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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The purpose of this Initial Study (IS) is to determine if the proposed Specific Plan will result
in significant adverse impacts to the environment. The approximately 1,600-acre Specific
Plan (the project), entitled “The Preserve,” would provide for the construction of
approximately 818 single-family residential units, approximately 1,184 multi-family
residential units, and an additional 1,410 retirement community residential units.
Residential uses within the Specific Plan will occupy approximately 730 acres. The project
land use concept also provides for approximately 100 acres (1,127,000 sq. ft.) of commercial
development, five (5) community parks on a total of approximately 41.4 acres, and an
elementary/middle school site, totaling approximately 33.6 acres. The remainder of the
Specific Plan area (approximately 583.6 acres) would remain undeveloped and preserved
as Open Space. Please refer also to IS Section 2.0, “Project Description.”
This IS was prepared pursuant to Section 15063 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines and evaluates potential short-term and long-term impacts associated
with implementation and occupation of the project. The City of Beaumont will annex the
project site from Riverside County, and will act as the Lead Agency under CEQA.
Although this IS was prepared with consultant support, all analyses, conclusions, findings
and determinations made in the IS fully represent the independent judgment and position
of the City of Beaumont.
The City has the authority to review and adopt all proposed and necessary discretionary
actions, and approve the Specific Plan. This IS is intended to be an informational document
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providing the City of Beaumont decision-makers, other public agencies, and the public with
an objective assessment of the potential environmental impacts that could result from
development and operation of the project.
1.2

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This Initial Study includes the following sections:
1.0 Introduction: This section describes the CEQA context for the IS for the project,
the format of the IS, and summarizes the findings of the IS;
2.0 Project Description: This section describes the components and context of the
proposed Specific Plan;
3.0 Environmental Analysis: This section includes the project Environmental
Checklist Form (Checklist), based on the format suggested in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines. This section provides responses and substantiating discussions
for each question on the Checklist regarding the possible environmental impacts of
the project;
4.0 Determination: This section responds to the IS Checklist questions relating to
mandatory findings of significance, and presents the determination regarding the
appropriate environmental document for the project.
1.3

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The environmental analysis in this document indicates that the project could have a
significant effect on the environment. On the basis of this finding, an EIR will be prepared
for the project and all related actions. Of the environmental parameters evaluated in this
Initial Study, some were determined to result in “no impact” or a “less than significant
impact” and will not be evaluated further in the EIR, consistent with Sections 15128 and
15143 of the CEQA Guidelines.
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Based on the analysis presented in this IS, “The Preserve” Specific Plan EIR will consider
potential effects of the project under the following environmental topics:
• Aesthetics
• Air Quality
• Biological Resources
• Cultural Resources
• Geology and Soils
• Hydrology and Water Quality
• Land Use and Planning
• Noise
• Population and Housing
• Public Services
• Transportation and Circulation
• Utilities and Service Systems
1.4

DISPOSITION OF THIS DOCUMENT

This IS will be circulated by the City of Beaumont for 30 days for public and agency review.
Comments received on the IS will be considered during the preparation of an EIR. The EIR
will include the IS and all comments received on the IS; and will be circulated for public
review and comment.
The potential environmental effects of the project will be evaluated in an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) consistent with Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines. The purpose for
selecting this type of EIR is to ensure environmental clearance for the construction and
operation of the project. As outlined in Section 15161, the EIR will "...focus primarily on
the changes in the environment that would result from the development of the project. The
EIR shall examine all phases of the project including planning, construction, and
operation.”
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While there are many steps to be completed in the EIR process, three key phases can be
identified for persons not familiar with the CEQA process.
1)

Preliminary Review. During this phase, the project developer and their consultants
meet with City staff, environmental resource agencies, members of the general
public and utility and community service providers to evaluate the potential
impacts of the project and to determine a range of alternatives to achieve the
objectives of the project.

2)

Preparation of Project Initial Study. The enclosed Initial Study was prepared during
this second phase for the project. The results of the Initial Study are used by the
Lead Agency, in this case the City of Beaumont, to determine the type of
environmental document necessary to clear the project through CEQA. A 30-day
review period for the Initial Study has been established so the general public can
present comments to the lead Agency for consideration in the Draft EIR.

3)

Preparation of Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports. During the third phase,
a Draft Environmental Impact Report is prepared. The Draft EIR further evaluates
specific issues addressed in the Initial Study and those comments received from the
general public during the Initial Study review period. Where necessary, additional
technical studies will be prepared. Upon completion of the Draft EIR, a 45-day
public review period of the Draft EIR begins. Written comments on the Draft EIR
will be required to be sent to the Lead Agency for further evaluation. Formal
Responses to Comments will be prepared addressing these concerns, and presented
in a Final EIR. The Final EIR will also include a summary of project findings and
mitigation measures, as appropriate. Ultimate certification of the EIR would come
only after final consideration by the Lead Agency, in this case, the Beaumont City
Council.
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The public is encouraged to contact the City of Beaumont’s Community Development
Department for specific questions regarding the CEQA process and how it is being
administered for the project.
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2.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1

PROJECT LOCATION

Presented below are brief descriptions of the Project location as considered from regional,
vicinity, and local perspectives.
2.1.1

Regional Location

The regional location of the Project is presented at Figure 2.1-1. The Project site is presently
located within unincorporated Riverside County, southerly of State Route 60 (SR-60), and
westerly of State Route 79 (SR-79). The downtown area of the City of Beaumont is located
approximately two (2) miles northeasterly of the Project site, and incorporated areas of the
City currently bound portions of the Specific Plan area to the north and east. The entire
Specific Plan area lies within the City of Beaumont Sphere of Influence (SOI). Annexation
proposed by the Project would extend the City boundary southerly, encompassing the
proposed Specific Plan area.
The City of Beaumont is located in the north-central part of Riverside County, in the San
Gorgonio Pass (Pass) area between the central Inland Empire, comprised of the
metropolitan Riverside/San Bernardino County area to the west, and the Coachella Valley
to the east. Interstate 10 (I-10), SR-60, SR-79, and the Southern Pacific Railroad, all cross
over the Pass in this part of Beaumont. West of Beaumont proper, SR-60 connects with I-10.
SR-60 provides linkages between the urban center of the City of Beaumont and the cities
of Riverside and Moreno Valley.
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Figure 2.1-1
Regional Location
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On a regional basis, SR-60 connects the City of Beaumont to the urbanized areas of Orange
County and Los Angeles County via I-15 and I-215. Further north, I-15 traverses San
Bernardino County as it links the Southern California area to the State of Nevada.
The City of Banning abuts Beaumont to the east, and the unincorporated community of
Cherry Valley lies to the north. The City of Calimesa lies northwesterly of Beaumont.
2.1.2

Project Vicinity

The Project site and vicinity properties are presented at Figure 2.1-2. The proposed Specific
Plan area in total comprises approximately 1,600 acres, in a “stepped” rectangular
configuration, extending approximately 3.25 miles south/southeasterly from SR-60 and the
City of Beaumont. The Specific Plan will be implemented in two (2) phases, coordinated
with the availability of supporting roadways and infrastructure improvements. The first
phase will be realized in the northerly portion of the Specific Plan, and will provide for
establishment of approximately 265 detached single-family residences and up to 802 multifamily attached residential units.

The second development phase, comprising the

remainder of the Project will establish up to 2,345 additional dwelling units, to include up
to 553 detached single family residences, up to 382 attached multi-family residential units,
and 1,410 retirement community residential units.
The Specific Plan, (approximately 1,600 acres) provides for contiguous commercial,
residential, school, park/recreation, and open space uses. Connected to these areas by
proposed Potrero Boulevard, and located approximately 1/4 mile to the east, the Specific
Plan also includes a non-contiguous 111-acre site providing for development of singlefamily residences.
SR-79 exists in a northeasterly/southwesterly alignment, approximately 3/4 mile easterly
of the proposed Specific Plan area. SR-79 connects to I-10 approximately 1.5 miles
northeasterly of the Project. SR-60, comprising the northerly limits of the Project, connects
with I-10 approximately one (1) mile easterly of the proposal.
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Northerly of the Project site, within the City of Beaumont, properties are either developed
with, or proposed for, characteristically urban uses. The remainder of properties adjacent
to, or abutting the Project site are largely undeveloped and rural in character.
2.2

BACKGROUND AND PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS

As presented in Figure 2.2-1, the Project site has historically experienced only limited
development pressures, and has existed primarily in an undeveloped condition. In 1998,
the majority of the Project area was burned in a wildland fire. Consequently, vegetation
within the predominance of the Project site is only recently established. A small portion
of the Project site adjacent to SR-60 was not affected by the 1998 fire.
The subject site is located between Lamb Canyon to the east, and Laborde Canyon to the
west. The San Jacinto Valley lies approximately four (4) miles southerly of the Project site.
The central Specific Plan area is dominated by a high plateau, approximately 2,250 feet
above Mean Sea Level (MSL) with localized areas of approximately 2,730 feet MSL. On all
sides and in all directions, this plateau is dissected by radial canyons and ravines. A large
southerly-draining canyon exists in the westerly area of the Project site. The northerly
portions of the Project site, abutting the City of Beaumont, are essentially flat. Within this
area, Cooper’s Creek, a perennial blue-line stream, flows in a westerly direction. Flows
within Cooper’s Creek are sourced at least in part by treated effluent from the Beaumont
Wastewater Treatment Plant, located upstream and easterly of the Project site.
2.3

PROPOSED PROJECT

Within the context of the proposed Specific Plan, the Project will implement residential,
commercial, recreational, open space, and school uses. In general, developed areas of the
Specific Plan take advantage of favorable terrain and are located proximate to existing or
proposed major roadways and infrastructure systems.
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For descriptive purposes, Specific Plan land uses are generally characterized as “SingleFamily Detached Residential,” “Multi-Family Attached Residential,” “Retirement
Community Residential,” “School Site,” “Commercial,” “Parks/Recreation,” and “Open
Space,” as presented in Figure 2.3-1, “Specific Plan Land Use Concept Plan.” Allocation
and proposed ultimate buildout of proposed land uses are presented in Table 2.3-1,
“Specific Plan Land Use Summary.” Scope and characteristics of proposed land uses are
presented in subsequent discussions.

Table 2.3-1
Specific Plan Land Use Summary
Phase I

Phase II

Land Use

Total
Acres

Units

Acres

Units

Single-Family Detached

78.1

265

210.7

553

818

M ulti-Family Attached

61.6

802

27.5

382

1,184

-

-

352.1

1,410

1,410

139.7

1,067

590.3

2,345

3,412

-

-

100.0

-

100.0

Parks

11.9

-

29.5

-

41.4

Open Space

49.2

-

534.4

-

583.6

School

-

-

33.6

-

33.6

M ajor Streets

-

-

-

-

116.8

Retirement Community Units
Residential Total
Commercial

Sources: “The Preserve” Specific Plan Land Use Plan Concept, Rox Consulting Group, February 2005; Applied Planning, Inc.

2.3.1

Residential Uses

As indicated in Table 2.3-1 and the Specific Plan Land Use Concept Plan, a variety of
residential densities and product types occur throughout the Project area. In general,
densities decrease from north to south across the Project, with the highest density
residential uses located on the most favorable terrain, adjacent to major roadways, and
proximate to existing or proposed services.
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Approximately 730 acres of the total Specific Plan area would be developed with residential
uses. A total of approximately 3,412 residential units are proposed by the Project. Of this
total, approximately 818 units, would be detached, single-family dwellings and 1,184 units
would be constructed in duplex, 6-plex, and 8-plex configurations. The remaining 1,410
units would be constructed as retirement community units.
Single-Family Detached Residential Uses
As indicated in the Specific Plan Land Use Concept Plan, seven (7) single-family planning
areas or neighborhoods are proposed within the Specific Plan, each characterized generally
by prevailing minimum lot sizes. In general, higher density single family areas are located
in northerly areas of the Project exhibiting more favorable terrain, with larger lot sizes
prevailing in more sensitive southerly areas affected by terrain, open space, and biologic
considerations.
Multi-Family Attached Residential Uses
The Specific Plan land use concept identifies five (5) attached residential use areas or
neighborhoods. Attached residential uses are located in areas with favorable terrain, and
adjacent to major roadways, facilitating access to these higher density residential areas.
Retirement Community Residential Uses
The Specific Plan land use concept identifies eight (8) retirement community residential use
areas or neighborhoods. These neighborhoods are located in the central and southern
portions of the residential areas, bordered to the south by open space.
2.3.2 Commercial Uses
Along the northerly Project boundary adjacent to SR-60, approximately 100 acres (1,127,000
sq. ft.) are allocated for commercial uses. Commercial uses proposed by the Project are
appropriately located adjacent to major transportation corridors (existing SR-60, proposed
Willow Springs Road, and proposed 4th Street).

The Project commercial land uses

represent a westerly continuation of commercial land uses proposed within the easterly
adjacent Rolling Hills Specific Plan, and reflect commercial land use designations existing
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opposite the Project site, across SR-60. Commercial land uses in locations proposed by the
Project will act to screen southerly adjacent residential uses from noise, air emissions, and
light and glare impacts generated by traffic traveling along SR-60.
2.3.3

School Use

Subject to acceptance by the Beaumont Unified School District (BUSD), a site to
accommodate both an elementary and middle school is proposed within the Project area.
All facilities within proposed school site would be implemented pursuant to State and
BUSD requirements and policies.
The 33.6-acre site is proposed in the central portion of the Specific Plan, adjacent to
proposed Potrero Boulevard.

Central location of this facility adjacent to a major

transportation corridor facilitates access to, and full and efficient use of proposed school
uses.
2.3.4

Parks/Recreation Uses

Five (5) areas within the Specific Plan are identified as neighborhood/ community park
sites. Two centrally located parks (5.0 and 6.0 acres) connect with a 0.9-acre linear
greenbelt. A five (5) acre active recreation area is located proximate to the retirement
community areas. The largest park is 24.5 acres and is located in the southern portion of
the Specific Plan area. Distributed throughout the Specific Plan proximate to residential
uses, these park sites are anticipated to accommodate both passive and active recreation
uses. Typical improvements will include multi-use play fields, picnic facilities, “par”
courses, turfed open areas, parking, and restrooms.
2.3.5

Access/Circulation

Regional and vicinity access to the Specific Plan is provided by SR-60, which exists in an
east-west alignment northerly of the Project. Approximately bisecting the Specific Plan in
a northeast-to-southwest alignment, proposed Potrero Creek Boulevard will serve as a
major connecting road between proposed Specific Plan land uses. It will also serve as a
regional transportation link connecting SR-60 with a proposed off-site augmented major
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road that will connect with SR-79, Lamb Canyon Road. In the northerly Project area,
proposed Willow Springs Road and 4th Street traverse the Specific Plan in east-west
alignments, providing access between Project land uses, and serving as regional/vicinity
connections between the City, existing and proposed land uses westerly of the City, and
vicinity/regional highway systems.
On-site traffic will be conveyed by a hierarchical roadway system consisting of secondary
and collector roadways. One looped collector road serving residential areas in the central
portion of the Project will connect to proposed Potrero Boulevard at three (3) controlled
intersections. An additional loop collector will serve the southern section of the residential
area.
Consistent with local and regional transportation management plans and related air quality
policies, the Specific Plan will also incorporate, and facilitate use of alternative
transportation modes through planning and implementation of bus stops, pedestrian paths,
and bikeways. Additionally, future tenants of proposed Specific Plan commercial uses will
be encouraged to employ carpools/vanpools or other trip reducing schemes.
2.3.6

Infrastructure/Utilities/Public Services

The Project will require extension of primary water, sewer, and drainage
distribution/collection systems to and throughout the Specific Plan area. In general,
infrastructure mains and trunk lines will parallel, or be incorporated within, road rights-ofways. It is anticipated that financing and implementation of major infrastructure systems
will be realized through formation of a Communities Facilities District (CFD), or similar
mechanism. Within the Project area, individual land uses will connect to serving municipal
or private purveyors.
Water will be purveyed to the Project site by the Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District.
Sanitary sewer collection and treatment will be provided by the City of Beaumont. Solid
waste management services will be provided by Inland Valley Waste Management, with
waste disposal at the Lamb Canyon Landfill. Electricity is supplied to the region and
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Project site by Southern California Edison. Natural gas is supplied by The Gas Company.
Communications services are available through numerous private providers.
The Project lies within fire protection service areas of the Riverside County Fire
Department, which also provides service to the City of Beaumont. Upon annexation to the
City, police protection services would be provided by the Beaumont Police Department.
School services are currently provided to the City of Beaumont through the Beaumont
Unified School District (BUSD). It is anticipated that upon annexation to the City, the
Project would similarly be served by the BUSD.
2.3.7

Open Space

Recognizing terrain and biologic considerations, approximately 583.6 acres of the Specific
Plan area will remain undeveloped and preserved as Open Space. Open Space areas
provided by the Project will to some degree prevent or mitigate potential biological
resources impacts, and may be considered by the City as a component of required open
space/parklands dedications.
2.4

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Objectives of the proposed Specific Plan are as follows:
• Provide land uses that are consistent with ongoing and anticipated development
in the area;
• Provide a sensible land use transition between the more urbanized components
of Beaumont and outlying rural/open space areas;
• Provide a variety of single-family and multi-family housing types and densities
reflecting local and regional market demands;
• Provide residential development and appropriate supporting services, e.g.,
recreation/ open space/schools, in a convenient and efficient manner;
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• Provide a balanced community which is aesthetically pleasing to residents and
visitors, and acceptable to the City of Beaumont;
• Provide a sense of planned community;
• Reinforce community identity of the Project through control of design elements
such as entry statements, signage, walls/fencing, and landscaped parkways;
• Provide for and accommodate planned and programmed regional roadway
system improvements;
• Provide an on-site circulation system which fosters the safe and efficient
movement of local traffic, while discouraging through-traffic where possible;
• Provide for alternative modes of transportation within and adjacent to the site
including pedestrian, equestrian and bicycle trails, which will foster the
conservation of valuable energy resources and reduce emissions impacts; and

C Within the context of the proposed Specific Plan land uses, preserve and protect
sensitive terrain and biologic resources within the Project area;
2.5

DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

In addition to approval of the proposed Specific Plan, the following discretionary actions
are necessary to realize the Project.
• Action on the environmental determination. Certification of the Project EIR
would be required prior to, or concurrent with, approval of the Project and any
related actions.
• Riverside County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) Annexation
Actions. The Project site lies within the City of Beaumont’s Sphere of Influence.
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Consistent with applicable LAFCO annexation policies and strategies, the
Specific Plan area would be annexed to the City of Beaumont. LAFCO will
employ environmental information associated with this Project in their
consideration of annexation(s) proposed herein.
• A proposed General Plan Amendment (Land Use Element). The Project
General Plan Amendment (GPA) would reclassify the Project site from its
current Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan designation(s) to a City
of Beaumont General Plan designation of “Rural Residential with a Specific Plan
(SP) Overlay.” Additionally, any other properties that may be annexed per
LAFCO direction would adopt current underlying City Sphere of Influence (SOI)
General Plan Land Use Element designations.
The City of Beaumont has recently prepared a General Plan Update Program
that has not been adopted. Upon adoption, the proposed Project would be
consistent with the land use designations presented in the Draft General Plan
Program.
• Prezoning of the Project site. Consistent with the proposed General Plan Land
Use designation, prior to its annexation, the Project site will be appropriately
pre-zoned to allow for implementation of the Project. The proposed pre-zoning
would change the current Riverside County zoning designation(s) of the Project
area to a City of Beaumont zoning designation of “Specific Plan.” Additionally,
any other properties that may be annexed per LAFCO direction would be prezoned consistent with their underlying City Sphere of Influence (SOI) General
Plan Land Use Element designations.
•

A proposed General Plan Amendment (Circulation Element). The City
General Plan Circulation Element will be amended/revised to reflect proposed
rights-of-ways and alignments of Willow Springs Road, 4th Street, and Potrero
Creek Boulevard within the Specific Plan area.
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The City of Beaumont has recently prepared a General Plan Update Program
that has not been adopted. Upon adoption, the proposed Project would be
consistent with the backbone circulation proposed for the area in the Draft
General Plan program.
•

Subdivision(s) of the Project site for residential and commercial
development. Consistent with the project’s proposed General Plan and prezoning land use designations, the Specific Plan area would be subdivided. As
currently proposed, subdivision of the Project site will be realized under
separate but related tentative tract/parcel maps. Phased implementation of the
subdivided Specific Plan will be accomplished consistent with the availability
of supporting infrastructure.
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3.0

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
3.1

PROJECT TITLE

“The Preserve” Specific Plan
3.2

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS

City of Beaumont
550 East Sixth Street
P.O. Box 158
Beaumont, California 92223
3.3

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER

Mr. Ernest A. Egger, AICP
City of Beaumont, Director of Planning
Telephone 909.769.8520
3.4

PROJECT LOCATION

The approximately 1,600-acre Specific Plan site is located adjacent to the City of Beaumont
in unincorporated Riverside County, south of State Route 60 (SR-60) and west of State
Route 79 (SR-79, Lamb Canyon Road). Please refer also to Initial Study Section 2.0, “Project
Description,” Figure 2.1-2, “Project Vicinity.”
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3.5

PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS

Mr. David Golkar
Rox Consulting Group
17341 Irvine Boulevard
Tustin, CA 92780
Telephone 714.481.3000
3.6

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS

The project includes a request for annexation from unincorporated Riverside County into
the City of Beaumont. Prior to, or concurrent with, proposed annexation to the City, the
Specific Plan area would be assigned a City General Plan Land Use designation of “Rural
Density Residential with a Specific Plan Overlay,” and will be pre-zoned “Specific Plan.”
The City of Beaumont has recently prepared a General Plan Update Program that has not
been adopted. Upon adoption, the proposed project would be consistent with the land use
designations presented in the Draft General Plan Program.
3.7

EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST CATEGORIES

Within the following Checklist, potential environmental effects of the project are
considered to have either “No Impact,” a “Less-Than-Significant Impact,” a “Potentially
Significant Impact Unless Mitigation [is] Incorporated,” or a “Potentially Significant
Impact.”
“No Impact” applies where the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved. For example, if the project site is not located in a fault rupture zone, then the
item asking whether the project would result in or expose people to potential impacts
involving fault rupture should be marked as “No Impact.”
“Less-Than-Significant Impact” applies where the impact would occur, but the magnitude
of the impact is considered insignificant or negligible. For example, a development which
would only slightly increase the amount of surface water runoff generated at a project site
would be considered to have a less-than-significant impact on surface water runoff.
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“Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation [is] Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant
Impact” to a “Less-Than-Significant Impact.” This designation is appropriate for a
Mitigated Negative Declaration, where recommended mitigation measures have reduced
potentially significant impacts below significance thresholds. Incorporated mitigation
measures should be outlined within the checklist and a discussion should be provided
which explains how the measures reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
“Potentially Significant Impact” applies where the project has the potential to cause a
significant environmental impact, i.e., an impact that cannot be feasibly mitigated below
levels of significance. If there are one or more items marked as “Potentially Significant
Impact,” an EIR is required.
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3.8

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST AND SUBSTANTIATION

Potentially
Significant

I.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

:

9

9

9

:

9

9

9

:

9

9

9

:

9

9

9

AESTHETICS. W ould the proposal:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

b)

Substantially

dam age

scenic

resources,

including, but not limited to trees, rocks,
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?
c)

Substantially

degrade

the

existing

character or quality of the

site

visual
and

its

surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare,
which would adversely affect the day or
nighttime views in the area?

Substantiation:
a,c,d) Potentially Significant Impact. The ultimate construction of the uses proposed by the
Specific Plan will result in a visual change in the project area when compared to the
site’s current, undeveloped condition.

The potential aesthetic effects of the

proposed project, including potential light and glare impacts, will be assessed in the
project EIR, and feasible measures will be developed to mitigate impacts determined
to be potentially significant.
b)

Potentially Significant Impact. The Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan
identifies State Route 79 (SR-79, Lamb Canyon Road) as being eligible for
designation as a County Scenic Highway. This distinction is based on available
views of the Badlands, as well as views of the City of Beaumont and San Jacinto.
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Implementation of the project, including related construction of Potrero Creek
Boulevard as it intersects State Route 79, may adversely affect current view
corridors along SR-79. Potential effects of the project on views available from SR-79
will be considered in the EIR, together with mitigation measures addressing any
potentially adverse impacts.
Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Potentially

Significant

Less-Than-

Significant

U nless

Significant

No

Im pact

M itigation

Im pact

Im pact

Incorporated

II.

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES - In determining
whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation
and Site Assessment M odel (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional
model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. W ould the Project:
a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
th e C ali fo rn ia R e so u rc e s A g e n cy , to
nonagricultural use?

9

9

9

:

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

9

9

9

:

c)

Involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland,
to nonAgricultural use?

9

9

9

:
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Substantiation:
a-c)

No Impact. The site is not designated as prime farmland, nor is it currently used
for agricultural production. Historically, the project site and vicinity have not
been employed for substantial agricultural purposes. The project site is not
affected by, or subject to, conditions of Williamson Act contract(s). The project
will have no discernible impact on agricultural resources.

Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

III. AIR QUALITY - W here available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district may be
relied upon to make the following determinations.
W ould the project:
a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

:

9

9

9

b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?

:

9

9

9

c)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is nonAttainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions, which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

:

9

9

9

:

9

9

9

d) Expose sensitive receptors
pollutant concentrations?
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Potentially
Significant

e)

Create objectionable odors
substantial number of people?

affecting

a

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

9

9

:

9

Substantiation:
a-d)

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction and operational activities associated with
the project implementation will result in increased localized and regional air
emissions. Temporary and long-term emissions resulting from the project will
contribute to existing and projected exceedances of criteria pollutants. Air quality
impacts of the proposed project, and feasible mitigation measures addressing those
impacts will be discussed in the EIR.

e)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Land uses contemplated by the Specific Plan are not
anticipated to create significant objectionable odors. Temporary, short-term odor
releases are typically associated with construction activities such as those necessary
to implement the proposed project. Potential odor sources include, but are not
limited to, asphalt/paving materials, glues, paint, and other architectural coatings.
Construction-related odor impacts are mitigated by established requirements for
material handling and procedure plans. These plans identify odor sources; odorgenerating

materials

and

quantities

of

those

materials

on

site;

and

isolation/containment devices or mechanisms to prevent significant release of odors.
Similarly, odors which may be released due to operations of the project, primarily
attributable to any project-related wastes, are mitigated and managed through
established requirements for waste storage and disposal. The potential for the
project to be a source of objectionable odors is considered less-than-significant.
Sources: “The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005;
South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Handbook, November
1993.
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a)

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

:

9

9

9

b)

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

:

9

9

9

c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean W ater Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) though
d irect rem o val, filling, hy d ro lo gical
interruption, or other means?

:

9

9

9

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

:

9

9

9

e)

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

:

9

9

9

f)

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

:

9

9

9

Substantiation:
a-f)

Potentially Significant Impact. Biological resources assessments of the project site and
vicinity indicate the presence of State and federally-protected species and their
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habitats. The project site also encompasses perennial and intermittent watercourses
and associated riparian habitat that may be affected by the proposed Specific Plan
development. Accordingly, a biological resources assessment will be prepared as
an element of the project EIR. The biological resources assessment will address
potential impacts to species identified as a candidate, sensitive, special status, or
other locally protected biological resources; potential effects on riparian habitat and
wetlands areas and potential effects on migratory patterns. The EIR will also review
the project’s compatibility and consistency with the proposed Western Riverside
County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and with adopted City
goals and objectives in relation to protection of biological resources. Mitigation
measures will be proposed to eliminate or reduce biological resources impacts
determined to be potentially significant.
Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992;
Habitat Assessment for the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat, Willow Springs Development
Project, Beaumont California (Planning Consultants Research) September 9,1998;
Willow Springs City of Beaumont Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Report, Willow
Springs Development Project, Beaumont California (Planning Consultants Research)
October 26, 1998; Biological Resources Assessment, Willow Springs Development
Project, Beaumont California (Planning Consultants Research) November 1999;
Report on Biological Surveys for Willow Springs (Harmsworth Associates) August
2003; Presence/Absence Survey for Stephens Kangaroo Rat on the Willow Springs
Proposed Development Project (Envira) May 2003; Report on Jurisdictional
Delineation for Willow Springs (Harmsworth Associates) June 2003; and “The
Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.
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Potentially
Significant

V.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal:
a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined
in §15064.5?

:

9

9

9

b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5

:

9

9

9

c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

:

9

9

9

d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

9

9

:

9

Substantiation:
a-c)

Potentially Significant Impact. A Cultural Resources Assessment of the project site
and vicinity indicates a potential for findings of a historic, archaeologic, and
paleontologic nature to be made within the project area. The Beaumont General Plan
indicates that because the southern portion of the City’s vicinity “is subject to less
human disturbance and because there is and was more native vegetation, natural
stream waters, and animal life which encouraged settlement, food gathering, and
hunting” by native indigenous peoples, this area has a greater potential than others
within the City to yield cultural findings, and mitigation will be proposed to avoid
or reduce project effects determined to be potentially significant.

d)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. There are no indications that human remains might be
located within the project area. The City utilizes a standard condition of approval,
which would require that work on the project be terminated in the event that human
remains are found during the course of construction. Potential impacts in this
regard are considered less-than-significant.
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Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992;
Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan; A Phase I Cultural Resources
Investigation for the Proposed Willow Springs Development Project Area (McKenna
et al.) February 2005; and “The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development
Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

:

9

9

9

No
Im pact

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.
W ould the Project:
a)

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury or death involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of M ines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

:

9

9

9

ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

:

9

9

9

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

:

9

9

9

iv) Landslides?

:

9

9

9

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

9

9

:

9

c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

:

9

9

9

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?

:

9

9

9
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Potentially
Significant

e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

9

9

9

No
Im pact

:

Substantiation:
a, i-iv) Potentially Significant Impact. The project site and region are affected by seismic
considerations, including but not limited to potential hazards due to fault rupture,
seismic shaking, seismic ground failure, and liquefaction. Additionally, areas
exhibiting substantial localized terrain differentials may be susceptible to landslide
hazards. A comprehensive geotechnical study will be evaluated and incorporated
within the Specific Plan EIR to address potentially adverse effects to people or
structures resulting from regional seismic activity or landslides. If potentially
significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures will be incorporated to
reduce the severity of such effects.
b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan uses will
require extensive grading of the project area, resulting in temporary exposure of
soils to erosive effects during construction activities. It is anticipated that the project
grading concept, including phased implementation of the proposal, will minimize
the extent and duration of soils exposure, thereby reducing potential erosion
impacts. Further, typical potential erosion impacts are typically mitigated through
compliance with adopted Best Management Practices (BMP’s) as identified in the
Uniform Building Code, and outlined in the Beaumont Drainage Management Plan
(DMP). National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
requirements applicable to the project also act to reduce potential soils erosion
impacts. As verified by the City through review of the project grading concept,
consistent with applicable DMP and NPDES requirements, the potential for the
project to result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil is considered lessthan-significant.
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c,d)

Potentially Significant Impact. A preliminary assessment of the potential limitations
of soils underlying the project site was conducted in December 1998. This study
indicates that most of the on-site soils appear feasible for the proposed
development. Areas of non-engineered fill, which is compressible, and an area of
“lacustrine clays,” which are expansive, were identified on-site, and soil
remediation, such as overexcavation and replacement with less expansive soils, was
recommended. The specific findings of this geotechnical assessment, along with any
more updated soils investigations performed for the project site will be addressed
in the EIR. Where potentially significant geotechnical constraints are identified,
appropriate mitigation measures will be incorporated.

e)

No Impact. Plans for the proposed project do not include the use of alternative
wastewater disposal systems, including the use of septic tanks. Implementation of
the proposed project would therefore have no impact in this regard.

Sources: Preliminary Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Investigation for Willow Springs
Development Site, Neblett & Associates, December 16, 1998; and “The Preserve”
Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant

VII.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
W ould the proposal involve:
a)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?

9

9

:

9

b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
likely release of hazardous m aterials into the
environment?

