranted.		

3.2 Regional Water Quality Control Board–Regulated 
Activities 

The	RWQCB	regulates	activities	within	state	and	federal	waters	under	Section	401	of	the	CWA	and	
the	Porter‐Cologne	Act.	

3.2.1 Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

Pursuant	to	Section	401	of	the	CWA:		

…any	applicant	for	a	federal	permit	for	activities	that	involve	a	discharge	to	waters	of	the	United	
States	shall	provide	the	federal	permitting	agency	a	certification	from	the	state	in	which	the	
discharge	is	proposed	that	states	that	the	discharge	will	comply	with	the	applicable	provisions	under	
the	federal	Clean	Water	Act.	

Therefore,	before	USACE	will	issue	a	Section	404	permit,	applicants	must	apply	for	and	receive	
Section	401	water	quality	certification	or	a	waiver	from	the	RWQCB,	as	applicable.		Under	Section	
401	of	the	CWA,	the	RWQCB	regulates	at	the	state	level	all	activities	that	are	regulated	at	the	federal	
level	by	USACE.		Therefore,	RWQCB	jurisdiction	usually	coincides	with	the	jurisdictional	boundaries	
for	WoUS.		However,	if	waters	are	determined	not	to	be	WoUS,	they	may	still	be	subject	to	RWQCB	
jurisdiction	based	on	the	Porter‐Cologne	Act.	

3.2.2 Porter‐Cologne Act 

The	RWQCB	regulates	activities	that	would	involve	“discharging	waste,	or	proposing	to	discharge	
waste,	within	any	region	that	could	affect	waters	of	the	state”	(California	Water	Code	13260[a]),	
pursuant	to	provisions	of	the	state	Porter‐Cologne	Act.		Waters	of	the	State	(WoS)	are	defined	as	
“any	surface	water	or	groundwater,	including	saline	waters,	within	the	boundaries	of	the	state”	
(California	Water	Code	13050	[e]).		Such	waters	may	include	waters	not	subject	to	regulation	under	
Section	404	such	as	isolated	features.		

3.3 California Department of Fish and Game–
Regulated Activities 

Pursuant	to	Sections	1600–1616	of	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code,	CDFG	regulates	any	activity	
that	will	substantially	divert	or	obstruct	the	natural	flow—or	substantially	change	or	use	any	
material	from	the	bed,	channel,	or	bank—of	any	river,	stream,	or	lake.		CDFG	also	regulates	any	
activity	that	will	deposit	or	dispose	of	debris,	wastewater,	or	other	material	containing	crumbled,	
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flaked,	or	ground	pavement	that	may	pass	into	any	river,	stream,	or	lake.		The	applicant	must	notify	
CDFG	prior	to	such	activities	and	obtain	a	Lake	or	Streambed	Alteration	Agreement.	

CDFG	jurisdiction	includes	ephemeral,	intermittent,	and	perennial	watercourses	(including	dry	
washes)	and	lakes	characterized	by	the	presence	of	(1)	definable	bed	and	banks	and	(2)	existing	fish	
or	wildlife	resources.		Furthermore,	CDFG	jurisdiction	is	often	extended	to	habitats	adjacent	to	
watercourses,	such	as	oak	woodlands	in	canyon	bottoms	or	willow	woodlands	that	support	
hydrologic	functions	within	the	riparian	system.		

Water	features	such	as	vernal	pools	and	other	seasonal	swales	where	the	defined	bed	and	bank	are	
absent	and	the	feature	is	not	contiguous	or	closely	adjacent	to	other	jurisdictional	features	are	
generally	not	jurisdictional	under	Section	1602.		CDFG	generally	does	not	assert	jurisdiction	over	
human‐made	water	bodies	unless	they	are	located	where	such	natural	features	were	previously	
located	or	where	they	are	contiguous	with	existing	or	prior	natural	jurisdictional	areas.		
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Chapter 4 
Environmental Setting 

The	following	section	describes	the	topography,	land	use,	vegetation	characteristics,	and	soils	
associated	with	the	project	site.	

4.1 Topography and Land Use 
The	project	site	is	located	in	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley	within	the	Reche/Canyon	Badlands	Area	Plan.		
A	portion	of	the	project	site	is	currently	being	used	as	a	citrus	orchard,	while	the	remainder	of	the	
site	has	been	used	to	grow	dry‐land	grain	crops.		The	project	site	is	primarily	flat	with	eroded	
channels	bordering	the	southern	and	western	boundaries	and	a	drainage	channel	(Quincy	Channel)	
on	the	eastern	boundary.		Quincy	Channel	contains	remnants	of	concrete,	debris,	and	trash.	

4.2 Vegetation Communities 
The	project	site	consists	of	seven	plant	communities:		ruderal,	agricultural,	nonnative	grassland,	
disturbed	mule	fat	scrub,	Non‐native	woodland,	Unvegetated	Streambed	and	Channel‐Upland	
Vegetation	(Figure	5	in	the	DBESP).		

4.2.1 Ruderal 

The	southern	and	western	drainages	are	dominated	by	ruderal	vegetation.		The	ruderal	plant	
community	on	the	project	site	is	dominated	by	weedy	vegetation	that	is	typically	associated	with	a	
past	disturbance.		The	disturbances	that	create	ruderal	areas	are	commonly	a	result	of	
anthropogenic	impacts	and,	in	this	situation,	would	be	attributed	to	past	agricultural	activities.	The	
ruderal	plant	community	is	dominated	by	several	mustard	species	(Brassica	spp.),	annual	bur	
ragweed	(Ambrosia	acanthicarpa),	Russian	thistle	(Salsola	tragus),	cheeseweed	(Malva	parviflora),	
and	nonnative	grass	species.	In	total,	approximately	48.15	acres	of	ruderal	vegetation	was	found	
within	the	study	area.	

4.2.2 Agriculture 

The	northern	and	eastern	55.67	acres	of	the	study	area	is	occupied	by	citrus	trees	(orange	and	
grapefruit)	that	have	been	left	unmanaged	and	continue	to	flourish.		

4.2.3 Nonnative Grassland 

Nonnative	grassland	(NNG),	a	prevalent	community	throughout	California,	is	generally	characterized	
by	a	dense‐to‐sparse	cover	of	nonnative,	annual	grasses	often	associated	with	numerous	weedy	
species,	as	well	as	some	native	annual	forbs,	such	as	wildflowers	that	emerge	especially	in	years	of	
plentiful	rain.	Seed	germination	occurs	with	the	onset	of	winter	rains.	Some	plant	growth	occurs	in	
winter,	but	most	growth	and	flowering	occurs	in	the	spring.	Plants	then	die	in	the	summer	and	
persist	as	seeds	in	the	uppermost	layers	of	soil	until	the	next	rainy	season.	Dominant	plant	genera	



Prologis  Environmental Setting
 

Jurisdictional Delineation Report for the  
Prologis Park Moreno Valley Eucalyptus Project Site 

4‐2 
July 2011

ICF 00442.11

 

typically	found	within	NNG	include	bromes	(Bromus	spp.),	wild	oats	(Avena	spp.),	fescues	(Vulpia	
spp.),	and	barleys	(Hordeum	spp.).	

NNG	occurred	on	18.45	acres	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	project	site.	Due	to	the	presence	of	wild	
oat	species,	this	may	have	been	part	of	an	agricultural	crop	in	the	past.	

4.2.4 Disturbed Mule Fat Scrub 

The	eastern	drainage	is	heavily	disturbed	and	contains	a	number	of	nonnative	species,	including	
Peruvian	pepper	(Schinus	molle),	tree	tobacco	(Nicotiana	glauca),	castor	bean	(Ricinus	communis),	
eucalyptus	(Eucalyptus	spp.),	and	tree	of	heaven	(Ailanthus	altissima).		However,	patches	of	mule	fat	
(Baccharis	salicifolia),	a	few	walnuts	(Juglans	californica),	and	one	Goodding’s	black	willow	tree	
(Salix	gooddingii)	also	occur	within	the	drainage.		There	are	large	amounts	of	trash	within	and	
adjacent	to	the	drainage.		In	total,	approximately	4.59	acres	of	disturbed	mule	fat	vegetation	occurs	
on	the	project	site.		

4.2.5 Non‐Native Woodland 

Several	patches,	comprising	approximately	0.06	acre	of	non‐native	woodland	occur	within	and	
adjacent	to	the	degraded	drainage	channel.	These	consist	of	eucalyptus	trees	and	Peruvian	pepper.					

4.2.6 Unvegetated Streambed 

Several	patches	of	sands	(approximately	0.08	acre)	with	little	to	very	sparse	vegetation	occur	within	
the	drainage	channel	that	occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.		For	the	purposes	of	
this	report	these	have	been	classified	as	unvegetated	streambed.		

4.2.7 Channel‐Upland Vegetation 

There	are	several	eroded	channels	that	occur	within	the	project	site	on	the	western	boundary.		
These	are	somewhat	steep	sided	and	are	dominated	by	upland	species,	predominantly	non‐native	
grassland,	that	are	interspersed	with	open,	unvegetated	areas.		For	the	purposes	of	this	report	these	
have	been	classified	as	channel‐upland	vegetation.		This	vegetation	community	comprises	
approximately	0.14	acre	of	the	study	area.	

4.3 Soils 
There	are	four	soils	on	or	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	project	site:	Gullied	land;	San	Emigdio	
loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes;	San	Emigdio	loam,	0	to	2	percent	slopes;	and	San	Emigdio	fine	sandy	
loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes,	eroded	(refer	to	Figure	3).		These	soils	are	consistent	with	field	
observations.		These	soil	types	lack	the	percentage	of	clay	and/or	slope	surface	typically	associated	
with	features	such	as	vernal	pools.		None	of	these	soils	are	identified	on	national	or	local	hydric	soil	
lists	as	hydric	soils	for	the	western	Riverside	region	(USDA	1987,	1992).	

Gullied	land	soils	are	defined	by	NRCS	as	“consisting	of	areas	where	erosion	has	cut	a	network	of	V‐
shaped	or	U‐shaped	channels.		The	areas	resemble	miniature	badlands.		Generally,	gullies	are	so	
deep	that	extensive	reshaping	is	necessary	for	most	uses.		Small	areas	can	be	shown	by	spot	
symbols.		Phases	indicating	the	kind	of	material	remaining	may	be	useful	in	some	places.”	
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San	Emigdio	soils	are	defined	by	NRCS	as	“consisting	of	very	deep,	well	drained	soils	that	formed	in	
dominantly	sedimentary	alluvium.		San	Emigdio	soils	are	on	fans	and	flood	plains	and	have	slopes	of	
0	to	15	percent.		The	mean	annual	precipitation	is	about	15	inches	and	the	mean	annual	air	
temperature	is	about	62	degrees	F.”	
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Chapter 5 
Jurisdictional Delineation Results 

The	following	section	describes	the	jurisdictional	features	and	impacts,	including	findings	related	to	
vegetation	communities,	topography	and	soils,	hydrology,	and	wetlands	for	the	drainage	features	
within	the	survey	area.	

5.1 Jurisdictional Features 

5.1.1 Quincy Channel 

Quincy	Channel	is	located	on	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.		Quincy	Channel	is	an	eroded	
channel	that	appears	to	be	stormwater	runoff	from	off	site	to	the	north	that	flows	off	site	to	the	
south.	

The	dominant	plant	communities	associated	with	this	feature	within	the	project	boundaries	are	
identified	as	several	mustard	species	(Brassica	spp.),	mule	fat	(Baccharis	salicifolia),	annual	bur	
ragweed	(Ambrosia	acanthicarpa),	Russian	thistle	(Salsola	tragus),	cheeseweed	(Malva	parviflora),	
and	nonnative	grass	species.		The	portion	of	Quincy	Channel	within	the	project	site	does	not	meet	
the	wetland	requirements	for	hydrophytic	vegetation	within	the	OHWM.		USACE	jurisdiction,	as	
indicated	by	the	OHWM,	averaged	between	10	to	20	feet	wide	throughout	this	section	of	the	
drainage.	

Quincy	Channel	was	dry	within	the	proposed	project	area	at	the	time	of	this	study.		However,	the	
feature	contains	an	evidence	of	high	velocity	seasonal	flow	events,	including	drainage	patterns.		
Other	evidence	supporting	wetland	hydrology	within	the	drainage	included	sediment	deposits	and	
drift	deposits.		When	taken	in	context	with	the	vegetation	and	soils	present	in	Quincy	Channel,	these	
indicators	are	more	suggestive	of	flood	flow	hydrology	rather	than	wetland	hydrology.	

As	shown	in	Figure	3,	the	mapped	soil	types	within	this	portion	of	the	drainage	are	San	Emigdio	fine	
sandy	loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes,	eroded;	San	Emigdio	loam,	0	to	2	percent	slopes;	San	Emigdio	
loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes;	and	Metz	loamy	fine	sand,	sandy	loam	substratum,	0	to	5	percent	slopes	
(USDA	1971).		These	soil	types	are	consistent	with	observations	from	soil	pit	samples	taken	along	
Quincy	Channel.		These	soil	types	are	not	designated	as	local	partially	hydric	soils	(USDA	1987,	
1992).		No	organic	streaking,	high	levels	of	organic	matter	in	the	surface	layer,	or	other	hydric	soil	
indicators	for	sandy	soils	were	observed	in	the	upper	12	inches	of	sample	soil	pits.		The	samples	did	
not	meet	wetland	hydric	soil	criteria.	

Jurisdictional	areas	associated	with	Quincy	Channel	within	or	immediately	adjacent	to	the	project	
site	are	shown	in	Table	1.		The	extent	of	jurisdictional	areas	associated	with	Quincy	Channel	is	
shown	in	Figure	4a.	

As	described	above,	the	portions	of	the	project	within	Quincy	Channel	contain	nonwetland	waters	of	
the	United	States	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	USACE.		The	RWQCB	has	concurrent	jurisdiction	over	
waters	of	the	United	States	as	well	as	isolated	waters;	Quincy	Channel	is	considered	waters	of	the	
state	under	RWQCB	jurisdiction.		Because	of	the	presence	of	a	bed	and	bank	and	the	potential	to	
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support	wildlife	and	aquatic	resources,	Quincy	Channel	is	considered	a	jurisdictional	streambed	
under	the	jurisdiction	of	CDFG.		Jurisdictional	areas	associated	with	Quincy	Channel	are	shown	in	
Table	1	and	Figure	4a.	

5.1.2 Southern Drainage 

The	southern	drainage	is	located	adjacent	to	Pettit	Street	within	the	project	boundaries.		The	
southern	drainage	is	a	continuation	of	the	western	drainage	located	north	of	this	portion	of	the	
project	site.		The	western	drainage	is	an	eroded	channel	that	appears	to	be	stormwater	runoff	from	
the	culverts	located	at	the	intersection	of	Pettit	Street	and	Auto	Mall	Drive.		The	southern	drainage	
begins	at	the	culverts	and	then	meanders	in	a	southeasterly	direction	until	it	meets	with	Quincy	
Channel	near	Cottonwood	Avenue.	

The	dominant	plant	communities	associated	with	this	feature	within	the	project	boundaries	are	
identified	as	several	mustard	species,	annual	bur	ragweed,	Russian	thistle,	cheeseweed,	and	
nonnative	grass	species.		This	drainage	does	not	meet	the	wetland	requirements	for	hydrophytic	
vegetation.		USACE	jurisdiction,	as	indicated	by	the	base	of	the	channel	(OHWM	was	not	apparent),	
averaged	between	8	to	10	feet	wide	throughout	this	section	of	the	southern	drainage.	

The	southern	drainage	appears	to	have	formed	as	the	result	of	a	historic	blowout	associated	with	a	
large	storm	event.		This	drainage	was	dry	within	the	proposed	project	area	at	the	time	of	this	study	
and	contained	no	evidence	of	recent	flow	activity.		When	taken	in	context	with	the	vegetation	and	
soils	present	in	the	southern	drainage,	these	indicators	are	more	suggestive	of	flood	flow	hydrology	
rather	than	wetland	hydrology.			

As	shown	in	Figure	3,	the	mapped	soil	type	within	this	portion	of	the	project	site	is	gullied	land	
(USDA	1971).		This	soil	type	is	designated	as	local	partially	hydric	soil	(USDA	1987,	1992);	however,	
no	organic	streaking,	high	levels	of	organic	matter	in	the	surface	layer,	or	other	hydric	soil	indicators	
were	observed.		The	sample	does	not	meet	wetland	hydric	soil	criteria.	

As	described	above,	the	portions	of	the	project	within	the	southern	drainage	contain	nonwetland	
waters	of	the	United	States	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	USACE.		The	RWQCB	has	concurrent	
jurisdiction	over	waters	of	the	United	States	as	well	as	isolated	waters;	the	southern	drainage	is	
considered	waters	of	the	state	under	RWQCB	jurisdiction.		Because	of	the	presence	of	a	bed	and	
bank	and	the	potential	to	support	wildlife	and	aquatic	resources,	the	southern	drainage	is	
considered	a	jurisdictional	streambed	under	the	jurisdiction	of	CDFG.		Jurisdictional	areas	
associated	with	the	southern	drainage	are	shown	in	Table	1	and	Figure	4b.	

5.1.3 Western Drainage 

The	western	drainage	is	located	adjacent	to	Pettit	Street	within	the	project	boundaries.		The	western	
drainage	is	an	eroded	channel	that	appears	to	be	stormwater	runoff	from	the	culverts	located	at	the	
intersection	of	Pettit	Street	and	Auto	Mall	Drive.		The	western	drainage	begins	at	the	culverts	and	
then	meanders	in	a	southeasterly	direction	until	it	meets	with	the	southern	drainage	near	
Cottonwood	Avenue.	

The	dominant	plant	species	associated	with	this	feature	within	the	project	boundaries	are	identified	
as	several	mustard	species,	annual	bur	ragweed,	Russian	thistle,	cheeseweed,	and	nonnative	grass	
species.		This	drainage	does	not	meet	the	wetland	requirements	for	hydrophytic	vegetation.		USACE	
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jurisdiction,	as	indicated	by	the	base	of	the	channel	(OHWM	was	not	apparent),	averaged	between	8	
to	10	feet	wide	throughout	this	section	of	the	western	drainage.	

The	western	drainage	appears	to	have	formed	as	the	result	of	a	historic	blowout	associated	with	a	
large	storm	event.		The	western	drainage	was	dry	within	the	proposed	project	area	at	the	time	of	
this	study	and	contained	no	evidence	of	recent	flow	activity.		When	taken	in	context	with	the	
vegetation	and	soils	present	in	the	drainage,	these	indicators	are	more	suggestive	of	flood	flow	
hydrology	rather	than	wetland	hydrology.			

As	shown	in	Figure	3,	the	mapped	soil	type	within	this	portion	of	the	project	site	is	gullied	land	
(USDA	1971).		This	soil	type	is	consistent	with	observations	from	soil	pit	samples	along	the	western	
drainage.		This	soil	type	is	designated	as	local	partially	hydric	soil	(USDA	1987,	1992).		No	organic	
streaking,	high	levels	of	organic	matter	in	the	surface	layer,	or	other	hydric	soil	indicators	for	sandy	
soils	were	observed	in	the	upper	twelve	inches	of	the	sample	soil	pit.		The	sample	does	not	meet	
wetland	hydric	soil	criteria.	

As	described	above,	the	portions	of	the	project	within	the	western	drainage	contain	nonwetland	
waters	of	the	United	States	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	USACE.		The	RWQCB	has	concurrent	
jurisdiction	over	waters	of	the	United	States	as	well	as	isolated	waters;	the	western	drainage	is	
considered	waters	of	the	state	under	RWQCB	jurisdiction.		Because	of	the	presence	of	a	bed	and	
bank	and	the	potential	to	support	wildlife	and	aquatic	resources,	the	western	drainage	is	considered	
a	jurisdictional	streambed	under	the	jurisdiction	of	CDFG.		Jurisdictional	areas	associated	with	the	
western	drainage	are	shown	in	Table	1	and	Figure	4c.	

5.2 Proposed Impacts on Jurisdictional Features 
The	proposed	project	would	result	in	both	permanent	and	temporary	impacts	on	Quincy	Channel	
and	two	unnamed	erosional	channels.		These	features	are	subject	to	USACE,	RWQCB,	and	CDFG	
jurisdiction	(Figure	4,	Table	1).	

5.2.1 Proposed Permanent Impacts 

Permanent	impacts	to	Quincy	Channel	would	occur	from	construction	of	a	bridge	(concrete	culvert)	
across	the	drainage	and	installation	of	two	outfall	structures	that	would	outlet	into	the	drainage.		
The	southern	drainage	is	proposed	to	be	partially	impacted	due	to	the	installation	of	a	vegetated	
swale.		Slope	protection	(in	the	form	of	rip	rap)	will	be	installed	within	a	portion	of	the	western	
drainage	for	site	stability.		Project	plans	have	been	included	in	this	document	as	Appendix	C.		Based	
on	the	most	current	project	plans	and	site	boundary	provided	by	Prologis	(June	2011),	
implementation	of	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	permanent	impacts	to	0.051	acre	
(354	linear	feet)	of	nonwetland	waters	of	the	United	States	and	waters	of	the	state	and	0.362	(440	
linear	feet)	of	state	streambed	associated	with	Quincy	Channel	and	the	western	and	southern	
drainages	(Figure	4,	Table	1).	

5.2.2 Proposed Temporary Impacts 

In	addition	to	permanent	impacts,	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	temporary	impacts	to	
0.054	acre	(332	linear	feet)	of	nonwetland	waters	of	the	United	States	and	waters	of	the	state	and	
0.33	acre	(547	linear	feet)	of	state	streambed	associated	with	construction	activities.	
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Access into the bed of Quincy Channel would extend down the west bank from the project site via 
the proposed permanent access road.  Construction within the western and southern drainage 
would occur from the top of the northern bank within the project site.  This temporary impact area 
also includes an upstream and downstream buffer of 25 feet to allow for equipment maneuvering 
within the project site.  Vegetation would be covered in place by sediment within the channel, with 
all temporary impacts to vegetation being minimized to the greatest extent possible.  Any fill 
material used within the project site would be native soil acquired through the initial onsite 
excavations.  Any surplus soil would be disposed of off site. 

Therefore, the proposed project would result in temporary impacts to 0.054 acre (332 linear feet) of 
nonwetland waters subject to USACE/RWQCB jurisdiction.  The proposed project would also result 
in temporary impacts on 0.33 acre of streambed subject to CDFG jurisdiction. 

Table 1. Summary of Onsite Jurisdictional Areas Potentially Impacted by the Proposed Project 
(in Acres)  

Feature 

USACE and RWQCB 
CDFG Nonwetland Waters Wetlands 

Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary 
Quincy 
Channel 

0.04 acre 
223 linear 
feet 

0.03 acre 
145 linear 
feet 

- - 0.32 acre 
294 linear 
feet 

0.28 acre 
390 linear 
feet 

Southern 
Drainage 

0.01 acre 
119 linear 
feet 

0.02 acre 
154 linear 
feet 

- - 0.04 acre 
134 linear 
feet 

0.04 acre 
120 linear 
feet 

Western 
Drainage 

0.001 acre 
12  linear 
feet 

0.004 acre 
33 linear 
feet 

- - 0.002 acre 
12 linear 
feet 

0.01 acre 
37 linear 
feet 

Total 
Jurisdiction 

0.051 acre 
354 linear 
feet 

0.054 acre 
332 linear 
feet 

- - 0.362 
acres 
440 linear 
feet 

0.33 acre 
547 linear 
feet 

5.3 Proposed Mitigation 
Due to the highly degraded nature of the jurisdictional features, it is proposed to mitigate at a ratio 
of 2:1 (0.36 acre for CDFG to result in 0.72 acre of mitigation) through the contribution of in-lieu 
fees, in the amount of $75,000, to the Santa Ana Watershed Association (SAWA) for their efforts in 
the invasive removal and ongoing restoration.  Final mitigation will be determined through the 
permitting process.  SAWA is an organization composed of four resource conservation districts 
(RCDs), which include the San Jacinto Basin RCD, Inland Empire RCD, Riverside-Corona RCD, and 
Elsinore-Murrieta-Anza RCD, and the Orange County Water District.  The purpose of SAWA is to 
develop, coordinate, and implement natural resource programs in the Inland Empire and Orange 
County areas.  SAWA’s projects are primarily funded by mitigation fees.  SAWA is highly organized 
and the in-lieu fee program that SAWA operates is well known to the resource agencies.  They have 
been very successful in identifying potential mitigation areas and obtaining permission or rights to 
the lands.  
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Chapter 6 
Permits/Agreements Processing 

The	proposed	project	would	result	in	impacts	to	waters	of	the	state	and	state	streambeds;	therefore,	
RWQCB,	and	CDFG	permit	authorization	would	be	required	prior	to	construction.		The	following	
discussion	identifies	the	project‐specific	regulatory	clearance	requirements	of	each	process.		

6.1 United States Army Corps of Engineers Individual 
and Nationwide Permit Programs 

The	proposed	project	would	result	in	permanent	impacts	to	0.051	acre	(354	linear	feet)	and	
temporary	impacts	to	0.054	acre	(332	linear	feet)	of	nonwetland	waters	of	the	United	States.		A	
Nationwide	Permit	(NWP)	39	may	be	issued	for	the	proposed	project	if	permanent	impacts	to	
waters	of	the	United	States	are	less	than	0.50	acre	and	300	linear	feet.		The	District	Engineer	may	
waive	the	300	linear	foot	requirement	if	it	is	determined	that	the	proposed	project	complies	with	all	
other	terms	and	conditions	of	the	NWP	and	adverse	environmental	effects	are	minimal	both	
individually	and	cumulatively.		The	District	Engineer	must	waive	the	limitation	on	stream	impacts	in	
writing	before	the	permittee	may	proceed	with	construction.		If	the	District	Engineer	does	not	waive	
the	linear	foot	requirement	for	the	proposed	project,	an	individual	permit	(IP)	would	be	required.		
Individual	Permits	require	the	USACE	to	issue	a	Public	Notice,	review	a	full	analysis	of	alternatives,	
and	prepare	a	NEPA	document.		The	NWP	process	does	not	require	the	USACE	to	issue	a	Public	
Notice,	review	a	full	analysis	of	alternatives,	or	prepare	a	NEPA	document.	

6.2 Compliance with the Endangered Species Act and 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The	USACE,	in	administering	the	Section	404	permitting	program,	requires	that	any	endangered	
species	or	threatened	species	potentially	affected	by	the	proposed	project	be	reported	with	the	
permit	application,	pursuant	to	the	Endangered	Species	Act.		Therefore,	the	presence	or	absence	of	
all	such	species	must	normally	be	determined	prior	to	submittal	of	the	Section	404	application.	