9

9

:

9
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

9

9

:

9

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites complied pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

9

9

:

9

e)

For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for the people residing or
working in the project area?

9

9

9

:

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for the people residing or working in the
project area?

9

9

9

:

g)

Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

:

9

9

9

h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

9

9

:

9

c)

Substantiation:
a,b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Potential impacts related to hazards or hazardous
materials are associated primarily with operations of the project’s proposed
commercial facilities, which could include gas station facilities, dry cleaners, and/or
retail sale of potentially hazardous materials such as pesticides, fertilizer, and paint
products. Transportation, storage, dispensing, and disposal/recycling of fuel and
petroleum products at gas station facilities, and emissions from gas stations and dry
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cleaners, are extensively regulated at the local, State and federal levels. Mandated
compliance with applicable laws reduces the risk of accidental explosion or release
of potentially hazardous substances below thresholds of significance.
Further, the potential for explosion or release of pesticides, fertilizer, paint products,
etc. that could be available at retail outlets is negligible given that all materials
would be pre-packaged in limited quantities for retail consumption and use.
Industrial uses are not proposed within the Specific Plan area. Compliance with
existing regulations regarding the transportation, storage and use of hazardous or
potentially hazardous materials will reduce the potential for risk of accidental
explosion or release of hazardous substances; or the creation of any health hazard
or potential health hazard below the level of significance.
c)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. With the exception of the commercial uses described
in the previous response, the proposed project does not involve the emission or
handling of hazardous materials.

No schools are currently located within one-

quarter mile of the project site. The school proposed for construction as part of the
Specific Plan will be subject to applicable State and federal regulations protecting
school sites from hazardous releases, including air emissions. Based on these facts,
the project’s potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school is considered less-than-significant.
d)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. No known health hazards exist on the project site. Due
to the undeveloped nature of the property, residual hazardous materials often
associated with previous agricultural or industrial uses are not anticipated to be
found on-site. A Phase I Environmental Assessment study will be prepared
concurrent with the title investigation, and the findings of this report will be
addressed in the Specific Plan EIR. If potentially significant impacts relative to
hazardous materials are identified, appropriate mitigation measures will be
incorporated in the EIR.
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e,f)

No Impact. The project is not located within an airport land use plan. The project is
located more than six miles southwesterly of the Banning Municipal Airport, and
approximately 15 miles southeasterly of the San Bernardino International Airport.
There are no private airstrips within the City of Beaumont or surrounding area. The
project's potential to result in safety issues relative to airport use is considered
remote.

g)

Potentially Significant Impact. While preliminary design of the project indicates
adequate provisions for emergency access to the site, the project may have certain
temporary, less-than-significant effects on emergency and vicinity access routes. As
a matter of course, potential impacts in this regard will be addressed within the
Traffic and Circulation Section prepared for the EIR.

h)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project will introduce new development
into an area that currently exhibits areas of flammable brush and grass. Adherence
to local fire department regulations during construction and operation of the
proposed project will be required, specifically in relation to areas of interface
between open space and developed areas. While it is anticipated that the project site
will be located within adequate response time ranges from existing fire protection
facilities, projected revenues derived from implementation and operations of the
project (e.g., increased property and use taxes) will support funding of any required
increases in service levels. The potential for the project to expose people to or result
in increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush, grass, or trees is therefore
considered less-than-significant.

Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

VIII. HYDROLOGY AND W ATER QUALITY. Would
the proposal result in:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

:

9

9

9

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of the pre-existing nearby wells would
drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

:

9

9

9

c)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

:

9

9

9

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or off-site?

:

9

9

9

e)

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of the existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or
provide
substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff?

:

9

9

9

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

:

9

9

9

g)

Place a housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate M ap or other
flood hazard delineation map?

9

9

9

:
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?

9

9

9

:

i)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam?

9

9

9

:

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

9

9

9

:

Substantiation:
a, c-f) Potentially Significant Impact. Upon annexation into the City of Beaumont, the
Specific Plan area is mandated to comply with existing NPDES permit and Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements supporting federal water
quality standards and criteria established under the Clean Water Act (CWA), as
identified within the Beaumont Drainage Management Plan and related documents.
The requirements and procedures established under these regulations typically act
to mitigate potential water quality impacts of new development, including facilities
that may be implemented pursuant to the proposed project. However, this issue
will be assessed in the Specific Plan EIR, and mitigation measures will be
incorporated to reduce potentially significant impacts, if identified.
b)

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Specific Plan will result in construction
of approximately 3,412 residences, as well as a school and a 100-acre commercial
development. The project site lies within the service area of the Beaumont-Cherry
Valley Water District, and it is anticipated that water will be supplied to the
proposed uses by this agency. The EIR will present an analysis of estimated water
consumption of the project. Based on current and projected water demands, the
Specific Plan EIR will estimate the project’s potential impacts on groundwater
supplies.

If potentially significant impacts to groundwater are identified,

appropriate mitigation measures and/or alternatives to the project will be proposed.
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g-h)

No Impact. The Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan indicates that the
project site is not included in a 100-year flood plain. Further, the City of Beaumont
does not permit construction of residential development within designated 100-year
flood hazard areas. Environmental and design review of the project will ensure that
development is not exposed to significant flood hazards, and further that the project
will not create nor modify drainage patterns that would impede or redirect flood
flows, thereby resulting in off-site flood hazards.

i,j)

No Impact. The Specific Plan Area does not evidence significant water bodies that
are contained behind dams or levees. As such, there is no substantial flood hazard
potential due to dam or levee failure, and no related flooding impacts are
anticipated to result from the proposed project. Similarly, the project vicinity is
devoid of significant seiche, tsunami, or mudflow hazards.

Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant

IX.

Potentially

U nless

Less -Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

a) Physically divide an established community?

9

9

9

:

b)

:

9

9

9

LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the
proposal:

Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
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Potentially
Significant

c)

Conflict w ith
any
applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural com munities
conservation plan?

Potentially

U nless

Less -Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

:

9

9

9

Substantiation:
a)

No Impact. The project will be located within an undeveloped area to be annexed by
the City of Beaumont, and does not propose elements or aspects that would
physically divide an established community. As such, the proposed project will
have no impact in this regard.

b,c)

Potentially Significant Impact. The project proposes annexation of the project site
from the County of Riverside into the City of Beaumont.

To allow for

implementation of the project consistent with the City of Beaumont General Plan
Land Use Element and Zoning Ordinance, the project site will be redesignated from
its existing Riverside County General Plan Land use designations to a City General
Plan Land Use designation of “Rural Residential” with a Specific Plan overlay; and
City Zoning designation of “Specific Plan.”
The City of Beaumont has recently prepared a General Plan Update Program that
has not been adopted. Upon adoption, the proposed project would be consistent
with the land use designations presented in the Draft General Plan program.
The EIR will address the project’s consistency with applicable City annexation
policies, as well as the project’s consistency with applicable goals and objectives of
the City General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

If potentially significant

inconsistencies are identified, appropriate mitigation measures and/or alternatives
to the project will be proposed.
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Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant

X.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

M INERAL RESOURCES. Would the proposal:
a)

Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and to the residents of the state?

9

9

9

:

b)

Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan?

9

9

9

:

Substantiation:
a,b)

No Impact. The project site has not been identified as containing mineral resources
of regional or State significance. Further, development of the proposed project
would not result in impacts to neighboring mineral resources. Based on the
preceding discussion, the project will have no impact on mineral resources that
could be of State or regional future value.

Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.
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Potentially
Significant

XI.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

NOISE. Would the proposal result in:
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

:

9

9

9

b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive g ro und bo rne vibratio n o r
groundborne noise?

:

9

9

9

c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

:

9

9

9

d)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

:

9

9

9

e)

For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

9

9

9

:

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

9

9

9

:

Substantiation:
a-d)

Potentially Significant Impact. Construction of the project will temporarily increase
localized noise levels, and occupation of project facilities will establish long-term
stationary operational noise sources. Further, project-related traffic will generate
additional vehicular (mobile source) noise. A Noise Impact Study will be prepared
to examine noise associated with project implementation and operations. If
applicable, feasible mitigation measures addressing noise-related impacts will be
discussed in the EIR.
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e,f)

No Impact. The project is not located within the vicinity of private airstrip or an
airport land use plan. Impacts in regard to airport noise are considered remote.

Sources:

“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Potentially

Significant

Less-Than-

Significant

U nless

Significant

No

Im pact

M itigation

Im pact

Im pact

Incorporated

XII.

POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the
proposal:
a)

Induce substantial population growth in the
area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g.,
through the extension or roads or other
infrastucture)?

:

9

9

9

b)

Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

9

9

9

:

c)

Displace substantial numbers of people
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

9

9

9

:

Substantiation:
a)

Potentially Significant Impact. The project proposes annexation of the Specific Plan
site from Riverside County into the City of Beaumont; and amendments to the City
General Plan Land and Zoning Ordinance to allow for the development proposed
by the Specific Plan. Implementation of the proposed Specific Plan’s 818 singlefamily homes, 1,184 multi-family units, and 1,410 retirement community units
would increase the overall City population by approximately 7,583 people (using
the person per household factor of 3.50, 2.20, and 1.50, respectively). Housing
proposed by the Specific Plan may affect housing projections for the City and
region. Employment demands generated by the Specific Plan’s resident population
may also affect employment projections for the City and region.
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The EIR will consider growth resulting from the project in the context of official
regional and local growth projections. As the project will involve expansion of the
City boundaries and extension of City services, the EIR will also address the
project’s consistency with, and potential impacts on, the Growth Management
Component of the City’s General Plan.
b,c)

No Impact. The project does not propose displacement or demolition of any on-site
or off-site housing stocks. No impacts relating to displacement of housing or
residents will result from implementation of the proposed Specific Plan.

Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992;
Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan; “The Preserve” Specific Plan
Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant

XIII.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

PUBLIC SERVICES. W ould the project result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of the new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios,
response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:
a)

Fire protection?

:

9

9

9

b)

Police protection?

:

9

9

9

c)

Schools?

:

9

9

9

d) Parks?

:

9

9

9

e)

:

9

9

9

Other public facilities?
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Substantiation:
a-e)

Potentially Significant Impact. New residential construction will result in increased
demands for fire and police protection services, along with increased use of school
and park facilities. Since the project will involve expansion of the City boundaries
and extension of City services, the EIR will address the project’s consistency with,
and potential impacts on growth as it relates to public services, including school and
park facilities proposed to be developed in conjunction with the project.

Sources:

City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992;
City of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive
General Plan; “The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans,
February 2005.

Potentially
Significant

XIV.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

RECREATION.
a)

W ould the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

9

9

:

9

b)

Does the project include recreational facilities
or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment?

9

9

:

9

Substantiation:
a,b)

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the project will result in increased
demands on parks/recreational services. The State Quimby Act requires a minimum
of 3.0 acres of park land for every 1,000 resident population the will result from
implementation of the proposed Specific Plan. However, and as applicable to the
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proposed project, the City of Beaumont General Plan requires a minimum of 5.0
acres of improved park lands per 1,000 resident population. As discussed within
Section XII, Population and Housing, implementation of the project will generate
an estimated 7,583 new residents. Consistent with the requirements of the City
General Plan, the project is required to provide a minimum of 38 acres of improved
parks. To mitigate potential impacts to parks/recreation services, the Specific Plan
proposes approximately 41 acres of improved public parks. Parks proposed by the
Specific Plan, as described in Section 2.0, Project Description, will provide passive
and active recreational opportunities.

Upon acceptance of improved park

dedications by the City, project-related impacts to parks/recreation services are
considered less-than-significant.
Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant

XV.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.
W ould the proposal result in:
a)

Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial
in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a
substantial increase in either the number of
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratios on
roads, or congestion at intersections)?

:

9

9

9

b)

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a
level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

:

9

9

9
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial
safety risks?

9

9

9

:

d) Substantially increase hazards to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

:

9

9

9

e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

:

9

9

9

f)

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

:

9

g)

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

:

9

c)

9
9

9

Substantiation:
a,b) Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project will result in
increased vehicle trips, resulting in potential roadway and intersection congestion in
the project vicinity. The project will also create new arterial highways through the
southern portion of the City. These roadways will not only serve the project site, but
also provide direct access to other developable properties in the southernmost
portions of the City. A technical traffic analysis will be incorporated as an element
of the EIR. The analysis will include detailed evaluation of existing traffic volumes
and patterns, and effects of this proposal on traffic characteristics. If potentially
significant impacts are identified, appropriate mitigation measures and/or
alternatives to the project will be proposed.
c)

No Impact.

The project site is not located near any public or private air

transportation facilities. Development of the site will not affect air traffic patterns.
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d-g)

Potentially Significant Impact. The project traffic impact analysis will evaluate
roadway design, emergency access, parking and alternative transportation. While
significant impacts are not anticipated, these issues will be discussed in the project
EIR.

Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant

XVI.

Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEM S. Would
the project:
a)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of
the applicable Regional W ater Quality Control
Board?

:

9

9

9

b)

Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatm ent facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

:

9

9

9

c)

Require or result in the construction of new
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?

:

9

9

9

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

:

9

9

9

e)

:

9

9

9

Result in a determ ination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Im pact

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid
waste disposal needs?

:

9

9

9

g)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

:

9

9

9

Substantiation:
a-g)

Potentially Significant Impact. As noted in the Project Description of this IS, it is
anticipated financing and implementation of major infrastructure systems to serve
the project area will be realized through the formation of a Community Facilities
District (CFD) or similar mechanism. It is expected that water will be purveyed to
the project site by the Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District. Sanitary sewer
collection and treatment will be provided by the City of Beaumont. Solid waste
management services will be provided by Inland Valley Waste Management, with
waste disposal at the Lamb Canyon Landfill. Electricity is supplied to the region
and project site by Southern California Edison, and natural gas is supplied by The
Gas Company. Communications services are available through numerous private
providers.
The 3,412 new residences, new school, and approximately 100 acres of commercial
construction proposed by the Specific Plan will result in increased consumption of
water and power within the project area, and corresponding increases in the
generation of wastewater and solid waste. These increases will be quantified and
evaluated within the Specific Plan EIR. Similarly, expansion of development into
previously vacant areas will require the construction of new water, wastewater and
storm drainage facilities. These issues will be addressed by the Specific Plan EIR,
and mitigation measures will be incorporated to reduce potentially significant
impacts, if identified.
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Sources: City of Beaumont General Plan 1982; City of Beaumont General Plan Update
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (General Plan Update SEIR) 1992; City
of Beaumont Zoning Ordinance; Riverside County Comprehensive General Plan;
“The Preserve” Specific Plan Conceptual Development Plans, February 2005.

Potentially
Significant
Potentially

U nless

Less-Than-

Significant

M itigation

Significant

No

Incorporated

Im pact

Im pact

Im pact

XVII. M ANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a)

Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal com munity, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

:

9

9

9

b)

Does the project have impacts that are
ind ivid u ally lim ited , bu t cu m u latively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when reviewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.)

:

9

9

9

c)

Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

:

9

9

9

Substantiation:
a)

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in the previous environmental evaluation,
significant biological and/or cultural resources may be adversely affected by the
proposed project. The project EIR will identify the project’s potential to significantly
degrade the quality of biological resources, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
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or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal; or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Mitigation
measures and/or alternatives to the project will be proposed to reduce the severity
of potentially significant impacts.
b)

Potentially Significant Impact.

As discussed in the preceding environmental

evaluation, implementation of the proposed project may result in potentially
significant impacts under the environmental topics of: aesthetics; air quality;
biological resources; cultural resources; geology and soils; hydrology and water
quality; land use and planning; noise; population and housing; public services;
transportation/ circulation; and utilities. To a certain extent, impacts of the project,
together with other known or anticipated projects in the vicinity will likely have a
cumulative effect under all of the aforementioned environmental considerations.
The Specific Plan EIR will identify the project’s contribution to, and context within,
potentially significant cumulative environmental effects influencing the vicinity and
region.
c)

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed within this Initial Study, the proposed
project could result in adverse impacts on human beings under the issues of air
quality, noise, and seismic hazards. To provide a comprehensive environmental
analysis, each of these issues will be further addressed in the forthcoming EIR.
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4.0

DETERMINATION

4.0 DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COU LD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

9

I find that although the project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described
previously have been added to the project. A N EGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.

9

I find that the project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

:

I find that the project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, but at
least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures
based on an earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. If the effect is a
potentially significant impact or potentially significant unless mitigated an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the
effects that need to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant
to that earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project.

9

9

City of Beaumont:
Signature

Date

Printed Signature
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SECTION 1
BACKGROUND, PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT,
AND BASIS FOR PLANNING

1.1

INTRODUCTION
The California Water Code requires all urban water suppliers within the state to prepare
urban water management plans and update them every five years. These plans satisfy the
requirements of the Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1983 including
amendments that have been made to the Act. Sections 10610 through 10657 of the Water
Code detail the information that must be included in these plans, as well as who must file
them. Appendix A contains the text of the Act. This report constitutes the 2005 update
to the Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District’s (District’s) 2000 Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP).
According to the Act, “The conservation and efficient use of urban water supplies are of
statewide concern; however, the planning for that use and the implementation of those
plans can best be accomplished at the local level.” The Act requires that each urban
water supplier, providing water for municipal purposes either directly or indirectly to
more than 3,000 customers or supplying more than 3,000 acre-feet of water annually,
shall prepare, update and adopt its urban water management plan at least once every five
years or before December 31, in years ending in five and zero. The Plan may be updated
at any time when the Urban Water Supplier believes significant changes have occurred in
population, land use, and/or water sources that may affect the contents in the Plan.

1.2

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN UWMP AND SB 221 (KUEHL) AND SB 610
(COSTA)
In 2001 the California Senate passed SB 221, (sometimes called the “Keuhl Bill”), and
SB 610, (generally referred to as the “Costa Bill). These became law on January 1, 2002
and have been chaptered into the California Codes. These measures were enacted to
provide a link between water supply availability and land use decisions made by various
governing bodies. SB 610, added to the Water code, requires that water supply
assessments be provided to local governments for inclusion in the environmental
documents needed for entitlement. SB 221, added to the Government Code, applies to
those projects that involve a subdivision on land (subdivision map approval.)
If there is an UWMP on file (updated in accordance with State Law), and the demands
for a particular project are included in the UWMP, the water supplier may use the
UWMP to support the “Water Supply Assessment required by SB 610 or SB 221. As a
result, this UWMP update includes a listing of on-going and planned subdivisions and
projects as well as an allowance for “unknown projects.” This Urban Water Management
Plan Update conforms to the requirements of Water Code §10610 through §10657.
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1.3

LAW
10642. Each urban water supplier shall encourage the active involvement of
diverse social, cultural, and economic elements of the population within the
service area prior to and during the preparation of the plan. Prior to adopting a
plan, the urban water supplier shall make the plan available for public inspection
and shall hold a public hearing thereon. Prior to the hearing, notice of the time
and place of hearing shall be published. After the hearing, the plan shall be
adopted as prepared or as modified after the hearing.

1.4

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Prior to adopting the UWMP, the UWMP is made available for public review and
hearing. Notification of the hearing is made pursuant to Section 6066 of the Government
Code. Publication of notice pursuant to this Section shall be “once a week for two
successive weeks. Two publications in a newspaper published once a week or oftener,
with at least five days intervening between the respective publication dates not counting
such publication dates, are sufficient. The period of notice commences upon the first day
of publication and terminates at the end of the fourteenth day, including herein the first
day.” Upon completion of the hearing, the District shall adopt the plan as prepared or as
modified after the hearing. Within 30 days of adoption of the UWMP by the District, a
copy of the UWMP is to be filed with the State of California, Department of Water
Resources (DWR).
As part of the preparation of this UWMP update, the District met with developers and
other interested parties to gather information on their plans and tentative building
schedules.

1.5

PUBLIC HEARING
A public workshop was held in the evening on December 28, 2005 at a District Board
Meeting. The District Engineer made a presentation of the Draft UWMP 2005 Update
and took comments from the Board of Directors and the Public. Written comments were
submitted to the District on the date of the meeting. These comments were responded to
at the meeting. The comments and responses are presented in Appendix O. Also
included is a copy of the District’s presentation. Comments were also taken from the
public verbally at the Board Meeting and were responded to. This is documented in the
minutes of the Board Meeting.
A public hearing, noticed in accordance with the Government Code, was held at the
District offices at 9:00am on January 28, 2006. A summary of the public hearing and
comments received is provided in Appendix O and this UWMP has been amended as
appropriate.

1.6

ADOPTION RESOLUTION
The District prepared this update of its UWMP in May 2005 through January 2006. The
updated plan is proposed to be adopted by the Board of Directors on January 28, 2006
(Appendix B) and will be submitted to the California Department of Water Resources
within 30 days of Board approval thereafter. This plan includes all information necessary
to meet the requirements of California Water Code § 10610 et. seq. (Urban Water
Management Planning Act).
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1.7

AGENCY COORDINATION

1.7.1 Law
Describe the coordination of the plan preparation. 10620 (d) (2) Each urban
water supplier shall coordinate the preparation of its plan with other appropriate
agencies in the area, including other water suppliers that share a common
source, water management agencies, and relevant public agencies, to the extent
practicable.

1.7.2 Coordination Within the District
Several agreements with the District and other agencies have been established in order to
manage and preserve existing groundwater supplies. In addition, agreements have been
developed to put into place mechanisms for development of new sources of water,
including facilities for the distribution of recycled water.
The District first developed a needs study in 1980 to identify immediate infrastructure
needs to supply water and meet fire flow requirements. This was then developed into a
master plan in 1986, which was followed by updates in 1990 and 1994. In each of these
plans, the City of Beaumont's General Plan and pending development projects were
addressed along with the necessary water supply projects to meet these projected needs.
The District has been very proactive in ensuring water supplies are available for all new
development. The City of Beaumont’s General Plan has been updated and is the basis for
updates to the District’s Potable Water and Non-potable Water Master Plans. These
master plan updates are currently underway.
Senate Bill SB 901 (Costa), chaptered in 1995, required coordination between adopted
community general plans and water supply. It also requires the water purveyor to assess
the reliability of water supply for all projects, which were above a certain threshold level
of development. The Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 required local
agencies, such as the District, to prepare a "Plan of Service" to assess the ability of the
agency (District) to provide reliable and cost effective service to the proposed
annexation. The District reviews the environmental documents associated with each
project and provide comments as appropriate relative to water supply. Appropriate
reports and studies are provided as required.
The District is also a member of the San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority
(STWMA). The STWMA is a joint powers agency (JPA) consisting of Yucaipa Valley
Water District, City of Beaumont, Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District, and the South
Mesa Water Company. The goal of the JPA is the development of a watershed
management program for the San Timoteo watershed area. This program includes
specific elements to manage surface water, groundwater, imported water, and recycled
water resources. This program is under development (2005) and is reported in San
Timoteo Watershed Management Program, Final Phase 1 Report, prepared for the San
Timoteo Watershed Management Authority by Wildermuth Environmental, Inc, March
2002.
Since the last UWMP update (2002) the District was a party to an adjudication of the
Beaumont Groundwater Basin (Superior Court Case RIC 389197) which set for the rights
of the parties and established the Beaumont Basin Watermaster (Watermaster). This is an
important first step in the preparation of an overall groundwater management plan. The
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
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Adjudication provided for management of Basin storage and extractions. A groundwater
quality monitoring and management plan is being developed by Watermaster.
The District also purchased approximately 80 acres of undeveloped property adjacent to
Noble Creek between Brookside Avenue and Cherry Valley Blvd. for use as a
groundwater recharge area/community park. Numerous meetings were held with the
local “park committee.” Since 2001 the District has spent nearly $2 million performing
testing and hydrologic studies to validate the site as a groundwater recharge area.
Table 1-1 summarizes the efforts the District has taken to include various agencies and
the community in the Urban Water Management planning process. Copies of the Draft
UWMP were passed out at a Board Meeting on December 14, 2005 and were available at
the District’s Public Counter from December 14, 2005 through January 28, 2006.
Table 1-1
Coordination and Public Involvement
Helped
write the
plan

Was
contacted for
assistance

San Gorgonio Pass Water
Agency (Wholesaler)
City of Beaumont
(Wastewater Agency)
Yucaipa Valley Water
District (Water &
Wastewater Agency)
City of Banning
(Neighboring Agency)
San Timoteo Watershed
Management Authority
Beaumont Basin
Watermaster
Citizen Groups

√

Was sent
a copy of
the draft

Commented
on the draft

Attended
public
meetings

Was
notified of
intention
to adopt

√

√

√

√
√
√

√

√

√

√

√

√
√
√

√

General Public

√
√

Public Library
Various Developers

√

√

1.7.3 Cooperative Agreements with Local Agencies
The District entered into several separate cooperative agreements with the City of
Beaumont, San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency (Pass Agency), Riverside County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District (RCFCD), the City of Banning and others as
described below to construct predefined improvements including water supply facilities.
•

In March of 1993, the District and the City of Beaumont entered into a cooperative
agreement to facilitate implementation of the City’s General Plan and Public
Facilities Financing Program to ensure logical and orderly economic development
within the City and the City sphere of influence (SOI) and safe groundwater
management practices in the service areas of the District. Included was the need to
cooperate in a long-term program to maintain safe groundwater management
practices in the service area of the District and recognize the need to establish funding
mechanisms to provide for the acquisition and development of certain new sources of
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water supply, including the use of recycled water and imported water, in such a way
as to protect and preserve the existing water supply. A copy is attached in Appendix
C.
•

In March of 1993, the District and City of Beaumont entered into a cooperative
agreement with the Pass Agency to ensure cooperation in developing a long-term
program to maintain safe groundwater management practices, to establish funding
mechanisms to provide for the acquisition and development of new sources of water
supply, including recycled water and imported water, in such a way as to protect and
preserve the existing water supply through the importation of supplemental water
from the State Water Project (SWP) for direct use and/or groundwater recharge. A
copy of the San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency Water Facilities Master Plan
Cooperative Agreement is provided in Appendix D.

•

In March of 1998, the District and City entered into the Implementation
Memorandum of Understanding Relating to Cooperative Agreement Between the
City of Beaumont and the District (Reclaimed Water Implementation Memorandum
of Understanding) to provide for the construction, ownership, operation, and
maintenance by the City of necessary modifications to the wastewater treatment plant
and a recycled water distribution system for the City to deliver recycled water to
customers and potential customers within the City, the City’s SOI, and the District’s
SOI. This MOU was rescinded in March 2003 resulting in BCVWD being
responsible for the construction of the recycled water transmission system and
delivery of recycled water. Copies of both MOUs are in Appendix E.

•

In January of 1999, the District, Pass Agency and the RCFCD entered into a
cooperative agreement for joint use of existing percolation ponds known as Little San
Gorgonio Creek Spreading Grounds. The agreement was formed to ensure that the
percolation ponds would be operated in a coordinated manner to allow recharge of
both local and supplemental waters to maximize public benefit while preserving
existing rights of the District and RCFCD. A copy is attached in Appendix F.

•

In November of 2000, the District, along with the City of Beaumont, Yucaipa Valley
Water District (YVWD), and the South Mesa Mutual Water Company entered into an
agreement to form a JPA, known as the STWMA to implement a regional water
resource management program in the upper parts of the San Timoteo and San
Gorgonio watersheds that would ensure current and future water supply availability,
optimal use of water resources, with an emphasis on maximizing the use of local
resources. A copy of this agreement is attached in Appendix G.

•

In December 2003 the District entered into an agreement with the City of Banning to
jointly fund the construction and operation of municipal production wells in the
Beaumont Basin for the mutual benefit of both entities and to agree to jointly fund the
construction and operation of a potable water treatment for imported water at such
time in the future that this may be necessary. See Appendix R.

•

In 2004 and 2005 the District has meeting regularly (almost monthly) with the
Department of Water Resources, Conjunctive Water Management Branch, and the
SGPWA, Cities of Banning and Beaumont, Yucaipa Valley Water District, South
Mesa Mutual Water Company, STWMA, and the Beaumont Basin Watermaster to
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discuss items of mutual interest and to expedite the importation of water to the
Beaumont Basin.
•

In 2005, the District applied for a turn-out and connection to the SGPWA’s East
Branch Extension to take State Project Water to the District’s Groundwater Recharge
area.

1.7.4 Financing Agreement with Local Agencies
•

In June of 1993, the City of Beaumont Community Facilities District No. 93-1 (CFD
No. 93-1) and the District entered into a financing agreement for the purpose of
financing the acquisition and construction of certain public facilities within the
boundaries of the City of Beaumont. Certain predefined improvements to be funded
by CFD No. 93-1 include recycled water facilities. A copy of the Joint Financing
Agreement is provided in Appendix H.

•

In December of 1999, the District and the City of Beaumont Community Facilities
District No. 93-1 entered into a financing agreement to amend and restate the above
joint financing agreement to provide for the issuance of bonds by the City with
respect to Assessment District No. 98-1 (AD No. 98-1) to fund water and recycled
water improvements and to provide for the annexation of property to CFD No. 93-1,
AD No. 98-1 or the creation by the City of another financing district in the future. A
copy of the Joint Financing Agreement to reinstate CFD No. 93-1 is provided in
Appendix I.

1.7.5 Settlement Agreement with Yucaipa Valley Water District
In January of 1994, the District and YVWD entered into a Settlement Agreement. This
agreement was formed as a result of litigation between the two parties regarding
extraction of groundwater from the Beaumont Storage Unit (BSU). The agreement set
forth the groundwork for a time schedule in developing and implementing a Basin
Management Plan for the joint use and management of the BSU. The agreement between
the two parties also set forth defined limits on the allowable annual production of
groundwater from the BSU. A copy of the Settlement Agreement is provided in
Appendix J.
1.7.6 Groundwater Management
Since the 2002 UWMP update, the BSU has been adjudicated in Riverside Superior
Court (RIC 389197) and set up a Watermaster to oversee the operation of the BSU. This
occurred February 4, 2004. The Judgment is included in Appendix P. The powers and
duties of Watermaster are delineated in the Judgment and include, among others:
wellhead protection and recharge location identification, well abandonment procedures,
well construction standards, overdraft mitigation, replenishment, monitoring of water
levels and water quality, and development of conjunctive use programs.
This together with STWMA’s Integrated Regional Water Management Program
(IRWMP) ensures proper management of the areas resources.
In summary the Judgment and the IRWMP are the functional equivalent of a groundwater
management plan.
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
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1.8

SUPPLIER SERVICE AREA

1.8.1 Law
10631. A plan shall be adopted in accordance with this chapter and shall do all of
the following:
10631. (a) Describe the service area of the supplier, including current and
projected population, climate, and other demographic factors affecting the
supplier's water management planning. The projected population estimates shall
be based upon data from the state, regional, or local service agency population
projections within the service area of the urban water supplier and shall be in
five-year increments to 20 years or as far as data is available.

1.8.2 Description
The District owns approximately 2,800 acres of watershed land north of Cherry Valley
along the Little San Gorgonio Creek (also known as Edgar Canyon) and Noble Creek.
This land has pre-1914 recorded water rights amounting to 3,000 miners inch hours
(MIH) or approximately 45,000 acre-feet per year (AFY) of right for diversion of water
for domestic and irrigation uses. However, the District has never had a demand that
requires such large quantities of water supply; and the watersheds may not be capable of
supplying such quantities during an average year. The creeks/canyons have been used for
water development via diversions for irrigation and domestic service since the latter part
of the 1800s.
At the turn of the Twentieth Century the District’s service area was provided water by the
Beaumont Land and Water Company (Company) via diversions along the Little San
Gorgonio Creek. This Company owned the land that would become the Beaumont
Irrigation District in 1919 and the Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District in 1920. Even
though the name has changed, the District’s authority comes from the Irrigation District
Law of the State of California
As the Company’s land began to develop, the need for water grew. To answer the new
demands the Company began the construction of wells in 1907 on the watershed lands.
With the construction of the new wells the Company began to divert water for recharge in
the canyon areas rather than through the direct diversions, which began in 1902. The
diversions allowed the Company to recharge the underground aquifers during storm
events and pump the water as needed. With the diversions the Company also purchased
the riparian water rights from downstream landowners. The purchases required the
Company to deliver some amount of water on a regular basis. The District today
continues deliveries of water as required by agreements dating back to the early 1900s.
At the present time the District is not operating the wells in Noble Canyon.
Figure 1-1 shows the District's present service boundary and SOI. The District's present
service area covers approximately ten square miles, virtually all of which is in Riverside
County and includes the City of Beaumont and the community of Cherry Valley. The
District owned land in San Bernardino County is located just north of the Riverside-San
Bernardino County line in Edgar Canyon where the District operates a number of wells
and a reservoir.
The District's SOI, or ultimate service planning area, encompasses an area of
approximately 40 square miles. This SOI was established by the Riverside and San
Bernardino County Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs). SOIs are
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
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established as a planning tool and help establish agency boundaries and avoid problems
in service, unnecessary duplication of costs, and inefficiencies associated with
overlapping service.
The District's SOI is bounded on the west and north by the YVWD and on the east by the
City of Banning. The northerly boundary of Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD)
is one-mile south of the District's southerly SOI boundary. The area between EMWD
and the District's SOI is not within any SOI and could be annexed to either the District or
EMWD.
In 1982, the District petitioned San Bernardino LAFCO to extend the District's SOI into
the area west of Oak Glen Road known as the Wildwood Canyon area. YVWD opposed
that extension, and after much discussion, the District and YVWD entered into an
agreement which limited the District's SOI in San Bernardino County to the area east of
Oak Glen Road in exchange for the agreement that YVWD would not export water from
Wildwood Canyon.
In Riverside County, the north half of Section 30, T2S, R1E is not presently in the SOI of
either YVWD or the District. This area was disputed and claimed by both agencies.
Representatives of the YVWD and the District have met to discuss this area. Meetings
and negotiations are currently being held which will reestablish a comprehensive SOI
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Sphere of Influence

District Boundary

Source: modified from USGS 1:24 000 topographic maps of Beaumont, Forest Falls, Yucaipa, and El Casco, CA

0

8000

NORTH

Figure 1-1
District Boundary and Sphere of Influence
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
Beaumont, California

Approximate Scale in Feet
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between the two Districts. As of this date no formal agreement has been drawn up,
however, taking a conservative planning approach, the north half of Section 30 is
included in the District's service area for water service.
The service area ranges in elevation from 2,600 feet above mean sea level in Beaumont,
to 2,800 feet in Cherry Valley, and over 4,000 feet in the upper reaches of the SOI.
1.8.3 Climate Characteristics
1.8.3.1

Temperature

Table 1-2 presents temperature data for the City of Beaumont obtained from the Western
Regional Climate Center. The climate in Cherry Valley is similar, but temperatures are
cooler in the upper elevations of the District’s sphere of influence.
In Beaumont, temperatures below freezing are common in winter in the upper elevations
of the service area. Temperatures over 100oF are also common in the summer.
Table 1-2
District Climate1
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual
Average Max. Temperature (F)
Average Min. Temperature (F)
Average Total Precipitation
(in.)
Average Total Snowfall (in.)
Standard Monthly Average
ETo1
1
2

60.5 63.6 66.2 72.5 78.8 88.0 95.6 95.5 90.6 80.7 69.4 62.0

77.0

38.6 39.1 40.0 42.8 47.7 52.5 58.4 58.6 55.8 49.3 43.1 39.2

47.1

3.76 3.44 3.12 1.36 0.63 0.16 0.23 0.22 0.51 0.60 1.65 2.09

17.76

1.1 0.4

0.2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0.1

0.3

2.81 2.76 3.78 5.31 6.10 6.97 7.08 6.83 5.67 4.15 3.31 2.56

2.0
57.33

Western Regional Climate Center, Beaumont 1E 7/1/1948 – 12/30/2004
CIMIS website – Winchester, CA

1.8.3.2 Precipitation
As shown in Table 1-2, virtually all the precipitation occurs during the months of
November through April; most of the precipitation is in the form of rain, but snow is
common in higher elevations of the service area during the winter. Some rainfall occurs
in summer from thunderstorms that are associated with monsoonal moisture. Annual
precipitation in Beaumont averages approximately 17.8 inches, with increasing amounts
of precipitation with increasing elevation.
1.8.3.3 Evapotranspiration
Table 1-2 presents the monthly reference average ETo based on the California Irrigation
Management Information System (CIMIS), Winchester, CA station. This station is
located about 15 miles south of the BCVWD along state highway and is representative of
the evapotranspiration in the District’s service area. The reference ETo represents the is
the amount of water used and evaporated by a 4 to 7-in tall stand of grass in an open
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field. Water use by other crops and landscape materials can be determined using the
appropriate crop coefficient in conjunction with the ETo.
1.8.4 Demographic Characteristics
1.8.4.1 Population
1.8.4.1.1 Current
The District’s present service area ( end of 2005) includes approximately 9,700 service
connections. Census data was obtained from the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) for Riverside County and the City of Beaumont. The Western
Riverside County of Governments (WRCOG) prepared the estimates for SCAG. Table
1-2 presents the WRCOG data for the period 2000 to 2030.
The population change from 2000 to 2005 in the City of Beaumont was dramatic – a 66%
increase in population in the 5-year period. The population (18,933) was checked against
the State of California Department of Finance estimates for January 2005 and found to
match, so it can be concluded this is a reasonable estimate of the current population.
Data was not available separately for Cherry Valley as it is an unincorporated community
and would be included in the Riverside County unincorporated population. Data from the
Cherry Valley Resource Guide indicated the population was 5,945 in 1990 and 5,891 in
the year 2000. No current projections were available.
To verify the population of Census data was available for the year 2000 from the U.S.
Census Bureau. This data was available by census tracts and “blocks” within the census
tracts. Many of the census tracts extend beyond the District’s service area. This data was
allocated to “in District” and “outside of District” for Beaumont and Cherry Valley. The
“in District” population for Beaumont compared favorably with the year 2000 City of
Beaumont population in Table 1-3.
In the year 2000 update to the UWMP, census tract/block data were used in conjunction
with a Geographical Information System (GIS) boundary map of the District and it was
determined that 4,580 people in the Cherry Valley census tracts were actually in the
District. This is 78% of the stated Cherry Valley year 2000 population (5,945). A far less
rigorous estimate was made as part of this update and determined the year 2000 Cherry
Valley population that was within the District was 4,950. It was determined to use the
estimate based on the more rigorous GIS analysis, i.e., 4,580. This will maintain
consistency with the year 2000 UWMP update.
1.8.4.1.2 Projected
Table 1-3 presents the population, housing and people per dwelling unit served by the
District. The year 2000 population (9.650) for the City of Beaumont was taken from the
2000 UWMP update. This population was based on census tract data using the GIS
methodology described above to allocate it to the District boundary. This is about 85%
of the stated total City of Beaumont population. For the year 2005, it was assumed that
95% of the population of the City of Beaumont (From Table 1-2) was in the District. For
the year 2010 and beyond, it is assumed that all of the City of Beaumont is served by the
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
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District. This is reasonable since new developed are annexed into the City and the
District simultaneously. Also the District has an application pending with LAFCO to
annex a number of parcels that are not now in the District.
Table 1-3
Historic, Current and Projected Population and Housing
(Source: SCAG)
2000
City of Beaumont
Population

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

11,407

18,933

27,305

43,709

59,898

75,411

90,290

3,887

5,821

8,914

14,036

19,212

24,304

29,333

2.93

3.25

3.06

3.11

3.12

3.10

3.08

66.0%

44.2%

60.1%

37.0%

25.9%

19.7%

Unincorporated Riverside County
Population
352,616
417,870

475,002

575,248

667,930

751,712

830,191

Households

Households
People/DU1
Increase for 5year period

People/DU
Increase for 5year period
1

114,948

133,655

156,466

195,665

235,183

274,346

313,281

3.07

3.13

3.04

2.94

2.84

2.74

2.65

18.5%

13.7%

21.1%

16.1%

12.5%

10.4%

DU = Dwelling Unit
In Table 1-3 it should be noted there are a small number of people that are not in the City
of Beaumont that are served by the District (designated Beaumont Unincorporated Areas
in Table 1-4) As the area develops it is assumed this population will be included with the
City of Beaumont population by the year 2010.
For consistency with the year 2000 UWMP update, the year 2000 Cherry Valley
population is taken as 4,580 people. The ultimate population forecast for Cherry Valley
is based on the Cherry Valley Community Policies of one-acre single-family residential
lots, which would forecast an ultimate build-out of approximately 24,700 people.
There is interest in more intense development within Cherry Valley as demonstrated by
the proposal to construct 900 homes on the 323 acre Sunny Cal Egg Ranch. Although
this project has not yet been approved, it is an indicator of development potential. The
forecasted growth in Cherry Valley from 2005 through 2030 is based on the forecasted,
equivalent rate of growth of the unincorporated areas of West Riverside County1. Most
development is occurring within the City of Beaumont, and the forecast for these areas
coincides with SCAG’s forecast for all unincorporated cities in west Riverside County.
Based on the projections in Table 1-3, the total service area population for the District
will increase by about 2.1 times the year 2005 population by the year 2015, and 4.2 times
the year 2005 population by the year 2030.
The population growth is illustrated in Figure 1-2.
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Table 1-4
Historic, Current and Projected Population and Housing Served by the
District
2000
City of Beaumont
Population

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

10,533

17,844

27,225

43,709

59,898

75,411

90,290

3,589

5,486

8,888

14,036

19,212

24,304

29,333

2.93

3.25

3.06

3.11

3.12

3.10

3.08

Beaumont Unincorporated Areas
Population
320

380

0

0

0

0

0

Households

100

120

0

0

0

0

0

People/DU

3.07

3.13

Population1

5,891

6,981

7,936

9,610

11,159

12,559

13,870

Households

1,900

2,200

2,600

3,300

3,900

4,600

5,200

2.70

3.13

3.04

2.94

2.84

2.74

2.65

Totals
Population

16,744

24,975

35,241

53,319

71,057

87,970

104,160

Households

5,589

7,736

11,518

17,336

23,112

28,904

34,533

People/DU

2.86

3.24

3.07

3.10

3.07

3.05

3.02

Households
People/DU

Cherry Valley

People/DU

2

1 Based on growth rate in unincorporated Riverside County
2 Same as unincorporated Riverside County
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Figure 1-2
District Population Growth Past, Present, and Forecast
Based on SCAG Forecast

Population (thousands)

120
100
80
60
40
20
Year 0
City of Beaumont
Beaumont Unicorp. Areas
Cherry Valley
Total Service Population

2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

10,533

17,844

27,225

43,709

59,898

75,411

90,290

320

150

80

0

0

0

0

5,891

6,981

7,936

9,610

11,159

12,559

13,870

16,744

24,975

35,241

53,319

71,057

87,970

104,160

1.8.4.2 Land Development
Future water demands can be developed using either population or land development rate
of growth (EDU growth). Both methods are used in this UWMP update.
Historically, the principal industry in the Beaumont and Cherry Valley area has been
agriculture and agriculture related services, particularly those associated with fruit
production (cherries) and egg ranching. Current trends suggest that more and more
agricultural areas are being converted to residential uses as new buyers are seeking more
affordable homes. The agricultural-based industries are giving way to major shopping
and distribution centers, e.g., Lowes, Cross Roads Logistics, etc., which are being
developed to support residential development in the area. Several major development
projects have already been started or are in the planning phase. These include Sun
Cal/Pardee/Ryland, Pardee Tournament Hills, Fairway Canyon, Pardee Sundance, K.
Hovnanian’s Four Seasons, Seneca Springs, Sunny Cal Egg Ranch, Rolling Hills and
Noble Creek Vistas, just to name a few. These projects and others will have a major
impact on the District’s water supply system and the water resources in the entire San
Gorgonio Pass (Pass) area. A number of proposed developments that have requested
water service or have indicated a desire to develop in the District are shown in Table 1-5
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
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Using the SCAG estimates for the District SOI, (Table 1-3) the development growth rate
would be approximately1056 households per year over the next 25 years. For the period
from 2000 to 2005 the District averaged 900 water service connections per year. For the
period 2003 to 2005, District averaged 1600 water service connections per year. Using
the known land developments in the District’s SOI and projecting their completion, the
estimated growth rate over the next 25 years averages approximately 1062 EDUs per
year; 2428 EDUs/year over the next 10 years and 1315 EDUs/year over the next 20 years.
Figure 1-3
District Population Forecast Comparison
120,000

Population

100,000
80,000
SCAG Population

60,000

Development Basis

40,000
20,000
0
2000

2010

2020

2030

Year

When compared to the development basis, Figure 1-3 illustrates the population in the
District’s service area in 2030 is approximately the same. However, the growth rate
using the development approach is much higher in the next decade than that projected
using the SCAG basis. Figure 1-4 shows the growth in EDUs for based on the SCAG
projections and the land development approach.
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Figure 1-4
District EDU Forecast Comparison
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Based on the District’s knowledge of the service area in concert with the City of
Beaumont, the District believes the year 2030 population developed by SCAG reasonably
estimates long term population in the service area. However, using the land development
approach, the population increases more rapidly in the next decade than is predicted by
SCAG. The District believes the land development rate better reflects water demand
increases in the service area. Therefore, for planning purposes the land development
based estimated water supply and demand were used to generate the projected water
supply and demands presented in Sections 2 and 3.
Table 1-5 presents a list of the developments requesting water service from the District.
Table 1-6 lists the projected number of water user connections by customer type.
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Table 1-5
Developments Requesting Service

Project Name
Pardee -- Sundance (Deutch)

Noble Creek Specific Plan

Cougar Ranch

Suncal (formerly Heartland)

K-Hovnanian Four Seasons
Hidden Canyon (formerly Lockheed
Aircraft, Beaumont Gateway)
Seneca Springs (formerly Loma Linda)

Entitlement
Status
Tract Approval
and
Construction
in Process
Specific Plan
Approved
Tentative
Tract Map
Amendment in
Process
SP/Tentative
Tract Map
Approved
Specific Plan
Approved,
Tract Maps in
Process
SP
Amendment in
Process
SP / Tentative
Commercial
PM Approved

Jurisdictional
Status

Developme
nt Plan

EDUs,
Resident
ial

City

Develop
Master Plan

4,500

City

Market
Finished
Lots /
Builder

City

Builder

City

City

City Sphere

Majestic Realty (formerly Olinger
Commercial)

General Plan /
Zoning in
process

City

Cross Roads Logistics (formerly Rolling
Hills Ranch)

Tentative
Tract Map
Approved

City
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140

4,640

10

900

10

-

-

164

2

Bulk Sale of
JP Offered

994

490

1,484

10

Bulk Sale
Offered

2,217

88

2,305

7

400

4

950

7

2,100

10

84

84

2

100

100

2

400

City

Tract Approval
in Process

Number of
Equivalent
Dwelling
Units

164

City

Pardee Tournament Hills (formerly Oak
Valley Partners LP / SCPGA)

EDUs,
Commerci
al &
Industrial

Estim
ated
Years
to
Build
Out

950
Golf
Courses
Completed,
Tract
Constructio
n Underway
Market
Commercial
Parcels 53
acres
In Escrow
with Builder

1-17

-

2,100

-

Estimate
d
Constru
ction
Start
Date

Units
Already
Served
1/2005

Units
Remaining
1/2005

2002

900

3740

2006

2004

900

80

84

2006

1484

2005

2305

2007

400

2005

950

2004

2100

2007

84

2007

100
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Table 1-5 (Cont’d)
Developments Requesting Service

Project Name

Entitlement
Status

Jurisdictional
Status

Developme
nt Plan

Pulte Oak Valley Greens

Tracts
Approved,
Construction
underway

City

Market
Finished
Lots

Willow Springs Area

SP on Hold

Annexation in
process

Market
Finished
Lots

SP / Tentative
Tract on Hold

Annexation on
Hold

Unknown

General Plan /
SP in Process
General Plan

City

Shea Homes Laborde Canyon Hidden
Canyon I & II (formerly Mission Viejo Co.,
Jack Rabbit)
Sixth Street Commercial Corridor -- Xenia
St East
Beaumont Industrial / Fourth Street Area
Centerstone (formerly KSE)

City

Multiple
Owner
Multiple
Owner

EDUs,
Resident
ial

EDUs,
Commerci
al &
Industrial

Number of
Equivalent
Dwelling
Units

Estim
ated
Years
to
Build
Out

2,600

140

2,740

5

2,800

210

3,010

15

1,200

-

1,200

10

958

1,278

5

1,139

1,139

5

470

2

2002

1500

1240

2007

3010

2006

1200

2004
County

Grading
Plan in
Process

27

27

Royal Homes Tr 30524

City
City

Grading in
Process
Grading in
process

900

8
2005

3,300

3,300

8

241

241

2

23

23

1

2006

City

2006

Pacific Scene Tr 31426/32020

2006
170

170

2

Wal-Mart/Home Depot

2006
20

20

1

73

73

2

194

194

2

Cameo Homes Tr 29839

2005

Corman Leigh Tr 30779 (formerly
Brookfield)
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1139
470
27

5
2007

900
Grading in
process
Grading in
process

1278

2006

Sunny Cal Egg Ranch Development

Curtis Tr 30891

Units
Remaining
1/2005

2006
470

SunCal Fairway Canyon

Units
Already
Served
1/2005

2005
320

UNKNOWN

Tract 30450 (Oak Glen Road)

Estimate
d
Constru
ction
Start
Date

900
3300
241
23
170
20
73
194
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Table 1-5 (Cont’d)
Developments Requesting Service

Project Name

Entitlement
Status

Jurisdictional
Status

Developme
nt Plan

TOTALS (KNOWN SCHEDULED
PROJECTS)
ESTIMATED EDUs from UNKNOWN
PROJECTS

EDUs,
Commerci
al &
Industrial

Number of
Equivalent
Dwelling
Units

23,643

3,369

27,912

Estimate
d
Constru
ction
Start
Date

Units
Already
Served
1/2005

Units
Remaining
1/2005

2480

25432

2480

26557

1125

TOTAL
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EDUs,
Resident
ial

Estim
ated
Years
to
Build
Out

29037
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Table 1-6
Number of Connections by Customer Type

Customer Type
Residential
Commercial
Industrial
Landscape
Recycled Water
Users
Agriculture
Other 1
Total
1

1.9

Year
2010
2015
22604
30637
350
420
10
12

1990
N/A
N/A
N/A

1995
N/A
N/A
N/A

2000
5555
263
7

2005
9141
267
8

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

108
147
N/A

97
78
125

225
70
125

6080

9716

23219

2020
32611
440
14

2025
33762
450
16

2030
34512
455
18

300
60
125

325
50
125

350
40
125

375
30
125

32035

34085

35283

36070

Includes Construction and Fire Services

FINANCING CAPABILITY
In this UWMP update, the District has identified a number of water sources and facilities
which are necessary to meet the projected demands. The District has had a capital
“impact” fee on new developments since the early 1980s. In fact the District was one of
the first agencies in the area to require new development to fund infrastructure
improvements based on their impact to the system. In late 2004, the District had its
Facilities Fee structure revisited and increases were recommended and adopted by the
Board of Directors. The fee structure provides for wells, reservoirs, transmission mains,
non-potable (recycled) water facilities, water treatment and new water purchase. The
latter is to fund the purchase of additional imported water entitlement or participation in
other local water resource projects, e.g., groundwater desalination; sea water desalination
etc. As a result the District has the financing in place to meet the requirements of the
UWMP.

1.10

PROJECT TEAM
The 2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update was prepared under the direction of
Mr. Joseph C. Reichenberger, P.E., District Engineer with assistance from Mr. Steve
Gratwick, P.E., and other staff at Parsons.

1.11

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The District Engineer would like to express appreciation for the help and assistance given
by the Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District in the study, particularly Mr. C. J.
Butcher, General Manager; Julie Salinas, Administrative Assistant, Jay Wilfley, General
Superintendent, Tony Lara, Production Superintendent, and the rest of the District staff.

1
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SECTION 2
WATER SOURCES

2.1

LAW
10631. A plan shall be adopted in accordance with this chapter and shall do all of
the following:
10631 (b) Identify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and
planned sources of water available to the supplier over the same five-year
increments [to 20 years or as far as data is available.] If groundwater is identified
as an existing or planned source of water available to the supplier, all of the
following information shall be included in the plan:
(1) A copy of any groundwater management plan adopted by the urban
water supplier, including plans adopted pursuant to part 2.75
(commencing with Section 10750), or an other specific authorization for
groundwater management.
(2) A description of any groundwater basin or basins from which the
urban water supplier pumps groundwater. For those basins for which a
court or the board has adjudicated the rights to pump groundwater, a
copy of the order or decree adopted by the court or the board and a
description of the amount of groundwater the urban water supplier has
the legal right to pump under the order or decree.
(3) A detailed description and analysis of the location, amount and
sufficiency of groundwater pumped by the urban water supplier for the
past five years. The description and analysis shall be based on
information that is reasonably available, including, but not limited to,
historic use records.
(4) A detailed description and analysis of the amount and location of
groundwater that is projected to be pumped by the urban water supplier.
The description and analysis shall be based on information that is
reasonably available including, but not limited to, historic use records.

2.2

WATER SUPPLY SOURCES
In the early years of the District diverted surface water from Edgar Canyon (Little San
Gorgonio Creek) was used for domestic and agricultural supply. Remnants of some of
the diversion boxes are still visible in Edgar Canyon. Since the early 1900’s, wells
supplemented the surface diversions. Eventually the surface diversions were no longer
used and the District relied solely on groundwater from both Edgar Canyon and the
Beaumont Storage Unit (BSU or the Beaumont Basin). Groundwater is the District’s
only current water source. However, this is changing as described below.
•

In the late 1980s the District developed a recycled water master plan and
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developed an agreement with the City of Beaumont to distribute recycled
water. Developer have been required to install the backbone recycled water
system as well as “in Tract” systems to irrigate common greenbelt areas, street
medians, parks, and schools. An extensive piping system is currently “in the
ground.” The City of Beaumont is in the process of designing the recycled
water pump system to pressurize the recycled water distribution system. The
District expects to be distributing recycled water in 2006.
•

The East Branch Extension of the State Water Project is now complete and
operational. (There are some operational constraints however, that limit its
ability to import large quantities of water.) The District has been collecting
fees from developers to purchase supplemental water over and above the San
Gorgonio Pass Agency’s (Pass Agency) Table A amount.

•

The District purchased an 80 acre parcel, referred to as the Oda Property, on
both sides of Noble Creek for the purpose of developing a groundwater
recharge area.
Over $1,000,000 in engineering and hydrogeologic
investigations have been conducted and the site is clearly an ideal place to
recharge water – either captured stormwater, recycled water, or imported
water. Bids have been received for the first phase of the project, construction
of percolation ponds on the northwest portion of the site, the contract has been
awarded and construction is about to start (late 2005).

•

A pipeline has been designed to convey State Project Water from a SGPWA
Turnout at Noble Creek to the groundwater recharge area described above.
The design of the turnout by the SGPWA is underway.

•

The District has initiated design of a stormwater capture and recharge
program to take storm runoff from Little San Gorgonio Creek, desilt it, and
convey it to the Oda Property spreading grounds for recharge.

•

The City of Beaumont, as a condition of development, has required
developers to install detention basins for stormwater percolation. Once such
system adjacent to the Pardee Sundance Development on the east side of
Beaumont proved to be very effective at capturing runoff and percolating it
during the winter 2004-05.

Future water sources will include recycled water, captured stormwater in Edgar and
Noble Canyons and its subsequent recharge, urban runoff capture and recharge, captured
underflow from the Edgar Canyon, return flows from new development, and imported
water. Each of these will be described in more detail in subsequent subsections.
Table 2-1 depicts the water sources which are or planned to be used by the District to
meet future demands.
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Table 2-1
Current and Future Water Sources

Groundwater, Edgar Canyon
Groundwater, BSU

2005
√

2010
√

2015
√

2020
√

2025
√

2030
√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

√

Storm Water Capture and Recharge
√

Urban Runoff & Groundwater Recharge
Captured Infiltration from Edgar Canyon
Recycled Water to Offset Existing Uses Currently
on wells
Conversion of Existing Potable Water Uses to
Recycled Water and Replenishment of
Groundwater Using Recycled Water
Imported Water purchased through SGPWA

The following section presents a description and analysis of the current and future water
sources and describes planned projects.
2.2.1 Groundwater
Table 2-2 presents a summary of the District's wells and their current capacity.
The District currently owns and operates a total of 23 groundwater wells of which only
22 are used to any great degree. These 22 wells have a total production capability of
approximately 34.6 million gallons per day (mgd).
The District's wells are located in four areas:
•

Upper Edgar Canyon (San Bernardino County)

•

Middle Edgar Canyon (San Bernardino County)

•

Lower Edgar Canyon (Riverside County)

•

BSU (Riverside County)

Note that “Edgar Canyon” is synonymous with “Little San Gorgonio Creek”.
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Table 2-2
Groundwater Well Capacity Summary
Area / Location

No. of Wells

Upper Edgar Canyon
Middle Edgar Canyon
Lower Edgar Canyon
BSU
TOTALS
a

9a
1
3
10b
23

Pump Capacity
(mgd)
(acre-ft/yr)
2.9
3,230
0.9
960
1.6
1,850
29.2
32,700
34.6
38,740

Well 13 in Upper Edgar Canyon is standby
Well 2 is inactive and will be replaced in 2005-06; includes Wells 25 and 26
which are scheduled to come on line in 2006, construction has started.

b

The District will begin constructing 2 additional wells (Well 25 and 26) in the Beaumont
Basin in 2005 and will have them on line in 2006. Well No. 2 in the Beaumont Basin
will be replaced in 2006 also.
2.2.1.1 Edgar Canyon
Groundwater in Edgar Canyon primarily occurs in the younger and older alluvium
valleys and within the rock fractures associated with the extensive faulting in the area.
Numerous faults cross the canyon generally in a southeast-northwest direction. These act
as barriers to groundwater movement and subdivide the canyon into several sub basins.
Groundwater aquifer material is limited and storage is small. Groundwater levels vary
from just few feet below ground surface to about 200 below ground surface. The
groundwater levels and groundwater production respond quickly to stream flow. During
wet years considerably more water can be pumped than during dry years.
The District prefers to use the wells in Edgar Canyon since they are the least expensive to
operate and the water can be conveyed to the District customers by gravity with no
additional pumping.
The District has operated numerous percolation ponds in the canyon. Surface flows in
Little San Gorgonio Creek are diverted into the percolation ponds which then recharge
the shallow aquifers. The District has been doing this since the late 1800s and has a pre1914 water right to divert up to 3,000 miners inch hours (MIH) or approximately 45,000
acre-feet per year (acre-ft/yr) for diversion of water for domestic and irrigation uses.
However, the District has never had a demand that requires such large quantities of water
supply; and the watersheds may not be capable of supplying such quantities during an
average year.
Table 2-3 presents the 5-year production from the wells in Edgar Canyon for the years
2000 - 2004.
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Table 2-3
Groundwater Extractions from Edgar Canyon Wells (2000 – 2004)
Year

Total Production
Acre-ft

2000

2671

2001

806

2002

592

2003

923

2004

895

5-year average

1177

From 1957 to 2000 the average production from the Edgar Canyon Wells was 1950 acft/yr. However, prior to 1983, the ability to utilize the water pumped from Edgar Canyon
was limited. In 1983, the District installed the Edgar Canyon Transmission Main which
enabled larger quantities of water to be conveyed from the Edgar Canyon to Cherry
Valley and Beaumont. Since 1983, the average amount pumped was 2454 ac-ft/yr. This
is far more indicative of Edgar Canyon’s ability to produce water.
For the period 1983 to 2000 statistical information on the Edgar Canyon production is
presented in Table 2-4:
Table 2-4
Groundwater Extraction Statistics from Edgar Canyon Wells (1983 -2004)
Parameter

Annual Production
Acre-ft

Average

2,280

Maximum

3,738

Minimum

1,117

90th Percentile

3,336

10th percentile

1,241

In Table 2-4, the term “10th Percentile” means that 90 percent of the time the production
was greater than the value shown. In other words, there would be only one year in ten
that the production would be less than 1,241 ac-ft/yr.
The San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority (STWMA) estimated the safe yield
from Edgar Canyon to be 2,600 ac-ft/yr.1 This amount appears reasonable in light of the
statistical data on historical pumping in Table 2-4 and will be used as the yield from
Edgar Canyon.
1

Wildermuth Environmental, Inc. (2005). Integrated Regional Water Management Program for the San Timoteo
Watershed, Final Draft, prepared for the San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority, , June 2005.
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The District currently maintains 40 to 50 ponds in Upper Edgar Canyon to capture and
recharge winter runoff in Little San Gorgonio Creek to supplement the groundwater in
the canyon and minimize the amount of water the District extracts from the BSU. These
ponds have contributed to the productivity of the Edgar Canyon wells since early in the
Twentieth Century. On an average annual basis, the wells have shown increased
production in the canyon of approximately 800 acre-ft/yr; however the District estimates
that approximately 2,600 acre-ft/yr has been captured and percolated in the Upper Edgar
Canyon ponds. This estimate is based on historic pumping records and evaluation of the
corresponding weather conditions. It could be overly conservative due to the fact that the
historic pumping records matched the water demand on the system.
The District does not know where the difference between 2600 acre-ft/yr recharged and
additional extraction has gone. It is not known if this water passes over the Banning
Fault into the BSU or Singleton Storage Unit or if it flows southeasterly behind the fault
barrier.
Because of this uncertainty, the District is proposing to change the diversion point to the
lower end of Edgar Canyon and convey the captured water to spreading basins overlying
the Beaumont Basin. This is discussed as part of the stormwater capture and recharge
project to follow.
After construction of the stormwater capture project and the relocation of the diversion
point downstream to the desilting basins at the mouth of the canyon, the resulting
production from Edgar Canyon will be reduced since the percolation ponds in the upper
and middle canyon areas will not be used as much. The District believes this will reduce
the production from the Edgar Canyon wells by about 800 acre-ft/yr. Thus, one the
stormwater capture and recharge project is completed the annual production from Edgar
Canyon will be reduced to 1,800 acre-ft/yr, i.e., 2,600 acre-ft/yr less 800 acre-ft/yr.
The quality of the groundwater in Edgar Canyon is excellent. The total dissolved solids
are in the lower 200 mg/L range; nitrate levels are low since development around the well
fields is limited.
2.2.1.2 Beaumont Basin (Beaumont Storage Unit)
Beaumont Basin. The Beaumont Basin or Beaumont Storage Unit (BSU) as it is also
known, is one of the largest storage units in the San Gorgonio Pass area with at least 1.1
million acre-feet of water in storage and about 200,000 to 400,000 acre-feet of unused
groundwater storage capacity. With the recent information developed by the District
which shows the aquifer extending an additional 500 ft below that previously know,
STMWA estimates the amount of water in the Beaumont Basin could be as much as 2.4
million acre-ft.2
The boundaries of the BSU are defined on all sides by postulated faults including the
Banning and Cherry Valley Faults to the north and unnamed faults to the south, east, and
west. The BSU is approximately 27 sq. mi. oriented in a northwest-southeast direction.
The Cherry Valley Fault is the dividing line between the BSU and the Singleton storage
2

“Integrated Regional Water Management Program for the San Timoteo Watershed,” Final Draft, prepared for the
San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority, Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., p 2-15, June 2005.
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unit.
Groundwater within the BSU primarily occurs in the older alluvium and the San Timoteo
Formation. Groundwater elevations in the BSU range from approximately 160 ft below
ground surface (bgs) to 600 ft bgs.
It should be noted that the BSU has been drawn down from the steady state groundwater
elevations computed in the Bloyd (1971) report. The Bloyd report shows that the
groundwater elevation is approximately 100 feet below steady-state (pre-development)
conditions. According to STWMA, progressive drawdown of water levels in the
Beaumont Basin occurred from the 1920s to about 1980. Since then groundwater levels
have stabilized. Current levels in the basin are about 75 to 120 ft below the 1920 levels
and about 10 to 40 ft below the 1980 level.3
Groundwater flow in the BSU generally follows the ground surface topography.
However, there is a groundwater divide that roughly follows Cherry Avenue, a major
north-south arterial on the east side of Beaumont. To the west of Cherry Avenue,
groundwater flows southwest and west toward San Timoteo Canyon; to the east of
Cherry Avenue, groundwater flows southeast and east toward Banning.
In the western portion of the Beaumont Basin, the groundwater elevations intersect the
surface elevations. The groundwater becomes surface water in springs and seeps along
the tributary drainages to San Timoteo Wash.
During the field investigation work related to the District’s Stormwater Capture and
Recharge project, (described subsequently), multiple aquifers systems were identified by
Geoscience Support Services Inc (Geoscience)4. They designated the aquifer systems
beneath the recharge site as:
•

Perched -- 300 to 400 ft bgs

•

Shallow -- 478 to 485 ft bgs

•

Intermediate – 600 to 1000 ft bgs

•

Deep –below 1000 ft bgs

Prior to drilling the production well at the recharge site, the base of useable groundwater
water in the Beaumont Basin was thought to be 1000 ft. This the primary production
zone of most of the municipal wells in the BSU. As part of the pilot recharge project a
well was drilled to 1500 ft bgs and test pumped at 3000 gpm. The water quality from this
well is excellent, wth total dissolved solids concentrations in the low 200 mg/L range.
During the aquifer testing, water from the deep aquifer was analyzed and found to be
chemically quite different from that of the intermediate aquifer. That well became
BCVWD Well No. 23 and was put into service in late summer 2004. Geoscience
indicated that there were several other wells that were drilled to that depth and tapped
into that deeper aquifer. In 2005, BCVWD drilled Well No. 24 into the deep aquifer and
it too was test pumped at 3000 gpm. That well is due to come on line in late summer
3

“Integrated Regional Water Management Program for the San Timoteo Watershed,” Final Draft, prepared for the
San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority, Wildermuth Environmental, Inc., p 2-13, June 2005
4
Geoscience Support Services, Inc, (2002). Geohydrologic Investigation Noble Creek Recharge Study, July 1, 2002
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2005. The finding of this deep aquifer greatly extends the amount of usable groundwater
in the BSU.
Table 2-5 presents the BCVWD’s groundwater extractions in the BSU.
Table 2-5
BCVWD’s Groundwater Extractions from Beaumont Basin Wells (2000 –
2004)
Year

Total Production
Acre-ft

2000

3637

2001

3827

2002

6936

2003

5822

2004

7158

5-year average

5476

2.2.1.3 Total BCVWD Groundwater Extractions
The District’s annual groundwater production from 1970 through 2004 is depicted in
Figure 2-1. From 1970 to 2004, the District’s average annual production was 5,166 acrefeet. The minimum annual production of 3,417 acre-feet occurred in 1983 and the
maximum annual production of 8,896acre-feet resulted in 2002. For the 1970 – 2004
period, the BSU supplied approximately 57% of the total groundwater production while
19, 9% and 15% were produced from the Upper, Middle, and Lower Edgar Canyon areas,
respectively. Total production in any given year is a function of the hydrologic
conditions and usually mirrors the annual rainfall.
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Figure 2-1
Groundwater Production from 1970 through 2004
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2.2.1.4 Beaumont Basin Adjudication
The Beaumont Basin was adjudicated in February 2004, in Superior Court, Riverside
County Case RIC 389197, San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority vs. City of
Banning et al.
The Judgment established the Beaumont Basin Watermaster
(Watermaster) to administer the judgment. It established the rights of the Overlying
Parties and the Appropriator Parties, e.g., the BCVWD. Some of the essential elements
of the Judgment are as follows:
•

The Safe Yield of the Basin is established at 8,650 acre-ft/yr.