Numerous	species	of	birds	(special	status	and	non‐special	status)	covered	under	the	federal	
Migratory	Bird	Treaty	Act	(MBTA)	and	similar	state	laws	have	a	reasonable	potential	to	nest	on	and	
within	proximity	to	the	proposed	work	areas.		Removal	of	nesting	habitat	and	disturbances	
associated	with	the	proposed	work	areas—including	noise,	vibration,	and	dust—may	result	in	nest	
failure	of	these	species	if	the	activities	occur	during	active‐nesting	efforts.		These	species	are	
protected	from	similarly	defined	take	under	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code.		Prohibitions	of	take	
from	both	of	these	native	bird	laws	pose	a	timing	constraint	to	the	project.	
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6.2.1 Presence or Absence of Federally Endangered Species 

Field	surveys	were	conducted	by	ICF	on	May	29,	2008.		The	survey	focused	on	sensitive	biological	
resources	and	included	observations	of	potential	habitat	for	sensitive	species.		In	addition,	a	focused	
survey	and	habitat	assessment	was	conducted	by	ICF	in	June	and	July	2011	for	burrowing	owl	
(Athene	cunicularia	hypugaea).		Refer	to	the	Multiple	Species	Habitat	Conservation	Plan	(MSHCP)	
Consistency	Report	for	the	project	site	(ICF	2011a)	for	additional	information.	

The	proposed	vegetation	clearing	could	potentially	result	in	direct	or	indirect	impacts	to	this	species	
if	they	are	present	on	or	adjacent	to	the	project	site.		Refer	to	the	MSHCP	Consistency	Report	for	the	
project	site	(ICF	2011a)	for	additional	information.	

Impacts	to	Riparian/Riverine	Areas	as	defined	by	the	Western	Riverside	MSHCP	were	addressed	in	
the	Determination	of	Biological	Equivalent	or	Superior	Preservation	(DBSEP)	Report	(ICF	2011b).		
Refer	to	the	DBESP	Report	for	the	project	site	for	additional	information.	

6.3 Compliance with the Historic Preservation Act 
The	USACE,	in	administering	the	Section	404	permitting	program,	requires	that	any	archaeological	
sites	potentially	affected	by	the	proposed	project	be	reported	with	the	permit	application,	pursuant	
to	the	federal	National	Historic	Preservation	Act.		Therefore,	the	presence	of	significant	cultural	
resources	must	be	determined	prior	to	submittal	of	the	Section	404	application.	

6.3.1 Presence or Absence of Cultural Resources 

No	structures	or	unique	features	are	currently	located	within	the	project	limits.		A	reconnaissance	
pedestrian‐survey	for	the	project	side	was	conducted	in	November	2007	(LSA	Associates,	Inc.	2007).		
While	there	is	no	recorded	or	surface	evidence	that	archaeological	resources	are	present	on	site,	the	
project	is	located	in	an	area	with	a	high	potential	of	containing	prehistoric	archaeological	resources.		
Therefore,	a	potential	exists	that	excavation	and	construction	activities	may	uncover	previously	
undetected	prehistoric	or	historic	cultural	resources.		Mitigation	measures	listed	in	the	project’s	
environmental	impact	report	(EIR)	would	reduce	the	potential	impacts	cultural	and	historic	
resources	to	a	less‐than‐significant	level.		Refer	to	the	Prologis	Park	Moreno	Valley	Eucalyptus	EIR	
for	further	information.	

6.4 Compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act 

In	connection	with	notification	to	the	USACE	under	Section	404	of	the	CWA,	pursuant	to	33	CFR	Part	
330,	a	written	request	for	Section	401	water	quality	certification	must	be	submitted	to	the	RWQCB	
to	ensure	that	no	degradation	of	water	quality	would	result	from	the	proposed	project.		The	RWQCB	
Section	401	certification	must	be	issued	prior	to	commencement	of	any	activity	that	might	affect	
water	quality.		RWQCB	jurisdictional	impact	areas	are	the	same	as	those	described	for	the	USACE.		
There	are	no	isolated	waters	on	the	project	site	that	would	require	issuance	of	a	waste	discharge	
requirement	(WDR)	permit	from	the	RWQCB	under	the	state	Porter‐Cologne	Act.	
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6.5 CDFG 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
The	proposed	project	would	result	in	permanent	impacts	to	0.36	acre	(440	linear	feet)	of	state	
streambeds.		In	addition,	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	temporary	impacts	to	0.33	acre	
(547	linear	feet)	of	state	streambeds	during	construction	activities.		A	CDFG	Section	1602	agreement	
is	required	prior	to	any	alteration	of	a	feature	that	qualifies	as	state	streambed	or	riparian	habitat.	
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PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

 

Photograph: 1 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Quincy Channel; Southeast 

corner of site 
 
Direction: South 
 
Comment: View of Quincy Channel 

immediately south of 
project site; the end of 
existing Eucalyptus Road is 
visible on the left 

Photograph: 2 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Quincy Channel; Southeast 

corner of site 
 
Direction: South 
 
Comment:    View of Quincy Channel 

south (downstream) of 
project site, directly south 
of existing Eucalyptus road 

Photograph: 3 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: South end of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: North 
 
Comment: Patch of mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) in Quincy 
Channel, 100 feet north of 
existing Eucalyptus Road 



PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

Photograph: 4 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: South end of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: North 
 
Comment: Mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) and pepper tree 
(Schinus molle) in Quincy 
Channel 

Photograph: 5 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: South end of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: Northwest 
 
Comment: Characteristic patch of 

mulefat (Baccharis 
salicifolia) in Quincy 
Channel 

Photograph: 6 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: South end of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: North 
 
Comment: Patch of mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) in Quincy 
Channel 



PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

Photograph: 7 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Quincy Channel 
 
Direction: North 
 
Comment: Patches of vegetation within 

the channel, notice mulefat 
(Baccharis salicifolia) along 
west bank 

Photograph: 8 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Top of west bank of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: Northeast 
 
Comment: View of vegetation from top 

of west bank with walnut 
tree in background 

Photograph: 9 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Middle of Quincy Channel 
 
Direction: East 
 
Comment: Walnut tree and mulefat 

(Baccharis salicifolia) in 
Quincy Channel 



PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

Photograph: 10 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: West bank of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: East 
 
Comment: Patch of mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) in Quincy 
Channel 

Photograph: 11 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: West bank of Quincy 

Channel  
 
Direction: Southeast 
 
Comment: Patch of mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) in background 

Photograph: 12 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Western Drainage) 
 
Direction:     East 
 
Comment: Erosional feature vegetated 

with non-native grasses 



PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

Photograph: 13 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Western Drainage) 
 
Direction:     South 
 
Comment: Beginning of erosional 

feature vegetated with non-
native grasses 

Photograph: 14 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Southern Drainage) 
 
Direction:     Southeast 
 
Comment: Erosional feature with non-

native vegetation 

Photograph: 15 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Southern Drainage) 
 
Direction:     South 
 
Comment: Erosional feature with non-

native vegetation 



PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

Photograph: 16 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Southern Drainage) 
 
Direction:     West 
 
Comment: Erosional feature with non-

native vegetation 

 
 



 

 

Appendix B 

Wetland Delineation Sheets 











 

 

Appendix C 

Project Site Plans 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This	report	contains	the	results	of	the	Western	Riverside	County	Multiple	Species	Habitat	
Conservation	Plan	(MSHCP)	consistency	analysis	and	the	burrowing	owl	(Athene	cunicularia	
hypugaea)	habitat	assessment	and	focused	survey	that	took	place	on	a	121.33‐acre	property	located	
in	the	city	of	Moreno	Valley,	Riverside	County,	California.	The	property,	hereinafter	referred	to	as	
project	site,	is	within	the	Reche	Canyon/Badlands	Area	Plan	of	the	MSHCP;	however,	it	does	not	fall	
within	any	criteria	cells.		

1.1 Project Location 
The	project	site	consists	of	approximately	121.33	acres	which	are	identified	as	Assessor’s	Parcel	
Numbers	(APNs)	488‐330‐011,	‐012,	‐013,	‐017,	‐018,	‐019,	‐022,	‐023,	and	‐024.	Pettit	Street	forms	
part	of	the	western	boundary	of	the	project	site,	Fir	Avenue	forms	part	of	the	southern	boundary,	
the	Moreno	Valley	Freeway	(SR	60)	forms	the	northern	boundary,	and	an	unnamed	drainage	
borders	the	eastern	boundary.	The	project	site	is	located	in	Township	3	South,	Range	3	West,	
Section	2	of	the	Sunnymead	U.S.	Geological	Survey	(USGS)	7.5‐minute	topographic	map	(1980)	
(refer	to	Figure	1	and	Figure	2).		

1.2 Project Site Description 
The	ProLogis	Park	facility	proposes	2,244,638	square	feet	of	industrial	uses.		The	proposed	project	
site	consists	of	approximately	121.29	acres	and	is	located	directly	south	of	SR	60	between	Pettit	
Street	and	Quincy	Street	(refer	to	Figure	3).	Development	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	project	site,	
south	of	SR	60	and	north	of	Eucalyptus	Avenue,	would	provide	approximately	1,030,377	square	feet	
of	industrial	space	within	two	buildings.	Development	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site,	south	of	
Eucalyptus	Avenue,	would	provide	approximately	1,214,261	square	feet	of	industrial	space	within	
four	buildings.		

Stormwater	runoff	would	be	routed	and	treated	through	and	by	a	combination	of	detention	basins,	
vegetated	swales,	and	sand	filters.		These	detention	basins,	swales,	and	sand	filters	would	also	be	
used	to	detain	the	incremental	increase	in	flows	as	well	as	handle	Water	Quality	Management	Plan	
(WQMP)	treatment	requirements	per	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley.		Landscape	improvements	would	be	
installed	throughout	the	parking	area	and	would	utilize	a	varied	selection	of	low‐water‐demand	
plants	and	include	a	water‐efficient	irrigation	system.		As	part	of	the	proposed	project,	water	quality	
basins	would	be	developed	along	the	southern	portions	of	Building	1,	Building	2,	Building	4,	
Building	5,	and	Building	6.		A	bridge	would	also	be	built	across	Quincy	Channel	to	connect	the	
existing	Eucalyptus	Avenue	to	the	adjacent	parcel	(Figure	3).		Appendix	C	contains	photographs	of	
the	project	site.		



Figure 1
Regional Vicinity Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  USGS 7.5' Quad, California : Sunnymead (1977)
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Figure 2
USGS Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  USGS 7.5' Quad, California : Sunnymead (1977)K:\
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Figure 3
Site Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  RGA
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Chapter 2 
Methodology 

2.1 Habitat Assessment 

2.1.1 Literature Review 
Prior	to	the	field	visit,	a	literature	review	was	conducted	to	evaluate	environmental	conditions	on	
the	project	site.	The	literature	reviewed	included	the	U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture	Soil	Survey	
(1971).	In	addition,	the	Riverside	County	Integrated	Project	Conservation	Summary	Report	
(Riverside	County	Land	Information	System	2011)	was	reviewed	to	assess	the	habitat	and	
determine	survey	requirements	for	the	site	(Appendix	A).	To	ensure	consistency	with	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	the	Western	Riverside	County	MSHCP	(Riverside	County	2003),	including	
survey	requirements	for	inadequately	covered	species,	the	project	site	was	assessed,	and	geographic	
information	systems	(GIS)	software	was	used	to	map	the	site	in	relation	to	MSHCP	areas,	including	
criteria	cells,	conservation	areas,	and	wildlife	movement	corridors	and	linkages;	survey	areas	for	
plant,	bird,	mammal,	and	amphibian	species;	and	the	narrow	endemic	plant	survey	area.	

The	MSHCP	requires	an	assessment	to	determine	the	potentially	significant	effects	of	a	project	on	
riparian/riverine	areas	and	vernal	pools.	According	to	the	MSHCP,	documentation	for	the	assessment	
should	include	mapping	and	a	description	of	the	functions	and	values	of	the	mapped	areas	with	
respect	to	the	species	listed	in	MSHCP	Section	6.1.2,	Protection	of	Species	Associated	with	
Riparian/Riverine	Areas	and	Vernal	Pools.	To	that	end,	the	California	Natural	Diversity	Database	
(California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	2011a)	and	the	California	Native	Plant	Society’s	(CNPS)	
Electronic	Inventory	(CNPS	2011a)	were	consulted	for	the	project	site	and	a	5‐mile	radius.	CNPS	
species	descriptions	were	also	reviewed	(CNPS	2011b).		The	MSHCP	was	also	reviewed	to	determine	
habitat	assessment	requirements	as	well	as	the	habitat	suitability	elements	for	sensitive	wildlife	
species,	narrow	endemic	plant	species,	and	criteria	area	plant	species.	The	primary	objective	of	the	
review	was	to	determine	the	potential	for	suitable	habitat	for	sensitive	plant	and	wildlife	species	to	be	
present	and	the	applicability	of	other	MSHCP	and	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	
biological	resource	requirements.		

2.1.2 Jurisdictional Areas 
A	formal	assessment	and	delineation	of	jurisdictional	waters	and	wetlands	was	conducted	and	a	
report	was	prepared,	which	is	provided	under	separate	cover	(ICF	International	[ICF]	2011).	
Methodologies	practiced	during	the	delineation	of	jurisdictional	waters	and	wetlands	are	detailed	in	
the	report.	

2.1.3 General Biological Resources Field Investigation 
Mikael	Romich,	biologist	for	ICF,	performed	a	habitat	assessment	of	the	project	site	on	July	1,	2011,	
between	the	hours	of	6:00	a.m.	and	9:00	a.m.	Weather	conditions	were	favorable,	with	clear	skies,	
no	appreciable	wind,	and	a	temperature	of	52	degrees	Fahrenheit.	The	physical	parameters	assessed	
included	vegetation	composition,	soil	substrate	conditions,	slope,	aspect,	hydrology,	and	disturbance	
to	the	land.	Special	attention	was	directed	toward	determining	the	plant	communities	that	occur	on	
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and	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	project	site	in	an	effort	to	qualify	its	suitability	for	the	sensitive	
plant	and	wildlife	species	that	are	known	to	occur	in	the	region.	

ICF	conducted	a	riparian/riverine	habitat	assessment	of	the	project	site	concurrent	with	the	
jurisdictional	field	delineation	(June	30,	2011).	The	riparian/riverine	habitat	assessment	focused	on	
all	drainage	features	on	the	project	site.	Special	attention	was	directed	toward	features	that	meet	
the	minimum	criteria	to	be	considered	riparian/riverine	habitat	per	the	definition	provided	within	
the	MSHCP.	All	targeted	drainage	features	were	carefully	inspected	to	verify	the	presence	of	riparian	
habitat	characteristics	and	evaluate	their	ability	to	support	associated	species	(e.g.,	dominant	
hydrophytic	vegetation,	suitable	topography	and	hydrology,	and	suitable	soil	substrate).	
Hydrophytic	vegetation	in	riparian	habitats	typically	consists	of	trees,	shrubs,	persistent	emergents,	
or	emergent	mosses	and	lichens	that	occur	within	or	near	permanent	watersheds	or	occupy	areas	
with	moist	soils	that	occur	nearby	a	freshwater	source,	as	defined	in	Section	6.1.2	of	the	MSHCP	
(page	6‐21).	The	assessment	was	based	on	an	analysis	of	the	functions	and	values	of	these	features,	
including	hydrologic	regime,	flood	storage	and	flood	flow	modification,	nutrient	retention	and	
transformation,	sediment	trapping	and	transport,	toxicant	trapping,	public	use,	wildlife	habitat,	and	
aquatic	habitat.		

Plant	communities	within	the	project	site	were	mapped	using	7.5‐minute	USGS	topographic	base	
maps	and	aerial	photography.	The	plant	communities	within	the	project	site	were	classified	
according	to	descriptions	provided	in	Holland’s	Preliminary	Descriptions	of	the	Terrestrial	Natural	
Communities	of	California	(1986	and	1992	update).		

Common	plant	species	observed	during	the	field	survey	were	identified	by	visual	characteristics	and	
morphology	and	recorded	in	a	field	notebook.	Unusual	and	less	familiar	plants	were	identified	in	the	
office	using	taxonomical	guides.	A	comprehensive	list	of	all	plant	species	observed	on	the	project	
site	was	compiled	from	the	survey	data	and	is	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	this	report.		

Wildlife	species	detected	during	field	surveys	by	sight,	calls,	tracks,	scat,	or	other	sign	were	recorded	
in	a	field	notebook.	Field	guides	were	used	to	assist	with	identification	of	species	during	surveys.	
Although	common	names	of	wildlife	species	are	fairly	well	standardized,	scientific	names	are	used	in	
this	report	and	are	provided	in	Appendix	B.	

Representative	photographs	of	the	study	area	are	provided	in	Appendix	C.	

Taxonomy	and	nomenclature	used	in	this	report	follow	Hickman	(1993)	for	plants,	Collins	and	
Taggart	(2009)	for	native	herpetiles	(amphibians,	reptiles,	and	relatives),	American	Ornithologists’	
Union	(1998)	and	2010	supplement		for	birds,	and	Wilson	and	Reeder	(2005)		for	mammals.	.	In	this	
report,	scientific	names	are	provided	immediately	following	common	names	of	plant	species	for	the	
first	reference	only.	

2.1.4 Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment and Focused Survey 

2.1.4.1 Habitat Assessment and Burrow Mapping 

Mikael	Romich,	biologist	for	ICF,	performed	a	habitat	assessment	and	burrow	mapping	for	
burrowing	owl	on	the	project	site	on	July	1,	2011,	between	the	hours	of	6:00	a.m.	and	9:00	a.m.	
Weather	conditions	were	favorable,	with	clear	skies,	no	appreciable	wind,	and	a	temperature	of	
52	degrees	Fahrenheit.		
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Habitat	assessment	and	burrow	mapping	used	a	systematic	approach	to	survey	burrows.	This	
involved	walking	through	potentially	suitable	habitat	within	the	survey	area	(i.e.,	the	project	site	
and	a	500‐foot	buffer,	where	accessible)	to	have	100	percent	visual	coverage	of	the	ground	surface.	
The	distance	between	transect	center	lines	was	no	more	than	30	meters	(approximately	100	feet),	
which	was	reduced	to	account	for	differences	in	terrain,	vegetation	density,	and	ground	surface	
visibility.	The	locations	of	all	suitable	burrowing	owl	habitat,	potential	owl	burrows,	burrowing	owl	
sign,	and	any	owls	observed	were	recorded	and	mapped,	including	Global	Positioning	System	(GPS)	
coordinates.	Natural	or	man‐made	structures	and	debris	piles	that	could	support	burrowing	owls	
were	also	noted	and	mapped.	Soil	conditions,	topography,	vegetative	communities,	and	habitat	
quality	were	also	documented.	All	encountered	burrows	were	checked	for	the	presence	of	feathers,	
scat,	pellets,	tracks,	or	other	indications	of	use	by	burrowing	owls.	

2.1.4.2  Focused Survey 

Instructions	for	burrowing	owl	surveys	from	the	Western	Riverside	MSHCP	(March	29,	2006)	were	
followed.	Four	site	visits	occurred	during	the	nesting	season	(March	through	August).	Surveys	were	
conducted	from	2	hours	before	sunset	to	1	hour	after	or	from	1	hour	before	sunrise	to	2	hours	after	
and	during	weather	that	was	conducive	to	observing	owls	outside	their	burrows	and	detecting	
burrowing	owl	sign.	Surveys	are	not	conducted	during	rain,	high	winds	(>	20	mph),	dense	fog,	or	
temperatures	above	90	degrees	Fahrenheit.	All	areas	within	the	project	site	and	a	500‐foot	buffer	
where	suitable	habitat	and	mapped	burrows	occur	were	included	in	the	focused	survey.		Table	1	
summarizes	the	focused	burrowing	owl	surveys.	

Table 1. Date, Time, and Conditions for Burrowing Owl Focused Surveys 

Date	 Time	 Biologist	 Conditions	

7/1/2011	 0740	to	
1050	

Mikael	Romich	 Temperature	72°F	to	85°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	very	
good,	no	dew		

7/11/2011	 0550	to	
0735	

Mikael	Romich	 Temperature	60°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	good,	no	
dew,	sunrise	at	0546	

7/12/2011	 0550	to	
0800	

Mikael	Romich	
	

Temperature	61°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	good,	no	
dew,	sunrise	at	0547	

7/13/2011	
	

0545	to	
0750	

Lisa	Franklin	
	

Temperature	62°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	good,	no	
dew,	sunrise	at	0547	

7/14/2011	 0540	to	
0740	

Lisa	Franklin	 Temperature	60°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	good,	no	
dew,	sunrise	at	0548	
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Chapter 3 
Existing Conditions 

3.1 Topography and Soils 
The	project	site	is	located	within	the	Moreno	Valley,	south	of	the	Badlands.	Overall,	it	is	relatively	
flat,	with	a	slight	southward	grade.	The	elevation	range	is	approximately	1,724	to	1,788	feet	above	
mean	sea	level.	The	dominant	vegetation	on	the	site	consists	of	agricultural	(citrus)	and	ruderal	
species.	Two	unnamed	blue‐line	streams	occur	on	and	near	the	project	site,	on	both	the	western	and	
eastern	boundaries.		

The	site	is	mapped	as	containing	six	separate	soil‐mapping	units	belonging	to	three	separate	soil	
series	(Figure	4).	A	soil	series	is	a	group	of	soils	with	similar	profiles.	These	profiles	include	major	
horizons	with	similar	thicknesses,	arrangements,	and	other	important	characteristics.	The	site	is	
mapped	as	being	dominated	by	San	Emigdio	loam.	The	site	is	also	mapped	as	containing	Hanford	
coarse	sandy	loam	and	Metz	loamy	fine	sand	(U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture	1971).	No	other	
mapped	soil	series	is	present	on	site.	The	observed	surface	soils	on	the	project	site	contain	evidence	
of	heavy	disturbance	from	agriculturally	related	activities.		

The	San	Emigdio	series	consists	of	very	deep,	well‐drained	soils	that	formed	in	predominantly	
sedimentary	alluvium.	San	Emigdio	soils	are	on	fans	and	floodplains	and	have	slopes	of	0	to	
15	percent.	The	Hanford	series	consists	of	very	deep,	well‐drained	soils	that	formed	in	moderately	
coarse	textured	alluvium,	predominantly	from	granite.	Hanford	soils	are	on	stream	bottoms,	
floodplains,	and	alluvial	fans	and	have	slopes	of	0	to	15	percent.	The	Metz	series	consists	of	very	
deep,	somewhat	excessively	drained	soils	that	formed	in	alluvial	material	from	mixed	but	
predominantly	sedimentary	rocks.	Metz	soils	are	on	floodplains	and	alluvial	fans	and	have	slopes	of	
0	to	15	percent.	

None	of	the	soils	present	are	considered	sensitive	by	the	MSHCP.	

3.2 Plant Communities 
Figure	5	shows	that	the	project	site	consists	of	four	plant	communities:	agriculture,	ruderal,	
non‐native	grassland,	and	mule	fat	scrub.	See	Appendix	B	for	a	complete	list	of	plant	species	
identified	in	the	study	area,	including	nonnative	and	invasive	species.	

3.2.1 Agriculture 

The	northern	and	eastern	55.67	acres	of	the	project	site	contains	citrus	trees	(orange	and	
grapefruit).	They	are	currently	leafy	and	green.	

3.2.2 Ruderal 

The	48.15‐acre	ruderal	plant	community	on	the	project	site	is	dominated	by	weedy	vegetation,	
which	is	typically	associated	with	past	disturbance.	Disturbances	that	create	ruderal	areas	are	
commonly	a	result	of	anthropogenic	impacts	or,	as	is	the	case	in	this	situation,	attributed	to	past	
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agricultural	activities	and	regular	disking	(the	site	was	partially	disked	between	July	1	and	11).	The	
ruderal	plant	community	on	the	project	site	is	dominated	by	several	mustard	species	(Brassica	spp.),	
annual	bur	ragweed	(Ambrosia	acanthicarpa),	Russian	thistle	(Salsola	tragus),	cheeseweed	(Malva	
parviflora),	and	non‐native	grass	species.	

3.2.3 Non‐Native Grassland 

Non‐native	grassland,	a	prevalent	community	throughout	California,	is	generally	characterized	by	a	
dense‐to‐sparse	cover	of	non‐native	annual	grasses	and	often	associated	with	numerous	weedy	
species	as	well	as	some	native	annual	forbs,	such	as	wildflowers	that	emerge,	especially	in	years	of	
plentiful	rain.	Seed	germination	occurs	with	the	onset	of	winter	rains.	Some	plant	growth	occurs	in	
winter,	but	most	growth	and	flowering	occurs	in	the	spring.	Plants	then	die	in	the	summer	but	
persist	as	seeds	in	the	uppermost	layers	of	the	soil	until	the	next	rainy	season.	Dominant	plant	
species	typically	found	within	non‐native	grassland	include	bromes	(Bromus	spp.),	wild	oats	
(Avena	spp.),	fescues	(Vulpia	spp.),	and	barleys	(Hordeum	spp.).	

Non‐native	grassland	occurs	on	18.45	acres	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	project	site.	Because	of	
the	presence	of	wild	oat	species,	this	may	have	been	part	of	an	agricultural	crop	in	the	past.		

3.2.4 Disturbed Mule Fat Scrub 

A	degraded	drainage	channel	occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.	It	appears	to	be	
severely	eroded,	perhaps	a	result	of	nearby	agricultural	activities.	The	area	is	heavily	disturbed	and	
contains	a	number	of	non‐native	species,	including	Peruvian	pepper	(Schinus	molle),	tree	tobacco	
(Nicotiana	glauca),	castor	bean	(Ricinus	communis),	eucalyptus	(Eucalyptus	spp.),	and	tree	of	heaven	
(Ailanthus	altissima).	However,	patches	of	mule	fat	(Baccharis	salicifolia),	one	Goodding’s	black	willow	
tree	(Salix	gooddingii),	and	several	California	black	walnuts	(Jugulans	californica)	also	occur	within	the	
drainage.	In	addition,	large	amounts	of	trash	are	found	within	and	adjacent	to	the	drainage.	In	total,	
approximately	4.59	acres	of	disturbed	mule	fat	vegetation	overlaps	the	project	site.		

3.2.5 Non‐Native Woodland 

Several	patches	of	non‐native	woodland	occur	within	and	adjacent	to	the	degraded	drainage	
channel.	These	consist	of	eucalyptus	trees	and	Peruvian	pepper.	Non‐native	woodland	occurs	on	
approximately	0.06	acre	of	the	project	site.	

3.2.6 Unvegetated Streambed 

Several	patches	of	sands	with	little	to	very	sparse	vegetation	occur	within	the	drainage	channel	that	
occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.		For	the	purposes	of	this	report	these	have	
been	classified	as	unvegetated	streambed.	Unvegetated	streambed	occurs	on	approximately	0.08	
acre	of	the	project	site.	

3.2.7 Channel‐Upland Vegetation 

There	are	several	eroded	channels	that	occur	within	the	project	site	on	the	western	boundary.		
These	are	somewhat	steep	sided	and	are	dominated	by	upland	species,	predominantly	non‐native	
grassland,	that	are	interspersed	with	open		unvegetated	areas.			For	the	purposes	of	this	report	these	
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have	been	classified	as	channel‐upland	vegetation.	Channel‐upland	vegetation	occurs	on	
approximately	0.14	acre	of	the	project	site.	

3.3 Jurisdictional Waters 
Two	ephemeral	drainages	that	occur	on	the	project	site	show	evidence	of	a	bed	and	bank	and	may	
be	considered	jurisdictional	by	regulatory	agencies.	One	occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary,	also	
known	as	Quincy	Channel	and	one	along	the	western	boundary.	The	eroded	channel	that	occurs	
within	the	project	site	on	the	western	boundary	is	dominated	by	upland	species.	Quincy	Channel	has	
some	disturbed	mule	fat	scrub	habitat.	These	drainages	meet	south	of	the	project	site	and	appear	to	
drain	to	the	San	Jacinto	River.	Because	of	the	presence	of	these	potential	jurisdictional	features,	a	
formal	jurisdictional	delineation	was	recommended	and	prepared	by	ICF	(2011).	

3.4 Nesting Birds 
Avian	nesting	habitat	occurs	throughout	the	project	site.	Bird	species	that	nest	on	the	project	site,	
which	were	seen	and	heard,	include	Bullock’s	oriole	(Icterus	bullockii),	song	sparrow	(Melospiza	
melodia),	blue	grosbeak	(Guiraca	caerulea),	California	towhee	(Pipilo	crissalis),	and	Bewick’s	wren	
(Thryomanes	bewickii).	A	red‐tailed	hawk	(Buteo	jamaicensis)	nest	exists	within	one	of	the	
eucalyptus	trees	on	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	site.	Potential	impacts	on	nests	of	these	species	are	
not	covered	by	the	MSHCP	and	must	be	analyzed	separately	in	the	CEQA	document.
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Chapter 4 
Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Analysis 

4.1 MSHCP Requirements 
The	project	site	is	located	in	the	Reche	Canyon/Badlands	Area	Plan	of	the	MSHCP;	however	it	does	
not	overlap	a	MSHCP	criteria	cell	(Riparian/Riverine	Map	‐	Figure	6).	The	nearest	MSHCP	criteria	
cell	is	841	(of	cell	group	T),	located	approximately	1	mile	to	the	northeast.		

The	MSHCP	establishes	habitat	assessment	requirements	for	certain	plant,	bird,	mammal,	and	
amphibian	species.	The	project	site	overlaps	only	the	habitat	assessment	area	for	burrowing	owl.	
Therefore,	all	other	species	requiring	a	habitat	assessment,	as	well	as	fully	covered	MSHCP	species,	
are	not	discussed	further	in	this	report,	although	a	small	number	of	species	that	are	not	covered	by	
the	MSHCP	are	discussed	in	Section	4.2.5,	below.	The	MSHCP	has	no	survey	area	map	for	species	
associated	with	riparian/riverine	areas.	Potential	survey	areas	for	these	species	will	be	derived	
from	project‐specific	riparian/riverine	area	mapping.		

No	riparian	habitat	occurs	on	the	project	site	that	would	be	suitable	for	MSHCP	riparian	species	(see	
Appendix	D	for	the	required	MSHCP	forms).	

4.1.1 Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines  

According	to	the	Section	6.1.4	of	the	MSHCP,	the	Urban/Wildlands	Interface	Guidelines	are	intended	
to	address	indirect	effects	associated	with	locating	development	in	proximity	to	MSHCP	
conservation	areas	(Riverside	County	2003).	The	project	site	is	not	adjacent	to	any	MSHCP	
conservation	areas.	Consequently,	the	Urban/Wildlife	Interface	Guidelines	would	not	need	to	be	
incorporated	into	the	project.	

4.2 Habitat Assessment 

4.2.1 Burrowing Owl 

The	entire	project	site	is	included	in	the	MSHCP	habitat	assessment	area	for	burrowing	owl.	Because	
of	its	decline	in	the	state	of	California	over	the	past	30	years,	burrowing	owl	is	a	state	species	of	
concern.	It	occurs	in	grasslands,	lowland	scrub,	agricultural	lands	(particularly	rangelands),	and	
some	artificial	open	areas	as	a	year‐long	resident.	Burrowing	owl	may	also	use	golf	courses,	
cemeteries,	rights‐of‐way	for	roads	within	cities,	airports,	vacant	lots	in	residential	areas	and	
university	campuses,	fairgrounds,	abandoned	buildings,	and	irrigation	ditches.	As	a	critical	need	
with	respect	to	habitat	features,	burrowing	owl	requires	rodent	or	other	fossorial	burrows	for	
roosting	and	nesting	cover,	with	the	preferred	burrow	being	that	of	the	California	ground	squirrel	
(Spermophilus	beecheyi).	Burrowing	owl	may	also	use	pipes,	culverts,	and	nest	boxes	where	burrows	
are	scarce.	One	burrow	is	typically	selected	for	use	as	the	nest;	however,	satellite	burrows	are	
usually	found	within	the	defended	territory	(Haug	et	al.	1993).		
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The	nearest	burrowing	owl	record	occurs	approximately	5	miles	southwest	of	the	project	site	
(California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	2011b).	The	project	site	is	highly	suitable	for	burrowing	
owl	because	of	the	presence	of	eroded	channel	banks,	burrows,	and	abundant	foraging	habitat.	
However,	no	burrowing	owls	were	observed	during	the	habitat	assessment.	Although	an	
approximately	54‐acre	citrus	orchard	exists	on	the	project	site,	this	area	is	not	considered	suitable	
for	foraging	or	burrowing	by	burrowing	owl.	Most	of	the	non‐native	grassland	and	ruderal	plant	
communities	are	also	not	suitable	because	of	the	height	and	density	of	the	non‐native	vegetation.	
However,	along	the	western	drainage	channel,	numerous	suitable	burrows	and	debris	piles	with	
surrounding	vegetation	were	found.	This	vegetation	is	lower	in	height.	There	are	also	several	
burrows	and	debris	piles	along	the	eastern	drainage	channel,	although	it	is	less	suitable	because	of	
taller	vegetation.	Finally,	several	scattered	burrows,	which	could	be	suitable	for	burrowing	owl,	
were	found	along	existing	dirt	roads.	Figure	7	shows	the	suitable	burrowing	owl	features	that	were	
identified.	Because	of	the	presence	of	suitable	burrowing	owl	habitat,	a	focused	burrowing	owl	
survey	was	conducted	in	July	2011	to	determine	if	the	species	is	present	(see	Section	4.3,	below).		

4.2.2 Riparian/Riverine Habitat 

Section	6.1.2	of	the	Western	Riverside	County	MSHCP	describes	the	process	to	protect	species	
associated	with	riparian/riverine	areas	and	vernal	pools.	As	defined	in	the	MSHCP,	riparian/riverine	
areas	are	lands	that	contain	habitat	dominated	by	trees,	shrubs,	persistent	emergents,	or	emergent	
mosses	and	lichens	that	occur	close	to	or	depend	on	a	nearby	freshwater	source	or	areas	that	
contain	a	freshwater	flow	during	all	or	a	portion	of	the	year.	These	habitats	may	support	one	or	
more	of	the	species	listed	in	Section	6.1.2	of	the	MSHCP.		

An	unnamed	drainage	feature	traverses	the	western	boundary	of	the	site.	The	unnamed	drainage	
feature	originates	in	the	northwest	quadrant	of	the	site,	runs	from	northwest	to	southeast,	then	
eventually	exits	the	site	along	the	southern	boundary.	The	feature,	which	is	deeply	incised	and	
heavily	eroded,	is	vegetated	by	upland	plant	species.	No	riparian	vegetation	exists	within	this	
feature	on	the	project	site.	

Quincy	Channel	traverses	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	site.	It	originates	in	the	northeast	quadrant	of	
the	site,	runs	from	north	to	south,	then	eventually	exits	the	site	along	the	southern	boundary.	The	
feature	contains	heavily	disturbed	riparian	habitat	(i.e.,	0.6‐acre	of	a	mule	fat	scrub	community).	
Because	Quincy	Channel,	including	the	mule	fat	scrub	community,	will	be	affected	by	the	proposed	
project,	a	determination	of	a	biologically	equivalent	or	superior	preservation	(DBESP)	analysis	has	
been	prepared	(ICF	2011).	

4.2.3 Riparian/Riverine Species 

The	riparian/riverine	habitat	that	occurs	on	the	project	site	is	very	small	in	area	and	heavily	
disturbed,	perhaps	due	to	the	proximity	of	agriculture	(Figure	5).	Mule	fat,	as	well	as	a	number	of	
non‐native	species	and	a	large	amount	of	trash,	occurs	in	a	channel	that	supports	riparian	
vegetation.	However,	because	of	the	lack	of	vertical	complexity,	the	existing	riparian	habitat	does	
not	provide	suitable	habitat	for	any	of	the	bird	species	listed	in	Section	6.1.2	of	the	MSHCP.	No	
additional	focused	surveys	will	be	necessary.	
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4.2.4 Vernal Pools/Fairy Shrimp Habitat 
Vernal	pools	are	seasonal	wetlands	that	occur	in	depression	areas	and	have	wetland	indicators	that	
represent	all	three	parameters	(i.e.,	soils,	vegetation,	and	hydrology)	during	the	wetter	portion	of	
the	growing	season	but	normally	lack	wetland	indicators	associated	with	vegetation	and/or	
hydrology	during	the	drier	portion	of	the	growing	season.	No	area	of	ponding	or	evidence	of	
standing	water	was	observed	during	the	site	assessment.	The	site	consists	of	sandy	loam	and	loamy	
sand	substrates,	which	are	well	drained	and	thus	would	not	support	vernal	pools	or	vernal	pool	
species.	In	addition,	no	areas	that	support	hydrophytic	vegetation	were	observed	on	site,	except	
within	the	eastern	channel	where	a	small	amount	of	mule	fat	scrub	was	present.	No	vernal	pool	or	
fairy	shrimp	habitat	occurs	on	the	project	site,	and	no	further	actions	related	to	vernal	pools	are	
required	pursuant	to	the	MSHCP.	

4.2.5 Species Not Covered under the MSHCP 
The	project	site	supports	grasshopper	sparrow	(Ammodramus	savannarum),	which	was	observed	during	
the	focused	burrowing	owl	surveys.	Grasshopper	sparrow	is	a	California	species	of	special	concern.	It	is	
not	considered	adequately	conserved	under	the	MSHCP.	Removal	of	habitat	with	a	low‐density	
grasshopper	sparrow	population	would	be	considered	a	less‐than‐significant	impact	under	CEQA.	The	
MSHCP,	in	Table	9‐3,	states	that	for	this	species	to	become	a	“covered	species,	adequately	conserved,”	the	
following	conservation	must	be	demonstrated:		

 Include	within	the	MSHCP	conservation	area	at	least	8,000	acres	in	seven	core	areas.	

The	project	site	provides	potentially	suitable	habitat	for	American	badger	(Taxidea	taxus),	a	California	
species	of	special	concern.	During	the	habitat	assessment	and	focused	surveys	for	burrowing	owl,	badger	
den	sites	were	not	observed	on	the	project	site.	Although	badger	could	use	the	site	periodically	during	
movement,	because	of	the	proximity	of	urban	development,	city	streets,	and	SR	60,	the	likelihood	of	
finding	the	species	on	site	would	be	low.	The	removal	of	habitat	with	a	low	potential	to	support	
movement	habitat	for	American	badger	would	be	considered	a	less‐than‐significant	impact	under	CEQA.		

No	special‐status	bat	species	are	covered	under	the	MSHCP.	Habitat	on	the	project	site	may	be	used	
occasionally	by	foraging	bat	species;	however,	because	no	potential	roosting	habitat	is	present	within	the	
development	footprint,	impacts	on	bat	species	would	be	limited	to	potential	foraging	habitat.	The	
removal	of	potential	bat	foraging	habitat	would	be	considered	a	less‐than‐significant	impact	under	CEQA.	

The	project	site	does	not	provide	suitable	habitat	for	any	other	species	that	is	not	covered	under	the	
MSHCP.	

4.3 Burrowing Owl Focused Survey 
Although	no	burrowing	owls	or	burrowing	owl	sign	was	detected	during	the	focused	surveys,	the	
study	area	does	support	suitable	features,	such	as	California	ground	squirrel	burrows	and	debris	
piles	(see	Figure	7).		

Because	no	burrowing	owls	were	observed	using	any	of	the	suitable	burrows	during	the	focused	
breeding	survey,	it	was	concluded	that	they	are	absent	from	the	project	site	and	the	500‐foot	buffer.	
To	confirm	the	continued	absence	of	burrowing	owls	at	the	project	site,	a	MSHCP	30‐day	
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preconstruction	protocol	survey	is	recommended	and	is	included	as	mitigation	measure	MM‐2,	
described	below.
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Chapter 5 
Mitigation Measures 

5.1  Western Riverside County MSHCP 
The project site falls within the MSHCP fee area and the Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys 
stephensi) fee area. Payment of these development mitigation fees, as well as compliance with the 
requirements of Section 6.0 of the MSHCP, is intended to provide full mitigation under CEQA, the 
National Environmental Policy Act, the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), and the federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) for impacts on species and habitats covered by the MSHCP, pursuant 
to agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG), as set forth in the implementing agreement for the MSHCP.  

The following measures, which are standard conditions required under the MSHCP, would reduce 
project‐related impacts on species covered under the MSHCP to less than significant: 

MM1  The project applicant will pay the development mitigation fees associated with the 
MSHCP (MSHCP fee and Stephens’ kangaroo rat fee), which will be based on the number of acres 
affected. The fee will be paid to the city of Moreno Valley during the processing of the proposed 
project. Payment of SKR impact fees is made before issuance of a grading permit, while MSHCP 
fees are paid before issuance of building permits. 

MM2  A preconstruction survey is required for burrowing owl to confirm the continued 
absence of this species from the site. The survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist 
30 days prior to ground disturbance in accordance with MSHCP survey requirements to avoid 
direct take of burrowing owls. If burrowing owls are determined to occupy the project site or 
the immediate vicinity, the city of Moreno Valley Planning Department will be notified, and 
avoidance measures will be implemented. Implementation of avoidance measures will be 
executed pursuant to the MSHCP, California Fish and Game Code, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA), and the Burrowing Owl Survey and Mitigation Guidelines prepared by the California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium (CBOC) (CBOC 1993) and reviewed by CDFG.  

A burrow is considered occupied when there is confirmed use by burrowing owl. If a burrow is 
found to be occupied by burrowing owl during the preconstruction survey, consultation with the 
city and/or the county would be required.  

The following measures are recommended in the CBOC guidelines to avoid an occupied burrow 
(CBOC 1993): 

 No disturbance within approximately 160 feet of an occupied burrow during the non‐breeding 
season (September 1 to January 31), or  

 No disturbance within approximately 250 feet of an occupied burrow during the breeding 
season (February 1 to August 31).  

For unavoidable impacts, passive or active relocation of burrowing owls would be implemented. 
Passive relocation would be conducted by a qualified biologist in accordance with procedures set 
forth by the MSHCP and the CBOC. Passive relocation of occupied burrows would be conducted 
outside the breeding season, pursuant to the California Fish and Game Code and the MBTA.  
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MM‐3	 If	impacts	are	to	occur	on	MSHCP‐defined	riparian/riverine	areas,	which	are	found	
within	the	eastern	drainage,	a	DBESP	must	be	prepared.	The	DBESP	will	detail	the	level	of	
disturbance/removal	of	riparian/riverine	habitat;	the	consequential	impacts,	if	any,	on	
riparian/riverine	species;	and	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	impacts	to	a	negligible	level.	The	
DBESP	must	also	document	in	detail	why	full	avoidance	of	this	resource	cannot	be	
accomplished.	

5.2 Jurisdictional Waters 
MM‐4	 Two	drainage	features	occur	within	the	project	site,	and	impacts	resulting	from	the	
proposed	project	may	require	permits	from	the	U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	(USACE),	CDFG,	
and	the	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board.	If	it	is	determined	that	impacts	on	jurisdictional	
features	will	occur,	the	following	permits	will	be	required	and	submitted	to	the	city	of	Moreno	
Valley:		

 A	permit	from	USACE	pursuant	to	Section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	Act,		

 Water	quality	certification	pursuant	to	Section	401	of	the	Clean	Water	Act,	and		

 A	Streambed	Alteration	Agreement	from	CDFG.		

5.3 Nesting Birds 
Under	CEQA,	the	proposed	project	may	result	in	significant	impacts	on	nesting	bird	species	that	are	
protected	under	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	and	the	MBTA.	Therefore,	ICF	recommends	that	
clearing	and	grubbing	activities	avoid	the	general	avian	nesting	season	(i.e.,	from	February	1	to	
August	31).	If	clearing	and	grubbing	must	take	place	during	the	nesting	season,	the	following	
preconstruction	survey	will	be	implemented	to	ensure	that	no	significant	impacts	on	nesting	birds	
occur	as	a	result	of	the	proposed	project:		

MM‐5	 If	clearing	and	grubbing	occurs	during	the	nesting	season	(February	to	August),	a	
nesting	bird	survey	will	be	conducted	approximately	7	days	prior	to	any	vegetation	disturbance	
activities.	If	bird	nests	are	found	or	there	is	evidence	of	nesting	behavior	inside	the	impact	area,	
an	exclusion	buffer,	as	determined	by	the	wildlife	biologist,	will	be	set	in	place	around	the	nest,	
and	no	vegetation	disturbance	will	be	permitted.	For	raptor	species,	such	as	hawks	and	owls,	
this	buffer	can	be	as	large	as	500	feet.	A	qualified	biologist	will	closely	monitor	nests	until	it	is	
determined	that	they	are	no	longer	active,	at	which	time	construction	activity	can	continue.	
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Chapter 6 
Conclusions 

A	Western	Riverside	County	MSHCP	consistency	analysis	and	a	burrowing	owl	habitat	assessment	
and	focused	survey	took	place	on	a	121.3‐acre	property	located	in	the	city	of	Moreno	Valley,	
Riverside	County,	California.	With	payment	of	development	mitigation	fees	and	implementation	of	
the	proposed	mitigation	measures	for	potential	project‐related	impacts	on	burrowing	owl,	
riparian/riverine	habitat,	jurisdictional	waters,	and	nesting	birds,	the	project	will	fulfill	the	
requirements	related	to	biological	resources	pursuant	to	CEQA,	FESA,	CESA,	and	the	MSHCP.	





 

 

MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Burrowing Owl Habitat 
Assessment and Focused Survey for the  
Eucalyptus Industrial Development 

8‐1 
July 2011

ICF 00442.11

 

Chapter 8 
References 

American	Ornithologists’	Union.	1998.	Checklist	of	North	American	Birds,	7th	edition:	10th	
Supplement.	American	Ornithologists’	Union,	Washington,	D.C.	

California	Burrowing	Owl	Consortium.	1993.	Burrowing	Owl	Survey	Protocol	and	Mitigation	
Guidelines.	Available:	<http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/species/docs/boconsortium.pdf>.	

California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game.	2011a.	California	Natural	Diversity	Database.	Element	
reports	for	the	Sunnymead,	California,	and	immediately	surrounding	USGS	7.5‐minute	
quadrangle	maps.	Sacramento,	CA:	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game,	Wildlife	Habitat	
Data	Analysis	Branch,	Habitat	Conservation	Division.		

California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game.	2011b.	Special	Animals.	Sacramento,	CA:	The	Resources	
Agency,	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game,	California	Natural	Diversity	Database.	
Available:	<http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/SPAnimals.pdf>.	Accessed:	July	12,	
2011.		

California	Native	Plant	Society.	2011a.	Nine‐quadrangle	search	for	rare	plants	within	Sunnymead.	
Available:	<http://cnps.web.aplus.net/cgi‐bin/inv/inventory.cgi/	
Html?item=checkbox_9.htm#q9>.	

	California	Native	Plant	Society.	2011b.	Inventory	of	Rare	and	Endangered	Plants	(online	edition,	
v7‐08b).	Sacramento,	CA.	Available:	<http://www.cnps.org/inventory>.	Accessed:	July	12,	2011.	

Collins,	J.T.	and	T.W.	Taggart.	2009.	Standard	Common	and	Current	Scientific	Names	for	North	
American	Amphibians,	Turtles,	Reptiles,	and	Crocodilians.	Sixth	Edition.	Center	for	North	
American	Herpetology,	Lawrence,	Kansas.	44	p.		

Haug,	E.	A.,	B.	A.	Millsap,	and	M.	S.	Martell.	1993.	Burrowing	Owl	(Speotyto	cunicularia).	In	The	Birds	
of	North	America,	No.	61,	A.	Poole	and	F.	Gill	(Eds.).	Philadelphia:	The	Academy	of	Natural	
Sciences;	Washington,	D.C.:	The	American	Ornithologists'	Union.	(Note:	Returned	to	Athene	
cunicularia	by	American	Ornithologists'	Union,	1998.)	

Hickman,	J.	C.	(Ed).	1993.	The	Jepson	Manual:	Higher	Plants	of	California.	Berkeley,	CA:	University	of	
California	Press.	

Holland,	R.	F.	1986.	Preliminary	Descriptions	of	the	Terrestrial	Natural	Communities	of	California.	
California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game,	Nongame‐Heritage	Program.	Updated:	1992.	

ICF	International.	2011.	Jurisdictional	Delineation	Report	for	the	Prologis	Eucalyptus	Project	Site.	City	
of	Moreno	Valley,	County	of	Riverside,	California.	August.	(ICF	00442.11)	Irvine,	CA.	Prepared	for	
Prologis,	Newport	Beach,	CA.	

Riverside	County.	2003.	Western	Riverside	County	Multiple	Species	Habitat	Conservation	Plan.		

Riverside	County	Land	Information	System.	2011.	Report	and	GIS	map	generated	for	assessor’s	
parcel	numbers	488‐330‐011,	‐012,	‐013,	‐017,	‐018,	‐019,	‐022,	‐023,	and	‐024.	
<http://www.rctlma.org/online/content/rcip_report_generator.aspx>.	Accessed:	July	12,	2011	



Prologis  References
 

 
 

MSHCP Consistency Analysis and Burrowing Owl Habitat 
Assessment and Focused Survey for the  
Eucalyptus Industrial Development 

8‐2 
July 2011

ICF 00442.11

 

U.S.	Geological	Survey.	1980.	Sunnymead,	California,	7.5‐minute	Topographic	Map.	Color,	scale	
1:24,000.	Reston,	VA.	

U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture.	1971.	Soil	Survey,	Western	Riverside	Area,	California.	

Wilson,	D.E.	and	D.	M.	Reeder	(editors).	2005.	Mammal	Species	of	the	World.	A	Taxonomic	and	
Geographic	Reference	(3rd	ed),	Johns	Hopkins	University	Press,	2,142	pp.



 

 
 

Appendix A 

Conservation Summary Report 



Riverside County Transporation and Land Management Agency - TLMA

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
 
 

APN Cell Cell Group Acres Area Plan Sub Unit

488330011   Not A Part    Independent  9.27     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330012   Not A Part    Independent  9.38     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330013   Not A Part    Independent  8.91     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330017   Not A Part    Independent  9.35     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330018   Not A Part    Independent  8.9     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330019   Not A Part    Independent  33.04     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330022   Not A Part    Independent  17.91     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330023   Not A Part    Independent  9.58     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330024   Not A Part    Independent  8.93     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  

 
 

HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 
 
 
Habitat assessment shall be required and should address at a minimum potential habitat for the following species: 
 

APN
Amphibia 
Species

Burrowing 
Owl

Criteria Area 
Species

Mammalian 
Species

Narrow Endemic 
Plant Species

Special Linkage 
Area

488330011 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330012 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330013 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330017 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330018 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330019 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330022 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330023 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330024 NO YES NO NO NO NO

 
Burrowing Owl 
 
Burrowing owl. 
 
If potential habitat for these species is determined to be located on the property, focused surveys may be required during the appropriate 
season. 
 

 
Background 
 
The final MSHCP was approved by the County Board of Supervisors on June 17, 2003. The federal and state permits were issued on 
June 22, 2004 and implementation of the MSHCP began on June 23, 2004. 
 
For more information concerning the MSHCP, contact your local city or the County of Riverside for the unincorporated areas. 
Additionally, the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), which oversees all the cities and County 

Page 1 of 2Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)

7/11/2011http://www5.rctlma.org/cgi-bin/TED060209rciprepgenNEW.pl



implementation of the MSHCP, can be reached at: 
 
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 
3403 10th Street, Suite 320 
Riverside, CA 92501 
 
Phone: 951-955-9700 
Fax: 951-955-8873 
 
www.wrc-rca.org 
 

Go Back To Previous Page

 
GIS Home Page 
 
TLMA Home Page 
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Floral and Faunal Compendium  



KINGDOM PLANTAE – PLANTS 
 
PHYLUM ANTHOPHYTA – ANGIOSPERMS 
 
CLASS MAGNOLIOPSIDA – DICOTYLEDONS 
 
Adoxaceae – Elderberry Family 
 Sambucus Mexicana 
  Mexican elderberry 
 
Anacardiaceae - Sumac Family 
** Schinus molle 
  Peruvian Pepper-tree 
 
Asteraceae - Sunflower Family 
 Ambrosia acanthicarpa 
  Annual Bur-sage 
 Baccharis salicifolia 
  Mule Fat 
 Deinandra kelloggii 
  Kellogg’s tarplant  
 Encelia californica 
  California Bush Sunflower 
   Ericameria palmeri 
  Grassland Goldenbush 
 Lactuca serriola 
  Wild Lettuce 
  
Boraginaceae - Borage Family 
 Amsinckia menziesii 
  Menzies’ Fiddleneck 
  
Brassicaceae - Mustard Family 
** Brassica geniculata  
  Short-podded Mustard 
 
** Brassica nigra 
  Black Mustard 
** Raphanus sativus 
  Radish 
 
Cactaceae - Cactus Family 
* Opuntia ficus-indica 
  Indian-fig Cactus 
  
Capparaceae - Caper Family 
(*) Isomeris arboria 
  Bladderpod 
 
 
Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family 
* Salsola tragus 
  Prickly Russian-thistle 
   
Euphorbiaceae - Spurge Family 
** Ricinus communis 
  Castor-bean 
  
Juglandaceae - Walnut Family 
 Juglans californica 
  Southern California Black Walnut 
 
Lamiaceae - Mint Family 
** Marrubium vulgare 
  White Horehound 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rutaceae - Rue Family 
 Citrus sinensis  
  orange tree 
 Citrus paradise  
  grapefruit tree 
 
Simaroubaceae - Quassia Family 
** Ailanthus altissima 
  Tree-of-heaven 
 
Solanaceae - Nightshade Family 
** Nicotiana glauca 
  Tree Tobacco 
 
CLASS  LILIOPSIDA - MONOCOTYLEDONS 
 
Poaceae - Grass Family 
** Bromus madritensis 
  Foxtail Chess 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



KINGDOM ANIMALIA – ANIMALS 
 
PHYLUM CHORDATA – CHORDATES 
 
CLASS AVES – BIRDS 
 
Accipitridae - Hawk Family 
 Accipiter cooperii 
  Cooper’s hawk 
 Buteo jamaicensis 
  Red-tailed Hawk 
 
Columbidae - Pigeon and Dove Family 
 Zenaida macroura 
  Mourning Dove 
 
Picidae – Woodpeckers 
 Picoides nuttallii 
  Nutall’s Woodpecker 
 
Tyrannidae - Tyrant Flycatcher Family 
 Sayornis nigricans 
  Black Phoebe 
 Sayornis saya 
  Say’s Phoebe 
 Myiarchus cinerascens 
  Ash-throated Flycatcher 
 Tyrannus verticalis 
  Western Kingbird 
 
Corvidae - Jay and Crow Family 
 Corvus brachyrhynchos 
  American Crow 
 Corvus corax 
  Common Raven 
 
Hirundinidae - Swallow Family 
 Hirundo rustica 
  Barn Sallow 
 Petrochelidon pyrrhonota 
  Cliff Swallow 
 Stelgidopteryx serripennis 
  Northern Rough-winged Swallow 
  
Troglodytidae - Wren Family 
 Salpinctes obsoletus 
  Rock Wren 
 Thryomanes bewickii 
  Bewick's Wren 
 
Trochilidae – Hummingbirds 
  Calypte anna  
  Anna's Hummingbird 
 
Cuculidae - Cuckoos  
 Geococcyx californianus 
  Greater Roadrunner 
 
Emberizidae - Sparrow Family 
 Pipilo crissalis 
  California Towhee 
 Pipilo maculates 
  Spotted Towhee 
 Melospiza melodia 
  Song Sparrow 
 
Grosbeak and Bunting Family 
 Passerina caerulea 
  Blue Grosbeak 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Icteridae - Blackbird, Cowbird and Oriole Family 
 Icterus cucullatus 
  Hooded Oriole 
 Icterus bullockii 
  Bullock’s Oriole 
 
Fringillidae - Finch Family 
 Carpodacus mexicanus 
  House Finch 
 Carduelis psaltria 
  Lesser Goldfinch 
 Carduelis tristis 
  American Goldfinch 
 
CLASS MAMMALIA – MAMMALS 
 
Canidea-Wolves and Foxes 
 Canis latrans 
  Coyote 
 
Leporidae - Rabbits and Hares  
 Sylvilagus audubonii  
  Desert Cottontail 
 
Sciuridae-Squirrels 
  Otospermophilus beecheyi  
  California ground squirrel 
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Site Photographs  
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Appendix C
Site Photographs

ProLogis, 115.3 acre site, Moreno Valley, CA 

 

 
Ruderal vegetation present in the south central portion of the project site. 
  