•

A controlled overdraft of the basin is allowed to create more usable storage
capacity in the Basin. In the Judgment this is termed “Temporary Surplus.”
This has been established at 160,000 acre-ft.

•

During the first ten years after adoption of the Judgment (until 2014), the
Overlying Parties can extract, in total, a maximum of 8,650 acre-ft/yr. There
after, the Overlying Parties can extract, in total, a maximum of 5,845 acre-
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ft/yr. If, after the first 10 years, an Overlying Party pumps more than its share
of the operating safe yield, the overlying producer shall provide Watermaster
with sufficient funds to replace the overproduction. In the accounting,
Watermaster uses a 5-year (consecutive) period. So the extractions over a
consecutive 5-year period cannot exceed 5 times the annual extraction share.
•

During the first ten years after adoption of the Judgment (until 2014), the
Appropriator Parties can extract, in total a maximum of 16,000 acre-ft/yr.
There after the Appropriating Parties can extract, in total, a maximum of
2,805 acre-ft/yr. If, after the first 10 years, an Appropriator Party pumps more
than its share of the operating safe yield, the appropriator producer shall
provide Watermaster with sufficient funds to replace the overproduction.
Watermaster uses a similar 5-consecutive year period for accounting as
described above for the Overlying Parties. BCVWD is an Appropriator Party.
BCVWD has a 42.51% share of the temporary surplus and for the first 10
years (until 2014) can extract 6,802 acre-ft/yr.

•

An Overlying Party can request water service from an Appropriator Party.
For example, if an Overlying Party subdivides its property and requests an
Appropriator, such as BCVWD, to supply the new subdivision with water.
When this happens, the Overlying Party is precluded from extracting that
volume of water provided by the Appropriating Party and the Appropriating
Party shall have the right to produce the water foregone by the Overlying
Party.

•

On a year-to-year basis, if an Appropriating Party serves recycled water to an
Overlying Party, the Overlying Party’s water right is not diminished, but the
Appropriator Party shall have the right to use that portion of the Overlying
Water Right offset by the recycled water. In other words, serving recycled
water to an Overlying Party allows the Appropriator to pump the equivalent
amount of groundwater.

•

There is a provision which requires the BCVWD to set aside 2,400 acre-ft/yr
of projected water demand in the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan update
specifically for Oak Valley Partners LP. For the 2010 update, the Judgment
states this figure should be reviewed. This was done in exchange for Oak
Valley forgoing any overlying water rights in excess of that stipulated in the
Judgment.

•

If any Overlying Party produces less than the Overlying Party’s right under
the Judgment, the unused portion shall be apportioned to the Appropriator
Parties as follows: BCVWD 42.51%, Yucaipa Valley Water District 13.58%,
South Mesa Water Company 12.48%, and the City of Banning 31.43%.

•

The Watermaster has the authority to enter into Groundwater Storage
Agreements with producers for the storage of supplemental water, wellhead
protection and recharge, well abandonment, well construction, monitoring,
replenishment, mitigation of overdraft, and collection of assessments.

The entire Judgment is contained in Appendix P.
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The projected quantities of water from the from the transfer of unused Overlying Party
rights to BCVWD have been estimated and are included in the water supply. These
amounts are projected as follows:
Table 2-5a
Projected Transfer of Unused Overlying Party Rights to BCVWD
Year

Total Transferred
Acre-ft/yr

2005

2280

2010

1507

2015

1049
1049

2020

1049

2025

1049

2030

The source of the amounts in Table 2-5a are SunnyCal Egg Ranch, California Oak Valley
Golf and Resort LLC (2005, 06, and 07 only), Oak Valley Partners, Southern California
PGA (through 2008 only), and the minor overlying parties.
2.2.2 Storm Water Capture and Groundwater Recharge
The District has been diverting surface flows in Edgar Canyon for groundwater recharge
since 1902. Over the last twenty years the District has found that the amount of water
diverted was considerably more than the amount that could be retrieved via the District
wells. (Refer to the previous discussion for Edgar Canyon Wells.) It is believed that a
large quantity of the diverted and percolated water flow is lost from the service area due
to the severely faulted underground geology of Edgar Canyon.
In 2000 the District initiated a study of the Little San Gorgonio Creek and Noble Creek
watershed areas to determine the amount of available runoff these canyons produce. Two
reports were prepared by BCVWD documenting the estimate of annual runoff.
•

Resource Development, Surface Water Capture for Little San Gorgonio Creek
and Other Locations, prepared by Parsons, Pasadena, CA, September 12,
2000

•

Hydrology Study, Resource Development Program on Little San Gorgonio &
Noble Creeks, prepared by Parsons, Pasadena, CA, January 2003.

The methodology is described in detail in these reports. But the following is a brief
summary.
The USGS operated a stream gauging station in Little San Gorgonio Creek (11056500) at
the Oak Glen Road bridge for the period 1948 through 1985 – a 37-year period. The
station measured flows from only a 1.74 sq mi (1114 acres) drainage area. (The entire
Little San Gorgonio Creek watershed at the mouth of Edgar Canyon is 4610 acres.)
Average daily flows are highly variable ranging from 0 to over 1000 cfs. The average
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
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flow at the gauging station during the gauged period is 0.7 cfs (about 500 acre-ft/yr). On
January 25, 1969 a flow 5,900 cfs was recorded at the gauge.
Historic precipitation data was obtained from stations in the watershed, namely Oak
Glen, Oak Glen Conservation Camp and Cherry Valley. Data was available from 22 to
99 years depending on the station. From this data, an annual rainfall-runoff relationship
was developed correlating the streamflow in Little San Gorgonio Creek with the rainfall.
Since the amount of precipitation in a given year affects the soil moisture (more runoff in
a wet year than a dry year for a given amount of rainfall), plots of rainfall versus runoff
were developed for dry, wet and average years. Also since the gauged watershed was
only a portion of the entire watershed, the yield for Little San Gorgonio Creek watershed
was proportioned. There was no runoff data for the Noble Creek watershed, so it was
estimated the runoff would be 75 percent of that of Little San Gorgonio Creek. This
accounts for the lower mean sea level elevation of the watershed and the reduced
orographic effect.
The study determined that from the Little San Gorgonio Creek watershed there are
approximately 2,600 acre-ft/yr long-term average runoff and 1,500 acre-ft/yr long-term
average runoff from the Noble Creek watershed tributary up to Orchard Avenue. Table
2-5 presents the amount of runoff from Little San Gorgonio Creek and Noble Creek.

Table 2-6
Estimated Runoff at the Mouth of Little San Gorgonio and
Noble Creek
Watershed Area
Noble Creek
Little San Gorgonio Creek
TOTAL

Average Annual
Precipitation, inches
23
26

Average Annual
Water Yield, AF
1,500
2,600
4,100

The mean annual runoff is based on relatively long records and a reasonable approach
was used to obtain the projections.
Since the preparation of these estimates, the STWMA used a proprietary model
developed by their engineer to estimate the runoff from this watershed. Their results vary
somewhat from the estimates in Table 2-6. STWMA is the in the process of verifying
these estimates at the time of this writing. For purposes of this UWMP update, 4,100
acre-ft per year will be used as the estimated runoff from Little San Gorgonio and Noble
Creeks. This may be revised as data is collected when the system is in actual operation.
Subsequent updates of this UWMP can be used as the vehicle to monitor and review the
water yield.
The District is currently in the final design stage for the Recharge Program. Under the
Recharge Program Plan, the existing Little San Gorgonio Creek spreading grounds would
be modified for use as desilting basins. These desilting basins would capture stormwater
runoff from Little San Gorgonio Creek and the adjoining Wallace Canyon. Stormwater
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currently captured in the Upper Edgar Canyon percolation ponds would be allowed to
flow down to the modified spreading grounds (converted to desilting basins) unless the
existing Upper Edgar ponds are required for flood control. Should all of the ponds
downstream be full, the District will then start to impound water in the Upper and Middle
Edgar Canyon percolation ponds to conserve the water and reduce the flood impact
downstream. In essence, with this operation, under normal conditions, the District is
moving it pre-1914 right diversion point from upper Little San Gorgonio Creek to the
mouth of the canyon.
Desilted water will be conveyed down to the groundwater recharge facilities constructed
on 80 acres of District-owned land at the intersection of Cherry Valley Blvd. and
Beaumont Avenue. Phase 1 of the groundwater recharge ponds will be under
construction in late 2005 r early 2006. Phase 2 of the recharge ponds is anticipated be
constructed in late 2006.
The District also plans the construction of wetlands habitat areas on Noble Creek, and
pipelines to transfer captured and desilted stormwater flows from Noble Creek. Recycled
water will be released into Noble Creek in Bogart Park and allowed to flow through the
wetlands before being recaptured and percolated in the recharge facilities.
The groundwater recharge facilities would be developed into a recreational park for
additional beneficial use by the surrounding community.
In 2002 and 2003, the District performed a pilot test to determine percolation rates at the
groundwater recharge site. This is documented in:
•

“Geohydrologic Investigation Noble Creek Artificial Recharge Study”
prepared by Geoscience Support Services Inc., July 2002

•

“Groundwater Recharge Implementation Plan, Nobel Creek Artificial
Recharge Facility,” prepared by Geoscience Support Services Inc., Sept. 19,
2005.

Short term subsurface infiltration rates measured during the pilot artificial recharge
testing ranged from 1 to 6 ft/day. The average short-term infiltration rate considering all
of data collected over the 80-acre site was 5.5 ft/day. Geosciences estimates the long
term infiltration rate to be about 3 ft/day. It was estimated that the entire 80 acre site
could recharge about 18,000 ac-ft annually when fully developed. This clearly
demonstrates the recharge area can easily recharge the runoff from Edgar and Noble
Canyons and have capacity to recharge recycled and imported water as required.
2.2.3 Urban Runoff and Groundwater Recharge
The City of Beaumont is developing plans and requirements for urban stormwater
management that will require new development to construct recharge structures along
Noble, Marshall, and Potrero Creeks. This will allow for collection of storm flows for
recharge from the developed areas of Cherry Valley and Beaumont, as well as from the
new construction currently being planned.
In the estimate of the additional captured urban runoff, the following methodology was
used:
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•

Only the Pardee Sundance, Oak Valley Greens and Marshall Creek areas were
considered

•

Impervious area was estimated to be 25% of the total gross area of the
development

•

Average annual rainfall is 18 inches

•

Prior to development an estimated 30% of rainfall reaches the groundwater
table

Captured additional urban runoff is projected to increase from 380 ac-ft/yr in 2005 to
1130 ac-ft/yr in 2025 as development occurs and more areas become covered with
impermeable surfaces such as pavement and roofs..
2.2.4 Captured Infiltration from Edgar Canyon
The capture of shallow groundwater or infiltration appears feasible based on the
operation of the District’s resource recovery well RR1, which captures underflow of
unknown origin during the winter months in the lower Edgar Canyon. The District
estimates 300 acre-ft/yr could be captured by additional recovery wells.
2.2.5 Recycled Water
Currently, the District is installing recycled water pipelines as part of the overall recycled
water distribution system. The pipelines and appurtenances are being installed as
development occurs. As of 2005 about 18 to 20 miles of recycled water pipeline is “in
the ground.” Service lines are installed to irrigation systems in parks and common areas
in Pardee Sundance, Three Rings Ranch, Oak Valley Greens, Pardee Tournament Hills,
and elsewhere. Pipelines extend to the Oak Valley and the two PGA West golf courses.
Currently the City of Beaumont treats all of the wastewater to meet Title 22 regulations
for recycled use. Presently all flows, about 2 mgd, are being discharged to Cooper Creek
which is tributary to San Timoteo Creek. (The effluent percolates underground prior to
reaching San Timoteo Creek.) The City is in the final stages of expanding the treatment
facility to 4.0 mgd and is starting the design for the recycled water pumping station.
BCVWD is in design on the first phase (2 MG) of a non-potable water storage reservoir
on the site of the Phase 1 Stormwater Capture and Recharge Project. The system is
designed so that any surplus recycled/non-potable water will overflow into the
percolation basins and recharge the BSU. A new pipeline will also bring State Project
Water to the site to blend with and supplement the recycled water. The design for the
pipeline is complete and the Pass Agency is in design on the turnout and metering station
on the East Branch Extension. Recycled water should be available for delivery by mid2006.
The District’s service area is in a unique position. At this point in time there is more
demand for recycled water (parks, playgrounds, school yards, medians and common
areas, golf courses, etc.) than the available supply.

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
2005 Urban Water Management Plan-Final

2-14

January 28, 2006
Section 2 – Water Sources

Table 2-7
Recycled Water Available for Use
Year

Total Recycled
Water Produced
mgd

Total Recycled
Water Produced
acre-ft/yr

Total Recycled
Water Available
for Use
acre-ft/yr

2000

1.2

1340

1050

2005

1.7

1850

1470

2010

5.4

6100

5500

2015

7.9

8885

8160

2020

8.4

9465

8710

2025

8.7

9780

9006

2030

8.9

9980

9200

The total recycled water which is available for use assumes a 300 acre-ft/yr set aside for
environmental mitigation/evapotranspiration etc. and assuming only 95 percent of the net
remaining can be reused either for irrigation or groundwater recharge. The recycled
water flow also is based on sewering Cherry Valley beginning in 2010. It is assumed that
95% of the population of Cherry Valley will be served with a wastewater collection
system. Flow from Cherry Valley in the year 2030 is 1 mgd.
2.2.5.1 Offset Existing Uses on Wells
The Beaumont Basin Adjudication states that if an Overlying Party receives recycled
water for an Appropriator, .e.g., the District, the Appropriator which serves the recycled
water shall have the right to use that portion of the Overlying Water Right of the
Overlying Party offset by the provision of recycled water. In other words the
Appropriator gets credit for the recycled water provided and can pump an equal amount
from the groundwater basin. The Overlying Party must reduce his/her groundwater
pumping accordingly for that period of time.
Currently recycled water pipelines extended to Oak Valley Golf Course (18 holes) and
the Southern California Professional Golf Association Golf Courses (36 holes). The
Adjudicated Rights for these Overlying Producers are presented in Table 2-8. It is
important to note that the users in Table 2.8 can take recycled water today.
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Table 2-8
Overlying Parties Which Could Substitute Recycled Water for Pumping
Overlying Party

Overlying Right
acre-ft/yr

Estimated
Recycled Water
Use 1
acre-ft/yr

California Oak Valley Golf
and Resort LLC

950

950

So. California Professional
Golf Association

2,200

2,200

Total

3,150

3,150

2.2.6 Imported Water
As discussed in Section 1, the District has historically served its customers with
groundwater produced from Edgar Canyon and the BSU. Wells in the canyon were
supplemented by surface water capture and percolation. Recycled water will become a
larger source of local supplies along with stormwater and urban runoff capture and
percolation. However, these sources alone are not able to meet the needs of the District
through 2030 and the District must rely on imported water delivered through the State
Water Project’s East Branch Extension (EBX). The local State Water Contractor is the
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency (SGPWA). The Agency has a maximum current Table
A amount of 17,300 acre-ft/yr; however, the EBX Phase I is limited to 8,650 acre-ft/yr.
The planning to bring the EBX to full Table A amount has begun.
The BCVWD is taking the approach that the SGPWA Table A amount is already “spoken
for” and has a fee structure in place for the following:
•

To purchase additional Table A water through the SGPWA from other State
Water Contractors or non-State Water Contractors and have that water
delivered to the BCVWD through the EBX

•

Purchase Turnback Pool water through the SGPWA when available for
delivery

•

Purchase Article 21 Water through the SGPWA when available for delivery

The 80-acre groundwater recharge facility which will begin construction in late 2005 or
early 2006 will provide the opportunity to take advantage of Article 21 water, which is
typically available only on very short notice. This will allow BCVWD to “bank” water
for later use.
BCVWD has included a water treatment facility fees as part of the impact fees collected
from each new development. This fee is collected to construct a water treatment plant on
District-owned land immediately adjacent to the State Water Project Cherry Valley Pump
Station. The treatment plant would treat State Project Water for direct delivery to
consumers within the District. The City of Banning and BCVWD have had preliminary
discussions on a joint treatment plant, with BCVWD wheeling treated water through its
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system to the City of Banning. BCVWD has constructed major transmission facilities
and stubbed out transmission mains on the joint boundary between the City of Banning
and BCVWD. Several years ago BCVWD purchased land for a treatment plant.
The hydraulic grade line for the inflow to the Cherry Valley Pump Station is such that the
treated water can flow into the BCVWD’s 2750 Pressure Zone. A 4 million gallon
reservoir (Taylor Reservoir) is already constructed on the site which can serve as a clear
well for the future water treatment plant. The District envisions a membrane treatment
plant – most likely a microfiltration/ultrafiltration facility (MF/UF).
Initial projections for imported water range from about 3950 acre-ft per year in the year
2006 to 6870 acre-ft/yr by the year 2030. When BCVWD purchases additional Table A
water, BCVWD will purchase more than the required amount to take into account the
State Water Project reliability.
The Department of Water Resources has just issued a draft reliability report (November
2005) for public comment. The results of this study will be factored in to the actual
purchase amount.
2.2.7 Transfer or Exchange Opportunities
10631. A plan shall be adopted in accordance with this chapter and shall do all of
the following:
10631 (d) Describe the opportunities for exchanges or transfers of water on a
short-term or long-term basis.

The District is collecting a “new water source” fee from all new developments. This fee
structure has been in place for a number of years. The fee structure was reviewed in 2004
and an upward adjustment was made to ensure that enough money is collected to
purchase new water for the development. The District periodically reviews that fee
structure to make sure it is current. This fee can be used to purchase additional Table A
water, Turnback Pool water or Section 21 Water as described above. It can also be used
to “buy into” other agency water resource projects in exchange for imported water which
can be delivered through the SGPWA via the EBX. These “other agency water resource
projects” could include groundwater treatment and desalination.
Many of the groundwater basins in Southern California are impacted by excessive
nitrates, high total dissolved solids, and, in some cases volatile organic chemicals (VOCs)
and perchlorate. There are a number of agencies constructing or planning to construct
desalters, VOC, nitrate and perchlorate removal facilities in the area including the Santa
Ana Watershed Project Authority, the Chino Basin Desalting Authority and others.
BCVWD could participate in one or more of these projects in exchange for State Project
Water. BCVWD sees transfers and exchanges as very viable solution to providing long
term water supplies.
2.2.8 Surface Water Sources
Although the BCVWD has pre-1914 rights to the waters or Little San Gorgonio Creek
(Edgar Canyon) as described previously, the District does not divert these waters for
direct use. To the extent possible the water is percolated into the ground for recharge.
Currently significant recharge is occurring in ponds constructed by the District in the
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Upper and Middle Edgar Canyon. With the construction of the Stormwater Capture and
Recharge Project, the water will be percolated first in the Beaumont Basin and
secondarily during floods in the existing ponds in Edgar Canyon.
The District believes this is much more efficient that constructing a surface water
treatment plant for these flashy, often turbid, seasonal streamflows. As a result, direct
surface deliveries is not considered a viable source of supply.
2.2.9 Summary of Water Supply Sources to Year 2030
Table 2-9 presents a “water balance” for BCVWD for each year to 2030. The Table
takes into account banking of unused portions of the temporary surplus, recharge, direct
deliveries of non-potable water, transfers of unused rights from Overlying Parties etc.
Table 2-9 is based on average year water supply conditions. Water sources and quantities
are based on the data presented in this section. Water demands and wastewater
production are based on the development rates presented in Table 1-5.
2.3

SUMMARY
The key elements for supporting the continued growth in the District are the completion
of construction of a recycled water distribution system, the implementation of the
Stormwater Capture and Recharge Program, the development of an urban runoff/recharge
program, and the delivery and recharge of SWP water. With these projected available
water sources along with the incidental water sources planned for the next twenty-five
years, the District will have ample water available in 2030 and will have over 31,000
acre-ft in storage in the Beaumont Basin as is shown in Table 2-9.
Construction of a recycled water distribution system to make recycled water available to
parks, playgrounds, golf courses, street medians, and freeway landscaping, will save
valuable potable water resources for their highest and best use (domestic consumption).
The District’s proposed Recharge Program, as discussed in Section 2.2.2, will also
provide new water supply to the District for potable use. The Recharge Program with an
estimated 4,100 acre-ft/yr will provide 6,700 EDU with potable water. Both the
Recharge Program and recycled water distribution combined will provide a total water
source for over 22,000 EDU.
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Table 2-9
Water Supply and Demand and Overall Beaumont Basin Water Balance
(2005-2030)
Line WATER BALANCE -- SOURCES vs DEMANDS
Water Supply Sources
State Project Water via San Gorgonio Pass Water
1 Agency
2 For Direct Non-potable Reuse

Comment

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

0

0

133

805

949

448

222

0

0

0

0

0

0

3950
3950

3999
4132

4179
4983

5029
5978

6017
6464

6498
6721

6755
6755

6782
6782

6803
6803

6814
6814

6821
6821

6827
6827

2600

2600

2600

2600

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

Groundwater Produced from Beaumont Storage Unit
6 from Temporary Surplus up to BCVWD Adjud. Right

6802

6802

6802

6802

6802

6802

6802

6802

6802

7

2280

1986

2595

2090

1650

1507

1364

1221

1078

1049

1049

1049

1049

0

0

69

137

206

275

343

412

480

549

549

549

549

0
379
0
0
0

800
470
0
0
610

1600
560
0
0
0

2450
651
0
2600
0

3150
742
0
2600
0

3150
832
300
4100
0

3150
847
300
4100
0

3150
862
300
4100
226

3150
877
300
4100
712

3150
892
300
4100
1096

3150
907
300
4100
1328

3150
921
300
4100
1440

3150
936
300
4100
1487

9461
12061

14618
17218

15624
18224

18909
21509

20179
21979

22982
24782

23404
25204

23828
25628

24281
26081

17939
19739

18196
19996

18330
20130

18398
20198

8767

10708

12689

14609

16472

18029

19421

20814

21923

22781

23213

23513

23739

8767

9908

11189

13109

14872

16329

17421

18661

19770

20628

21060

21360

21586

0

610

0

0

0

0

0

226

712

1096

1328

1440

1487

0
0

0
1691

133
3282

805
4775

949
5716

448
5957

222
6400

0
6628

0
6703

0
6778

0
6828

0
6878

0
6928

0

800

1500

1500

1600

1700

2000

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

0
0

91
800

182
1600

825
2450

966
3150

1107
3150

1250
3150

1325
3150

1400
3150

1475
3150

1525
3150

1575
3150

1625
3150

1471

2301

3149

3970

4767

5509

6178

6854

7415

7874

8156

8318

8415

3294

7310
10604

7035
17639

8400
26039

7106
33146

8454
41599

7783
49382

6967
56349

6311
62660

-889
61771

-1064
60707

-1229
59478

-1388
58090

3
4

For Recharge
Total Imported Water

5 Groundwater Produced from Edgar Canyon

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Same as line 19
Adjusted to maintain
positive storage
line 2 + 3
Reduced when
stormwater capture
project comes on line

From Judgement -- goes
away after 2014
Based on data from
Total Overlier Rights Distributed to BCVWD
watermaster
Based on data from
watermaster adjusted to
Potable Water Supplied to Overlying Parties (Sunny include all of the
Cal Egg Ranch and Surroundings)
adjacent areas.
Based on data from
Recycled or Non-potable Water Supplied to Overlying watermaster -- golf
Parties
courses
Urban Runoff/Groundwater Recharge
Captured Infiltration (shallow groundwater)
Stormwater Capture/Groundwater Recharge
Recycled Water Recharged
Same as line 18
Total Allowable Extractions from Beaumont Storage
Unit
Line 3 +(Lines 6 thru 13)
Total Potable Water Supply
Line 5 + 14

Water Demand (includes existing demands which can Estimated by BCVWD
based on development
16 be served by non-potable water)
Water Demand less existing potable water users
Estimated by BCVWD
17 converted to non-potable water

Line 24 - 23 - 22 - 21;if
less than zero, indicate
makeup shortfall amount

18 Recycled Water Available for Recharge
Imported Water to Recycled System to make up
See comment line 18
19 shortfall
Lines 21 thru 23
20 Subtotal Non Potable Water Demand
Existing Potable Water Users Converted to Recycled
Estimated by BCVWD
21 Water

22 Future Recycled Water Users (not including recharge) Estimated by BCVWD
Same as line 9
23 Recycled Water Suplied to Overlying Parties
Includes sewering of
Cherry Valley up to 95%
of households
24 Recycled Water Available
25 Water to BCVWD Storage Account
26 Accumulated Water in BCVWD Storage Account

Line 15 - 17

Table 2-9
Water Supply and Demand and Overall Beaumont Basin Water Balance
(2005-2030)
Line WATER BALANCE -- SOURCES vs DEMANDS
Water Supply Sources
State Project Water via San Gorgonio Pass Water
1 Agency
2 For Direct Non-potable Reuse

Comment

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

6832
6832

6838
6838

6843
6843

6849
6849

6854
6854

6856
6856

6858
6858

6861
6861

6863
6863

6865
6865

6867
6867

6870
6870

6872
6872

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1800

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

549

549

549

549

549

549

549

549

549

549

549

549

549

3150
951
300
4100
1534

3150
966
300
4100
1581

3150
981
300
4100
1678

3150
995
300
4100
1770

3150
1010
300
4100
1862

3150
1025
300
4100
1901

3150
1040
300
4100
1939

3150
1055
300
4100
1978

3150
1069
300
4100
2016

3150
1084
300
4100
2055

3150
1099
300
4100
2093

3150
1114
300
4100
2132

3150
1129
300
4100
2171

18465
20265

18532
20332

18650
20450

18762
20562

18874
20674

18929
20729

18985
20785

19041
20841

19096
20896

19152
20952

19208
21008

19263
21063

19319
21119

23965

24191

24417

24631

24845

24936

25028

25119

25211

25302

25394

25485

25577

21812

22038

22264

22478

22692

22783

22875

22966

23058

23149

23241

23332

23424

18 Recycled Water Available for Recharge
Imported Water to Recycled System to make up
See comment line 18
19 shortfall
Lines 21 thru 23
20 Subtotal Non Potable Water Demand
Existing Potable Water Users Converted to Recycled
Estimated by BCVWD
21 Water

1534

1581

1678

1770

1862

1901

1939

1978

2016

2055

2093

2132

2171

0
6978

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

0
7028

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

2153

22 Future Recycled Water Users (not including recharge) Estimated by BCVWD
Same as line 9
23 Recycled Water Suplied to Overlying Parties
Includes sewering of
Cherry Valley up to 95%
of households
24 Recycled Water Available

1675
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

8512

8609

8706

8798

8890

8929

8967

9006

9044

9083

9121

9160

9199

-1547
56543

-1705
54838

-1814
53023

-1916
51107

-2018
49089

-2054
47036

-2090
44946

-2126
42820

-2161
40659

-2197
38462

-2233
36229

-2269
33960

-2305
31655

3
4

For Recharge
Total Imported Water

5 Groundwater Produced from Edgar Canyon

Same as line 19
Adjusted to maintain
positive storage
line 2 + 3
Reduced when
stormwater capture
project comes on line

Groundwater Produced from Beaumont Storage Unit
6 from Temporary Surplus up to BCVWD Adjud. Right
7

8

9
10
11
12
13
14
15

From Judgement -- goes
away after 2014
Based on data from
Total Overlier Rights Distributed to BCVWD
watermaster
Based on data from
watermaster adjusted to
Potable Water Supplied to Overlying Parties (Sunny include all of the
Cal Egg Ranch and Surroundings)
adjacent areas.
Based on data from
Recycled or Non-potable Water Supplied to Overlying watermaster -- golf
Parties
courses
Urban Runoff/Groundwater Recharge
Captured Infiltration (shallow groundwater)
Stormwater Capture/Groundwater Recharge
Recycled Water Recharged
Same as line 18
Total Allowable Extractions from Beaumont Storage
Unit
Line 3 +(Lines 6 thru 13)
Total Potable Water Supply
Line 5 + 14

Water Demand (includes existing demands which can Estimated by BCVWD
based on development
16 be served by non-potable water)
Water Demand less existing potable water users
Estimated by BCVWD
17 converted to non-potable water

Line 24 - 23 - 22 - 21;if
less than zero, indicate
makeup shortfall amount

25 Water to BCVWD Storage Account
26 Accumulated Water in BCVWD Storage Account

Line 15 - 17

SECTION 3
WATER USE

3.1

LAW
10631. A plan shall be adopted in accordance with this chapter and shall do all of
the following:
10631 (e) (1) Quantify, to the extent records are available, past and current water
use, over the same five-year increments described in subdivision (a), and
projected water use, identifying the uses among water use sectors including, but
not necessarily limited to, all of the following uses:
(A) Single-family residential; (B) Multifamily; (C) Commercial; (D) Industrial; (E)
Institutional and governmental; (F) Landscape; (G) Sales to other agencies; (H)
Saline water intrusion barriers, groundwater recharge, or conjunctive use, or any
combination thereof; and (I) Agricultural.
(2) The water use projections shall be in the same 5-year increments to 20 years
or as far as data is available.