 
Eroded channel on the western portion of the project site. 
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Appendix C
Site Photographs

ProLogis, 115.3 acre site, Moreno Valley, CA 

 

Southern portion of the eastern drainage channel. 
 

 
Central portion of the eastern drainage channel. 
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Appendix C
Site Photographs

ProLogis, 115.3 acre site, Moreno Valley, CA 

 

Eucalyptus tree with raptor nest present along the eastern drainage. 
 

 
Central portion of the project site with agriculture (citrus) and ruderal vegetation. 
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Riverside County Attachments E-3 and E-4



Attachment D

NOTIFICATION TO COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE OF CONSULTANT
TO PREPARE ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR  BIOLOGICAL REPORT

Notification to the County of Riverside is hereby made that , (project
sponsor), has entered into a contract with  (consulting firm) for the
preparation of an (• ) biological, (• ) archaeological report to be submitted to the County of Riverside in
satisfaction of a request made by the County for additional environmental information prior to completion of an environmental
assessment for the property and development proposal, described below:

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) (APN) [*Required]:_______________________________________________

Development Proposal Case Number(s) [*Required]: ______________________________________________

In accordance with the notice of additional environmental information provided by the County, the scope of work for the
report will be as follows:

For Archaeological Reports (Standardized - Check those that apply):
_____ Phase 1     _____Phase 2                 _____Phase 3               _____Phase 4

For Biological Reports (check all that apply):
� General Biological Assessment � Rare plant survey for species___________________
�    Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands Delineation � Focused survey for species ____________________
�    Habitat Assessment for species _______________ � Other: Describe ___________________________

Both the Consultant and the project sponsor acknowledge that the consultant may not submit reports to the County for use in
completing initial environmental assessments or EIRs for development proposals unless the consultant has been previously
qualified by the County to submit such reports and unless the consultant has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with the County governing the preparation and handling of such reports.  The project sponsor hereby acknowledges
that they have been furnished a copy of the MOU, have read it, and understand the responsibilities of both the County and the
consultant as set forth therein.

Project sponsor acknowledges that the report for which notification is hereby made is the:

_______________1st,_______________2nd or _______________ (specify number) archaeological, or biological report
for which contractual arrangements have been made under the direction of the project sponsor for the property described
above.

PROJECT SPONSOR AND CONSULTANT are to execute the following:
I hereby affirm that all information provided above, is, to the best of my knowledge, true, correct, and complete.

Project sponsor: _ProLogis____________________________ Dated:_August 10, 2011____________________

Consultant: _________________________________ Dated: _____________________

Note: Send Attachment D at the time contract is entered and with the final  Biological or Archaeological Report. 
A Riverside County Planning Department “Date Received” stamp hereon shall acknowledge receipt of this Notice by the
County.   * Required for project processing.  If case number not known, contact County Planning Dept. If no development
case has yet been filed with County, write “No Case”.  An additional County fee may be assessed to project if no case
number is provided on this form.

Last Revised January 2001

                     ProLogis
                 ICF

   X

                     

 

    burrowing owl             
X

               X

           X

July 12, 2011

                     

    burrowing owl                  

ICF
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Attachment E-3

BIOLOGICAL REPORT SUMMARY SHEET
(Must be attached to biological report)

Applicant Name: ____________________________________________________________________________
Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) (APN):___________________________________________________
APN cont. : ________________________________________________________________________________
Site Location:  Section:__________ Township: ________________ Range: _________________
Site Address: ______________________________________________________________________________
Related Case Number(s): _____________________________________________   PDB Number:_________

Check
ITEM(S)
Habitat

Assessment

Check
ITEM(S)

* Focused
Survey

SPECIES or HABITAT OF CONCERN

(Circle whether a potential
for significant impact to

species or resource exists **)

Arroyo Southwestern Toad Yes No

 Drainages/Waters of U.S. Yes No

Coachella Valley Fringed-Toed Lizard Yes No

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Yes No

Coastal Sage Scrub Yes No

Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly Yes No

Desert Pupfish Yes No

Desert Slender Salamander Yes No

Desert Tortoise Yes No

Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard Yes No

Least Bell’s Vireo Yes No

Oak Woodlands Yes No

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Yes No

Riverside Fairy Shrimp Yes No

Santa Ana River Woolystar Yes No

San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat Yes No

Slender Horned Spineflower Yes No

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Yes No

Vernal Pools Yes No

ProLogis
488-330-011:-013, 488-330-017:-019, -022:-024

SR 60 and Petit St., Moreno Valley, CA
3 West2 3 South

PA07-0083



Check
ITEM(S)
Habitat

Assessment

Check
ITEM(S)

* Focused
Survey

SPECIES or HABITAT OF CONCERN

(Circle whether a potential
for significant impact to

species or resource exists **)

Wetlands Yes No

Riparian Habitat Yes No

Burrowing Owl Yes No

Bighorn Sheep Yes No

Red-legged Frog Yes No

Other Yes No

Other Yes No

Other Yes No

Other Yes No

Other Yes No

* Focused Survey: a) Survey on a listed species performed per USFWS or CDFG protocol by licensed individual (i.e., CaGn,
SKR,  QCB), OR b) For non-listed spp., survey performed per protocol recognized by USFWS or CDFG, or other applicable
agency (i.e., Burrowing Owl), OR c) For jurisdictional waters, wetlands, & riparian areas, following protocol of  U.S.Army
Corp of Engineers.

** Species of concern are any unique, rare, endangered, or threatened species; species used to delineate wetlands and
riparian corridors;  and  any hosts, perching, or food plants used by any animals listed as rare, endangered, threatened or
candidate species by either State or Federal regulations, or those tracked by the California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB).

I declare under penalty of perjury that the information provided on this summary sheet is in accordance with the information
provided in the biological report.

Signature and  Title                        Date Report Prepared

10(a) Permit Number (if applicable)           10(a)  Permit Expiration Date

Attachment E-3  Page 2 of 2

County Use Only
Received by:__________________________________________________  Date:____________

PD-B#__________________ Related Case #:_____________________________________

E-3.2

7/12/11

27138
Typewritten Text
Senior Biologist					    

27138
Typewritten Text

27138
Typewritten Text

27138
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Attachment E-4

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST 
FOR BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

(Must be attached to report)

APN *: _______________________________Riverside County Case No.*: ___________EA
Number:_________

Wildlife & Vegetation
Potentially   | Less than Significant |    Less than | No
Significant   | with Mitigation          |    Significant | Impact
Impact       | Incorporated          |    Impact           |

(Check the level of impact that applies to the following questions)

a)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state conservation plan?

• • • •
b)   Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title
50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)?

• • • •
c)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Wildlife Service?

• • • •
d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

• • • •
e)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

• • • •
f)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act or Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.)  through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

• • • •
g)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?

• • • •

h) Create any impact which is individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. "Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects as defined
in Section 15130 (14 Calif. Code of Regs).

• • • •

* Required

E-4.1

PA07-0083488-330-011:-013, 488-330-017:-019, -022:-024



Attachment E-4

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST 
FOR BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Findings of Fact:

Proposed Mitigation:

Monitoring Recommended:

Prepared By:________________________________________       Date:______________

County Use Only
Received by:__________________________________________________Date:____________

PD-B#__________________ Related Case #:

E-4.2

Burrowing were not observed during a focused survey.  Eastern drainage has some riparian/riverine habitat as defined by the 
MSHCP, but is highly disturbed by non-native vegetation and trash. 

30-day pre-construction survey for burrowing owl  
Nesting bird survey if clearing and grubbing occurs Feb 1 to August 31

None

    Mikael Romich                           July 12, 2011
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Appendix C. Site Photographs 
 

   

Photograph: 1 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Southeastern corner of 

project site 
 
Direction: View facing south 
 
Comment: Ruderal vegetation 

present.  Southern 
Drainage in far 
background 

   

Photograph: 2 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Southeastern corner of 

project site 
 
Direction: View facing north 
 
Comment: Orange grove in 

background 

   

Photograph: 3 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Western Drainage  
 
Direction: View facing east 
 
Comment: Eroded channel.  

Southeastern corner of 
project site 



   

 
   

Photograph: 4 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Western Drainage  
 
Direction: View facing northeast 
 
Comment: Eroded channel. 

Southeastern corner of 
project site 

   

Photograph: 5 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Eastern Drainage 
 
Direction: View facing south 
 
Comment: Eastern edge of project 

site 

   

Photograph: 6 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Eastern Drainage 
 
Direction: View facing north 
 
Comment: Eastern edge of project 

site 



   

 
   

Photograph: 7 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Eastern Drainage 
 
Direction: View facing southwest 
 
Comment: Eastern edge of project 

site 

   

Photograph: 8 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Eastern Drainage 
 
Direction: View facing northwest 
 
Comment: Eastern edge of project 

site 

   

Photograph: 9 
 
Photo Date: 5/27/2008 
 
Location: Eastern Drainage 
 
Direction: View facing west 
 
Comment: Eastern edge of project 

site 
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KINGDOM PLANTAE – PLANTS 
 
PHYLUM ANTHOPHYTA – ANGIOSPERMS 
 
CLASS MAGNOLIOPSIDA – DICOTYLEDONS 
 
Adoxaceae – Elderberry Family 
 Sambucus Mexicana 
  Mexican elderberry 
 
Anacardiaceae - Sumac Family 
** Schinus molle 
  Peruvian Pepper-tree 
 
Asteraceae - Sunflower Family 
 Ambrosia acanthicarpa 
  Annual Bur-sage 
 Baccharis salicifolia 
  Mule Fat 
 Deinandra kelloggii 
  Kellogg’s tarplant  
 Encelia californica 
  California Bush Sunflower 
   Ericameria palmeri 
  Grassland Goldenbush 
 Lactuca serriola 
  Wild Lettuce 
  
Boraginaceae - Borage Family 
 Amsinckia menziesii 
  Menzies’ Fiddleneck 
  
Brassicaceae - Mustard Family 
** Brassica geniculata  
  Short-podded Mustard 
 
** Brassica nigra 
  Black Mustard 
** Raphanus sativus 
  Radish 
 
Cactaceae - Cactus Family 
* Opuntia ficus-indica 
  Indian-fig Cactus 
  
Capparaceae - Caper Family 
(*) Isomeris arboria 
  Bladderpod 
 
 
Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family 
* Salsola tragus 
  Prickly Russian-thistle 
   
Euphorbiaceae - Spurge Family 
** Ricinus communis 
  Castor-bean 
  
Juglandaceae - Walnut Family 
 Juglans californica 
  Southern California Black Walnut 
 
Lamiaceae - Mint Family 
** Marrubium vulgare 
  White Horehound 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rutaceae - Rue Family 
 Citrus sinensis  
  orange tree 
 Citrus paradise  
  grapefruit tree 
 
Simaroubaceae - Quassia Family 
** Ailanthus altissima 
  Tree-of-heaven 
 
Solanaceae - Nightshade Family 
** Nicotiana glauca 
  Tree Tobacco 
 
CLASS  LILIOPSIDA - MONOCOTYLEDONS 
 
Poaceae - Grass Family 
** Bromus madritensis 
  Foxtail Chess 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



KINGDOM ANIMALIA – ANIMALS 
 
PHYLUM CHORDATA – CHORDATES 
 
CLASS AVES – BIRDS 
 
Accipitridae - Hawk Family 
 Accipiter cooperii 
  Cooper’s hawk 
 Buteo jamaicensis 
  Red-tailed Hawk 
 
Columbidae - Pigeon and Dove Family 
 Zenaida macroura 
  Mourning Dove 
 
Picidae – Woodpeckers 
 Picoides nuttallii 
  Nutall’s Woodpecker 
 
Tyrannidae - Tyrant Flycatcher Family 
 Sayornis nigricans 
  Black Phoebe 
 Sayornis saya 
  Say’s Phoebe 
 Myiarchus cinerascens 
  Ash-throated Flycatcher 
 Tyrannus verticalis 
  Western Kingbird 
 
Corvidae - Jay and Crow Family 
 Corvus brachyrhynchos 
  American Crow 
 Corvus corax 
  Common Raven 
 
Hirundinidae - Swallow Family 
 Hirundo rustica 
  Barn Sallow 
 Petrochelidon pyrrhonota 
  Cliff Swallow 
 Stelgidopteryx serripennis 
  Northern Rough-winged Swallow 
  
Troglodytidae - Wren Family 
 Salpinctes obsoletus 
  Rock Wren 
 Thryomanes bewickii 
  Bewick's Wren 
 
Trochilidae – Hummingbirds 
  Calypte anna  
  Anna's Hummingbird 
 
Cuculidae - Cuckoos  
 Geococcyx californianus 
  Greater Roadrunner 
 
Emberizidae - Sparrow Family 
 Pipilo crissalis 
  California Towhee 
 Pipilo maculates 
  Spotted Towhee 
 Melospiza melodia 
  Song Sparrow 
 
Grosbeak and Bunting Family 
 Passerina caerulea 
  Blue Grosbeak 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Icteridae - Blackbird, Cowbird and Oriole Family 
 Icterus cucullatus 
  Hooded Oriole 
 Icterus bullockii 
  Bullock’s Oriole 
 
Fringillidae - Finch Family 
 Carpodacus mexicanus 
  House Finch 
 Carduelis psaltria 
  Lesser Goldfinch 
 Carduelis tristis 
  American Goldfinch 
 
CLASS MAMMALIA – MAMMALS 
 
Canidea-Wolves and Foxes 
 Canis latrans 
  Coyote 
 
Leporidae - Rabbits and Hares  
 Sylvilagus audubonii  
  Desert Cottontail 
 
Sciuridae-Squirrels 
  Otospermophilus beecheyi  
  California ground squirrel 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This	report	contains	the	results	of	the	Western	Riverside	County	Multiple	Species	Habitat	
Conservation	Plan	(MSHCP)	consistency	analysis	and	the	burrowing	owl	(Athene	cunicularia	
hypugaea)	habitat	assessment	and	focused	survey	that	took	place	on	a	121.33‐acre	property	located	
in	the	city	of	Moreno	Valley,	Riverside	County,	California.	The	property,	hereinafter	referred	to	as	
project	site,	is	within	the	Reche	Canyon/Badlands	Area	Plan	of	the	MSHCP;	however,	it	does	not	fall	
within	any	criteria	cells.		

1.1 Project Location 
The	project	site	consists	of	approximately	121.33	acres	which	are	identified	as	Assessor’s	Parcel	
Numbers	(APNs)	488‐330‐011,	‐012,	‐013,	‐017,	‐018,	‐019,	‐022,	‐023,	and	‐024.	Pettit	Street	forms	
part	of	the	western	boundary	of	the	project	site,	Fir	Avenue	forms	part	of	the	southern	boundary,	
the	Moreno	Valley	Freeway	(SR	60)	forms	the	northern	boundary,	and	an	unnamed	drainage	
borders	the	eastern	boundary.	The	project	site	is	located	in	Township	3	South,	Range	3	West,	
Section	2	of	the	Sunnymead	U.S.	Geological	Survey	(USGS)	7.5‐minute	topographic	map	(1980)	
(refer	to	Figure	1	and	Figure	2).		

1.2 Project Site Description 
The	ProLogis	Park	facility	proposes	2,244,638	square	feet	of	industrial	uses.		The	proposed	project	
site	consists	of	approximately	121.29	acres	and	is	located	directly	south	of	SR	60	between	Pettit	
Street	and	Quincy	Street	(refer	to	Figure	3).	Development	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	project	site,	
south	of	SR	60	and	north	of	Eucalyptus	Avenue,	would	provide	approximately	1,030,377	square	feet	
of	industrial	space	within	two	buildings.	Development	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site,	south	of	
Eucalyptus	Avenue,	would	provide	approximately	1,214,261	square	feet	of	industrial	space	within	
four	buildings.		

Stormwater	runoff	would	be	routed	and	treated	through	and	by	a	combination	of	detention	basins,	
vegetated	swales,	and	sand	filters.		These	detention	basins,	swales,	and	sand	filters	would	also	be	
used	to	detain	the	incremental	increase	in	flows	as	well	as	handle	Water	Quality	Management	Plan	
(WQMP)	treatment	requirements	per	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley.		Landscape	improvements	would	be	
installed	throughout	the	parking	area	and	would	utilize	a	varied	selection	of	low‐water‐demand	
plants	and	include	a	water‐efficient	irrigation	system.		As	part	of	the	proposed	project,	water	quality	
basins	would	be	developed	along	the	southern	portions	of	Building	1,	Building	2,	Building	4,	
Building	5,	and	Building	6.		A	bridge	would	also	be	built	across	Quincy	Channel	to	connect	the	
existing	Eucalyptus	Avenue	to	the	adjacent	parcel	(Figure	3).		Appendix	C	contains	photographs	of	
the	project	site.		



Figure 1
Regional Vicinity Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  USGS 7.5' Quad, California : Sunnymead (1977)
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Figure 2
USGS Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  USGS 7.5' Quad, California : Sunnymead (1977)K:\
IR

VIN
E\G

IS\
PR

OJ
EC

TS
\PR

OL
OG

IS\
00

44
2_

11
\M

AP
DO

C\
FIG

2_
US

GS
.M

XD
  J

K  
 (0

7-1
5-1

1)

±
0 0.25 0.50.125 Miles

Study Area



Figure 3
Site Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  RGA
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Chapter 2 
Methodology 

2.1 Habitat Assessment 

2.1.1 Literature Review 
Prior	to	the	field	visit,	a	literature	review	was	conducted	to	evaluate	environmental	conditions	on	
the	project	site.	The	literature	reviewed	included	the	U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture	Soil	Survey	
(1971).	In	addition,	the	Riverside	County	Integrated	Project	Conservation	Summary	Report	
(Riverside	County	Land	Information	System	2011)	was	reviewed	to	assess	the	habitat	and	
determine	survey	requirements	for	the	site	(Appendix	A).	To	ensure	consistency	with	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	the	Western	Riverside	County	MSHCP	(Riverside	County	2003),	including	
survey	requirements	for	inadequately	covered	species,	the	project	site	was	assessed,	and	geographic	
information	systems	(GIS)	software	was	used	to	map	the	site	in	relation	to	MSHCP	areas,	including	
criteria	cells,	conservation	areas,	and	wildlife	movement	corridors	and	linkages;	survey	areas	for	
plant,	bird,	mammal,	and	amphibian	species;	and	the	narrow	endemic	plant	survey	area.	

The	MSHCP	requires	an	assessment	to	determine	the	potentially	significant	effects	of	a	project	on	
riparian/riverine	areas	and	vernal	pools.	According	to	the	MSHCP,	documentation	for	the	assessment	
should	include	mapping	and	a	description	of	the	functions	and	values	of	the	mapped	areas	with	
respect	to	the	species	listed	in	MSHCP	Section	6.1.2,	Protection	of	Species	Associated	with	
Riparian/Riverine	Areas	and	Vernal	Pools.	To	that	end,	the	California	Natural	Diversity	Database	
(California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	2011a)	and	the	California	Native	Plant	Society’s	(CNPS)	
Electronic	Inventory	(CNPS	2011a)	were	consulted	for	the	project	site	and	a	5‐mile	radius.	CNPS	
species	descriptions	were	also	reviewed	(CNPS	2011b).		The	MSHCP	was	also	reviewed	to	determine	
habitat	assessment	requirements	as	well	as	the	habitat	suitability	elements	for	sensitive	wildlife	
species,	narrow	endemic	plant	species,	and	criteria	area	plant	species.	The	primary	objective	of	the	
review	was	to	determine	the	potential	for	suitable	habitat	for	sensitive	plant	and	wildlife	species	to	be	
present	and	the	applicability	of	other	MSHCP	and	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	
biological	resource	requirements.		

2.1.2 Jurisdictional Areas 
A	formal	assessment	and	delineation	of	jurisdictional	waters	and	wetlands	was	conducted	and	a	
report	was	prepared,	which	is	provided	under	separate	cover	(ICF	International	[ICF]	2011).	
Methodologies	practiced	during	the	delineation	of	jurisdictional	waters	and	wetlands	are	detailed	in	
the	report.	

2.1.3 General Biological Resources Field Investigation 
Mikael	Romich,	biologist	for	ICF,	performed	a	habitat	assessment	of	the	project	site	on	July	1,	2011,	
between	the	hours	of	6:00	a.m.	and	9:00	a.m.	Weather	conditions	were	favorable,	with	clear	skies,	
no	appreciable	wind,	and	a	temperature	of	52	degrees	Fahrenheit.	The	physical	parameters	assessed	
included	vegetation	composition,	soil	substrate	conditions,	slope,	aspect,	hydrology,	and	disturbance	
to	the	land.	Special	attention	was	directed	toward	determining	the	plant	communities	that	occur	on	
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and	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	project	site	in	an	effort	to	qualify	its	suitability	for	the	sensitive	
plant	and	wildlife	species	that	are	known	to	occur	in	the	region.	

ICF	conducted	a	riparian/riverine	habitat	assessment	of	the	project	site	concurrent	with	the	
jurisdictional	field	delineation	(June	30,	2011).	The	riparian/riverine	habitat	assessment	focused	on	
all	drainage	features	on	the	project	site.	Special	attention	was	directed	toward	features	that	meet	
the	minimum	criteria	to	be	considered	riparian/riverine	habitat	per	the	definition	provided	within	
the	MSHCP.	All	targeted	drainage	features	were	carefully	inspected	to	verify	the	presence	of	riparian	
habitat	characteristics	and	evaluate	their	ability	to	support	associated	species	(e.g.,	dominant	
hydrophytic	vegetation,	suitable	topography	and	hydrology,	and	suitable	soil	substrate).	
Hydrophytic	vegetation	in	riparian	habitats	typically	consists	of	trees,	shrubs,	persistent	emergents,	
or	emergent	mosses	and	lichens	that	occur	within	or	near	permanent	watersheds	or	occupy	areas	
with	moist	soils	that	occur	nearby	a	freshwater	source,	as	defined	in	Section	6.1.2	of	the	MSHCP	
(page	6‐21).	The	assessment	was	based	on	an	analysis	of	the	functions	and	values	of	these	features,	
including	hydrologic	regime,	flood	storage	and	flood	flow	modification,	nutrient	retention	and	
transformation,	sediment	trapping	and	transport,	toxicant	trapping,	public	use,	wildlife	habitat,	and	
aquatic	habitat.		

Plant	communities	within	the	project	site	were	mapped	using	7.5‐minute	USGS	topographic	base	
maps	and	aerial	photography.	The	plant	communities	within	the	project	site	were	classified	
according	to	descriptions	provided	in	Holland’s	Preliminary	Descriptions	of	the	Terrestrial	Natural	
Communities	of	California	(1986	and	1992	update).		

Common	plant	species	observed	during	the	field	survey	were	identified	by	visual	characteristics	and	
morphology	and	recorded	in	a	field	notebook.	Unusual	and	less	familiar	plants	were	identified	in	the	
office	using	taxonomical	guides.	A	comprehensive	list	of	all	plant	species	observed	on	the	project	
site	was	compiled	from	the	survey	data	and	is	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	this	report.		

Wildlife	species	detected	during	field	surveys	by	sight,	calls,	tracks,	scat,	or	other	sign	were	recorded	
in	a	field	notebook.	Field	guides	were	used	to	assist	with	identification	of	species	during	surveys.	
Although	common	names	of	wildlife	species	are	fairly	well	standardized,	scientific	names	are	used	in	
this	report	and	are	provided	in	Appendix	B.	

Representative	photographs	of	the	study	area	are	provided	in	Appendix	C.	

Taxonomy	and	nomenclature	used	in	this	report	follow	Hickman	(1993)	for	plants,	Collins	and	
Taggart	(2009)	for	native	herpetiles	(amphibians,	reptiles,	and	relatives),	American	Ornithologists’	
Union	(1998)	and	2010	supplement		for	birds,	and	Wilson	and	Reeder	(2005)		for	mammals.	.	In	this	
report,	scientific	names	are	provided	immediately	following	common	names	of	plant	species	for	the	
first	reference	only.	