3.2

PAST, CURRENT, AND PROJECTED WATER USE
3.2.1 Past and Current Water Use
In 1990 the demand on the District supply was approximately 5,572 acre-feet, and the
water demand in the year 2000 was 6,308 acre-feet. Current demand, based on the totals
in the year 2004 is 8,662 acre-ft. The population grew from 12,850 in 1990 to a
projected 24,975 in 2005. About 3,600 new services have been added – almost all were
residential. Water use for agricultural purposes is projected to decrease within the
District from approximately 3% of the total demand in 2005 to less than 1% by the year
2030.
Although the water demand is based on well production records, the amount of average
daily pumpage exceeds that of the average daily demand. This is due to several factors
including inaccurate meters, fire flows, main flushing, leaks, and accidental main breaks,
etc. Unaccounted for water is approximately 5 to 7 percent of the total water pumped.
This is easily within the range of a well-operated water system.
Table 3-1 illustrates past, current, and projected water use from 1990 to the year 2030 in
AFY. The total demand includes both potable and non-potable demands.
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Table 3-1
Past, Current, and Projected Water Demand
acre-ft/year
Water Use
Sectors
Single & Multifamily residential
Commercial
Industrial
Landscape /
Recycled Water
Users
Agriculture
Other
Total

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

2,608

3,297

4,230

10,658

14,873

16,015

16,805

17,400

503

630

797

2,515

3,473

3,689

3,809

3,905

169

212

242

303

363

424

485

545

900

1,100

2,153

6,410

6,828

7,028

7,028

7,028

201

252

225

171

120

85

69

51

652

817

1,140

2,229

2,231

2,050

1,800

1,523

5,033

6,308

8,767

22,286

27,888

29,292

29,994

30,452

Table 3-2
Past, Current, and Projected Potable and Non-Potable Water Demand
Water Use s
Potable, AFY

1995

2000

Non-Potable AFY1
Total, AFY

5,033

6,308

Potable, mgd
Non-Potable, mgd
Total, mgd

5.63

2005
6,315

2010
15,876

2015
21,060

2020
22,264

2025
22,966

2030
23,424

2,153

6,410

6,828

7,028

7,028

7,028

8,767

22,286

27,888

29,292

29,994

30,452

5.90

14.17

18.80

19.88

20.50

20.91

1.92

5.72

6.10

6.27

6.27

6.27

7.83

19.89

24.90

26.15

26.78

27.18

1

Non-Potable water demand includes only existing landscape customers converted to recycled
water; recycled water to irrigate future landscape areas, and recycled water supplied to Overlying
Parties.

Table 3-3, Figure 3-1, and Figure 3-2 illustrate the percent of total water use by land use
designation estimated within the District’s SOI for both the current and year 2030
conditions.
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Table 3-3
Total Projected Water Use by Land Use Type
TYPE

2005 (%)

2030 (%)

Residential (Single & Multifamily)

48

57

Commercial

9

13

Industrial

3

2

Landscaping / Recycled Water Users e.g.
parks, medians, cemeteries, golf courses,
egg ranch, groundwater recharge, etc.

25

23

Agriculture

2

>1

Other e.g. construction, fire, maintenance,
system losses, etc.

13

5
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Figure 3-1
Total Water Use by Land Use Designation in 2005
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Figure 3-2
Total Water Use by Land Use Designation in 2030

Agriculture,
0.2%

Other, 5%

Landscaping/
Recycled
Water Users,
23%
Residential ,
57%

Industrial, 2%

Commercial,
13%

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
2005 Urban Water Management Plan-Final

3-4

January 28. 2006
Section 3 – Water Use

The residential, commercial, and industrial developments listed in Table 3-4 will add
approximately 10,940 gpm or about 17,650 AFY to the current demand. This is based on
a water demand of 0.38 gpm/EDU or 0.61 AFY/EDU. Analyses of water meter records
for three recent projects in Beaumont totaling 392 units indicated a range from 0.34
gpm/unit to 0.39 gpm/unit. The average of the projects studied was 0.37 gpm/unit. For
the purposes of planning 0.38 gpm/EDU is used.
To determine the water demand from forecasted property development, the potable water
demand was based on the “Estimated Start Date” for construction and the “Estimated
Years to Build-Out” for the developments listed in Table 3-4. These estimates were
made by BCVWD It is possible some of the developers could have delayed start dates or
extended build-out periods. The demand is equally distributed over the number of years
to completion of the development. To estimate the projected wastewater generated for
residential and commercial/industrial development, 250 gpd/EDU was used. The
calculation tables are provided in Appendix K
The City of Beaumont’s WWTP receives wastewater from almost all of the City of
Beaumont and the northeast portion of Cherry Valley. The remainder of Cherry Valley is
currently unsewered; all parcels are on septic tanks. The District has noticed an increase
in nitrate concentration at several of its wells in the Beaumont Basin. Because the
Beaumont Basin is such a critical part of the District’s water supply and the cost to
remove nitrates from groundwater is very expensive, the District is planning on
activating its latent sewering authority and sewer Cherry Valley, (except for the Mesa
Area which will remain on septic tanks since the population is limited and the cost to
extend sewer lines into this area would be very expensive. The sewering of Cherry
Valley will add about 1 mgd (1,100 AFY) to the flow at the City of Beaumont’s
treatment plant by the year 2030. This can be recycled.
3.2.1.1 Multiple and Single-Family Residential
Residential water consumption is composed of both indoor and outdoor uses. Indoor
water use includes sanitation, bathing, laundry, cooking and drinking. Most outdoor
water use is to meet domestic landscaping irrigation requirements. Other minor outdoor
uses include car washing, surface cleaning, and similar activities.
3.2.1.2 Commercial
The District has a mix of commercial customers, ranging from markets, restaurants,
stores, insurance offices, beauty shops, and gas stations to office buildings, shopping
centers and other facilities serving the population. The commercial sector is growing
each year. Major supermarkets, a Wal-Mart, and Lowes have, or are in the process of,
constructing facilities in Beaumont to serve the residential growth. The planned
development as shown in Table 3-4 includes planned areas of commercial land use to
serve the proposed increasing population. The commercial water demands are expected
to increase to 13% of the total demand over the next 25 years.
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Table 3-4
Water Demands for Developments Requesting Service

Project Name
Pardee -- Sundance (Deutch)
Noble Creek Specific Plan
Cougar Ranch
Suncal (formerly Heartland)
K-Hovnanian Four Seasons
Hdden Canyon (formerly Lockhead
Aircraft, Beaumont Gateway)
Seneca Springs (formerly Loma Linda)
Pardee Tournament Hills (formerly
Oak Valley Partners LP / SCPGA)
Majestic Realty (formerly Olinger
Commercial)
Cross Roads Logistics (formerly
Rolling Hills Ranch)
Pulte Oak Valley Greens
Willow Springs Area
Shea Homes Laborde Canyon Hidden
Canyon I & II (formerly Mission Viejo
Co., Jack Rabbit)
Sixth Street Commercial Corridor -Xenia St East
Beaumont Industrial / Fourth Street
Area
Centerstone (formerly KSE)
Tracat 30450 (Oak Glen Road)
Sunny Cal Egg Ranch Development
SunCal Fairway Canyon
Curtis Tr 30891
Royal Homes Tr 30524
Pacific Scene Tr 31426/32020
Walmart/Home Depot
Cameo Homes Tr 29839
Corman Leigh Tr 30779 (formerly
Brookfield)
TOTALS
OTHER POTENTIAL UNKONWN
PROJECTS
ADDED EDUs IN CHERRY VALLEY
OVERALL POTENTIAL FUTURE
DEVELOPMENT TOTALS

TOTAL
EDUs
4,640
900
164
1,484
2,305

EDUs Remaining
1/2005
3740
900
84
1484
2305

Average
Water
Demand of
Remaining
Units (AFY)
2281
549
51
905
1406

Estimated
Estimated Years to Build
Out
Start Date
2002
10
2006
10
2004
2
2006
10
2005
7

400

400

244

2007

4

950

950

580

2005

7

2,100

2100

1281

2004

10

84

84

51

2007

2

100

100

61

2007

2

2,740
3,010

1240
3010

756
1836

2002
2007

5
15

1,200

1200

732

2006

10

1,278

1278

780

2005

5

1,139

1139

695

2006

5

470
27
900
3,300
241
23
170
20
73

470
27
900
3300
241
23
170
20
73

287
16
549
2013
147
14
104
12
45

194

194

118

2004
2006
2007
2005
2006
2006
2006
2006
2005
2006

2
5
8
8
2
1
2
1
2
2

27,912

25,432

15,514

1,125

1125

686

2,400

2,400

1,464

31,437

28,957

17,646

3.2.1.3 Industrial
The District has a small industrial sector, primarily centered on manufacturing and light
manufacturing. A Lowes Distribution Center has been constructed and the Cross Roads
Logistics industrial park is in design. The industrial sector has not grown much prior to
2003 or so. While there will likely be a few additions to the industrial areas within the
District’s SOI, the impact on water demands are expected to be small. The industrial
development envisioned for Beaumont is low water-using industry.
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3.2.1.4 Institutional and Governmental
The District service area has a stable institutional/governmental sector, primarily local
government and schools. This sector will keep pace with the growth of the city.
3.2.1.5 Landscape / Open Space
Landscaped areas including parks, medians, schools, green belt areas, and executive golf
courses in the District currently consume approximately 2,153 AFY. These will be
supplied by recycled water beginning in 2006. In addition to the current water demand,
there are three championship golf courses, several ready-mix concrete facilities, and
groundwater recharge facilities, within the District’s SOI that could be served with
recycled water as it becomes available. Landscape and recycled water customer demand
is expected to increase to approximately 23% of the District’s total demand over the next
25 years. These current and planned increases in landscape areas account for the increase
in irrigation demands and represent a viable use of recycled water to offset those
demands.
3.2.1.6 Agricultural
Agricultural water demand is projected to decrease in the next 25 years as the agricultural
land is developed within the City of Beaumont and Cherry Valley. There will still be
some agricultural use on the” Mesa.”
3.3

POTENTIAL RECYCLED WATER USERS
Section 8 of this plan discusses in more detail the potential users of recycled water within
the District’s service area.

3.4

SALES TO OTHER AGENCIES
In 2003 and 2004 the District sold water to the City of Banning in response to an
emergency with the City of Banning’s water supply. The water was delivered through a
temporary connection at Highland Springs Road and First Street.
As part of the development of the Sundance Project on the eastern edge of the District,
permanent pipelines have been extended across Highland Springs Road at various
locations to provide water to Banning. The water would be pumped by the District
through the joint BCVWD-Banning Wells and delivered to Banning. The water which is
pumped and delivered would come from Banning’s rights in the BSU as stipulated in the
Judgment and would not be “charged” against the District’s water supply.

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
2005 Urban Water Management Plan-Final

3-7

January 28. 2006
Section 3 – Water Use

SECTION 4
WATER RESOURCE RELIABILITY

4.1

LAW
10631. A plan shall be adopted in accordance with this chapter and shall do all of
the following:
10631 (c) Describe the reliability of the water supply and vulnerability to seasonal
or climatic shortage, to the extent practicable.
10631 (c) For any water source that may not be available at a consistent level of
use, given specific legal, environmental, water quality, or climatic factors,
describe plans to replace that source with alternative sources or water demand
management measures, to the extent practicable.
10631 (c) Provide data for each of the following: (1) An average water year, (2)
A single dry water year, (3) Multiple dry water years.
10632. The plan shall provide an urban water shortage contingency analysis
which includes each of the following elements which are within the authority of
the urban water supplier:
10632 (b) An estimate of the minimum water supply available during each of the
next three-water years based on the driest three-year historic sequence for the
agency's water supply.

4.2

RELIABILITY
Despite rapidly growing demands from residential development in the District service
area, a number of opportunities exist to provide a reliable water supply for the
community through the year 2030. In the near term, the District will stabilize its
demands on the BSU and Edgar Canyon areas, develop recycled water use, capture and
percolate stormwater, and use imported water for water supply to customers. Available
water supply from the SWP, stormwater capture, and recycled water use can be used
interchangeably depending upon local and statewide hydrologic conditions to supplement
a stable local groundwater yield.
In the near term, the District Phase 1 Stormwater Capture and Recharge Program is
expected to be complete by the winter of 2006-07. In an average rainfall year, the BSU
can be recharged over and above the District’s extractions. The surplus recharge will
become accumulated storage, which can be extracted during dry years and/or for future
water demands. Reports by DWR1 and the USGS2 estimate that the volume of
groundwater in storage is approximately 1.1 million acre-feet. USGS, in 1971, reported
that 160,000 acre-feet of available storage capacity exists in the BSU. DWR, in 1987,
indicated the available storage may be even higher, approaching 383,000 acre-feet. This
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is over and above the 1.1 million acre-feet currently in storage. STWMA estimates the
amount of water in the Beaumont Basin could be as much as 2.4 million acre-ft.
STWMA has also indicated that the BSU has been in or near equilibrium for twenty years
from 1980 to 2000.3
SWP water can be recharged for many years before the demand increases to meet the
available supply. Since the BSU has a large amount of available capacity, this recharged
water will essentially be banked for future use. Combining the runoff and recharge
projects planned by the District and the recharge of SWP water, reliability of water
supply in the area appears to be more than adequate over the next 25 years.
To further stabilize the local groundwater use in the Beaumont/ Yucaipa area STWMA is
developing a Watershed Management Plan for the 140 square mile area that includes the
service area and SOI of the District. The Plan will include all necessary components that
will establish how the member agencies will protect water quality and manage the areas
local water resources to allow for its best and most beneficial use.
STWMA has completed the first phase of a four phase program to produce the watershed
management plan. Groundwater extractions of the BSU will be coordinated and
stabilized through a court appointed Watermaster.
The District will continue to incorporate recycled water delivery systems into new
development, focusing on servicing new irrigation demands with recycled water and
converting existing irrigation uses to recycled water. Recycled water will provide the
District a new local source of water of high reliability, both lessening the dependence on
imported sources and increasing reliability of the District’s total supply.
4.3

FREQUENCY AND MAGNITUDE OF SUPPLY DEFICIENCIES
The District experienced extended droughts during 1950 – 1969; 1976 – 1977; and 1987
– 1992. In all of these drought events the BSU and Edgar Canyon areas continued to
provide adequate water quantities without the need to ration water supply and with
continued supply to all customers. This can be attributed to the large amount of
groundwater in storage in the BSU. This stored water is replenished during wet years.
Approximately 57% of the District’s current water supply comes from the BSU. From
1950 to 1993, the groundwater level has declined about an average of 1.4 feet per year to
a groundwater elevation of approximately 2,260 feet above mean sea level (msl).
However, from 1980 to 1999 the rate of decline slowed to nearly a steady state condition4
with essentially no qualitative change in groundwater storage in the BSU5. This clearly
demonstrates the ability of the BSU to provide adequate water during extended drought
periods.

4.4

PLANS TO AFFIRM A RELIABLE WATER SUPPLY
The main operational goal of the District is to use the surface water runoff, recycled
water, and the BSU groundwater basin conjunctively. The current and future supply
projections through 2030 are provided in Table 2-8 and a discussion is provided Section
2.2, which summarizes future plans to affirm a reliable water supply.
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As a means of addressing any future BSU overdraft conditions, the Pass Agency has
constructed water transmission facilities initially capable of delivering a minimum
average flow of approximately 8,650 AFY from northern California to spreading grounds
for recharge of the BSU, and for direct delivery to a proposed treatment plant located in
Yucaipa.6 The Pass Agency’s total State Water Project Table A amount is 17,300 AFY.
To provide this amount, the current pump station and possibly other facilities, would
need to be increased in capacity. As stated previously, the District has the financing in
place and is collecting fess from all new development for the purchase of additional
Table A water. Also when they are purchasing the Table A amount the District is
purchasing more rights than they need to account for the reported reliability issues with
delivery of State Project Water.
4.5

RELIABILITY COMPARISON
The data in Table 4-1 shows the minimum available water supply to the District for an
average/normal water year and a theoretical drought of one year and three consecutive
years. For the basis, the year 2030 development conditions will be assumed. (This
represents a “worst case scenario.”) Note that it is necessary to assume some level of
development to evaluate the amount of recycled water available etc.
The data in Table 4-1 assume that a single year drought is more severe on an annual basis
than an extended 3-year drought. The extractions for Edgar Canyon were based on
analysis of the lowest annual production from the Canyon for the 1983 to the present and
the production for the lowest 3 consecutive years from 1983 to present. Recycled water
is available in more than sufficient quantities to meet the non potable water demand, i.e.,
9,199 acre-ft/yr of recycled water versus 7,028 acre-ft/yr non-potable water demand.
A conservative approach is used in that no State Project Water is available in the single
dry year and a reduced amount is available during the 3-year drought. Table 4-1 also
shows reductions in stormwater capture, urban runoff/groundwater recharge, and
captured infiltration.

4.5.1 Average Year Analysis at Year 2030
As provided in Table 3-2, presented previously, the projected potable water demand is
forecasted to be approximately 23,424 acre-feet for the year 2030. The non-potable
water demand for that same year is 7,028 acre-ft. The recycled water available in 2030 is
9,199 acre-ft/year (see Table 2-8) and is more than adequate to meet the non-potable
water demands. The difference can be recharged and become part of the additional
extractions. Hence in Table 4-1, only the potable water demands are considered. For this
scenario, there is a short-fall shown of about 2,305 acre-ft/yr between the potable water
supply and the potable water demand. This could easily be remedied by increasing the
amount of imported water, but the District would rather reduce the amount of water
which is “banked.” Table 2-8 shows a large amount of water in storage in the BSU – a
high of nearly 62,000 acre-ft by 2014. This “banked water” can be used during the
drought years
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Table 4-1
Available Potable Water Supply Reliability
Acre-ft/yr
Multiple Dry Water Years
Water Source

Average /
Normal
Water
Year
2030
6872

Single
Dry
Water
Year
2030

1,800

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

2028
1,000

2029
1,000

2030
1,000

600

800

800

800

1049

1049

1049

1049

1049

549

549

549

549

549

3,150

3,150

3,150

3,150

3,150

1129

100

150

150

150

300

100

150

150

150

4,100

500

750

750

750

2171

2171

2093

2132

2171

Total Allowable Extractions from
Beaumont Storage Unit

19,319

7619

8891

8930

8969

TOTAL Potable Water Supply

21,119

8219

9691

9730

9769

Development Basis
SWP via San Gorgonio Pass Agency
Groundwater Produced from Edgar
Canyon
Groundwater Produced from Beaumont
Storage Unit from Temporary Surplus
up to BCVWD Adjud. Right
Total Overlier Rights Distributed to
BCVWD
Potable Water Supplied to Overlying
Parties (Sunny Cal Egg Ranch and
Surroundings)
Recycled or Non-potable Water
Supplied to Overlying Parties
Urban Runoff/Groundwater Recharge
Captured Infiltration (shallow
groundwater)
Stormwater Capture/Groundwater
Recharge
Recycled Water Recharged

Assumes recycled water meets non-potable water demands
Data taken from Table 2-8

4.5.2 Single Dry Year Analysis at Year 2030
The year 2030 was selected as the single dry year for evaluation. See Table 4-1. This is
a worst case scenario. The projected potable water demand is 23,424 acre-ft/yr. This
assumes no conservation and no effort to encourage customers to reduce demand. This
too, is a conservative assumption. Analysis of the supply and demand for the critical dry
year indicates a shortfall of 15,205 acre-ft. Table 2-8 shows the District will have 33,960
acre-ft of water in storage banked in the BSU; so this can easily accommodate the critical
dry year shortfall. In fact, there will still be 18,755 acre-ft in a storage in the BSU at the
end of the critical dry year.
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4.5.3 Multiple (3-year) Period of Below Average Water Supply
Table 4-1 shows the water supply which is available each year for the 3-year extended
period of below average water supply.
Table 4-2
Water Supply Reliability Analysis
Multiple Dry Years
Multiple Dry Water Years
Item

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

2028

2029

2030

23,241

23,332

23,424

10%

15%

15%

Potable Water Demand including effect
of Conservation, acre-ft/yr

20,900

19,800

19,910

Water Supply Available (Table 4-1),
acre-ft/yr

9,691

9,730

9,769

-11,209

-10,070

-10,141

27,253

17,183

7,042

2027

Year
Potable Water Demand, Table 2-8
acre-ft/yr
Demand Reduction Through
Conservation

Supply - Demand, acre-ft/yr
Groundwater “Banked” in BSU, acre-ft

38,462

The BSU can be used during dry years to provide water supply from groundwater
storage. The District does not anticipate the need to reduce water deliveries during a
drought. The analysis shows that even with an extended drought at the end of the
planning period, the District is still able to meet the demands and still have some banked
water in storage. If the demand could be reduced even more by conservation than
indicated in Table 4-2, the amount of “banked” water would increase.
It should be noted that the water in storage shown in Table 2-8 are based on average
hydrologic conditions. There will be some years, such as 2004-2005 that more than
ample supplies will be available and additional water can be recharged and “banked,”
building up the reserve for dry years.
The emphasis of the District is to continue to develop the recycled water infrastructure
and develop the stormwater capture recharge programs. The immediate benefit for
additional water resource is the capture of stormwater runoff for percolation into the
BSU. The first phase of the project (2,600 AFY) is scheduled for completion by about
2007. It can be seen from Figure 4-1 that full implementation of the project, which is
anticipated for completion by 2010, will generate 4,100 AFY of additional water supply.
Obviously the anticipated stormwater runoff during a dry year is not expected to match
the long-term average of 4,100 AFY, however, the runoff is also expected to be greater
during heavy rainfall years such as the winter of 2004-05. The accumulated storage from
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heavy rainfall years and surplus storage from typical years can be extracted during dry
years when necessary.
4.6

INCONSISTENT WATER SOURCES

4.6.1 Law
10631. A plan shall be adopted in accordance with this chapter and shall do all
of the following:
10631 (c) For any water source that may not be available at a consistent level of
use, given specific legal, environmental, water quality, or climatic factors,
describe plans to replace that source with alternative sources or water demand
management measures, to the extent practicable.

Groundwater is consistently available due to the size of the BSU. Recycled water is also
consistently available. The District can for short periods of time, extract greater
quantities of groundwater in the BSU knowing that during wet years the basin will be
replenished. In addition, the Adjudication allows the District to build up a storage
account for use during dry years. Section 6 discusses water shortage contingencies that
can be implemented on a short-term basis to assist during periods of water supply
shortages.
4.7

NEXT THREE YEAR MINIMUM WATER SUPPLY (2006 -2008)

4.7.1 Law
10632. The plan shall provide an urban water shortage contingency analysis
which includes each of the following elements which are within the authority of
the urban water supplier:
10632 (b) An estimate of the minimum water supply available during each of the
next three water years based on the driest three-year historic sequence for the
agency's water supply.

4.7.2 Analysis
Table 4-3 presents a summary of the water supply and demand over the next 3 years.
The law requires that the District evaluate what would happen under the “driest three
year historic sequence” for the District’s water supply. The District has encountered
reduce pumping from Edgar Canyon. This has been addressed elsewhere in this UWMP,
but has never had a reduction in the groundwater supply from the BSU. So for this
analysis, the District will use the hydrologic conditions assumed for the extended 3-year
dry period, presented previously.
The District has ordered 3950 acre-ft of State Project Water from the Pass Agency and
this has been approved by the Pass Agency Board. Hydrologic conditions in the Sierra
Nevada Mountains in early January 2006 indicate that water deliveries should be above
80 percent of the total Table A amount by the time the snow season is over. As a result
the District will assume that it will obtain 3950 acre-ft for 2006. For subsequent years, it
is assumed this is cut back to 1000 acre-ft/yr.
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Table 4-3
Available Potable Water Supply Next 3 Years
Acre-ft/yr
Multiple Dry Water Years
Water Source

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Development Basis
SWP via San Gorgonio Pass Agency
Groundwater Produced from Edgar
Canyon
Groundwater Produced from Beaumont
Storage Unit from Temporary Surplus
up to BCVWD Adjud. Right

2006
3950

2007
1,000

2008
1,000

800

800

800

6802

6802

6802

1986

2595

2090

0

0

69

800

1600

2450

150

150

150

150

150

150

750

750

750

610

0

0

Total Allowable Extractions from
Beaumont Storage Unit

15,198

13,047

13,461

TOTAL Potable Water Supply

15,998

13,847

14,261

Potable Water Demand

9,908

11,189

13,109

Supply - Demand

6,090

2,658

1,152

Banked Water in BSU (Includes 3,294
acre-ft carryover from 2005)

9,384

12,042

13,194

Total Overlier Rights Distributed to
BCVWD
Potable Water Supplied to Overlying
Parties (Sunny Cal Egg Ranch and
Surroundings)
Recycled or Non-potable Water
Supplied to Overlying Parties
Urban Runoff/Groundwater Recharge
Captured Infiltration (shallow
groundwater)
Stormwater Capture/Groundwater
Recharge
Recycled Water Recharged

Data taken from Table 2-8
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Table 4-3 clearly indicates the District is able to meet the water supply demands even
under rather severe hydrologic conditions. The supply exceeds the demand in each of the
three years and permits the District to “bank” surplus water in the BSU.

1

2

3

4

5

6

Ground Water Storage, Movement, and Quality Data, San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency (September 1987). Letter Report
prepared by Department of Water Resources, page 25.
Underground Storage of Imported Water in the San Gorgonio Pass Area, Southern California, Geological Survey WaterSupply Paper 1999-D (1971). Prepared by R.M. Bloyd, Jr., page D29.
San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority, Watershed Management Program, Phase 1 (March 2002). Prepared by
Wildermuth Environmental Inc., Section 2.3.2.2, page 2-7.
1994 Water System Master Plan Update (September 1995). Beaumont-Cherry Valley Water District. Prepared by Parsons
Engineering Science Inc. Pages 4-13 through 4-15.
San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority, Watershed Management Program, Phase 1 (March 2002). Prepared by
Wildermuth Environmental Inc., Section 2.3.2.3, page 2-8.
Noble Creek Vistas Specific Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (September 2001). City of Beaumont. Prepared by
Applied Planning Inc. Pages 4.3-4 and 4.3-5.
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SECTION 5
SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON PROVISIONS

5.1

LAW
10635 (a) Every urban water supplier shall include, as part of its urban water
management plan, an assessment of the reliability of its water service to its
customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry water years. This water supply
and demand assessment shall compare the total water supply sources available
to the water supplier with the total projected water use over the next 20 years, in
five-year increments, for a normal water year, a single dry water year, and
multiple dry water years. The water service reliability assessment shall be based
upon the information compiled pursuant to Section 10631, including available
data from the state, regional, or local agency population projections within the
service area of the urban water supplier.

5.2

TWENTY-FIVE YEAR COMPARISION

5.2.1 Supply vs. Demand
Table 2-9 compares current and projected water supply and demand based on the forecast
increase in known developments requesting service shown in Table 1-5.
There is an accelerated water demand over the next 10 years or so based on land
development which appears to start leveling off around the year 2013. It should be noted
that economic downturns could flatten the rate of development in the District’s service
area; such conditions are not included in this UWMP.
5.2.2 Summary of Water Resource Availability
The preceding sections presented the water resource availability versus demands. Table
2-9 shows the water in “banked storage” in the BSU increasing to near 62,000 acre-ft by
year 2013. The District then assumes that this banked storage volume will be reduced to
about one half of that volume by the year 2030. This is a District management decision
which provides some flexibility in the amount of State Water Project used and its
availability.
Based on Table 2-9 it can be concluded then, there is adequate water supply to meet the
projected developments for the next 25 years.
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SECTION 6
WATER SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY PLAN

6.1

LAW
10632. The plan shall provide an urban water shortage contingency analysis
which includes each of the following elements which are within the authority of
the urban water supplier:
10632 (c) Actions to be undertaken by the urban water supplier to prepare for,
and implement during, a catastrophic interruption of water supplies including, but
not limited to, a regional power outage, an earthquake, or other disaster.
10632 (g) An analysis of the impacts of each of the actions and conditions
described in subdivisions (a) to (f) inclusive on the revenue and expenditures of
the urban water supplier, and proposed measures to overcome those impacts,
such as the development of reserves and rate adjustments.

6.2

PREPARATION FOR CATASTROPHIC WATER SUPPLY INTERRUPTIONS
Water supplies may be interrupted or reduced significantly in a number of ways drought, an earthquake that damages water delivery or storage facilities, or a toxic spill
that affects water quality. This section of the UWMP describes how the District plans to
respond to such emergencies so that emergency needs are met promptly and equitably.