2.1.4 Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment and Focused Survey 

2.1.4.1 Habitat Assessment and Burrow Mapping 

Mikael	Romich,	biologist	for	ICF,	performed	a	habitat	assessment	and	burrow	mapping	for	
burrowing	owl	on	the	project	site	on	July	1,	2011,	between	the	hours	of	6:00	a.m.	and	9:00	a.m.	
Weather	conditions	were	favorable,	with	clear	skies,	no	appreciable	wind,	and	a	temperature	of	
52	degrees	Fahrenheit.		
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Habitat	assessment	and	burrow	mapping	used	a	systematic	approach	to	survey	burrows.	This	
involved	walking	through	potentially	suitable	habitat	within	the	survey	area	(i.e.,	the	project	site	
and	a	500‐foot	buffer,	where	accessible)	to	have	100	percent	visual	coverage	of	the	ground	surface.	
The	distance	between	transect	center	lines	was	no	more	than	30	meters	(approximately	100	feet),	
which	was	reduced	to	account	for	differences	in	terrain,	vegetation	density,	and	ground	surface	
visibility.	The	locations	of	all	suitable	burrowing	owl	habitat,	potential	owl	burrows,	burrowing	owl	
sign,	and	any	owls	observed	were	recorded	and	mapped,	including	Global	Positioning	System	(GPS)	
coordinates.	Natural	or	man‐made	structures	and	debris	piles	that	could	support	burrowing	owls	
were	also	noted	and	mapped.	Soil	conditions,	topography,	vegetative	communities,	and	habitat	
quality	were	also	documented.	All	encountered	burrows	were	checked	for	the	presence	of	feathers,	
scat,	pellets,	tracks,	or	other	indications	of	use	by	burrowing	owls.	

2.1.4.2  Focused Survey 

Instructions	for	burrowing	owl	surveys	from	the	Western	Riverside	MSHCP	(March	29,	2006)	were	
followed.	Four	site	visits	occurred	during	the	nesting	season	(March	through	August).	Surveys	were	
conducted	from	2	hours	before	sunset	to	1	hour	after	or	from	1	hour	before	sunrise	to	2	hours	after	
and	during	weather	that	was	conducive	to	observing	owls	outside	their	burrows	and	detecting	
burrowing	owl	sign.	Surveys	are	not	conducted	during	rain,	high	winds	(>	20	mph),	dense	fog,	or	
temperatures	above	90	degrees	Fahrenheit.	All	areas	within	the	project	site	and	a	500‐foot	buffer	
where	suitable	habitat	and	mapped	burrows	occur	were	included	in	the	focused	survey.		Table	1	
summarizes	the	focused	burrowing	owl	surveys.	

Table 1. Date, Time, and Conditions for Burrowing Owl Focused Surveys 

Date	 Time	 Biologist	 Conditions	

7/1/2011	 0740	to	
1050	

Mikael	Romich	 Temperature	72°F	to	85°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	very	
good,	no	dew		

7/11/2011	 0550	to	
0735	

Mikael	Romich	 Temperature	60°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	good,	no	
dew,	sunrise	at	0546	

7/12/2011	 0550	to	
0800	

Mikael	Romich	
	

Temperature	61°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	good,	no	
dew,	sunrise	at	0547	

7/13/2011	
	

0545	to	
0750	

Lisa	Franklin	
	

Temperature	62°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	good,	no	
dew,	sunrise	at	0547	

7/14/2011	 0540	to	
0740	

Lisa	Franklin	 Temperature	60°F,	high	fog,	calm,	visibility	good,	no	
dew,	sunrise	at	0548	
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Chapter 3 
Existing Conditions 

3.1 Topography and Soils 
The	project	site	is	located	within	the	Moreno	Valley,	south	of	the	Badlands.	Overall,	it	is	relatively	
flat,	with	a	slight	southward	grade.	The	elevation	range	is	approximately	1,724	to	1,788	feet	above	
mean	sea	level.	The	dominant	vegetation	on	the	site	consists	of	agricultural	(citrus)	and	ruderal	
species.	Two	unnamed	blue‐line	streams	occur	on	and	near	the	project	site,	on	both	the	western	and	
eastern	boundaries.		

The	site	is	mapped	as	containing	six	separate	soil‐mapping	units	belonging	to	three	separate	soil	
series	(Figure	4).	A	soil	series	is	a	group	of	soils	with	similar	profiles.	These	profiles	include	major	
horizons	with	similar	thicknesses,	arrangements,	and	other	important	characteristics.	The	site	is	
mapped	as	being	dominated	by	San	Emigdio	loam.	The	site	is	also	mapped	as	containing	Hanford	
coarse	sandy	loam	and	Metz	loamy	fine	sand	(U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture	1971).	No	other	
mapped	soil	series	is	present	on	site.	The	observed	surface	soils	on	the	project	site	contain	evidence	
of	heavy	disturbance	from	agriculturally	related	activities.		

The	San	Emigdio	series	consists	of	very	deep,	well‐drained	soils	that	formed	in	predominantly	
sedimentary	alluvium.	San	Emigdio	soils	are	on	fans	and	floodplains	and	have	slopes	of	0	to	
15	percent.	The	Hanford	series	consists	of	very	deep,	well‐drained	soils	that	formed	in	moderately	
coarse	textured	alluvium,	predominantly	from	granite.	Hanford	soils	are	on	stream	bottoms,	
floodplains,	and	alluvial	fans	and	have	slopes	of	0	to	15	percent.	The	Metz	series	consists	of	very	
deep,	somewhat	excessively	drained	soils	that	formed	in	alluvial	material	from	mixed	but	
predominantly	sedimentary	rocks.	Metz	soils	are	on	floodplains	and	alluvial	fans	and	have	slopes	of	
0	to	15	percent.	

None	of	the	soils	present	are	considered	sensitive	by	the	MSHCP.	

3.2 Plant Communities 
Figure	5	shows	that	the	project	site	consists	of	four	plant	communities:	agriculture,	ruderal,	
non‐native	grassland,	and	mule	fat	scrub.	See	Appendix	B	for	a	complete	list	of	plant	species	
identified	in	the	study	area,	including	nonnative	and	invasive	species.	

3.2.1 Agriculture 

The	northern	and	eastern	55.67	acres	of	the	project	site	contains	citrus	trees	(orange	and	
grapefruit).	They	are	currently	leafy	and	green.	

3.2.2 Ruderal 

The	48.15‐acre	ruderal	plant	community	on	the	project	site	is	dominated	by	weedy	vegetation,	
which	is	typically	associated	with	past	disturbance.	Disturbances	that	create	ruderal	areas	are	
commonly	a	result	of	anthropogenic	impacts	or,	as	is	the	case	in	this	situation,	attributed	to	past	
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agricultural	activities	and	regular	disking	(the	site	was	partially	disked	between	July	1	and	11).	The	
ruderal	plant	community	on	the	project	site	is	dominated	by	several	mustard	species	(Brassica	spp.),	
annual	bur	ragweed	(Ambrosia	acanthicarpa),	Russian	thistle	(Salsola	tragus),	cheeseweed	(Malva	
parviflora),	and	non‐native	grass	species.	

3.2.3 Non‐Native Grassland 

Non‐native	grassland,	a	prevalent	community	throughout	California,	is	generally	characterized	by	a	
dense‐to‐sparse	cover	of	non‐native	annual	grasses	and	often	associated	with	numerous	weedy	
species	as	well	as	some	native	annual	forbs,	such	as	wildflowers	that	emerge,	especially	in	years	of	
plentiful	rain.	Seed	germination	occurs	with	the	onset	of	winter	rains.	Some	plant	growth	occurs	in	
winter,	but	most	growth	and	flowering	occurs	in	the	spring.	Plants	then	die	in	the	summer	but	
persist	as	seeds	in	the	uppermost	layers	of	the	soil	until	the	next	rainy	season.	Dominant	plant	
species	typically	found	within	non‐native	grassland	include	bromes	(Bromus	spp.),	wild	oats	
(Avena	spp.),	fescues	(Vulpia	spp.),	and	barleys	(Hordeum	spp.).	

Non‐native	grassland	occurs	on	18.45	acres	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	project	site.	Because	of	
the	presence	of	wild	oat	species,	this	may	have	been	part	of	an	agricultural	crop	in	the	past.		

3.2.4 Disturbed Mule Fat Scrub 

A	degraded	drainage	channel	occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.	It	appears	to	be	
severely	eroded,	perhaps	a	result	of	nearby	agricultural	activities.	The	area	is	heavily	disturbed	and	
contains	a	number	of	non‐native	species,	including	Peruvian	pepper	(Schinus	molle),	tree	tobacco	
(Nicotiana	glauca),	castor	bean	(Ricinus	communis),	eucalyptus	(Eucalyptus	spp.),	and	tree	of	heaven	
(Ailanthus	altissima).	However,	patches	of	mule	fat	(Baccharis	salicifolia),	one	Goodding’s	black	willow	
tree	(Salix	gooddingii),	and	several	California	black	walnuts	(Jugulans	californica)	also	occur	within	the	
drainage.	In	addition,	large	amounts	of	trash	are	found	within	and	adjacent	to	the	drainage.	In	total,	
approximately	4.59	acres	of	disturbed	mule	fat	vegetation	overlaps	the	project	site.		

3.2.5 Non‐Native Woodland 

Several	patches	of	non‐native	woodland	occur	within	and	adjacent	to	the	degraded	drainage	
channel.	These	consist	of	eucalyptus	trees	and	Peruvian	pepper.	Non‐native	woodland	occurs	on	
approximately	0.06	acre	of	the	project	site.	

3.2.6 Unvegetated Streambed 

Several	patches	of	sands	with	little	to	very	sparse	vegetation	occur	within	the	drainage	channel	that	
occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.		For	the	purposes	of	this	report	these	have	
been	classified	as	unvegetated	streambed.	Unvegetated	streambed	occurs	on	approximately	0.08	
acre	of	the	project	site.	

3.2.7 Channel‐Upland Vegetation 

There	are	several	eroded	channels	that	occur	within	the	project	site	on	the	western	boundary.		
These	are	somewhat	steep	sided	and	are	dominated	by	upland	species,	predominantly	non‐native	
grassland,	that	are	interspersed	with	open		unvegetated	areas.			For	the	purposes	of	this	report	these	
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have	been	classified	as	channel‐upland	vegetation.	Channel‐upland	vegetation	occurs	on	
approximately	0.14	acre	of	the	project	site.	

3.3 Jurisdictional Waters 
Two	ephemeral	drainages	that	occur	on	the	project	site	show	evidence	of	a	bed	and	bank	and	may	
be	considered	jurisdictional	by	regulatory	agencies.	One	occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary,	also	
known	as	Quincy	Channel	and	one	along	the	western	boundary.	The	eroded	channel	that	occurs	
within	the	project	site	on	the	western	boundary	is	dominated	by	upland	species.	Quincy	Channel	has	
some	disturbed	mule	fat	scrub	habitat.	These	drainages	meet	south	of	the	project	site	and	appear	to	
drain	to	the	San	Jacinto	River.	Because	of	the	presence	of	these	potential	jurisdictional	features,	a	
formal	jurisdictional	delineation	was	recommended	and	prepared	by	ICF	(2011).	

3.4 Nesting Birds 
Avian	nesting	habitat	occurs	throughout	the	project	site.	Bird	species	that	nest	on	the	project	site,	
which	were	seen	and	heard,	include	Bullock’s	oriole	(Icterus	bullockii),	song	sparrow	(Melospiza	
melodia),	blue	grosbeak	(Guiraca	caerulea),	California	towhee	(Pipilo	crissalis),	and	Bewick’s	wren	
(Thryomanes	bewickii).	A	red‐tailed	hawk	(Buteo	jamaicensis)	nest	exists	within	one	of	the	
eucalyptus	trees	on	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	site.	Potential	impacts	on	nests	of	these	species	are	
not	covered	by	the	MSHCP	and	must	be	analyzed	separately	in	the	CEQA	document.
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Chapter 4 
Western Riverside County MSHCP Consistency Analysis 

4.1 MSHCP Requirements 
The	project	site	is	located	in	the	Reche	Canyon/Badlands	Area	Plan	of	the	MSHCP;	however	it	does	
not	overlap	a	MSHCP	criteria	cell	(Riparian/Riverine	Map	‐	Figure	6).	The	nearest	MSHCP	criteria	
cell	is	841	(of	cell	group	T),	located	approximately	1	mile	to	the	northeast.		

The	MSHCP	establishes	habitat	assessment	requirements	for	certain	plant,	bird,	mammal,	and	
amphibian	species.	The	project	site	overlaps	only	the	habitat	assessment	area	for	burrowing	owl.	
Therefore,	all	other	species	requiring	a	habitat	assessment,	as	well	as	fully	covered	MSHCP	species,	
are	not	discussed	further	in	this	report,	although	a	small	number	of	species	that	are	not	covered	by	
the	MSHCP	are	discussed	in	Section	4.2.5,	below.	The	MSHCP	has	no	survey	area	map	for	species	
associated	with	riparian/riverine	areas.	Potential	survey	areas	for	these	species	will	be	derived	
from	project‐specific	riparian/riverine	area	mapping.		

No	riparian	habitat	occurs	on	the	project	site	that	would	be	suitable	for	MSHCP	riparian	species	(see	
Appendix	D	for	the	required	MSHCP	forms).	

4.1.1 Urban/Wildlands Interface Guidelines  

According	to	the	Section	6.1.4	of	the	MSHCP,	the	Urban/Wildlands	Interface	Guidelines	are	intended	
to	address	indirect	effects	associated	with	locating	development	in	proximity	to	MSHCP	
conservation	areas	(Riverside	County	2003).	The	project	site	is	not	adjacent	to	any	MSHCP	
conservation	areas.	Consequently,	the	Urban/Wildlife	Interface	Guidelines	would	not	need	to	be	
incorporated	into	the	project.	

4.2 Habitat Assessment 

4.2.1 Burrowing Owl 

The	entire	project	site	is	included	in	the	MSHCP	habitat	assessment	area	for	burrowing	owl.	Because	
of	its	decline	in	the	state	of	California	over	the	past	30	years,	burrowing	owl	is	a	state	species	of	
concern.	It	occurs	in	grasslands,	lowland	scrub,	agricultural	lands	(particularly	rangelands),	and	
some	artificial	open	areas	as	a	year‐long	resident.	Burrowing	owl	may	also	use	golf	courses,	
cemeteries,	rights‐of‐way	for	roads	within	cities,	airports,	vacant	lots	in	residential	areas	and	
university	campuses,	fairgrounds,	abandoned	buildings,	and	irrigation	ditches.	As	a	critical	need	
with	respect	to	habitat	features,	burrowing	owl	requires	rodent	or	other	fossorial	burrows	for	
roosting	and	nesting	cover,	with	the	preferred	burrow	being	that	of	the	California	ground	squirrel	
(Spermophilus	beecheyi).	Burrowing	owl	may	also	use	pipes,	culverts,	and	nest	boxes	where	burrows	
are	scarce.	One	burrow	is	typically	selected	for	use	as	the	nest;	however,	satellite	burrows	are	
usually	found	within	the	defended	territory	(Haug	et	al.	1993).		
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The	nearest	burrowing	owl	record	occurs	approximately	5	miles	southwest	of	the	project	site	
(California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	2011b).	The	project	site	is	highly	suitable	for	burrowing	
owl	because	of	the	presence	of	eroded	channel	banks,	burrows,	and	abundant	foraging	habitat.	
However,	no	burrowing	owls	were	observed	during	the	habitat	assessment.	Although	an	
approximately	54‐acre	citrus	orchard	exists	on	the	project	site,	this	area	is	not	considered	suitable	
for	foraging	or	burrowing	by	burrowing	owl.	Most	of	the	non‐native	grassland	and	ruderal	plant	
communities	are	also	not	suitable	because	of	the	height	and	density	of	the	non‐native	vegetation.	
However,	along	the	western	drainage	channel,	numerous	suitable	burrows	and	debris	piles	with	
surrounding	vegetation	were	found.	This	vegetation	is	lower	in	height.	There	are	also	several	
burrows	and	debris	piles	along	the	eastern	drainage	channel,	although	it	is	less	suitable	because	of	
taller	vegetation.	Finally,	several	scattered	burrows,	which	could	be	suitable	for	burrowing	owl,	
were	found	along	existing	dirt	roads.	Figure	7	shows	the	suitable	burrowing	owl	features	that	were	
identified.	Because	of	the	presence	of	suitable	burrowing	owl	habitat,	a	focused	burrowing	owl	
survey	was	conducted	in	July	2011	to	determine	if	the	species	is	present	(see	Section	4.3,	below).		

4.2.2 Riparian/Riverine Habitat 

Section	6.1.2	of	the	Western	Riverside	County	MSHCP	describes	the	process	to	protect	species	
associated	with	riparian/riverine	areas	and	vernal	pools.	As	defined	in	the	MSHCP,	riparian/riverine	
areas	are	lands	that	contain	habitat	dominated	by	trees,	shrubs,	persistent	emergents,	or	emergent	
mosses	and	lichens	that	occur	close	to	or	depend	on	a	nearby	freshwater	source	or	areas	that	
contain	a	freshwater	flow	during	all	or	a	portion	of	the	year.	These	habitats	may	support	one	or	
more	of	the	species	listed	in	Section	6.1.2	of	the	MSHCP.		

An	unnamed	drainage	feature	traverses	the	western	boundary	of	the	site.	The	unnamed	drainage	
feature	originates	in	the	northwest	quadrant	of	the	site,	runs	from	northwest	to	southeast,	then	
eventually	exits	the	site	along	the	southern	boundary.	The	feature,	which	is	deeply	incised	and	
heavily	eroded,	is	vegetated	by	upland	plant	species.	No	riparian	vegetation	exists	within	this	
feature	on	the	project	site.	

Quincy	Channel	traverses	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	site.	It	originates	in	the	northeast	quadrant	of	
the	site,	runs	from	north	to	south,	then	eventually	exits	the	site	along	the	southern	boundary.	The	
feature	contains	heavily	disturbed	riparian	habitat	(i.e.,	0.6‐acre	of	a	mule	fat	scrub	community).	
Because	Quincy	Channel,	including	the	mule	fat	scrub	community,	will	be	affected	by	the	proposed	
project,	a	determination	of	a	biologically	equivalent	or	superior	preservation	(DBESP)	analysis	has	
been	prepared	(ICF	2011).	

4.2.3 Riparian/Riverine Species 

The	riparian/riverine	habitat	that	occurs	on	the	project	site	is	very	small	in	area	and	heavily	
disturbed,	perhaps	due	to	the	proximity	of	agriculture	(Figure	5).	Mule	fat,	as	well	as	a	number	of	
non‐native	species	and	a	large	amount	of	trash,	occurs	in	a	channel	that	supports	riparian	
vegetation.	However,	because	of	the	lack	of	vertical	complexity,	the	existing	riparian	habitat	does	
not	provide	suitable	habitat	for	any	of	the	bird	species	listed	in	Section	6.1.2	of	the	MSHCP.	No	
additional	focused	surveys	will	be	necessary.	
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4.2.4 Vernal Pools/Fairy Shrimp Habitat 
Vernal	pools	are	seasonal	wetlands	that	occur	in	depression	areas	and	have	wetland	indicators	that	
represent	all	three	parameters	(i.e.,	soils,	vegetation,	and	hydrology)	during	the	wetter	portion	of	
the	growing	season	but	normally	lack	wetland	indicators	associated	with	vegetation	and/or	
hydrology	during	the	drier	portion	of	the	growing	season.	No	area	of	ponding	or	evidence	of	
standing	water	was	observed	during	the	site	assessment.	The	site	consists	of	sandy	loam	and	loamy	
sand	substrates,	which	are	well	drained	and	thus	would	not	support	vernal	pools	or	vernal	pool	
species.	In	addition,	no	areas	that	support	hydrophytic	vegetation	were	observed	on	site,	except	
within	the	eastern	channel	where	a	small	amount	of	mule	fat	scrub	was	present.	No	vernal	pool	or	
fairy	shrimp	habitat	occurs	on	the	project	site,	and	no	further	actions	related	to	vernal	pools	are	
required	pursuant	to	the	MSHCP.	

4.2.5 Species Not Covered under the MSHCP 
The	project	site	supports	grasshopper	sparrow	(Ammodramus	savannarum),	which	was	observed	during	
the	focused	burrowing	owl	surveys.	Grasshopper	sparrow	is	a	California	species	of	special	concern.	It	is	
not	considered	adequately	conserved	under	the	MSHCP.	Removal	of	habitat	with	a	low‐density	
grasshopper	sparrow	population	would	be	considered	a	less‐than‐significant	impact	under	CEQA.	The	
MSHCP,	in	Table	9‐3,	states	that	for	this	species	to	become	a	“covered	species,	adequately	conserved,”	the	
following	conservation	must	be	demonstrated:		

 Include	within	the	MSHCP	conservation	area	at	least	8,000	acres	in	seven	core	areas.	

The	project	site	provides	potentially	suitable	habitat	for	American	badger	(Taxidea	taxus),	a	California	
species	of	special	concern.	During	the	habitat	assessment	and	focused	surveys	for	burrowing	owl,	badger	
den	sites	were	not	observed	on	the	project	site.	Although	badger	could	use	the	site	periodically	during	
movement,	because	of	the	proximity	of	urban	development,	city	streets,	and	SR	60,	the	likelihood	of	
finding	the	species	on	site	would	be	low.	The	removal	of	habitat	with	a	low	potential	to	support	
movement	habitat	for	American	badger	would	be	considered	a	less‐than‐significant	impact	under	CEQA.		

No	special‐status	bat	species	are	covered	under	the	MSHCP.	Habitat	on	the	project	site	may	be	used	
occasionally	by	foraging	bat	species;	however,	because	no	potential	roosting	habitat	is	present	within	the	
development	footprint,	impacts	on	bat	species	would	be	limited	to	potential	foraging	habitat.	The	
removal	of	potential	bat	foraging	habitat	would	be	considered	a	less‐than‐significant	impact	under	CEQA.	

The	project	site	does	not	provide	suitable	habitat	for	any	other	species	that	is	not	covered	under	the	
MSHCP.	

4.3 Burrowing Owl Focused Survey 
Although	no	burrowing	owls	or	burrowing	owl	sign	was	detected	during	the	focused	surveys,	the	
study	area	does	support	suitable	features,	such	as	California	ground	squirrel	burrows	and	debris	
piles	(see	Figure	7).		

Because	no	burrowing	owls	were	observed	using	any	of	the	suitable	burrows	during	the	focused	
breeding	survey,	it	was	concluded	that	they	are	absent	from	the	project	site	and	the	500‐foot	buffer.	
To	confirm	the	continued	absence	of	burrowing	owls	at	the	project	site,	a	MSHCP	30‐day	
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preconstruction	protocol	survey	is	recommended	and	is	included	as	mitigation	measure	MM‐2,	
described	below.
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Chapter 5 
Mitigation Measures 

5.1  Western Riverside County MSHCP 
The project site falls within the MSHCP fee area and the Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys 
stephensi) fee area. Payment of these development mitigation fees, as well as compliance with the 
requirements of Section 6.0 of the MSHCP, is intended to provide full mitigation under CEQA, the 
National Environmental Policy Act, the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), and the federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) for impacts on species and habitats covered by the MSHCP, pursuant 
to agreements with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG), as set forth in the implementing agreement for the MSHCP.  

The following measures, which are standard conditions required under the MSHCP, would reduce 
project‐related impacts on species covered under the MSHCP to less than significant: 

MM1  The project applicant will pay the development mitigation fees associated with the 
MSHCP (MSHCP fee and Stephens’ kangaroo rat fee), which will be based on the number of acres 
affected. The fee will be paid to the city of Moreno Valley during the processing of the proposed 
project. Payment of SKR impact fees is made before issuance of a grading permit, while MSHCP 
fees are paid before issuance of building permits. 

MM2  A preconstruction survey is required for burrowing owl to confirm the continued 
absence of this species from the site. The survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist 
30 days prior to ground disturbance in accordance with MSHCP survey requirements to avoid 
direct take of burrowing owls. If burrowing owls are determined to occupy the project site or 
the immediate vicinity, the city of Moreno Valley Planning Department will be notified, and 
avoidance measures will be implemented. Implementation of avoidance measures will be 
executed pursuant to the MSHCP, California Fish and Game Code, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA), and the Burrowing Owl Survey and Mitigation Guidelines prepared by the California 
Burrowing Owl Consortium (CBOC) (CBOC 1993) and reviewed by CDFG.  

A burrow is considered occupied when there is confirmed use by burrowing owl. If a burrow is 
found to be occupied by burrowing owl during the preconstruction survey, consultation with the 
city and/or the county would be required.  

The following measures are recommended in the CBOC guidelines to avoid an occupied burrow 
(CBOC 1993): 

 No disturbance within approximately 160 feet of an occupied burrow during the non‐breeding 
season (September 1 to January 31), or  

 No disturbance within approximately 250 feet of an occupied burrow during the breeding 
season (February 1 to August 31).  

For unavoidable impacts, passive or active relocation of burrowing owls would be implemented. 
Passive relocation would be conducted by a qualified biologist in accordance with procedures set 
forth by the MSHCP and the CBOC. Passive relocation of occupied burrows would be conducted 
outside the breeding season, pursuant to the California Fish and Game Code and the MBTA.  
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MM‐3	 If	impacts	are	to	occur	on	MSHCP‐defined	riparian/riverine	areas,	which	are	found	
within	the	eastern	drainage,	a	DBESP	must	be	prepared.	The	DBESP	will	detail	the	level	of	
disturbance/removal	of	riparian/riverine	habitat;	the	consequential	impacts,	if	any,	on	
riparian/riverine	species;	and	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	impacts	to	a	negligible	level.	The	
DBESP	must	also	document	in	detail	why	full	avoidance	of	this	resource	cannot	be	
accomplished.	

5.2 Jurisdictional Waters 
MM‐4	 Two	drainage	features	occur	within	the	project	site,	and	impacts	resulting	from	the	
proposed	project	may	require	permits	from	the	U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	(USACE),	CDFG,	
and	the	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board.	If	it	is	determined	that	impacts	on	jurisdictional	
features	will	occur,	the	following	permits	will	be	required	and	submitted	to	the	city	of	Moreno	
Valley:		

 A	permit	from	USACE	pursuant	to	Section	404	of	the	Clean	Water	Act,		

 Water	quality	certification	pursuant	to	Section	401	of	the	Clean	Water	Act,	and		

 A	Streambed	Alteration	Agreement	from	CDFG.		