6.2.1 Drought Conditions
The Pass Agency is the wholesale contractor for delivery of SWP water to the District.
The DWR has prepared a study, which projects the probability of delivering the full
entitlement to its wholesale contractors. Figure 6-1, based on data from the Department
of Water Resources State Water Project Reliability Report, shows that The State Water
Project will be able to deliver 80% of the full Table A amount (4.1 million acre-ft) to
their member Agencies approximately 50 percent of the time. The data in the report is
based on rainfall and runoff records from 1922 to 1994 (72 years of data) adjusted for
current and projected development conditions. During a critical 3-year drought, the
project can deliver about 42% of the full Table A; in a single critical dry year, the project
can still deliver 20% of full Table A.
As discussed in Section 2, the storage within BSU can be used in times of continued
drought and would be recharged with natural water, recycled water and/or imported
water during wet years or years of surplus water supply.
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Figure 6-1

% of SWP Full Table A

State Water Project Delivery Reliability
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% of Time at or Above
Source: State Water Project Delivery Reliability Report, California Department of
Water Resources, Final 2002
6.2.2 Earthquake or other Natural Disasters
The San Andreas Fault passes through the Pass area. If a major earthquake were to occur
along the San Andreas Fault in the Pass area many of the District’s facilities could be
affected.
The California Aqueduct could be ruptured by displacement on the San Andreas Fault,
and supply may not be restored for a three to six week period. The situation would be
further complicated by physical damage to the pumping equipment and local loss of
electrical power. The DWR has a contingency Aqueduct Outage Plan for bringing the
California Aqueduct back on line should a major break occur, which they estimate would
take approximately four months to repair.
Experts agree it may be at least 72 hours after the earthquake before outside help could
get into the local area. Extended supply shortages of both groundwater and imported
water, due to power outages and/or equipment damage resulting from a natural disaster,
would be severe until the water supply could be restored.
The District’s recently constructed storage tanks have been fitted with flexible couplings,
which should reduce the damage to local storage. The public would be asked to reduce
consumption to minimum health and safety levels. This would provide sufficient time to
restore groundwater production, if interrupted.
The District is also working on emergency interties at various locations along Highland
Springs Road such that water can be supplied in either direction between the City of
Banning and the District.
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6.2.3 Contamination
The local surface and groundwater quality is excellent. The District has been monitoring
the nitrate concentration in its wells over the years and has noticed a gradual increase. At
this point in time, no wells are shut down because of nitrate contamination. The District
is conducting investigations to determine the exact cause, but it is believed to be from
septic tanks and on-site disposal systems in Cherry Valley.
To ensure that its water supply is protected, the District is planning on sewering most of
Cherry Valley within the next 10 years.
Other than nitrates, there are no other known sources of contamination..
6.3

BEAUMONT-CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT EMERGENCY FACILITIES
To meet emergency water needs the District has a multi-tiered system. First,
approximately 24.25 MG (73.6 acre-feet) of gravity storage is available as listed in Table
6-1. Second, emergency engine generators and backup systems are available for the
wells and locations provided in Table 6-2; the wells can supply up to a maximum of
13,350 gpm, or 59.1 acre-feet per day (AF/Day). Note that the year 2005 average
demand of 8767 acre-feet is equivalent to 24.0 AF/Day as a comparison. Well Nos. 6 and
12 have auxiliary engine-drives, which can be used in the event of an electrical failure.
Well Nos. 4A, 14, 16, 21, and 22 have provisions for portable generator hook-up. Wells
23 and 24 have stationary generators. The District has three portable and two stationary
generators. The portable units have the capability of running up to 50, 350 and 550
horsepower (hp) motors. The Cherry Yard Booster station also has a natural gas driven
pump that has a capability of pumping 1,500 gpm from the Cherry reservoir to the Noble
reservoir. There is an emergency booster at the Well 4A site with a 100 hp motor; which
is rated at 500 gpm and delivers water to the Upper Edgar Tank. In addition, the 50 hp
Noble Tank Booster, which has a rated capacity of 500 gpm, serves as a backup to the
Mesa Pressure Zone and Lower Edgar Tank. In 1998 and 1999, Boosters 21A and 21B
which pump from the Cherry Reservoir to Noble Reservoir were also retrofited with
transfer switches. In 2001 the District installed stationary backup generators with
automatic transfer switches at the headquarters and at Highland Springs Hydropneumatic
system.
In addition to the wells listed in Table 6-2, the District has awarded a contract to drill two
more large capacity wells on the east side of the District between Cherry Avenue and
Highland Springs Road. These should be active by late 2006/ early 2007.
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Table 6-1
Available Emergency Reservoir Storage 2005
Available Reservoirs
Upper Edgar

Total Aboveground
Storage (MG)
0.75

Total Aboveground
Storage (acre-feet))
1.5

Lower Edgar

1.0

3.1

Noble &
Highland Springs

3.0

9.2

Vineland I and II

3.0

9.2

Cherry I and II

2.0

6.1

Taylor

3.9

12.0

Vineland III (in design)

3.0

9.2

2650 Zone (Construction
to start in 2006)

5.6

17.2

Cherry III (Construction
to start in 2006)

2.0

6.1

24.25

73.6

TOTAL

The above reservoir storage capacity does not include the Twelfth and Palm Reservoir
(0.4 MG). This serves as an equalization tank for the Twelfth and Palm Boosters. .
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Table 6-2
Wells With Emergency Generators and Backup Systems
Wells
No.
12

Total Capacity
GPM
AF/Day

Upper Edgar Canyon

400

1.8

Auxiliary engine drive

14

Upper Edgar Canyon

500

2.2

Portable generator connection

6

Middle Edgar Canyon

600

2.7

Auxiliary engine drive

4A

Lower Edgar Canyon

650

2.9

Portable generator connection

16

BSU

1,250

5.5

Portable generator connection

21

BSU

2,200

9.7

Portable generator connection

22

BSU

1,750

7.7

Portable generator connection

23

BSU

3000

13.3

Standby Generator

24

BSU

3000

13.3

Standby Generator

13,350

59.1

19.3 mgd capacity

Location

TOTAL

6.4

Remarks

STAGES OF ACTION
As mentioned earlier, the District presently receives all of its water supply from
underground sources. Although the District presently has a relatively uninterrupted
source of water to meet water demands, water shortage contingency planning is still of
utmost importance to the District in order to meet future water demands during a
prolonged drought condition. The District proposes a four-stage plan of action in the
event of a long-term drought condition or loss of supply. The action levels for each stage
are presented in the subsections that follow, and the water supply rationing stages are
provided in Table 6-3.
Table 6-3
Water Supply Shortage Stages and Conditions
RATIONING STAGES
Rationing Stages
Water Supply Conditions
(% Total Reduction)
v
m

=
=

1

2
v

m

10%

3
v

10% / 20%

m

4
v

20% / 30%

m

20% / 30%v

voluntary reduction
mandatory reduction

6.4.1 Stage 1
Stage 1 occurs when the District declares a water shortage and imposes voluntary water
conservation. In this stage the District shall notify all its customers that water deliveries
may be reduced. The District will recommend a voluntary 10 percent water use reduction
based on an established base year to be determined by the District at the time Stage 1 is
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implemented. At the same time the District shall start its own public awareness program
to encourage the efficient use of water. This will be accomplished by printing articles in
the local newspaper and distributing literature and publications to its customers. Public
awareness programs will also include educational conservation programs that would be
introduced in the schools.
6.4.2 Stage 2
Stage 2 occurs when the District determines voluntary water reduction goals are not
being met and the declared water shortage has been in effect for two consecutive years.
In this stage the District will recommend a 10 percent mandatory reduction in water use
and continue its public awareness efforts and conduct a survey on a 20 percent voluntary
water use reduction program. The District at this time will begin to establish a water
conservation advisory committee. This committee will comprise of officials from the
District, the City of Beaumont, and the Cherry Valley community.
6.4.3 Stage 3
Stage 3 occurs if the water shortage continues for four consecutive years. In this stage
the District will recommend a mandatory 20 percent and a voluntary 30 percent water use
reduction from the established base year. The District will adopt a rate structure with
financial incentives to encourage efficient water use. The District will also develop a
plan and ordinance to enforce penalties for excessive water use and include prohibition
against specific wasteful practices such as gutter flooding, open hose car washing, and
driveway washdown, etc. The District will analyze the impacts of the plan on the
revenues and expenditures of the District and propose measures to overcome those
impacts, such as adjustments in customer rates, to help pay for additional sources of
water.
6.4.4 Stage 4
Stage 4 occurs if the declared water shortage continues for one year after Stage 3. In this
stage the District shall conduct a survey on the mandatory 20 percent and voluntary 30
percent water use reduction programs and consider enforcing penalties described in the
ordinance developed under Stage 3.
6.4.5 Stage 4 Plus –Up to 50% Reduction in Water Supply
The Critical Dry Year identified in Table 4-1 and re-iterated in Table 6-4 results in a
water supply of 41% of average (year 2030 development conditions). This represents an
almost 60% reduction in water supply. The year 2030 potable water demand is 23,424
AFY. (Refer to Table 2-8).
On the average year in Table 6-4 the total potable water supply is shown as 21,119 AFY
which indicates a shortfall of 2305 AFY. This shortfall is intentional in order to reduce
the amount of water the District has in storage in the Beaumont Basin. The District could
balance the supply and demand through the planned purchase of additional State Project
Water.
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Table 6-4
Available Potable Water Supply Average and Worst Case Conditions
Acre-ft/yr

Water Source

Development Basis Year(s) =>
SWP via San Gorgonio Pass Agency
Groundwater Produced from Edgar
Canyon
Groundwater Produced from Beaumont
Storage Unit from Temporary Surplus
up to BCVWD Adjud. Right
Total Overlier Rights Distributed to
BCVWD
Potable Water Supplied to Overlying
Parties (Sunny Cal Egg Ranch and
Surroundings)
Recycled or Non-potable Water
Supplied to Overlying Parties
Urban Runoff/Groundwater Recharge
Captured Infiltration (shallow
groundwater)
Stormwater Capture/Groundwater
Recharge
Recycled Water Recharged
Total Allowable Extractions from
Beaumont Storage Unit
Total Potable Water Supply
Total Potable Water Demand

Average /
Normal
Water
Year

Single
Critical
Dry Year

2030
6800

2030
-

1,800

0

-0

-0

1049

1049

549

549

3,150

3,150

1129

100

300

100

4,100

500

2171

2171

19,319

7619

21,119
23,424

8219
23,424

Assumes recycled water meets non-potable
water demands

Need to discuss impact of critical dry year on storage etc.

6.4.6 Implementation
It is highly unlikely that the District will need to implement any of these stages within the
next 20 to 25 years since the available water supply even under worst case conditions is
nearly equal to or greater than the demand for the next 3 years. Because of this it is not
possible to link specific water supply quantities with “stages” at this time. A
Groundwater Management Plan (GWMP) is being developed by STWMA and
Watermaster. Data on the BSU characteristics will be collected and analyzed and the
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BSU will be modeled to better understand basin performance under varying hydrologic
(wet/dry) conditions. This information could be used to determine if specific trigger
mechanisms are necessary to protect the BSU.
6.5

METHODS OF DEMAND REDUCTION

6.5.1 Health and Safety Requirements for Residential Households
Based on commonly accepted estimates of interior residential water use in the United
States, Table 6-5 indicates minimum per capita health and safety water requirements. In
Stage 1 shortages, customers may adjust either interior or outdoor water use or both, in
order to meet the voluntary water reduction goals. Where mandatory reduction is
required, Stages 2, 3, and 4, the District staff may recommend to the Board that
residential customers meet the interior water use shown below or be subject to penalties
and charges.
Table 6-5
Per Capita Health & Safety Water Quantity Calculations

Toilets
Shower
Washer
Kitchen
Other
Total
1
2

Non-Conserving Fixtures
5 flushes x 5.5 gpf
27.5
5 min x 4.0 gpm
20.0
12.5 gpcd (1/3 load)
12.5
4 gpcd
4.0
4 gpcd
4.0
gpcd
68.0

Habit Changes1
3 flushes x 5.5 gpf
4 min x 3.0 gpm
11.5 gpcd (1/3 load)
4 gpcd
4 gpcd
Total

16.5
12.0
11.5
4.0
4.0
48.0

Conserving Fixtures2
5 flushes x 1.6 gpf
8.0
5 min x 2.0 gpm
10.0
11. 5 gpcd (I /3 load)
11.5
4 gpcd
4.0
4 gpcd
4.0
Total
37.5

Reduced shower use results from shorter and reduced flow. Reduced washer use results from fuller loads.
Fixtures include ULF 1.6 gpf toilets, 2.0 gpm showerheads, and efficient clothes washers.

6.5.2 Consumption Reduction Methods and Prohibitions
The City of Beaumont Water Use Regulations Ordinances (Appendices L-M) include
prohibitions on various wasteful water uses such as washing sidewalks and driveways
with potable water, and allowing plumbing leaks to go uncorrected more than 48 hours
after customer notification.
6.5.3 Penalties or Charges
Any customer violating the regulations and restrictions on water use set forth in the
Water Use Ordinance shall receive a written warning for the first such violation. Upon a
second violation, the customer shall receive a written warning and the City may cause a
flow-restrictor to be installed in the service. If a flow-restrictor is placed, the violator
shall pay the cost of the installation and removal. Any willful violation occurring
subsequent to the issuance of the second written warning shall constitute a misdemeanor
and may be referred to the City of Beaumont Police Department for prosecution.
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Table 6-6
Penalties and Charges
Examples of Penalties and Charges
Penalties for not reducing consumption
Charges for excess use
Flat fine
Charge per unit over allotment
Flow restriction

Stage When Penalty May Take Effect
4
4
4
4
4

6.5.4 Water Use Restrictions for New Construction
In Stage 4, it may be necessary to discontinue all use of construction water (unless
recycled water is used), even if a permit has been issued, and consider banning all use of
water for nonessential uses, such as new landscaping and filling pools.
6.6

MONITORING WATER DEMANDS & USAGE TRENDS
The District keeps historic and current pumping records on all of its wells and
implemented a computer accounting system on its customer’s water usage. These
records are then used to determine seasonal and annual fluctuations in water use. Within
the District, since total water pumped closely approximates water use, the District can
compare pumping records from one year to the next to determine actual reductions in
water use. The District also, through its accounting system, is able to determine historic
and current use by service account and therefore track customer usage during a drought
and evaluate the effectiveness of each conservation measure implemented under this
plan.

6.7

IMPACTS OF WATER RESTRICTIONS ON REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES
The District water rate structure includes a meter charge (bimonthly, regardless of how
much water is used) and a commodity charge per 100 cu ft of water used. During times
of drought, the revenue from the commodity charge would be reduced by an amount
equal to the water conservation effort. The meter charge would not be affected. The
reduction in consumption would also reduce the District’s energy cost to produce the
water.
For 2005, the budget estimated $4.7 million in water sales revenue (meter charge plus
commodity charge) and over $890,000 in purchased power to pump the water. About
$2.8 million of the $4.7 million water sales revenue is do to the commodity charge.
Assuming a given conservation effort impacts the commodity revenue and the energy
costs equally, a 10% reduction in water sales would result in net loss of $200,000, (sales
less power cost savings). A 20% reduction in water sales would result in a net revenue
loss of $400,000. To put this in perspective, the District’s total operating revenue for
2005 is $6.56 million. The $400,000 lost revenue represents 6% of the budget.
The year 2005 budget included $92,000 for emergency reserve and $210,000 for
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operating reserve. These could be used to absorb the cash shortfall for one year, but it
would have to be made up the following year with an appropriate rate increase.
For the case where the water supply would be reduced by 50%, the District would
continue to supply water to its customers relying on banked water and the large BSU
underground reservoir. Water sales would be reduced but not by 50%. The District
anticipates that a 20 to 30% reduction in water sales would result due to increased public
awareness, penalties, and tiered rates.
Other factors that should be considered include:
•

Increased staff cost with public information programs, water conservation programs,
audits, inspections etc. This could amount to as much as one more staff position.

•

Increased public outreach costs for publication material, ads, etc.

•

Increased cost for water conservation devices such as low flush toilets, hose nozzles
etc.
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DRAFT
RESOLUTION _______
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE BEAUMONT CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
WATER SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY REGULATIONS
The Board of Directors of the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District (District) does
hereby resolve:
WHEREAS, the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), 2005 Update, adopted by the
Board contains provisions relating to water shortages and contingencies due to
catastrophic outage of state, regional and District supply facilities, hydrologic conditions
resulting in lower than normal water supply or other factors which prevent the District
from providing as much water as is customary; and
WHEREAS, the District endeavors to supply water in sufficient quantities to protect
public health; and
WHEREAS, the District has established four stages of action in the UWMP 2005 Update
which impose both voluntary and mandatory reductions in water use depending on the
severity of the shortage,
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Directors of the District as
follows:
1. The General Manager is hereby authorized to declare a Water Shortage according to
the Water Shortage Contingency Plan in the UWMP 2005 Update
2. The General Manager is hereby authorized and directed to implement the various
stages identified in the UWMP 2005 Update
3. The General Manager shall monitor water use and recommend to the Board of
Directors additional measures as may be required to conserve water resources and
ensure public health.
ADOPTED this _______________________
BEAUMONT CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
__________________________________
President of the Board of Directors of the
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
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SECTION 7
WATER DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

7.1

LAW
10631. A plan shall be adopted in accordance with this chapter and shall do all of
the following:
(f) Provide a description of the supplier's water demand management measures.
This description shall include all of the following:
(1) A description of each water demand management measure that is
currently being implemented, or scheduled for implementation, including
the steps necessary to implement any proposed measures, including,
but not limited to, all of the following:
(A) Water survey programs for single-family residential and multifamily
residential customers.
(B) Residential plumbing retrofit.
(C) System water audits, leak detection, and repair.
(D) Metering with commodity rates for all new connections and retrofit of
existing connections.
(E) Large landscape conservation programs and incentives.
(F) High-efficiency washing machine rebate programs.
(G) Public information programs.
(H) School education programs.
(I) Conservation programs for commercial, industrial, and institutional
accounts.
(J) Wholesale agency programs.
(K) Conservation pricing.
(L) Water conservation coordinator.
(M) Water waste prohibitions.
(N) Residential ultra-low-flush toilet replacement programs.
(2) A schedule of implementation for all water demand management
measures proposed or described in the plan.
(3) A description of the methods, if any, that the supplier will use to evaluate
the effectiveness of water demand management measures implemented
or described under the plan.
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(4) An estimate, if available, of existing conservation savings on water use
within the supplier's service area, and the effect of such savings on the
supplier's ability to further reduce demand.
(g) An evaluation of each water demand management measure listed in
paragraph (1) of subdivision (f) that is not currently being implemented or
scheduled for implementation. In the course of the evaluation, first consideration
shall be given to water demand management measures, or combination of
measures, which offer lower incremental costs than expanded or additional water
supplies. This evaluation shall do all of the following:
(1) Take into account economic and noneconomic factors, including
environmental, social, health, customer impact, and technological
factors.
(2) Include a cost-benefit analysis, identifying total benefits and total costs.
(3) Include a description of funding available to implement any planned
water supply project that would provide water at a higher unit cost.
(4) Include a description of the water supplier's legal authority to implement
the measure and efforts to work with other relevant agencies to ensure
the implementation of the measure and to share the cost of
implementation.
(h) Describe the opportunities for development of desalinated water, including,
but not limited to, ocean water, brackish water, and groundwater, as a long term
supply.
(h) Urban water suppliers that are members of the California Urban Water
Conservation Council and submit annual reports to the council in accordance
with the "Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Urban Water Conservation
in California," dated September 1991, may submit the annual reports identifying
water demand management measures currently being implemented, or
scheduled for implementation, to satisfy the requirements of subdivisions (f) and
(g).

7.2

WATER DEMAND MANAGEMENT MEASURES
The District has implemented several water conservation measures beginning as early as
the 1980 Immediate Needs Study. Presently the District is not signatory to the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding Urban Water Conservation in
California but the District does implement several of the Best Management Practices
(BMP) identified in the MOU.
The District’s 1986 Urban Water Conservation Plan (UWCP) took a list of conservation
methods and assessed whether they were currently being implemented and, if not, what
level of effort was required. This was also conducted for the District’s 1990 UWCP and
1995 UWMP along with an initial screening and assessment. Table 7-1 lists a summary
of conservation methods from the 1986 UWCP.
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Table 7-1
Status of 2000 Water Conservation Measures

I.

Education and Public Information
A. Local Water Conservation Advisory Committee
B. Conservation Literature
1.
General Water Conservation Brochure
2.
Landscape Brochure with Plant List
3.
Brochures for Specific Water Users
C. Previous Year's Use on Water Bills
1.
Public Relations
2.
Public Speaking Presentations
3.
Demonstration Low Water-Using Landscapes
4.
Promotional Campaign with Nurseries and Irrigators
5.
Awards for Conservation Developments
D. Work with Large Water Users (Landscapers, Agriculture,
and Parks)
E.
In-School Education
F.
Information on Federal and State Laws and Programs

II. Water Management Programs
A. Water Loss Reduction Techniques
1.
System-Wide Water Audit
2.
Leak Detection Program
a.
For BCVWD's System
b.
For Customer's Side
3.
Meter Calibration and Replacement Program
4.
Corrosion Control
5.
Valve Mapping and Exercising Program
B. Metering Existing Customers
C. Device Distribution
D. Meter Loan Program, Construction Water Users
E.
Water Waste Prohibition
F.
Conservation Pricing
G. Financial Incentives
III. Regulations
A. Environmental Impact Reports/Statements
B. Water Waste Reduction Program
C. Water Conservation Ordinances
1.
Requirements for Large Water Users (Landscape,
Agriculture, and Parks)
2.
Self-closing Faucets - Commercial and Institutional
3.
Low Water-Using Landscapes
4.
Metering New Customers
5.
Ultra-low-flow Toilets
IV. Water Shortage Contingency Plan
X =Recommended Implementation
+ = Recommend Increased Effort
O = Currently Implemented
O+= Continue to Implement
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The 1986 and 1990 UWCPs focused on measures that reduced and/or regulated the water
used for agricultural and landscape purposes. This was, and still is, the area with the
greatest potential for water conservation. Such measures as the installation of drip
irrigation systems and restructuring of water rates for irrigation have been implemented.
The conservation measures focused on in the 1990 UWCP took three approaches: system
modification, conservation incentives, and public education. Because of the extent of
orchard irrigation within the District, it was believed that the greatest potential for current
water conservation through system modification existed in the conversion to drip
irrigation systems. Other measures were: the use of low flow equipment in new
developments (i.e., ultra-low-flow water use toilets, shower flow restrictors, and self
closing faucets), conservation incentives (which take the form of water rate increases and
seem to have the greatest impact on reducing water consumption), and public education
(which is used to emphasize a relationship between the individual consumer and the
District). The latter also informs customers of conservation methods as well as instills
conservation ethics.
As indicated in the 2000UWMP, the District was and is experiencing much new land
development, which previously was used for agricultural purposes. This land is in the
process of being turned into commercial and residential uses which use ULF toilets, low
flow showerheads etc. Since the mid-1990s, the District’s connection base has doubled
which means that at least half of the new connections have low flow fixtures..
The District is requiring developers to install separate recycled water pipelines to serve
street medians, parks, playgrounds, schoolyards and common areas. Initially these areas
will be served with potable water, but will be converted over to recycled water in 2006.
In addition the District is looking for opportunities to use recycled water for other nonpotable uses. For example, the District has an agreement with an existing concrete
“ready mix” plant to use recycled water as soon as it is available. This should occur
within the next few years.
Table 7-2 summarizes and briefly describes the water demand management measures and
indicates if the District in some form has implemented the measure.
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Table 7-2
Recommended Water Demand Management Measure and Their Status as of 2005

Measure

Definition

Implemented
(Y/N)

Water Survey Audits for Single-Family and
Multi-Family Residential Customers

Inspect for leaks in households and to improve the efficiency of
landscape irrigation water use.

N

Residential Plumbing Retrofits

Replace devices with high efficiency (low flow) devices. Retrofitting
of residential toilets and showers with water saving devices.

N

Distribution System Water Audits

Reduce system leakage. Repair pipes.

Y

Metering with Commodity Rates

Test and replace defective meters. Meter all new connections.

Y

Large Landscapes Conservation Programs

Review water irrigation techniques such as water cycle times for
golf courses, schools, parks, and cemeteries. Establish rotating
use schedules for irrigation, which reduces the impact of peak
demands. Convert to recycled water wherever possible.

Y

High-Efficiency Washing Machine Rebate

Customer rebates for high-efficiency (horizontal-axis) clothes
washers.

N

Public Information Programs

Describe and make available water conservation information.
Emphasize the relationship between the individual consumer water
use to the total District water demand.

Y

School Education Programs

Teach water conservation methods and instill a conservation
ethics.

Y

Conservation Programs for Commercial and
Industrial Users

Evaluate existing sites water needs and recommend water
efficiency measures. Look at opportunities to use recycled water.

Y

Wholesale Agency Assistance

Wholesale water suppliers to provide incentives or equivalent
resources to benefit their retail suppliers. The District is not a
wholesale water supplier.

N

Conservation Pricing

Charge irrigators for actual amount of water used. Eliminate
reduced rate for irrigation water.

Y

Conservation Coordinator

Designate a water conservation coordinator to promote and
enforce conservation programs

N

Water Waste Prohibitions

Develop methods to prohibit gutter flooding and single pass cooling
systems and develop measures to encourage, recirculating water
systems in conveyor car wash, commercial laundry systems, and in
decorative fountains.

N

Ultra-Low-Flush Toilets

Incentive programs to replace high-water-using toilets.

N
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Measures considered for this 2005 UWMP update fall into six categories: (1) inside
residential, (2) industrial and commercial measures, (3) landscape measures, (4)
distribution system measures, (5) public relation and education measures, and (6) pricing
measures. The majority of the programs recommended will focus on regulating new
developments. The new developments place additional strain on existing water supplies.
Water conservation measures are easiest and most cost effective to install in new
construction because there are no removal or replacement costs. A large percent of the
total population increase in the City of Beaumont in the next 10 to 15 years will be as a
result of new development; therefore less emphasis is placed on measures involving
existing residential, industrial, and commercial customers.
7.3

BMP 1-WATER SURVEYS PROGRAMS FOR SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
AND MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS
The District presently does not implement this demand management measure in
performing water audits for single-family and multi-family residential sites.

7.3.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The District’s long range goal is to develop guidelines for implementing a water survey
for single and multi-family residential customers. Initially this will be in the form of
information items, bill stuffers, etc. to inform customers how to monitor their
consumption. Some guidelines will be provided so those customers can compare
themselves to a “baseline”.
7.4

BMP 2-RESIDENTIAL PLUMBING RETROFIT
Minimal (Limited) Kit Delivery Program; this type of kit may include a variety of water
saving devices. A limited kit could contain shower flow restrictors, toilet tank
displacement bag, and toilet tank leak detection dye tablets together with installation
information, leak detection, and repair tips. These kits are intended for use in nonconserving showerheads and toilets in accordance with City and county ordinances.

7.4.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
This measure is not presently implemented. The District will be considering providing
Minimal (Limited) Kits in the implementation of such a measure for existing devices.
New residential construction already incorporates low flow fixtures.
7.4.2 Methods to Evaluate Effectiveness
The technology for each of the items in the kit has been successfully demonstrated.
Shower flow restrictors constrict the flow rate to 3 gpm compared to unrestricted
showerheads that have a rated flow of 5 to 8 gpm. Toilet tank displacement bags lessen
the amount of water used to flush by holding a small amount of water out of use. Nonconserving toilets fitted with tank displacement bags use 4.8 gallons per flush, versus 5.5
gallons per flush for non-conserving toilet. Toilet leaks are detected using leak detection
tablets. The tablets are placed in the toilet tank, turning the water a bright color.
If the water is leaking from the tank to the toilet bowl, the water in the toilet bowl will
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turn color.
7.4.3 Estimate of Existing Conservation Savings
This program is cost effective to consumers. The installation of these fixtures will reduce
current water and wastewater flows significantly and will have direct economic benefits
in deferred sewage treatment facility enlargement and deferred water supply alternatives.
Water and monetary savings offset the cost to the District and the consumer for the
purchase and installation of the retrofit kits.
7.5

BMP 3- SYSTEM WATER AUDITS, LEAKS DETECTION AND REPAIR
Water distribution lines are routinely checked and/or tested for leaks; when leaks are
found they are promptly repaired.
The distribution system water audit compares the amount of water produced (from wells,
surface supplies) by the District to the amount of water used by consumers (as reported
by metering readings). The difference is unmetered water. After allowing for authorized
unmetered uses such as fire fighting, main flushing, and public use, it can be assumed
that the remaining unmetered water is explained by inaccurate meter readings,
malfunctioning valves and leakage, and theft.

7.5.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The District has an ongoing schedule to inspect facilities and periodically calibrate
master water meters. The District has already implemented leak detection. Water system
audits are generally done at least once a year
7.5.2 Methods to Evaluate Effectiveness
The District annually reviews data records to confirm that unaccounted for water losses
stay within an acceptable range of 5% to 7%.
7.6

BMP 4-METERING WITH COMMODITY RATES FOR ALL NEW
CONNECTIONS AND RETROFIT OF EXISTING CONNECTIONS
Purveyors are required to place water meters on all new service connections per
California State law. The District fully meters all customer sectors.

7.6.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
Prior to the 1980s, the District’s method of billing on any land 0.81 acres or more was a
fixed rate schedule independent of water use. In 1982 the District changed the billing
method to reflect a varying rate structure based on water use.
The District presently replaces old meters under the Meter Exchange Program, which
started in the early 1980s. The District continues to change out every meter on ten year
intervals. The District plans to continue to conduct its meter calibration and replacement
program.
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7.6.2 Methods to Evaluate Effectiveness
Use daily District-wide pumping records to evaluate consumption. Utilize customer
water bills to analyze water use consumption patterns.
7.7

BMP 5-LARGE LANDSCAPE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS AND
INCENTIVES
Presently the City of Beaumont reviews, on a project-by-project basis, the conditions of
approval for landscape practices. This approved Landscape Ordinance for New
Construction encourages landscaping using low-water-using plants. Irrigation systems
with automatic controllers and valves are required on all commercial and industrial
developments to control excessive water use. Landscaping practices that require
excessive water use will be re-evaluated on a project-by-project basis.
The District also establishes rotating use of schedules for irrigation for those irrigation
customers, which reduces the impact of peak demands. The District is encouraging the
use of recycled water for these areas.

7.7.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The City of Beaumont’s landscape ordinance has been implemented and in effect since
1995.
7.7.2 Methods to Evaluate Effectiveness
Water usage in new landscaped areas particularly during the typical dry months from
May through September may be compared on a “per acre” basis with existing landscaped
areas, which were not affected nor required prior to the implementation of the Landscape
Ordinance.
Surveys, landscape information training, water bill historical water use and other
programs will also assess effectiveness.
7.7.3 Estimate of Existing Conservation Savings
A 20 percent savings in water use through water efficient landscape is possible,
compared to traditional landscaping water use for existing commercial, industrial, or
governmental landscape.
7.7.4 Evaluation
Because many new developments are currently under construction, a current evaluation
of the method has not been determined. However, future assessments should be possible
to more accurately estimate the cost savings and water demand reduction of this method.
7.8

BMP 6-HIGH-EFFICIENCY WASHING MACHINE REBATE PROGRAMS
The District and the City of Beaumont presently do not have a rebate program in place
for the replacement of old clothes washers.
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7.9

BMP 7-PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAMS
The District participates and exhibits at public events such as fairs to provide information
and promote water conservation. At these events the District provides information on
water consumption, costs, and water quality. The District also has available brochures
that provide the general public with information on water quality and water conservation.

7.9.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The public information programs are ongoing and information is provided as needed.
7.10

BMP 8-SCHOOL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
The District presently does not make a special effort to promote water conservation at
local schools. District staff is available on an “as requested” basis however. Teachers at
the schools may periodically discuss with students, awareness and importance of water
conservation.

7.10.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
District staff may consider coordinating with School District staff, events where
information packets on water conservation and water savings techniques can be
distributed to students.
7.11

BMP 9-CONSERVATION PROGRAMS FOR COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL,
AND INSTITUTIONAL (CII) ACCOUNTS
The District does not make a special effort to audit water use by commercial and
industrial users but does work with local commercial and industrial users to promote
water conservation as needed particularly with recycled water use. The District
“standard” metering practice for large commercial/industrial customers is to install
multiple, parallel small diameter (2-in) meters. These meters are more accurate at low
flows than larger meters and provide an opportunity to monitor consumption.
Malfunctioning meters are easily detected. If any of the meters read “high” or “low” they
are replaced. The District also installs “Performance Meters” on all new fire services to
meter fire suppression water use. The District works with existing and new commercial
and industrial users to determine if recycled water can be incorporated and used in their
operation such as a concrete ready mix business.

7.11.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The District will continue to implement this measure on an as need basis.
7.11.2 Methods to Evaluate Effectiveness
Water bills show the water customer the amount of water used in previous billing period.
All commercial and industrial users are provided with historical usage on their bill. This
allows customers to compare their water usage with the same period of the previous year
and to monitor their water usage over time. The District is available to assist customers,
if requested, to review methods to improve water use effectiveness.
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7.12

BMP 10-WHOLESALE AGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
The District is not a wholesale water supplier and therefore does not provide financial
assistance or resources to advance water conservation efforts to retail water suppliers.

7.13

BMP 11-CONSERVATION PRICING
The District has eliminated a reduced water rate for high agricultural water users. These
users pay the prevailing rate as set by the District for the volume of water used.

7.13.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The District will continue to review their rate structure to eliminate non-conserving
pricing structures.
7.13.2 Methods to Evaluate Effectiveness
Review billing records and pricing structures.
7.14

BMP 12-CONSERVATION COORDINATOR
The District presently does not have a designated conservation coordinator.