5.3 Nesting Birds 
Under	CEQA,	the	proposed	project	may	result	in	significant	impacts	on	nesting	bird	species	that	are	
protected	under	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code	and	the	MBTA.	Therefore,	ICF	recommends	that	
clearing	and	grubbing	activities	avoid	the	general	avian	nesting	season	(i.e.,	from	February	1	to	
August	31).	If	clearing	and	grubbing	must	take	place	during	the	nesting	season,	the	following	
preconstruction	survey	will	be	implemented	to	ensure	that	no	significant	impacts	on	nesting	birds	
occur	as	a	result	of	the	proposed	project:		

MM‐5	 If	clearing	and	grubbing	occurs	during	the	nesting	season	(February	to	August),	a	
nesting	bird	survey	will	be	conducted	approximately	7	days	prior	to	any	vegetation	disturbance	
activities.	If	bird	nests	are	found	or	there	is	evidence	of	nesting	behavior	inside	the	impact	area,	
an	exclusion	buffer,	as	determined	by	the	wildlife	biologist,	will	be	set	in	place	around	the	nest,	
and	no	vegetation	disturbance	will	be	permitted.	For	raptor	species,	such	as	hawks	and	owls,	
this	buffer	can	be	as	large	as	500	feet.	A	qualified	biologist	will	closely	monitor	nests	until	it	is	
determined	that	they	are	no	longer	active,	at	which	time	construction	activity	can	continue.	
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Chapter 6 
Conclusions 

A	Western	Riverside	County	MSHCP	consistency	analysis	and	a	burrowing	owl	habitat	assessment	
and	focused	survey	took	place	on	a	121.3‐acre	property	located	in	the	city	of	Moreno	Valley,	
Riverside	County,	California.	With	payment	of	development	mitigation	fees	and	implementation	of	
the	proposed	mitigation	measures	for	potential	project‐related	impacts	on	burrowing	owl,	
riparian/riverine	habitat,	jurisdictional	waters,	and	nesting	birds,	the	project	will	fulfill	the	
requirements	related	to	biological	resources	pursuant	to	CEQA,	FESA,	CESA,	and	the	MSHCP.	
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Conservation Summary Report 



Riverside County Transporation and Land Management Agency - TLMA

Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
 
 

APN Cell Cell Group Acres Area Plan Sub Unit

488330011   Not A Part    Independent  9.27     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330012   Not A Part    Independent  9.38     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330013   Not A Part    Independent  8.91     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330017   Not A Part    Independent  9.35     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330018   Not A Part    Independent  8.9     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330019   Not A Part    Independent  33.04     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330022   Not A Part    Independent  17.91     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330023   Not A Part    Independent  9.58     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  
488330024   Not A Part    Independent  8.93     Reche Canyon / Badlands    Not a Part  

 
 

HABITAT ASSESSMENTS 
 
 
Habitat assessment shall be required and should address at a minimum potential habitat for the following species: 
 

APN
Amphibia 
Species

Burrowing 
Owl

Criteria Area 
Species

Mammalian 
Species

Narrow Endemic 
Plant Species

Special Linkage 
Area

488330011 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330012 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330013 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330017 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330018 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330019 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330022 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330023 NO YES NO NO NO NO
488330024 NO YES NO NO NO NO

 
Burrowing Owl 
 
Burrowing owl. 
 
If potential habitat for these species is determined to be located on the property, focused surveys may be required during the appropriate 
season. 
 

 
Background 
 
The final MSHCP was approved by the County Board of Supervisors on June 17, 2003. The federal and state permits were issued on 
June 22, 2004 and implementation of the MSHCP began on June 23, 2004. 
 
For more information concerning the MSHCP, contact your local city or the County of Riverside for the unincorporated areas. 
Additionally, the Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority (RCA), which oversees all the cities and County 

Page 1 of 2Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
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implementation of the MSHCP, can be reached at: 
 
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority 
3403 10th Street, Suite 320 
Riverside, CA 92501 
 
Phone: 951-955-9700 
Fax: 951-955-8873 
 
www.wrc-rca.org 
 

Go Back To Previous Page

 
GIS Home Page 
 
TLMA Home Page 
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Appendix B 

Floral and Faunal Compendium  



KINGDOM PLANTAE – PLANTS 
 
PHYLUM ANTHOPHYTA – ANGIOSPERMS 
 
CLASS MAGNOLIOPSIDA – DICOTYLEDONS 
 
Adoxaceae – Elderberry Family 
 Sambucus Mexicana 
  Mexican elderberry 
 
Anacardiaceae - Sumac Family 
** Schinus molle 
  Peruvian Pepper-tree 
 
Asteraceae - Sunflower Family 
 Ambrosia acanthicarpa 
  Annual Bur-sage 
 Baccharis salicifolia 
  Mule Fat 
 Deinandra kelloggii 
  Kellogg’s tarplant  
 Encelia californica 
  California Bush Sunflower 
   Ericameria palmeri 
  Grassland Goldenbush 
 Lactuca serriola 
  Wild Lettuce 
  
Boraginaceae - Borage Family 
 Amsinckia menziesii 
  Menzies’ Fiddleneck 
  
Brassicaceae - Mustard Family 
** Brassica geniculata  
  Short-podded Mustard 
 
** Brassica nigra 
  Black Mustard 
** Raphanus sativus 
  Radish 
 
Cactaceae - Cactus Family 
* Opuntia ficus-indica 
  Indian-fig Cactus 
  
Capparaceae - Caper Family 
(*) Isomeris arboria 
  Bladderpod 
 
 
Chenopodiaceae - Goosefoot Family 
* Salsola tragus 
  Prickly Russian-thistle 
   
Euphorbiaceae - Spurge Family 
** Ricinus communis 
  Castor-bean 
  
Juglandaceae - Walnut Family 
 Juglans californica 
  Southern California Black Walnut 
 
Lamiaceae - Mint Family 
** Marrubium vulgare 
  White Horehound 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rutaceae - Rue Family 
 Citrus sinensis  
  orange tree 
 Citrus paradise  
  grapefruit tree 
 
Simaroubaceae - Quassia Family 
** Ailanthus altissima 
  Tree-of-heaven 
 
Solanaceae - Nightshade Family 
** Nicotiana glauca 
  Tree Tobacco 
 
CLASS  LILIOPSIDA - MONOCOTYLEDONS 
 
Poaceae - Grass Family 
** Bromus madritensis 
  Foxtail Chess 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



KINGDOM ANIMALIA – ANIMALS 
 
PHYLUM CHORDATA – CHORDATES 
 
CLASS AVES – BIRDS 
 
Accipitridae - Hawk Family 
 Accipiter cooperii 
  Cooper’s hawk 
 Buteo jamaicensis 
  Red-tailed Hawk 
 
Columbidae - Pigeon and Dove Family 
 Zenaida macroura 
  Mourning Dove 
 
Picidae – Woodpeckers 
 Picoides nuttallii 
  Nutall’s Woodpecker 
 
Tyrannidae - Tyrant Flycatcher Family 
 Sayornis nigricans 
  Black Phoebe 
 Sayornis saya 
  Say’s Phoebe 
 Myiarchus cinerascens 
  Ash-throated Flycatcher 
 Tyrannus verticalis 
  Western Kingbird 
 
Corvidae - Jay and Crow Family 
 Corvus brachyrhynchos 
  American Crow 
 Corvus corax 
  Common Raven 
 
Hirundinidae - Swallow Family 
 Hirundo rustica 
  Barn Sallow 
 Petrochelidon pyrrhonota 
  Cliff Swallow 
 Stelgidopteryx serripennis 
  Northern Rough-winged Swallow 
  
Troglodytidae - Wren Family 
 Salpinctes obsoletus 
  Rock Wren 
 Thryomanes bewickii 
  Bewick's Wren 
 
Trochilidae – Hummingbirds 
  Calypte anna  
  Anna's Hummingbird 
 
Cuculidae - Cuckoos  
 Geococcyx californianus 
  Greater Roadrunner 
 
Emberizidae - Sparrow Family 
 Pipilo crissalis 
  California Towhee 
 Pipilo maculates 
  Spotted Towhee 
 Melospiza melodia 
  Song Sparrow 
 
Grosbeak and Bunting Family 
 Passerina caerulea 
  Blue Grosbeak 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Icteridae - Blackbird, Cowbird and Oriole Family 
 Icterus cucullatus 
  Hooded Oriole 
 Icterus bullockii 
  Bullock’s Oriole 
 
Fringillidae - Finch Family 
 Carpodacus mexicanus 
  House Finch 
 Carduelis psaltria 
  Lesser Goldfinch 
 Carduelis tristis 
  American Goldfinch 
 
CLASS MAMMALIA – MAMMALS 
 
Canidea-Wolves and Foxes 
 Canis latrans 
  Coyote 
 
Leporidae - Rabbits and Hares  
 Sylvilagus audubonii  
  Desert Cottontail 
 
Sciuridae-Squirrels 
  Otospermophilus beecheyi  
  California ground squirrel 
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ProLogis, 115.3 acre site, Moreno Valley, CA 

 

 
Ruderal vegetation present in the south central portion of the project site. 
  

 
Eroded channel on the western portion of the project site. 
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ProLogis, 115.3 acre site, Moreno Valley, CA 

 

Southern portion of the eastern drainage channel. 
 

 
Central portion of the eastern drainage channel. 
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ProLogis, 115.3 acre site, Moreno Valley, CA 

 

Eucalyptus tree with raptor nest present along the eastern drainage. 
 

 
Central portion of the project site with agriculture (citrus) and ruderal vegetation. 
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Riverside County Attachments E-3 and E-4



Attachment D

NOTIFICATION TO COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE OF CONSULTANT
TO PREPARE ARCHAEOLOGICAL OR  BIOLOGICAL REPORT

Notification to the County of Riverside is hereby made that , (project
sponsor), has entered into a contract with  (consulting firm) for the
preparation of an (• ) biological, (• ) archaeological report to be submitted to the County of Riverside in
satisfaction of a request made by the County for additional environmental information prior to completion of an environmental
assessment for the property and development proposal, described below:

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) (APN) [*Required]:_______________________________________________

Development Proposal Case Number(s) [*Required]: ______________________________________________

In accordance with the notice of additional environmental information provided by the County, the scope of work for the
report will be as follows:

For Archaeological Reports (Standardized - Check those that apply):
_____ Phase 1     _____Phase 2                 _____Phase 3               _____Phase 4

For Biological Reports (check all that apply):
� General Biological Assessment � Rare plant survey for species___________________
�    Jurisdictional Waters/Wetlands Delineation � Focused survey for species ____________________
�    Habitat Assessment for species _______________ � Other: Describe ___________________________

Both the Consultant and the project sponsor acknowledge that the consultant may not submit reports to the County for use in
completing initial environmental assessments or EIRs for development proposals unless the consultant has been previously
qualified by the County to submit such reports and unless the consultant has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with the County governing the preparation and handling of such reports.  The project sponsor hereby acknowledges
that they have been furnished a copy of the MOU, have read it, and understand the responsibilities of both the County and the
consultant as set forth therein.

Project sponsor acknowledges that the report for which notification is hereby made is the:

_______________1st,_______________2nd or _______________ (specify number) archaeological, or biological report
for which contractual arrangements have been made under the direction of the project sponsor for the property described
above.

PROJECT SPONSOR AND CONSULTANT are to execute the following:
I hereby affirm that all information provided above, is, to the best of my knowledge, true, correct, and complete.

Project sponsor: _ProLogis____________________________ Dated:_August 10, 2011____________________

Consultant: _________________________________ Dated: _____________________

Note: Send Attachment D at the time contract is entered and with the final  Biological or Archaeological Report. 
A Riverside County Planning Department “Date Received” stamp hereon shall acknowledge receipt of this Notice by the
County.   * Required for project processing.  If case number not known, contact County Planning Dept. If no development
case has yet been filed with County, write “No Case”.  An additional County fee may be assessed to project if no case
number is provided on this form.
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Attachment E-3

BIOLOGICAL REPORT SUMMARY SHEET
(Must be attached to biological report)

Applicant Name: ____________________________________________________________________________
Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) (APN):___________________________________________________
APN cont. : ________________________________________________________________________________
Site Location:  Section:__________ Township: ________________ Range: _________________
Site Address: ______________________________________________________________________________
Related Case Number(s): _____________________________________________   PDB Number:_________

Check
ITEM(S)
Habitat

Assessment

Check
ITEM(S)

* Focused
Survey

SPECIES or HABITAT OF CONCERN

(Circle whether a potential
for significant impact to

species or resource exists **)

Arroyo Southwestern Toad Yes No

 Drainages/Waters of U.S. Yes No

Coachella Valley Fringed-Toed Lizard Yes No

Coastal California Gnatcatcher Yes No

Coastal Sage Scrub Yes No

Delhi Sands Flower-Loving Fly Yes No

Desert Pupfish Yes No

Desert Slender Salamander Yes No

Desert Tortoise Yes No

Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard Yes No

Least Bell’s Vireo Yes No

Oak Woodlands Yes No

Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Yes No

Riverside Fairy Shrimp Yes No

Santa Ana River Woolystar Yes No

San Bernardino Kangaroo Rat Yes No

Slender Horned Spineflower Yes No

Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Yes No

Vernal Pools Yes No

ProLogis
488-330-011:-013, 488-330-017:-019, -022:-024

SR 60 and Petit St., Moreno Valley, CA
3 West2 3 South

PA07-0083



Check
ITEM(S)
Habitat

Assessment

Check
ITEM(S)

* Focused
Survey

SPECIES or HABITAT OF CONCERN

(Circle whether a potential
for significant impact to

species or resource exists **)

Wetlands Yes No

Riparian Habitat Yes No

Burrowing Owl Yes No

Bighorn Sheep Yes No

Red-legged Frog Yes No

Other Yes No

Other Yes No

Other Yes No

Other Yes No

Other Yes No

* Focused Survey: a) Survey on a listed species performed per USFWS or CDFG protocol by licensed individual (i.e., CaGn,
SKR,  QCB), OR b) For non-listed spp., survey performed per protocol recognized by USFWS or CDFG, or other applicable
agency (i.e., Burrowing Owl), OR c) For jurisdictional waters, wetlands, & riparian areas, following protocol of  U.S.Army
Corp of Engineers.

** Species of concern are any unique, rare, endangered, or threatened species; species used to delineate wetlands and
riparian corridors;  and  any hosts, perching, or food plants used by any animals listed as rare, endangered, threatened or
candidate species by either State or Federal regulations, or those tracked by the California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB).

I declare under penalty of perjury that the information provided on this summary sheet is in accordance with the information
provided in the biological report.

Signature and  Title                        Date Report Prepared

10(a) Permit Number (if applicable)           10(a)  Permit Expiration Date

Attachment E-3  Page 2 of 2

County Use Only
Received by:__________________________________________________  Date:____________

PD-B#__________________ Related Case #:_____________________________________
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Senior Biologist					    

27138
Typewritten Text

27138
Typewritten Text

27138
Typewritten Text

27138
Typewritten Text



Attachment E-4

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST 
FOR BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

(Must be attached to report)

APN *: _______________________________Riverside County Case No.*: ___________EA
Number:_________

Wildlife & Vegetation
Potentially   | Less than Significant |    Less than | No
Significant   | with Mitigation          |    Significant | Impact
Impact       | Incorporated          |    Impact           |

(Check the level of impact that applies to the following questions)

a)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state conservation plan?

• • • •
b)   Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any endangered, or
threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title
50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)?

• • • •
c)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Wildlife Service?

• • • •
d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

• • • •
e)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local
or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

• • • •
f)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act or Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal,
etc.)  through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

• • • •
g)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?

• • • •

h) Create any impact which is individually limited, but cumulatively considerable. "Cumulatively considerable"
means that the incremental effects of an individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects as defined
in Section 15130 (14 Calif. Code of Regs).

• • • •

* Required

E-4.1

PA07-0083488-330-011:-013, 488-330-017:-019, -022:-024



Attachment E-4

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST 
FOR BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Findings of Fact:

Proposed Mitigation:

Monitoring Recommended:

Prepared By:________________________________________       Date:______________

County Use Only
Received by:__________________________________________________Date:____________

PD-B#__________________ Related Case #:

E-4.2

Burrowing owls were not observed during a focused survey.  Eastern drainage has some riparian/riverine habitat as defined by the 
MSHCP, but is highly disturbed by non-native vegetation and trash. 

30-day pre-construction survey for burrowing owl  
Nesting bird survey if clearing and grubbing occurs Feb 1 to August 31

None

    Mikael Romich                           July 12, 2011
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

This	report	provides	regulatory	information,	methods,	and	results	for	a	routine‐level	delineation	of	
jurisdictional	waters	and	wetlands	potentially	impacted	by	the	Prologis	Eucalyptus	Project.		The	
purpose	of	the	delineation	is	to	assess	the	limits	of	state	and	federal	jurisdiction	within	and	adjacent	
to	the	project	site	to	support	the	resource‐agency	permitting	process.		This	wetland	delineation	
report	describes	the	resources	subject	to	regulation	by	the	U.S.	Army	Corps	of	Engineers	(USACE),	
Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	(RWQCB),	California	Department	of	Fish	and	Game	(CDFG).		

1.1 Project Site Location 
The	project	site	consists	of	approximately	121.33	acres	which	are	identified	as	Assessor’s	Parcel	
Numbers	(APNs)	488‐330‐011,	‐012,	‐013,	‐017,	‐018,	‐019,	‐022,	‐023,	and	‐024.		Pettit	Street	forms	
part	of	the	western	boundary,	Fir	Avenue	forms	part	of	the	southern	boundary,	the	Moreno	Valley	
Freeway	(SR	60)	forms	the	northern	boundary,	and	Quincy	Channel	borders	the	eastern	boundary.		
The	project	site	is	located	in	Township	3	South,	Range	3	West,	and	Section	2	as	mapped	on	the	
Sunnymead	quadrangle	United	States	Geological	Survey	(USGS)	7.5‐minute	topographic	map	(refer	
to	Figure	1).		The	local	vicinity	of	the	proposed	project	site	is	shown	in	Figure	2.	

1.2 Project Description 
The	Prologis	Park	facility	proposes	2,244,638	square	feet	of	industrial	uses.		The	proposed	project	
site	consists	of	approximately	121.29	acres	and	is	located	directly	south	of	SR	60	between	Pettit	
Street	and	Quincy	Street.		Development	in	the	northern	portion	of	the	proposed	project	site,	south	of	
SR	60	and	north	of	Eucalyptus	Avenue,	includes	approximately	1,030,377	square	feet	of	industrial	
space	contained	within	two	buildings.		Development	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	site,	south	of	
Eucalyptus	Avenue,	includes	approximately	1,214,261	square	feet	of	industrial	space	contained	
within	four	buildings.			

Stormwater	runoff	would	be	routed	and	treated	through	and	by	a	combination	of	detention	basins,	
vegetated	swales,	and	sand	filters.		These	detention	basins,	swales,	and	sand	filters	would	also	be	
used	to	detain	the	incremental	increase	in	flows	as	well	as	handle	Water	Quality	Management	Plan	
(WQMP)	treatment	requirements	per	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley.		Landscape	improvements	would	be	
installed	throughout	the	parking	area	and	would	utilize	a	varied	selection	of	low‐water‐demand	
plants	and	include	a	water‐efficient	irrigation	system.		As	part	of	the	proposed	project,	water	quality	
basins	would	be	developed	along	the	southern	portions	of	Building	1,	Building	2,	Building	4,	
Building	5,	and	Building	6.		A	bridge	will	would	also	be	built	across	Quincy	Channel	to	connect	the	
existing	Eucalyptus	Avenue	to	the	adjacent	parcel.		Appendix	C	contains	photographs	of	the	project	
site.		
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1.3 Purpose of and Need for the Project 
The	purpose	of	the	proposed	project	is	to	provide	a	new	facility	that	specializes	in	warehouse	
distribution	services.		Upon	development,	the	proposed	project	would	achieve	the	following:		

 Create	employment‐generating	opportunities	for	the	citizens	of	Moreno	Valley	and	surrounding	
communities;		

 Encourage	industrial	development	as	attractive	and	productive	uses	while	minimizing	conflicts	
with	the	surrounding	existing	uses;		

 Encourage	warehouse	distribution	services	that	take	advantage	of	the	area’s	close	proximity	to	
various	freeways	and	transportation	corridors;		

 Provide	the	infrastructure	improvements	required	to	meet	project	needs	in	an	efficient	and	
cost‐effective	manner;		

 Encourage	new	development	consistent	with	the	capacity	and	municipal	service	capabilities;		

 Provide	a	high‐quality	and	cost‐effective	movement	of	goods	in	and	through	the	City,	which,	in	
turn,	allows	the	City	to	compete	economically	on	a	domestic	and	international	scale;		

 Provide	oversized	street	and	highway	improvements	that	facilitate	the	movement	of	goods	and	
vehicles	within	and	through	the	City;		

 Provide	industrial	warehouse	facilities	that	meet	the	substantial	and	unmet	demands	of	
businesses	located	in	the	City	and	county;		

 Cluster	industrial	warehouse	uses	near	efficient	access	points	to	the	state	highway	system	to	
reduce	traffic	congestion	on	surface	streets	and	to	reduce	concomitant	air	pollutant	emissions	
from	vehicle	sources;		

 Accommodate	new	development	that	channels	land	uses	in	a	phased,	orderly	manner	and	is	
coordinate	with	the	provision	of	necessary	infrastructure	and	public	improvements;		

 Provide	new	development	that	will	assist	the	City	in	obtaining	fiscal	balance	in	the	years	and	
decades	ahead;		

 Address	community	circulation,	both	vehicular	and	pedestrian,	utilizing	available	capacity	
within	existing	circulation	system,	and	provide	fair	share	improvements	to	various	future‐year	
deficient	intersection	road	segments;		

 Reduce	peak	hour	vehicle	trips	compared	to	existing	General	Plan	land	uses;		

 Reduce	building	energy	consumption	compared	to	existing	General	Plan	land	uses;	and		

 Reduce	water	demand	compared	to	existing	General	Plan	land	uses.	



Figure 1
Regional Vicinity Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  USGS 7.5' Quad, California : Sunnymead (1977)
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Figure 2
Local Vicinity Map

ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  ESRI Streetmap USA (2009)K:\
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Chapter 2 
Methodology 

2.1 Project Research 
Prior	to	the	field	visit,	a	200'‐scale	(1"	=	200')	aerial	photograph	of	the	site	was	obtained	and	
compared	with	the	USGS	7.5‐minute	topographic	quadrangle	to	identify	drainage	features	within	the	
survey	area	as	indicated	from	vegetation	types,	topographic	changes,	or	visible	drainage	patterns.		
The	United	States	Department	of	Agriculture	(USDA)	soil	survey	map	was	reviewed	to	identify	the	
soil	series	that	occur	on	the	project	site.		The	soil	series	mapped	within	the	survey	area	were	
compared	with	the	Field	Office	Official	List	of	Hydric	Soil	Map	Units	for	Riverside	County,	California	
(USDA	1978)	and	the	USDA	Natural	Resources	Conservation	Service	(NRCS)	Soil	Survey	online	map	
to	determine	the	presence	or	absence	and	location	of	designated	hydric	soils.	

2.2 Field Investigation 
ICF	International	(ICF)	Regulatory	Specialists	Katie	Kurtz	and	Amanda	Duchardt	completed	the	
jurisdictional	delineation	on	May	27,	2008.		The	delineation	was	conducted	of	the	entire	project	site	
with	particular	emphasis	on	the	areas	previously	surveyed	in	2005	by	TetraTech,	Inc.	(TetraTech,	
Inc.	2005).		ICF	Regulatory	Specialists	Lesley	Hill	and	Alexis	Kessans	verified	the	field	conditions	
documented	in	the	2008	delineation	report	on	June	30,	2011.		

Methods	for	delineating	federal	wetlands	follow	the	guidelines	set	forth	by	the	USACE	
(Environmental	Laboratory	1987).		The	routine	onsite	determination	method	can	be	used	to	gather	
field	data	at	potential	wetland	areas	for	most	projects.		Visual	observations	of	vegetation	types	and	
hydrology	are	used	to	locate	areas	for	evaluation.		At	each	evaluation	area,	several	parameters	are	
considered	to	determine	whether	the	sample	point	is	within	a	wetland.		Three	criteria	normally	
must	be	fulfilled	in	order	to	classify	an	area	as	a	jurisdictional	USACE	wetland:	1)	a	predominance	of	
hydrophytic	vegetation,	2)	the	presence	of	hydric	soils,	and	3)	the	presence	of	wetland	hydrology.		
Details	of	the	application	of	these	techniques	are	described	below.	

 Hydrophytic	Vegetation:		The	hydrophytic	vegetation	criterion	is	satisfied	at	a	location	if	
greater	than	50	percent	of	all	the	dominant	species	present	within	the	vegetation	unit	have	a	
wetland	indicator	status	of	obligate	(OBL),	facultative	wetland	(FACW),	or	facultative	(FAC)	
(Environmental	Laboratory	1987).		An	OBL	indicator	status	refers	to	plants	that	have	a	99	
percent	probability	of	occurring	in	wetlands	under	natural	conditions.		A	FACW	indicator	status	
refers	to	plants	that	usually	occur	in	wetlands	(67	to	99	percent	probability)	but	are	
occasionally	found	elsewhere.		A	FAC	indicator	status	refers	to	plants	that	are	equally	likely	to	
occur	in	wetlands	or	elsewhere	(estimated	probability	34	to	66	percent	for	each).		The	wetland	
indicator	status	used	for	this	report	follows	the	National	List	of	Plant	Species	that	Occur	in	
Wetlands:	California	(Region	0)	(U.S.	Fish	And	Wildlife	Service	1988)	

 Hydric	Soils:		The	hydric	soil	criterion	is	satisfied	at	a	location	if	soils	in	the	area	can	be	inferred	
or	observed	to	have	a	high	groundwater	table,	if	there	is	evidence	of	prolonged	soil	saturation,	
or	if	there	are	any	indicators	suggesting	a	long‐term	reducing	environment	in	the	upper	18	
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inches	of	the	soil	profile.		Reducing	conditions	are	most	easily	assessed	using	soil	color.		Soil	
colors	were	evaluated	using	the	Munsell	Soil	Color	Charts	(Kollmorgen	Corporation	1975).		

 Wetland	Hydrology:		The	wetland	hydrology	criterion	is	satisfied	at	a	location	based	upon	
conclusions	inferred	from	field	observations,	which	indicate	that	an	area	has	a	high	probability	
of	being	inundated	or	saturated	(flooded,	ponded,	or	tidally	influenced)	long	enough	during	the	
growing	season	to	develop	anaerobic	conditions	in	the	surface	soil	environment,	especially	the	
root	zone	(Environmental	Laboratory	1987).		

Areas	meeting	all	three	of	these	parameters	are	generally	designated	as	USACE	wetlands.		If	the	
delineator	cannot	confirm	the	presence	of	all	three	parameters,	but	nevertheless	strongly	believes	
the	area	to	be	a	wetland,	supporting	arguments	can	be	added	to	the	delineation	data	sheet	or	report.		
Site	photographs	and	wetland	delineation	data	sheets	are	located	in	Appendix	A	and	Appendix	B,	
respectively,	of	this	delineation	report.			

The	delineation	of	nonwetland	waters	of	the	United	States	(WoUS)was	based	on	indicators	for	the	
ordinary	high	water	mark	(OHWM),	following	established	criteria	of	the	Code	of	Federal	Regulations	
(CFR)	Title	33,	Section	328.3	(33	CFR	328.3[e]).		Specifically,	we	measured	1)	average	OHWM	width	
accurate	to	at	least	the	half	foot	at	points	wherever	clear	changes	in	width	occurred,	and	2)	OHWM	
length	using	drainage	mapping	that	was	confirmed	in	the	field.		The	OHWM	is	defined	in	federal	
regulations	as	“that	line	on	the	shore	established	by	the	fluctuations	of	water	and	indicated	by	
physical	characteristics	such	as	[a]	clear,	natural	line	impressed	on	the	bank,	shelving,	changes	in	
the	character	of	soil,	destruction	of	terrestrial	vegetation,	the	presence	of	litter	and	debris,	or	other	
appropriate	means	that	consider	the	characteristics	of	the	surrounding	areas”	(33	CFR	328.3	[e]).	

Evaluation	of	state	jurisdiction	followed	guidance	in	the	Fish	and	Game	Code,	related	CDFG	
materials,	and	standard	practices	by	CDFG	personnel.		Briefly,	state	jurisdiction	was	delineated	by	
measuring	outer	width	and	length	boundaries	of	state	jurisdiction	(lakes	or	streambeds),	consisting	
of	the	greater	of	either	the	top	of	bank	measurement	(bankfull	width)	or	the	extent	of	associated	
riparian	or	wetland	vegetation.	
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Chapter 3 
Regulatory Background 

3.1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404–
Regulated Activities 

Pursuant	to	Section	404	of	the	CWA,	USACE	regulates	the	discharge	(temporary	or	permanent)	of	
dredged	or	fill	material	into	WoUS,	including	wetlands.		A	discharge	of	fill	material	includes	grading,	
placing	riprap	for	erosion	control,	pouring	concrete,	laying	sod,	and	stockpiling	excavated	material	
into	WoUS.		Activities	that	generally	do	not	involve	a	regulated	discharge	(if	performed	specifically	
in	a	manner	to	avoid	discharges)	include	driving	pilings,	performing	certain	drainage	channel	
maintenance	activities,	constructing	temporary	mining	and	farm/forest	roads,	and	excavating	
without	stockpiling.		

3.1.1 Waters of the United States 

WoUS,	as	defined	in	33	CFR	328.3,	means:	

(1)	 All	waters	that	are	currently	used,	or	were	used	in	the	past,	or	may	be	susceptible	to	use	in	
interstate	or	foreign	commerce,	including	all	waters	that	are	subject	to	the	ebb	and	flow	of	the	
tide.	

(2)	 All	interstate	waters,	including	interstate	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,	
including	any	such	waters:	

(i)	 That	are	or	could	be	used	by	interstate	or	foreign	travelers	for	recreational	or	other	
purposes.	

(ii)	 From	which	fish	or	shellfish	are	or	could	be	taken	and	sold	in	interstate	or	foreign	
commerce.	

(iii)	 That	are	used	or	could	be	used	for	industrial	purpose	by	industries	in	interstate	
commerce.	

(4)	 All	impoundments	of	waters	otherwise	defined	as	WoUS	under	the	definition.	

(5)	 Tributaries	of	waters	identified	in	paragraphs	(1)	through	(4)	of	this	section.	

(6)	 The	territorial	seas.	

(7)	 Wetlands	adjacent	to	waters	(other	than	waters	that	are	themselves	wetlands)	identified	in	
paragraphs	(1)	through	(6)	of	this	section.	

(8)	 WoUS	that	do	not	include	prior	converted	cropland.		Notwithstanding	the	determination	of	
an	area's	status	as	prior	converted	cropland	by	any	other	federal	agency,	for	the	purposes	of	the	
CWA,	the	final	authority	regarding	CWA	jurisdiction	remains	with	EPA.	

Waste	treatment	systems,	including	treatment	ponds	or	lagoons	designed	to	meet	the	requirements	
of	the	Clean	Water	Act	(CWA)	(other	than	cooling	ponds,	as	defined	in	40	CFR	423.11(m),	which	also	
meet	the	criteria	of	this	definition),	are	not	WoUS.	
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The	limit	of	USACE	jurisdiction,	excluding	wetlands	and	tidal	waters,	is	delineated	using	the	OHWM,	
defined	in	CFR	328.3(e)	as:		

…that	line	on	the	shore	established	by	the	fluctuations	of	water	and	indicated	by	physical	
characteristics	such	as	[a]	clear,	natural	line	impressed	on	the	bank,	shelving,	changes	in	the	
character	of	soil,	destruction	of	terrestrial	vegetation,	the	presence	of	litter	and	debris,	or	other	
appropriate	means	that	consider	the	characteristics	of	the	surrounding	areas.	

3.1.2 Wetlands 

Normally,	three	criteria	must	be	satisfied	to	classify	an	area	as	a	jurisdictional	wetland:	(1)	a	
predominance	of	plant	life	that	is	adapted	to	life	in	wet	conditions	(hydrophytic	vegetation);	(2)	
soils	that	saturate,	flood,	or	pond	long	enough	during	the	growing	season	to	develop	anaerobic	
conditions	in	the	upper	part	(hydric	soils);	and	(3)	permanent	or	periodic	inundation	or	soils	
saturation,	at	least	seasonally	(wetland	hydrology)	(Environmental	Laboratory	1987).	

3.1.3 Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 

In	1986,	in	an	attempt	to	clarify	the	reach	of	its	jurisdiction,	USACE	stated	that	Section	404(a)	
extends	to	intrastate	waters	that:	

…(a)	are	or	would	be	used	as	habitat	by	birds	protected	by	migratory	bird	treaties,	or	(b)	are	or	
would	be	used	as	habitat	by	other	migratory	birds	that	cross	state	lines,	or	(c)	are	or	would	be	used	
as	habitat	for	endangered	species,	or	(d)	used	to	irrigate	crops	sold	in	interstate	commerce”	(51	
Federal	Register	41217).	

As	a	result	of	the	2001	Solid	Waste	Agency	of	North	Cook	County	(SWANCC)	case,	the	U.S.	Supreme	
Court	held	that	USACE	may	not	rely	on	the	Migratory	Bird	Rule	to	establish	a	significant	nexus	to	
interstate	or	foreign	commerce.		Although	no	formal	guidance	was	issued	by	USACE	interpreting	the	
extent	to	which	the	SWANCC	decision	would	limit	jurisdictional	determinations,	in	practice,	USACE	
considers	intrastate	waters	as	WoUS	where	there	is	an	appropriate	connection	to	a	navigable	water	
or	other	clear	interstate	commerce	connection.		Therefore,	WoUS,	including	jurisdictional	wetlands,	
must	show	connectivity	with	(be	tributary	to)	a	navigable	WoUS	to	be	subject	to	USACE	under	
Section	404	of	the	CWA.		

3.1.4 Rapanos v. United States and Carabell v. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers 

In	2006,	the	U.S.	Supreme	Court	issued	an	opinion	regarding	the	extent	of	USACE	jurisdiction	over	
certain	waters	under	Section	404	of	the	CWA.		The	Rapanos‐Carabell	consolidated	decisions	
addressed	the	question	of	jurisdiction	over	attenuated	tributaries	to	WoUS	as	well	as	wetlands	
adjacent	to	those	tributaries.		

On	June	5,	2007,	USACE	and	the	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency	(EPA)	issued	guidance	
related	to	the	Rapanos	decision.		The	guidance	identifies	those	waters	over	which	the	agencies	
(USACE	and	EPA)	will	assert	jurisdiction	categorically	and	on	a	case‐by‐case	basis.		To	summarize,	
USACE	will	continue	to	assert	jurisdiction	over	the	following	features:		

 TNWs	and	their	adjacent	wetlands.	
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 Non‐navigable	tributaries	of	TNWs	that	are	RPWs	(e.g.,	tributaries	that	typically	flow	year‐
round	or	have	a	continuous	flow	at	least	seasonally	[typically	3	months])	and	wetlands	that	
directly	abut	such	tributaries	(e.g.,	not	separated	by	uplands,	berms,	dikes,	or	similar	features).	

For	non‐RPWs,	the	agencies	will	determine	whether	a	“significant	nexus”	exists	with	a	TNW	using	
the	data	found	in	an	Approved	Jurisdictional	Determination	Form	(Approved	JD	Form).		The	purpose	
of	the	significant	nexus	evaluation	is	to	determine	whether	the	existing	functions	of	a	tributary	affect	
the	chemical,	physical,	and/or	biological	integrity	of	a	downstream	TNW.		Tributary	characteristics	
that	are	considered	when	evaluating	whether	a	significant	nexus	exists	include	volume,	duration,	
and	frequency	of	flow;	proximity	to	a	TNW;	and	hydrologic	and	ecologic	functions	performed	by	the	
tributary	and	all	of	its	adjacent	wetlands.		Using	that	information,	the	agencies	may	assert	
jurisdiction	over	the	following	features:		

 Non‐navigable	tributaries	that	do	not	typically	flow	year‐round	or	have	continuous	flow	at	least	
seasonally,	wetlands	adjacent	to	such	tributaries,	and	wetlands	adjacent	to	but	not	directly	
abutting	a	relatively	permanent	non‐navigable	tributary.		

The	agencies	will	typically	not	assert	jurisdiction	over	the	following	features:	

 Swales	or	erosional	features	(e.g.,	gullies	and	small	washes	characterized	by	low	volume	and	
infrequent	or	short‐duration	flows).	

 Ditches	(including	roadside	ditches)	excavated	wholly	in	uplands	and	draining	only	uplands	that	
do	not	carry	a	relatively	permanent	flow	of	water.	

3.1.4.1 Approved Jurisdictional Determinations 

An	Approved	Jurisdictional	Determination	(Approved	JD)	is	an	official	USACE	jurisdictional	
determination.		The	Approved	JD	is	valid	for	5	years	and	can	be	used	and	relied	upon	in	a	CWA	
related	citizen’s	lawsuit	if	its	legitimacy	is	challenged	(except	under	extraordinary	circumstances);	it	
can	also	be	immediately	appealed	(33	CFR	Part	331).		Approved	JDs	are	documented	in	accordance	
with	Regulatory	Guidance	Letter	(RGL)	No.	07‐01	and	require	the	use	of	the	Approved	JD	Form.		
Approved	JDs	are	evaluated	by	USACE	and	EPA.	

Under	the	Rapanos	guidance,	an	Approved	JD	is	required	for	determinations	regarding	isolated	
waters	or	wetlands	and	is	subject	to	review	by	USACE	and	EPA.	

3.1.4.2 Preliminary Jurisdictional Determinations 

USACE	issued	RGL	No.	08‐02	on	June	26,	2008,	which	allows	USACE	to	issue	Preliminary	
Jurisdictional	Determinations	(Preliminary	JDs)	for	a	project.		A	Preliminary	JD	is	a	nonbinding	
written	indication	that	there	may	be	WoUS,	including	wetlands,	on	a	project	site	and	identifies	the	
approximate	location	of	these	features.		Preliminary	JDs	are	used	when	a	landowner,	permit	
applicant,	or	other	affected	party	elects	to	voluntarily	waive	or	set	aside	questions	regarding	CWA	
jurisdiction	over	a	particular	site,	usually	in	the	interest	of	allowing	the	landowner	to	move	ahead	
expeditiously	to	obtain	Section	404	authorization	where	the	party	determines	that	it	is	in	his	or	her	
best	interest	to	do	so.		A	Preliminary	JD	is	not	an	official	determination	regarding	the	jurisdictional	
status	of	potentially	jurisdictional	features	and	has	no	bearing	on	Approved	JDs.		A	Preliminary	JD	
cannot	be	used	to	confirm	the	absence	of	jurisdictional	waters	or	wetlands,	is	advisory	in	nature,	
and	cannot	be	appealed.		It	is	considered	preliminary	because	a	recipient	can	later	request	an	
Approved	JD	if	one	is	necessary	or	appropriate.	
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A	Preliminary	JD	is	documented	using	the	Preliminary	Jurisdictional	Determination	Form.		For	
purposes	of	impact	calculations,	compensatory	mitigation	requirements,	and	other	resource	
protection	measures,	a	permit	decision	made	on	the	basis	of	a	Preliminary	JD	treats	all	waters	and	
wetlands	that	would	be	affected	in	any	way,	except	by	the	permitted	activity,	as	if	they	are	
jurisdictional.		Although	a	Preliminary	JD	may	be	chosen	by	the	applicant,	the	district	engineer	
reserves	the	right	to	use	an	Approved	JD	where	warranted.		

3.2 Regional Water Quality Control Board–Regulated 
Activities 

The	RWQCB	regulates	activities	within	state	and	federal	waters	under	Section	401	of	the	CWA	and	
the	Porter‐Cologne	Act.	

3.2.1 Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

Pursuant	to	Section	401	of	the	CWA:		

…any	applicant	for	a	federal	permit	for	activities	that	involve	a	discharge	to	waters	of	the	United	
States	shall	provide	the	federal	permitting	agency	a	certification	from	the	state	in	which	the	
discharge	is	proposed	that	states	that	the	discharge	will	comply	with	the	applicable	provisions	under	
the	federal	Clean	Water	Act.	

Therefore,	before	USACE	will	issue	a	Section	404	permit,	applicants	must	apply	for	and	receive	
Section	401	water	quality	certification	or	a	waiver	from	the	RWQCB,	as	applicable.		Under	Section	
401	of	the	CWA,	the	RWQCB	regulates	at	the	state	level	all	activities	that	are	regulated	at	the	federal	
level	by	USACE.		Therefore,	RWQCB	jurisdiction	usually	coincides	with	the	jurisdictional	boundaries	
for	WoUS.		However,	if	waters	are	determined	not	to	be	WoUS,	they	may	still	be	subject	to	RWQCB	
jurisdiction	based	on	the	Porter‐Cologne	Act.	

3.2.2 Porter‐Cologne Act 

The	RWQCB	regulates	activities	that	would	involve	“discharging	waste,	or	proposing	to	discharge	
waste,	within	any	region	that	could	affect	waters	of	the	state”	(California	Water	Code	13260[a]),	
pursuant	to	provisions	of	the	state	Porter‐Cologne	Act.		Waters	of	the	State	(WoS)	are	defined	as	
“any	surface	water	or	groundwater,	including	saline	waters,	within	the	boundaries	of	the	state”	
(California	Water	Code	13050	[e]).		Such	waters	may	include	waters	not	subject	to	regulation	under	
Section	404	such	as	isolated	features.		

3.3 California Department of Fish and Game–
Regulated Activities 

Pursuant	to	Sections	1600–1616	of	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code,	CDFG	regulates	any	activity	
that	will	substantially	divert	or	obstruct	the	natural	flow—or	substantially	change	or	use	any	
material	from	the	bed,	channel,	or	bank—of	any	river,	stream,	or	lake.		CDFG	also	regulates	any	
activity	that	will	deposit	or	dispose	of	debris,	wastewater,	or	other	material	containing	crumbled,	
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flaked,	or	ground	pavement	that	may	pass	into	any	river,	stream,	or	lake.		The	applicant	must	notify	
CDFG	prior	to	such	activities	and	obtain	a	Lake	or	Streambed	Alteration	Agreement.	

CDFG	jurisdiction	includes	ephemeral,	intermittent,	and	perennial	watercourses	(including	dry	
washes)	and	lakes	characterized	by	the	presence	of	(1)	definable	bed	and	banks	and	(2)	existing	fish	
or	wildlife	resources.		Furthermore,	CDFG	jurisdiction	is	often	extended	to	habitats	adjacent	to	
watercourses,	such	as	oak	woodlands	in	canyon	bottoms	or	willow	woodlands	that	support	
hydrologic	functions	within	the	riparian	system.		

Water	features	such	as	vernal	pools	and	other	seasonal	swales	where	the	defined	bed	and	bank	are	
absent	and	the	feature	is	not	contiguous	or	closely	adjacent	to	other	jurisdictional	features	are	
generally	not	jurisdictional	under	Section	1602.		CDFG	generally	does	not	assert	jurisdiction	over	
human‐made	water	bodies	unless	they	are	located	where	such	natural	features	were	previously	
located	or	where	they	are	contiguous	with	existing	or	prior	natural	jurisdictional	areas.		
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Chapter 4 
Environmental Setting 

The	following	section	describes	the	topography,	land	use,	vegetation	characteristics,	and	soils	
associated	with	the	project	site.	

4.1 Topography and Land Use 
The	project	site	is	located	in	the	City	of	Moreno	Valley	within	the	Reche/Canyon	Badlands	Area	Plan.		
A	portion	of	the	project	site	is	currently	being	used	as	a	citrus	orchard,	while	the	remainder	of	the	
site	has	been	used	to	grow	dry‐land	grain	crops.		The	project	site	is	primarily	flat	with	eroded	
channels	bordering	the	southern	and	western	boundaries	and	a	drainage	channel	(Quincy	Channel)	
on	the	eastern	boundary.		Quincy	Channel	contains	remnants	of	concrete,	debris,	and	trash.	

4.2 Vegetation Communities 
The	project	site	consists	of	seven	plant	communities:		ruderal,	agricultural,	nonnative	grassland,	
disturbed	mule	fat	scrub,	Non‐native	woodland,	Unvegetated	Streambed	and	Channel‐Upland	
Vegetation	(Figure	5	in	the	DBESP).		

4.2.1 Ruderal 

The	southern	and	western	drainages	are	dominated	by	ruderal	vegetation.		The	ruderal	plant	
community	on	the	project	site	is	dominated	by	weedy	vegetation	that	is	typically	associated	with	a	
past	disturbance.		The	disturbances	that	create	ruderal	areas	are	commonly	a	result	of	
anthropogenic	impacts	and,	in	this	situation,	would	be	attributed	to	past	agricultural	activities.	The	
ruderal	plant	community	is	dominated	by	several	mustard	species	(Brassica	spp.),	annual	bur	
ragweed	(Ambrosia	acanthicarpa),	Russian	thistle	(Salsola	tragus),	cheeseweed	(Malva	parviflora),	
and	nonnative	grass	species.	In	total,	approximately	48.15	acres	of	ruderal	vegetation	was	found	
within	the	study	area.	

4.2.2 Agriculture 

The	northern	and	eastern	55.67	acres	of	the	study	area	is	occupied	by	citrus	trees	(orange	and	
grapefruit)	that	have	been	left	unmanaged	and	continue	to	flourish.		

4.2.3 Nonnative Grassland 

Nonnative	grassland	(NNG),	a	prevalent	community	throughout	California,	is	generally	characterized	
by	a	dense‐to‐sparse	cover	of	nonnative,	annual	grasses	often	associated	with	numerous	weedy	
species,	as	well	as	some	native	annual	forbs,	such	as	wildflowers	that	emerge	especially	in	years	of	
plentiful	rain.	Seed	germination	occurs	with	the	onset	of	winter	rains.	Some	plant	growth	occurs	in	
winter,	but	most	growth	and	flowering	occurs	in	the	spring.	Plants	then	die	in	the	summer	and	
persist	as	seeds	in	the	uppermost	layers	of	soil	until	the	next	rainy	season.	Dominant	plant	genera	
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typically	found	within	NNG	include	bromes	(Bromus	spp.),	wild	oats	(Avena	spp.),	fescues	(Vulpia	
spp.),	and	barleys	(Hordeum	spp.).	

NNG	occurred	on	18.45	acres	in	the	southern	portion	of	the	project	site.	Due	to	the	presence	of	wild	
oat	species,	this	may	have	been	part	of	an	agricultural	crop	in	the	past.	

4.2.4 Disturbed Mule Fat Scrub 

The	eastern	drainage	is	heavily	disturbed	and	contains	a	number	of	nonnative	species,	including	
Peruvian	pepper	(Schinus	molle),	tree	tobacco	(Nicotiana	glauca),	castor	bean	(Ricinus	communis),	
eucalyptus	(Eucalyptus	spp.),	and	tree	of	heaven	(Ailanthus	altissima).		However,	patches	of	mule	fat	
(Baccharis	salicifolia),	a	few	walnuts	(Juglans	californica),	and	one	Goodding’s	black	willow	tree	
(Salix	gooddingii)	also	occur	within	the	drainage.		There	are	large	amounts	of	trash	within	and	
adjacent	to	the	drainage.		In	total,	approximately	4.59	acres	of	disturbed	mule	fat	vegetation	occurs	
on	the	project	site.		

4.2.5 Non‐Native Woodland 

Several	patches,	comprising	approximately	0.06	acre	of	non‐native	woodland	occur	within	and	
adjacent	to	the	degraded	drainage	channel.	These	consist	of	eucalyptus	trees	and	Peruvian	pepper.					

4.2.6 Unvegetated Streambed 

Several	patches	of	sands	(approximately	0.08	acre)	with	little	to	very	sparse	vegetation	occur	within	
the	drainage	channel	that	occurs	along	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.		For	the	purposes	of	
this	report	these	have	been	classified	as	unvegetated	streambed.		

4.2.7 Channel‐Upland Vegetation 

There	are	several	eroded	channels	that	occur	within	the	project	site	on	the	western	boundary.		
These	are	somewhat	steep	sided	and	are	dominated	by	upland	species,	predominantly	non‐native	
grassland,	that	are	interspersed	with	open,	unvegetated	areas.		For	the	purposes	of	this	report	these	
have	been	classified	as	channel‐upland	vegetation.		This	vegetation	community	comprises	
approximately	0.14	acre	of	the	study	area.	

4.3 Soils 
There	are	four	soils	on	or	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	project	site:	Gullied	land;	San	Emigdio	
loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes;	San	Emigdio	loam,	0	to	2	percent	slopes;	and	San	Emigdio	fine	sandy	
loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes,	eroded	(refer	to	Figure	3).		These	soils	are	consistent	with	field	
observations.		These	soil	types	lack	the	percentage	of	clay	and/or	slope	surface	typically	associated	
with	features	such	as	vernal	pools.		None	of	these	soils	are	identified	on	national	or	local	hydric	soil	
lists	as	hydric	soils	for	the	western	Riverside	region	(USDA	1987,	1992).	

Gullied	land	soils	are	defined	by	NRCS	as	“consisting	of	areas	where	erosion	has	cut	a	network	of	V‐
shaped	or	U‐shaped	channels.		The	areas	resemble	miniature	badlands.		Generally,	gullies	are	so	
deep	that	extensive	reshaping	is	necessary	for	most	uses.		Small	areas	can	be	shown	by	spot	
symbols.		Phases	indicating	the	kind	of	material	remaining	may	be	useful	in	some	places.”	
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San	Emigdio	soils	are	defined	by	NRCS	as	“consisting	of	very	deep,	well	drained	soils	that	formed	in	
dominantly	sedimentary	alluvium.		San	Emigdio	soils	are	on	fans	and	flood	plains	and	have	slopes	of	
0	to	15	percent.		The	mean	annual	precipitation	is	about	15	inches	and	the	mean	annual	air	
temperature	is	about	62	degrees	F.”	
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Chapter 5 
Jurisdictional Delineation Results 

The	following	section	describes	the	jurisdictional	features	and	impacts,	including	findings	related	to	
vegetation	communities,	topography	and	soils,	hydrology,	and	wetlands	for	the	drainage	features	
within	the	survey	area.	

5.1 Jurisdictional Features 

5.1.1 Quincy Channel 

Quincy	Channel	is	located	on	the	eastern	boundary	of	the	project	site.		Quincy	Channel	is	an	eroded	
channel	that	appears	to	be	stormwater	runoff	from	off	site	to	the	north	that	flows	off	site	to	the	
south.	

The	dominant	plant	communities	associated	with	this	feature	within	the	project	boundaries	are	
identified	as	several	mustard	species	(Brassica	spp.),	mule	fat	(Baccharis	salicifolia),	annual	bur	
ragweed	(Ambrosia	acanthicarpa),	Russian	thistle	(Salsola	tragus),	cheeseweed	(Malva	parviflora),	
and	nonnative	grass	species.		The	portion	of	Quincy	Channel	within	the	project	site	does	not	meet	
the	wetland	requirements	for	hydrophytic	vegetation	within	the	OHWM.		USACE	jurisdiction,	as	
indicated	by	the	OHWM,	averaged	between	10	to	20	feet	wide	throughout	this	section	of	the	
drainage.	

Quincy	Channel	was	dry	within	the	proposed	project	area	at	the	time	of	this	study.		However,	the	
feature	contains	an	evidence	of	high	velocity	seasonal	flow	events,	including	drainage	patterns.		
Other	evidence	supporting	wetland	hydrology	within	the	drainage	included	sediment	deposits	and	
drift	deposits.		When	taken	in	context	with	the	vegetation	and	soils	present	in	Quincy	Channel,	these	
indicators	are	more	suggestive	of	flood	flow	hydrology	rather	than	wetland	hydrology.	

As	shown	in	Figure	3,	the	mapped	soil	types	within	this	portion	of	the	drainage	are	San	Emigdio	fine	
sandy	loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes,	eroded;	San	Emigdio	loam,	0	to	2	percent	slopes;	San	Emigdio	
loam,	2	to	8	percent	slopes;	and	Metz	loamy	fine	sand,	sandy	loam	substratum,	0	to	5	percent	slopes	
(USDA	1971).		These	soil	types	are	consistent	with	observations	from	soil	pit	samples	taken	along	
Quincy	Channel.		These	soil	types	are	not	designated	as	local	partially	hydric	soils	(USDA	1987,	
1992).		No	organic	streaking,	high	levels	of	organic	matter	in	the	surface	layer,	or	other	hydric	soil	
indicators	for	sandy	soils	were	observed	in	the	upper	12	inches	of	sample	soil	pits.		The	samples	did	
not	meet	wetland	hydric	soil	criteria.	

Jurisdictional	areas	associated	with	Quincy	Channel	within	or	immediately	adjacent	to	the	project	
site	are	shown	in	Table	1.		The	extent	of	jurisdictional	areas	associated	with	Quincy	Channel	is	
shown	in	Figure	4a.	

As	described	above,	the	portions	of	the	project	within	Quincy	Channel	contain	nonwetland	waters	of	
the	United	States	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	USACE.		The	RWQCB	has	concurrent	jurisdiction	over	
waters	of	the	United	States	as	well	as	isolated	waters;	Quincy	Channel	is	considered	waters	of	the	
state	under	RWQCB	jurisdiction.		Because	of	the	presence	of	a	bed	and	bank	and	the	potential	to	
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support	wildlife	and	aquatic	resources,	Quincy	Channel	is	considered	a	jurisdictional	streambed	
under	the	jurisdiction	of	CDFG.		Jurisdictional	areas	associated	with	Quincy	Channel	are	shown	in	
Table	1	and	Figure	4a.	

5.1.2 Southern Drainage 

The	southern	drainage	is	located	adjacent	to	Pettit	Street	within	the	project	boundaries.		The	
southern	drainage	is	a	continuation	of	the	western	drainage	located	north	of	this	portion	of	the	
project	site.		The	western	drainage	is	an	eroded	channel	that	appears	to	be	stormwater	runoff	from	
the	culverts	located	at	the	intersection	of	Pettit	Street	and	Auto	Mall	Drive.		The	southern	drainage	
begins	at	the	culverts	and	then	meanders	in	a	southeasterly	direction	until	it	meets	with	Quincy	
Channel	near	Cottonwood	Avenue.	