7.14.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The District will review staff needs and make recommendation to the Board to possibly
implement this measure. The District is a small agency and funding a full time water
conservation coordinator would have significant financial impacts. The District will
investigate opportunities to incorporate water conservation “duties” within the existing
staffing or if this can be accomplished regionally through the STWMA.
7.15

BMP 13-WATER WASTE PROHIBITION
Section 9.6 of the District’s Rules Governing Water Service states the following:
It is a violation of these Regulations:
3) To cause or permit the waste of water from the water system or to maintain or
cause or permit to be maintained any leaky outlets, apparatus or plumbing
fixtures through which water is permitted to waste;
4) To use water for washing sidewalks and driveways in a manner that prevents
the usual and customary use of public streets and sidewalks by others;
5) To permit water sprinklers to spray onto sidewalks and streets or to permit
water to run from the consumer’s property onto public sidewalks and streets to
cause risk and/or damage to the public or to public and private property;

Section 15 of the District’s Rules Governing Water Service states the following:
No person, firm or corporation shall use, deliver, or apply waters received from
this District in any manner that causes the loss, waste, or the application of water
for unbeneficial purposes. Within the meaning of this Regulation, any waters that
are allowed to escape, flow, and run into areas which do not make reasonable
beneficial use of such waters, including but not limited to streets, gutters, drains,
channels, and uncultivated lands, shall be presumed to be wasted contrary to the
prohibitions of these Rules and Regulations.
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The Regulations for Water Service have a series of warnings/penalties. The first notice is
a written warning; the second offense results in a doubling of the water charges until full
compliance is attained. After the third offense, the District can terminate water service to
the customer.
7.15.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The District already has the ordinance regulation in place.
7.16

BMP 14-RESIDENTIAL ULTRA-LOW-FLUSH TOILETS (ULFT)
REPLACEMENT PROGRAMS
The California Code of Regulations, Title 24, regulated by Part 5 of the California
Plumbing Code, which is a division of the California Building Standards, requires ULFTs
in all new construction starting January 1, 1994. The District does not presently have a
program for replacement or a rebate program for replacement of old pre-1994 toilets.

7.16.1 Implementation or Scheduled Implementation
The City of Beaumont requires all new construction and remodel projects to install
ULFTs.
7.17

OPPORTUNITIES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF DESALINATED WATER
At the present time and for the foreseeable future there are few opportunities for the
development and use of desalinated water. The groundwater in the area has very low
TDS and providing desalination systems would not be needed. However, as part of an
agreement between the City of Beaumont (and other dischargers) with the Santa Ana
Regional Water Quality Board to maximize the use of recycled water, the City and other
discharges have agreed to install desalination systems on either the drinking water side or
the treated wastewater side in exchange for an increase in the Basin Water Quality
Objectives. This was done in Resolution R8-2004-001 of the Santa Ana Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The Beaumont Basin Watermaster’s initial estimate is that this
will not be needed for decades.
One of the impediments to desalination is brine disposal. The Santa Ana Regional
Interceptor (SARI) will need to be extended from the Riverside/San Bernardino area to
Beaumont. This will require a significant capital investment and may require increasing
the overall capacity of the existing pipeline.
The best current opportunities for the District to be involved with desalination is through
a joint project with another agency such as the Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority
(SAWPA), the Chino Desalting Authority, or others. In exchange for District financial
participation, the District would receive an equivalent amount of the agency’s State
Project Water. BCVWD has been collecting a “new water source” fee from all new
development for several years now to finance such an endeavor. It is possible this could
be extended to participation in a sea water desalination project on the same exchange
terms.
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7.18

DISTRICT’S LEGAL AUTHORITY
The District was formed originally as the Beaumont Irrigation District on March 17, 1919
under the statutes of 1897, page 254 as amended, know as “an Act to provide for
organization and government of irrigation districts….[etc].” The District currently exists
and operates under the provisions and authority of the Irrigation District Law, California
Water Code section 20500, et seq. The District has the legal authority to impose
regulations relative to water use and adopt rates as appropriate for water service.
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SECTION 8
WATER RECYCLING

8.1

WASTEWATER SYSTEM DESCRIPTION
10633. The plan shall provide, to the extent available, information on recycled
water and its potential for use as a water source in the service area of the urban
water supplier. To the extent practicable, the preparation of the plan shall be
coordinated with local water, wastewater, groundwater, and planning agencies
and shall include all of the following:
10633 (a) A description of the wastewater collection and treatment systems in
the supplier's service area…

The City of Beaumont’s WWTP is within the service area of the District. The City of
Beaumont is responsible for the collection and treatment of municipal wastewater.
Although the District is not responsible for wastewater collection and treatment, the
District is coordinating with the City of Beaumont on recycle water projects for reuse of
treated wastewater. The present capacity of the plant is approximately 2 million gallons
per day (mgd). The City of Beaumont is presently making modifications and
enhancements to the plant to increase the plant capacity to 4 mgd. The ultimate capacity
of the plant will be approximately 8 mgd. It is not known at this time when the next
major expansion to the plant is scheduled. It is planned that the community of Cherry
Valley will be sewered to the City of Beaumont’s treatment plant through BCVWD’s
latent wastewater power. This will increase the flow to the City of Beaumont’s treatment
plant by about 1 mgd by the year 2030.
Raw wastewater from the City of Beaumont enters the plant and flows through a
mechanical screening and flow metering facility before flowing to the influent pumping
station. From there the wastewater is pumped to a pair of combination flow
equalization/aeration basins for secondary treatment.
The effluent from the
equalization/aeration basins flows to two secondary clarifiers where the activated sludge
is separated and returned to the equalization/aeration basins. The plant will incorporate a
centrifuge system for dewatering in their current modifications. The clarified secondary
effluent flows to two shallow bed, traveling bridge filters then through an ultraviolet light
facility for final disinfection. The disinfected effluent then flows through a metering
flume and down a stair-step cascade aeration channel to Coopers Creek, which is
tributary to San Timoteo Creek. It should be noted that the outfall to Coopers Creek is
outside and not tributary to the BSU. The plant currently meets Title 22 requirements for
unrestricted use and will provide tertiary treated effluent for water recycling. Additions
will be made at the treatment facility for recycled water pumping and for chlorine
application to maintain water quality within the recycled water distribution system.
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8.2

WASTEWATER GENERATION, COLLECTION, AND TREATMENT
10633. The plan shall provide, to the extent available, information on recycled
water and its potential for use as a water source in the service area of the urban
water supplier. To the extent practicable, the preparation of the plan shall be
coordinated with local water, wastewater, groundwater, and planning agencies
and shall include all of the following:
10633 (a) A […] quantification of the amount of wastewater collected and
treated…

Table 8-1 summarizes the estimated wastewater generation and collection within the
existing service area of the District and estimated flows through 2030 based on known
developments. Wastewater generation includes all flows received by the City of
Beaumont’s WWTP and estimated flow from Cherry Valley .
Table 8-1
Wastewater Generation and Collection
2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

1.2

1.65

5.37

7.37

7.71

7.88

7.94

-

-

0.56

.76

.86

.97

1.65

5.37

7.93

8.47

8.74

8.91

Total Wastewater Flow, acre-ft/yr

1848

6099

8885

9561

9901

9983

Wastewater Flow for Environmental
Mitigation, acre-ft/yr

300

300

300

300

300

300

Wastewater Flow Available for
Recycled based on 95 utilization

1471

5509

8156

8798

9121

9199

Wastewater collected and treated at
City of Beaumont WWTP from the
City of Beaumont, mgd
Wastewater collected from Cherry
Valley and treated at the City of
Beaumont WWTP, mgd
Total Wastewater Flow, mgd

1.2

8.2.1 Overview of the Recycled Water Plan
The City of Beaumont has previously expanded and upgraded its WWTP to a full
reclamation facility. This is in response to the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), Santa Ana River Region to upgrade the level of treatment to allow
continued discharge to Cooper’s Creek, a tributary of San Timoteo Creek. In lieu of
discharging effluent to the creek, the City of Beaumont and District, through the two
party Cooperative Agreement, have agreed to implement a water recycling project, since
the effluent limits for discharge to the creek currently are equivalent to that required for
water recycling.
The City of Beaumont will operate the treatment facility and deliver treated water to the
District for recycling. The District will own and operate the recycled water pumping
stations, storage reservoirs and distribution piping. The District will then enter into
agreements with various users, such as the City of Beaumont, Parks and Recreation
District, Caltrans, Golf Courses, etc. for providing recycled water. The District will be
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responsible for metering and revenue collection as well as overall recycled water
pumping, storage and distribution system operation and maintenance.
The District intends to serve recycled water to the full extent possible for non-potable
uses and as permitted by law. This would make potable water, now used for irrigation,
available for new development. As new development occurs, the new projects would
include appropriate piping systems to permit the use of recycled water for irrigation of
street medians, greenbelts, schools, parks and common areas. This concept then
envisions limiting the use of potable quality water to potable water purposes to the extent
practical. Surplus recycled water will be available during certain times of the year when
normal irrigation demands are reduced. During these times, the surplus will be piped to
spreading basins for surface spreading of recycled water for recharge to the BSU.
The recycled water system will be developed in phases to match both demand for
recycled water and the availability of treated effluent to be recycled. Currently about 18
to 20 miles of recycled water piping are in place.
8.3

WASTEWATER DISPOSAL AND RECYCLED WATER USES
10633. The plan shall provide, to the extent available, information on recycled
water and its potential for use as a water source in the service area of the urban
water supplier. To the extent practicable, the preparation of the plan shall be
coordinated with local water, wastewater, groundwater, and planning agencies
and shall include all of the following:
10633 (a) A description of the […] methods of wastewater disposal.
10633 (b) A description of the recycled water currently being used in the
supplier's service area, including but not limited to, the type, place and quantity of
use.
10633 (c) A description and quantification of the potential uses of recycled water,
including, but not limited to, agricultural irrigation, landscape irrigation, wildlife
habitat enhancement, wetlands, industrial reuse, groundwater recharge, and
other appropriate uses, and a determination with regard to the technical and
economic feasibility of serving those uses.
10633 (d) The projected use of recycled water within the supplier's service area
at the end of 5, 10, 15, and 20 years.

8.3.1 History of Water Recycling in the Service Area
The District has considered the use of recycled water to supplement the water supply for
a number of years. As early as 1987 the District began discussing water recycling in
earnest with the City of Beaumont and the Pass Agency.
In June of 1989 the District prepared an internal memorandum on the potential for using
recycled water in the Pass area. The report discussed the installation and operation of a
conceptual project, which included treatment facilities serving the cities of Banning and
Beaumont. Included in this plan were conceptual alignments for recycled water
distribution and storage facilities. The concept involved the formation of a Joint Powers
Reclamation Agency with each city operating its own treatment facilities. The effluent
would be provided to the JPA for distribution. Surplus recycled water was proposed to
be percolated into the ground for recharge.
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In August of 1989 the cities of Beaumont and Banning along with the District sent letters
to the Pass Agency to have the Pass Agency take the lead on the conceptual project.
Since that time, the District, the City of Beaumont and several large developers took the
lead in developing a conceptual regional wastewater collection and reclamation study.
The District’s Engineer completed the study in 1993. The plan envisioned a regional
reclamation facility in San Timoteo Canyon in the vicinity of San Timoteo Canyon and
Singleton Roads. The plan also envisioned continued use of the City of Beaumont's
WWTP as a satellite reclamation plant. The current plan, however, is to keep the City of
Beaumont’s WWTP in operation supplying recycled water up to at least 8 mgd (or 9 mgd
including the Cherry Valley flow.) Flow will not reach this level until well into the
future.
With increasing interest in development in the City of Beaumont, the District and the
City of Beaumont entered into a cooperative agreement that funded a new recycled water
master plan from Community Facilities District Bonds. This work was completed as part
of the 1995 Master Plan.
8.3.2 Type and Place of Recycled Water Currently Being Used
At the present time treated wastewater is not being used to offset potable water demands.
Pipelines are being installed as development occurs in accordance with the District’s
Recycled Water Master Plan, which is presently being updated. Certain facilities need to
be in place such as a booster station, chlorination facility, and water storage at the City of
Beaumont’s WWTP in addition to pipelines before water recycling can be begin. The
chlorination facility is not for disinfection, but to provide a residual disinfectant in the
recycled water to maintain water quality in the recycled water distribution system.
8.3.3 Projections of Recycled Water Use in 2002 UWMP Update
The District’s UWMP 2002 Update included potential recycled water demands as
follows:
2002 UWMP Recycled Water Demand Projections
2005

0.9 mgd

1000 acre-ft/yr

2010

2.9 mgd

3250 acre-ft/yr

2015

4.9 mgd

5500 acre-ft/yr

2020

5.3 mgd

5900 acre-ft/yr

2025

5.4 mgd

6050 acre-ft/yr
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These quantities have increased significantly in this 2005 UWMP update
2005 UWMP Recycled Water Demand Projections
2005

1.92 mgd

2153 acre-ft/yr

2010

5.72 mgd

6410 acre-ft/yr

2015

6.10 mgd

6828 acre-ft/yr

2020

6.27 mgd

7028 acre-ft/yr

2025

6.27 mgd

7028 acre-ft/yr

2030

6.27 mgd

7028 acre-ft/yr

Note that the above projections for the 2005 Update do not include the amount of
recycled water which is recharged. The District’s philosophy of operation is to utilize the
recycled water first for irrigation and then if there is any unused recycled water available,
it shall be used for groundwater recharge. This was the basis for Table 2.8.
When the 2002 UWMP Update was being prepared there were only a few developments,
e.g., Three Rings Ranch, that installed recycled water mains and plumbed their system
for recycled water. As of the December 2005, the District has between 18 to 20 miles of
recycled water transmission main in place. This does not include the distribution mains
installed by developers to serve parks and playgrounds etc.
8.3.4 Recycled Water Quantity
Successful recycled water systems require the recycled water to be available not only in
sufficient quantities, on demand, but also be of the highest quality possible.
With respect to quantity, the demand must not outpace the supply and sufficient storage
must be provided to match hourly demand with supply.
Currently there is about 1.1.65 to 1.8 mgd of wastewater treated at the City of
Beaumont's WWTP. This water, once treated, is discharged into Coopers Creek, which is
tributary to San Timoteo Creek. Because it provides a portion of the streamflow to San
Timoteo Creek, the RWQCB has indicated that some portion of the flow should continue
to be discharged to the creek. For purposes of this plan this is assumed to be 20 percent
of the current discharge or about 0.25 mgd. Based on this there is currently about 1.25 to
1.55 mgd available for recycling. Other alternative mitigation measures may be
implemented such that the total present flow from the wastewater treatment plant would
be available for recycling. Any mitigation measures would require approval by the
RWQCB.
The recycled water will be supplemented by untreated State Project Water which will be
blended with the recycled water at the District’s groundwater recharge facility.
8.3.5 Recycled Water Quality
Current users of potable water recognize the value of water quality; changes from potable
water to recycled water are sometimes met with resistance, primarily due to the
unknowns. These unknowns relate to both quality and quantity. Golf course
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superintendents are concerned about the mineral water quality and its impact on very
sensitive grasses. Nursery owners are concerned about the impact of the water on
sensitive ornamentals. School site administrators want to know how the play areas will
react to recycled water.
Water quality parameters of interest to recycled water users are typically:
•

Mineral content

•

Metals

•

Organics and pesticides

•

Microbiological content

8.3.5.1 Mineral Content
The mineral content is extremely important to landscape irrigation, nursery users,
irrigators and golf course superintendents. From an irrigation standpoint the important
parameters are the total dissolved solids (TDS) concentration, the concentration of
specific ions such as sodium, chloride, and boron; and the impact the use of the water
will have on the soil structure as measured by the Sodium Adsorption Ratio (SAR) or the
Modified SAR.
The mineral content is also of importance when groundwater recharge is considered. If
the recycled water has excessive mineral content, the quality of the groundwater will
eventually deteriorate. In groundwater recharge projects, the quality of the recharge
water must be of such quality, that it will not cause the groundwater basin water quality
objectives to be exceeded. Basin water quality objectives are established by the RWQCB
and are published in the Basin Plan.
Table 8-2 presents a summary of the mineral quality characteristics of the wastewater
currently being discharged by the City of Beaumont's WWTP between 1995 and 2001.
The quality today (2005) is anticipated to be about the same since the source water
quality has not changed significantly.
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Table 8-2
Recycled Water Mineral Quality (1995-2001)
RANGE
PARAMETER

UNITS

MIN

MAX

AVERAGE

Total Hardness as CaCO3

mg/L

150

200

177

Calcium (Ca)

mg/L

39

53

46

Magnesium (Mg)

mg/L

12

18

15

Sodium (Na)

mg/L

57

82

68

Potassium (K)

mg/L

11

14

12

Ammonium Nitrogen (NH4-N)

mg/L

ND

8

0.62

Total Alkalinity as CaCO3

mg/L

160

250

202

Hydroxide (OH)

mg/L

ND

<3

0

Carbonate (CO3)

mg/L

ND

3

2

Bicarbonate (HCO3)

mg/L

140

310

247

Sulfate (SO4)

mg/L

36

67

46

Chloride (Cl)

mg/L

30

65

49

Nitrate Nitrogen (NO3-N)

mg/L

<1

20

7

Fluoride (F)

mg/L

0.4

2.0

0.66

Cyanide (CN)

mg/L

ND

0.02

<0.01

Total Phosphorus

mg/L

0.1

4.6

2.21

Nitrite Nitrogen (NO2-N)

mg/L

ND

0.8

0.18

Inorganic Nitrogen

mg/L

1

31

9

Total Dissolved Solids (TDS)

mg/L

360

510

428

Total Organic Carbon (TOC)

mg/L

3

24

6

Sodium Adsorption Ratio

meq/L

2.0

2.5

2.2

Overall the mineral water quality of the recycled water is excellent. The TDS ranges
from 360 to 510 mg/L with an average of 428 mg/L. The TDS of the District supplied
groundwater ranges from 220 to 320 mg/L and averages about 260 mg/L. The water
quality varies depending on the source i.e. Edgar Canyon supply or the BSU. Water from
Edgar Canyon has slightly lower mineral concentration than water pumped from the
BSU. The recycled water concentration shows an increase of 168 mg/L from the supply
water. This is lower than that typically experienced and is reflective of the good quality
water source and the predominately residential character of the wastewater.
The concentration of sulfates, chlorides and sodium in the recycled water, of concern to
irrigators, averages 46, 49 and 68 mg/L, respectively. In the District supplied
groundwater these concentrations average 30, 10 and 20 mg/L, respectively. The recycled
water concentrations show an increase of 16, 39, and 48 mg/L from the supply water.
This is typical.
The SAR for the reclaimed water averages 2.2. SAR values less than 3 present a low risk
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of decreasing soil permeability with long-term use of the water.
This water can be used for irrigation without any fear of damage to grasses or
landscaping.
The recycled water contains a total phosphorus (as P) of 2.2 mg/L and total inorganic
nitrogen (as N) of 9 mg/L. This translates into a fertilizer equivalent of 6 lb. of
P/acre/foot of water applied and 25 lb. of N/acre/foot of water applied. On the basis that
5 feet of water will be applied per year per acre, the recycled water will supply about 30
lb. of P/acre/year and 125 lb. of N/acre/year. Use of the recycled water for irrigation will
reduce the need to purchase and apply chemical fertilizers.
8.3.5.2 Metals
Table 8-3 presents the quality of the recycled water in terms of metals. Metals are
present in only trace amounts and all comply with the maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) set for potable water.
The boron concentration ranges from <0.1 to 0.3 mg/L with an average of 0.22 mg/L.
Boron is of concern in concentrations above about 0.75 mg/L.
8.3.5.3 Organics and Pesticides
Organics and pesticides are essentially below detection levels except for chloroform.
Chloroform is a disinfection by-product formed during the disinfection process using
chlorine and is a trihalomethane (THM). The WWTP uses ultraviolet disinfection so
chloroform levels should be minimal. The chloroform concentration in recent samples
was below 30 µg/L. The drinking water MCL for total trihalomethanes is 80 µg/L and
hence the concentration in the recycled water would not appear to be of concern.
The total organic carbon (TOC) in the recycled water ranges from 3 to 24 mg/L with an
average value of 6 mg/L. TOC is an important consideration in groundwater recharge
involving recycled water because it is reflective of refractory organic material, which was
not removed in the treatment process. This level of TOC may be an issue in groundwater
recharge and some additional effluent “polishing” may be required at some point in time.
8.3.5.4 Microbiological Content
The regulations for recycled water use are based on producing virus and pathogen free
water. The upgraded and expanded WWTP will provide recycled water that meets these
objectives.
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Table 8-3
Recycled Water Metal Concentrations (1995-2001)
RANGE
UNITS

MIN

MAX

AVERAGE

Antimony (Sb)

PARAMETER

µg/L

<1

2

<1

Arsenic (As)

µg/L

<1

5

1

Barium (Ba)

µg/L

<20

24

<20

Beryllium (Be)

µg/L

<10

<10

<10

Boron (B)

mg/L

<0.1

0.3

0.22

Cadmium (Cd)

µg/L

<1

1

<1

Total Chromium (Cr)

µg/L

<10

10

<10

Cobalt (Co)

µg/L

<10

<10

<10

Copper (Cu)

µg/L

<10

15

<10

Iron (Fe)

µg/L

<20

110

20

Lead (Pb)

µg/L

<1

13

1

Manganese (Mn)

µg/L

<10

10

<10

Mercury (Hg)

µg/L

<0.5

0.5

<0.5

Nickel (Ni)

µg/L

<20

20

<20

Selenium (Se)

µg/L

<1

7

<1

Silver (Ag)

µg/L

<10

10

<10

Thallium (Tl)

µg/L

<5

200

<5

Zinc (Zn)

µg/L

35

150

60

8.3.5.5 Projected Water Quality
When the newly upgraded WWTP is on-line, it is expected that most of the mineral water
quality constituents will not vary appreciably from those in Table 8-2. However, there
could be a change in some of the constituents if treated SWP water is used in the service
area for potable water.
SWP water contains higher concentrations of TDS, chlorides and sulfates than does the
local groundwater. Table 8-4 presents data on the variation of these constituents in the
SWP water from Silverwood Reservoir, the water source for the Pass Agency.
The variations of water quality are substantial and depend on the water supply conditions
in Northern California. Drought conditions result in more intrusion of poor quality water
into the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta, the source of the SWP exports. The
expected value shown in Table 8-5 is not an average but rather is reflective of conditions
believed to be representative in the future.
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Table 8-4
State Water Project Water Quality
Parameter

Units

Range

Expected

TDS

mg/L

100 - 400

350

Chloride

mg/L

10 - 150

120

Sulfate

mg/L

30 - 120

80

If SWP water is used in the District water supply system, the concentrations of TDS,
chlorides and sulfates in the recycled water will increase slightly; the amount of increase
depends on the proportion of SWP water used. Most likely the water supply for the
service area in the future will consist of a blend of local groundwater and SWP water, so
the anticipated concentrations of TDS, chlorides and sulfates in the recycled water will be
490, 115 and 70 mg/L, respectively versus the 428, 49, and 46 mg/l respectively,
currently experienced in the City of Beaumont’s WWTP effluent.
8.3.6 Potential Uses of Recycled Water
8.3.6.1 Irrigation and Other Direct Uses
At the present time the only potential recycled water uses envisioned are those related to
irrigation of freeway medians, golf courses, cemeteries, parks, playgrounds and
schoolyards. Recycled water used for those purposes shall be disinfected tertiary
recycled water. (Strictly speaking the irrigation of freeway medians and cemeteries only
needs to be disinfected secondary effluent. Treating only a portion of the effluent to meet
those reduced requirements is impractical and furthermore would require a separate
piping system to distribute the water to those users.)
In the future the recycled water system could be expanded to irrigate cherry and other
fruit orchards. The proposed requirement for this use is disinfected tertiary recycled
water also. It is anticipated that future demand for irrigation of fruit trees will diminish
as the orchards are replaced with other land uses.
The City of Beaumont’s WWTP already produces effluent, which meets Title 22
requirements for unrestricted use. There are, however, a number of use area
requirements and facility design requirements. These requirements assume disinfected
tertiary recycled water is used.
1. No irrigation shall take place within 50 feet of any domestic, including municipal,
water supply well and no impoundment shall occur within 100 feet of any domestic
well.
2. Any irrigation runoff shall be confined to the use area and shall not enter a dwelling,
outdoor eating area or a food handling facility. Drinking water fountains shall be
protected against contact with recycled water spray, mist or runoff.
Irrigation of parks, playgrounds and schoolyards usually requires irrigation during the
nighttime hours.
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
2005 Urban Water Management Plan-Final

8-10

January 28, 2006
Section 8 – Water Recycling

3. Recycled water use areas shall be posted with signs.
4. There shall be no physical connection between any recycled water system and a
potable water system. Only an air gap separation is permitted on back-up supplies.
5. The recycled water system shall not have any hose bibs. Only quick couplers
different from those used on the potable water system are permitted.
6. A reduced pressure principle backflow prevention device shall be placed on the
potable water supply connection to each reuse area.
7. A detailed recycled water use report shall be prepared. This report shall contain
•

A detailed description of the use site including the person(s) responsible for
operation and maintenance of the system,

•

Piping layout including backflow prevention devices, and

•

Methods used by the recycled water supplier to ensure no cross connections.

8.3.6.2 Groundwater Recharge by Surface Spreading
The following requirements, excerpted from the "Draft, dated April 23, 2001,
Groundwater Recharge Reuse Regulations," affect the design and operation of a proposed
recycled water project.
1. All reclaimed water shall be from a wastewater collection system operated under a
comprehensive industrial pretreatment and pollutant source control program.
The City of Beaumont will have this in place, as it is part of the overall wastewater
discharge permit.
2. Requires that the recycled water be oxidized, filtered and disinfected.
Essentially this is a filtered and disinfected secondary effluent. This is basically the same
quality required for direct discharge to San Timoteo Creek. The current level of
treatment meets this requirement.
Some polishing supplementary refractory organics removal may be needed.
3. The average quantity of recycled water in each aquifer shall be specified by the
Department of Health Services. The amount will be a function of the TOC in the
recycled water.
4. Recycled water shall be retained underground a minimum of 6 months prior to being
withdrawn at a domestic (municipal) water supply well.
5. The minimum horizontal separation between a surface spreading area and a domestic
(municipal) water supply well shall be 500 feet.
6. A detailed engineering report shall be prepared and contain the following information
as a minimum:
•

A plan of the treatment, storage, transmission, spreading and monitoring facilities,

•

A project description,
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•

A detailed hydrogeologic study to address the aquifer travel time, percent
recycled water intercepted by domestic wells, water quality impacts, etc.,

•

A description of the operation and maintenance personnel, their qualifications,
experience and responsibilities,

•

A description of project operation including a contingency plan to preclude the
recharge of water when conditions or quality does not meet requirements,

•

A determination of anticipated TOC and total nitrogen levels, and

•

A detailed mound monitoring plan.

Based on the requirements established above, there does not appear to be any reason why
the surface spreading of recycled water would not be permitted.
8.3.7 Potential Recycled Water Demands
Table 8-5 summarizes the potential recycled water users in 5-year increments through
2025. To serve all of these users would involve a very extensive distribution and storage
network. It is envisioned that the recycled water system could serve the entire area
eventually.
Table 8-5
Existing and Projected Recycled Water Demands (2005 – 2030)
Acre-ft/yr
Year
Existing Potable Water Users converted
to recycled water
Future Recycled Water Users
Recycled Water Supplied to Overlying
Parties
Recycled Water Recharge
DEMAND TOTAL
AVAILABLE

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

0

1700

2153

2153

2153

2153

0
0

1107
3150

1525
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

1725
3150

0
0
1471

0
5957
5509

1328
8156
8156

1678
8706
8706

1978
9006
9006

2171
9199
9199

Note: in 2010 there is a shortfall in recycled water supply that will need to be made up
with imported State Project Water.
Table 8-5 also summarizes the comparison of recycled water available from the City of
Beaumont’s WWTP and the projected recycled water demands through 2030.

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
2005 Urban Water Management Plan-Final

8-12

January 28, 2006
Section 8 – Water Recycling

8.4

CITY OF BEAUMONT RECYCLED WATER ORDINANCES
The City of Beaumont has adopted several ordinances regulating the use of recycled
water. The City of Beaumont, in conjunction with the District, has adopted polices such
that when recycled water becomes available, recycled water will be used for non-potable
uses such as irrigation of landscape medians, cemeteries, golf courses, and parks. The
City of Beaumont also has ordinances that adopt the District’s UWMP and the water
conservation measures and procedures stated in the UWMP. The City of Beaumont’s
ordinances applicable to recycled water are attached in Appendices L, M, and N.
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BEAUMONT CHERRY VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
PLAN OF SERVICES
for
WILLOW SPRINGS COMMUNITY
“THE PRESERVE”

August 27, 2003
(Revised March 23, 2006)