The	dominant	plant	communities	associated	with	this	feature	within	the	project	boundaries	are	
identified	as	several	mustard	species,	annual	bur	ragweed,	Russian	thistle,	cheeseweed,	and	
nonnative	grass	species.		This	drainage	does	not	meet	the	wetland	requirements	for	hydrophytic	
vegetation.		USACE	jurisdiction,	as	indicated	by	the	base	of	the	channel	(OHWM	was	not	apparent),	
averaged	between	8	to	10	feet	wide	throughout	this	section	of	the	southern	drainage.	

The	southern	drainage	appears	to	have	formed	as	the	result	of	a	historic	blowout	associated	with	a	
large	storm	event.		This	drainage	was	dry	within	the	proposed	project	area	at	the	time	of	this	study	
and	contained	no	evidence	of	recent	flow	activity.		When	taken	in	context	with	the	vegetation	and	
soils	present	in	the	southern	drainage,	these	indicators	are	more	suggestive	of	flood	flow	hydrology	
rather	than	wetland	hydrology.			

As	shown	in	Figure	3,	the	mapped	soil	type	within	this	portion	of	the	project	site	is	gullied	land	
(USDA	1971).		This	soil	type	is	designated	as	local	partially	hydric	soil	(USDA	1987,	1992);	however,	
no	organic	streaking,	high	levels	of	organic	matter	in	the	surface	layer,	or	other	hydric	soil	indicators	
were	observed.		The	sample	does	not	meet	wetland	hydric	soil	criteria.	

As	described	above,	the	portions	of	the	project	within	the	southern	drainage	contain	nonwetland	
waters	of	the	United	States	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	USACE.		The	RWQCB	has	concurrent	
jurisdiction	over	waters	of	the	United	States	as	well	as	isolated	waters;	the	southern	drainage	is	
considered	waters	of	the	state	under	RWQCB	jurisdiction.		Because	of	the	presence	of	a	bed	and	
bank	and	the	potential	to	support	wildlife	and	aquatic	resources,	the	southern	drainage	is	
considered	a	jurisdictional	streambed	under	the	jurisdiction	of	CDFG.		Jurisdictional	areas	
associated	with	the	southern	drainage	are	shown	in	Table	1	and	Figure	4b.	

5.1.3 Western Drainage 

The	western	drainage	is	located	adjacent	to	Pettit	Street	within	the	project	boundaries.		The	western	
drainage	is	an	eroded	channel	that	appears	to	be	stormwater	runoff	from	the	culverts	located	at	the	
intersection	of	Pettit	Street	and	Auto	Mall	Drive.		The	western	drainage	begins	at	the	culverts	and	
then	meanders	in	a	southeasterly	direction	until	it	meets	with	the	southern	drainage	near	
Cottonwood	Avenue.	

The	dominant	plant	species	associated	with	this	feature	within	the	project	boundaries	are	identified	
as	several	mustard	species,	annual	bur	ragweed,	Russian	thistle,	cheeseweed,	and	nonnative	grass	
species.		This	drainage	does	not	meet	the	wetland	requirements	for	hydrophytic	vegetation.		USACE	
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jurisdiction,	as	indicated	by	the	base	of	the	channel	(OHWM	was	not	apparent),	averaged	between	8	
to	10	feet	wide	throughout	this	section	of	the	western	drainage.	

The	western	drainage	appears	to	have	formed	as	the	result	of	a	historic	blowout	associated	with	a	
large	storm	event.		The	western	drainage	was	dry	within	the	proposed	project	area	at	the	time	of	
this	study	and	contained	no	evidence	of	recent	flow	activity.		When	taken	in	context	with	the	
vegetation	and	soils	present	in	the	drainage,	these	indicators	are	more	suggestive	of	flood	flow	
hydrology	rather	than	wetland	hydrology.			

As	shown	in	Figure	3,	the	mapped	soil	type	within	this	portion	of	the	project	site	is	gullied	land	
(USDA	1971).		This	soil	type	is	consistent	with	observations	from	soil	pit	samples	along	the	western	
drainage.		This	soil	type	is	designated	as	local	partially	hydric	soil	(USDA	1987,	1992).		No	organic	
streaking,	high	levels	of	organic	matter	in	the	surface	layer,	or	other	hydric	soil	indicators	for	sandy	
soils	were	observed	in	the	upper	twelve	inches	of	the	sample	soil	pit.		The	sample	does	not	meet	
wetland	hydric	soil	criteria.	

As	described	above,	the	portions	of	the	project	within	the	western	drainage	contain	nonwetland	
waters	of	the	United	States	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	USACE.		The	RWQCB	has	concurrent	
jurisdiction	over	waters	of	the	United	States	as	well	as	isolated	waters;	the	western	drainage	is	
considered	waters	of	the	state	under	RWQCB	jurisdiction.		Because	of	the	presence	of	a	bed	and	
bank	and	the	potential	to	support	wildlife	and	aquatic	resources,	the	western	drainage	is	considered	
a	jurisdictional	streambed	under	the	jurisdiction	of	CDFG.		Jurisdictional	areas	associated	with	the	
western	drainage	are	shown	in	Table	1	and	Figure	4c.	

5.2 Proposed Impacts on Jurisdictional Features 
The	proposed	project	would	result	in	both	permanent	and	temporary	impacts	on	Quincy	Channel	
and	two	unnamed	erosional	channels.		These	features	are	subject	to	USACE,	RWQCB,	and	CDFG	
jurisdiction	(Figure	4,	Table	1).	

5.2.1 Proposed Permanent Impacts 

Permanent	impacts	to	Quincy	Channel	would	occur	from	construction	of	a	bridge	(concrete	culvert)	
across	the	drainage	and	installation	of	two	outfall	structures	that	would	outlet	into	the	drainage.		
The	southern	drainage	is	proposed	to	be	partially	impacted	due	to	the	installation	of	a	vegetated	
swale.		Slope	protection	(in	the	form	of	rip	rap)	will	be	installed	within	a	portion	of	the	western	
drainage	for	site	stability.		Project	plans	have	been	included	in	this	document	as	Appendix	C.		Based	
on	the	most	current	project	plans	and	site	boundary	provided	by	Prologis	(June	2011),	
implementation	of	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	permanent	impacts	to	0.051	acre	
(354	linear	feet)	of	nonwetland	waters	of	the	United	States	and	waters	of	the	state	and	0.362	(440	
linear	feet)	of	state	streambed	associated	with	Quincy	Channel	and	the	western	and	southern	
drainages	(Figure	4,	Table	1).	

5.2.2 Proposed Temporary Impacts 

In	addition	to	permanent	impacts,	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	temporary	impacts	to	
0.054	acre	(332	linear	feet)	of	nonwetland	waters	of	the	United	States	and	waters	of	the	state	and	
0.33	acre	(547	linear	feet)	of	state	streambed	associated	with	construction	activities.	
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Access into the bed of Quincy Channel would extend down the west bank from the project site via 
the proposed permanent access road.  Construction within the western and southern drainage 
would occur from the top of the northern bank within the project site.  This temporary impact area 
also includes an upstream and downstream buffer of 25 feet to allow for equipment maneuvering 
within the project site.  Vegetation would be covered in place by sediment within the channel, with 
all temporary impacts to vegetation being minimized to the greatest extent possible.  Any fill 
material used within the project site would be native soil acquired through the initial onsite 
excavations.  Any surplus soil would be disposed of off site. 

Therefore, the proposed project would result in temporary impacts to 0.054 acre (332 linear feet) of 
nonwetland waters subject to USACE/RWQCB jurisdiction.  The proposed project would also result 
in temporary impacts on 0.33 acre of streambed subject to CDFG jurisdiction. 

Table 1. Summary of Onsite Jurisdictional Areas Potentially Impacted by the Proposed Project 
(in Acres)  

Feature 

USACE and RWQCB 
CDFG Nonwetland Waters Wetlands 

Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary Permanent Temporary 
Quincy 
Channel 

0.04 acre 
223 linear 
feet 

0.03 acre 
145 linear 
feet 

- - 0.32 acre 
294 linear 
feet 

0.28 acre 
390 linear 
feet 

Southern 
Drainage 

0.01 acre 
119 linear 
feet 

0.02 acre 
154 linear 
feet 

- - 0.04 acre 
134 linear 
feet 

0.04 acre 
120 linear 
feet 

Western 
Drainage 

0.001 acre 
12  linear 
feet 

0.004 acre 
33 linear 
feet 

- - 0.002 acre 
12 linear 
feet 

0.01 acre 
37 linear 
feet 

Total 
Jurisdiction 

0.051 acre 
354 linear 
feet 

0.054 acre 
332 linear 
feet 

- - 0.362 
acres 
440 linear 
feet 

0.33 acre 
547 linear 
feet 

5.3 Proposed Mitigation 
Due to the highly degraded nature of the jurisdictional features, it is proposed to mitigate at a ratio 
of 2:1 (0.36 acre for CDFG to result in 0.72 acre of mitigation) through the contribution of in-lieu 
fees, in the amount of $75,000, to the Santa Ana Watershed Association (SAWA) for their efforts in 
the invasive removal and ongoing restoration.  Final mitigation will be determined through the 
permitting process.  SAWA is an organization composed of four resource conservation districts 
(RCDs), which include the San Jacinto Basin RCD, Inland Empire RCD, Riverside-Corona RCD, and 
Elsinore-Murrieta-Anza RCD, and the Orange County Water District.  The purpose of SAWA is to 
develop, coordinate, and implement natural resource programs in the Inland Empire and Orange 
County areas.  SAWA’s projects are primarily funded by mitigation fees.  SAWA is highly organized 
and the in-lieu fee program that SAWA operates is well known to the resource agencies.  They have 
been very successful in identifying potential mitigation areas and obtaining permission or rights to 
the lands.  



5'/7'

6'/15' 6'/9.5'

PP13

PP12

33° 56' 3.19" N/
117° 10' 19.79" W

33° 56' 0.63" N/
117° 10' 15.52" W

Figure 4c
Western Drainage

Jurisdictional Impact Map
ProLogis Eucalyptus Project

SOURCE:  ESRI USA Imagery (2007)

K:\
Irv

ine
\G

IS\
Pr

oje
cts

\Pr
oL

og
is\

00
44

2_
11

\m
ap

do
c\F

ig4
c_

We
ste

rn_
Dr

ain
ag

e.m
xd

  J
K  

(08
-04

-11
)

±
0 50 10025

Feet

Legend
Study Area
Permanent Impact
Temporary Impact
Detention Basin
Pipe
Proposed Plans

! Photo Point
USACE/RWQCB Jurisdiction
CDFG Streambed/Riparian

4c
4b

4a



 

Jurisdictional Delineation Report for the  
Prologis Park Moreno Valley Eucalyptus Project Site 

6‐1 
July 2011

ICF 00442.11

 

Chapter 6 
Permits/Agreements Processing 

The	proposed	project	would	result	in	impacts	to	waters	of	the	state	and	state	streambeds;	therefore,	
RWQCB,	and	CDFG	permit	authorization	would	be	required	prior	to	construction.		The	following	
discussion	identifies	the	project‐specific	regulatory	clearance	requirements	of	each	process.		

6.1 United States Army Corps of Engineers Individual 
and Nationwide Permit Programs 

The	proposed	project	would	result	in	permanent	impacts	to	0.051	acre	(354	linear	feet)	and	
temporary	impacts	to	0.054	acre	(332	linear	feet)	of	nonwetland	waters	of	the	United	States.		A	
Nationwide	Permit	(NWP)	39	may	be	issued	for	the	proposed	project	if	permanent	impacts	to	
waters	of	the	United	States	are	less	than	0.50	acre	and	300	linear	feet.		The	District	Engineer	may	
waive	the	300	linear	foot	requirement	if	it	is	determined	that	the	proposed	project	complies	with	all	
other	terms	and	conditions	of	the	NWP	and	adverse	environmental	effects	are	minimal	both	
individually	and	cumulatively.		The	District	Engineer	must	waive	the	limitation	on	stream	impacts	in	
writing	before	the	permittee	may	proceed	with	construction.		If	the	District	Engineer	does	not	waive	
the	linear	foot	requirement	for	the	proposed	project,	an	individual	permit	(IP)	would	be	required.		
Individual	Permits	require	the	USACE	to	issue	a	Public	Notice,	review	a	full	analysis	of	alternatives,	
and	prepare	a	NEPA	document.		The	NWP	process	does	not	require	the	USACE	to	issue	a	Public	
Notice,	review	a	full	analysis	of	alternatives,	or	prepare	a	NEPA	document.	

6.2 Compliance with the Endangered Species Act and 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The	USACE,	in	administering	the	Section	404	permitting	program,	requires	that	any	endangered	
species	or	threatened	species	potentially	affected	by	the	proposed	project	be	reported	with	the	
permit	application,	pursuant	to	the	Endangered	Species	Act.		Therefore,	the	presence	or	absence	of	
all	such	species	must	normally	be	determined	prior	to	submittal	of	the	Section	404	application.	

Numerous	species	of	birds	(special	status	and	non‐special	status)	covered	under	the	federal	
Migratory	Bird	Treaty	Act	(MBTA)	and	similar	state	laws	have	a	reasonable	potential	to	nest	on	and	
within	proximity	to	the	proposed	work	areas.		Removal	of	nesting	habitat	and	disturbances	
associated	with	the	proposed	work	areas—including	noise,	vibration,	and	dust—may	result	in	nest	
failure	of	these	species	if	the	activities	occur	during	active‐nesting	efforts.		These	species	are	
protected	from	similarly	defined	take	under	the	California	Fish	and	Game	Code.		Prohibitions	of	take	
from	both	of	these	native	bird	laws	pose	a	timing	constraint	to	the	project.	
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6.2.1 Presence or Absence of Federally Endangered Species 

Field	surveys	were	conducted	by	ICF	on	May	29,	2008.		The	survey	focused	on	sensitive	biological	
resources	and	included	observations	of	potential	habitat	for	sensitive	species.		In	addition,	a	focused	
survey	and	habitat	assessment	was	conducted	by	ICF	in	June	and	July	2011	for	burrowing	owl	
(Athene	cunicularia	hypugaea).		Refer	to	the	Multiple	Species	Habitat	Conservation	Plan	(MSHCP)	
Consistency	Report	for	the	project	site	(ICF	2011a)	for	additional	information.	

The	proposed	vegetation	clearing	could	potentially	result	in	direct	or	indirect	impacts	to	this	species	
if	they	are	present	on	or	adjacent	to	the	project	site.		Refer	to	the	MSHCP	Consistency	Report	for	the	
project	site	(ICF	2011a)	for	additional	information.	

Impacts	to	Riparian/Riverine	Areas	as	defined	by	the	Western	Riverside	MSHCP	were	addressed	in	
the	Determination	of	Biological	Equivalent	or	Superior	Preservation	(DBSEP)	Report	(ICF	2011b).		
Refer	to	the	DBESP	Report	for	the	project	site	for	additional	information.	

6.3 Compliance with the Historic Preservation Act 
The	USACE,	in	administering	the	Section	404	permitting	program,	requires	that	any	archaeological	
sites	potentially	affected	by	the	proposed	project	be	reported	with	the	permit	application,	pursuant	
to	the	federal	National	Historic	Preservation	Act.		Therefore,	the	presence	of	significant	cultural	
resources	must	be	determined	prior	to	submittal	of	the	Section	404	application.	

6.3.1 Presence or Absence of Cultural Resources 

No	structures	or	unique	features	are	currently	located	within	the	project	limits.		A	reconnaissance	
pedestrian‐survey	for	the	project	side	was	conducted	in	November	2007	(LSA	Associates,	Inc.	2007).		
While	there	is	no	recorded	or	surface	evidence	that	archaeological	resources	are	present	on	site,	the	
project	is	located	in	an	area	with	a	high	potential	of	containing	prehistoric	archaeological	resources.		
Therefore,	a	potential	exists	that	excavation	and	construction	activities	may	uncover	previously	
undetected	prehistoric	or	historic	cultural	resources.		Mitigation	measures	listed	in	the	project’s	
environmental	impact	report	(EIR)	would	reduce	the	potential	impacts	cultural	and	historic	
resources	to	a	less‐than‐significant	level.		Refer	to	the	Prologis	Park	Moreno	Valley	Eucalyptus	EIR	
for	further	information.	

6.4 Compliance with Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act 

In	connection	with	notification	to	the	USACE	under	Section	404	of	the	CWA,	pursuant	to	33	CFR	Part	
330,	a	written	request	for	Section	401	water	quality	certification	must	be	submitted	to	the	RWQCB	
to	ensure	that	no	degradation	of	water	quality	would	result	from	the	proposed	project.		The	RWQCB	
Section	401	certification	must	be	issued	prior	to	commencement	of	any	activity	that	might	affect	
water	quality.		RWQCB	jurisdictional	impact	areas	are	the	same	as	those	described	for	the	USACE.		
There	are	no	isolated	waters	on	the	project	site	that	would	require	issuance	of	a	waste	discharge	
requirement	(WDR)	permit	from	the	RWQCB	under	the	state	Porter‐Cologne	Act.	
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6.5 CDFG 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
The	proposed	project	would	result	in	permanent	impacts	to	0.36	acre	(440	linear	feet)	of	state	
streambeds.		In	addition,	the	proposed	project	would	result	in	temporary	impacts	to	0.33	acre	
(547	linear	feet)	of	state	streambeds	during	construction	activities.		A	CDFG	Section	1602	agreement	
is	required	prior	to	any	alteration	of	a	feature	that	qualifies	as	state	streambed	or	riparian	habitat.	
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PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

 

Photograph: 1 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Quincy Channel; Southeast 

corner of site 
 
Direction: South 
 
Comment: View of Quincy Channel 

immediately south of 
project site; the end of 
existing Eucalyptus Road is 
visible on the left 

Photograph: 2 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Quincy Channel; Southeast 

corner of site 
 
Direction: South 
 
Comment:    View of Quincy Channel 

south (downstream) of 
project site, directly south 
of existing Eucalyptus road 

Photograph: 3 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: South end of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: North 
 
Comment: Patch of mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) in Quincy 
Channel, 100 feet north of 
existing Eucalyptus Road 
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Photograph: 4 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: South end of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: North 
 
Comment: Mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) and pepper tree 
(Schinus molle) in Quincy 
Channel 

Photograph: 5 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: South end of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: Northwest 
 
Comment: Characteristic patch of 

mulefat (Baccharis 
salicifolia) in Quincy 
Channel 

Photograph: 6 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: South end of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: North 
 
Comment: Patch of mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) in Quincy 
Channel 



PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

Photograph: 7 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Quincy Channel 
 
Direction: North 
 
Comment: Patches of vegetation within 

the channel, notice mulefat 
(Baccharis salicifolia) along 
west bank 

Photograph: 8 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Top of west bank of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: Northeast 
 
Comment: View of vegetation from top 

of west bank with walnut 
tree in background 

Photograph: 9 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Middle of Quincy Channel 
 
Direction: East 
 
Comment: Walnut tree and mulefat 

(Baccharis salicifolia) in 
Quincy Channel 
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Photograph: 10 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: West bank of Quincy 

Channel 
 
Direction: East 
 
Comment: Patch of mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) in Quincy 
Channel 

Photograph: 11 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: West bank of Quincy 

Channel  
 
Direction: Southeast 
 
Comment: Patch of mulefat (Baccharis 

salicifolia) in background 

Photograph: 12 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Western Drainage) 
 
Direction:     East 
 
Comment: Erosional feature vegetated 

with non-native grasses 
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Photograph: 13 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Western Drainage) 
 
Direction:     South 
 
Comment: Beginning of erosional 

feature vegetated with non-
native grasses 

Photograph: 14 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Southern Drainage) 
 
Direction:     Southeast 
 
Comment: Erosional feature with non-

native vegetation 

Photograph: 15 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Southern Drainage) 
 
Direction:     South 
 
Comment: Erosional feature with non-

native vegetation 



PROLOGIS EUCALYPTUS PROJECT Photo Log 

  

Photograph: 16 
 
Photo Date: 6-30-2011 
 
Location: Southwest corner of project 

site (Southern Drainage) 
 
Direction:     West 
 
Comment: Erosional feature with non-

native vegetation 
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Wetland Delineation Sheets 











 

 

Appendix C 

Project Site Plans 
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PROLOGIS 
4041 MACARTHUR BLVD., STE 400 
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92660 
PHONE: 949-251-6100 
FAX: 949-852-1679 
E-MAIL: jjachett@prologis.com 
CONTACT: JIM JACHETTA

RGA, OFFICE OF ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN 
15231 ALTON PARKWAY, SUITE 200 
IRVINE, CA 92618 
PHONE: 949-341-0920 
FAX: 949-341-0922 
E-MAIL: dennis@rga-architects.com 
CONTACT: DENNIS ROY

WATER: 
EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
T: 951-413-3480 
 
SEWER: 
EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT 
T: 951-413-3480 
 
ELECTRIC: 
CITY OF MORENO VALLEY / SCE 
T: 951-413-3480 / 909-307-6759

GENERAL NOTES:
1. PROPOSED BUILDINGS ARE 32' CLEAR HEIGHT TO ROOF STRUCTURE.  SEE ELEVATION 
DRAWINGS FOR OVERALL BUILDING HEIGHT. 
 
2. PROPOSED SCREEN WALLS (S.W.) ARE PAINTED CONCRETE, & MIN. HEIGHT OF 12', AND 
VARY UP TO 14' WHERE REQUIRED TO ADEQUATELY SCREEN TRUCK YARD AREAS. 
 
3. PROPOSED FENCES ARE STEEL TUBE CONSTRUCTION AND ARE 8' HIGH. 
 
4. SHADED AREA IS PROPOSED LANDSCAPING AREA.  ALL LANDSCAPE IS IRRIGATED AND 
BOUND BY 6" X 6" CONC. CURB, WITH EXCEPTION OF RAVINE AREAS ARE ONSITE 
STORMWATER RETENTION BASINS, WHICH SHALL COMPLY WITH RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD 
CONTROL REQUIREMENTS. 
 
5. ALL DRIVE AISLES SHOWS ARE FOR 2-WAY TRAFFIC, AND ARE A MIN. OF 26' WIDTH AND 
CLEAR TO SKY. 
 
6. PARKING STALLS ARE 9' X 18', STRIPED PER CITY REQUIREMENTS. 
 
7. MONUMENT SIGNAGE IS NOT PROPOSED AS PART OF THIS PERMIT.  A SEPARATE SIGN 
PROGRAM SHALL BE SUBMITTED AND APPROVED SEPARATELY BY OTHERS. 
 
8. FOR CLARITY, THE PROPOSED FINISH TOPOGRAPHY IS SHOWN ON THE CONCEPTUAL 
GRADING PLAN.  RETAINING WALLS ARE SHOWN ON THIS SITE PLAN. 
 
9. SEE ELEVATION SHEETS FOR HEIGHTENED PARAPET AREAS AT PROPOSED OFFICE 
CORNERS.  FUTURE ROOF-MOUNTED EQUIPMENT WILL BE ADEQUATELY SCREENED BEHIND 
THESE HEIGHTENED PARAPET AREAS. 
 
10. EXISTING ZONING TO BE CHANGED. EXISTING ZONING IS BP, BPX, R15, R5 & RA2. 
 
11. DROUGHT TOLERANT TREES, SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVER SPECIES SHALL BE USED TO 
THE EXTENT POSSIBLE.
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KEYNOTES
1. EXISTING 30' WIDE RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT TO REMAIN. 
 
2. EXISTING 40' WIDE RIGHT OF WAY EASEMENT TO REMAIN FOR FUTURE ENCILLIA STREET. 
 
3. PROPOSED 14' WIDE MULTIPURPOSE TRAIL& SERVICE ACCESS ROAD.  
 
4. NEW BRIDGE CROSSING PER CITY STANDARD PLAN 116. 
 
5. WATER QUALITY BASIN LANDSCAPED TO CITY STANDARDS. 
 
6. 14' MINIMUM LANDSCAPED DEDICATION TO CAL TRANS. 
 
7. DOUBLE ROW OF CITRUS TREES TO MATCH FIRE STATION LANDSCAPING. 
 
8. PAINTED CONCRETE TILT-UP FIRE PUMP HOUSE TO MATCH MAIN BUILDING 
ARCHITECTURE. 
 
9. BUILDING TRANSFORMER SCREENED BY LANDSCAPING OR TRUCK COURT SCREEN WALLS. 
 
10. LUNCH PATIO. 
 
11. BICYCLE RACK AT PRIMARY BUILDING ENTRANCES. 
 
12. DECORATIVE COLORED CONCRETE AT DRIVEWAY CURB CUTS. 
 
13. TYPICAL LANDSCAPED FINGER AT PARKING STALLS: 9'W X 18' WITH 12" WIDE 
CONCRETE CURBS ALONG SIDE AUTO STALLS. 
 
14. TYPICAL AUTO PARKING STALL: 9'W X 18'D OR 16'D+2' OVERHANG. STALLS TO BE 
STRIPED PER CITY STANDARDS.  
 
15. DOUBLE TRASH ENCLOSURE PER CITY STANDARDS 627A & B. 
 
16. GRASSCRETE TYPE PAVING WITH ROLL-CUBRS FOR FIRE DEPARTMENT ACCESS. 
 
17. TEMPORARY BARRIER AT END OF STREET.

000

GAS: 
SOUTHER CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
T: 909-335-7586 
 
TELEPHONE: 
VERIZON 
T: 909-748-6640 
 
CABLE: 
TIME WARNER COMMUNICATIONS 
T: 909-456-3693
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BUILDING 1 BUILDING 2 BUILDING 3 BUILDING 4 BUILDING 5 BUILDING 6 TOTALS
SITE AREA

SQUARE FEET 385,013 1,708,995 370,384 682,092 842,730 770,087 4,759,301
ACRES 8.84 39.23 8.50 15.66 19.35 17.68 109.26

OTHER LOTS (STREET & RAVINE)
SQUARE FEET 524,182 5,283,483
ACRES 12.03 121.29

BUILDING AREA 168,342 862,035 160,106 339,015 390,102 325,038 2,244,638
   

NET COVERAGE 43.72% 50.44% 43.23% 49.70% 46.29% 42.21% 47.16%

AUTO PARKING REQUIRED
10,000 SF OFFICE @ 4/1000 40 40 40 40 40 40
10K - 20K OFFICE @ 4/1000 - 40 - 40 40 40
0 - 20K WH @ 1/1000 20 20 20 20 20 20
20K - 40K WH @ 1/2000 10 10 10 10 10 10
40K + WH @1/4000 30 201 28 70 83 66
TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED 100 311 98 180 193 176 1,058

AUTO PARKING PROVIDED 103 314 114 194 193 179 1,097
BICYCLE PARKING REQD./PROVIDED 5 16 5 9 10 9 54

TRUCK DOCK POSTIONS PROVIDED 21 143 20 36 53 53 326
TRUCK TRIALER PARKING PROVIDED 22 169 24 37 60 60 372

LANDSCAPE REQD @ 10% OF NET SITE 38,501 170,900 37,038 68,209 84,273 77,009 475,930
LANDSCAPE PROVIDED 67,001 258,190 73,756 128,965 199,596 175,429 902,937

17.40% 15.11% 19.91% 18.91% 23.68% 22.78% 18.97%
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