Introduction
Willow Springs Community, “The Preserve” (Project) is requesting annexation to the
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District (District).
The annexation area consists of
approximately 1,500 acres of currently undeveloped dry farming land. The Project is located
south of State Highway 60 and southwest of the city of Beaumont within the unincorporated area
of Riverside County. The Project will consist of approximately 3,000 single-family residential
lots, 44 acres of commercial, approximately 60 acres for two school sites, and approximately 50
acres for various parks and open space. The Riverside County Fire Department has identified a
fire flow requirement, for the residential development, of 1000 gpm for 2 hours at 20 psi
residual. The fire flow requirements for the commercial development is unknown at this time
but is estimated to be between 2,000 and 3,000 gpm for 3 hours at 20 psi residual pressure.
The general location of the Project is in a portion of Section 8, south of State Highway
60, Section 17, and a portion of Section 20, T3S, R1W SBB&M. The Project will ultimately be
served from the District’s existing 2750 (Beaumont) Pressure Zone and a future 2650 Pressure
Zone.
This Plan of Services utilizes information from the District’s 1994 Water System Master
Plan Update, which addresses water demands and master planned facilities for the Project. This
master plan is currently being updated. Land use information was obtained from the Riverside
County General Plan and the city of Beaumont Planning Department’s General Plan. The
Project is zoned for single family residential and commercial development. The site currently
consists of agricultural land and open space traversed by several natural runoff gullies. The
tentative schedule for the Project has a start date of approximately 2006-2007 and is estimated to
take 10-12 years to build out.
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Existing Water Facilities
Presently, the area is outside the District service area but within the District’s sphere of
influence. The District has no existing facilities in the area of the Project. The District has an
existing 16-inch water line located in 4th Street west of Interstate 10 and south of State Highway
60. Also an existing pressure reducing station is located at the terminus of the 16-inch line in 4th
Street. An existing 16-inch and 12-inch also exists at the intersection of California Avenue and
1st Street. The existing facilities are within the District’s 2750 (Beaumont) Pressure Zone. In
order to serve the Project, new facilities will be required in the District’s 2750 and 2650 Pressure
Zones.
The District's Water Master Plan recommends that the 2750 and 2650 Pressure Zones
ultimately serve the Project. Based on final grading for the Project, the Project may require a
hydropneumatic system to serve certain portions of the Project. The 2750 Pressure Zone has a
system hydraulic grade line elevation of 2750 and the 2650 Pressure Zone has a system
hydraulic grade line elevation of 2650.
The existing 2750 and future 2650 Pressure Zones are adequate to provide pressure and
water supply for fire flow and domestic service to the Project. To serve the Project from the
existing 2750 and future 2650 Pressure Zones, major backbone potable and recycled water
facilities are required. A pressure reducing station will be required near the street intersection
adjacent to the southeast corner of Planning Area 14.
Impact of the Project on the 2750 (Beaumont) Pressure Zone
Using the District's computer model of the system, it was determined that the existing
2750 Pressure Zone cannot provide the domestic demand and a fire flow of 1000 gpm during
maximum day demand to the Project. In order to provide the expected fire flows for the
commercial development certain 2650 Zone facilities will require being in place before
development can begin.
Expected Pressures
2750 Pressure Zone
With the Twelfth and Palm booster pumps on, the existing 2750 Pressure Zone system,
during maximum day with a fire flow of 1000 gpm and full development of the Project, is not
capable of delivering the required fire flow to the project site while maintaining minimum
system pressures within the 2750 zone to meet public and operational needs. When the master
planned facilities are constructed in the 2750 Pressure Zone, the expected pressures at the site
during maximum water demand day with a fire flow of 1000 gpm is estimated to range from a
minimum of 42 psi to a maximum pressure of 90 psi. The estimated pressures may vary
depending on final grading of the Project. The area encompassing Planning Areas 17 through 20
and the proposed park in this area should be graded to a maximum pad elevation of 2620 in order
to provide sufficient pressure to maintain safe operating standards within the distribution system
during a maximum day demand.
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2650 Pressure Zone
When master planned facilities are constructed in the 2650 Pressure Zone, the expected
pressures at the site during maximum water demand day with a fire flow of 1000 gpm is
estimated to range from a minimum of 73 psi to a maximum pressure of 107 psi. The estimated
pressures may vary depending on final grading of the Project.
Required Pressure Reduction
In order to convey water from the 2750 Pressure Zone to the 2650 Pressure Zone, the
applicant will be required to construct, one pressure reducing station. This pressure reducing
facility will serve to reduce water pressure from the 2750 Pressure Zone to the 2650 Pressure
Zone. The applicant shall provide a vault for the pressure reducing facility. The pressure
reducing station shall consist, as a minimum, a manifold with two 8-inch outlets and one 4-inch
outlet with reducers for connection of two 6-inch and one 3-inch pressure reducing valves
(PRV). The PRVs shall be equipped with a pressure sustaining feature to maintain a specified
preset pressure on the high pressure side of the valve. Final sizing of the pressure reducing
station shall be approved by the District.
The proposed location for the pressure reducing station will be near the street
intersection adjacent to the southeast corner of Planning Area 14. Final location of the proposed
pressure reducing station shall be approved by the District.
Required Potable Water Facility Improvements
The required backbone potable water facilities to be installed in accordance with the District’s
Master Plan are described below and shown in Exhibit A-1 at the end of the report.
2750 Pressure Zone
1. A 2750/2650 pressure reducing station in the vicinity of Planning Area 14.
2. A 24-inch water main in California Avenue from 1st Street to the future intersection
of California Avenue and Potrero Blvd. with a connection to the existing 16-inch and
12-inch at the intersection of 1st Street and California Avenue.
3. A 30-inch water main in California Avenue from the future intersection of California
Avenue and Potrero Blvd to State Highway 79 (Lamb Canyon Road/Beaumont
Avenue).
4. A 30-inch water main in State Highway 79 from California Avenue to the future
intersection of State Highway 79 and the future street south of the most easterly
development.
5. A 36-inch water main in the future street adjacent to the south of the most easterly
development. from State Highway 79 to a proposed 8 million gallon (MG) tank site.
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6. A 24-inch water main in future streets from a point in the future street south of the
most easterly development described in Item 7 to the northwest corner of the
proposed intermediate school site.
7. A 24-inch water main in Potrero Blvd. from Veile Ave. to 4th Street.
8. A 24-inch water main in 4th Street from Potrero Blvd. to the existing 24” in 4th Street
at the west boundary of a proposed distribution center adjacent to the existing PRV
station.
9. A 12-inch water main loop through Planning Areas 17 through 20 with connections to
the proposed 24-inch line in the future street south of the most easterly development.
10. All other in-tract pipelines shall be minimum 8-inch mains.
11. 8 MG potable water storage tank.
12. Provide for additional well capacity to pump the maximum day demand in a 12-hour
period.
2650 Pressure Zone
1. A 24-inch water main in 4th Street from a point of connection at the existing PRV
station at the west boundary of a proposed distribution center to Potrero Blvd.
2. A 24-inch water main in Potrero Blvd. from a point of connection at State Highway
60 to the street intersection in the vicinity of Planning Areas 8, 12, and 23.
3. A 24-inch water main in a south loop street from the street intersection in the vicinity
of Planning Areas 8, 12, and 23 to the intersection of the north and south loop road in
the vicinity of Planning Area 14 and 16.
4. A 30-inch water main from the intersection of the north and south loop road in the
vicinity of Planning Area 14 and 16 to the proposed 4 MG potable water storage tank.
5. A 12-inch water main in a north loop street from the street intersection in the vicinity
of Planning Areas 8, 12, and 23 to the street intersection in the vicinity of Planning
Areas 14 and 16.
6. A 18-inch water main in Willow Springs from Potrero Blvd. to the west boundary of
a proposed distribution center.
7. All other in-tract pipelines shall be minimum 8-inch mains.
8. 4 MG potable water storage tank.
9. Provide for additional well capacity to pump the maximum day demand in a 12-hour
period.
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The applicant shall install all water distribution lines in accordance with District policies
and design standards.
Design and construction of all facilities shall be in accordance with drawings approved
and signed by the District.
All pipes shall be ductile iron pipe with push-on joints. The minimum pressure class of
the pipe shall be Class 150. In addition, the applicant shall install fire hydrants or 4-inch blowoffs at the end of all lines in cul-de-sacs for line flushing.
The applicant shall install standard 6-inch fire hydrants with one 4" and two 2 1/2"
outlets “super head” fire hydrants in accordance with District standards. The Fire Marshall shall
approve all fire hydrant locations.
The applicant shall install 1" copper services from the water main to and including angle
meter stop and coupling fitting for each residential lot in accordance with District's standard
drawings and specifications. All service laterals shall be located horizontally a minimum of 5
feet off property lines and minimum 10 feet clear of all sewer laterals.
Recycled Water System Improvements
The required backbone recycled water facilities to be installed in accordance with the
District’s Master Plan, are described below and shown in Exhibit A-2 at the end of the report.
Recycled distribution water lines shall be installed to all parks, green belt, school playing fields,
and other open landscape areas.
2750 Pressure Zone
1. A 2750/2650 pressure reducing station in the vicinity of Planning Areas 14 and 16.
2. A 24-inch recycled water main in California Avenue from 4th Street to State Highway
79 (Lamb Canyon Road/Beaumont Avenue) with a connection to the proposed 24inch at the intersection of California Avenue and 1st Street.
3. A 24-inch recycled water main in State Highway 79 from California Avenue to the
future intersection of State Highway 79 and the future street south of the most
easterly development.
4. A 24-inch recycled water main in the future street south of the most easterly
development from State Highway 79 to a proposed 2 million gallon (MG) tank site.
5. A 16-inch recycled water main in future streets from a point in the future street south
of the most easterly development described in Item 4 to a point near the street
intersection near the southeasterly corner of Planning Area 14 with pressure reducing
station, Item 1, located at the terminus of the 16-inch line.
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6. An 8-inch recycled water main loop adjacent to Planning Areas 17 and 20 with a
connections to the proposed 16-inch line in the future street south of the most easterly
development. to the proposed park site adjacent to Planning Area 18.
7. 2 MG recycled water storage tank.
2650 Pressure Zone
1. A 24-inch recycled water main in 4th Street from a point of connection at the west
boundary of the proposed distribution center to Potrero Blvd.
2. A 24-inch recycled water main in Potrero Blvd. from a point of connection at State
Highway 60 to the street intersection in the vicinity of Planning Areas 8, 12, and 23.
3. A 24-inch recycled water main in a south loop street from the street intersection in
the vicinity of Planning Areas 8, 12, and 23 to the proposed 1 MG tank site.
4. A 8-inch recycled water main in a north loop street from the street intersection in the
vicinity of Planning Areas 14 and 16 to the proposed intermediate school site.
5. 1 MG recycled water storage tank.
All recycled water pipes shall be ductile iron pipe with push-on joints and bagged with
purple polyethylene bags per AWWA standards. The minimum pressure class of the pipe shall
be Class 150. All above-ground appurtenances shall be color coded per AWWA standards.
Signs shall be posted around the use area notifying that recycled water is being used and it is
unsafe to drink. All signage shall be installed in accordance with AWWA standards.
Recent Legislation
As development increases, the need for additional potable water sources will increase.
The District is actively pursuing additional water sources to meet the future demands within the
District’s service area. Recently passed legislation, effective January 1, 2002, includes Senate
Bill No. 221, (“Kuehl”) which stipulates that legislative bodies of a city, county, or public water
system provide written verification that a sufficient water supply is available prior to completion
of a project/subdivision. A subdivision is defined in the Kuehl Bill as “a proposed residential
development of more than 500 dwelling units for a public water system with 5,000 services
connections or more” which is applicable to the District. Senate Bill No. 610, (“Costa”) requires
the water supplier to prepare a water supply assessment. The above legislation bills are
applicable to this Project.
Additional information to support this Plan of Services as required by LAFCO’s Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 is provided below.

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District Background
Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District (District) was first formed in April 1919, to
provide domestic and irrigation water to the new community of Beaumont and the surrounding
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area. The District was originally named the Beaumont Irrigation District. In 1973 the name was
changed to the Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District. However, even though the name has
changed, the District’s authority comes from the Irrigation District Law of the State of
California.
The District’s present service area covers about 10 square miles, virtually all of which is
in Riverside County. The District’s ultimate service planning area encompasses an area of about
40 square miles. (See Exhibit “B” attached)
Water Supply
The District presently extracts water from two local groundwater sources to meet the
District’s water demand, Edgar Canyon and the Beaumont Basin. Table 1 below shows the total
amount of water extracted over the previous five years from the two sources.

Table 1
Groundwater Production (2000-2004)

*
**

Year

Groundwater Production
(ac-ft)

2004

9,507

2003

6,745*

2002

7,528**

2001

4,633

2000

6,308

Production of 2,414 ac-ft for groundwater recharge pilot project not included.
Production of 541 ac-ft for groundwater recharge pilot project and delivery to the city of Banning not
included.

The Beaumont Basin is a very large groundwater source that the United States
Geological Survey (USGS) estimates contains approximately 1.1 million acre-feet of
groundwater in storage. This mid 1960s estimate was based on existing well data at the time.
The report has been the basis for a general consensus that the base of useable water was 1,000 ft.
below ground surface (BGS). The District, however has recently drilled a new test well in the
Beaumont Basin at the District’s newest recharge site to a depth of 1,500 feet BGS.
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Sphere of Influence

District Boundary

Source: modified from USGS 1:24 000 topographic maps of Beaumont, Forest Falls, Yucaipa, and El Casco, CA

Exhibit B
District Boundary and Sphere of Influence
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0

Beaumont Cherry Valley Water District
Beaumont, California
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As part of a report titled “Geohydrologic Investigation Noble Creek Artificial Recharge Study”
prepared by Geoscience, results from pump test data suggests that high quality groundwater with
lower Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) and a different water chemistry exists in large quantities below
the USGS previously theorized 1,000’ base. Other deep wells drilled by Southern California
Professional Golfers Association (SCPGA), Oak Valley Greens and the Sunny-Cal Egg Ranch show
that the deep source is relatively wide spread throughout the Beaumont Basin. This additional
volume of water in storage greatly increases the reliability of the District’s groundwater supply.
Based on District studies and those prepared by San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
(Agency) and the San Timoteo Watershed Management Authority (STWMA), it is estimated that
the long-term safe yield for the Edgar Canyon is 1,800 ac-ft/yr and Beaumont Basin is about
10,000 ac-ft/yr. These volumes should only be considered as estimates as the deep aquifer yields
from the Beaumont Basin were not considered in these studies.
In 1902 the District’s predecessor, Beaumont Land and Water Company (Company)
began diversions of water in the Little San Gorgonio Creek and Noble Creek to supplement
irrigation water demands using surface water rights that the Company had purchased with land
acquisitions along the creeks. The Company also purchased down stream riparian water rights to
allow full use of the surface flows of the creeks. The District’s first shallow wells were built
about this same time (1902) to augment surface water supplies and to provide a more reliable
water supply to the growing community. As the wells came on line the Company began to
impound the stream flows to recharge shallow aquifers the wells pumped from. This diversion
has continued throughout the twentieth century and continues today. Through the last twenty or
so years the District has closely monitored diversions and extractions determining that more
water is recharged than is pumped from the canyon supply. The USGS in cooperation with the
District and the San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency, has recently determined in a currently
unpublished USGS report, that the recharged groundwater in the Little San Gorgonio Creek
Canyon does not flow underground into the Beaumont Basin presumably because of the existing
geology underlying alluvial fill in the canyon areas the District uses for recharge.
To augment existing water sources, which is presently totally groundwater extractions
and capture lost recharge from the canyon recharge efforts, the District is developing a project
that will capture stormwater flows in Little San Gorgonio and Noble Creeks and deliver the
flows, through a pipeline, to recharge basins directly overlying the Beaumont Basin. A District
engineering study titled “Resource Development–Surface Water Capture for Little San Gorgonio
Creek and Other Locations”, amended December 10, 2001 discusses in detail the recharge and
recovery project. The recharge site will also be able to receive State Water Project water from
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency for groundwater recharge and may be used for conjunctive use
projects discussed later in this section. The estimated yearly average long-term capture of
stormwater flows is 4,100 ac-ft/yr. The District has secured funding for the above project to help
pay for the engineering design, completed a $1.6 million dollar recharge study, taken possession
of the 78 acre recharge site (formally the Oda property) that will be developed as a park/recharge
facility and has completed the environmental impact report titled “Groundwater Recharge
Program”, March 2003 for the recharge project. Presently the recharge project is under
construction with a completion date of about July 2006. The District has also recently completed
a pilot test program to determine the percolation rates at the location of the percolation ponds.
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The District in cooperation with the City of Beaumont is also developing a recycled
water distribution system for delivery of recycled water from the City’s wastewater treatment
facility. Currently the annual irrigation water demand supplied by the District is estimated to be
approximately 1,100 ac-ft/yr, which includes irrigation of parks, schools, green belt areas, and a
golf course. In addition it is estimated that about 4,000 ac-ft/yr of potable water is used to
irrigate various golf courses in the area which will eventually be converted to recycled water
users. Once these golf courses are converted, the current groundwater demand for irrigation
would then be available to the District to meet domestic demands. These golf courses consist of
three championship golf courses, which pump from the Beaumont Basin, and a smaller golf
course, which is served by a well outside of the Beaumont Basin in Marshall Canyon. The
smaller golf course is also receiving water from springs located northeast of the developed area
of Cherry Valley. The District current recycled water plan also envisions recycled water service
to the Banning Sun Lakes course.
The City of Beaumont estimates that the average annual wastewater collected per EDU is
0.19 gpm/EDU (0.31 ac-ft/yr/EDU.) This statistic indicates, when compared to the District’s
current actual average deliveries of water to individual EDU on 10,000 square foot lots or less
(.61 ac ft/yr/EDU) that 50% of the water delivered to an EDU is recycled under the new system
plan.
The use of recycled water for the parks, golf courses, and other open space areas will
“free-up” available potable water, which is presently being used for irrigation. It is estimated
that presently about 1.1 million gallons per day (1,232 ac-ft/yr) would be available from the City
of Beaumont's wastewater treatment plant for recycled use with an ultimate available recycled
water source of 7.75 million gallons per day (8,700 ac-ft/yr). The City is currently building a
plant expansion that includes a reservoir for storage of recycled water at the plant along with a
booster station to pump recycled water through the District’s recycled water distribution system.
The District is currently constructing recycled water transmission mains for delivery of
recycled water to existing irrigation users. The District is also installing a recycled water
distribution system as new development occurs. The District continues to collect a Recycled
Water Facility Fee from each new EDU to finance the improvements. This fee is providing the
necessary capital for the District and the City of Beaumont to complete the recycled water
system as development occurs. First deliveries of recycled water to the District’s recycled water
distribution system in the southern portion of the District will begin in late 2007.
Construction is under way on the first portion of the system, which will be in operation as
early as fall 2007. This will serve the Oak Valley Greens golf course, the new high school and
elementary school, the City of Beaumont Sports Park and green belt areas in the Oak Valley
Greens and Noble Creek development areas. This first delivery will reduce the potable water
currently pumped from the basin by approximately 1,200 acre-feet.
The District, in cooperation with the City of Beaumont, will complete the next phase of
the non-potable / recycled water system sometime in late 2007 to SCPGA which will further
reduce the use of potable water from the Beaumont Basin for irrigation. As more new
development comes on line more recycled water will become available (approximately .30 acrefeet per EDU per year) to further reduce the State Water Project (SWP) water demand for
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irrigation. This will increase the recharge of SWP water in to the Beaumont Basin until there is
enough development to finance completion of the District’s Water Treatment Facility for direct
deliveries of SWP water to the District’s potable water system. The District currently has about
$3,000,000 on deposit for construction of a Water Treatment Facility for direct deliveries of
SWP water.
The City of Beaumont and the District are also working together with developers
throughout the District’s service area to develop four “Incidental Recharge” areas. The largest
of which is on Noble Creek. These areas will be developed to capture urban storm runoff for
recharge to the groundwater basin. They will also be used for blending storm flows with surplus
recycled water during winter months. The Noble Creek site may also be used to recharge
various additional supplies that may be available from the District’s recharge project. The City
has projected that this project will capture and recharge approximately 500 ac-ft/yr of storm
water that may also be used to blend with surplus recycled water.
The District in August 2006 adopted the 2005 update to the District’s “Urban Water
Management Plan” (UWMP) which provides a complete detail of the District water resource
plan and explains where and how the District plans to serve development in the District’s Sphere
of Influence through 2030. The source for Table 2-9 below is from of the District’s 2005
UWMP Update. Table 2-9 forecasts the water supply that the District will rely on through the
first 30 years of the 21-century. Based on the District’s resource development plan, the District
will reduce its dependency on the Beaumont Basin, which currently is relied on for most of our
water supply and limit the District’s reliance on State Water Project water to approximately 20%
of the District’s overall water demand. Development of the water resources shown in Table 2-9
are dependent on development within the District’s Sphere of Influence as it is the developing
lands that will provide a majority of the funding for the expansion of the District’s future water
resources. Table 2-9 also includes State Water Project purchases through the proposed Imported
Water Purchase Agreement (WPA), which is described in more detail below.
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TABLE 2-9
Sources and Demands and Storage Account Balance
WATER BALANCE -- SOURCES vs DEMANDS
2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

0

448

0

0

0

0

2600

3500
3948
1800

5000
5000
1800

6000
6000
1800

7000
7000
1800

7000
7000
1800

6802
2280

6802
1507

1049

1049

1049

1049

0

275

549

549

549

549

0
379
0
0
0
9461
12061

3150
832
300
4100
0
20466
22266

3150
907
300
4100
1328
16382
18182

3150
981
300
4100
1678
17806
19606

3150
1055
300
4100
1978
19180
20980

3150
1129
300
4100
2171
19447
21247

8767

18029

23213

24417

25119

25577

8767

16329

21060

22264

22966

23424

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
448
5957
1700
1107
3150

1328
0
6828
2153
1525
3150

1678
0
7028
2153
1725
3150

1978
0
7028
2153
1725
3150

2171
0
7028
2153
1725
3150

1471
3294

5509
5937
30926

8156
-2878
38381

8706
-2658
26537

9006
-1986
15056

9199
-2177
4553

Water Supply Sources
State Project Water via San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency
For Direct Non-potable Reuse
For Recharge
Total Imported Water
Groundwater Produced from Edgar Canyon
Groundwater Produced from Beaumont Storage Unit from
Temporary Surplus up to BCVWD Adjud. Right
Total Overlier Rights Distributed to BCVWD
Potable Water Supplied to Overlying Parties (Sunny Cal Egg
Ranch and Surroundings)
Recycled or Non-potable Water Supplied to Overlying Parties
Urban Runoff/Groundwater Recharge
Captured Infiltration (shallow groundwater)
Stormwater Capture/Groundwater Recharge
Recycled Water Recharged
Total Allowable Extractions from Beaumont Storage Unit
Total Potable Water Supply
Water Demand (includes existing demands which can be served by
non-potable water)
Water Demand less existing potable water users converted to nonpotable water
Recycled Water Available for Recharge
Imported Water to Recycled System to make up shortfall
Subtotal Non Potable Water Demand
Existing Potable Water Users Converted to Recycled Water
Future Recycled Water Users (not including recharge)
Recycled Water Suplied to Overlying Parties
Recycled Water Available
Water to BCVWD Storage Account
Accumulated Water in BCVWD Storage Account

Additional sources of water for future development also include increased return flows
from the development of lands overlying the Beaumont Basin. The San Timeteo Watershed
Management Authority (STWMA), discussed later in this section, is currently developing a
study funded by STWMA and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board that will
study the relationship between recharge from vacant lands and developed lands that are irrigated
regularly (lawn watering, golf course watering etc.). It will also give a better indication of the
water supply that is being developed by the capture of runoff from impervious areas of both
existing and newly developing areas, which will better quantify the available water that is
delivered to an EDU and returned to the groundwater source as return flow.
Based on the water projected forecast shown in Table 2-9, approximately 80% of the
District water demand will be supplied by local water sources as the various projects funded by
development are constructed. The additional 20% of the District’s water demand necessary for
new development will be supplied by imported water that will come through a new water system
that was built by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) in cooperation with the San
Gorgonio Pass Water Agency (Agency).
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Additional sources of water for future development include SWP water imported through
the Pass Water Agency. The Pass Water Agency has indicated that the District’s pro-rata share
of the Pass Water Agency’s 17,300 acre-fl/yr entitlement of imported water is estimated to be
about 7,000 acre-feet per year. The Pass Water Agency has established no formal allocation
policy. The pro-rata share of about 7,000 ac-ft/year is based on assessed valuation conducted in
1988. This figure can only be considered preliminary.
The Agency also has a requirement by Law to prioritize water delivered to offset
overdraft that may exist in any agency or district receiving water. Following is an excerpt from
Chapter 101 of the San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency Law as stated in the California State Water
Code Appendix:
“§ 101 – 15.5 Allocation of water from State Water Project”
Sec. 15.5. It is the intent of the Legislature that, in allocating water received from the
State Water Project pursuant to this act, the highest priority shall be given to eliminating
groundwater overdraft conditions within any agency or district receiving the water.”
The Agency is in the process for final approval of a water sales ordinance that will allow
the District to purchase existing Table “A” State Project water. The District has adopted their
2005 Calendar year budget which includes funding for the purchase of 1,250 acre feet of State
Project water for “in-lieu” irrigation deliveries and recharge of the Beaumont Storage Unit.
District/Agency agreements are also important as they will allow the District, through the
Agency, to purchase additional imported water as well as purchase of new water rights. As
previously stated the District is required by State Law to update the UWMP at a minimum of
every 5 years. Each time the District updates its UWMP it will also update the Water Resources
Plan. If at such time the Water Resources Plan determines that 80% of the District’s water needs
from local supplies is reduced, the District will be able to accelerate new water right purchases
through the Agency by increasing the flow of revenue to the Agency for both purchase of
additional water plus funds for delivery of additional imported water.
The District is also in the process of implementing a Special Rate Area in the developing
areas for the purpose of paying for the importation (delivery) of supplemental water supply
annually based on the demand as the new units come on line. This replenishment fund will be
used to further assist the Agency in paying for overdraft offset as required by 101-15.5.
The District will also be implementing a new addition to its current Facility Fee for the
developing areas for the purpose of buying additional imported water (rights) supply beyond the
Agency’s current 17,300 acre-foot entitlement because the District expects all of the existing
entitlement to be used to offset overdraft throughout the Agency service area. The intent for this
new water purchase fee is to pay for the water rights necessary to cover the 20% shown in Table
2 above as “SWP per WPA”. The fee, which will be in place within 90 days from the date of the
agreement with the Agency, will provide the District with revenue to purchase, through the
Agency, new water rights beyond the current SWP entitlement. For example, there is currently
4,000 acre-feet of existing entitlement available for sale by one of the SWP contractors. Neither
the City nor the District have available funds to purchase the water rights currently valued at
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$2,000 per acre-foot. With the new fee added to the existing Facility Fee, the District in the
future, as demands grow, will have the funds available to purchase additional water supply to
augment the 80% local supply. In other words the new fee will allow the District to develop the
revenue source to purchase and develop 100% of the water needed for new development without
relying on existing SWP entitlements.
In 2001 the San Timeteo Watershed Management Authority (STWMA) was formed for
the purpose of managing the surface and groundwater and to develop a watershed management
plan for an area of over 120 square miles of the upper San Timeteo Creek drainage area. The
Joint Powers Authority members include the City of Beaumont, Beaumont Cherry Valley Water
District, South Mesa Water Company and Yucaipa Valley Water District. STWMA has
completed its Phase 1 report toward development of a watershed management plan that includes
all of the service area of the four member Agencies along with their respective water
development areas. One of the most important issues facing STWMA was to implement
management and control of the Beaumont Basin, which is the largest groundwater basin in the
watershed and is relied upon by all members of STWMA as well as others for a majority of the
watershed’s water supply. To resolve the issues related to the Beaumont Basin including current
and future overdraft, STWMA filed a legal action for adjudication of the water basin naming all
of those pumpers producing more than 10 ac-ft/yr from the Beaumont Basin including the
STWMA member agencies. Following intense negotiations for approximately one year, the
extractors developed a Stipulated Judgment that will complete the adjudication of the Beaumont
Basin and form a Water Master to manage the basin’s water supply.
Additional water supplies can be made available through a conjunctive use program. The
USGS has indicated in previous reports that the Beaumont Basin currently has between 200 and
400,000 acre-feet of vacant storage space that can be used to store water for later use. With the
adjudication and the Water Master in place the management of the Beaumont Basin will include
conjunctive use. This program involves the lease of vacant water storage space in the basin for
use by a conjunctive use partner. A conjunctive use partner can be defined as an agency or
entity from outside the area that pays to store supplemental water for later use. The Stipulated
Judgment provides that there will be a “minimum of 200,000 acre-feet” of storage space for
conjunctive use. Development of a conjunctive use program in the Beaumont Basin will benefit
all “appropriators” using the basin as it will make available additional funds to complete local
water resource projects purchase additional supplemental supplies.
With the continued exploration of the deep aquifers discussed in the implementation of
projects discussed in this report and discussed in detail in the implementation of the
Replenishment Assessment District, the development of a new fee for purchase of additional
SWP entitlement, the soon to be filed Beaumont Basin adjudication, the creation of a Water
Master to manage the basin and the development of a conjunctive use program, the District does
have the sufficient water supply to serve this Project with potable water and recycled water.
The District does have the sufficient water supply to serve this Project with potable
water.
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Water Demand Analysis
The District at the end of 2004 had a total of approximately 8,000 service connections.
The District currently serves approximately 147 agriculture users, 274 commercial users, 9
industrial users, and 7,570 domestic residential and irrigation users. Table 3 shows the
approximate amount of water used by each user classification in 2004.
Table 3
Water Use by User Classification (2004)
User Category

Water Demand,
2004
(ac-ft/yr)

Agriculture

477

Commercial

978

Industrial

622

Residential & Irrigation
Other
(Construction, Fire, Maintenance, System
Losses, etc.)

7,130
300

The yearly average domestic water demand is based on a water demand factor of 0.38
gpm per EDU (Equivalent Dwelling Unit, residential units). The yearly average domestic water
demand for the proposed Project is estimated to be 1,140 gpm or about 1,840 ac-ft/yr. The
yearly average irrigation demand for the proposed Project is estimated to be 1,008 gpm or about
1,626 ac-ft/yr. The Riverside County Fire Department will stipulate the required fire flow
requirements for the Project.
The table below compares current and projected water supply and demand based on the
forecast increase of known developments requesting service and water supplies discussed above.
The individual components for the water supply and demand totals are discussed in the UWMP.
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Projected Supply and Demand Comparison By Known Developments
Requesting Service
2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

Supply Totals

12,061

22,266

18,182*

19,606

20,980

21,247

Demand Totals

8,767

16,329

21,060

22,264

22,966

23,424

3,294

5,937

<2,878>

<2,658>

<1,986>

<2,177>

Supply Surplus
Units of Measure:

Acre-feet/Year

Source: BCVWD 2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update
* Temporary surplus from the Beaumont Basin from the Beaumont Basin Adjudication goes away in
2014.

As indicated in the above footnote, in 2014 the surplus water BCVWD has been storing
goes away in 2014. From the present to 2014, the BCVWD stores the extra water in a storage
account to be used in future years. Starting in 2015 the additional water supply will come from
the storage account to meet demand.
The following comparisons for the normal water year, single dry year, and multiple dry
years are based on the forecasted supply versus demand based upon planned development. The
growth for the service area is an assessment based on the forecast planned and approved
developments provided by the City of Beaumont and adjusted based on knowledge of the
development specific plans and tract maps.
The supply reliability and demand comparison for the dry-year assessment is shown in
the table below and includes demands and supplies during a single dry year (using 2030) and
multiple dry water years using 2028, 2029 and 2030 as a basis. It should be noted that the
demand totals do not include implementing conservation measures which will reduce water
demands by about 15%.
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Supply Reliability and Demand Comparison
Multiple Dry Water Years

Basis Years =>
Supply totals
Demand totals
Surplus Supply
Units of Measure:

Average /
Normal
Water
Year
2030
21,119
23,424
<2,305>

Single Dry
Water
Year
2030
8,219
23,424
<15,205>

Year 1
2028
9,691
23,241
<13,550>

Year 2
2029
9,730
23,332
<13,602>

Year 3
2030
9,769
23,424
<13,655>

Acre-feet/Year

Source: BCVWD 2005 Urban Water Management Plan Update
The analysis predicts a water supply deficit for a single dry year in 2030 of 15,205 acrefeet. This deficit can temporarily be over come by extracting additional groundwater from the
Beaumont Basin for short periods of time along with implementation of some of the water
shortage contingency measures as discussed in the UWMP. The additional water extracted from
the Beaumont Basin would be replenished during wet years or when supply of recycled water is
not needed to meet irrigation demands. Any excess recycled water, when available, such as
during winter months, can be percolated to increase the amount of groundwater stored in the
basin. When there is a need for additional water supply, the District has historically and plans to
continue to draw on accumulated storage in the Beaumont Basin during critical supply years
with plans to recharge the groundwater during wet years and with the percolation of recycled
water.
It should be noted that the additional supplies necessary to meet future demands in dry
years beyond 2030 will be obtained by further developing recycled water resources, and
implementing the District’s water resource projects as discussed above.
Fees
Fees such as facility fees are collected at the time a request for water service is made by
the applicant for each proposed tract and a Water Main Extension and Facilities Construction
Agreement with the District is executed. The fees are collected to secure funding for the purpose
of constructing backbone master planned facilities. A component of the facility fees includes a
new water source fee to construct or obtain additional water required as a result of the new
development. Facility fees are based on domestic and irrigation water usage per EDUs. The
proposed Project is equivalent to 5,653 EDUs.
Other fees include connection and meter fees, which are paid by the developer at time of
construction for each tract.
The present standard District charges are shown below. The charges are subject to
change. All facility fees and other charges will be at the rate at the time of execution of the
Water Main Extension and Facilities Construction Agreement.
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Facilities Fee
$7,059 per EDU + Adjustment for fire flows
1 EDU = 0.38gpm (approx. 550 gpd)
District Charges
Connection Charge ...................... $24.50/LF (Front Footage)
Water Meter (1”) Charge and Installation .......$329.00/meter
Other fees applicable to domestic retail service are:
Water Rates
$0.77 per CCF (hundred cubic feet)
Monthly Service Charge for 1” meter.......................... $35.00
Additional Charges
Power ........................................................................1% to 3%
of total monthly water consumption charges.
Financing
The water improvements required for annexation of the proposed Project will be paid by
the developer and through collection of facility fees and/or water rate assessments.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
This report summarizes our findings of the jurisdictional delineation of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
jurisdiction for the Willow Springs project.1 Willow Springs is located just outside the
City of Beaumont in Riverside County, California (Figure 1). Portions of the project site
are located in U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic maps; Beaumont and El
Casco quadrangles.
Willow Springs is located southwest of the City of Beaumont, in Riverside County,
California (Figure 2). As shown on Figure 2, the project site lies south of SR 60 and
generally west of SR 79 and east of Laborde Canyon. The project site is divided into two
distinct areas, the main portion lying east of Laborde Canyon and a smaller portion lying
west of SR 79 (Figure 2). Two areas within the project boundaries are not part of the
project site, the communication towers in the central portion of the site and an Edison
easement in the extreme southeastern part of the site. The entire project area is within the
unincorporated area of Riverside County.
The entire Willow Springs project site consists of approximately 1,603 acres of mostly
undeveloped and former grazing land. The former grazing land consists of grasslands in
the northern portions of the site and on the plateau in the central portion of the project
site. Extensive stands of native vegetation occur throughout the remaining portions of the
site, consisting primarily of chaparral but also Riversidean sage scrub and riparian
habitats. A number of wildfires have occurred in the area in recent years and much of the
vegetation on the project site is currently recovering from fires. Much of the site,
particularly the northern portion, has been impacted by off-road vehicles. Off-road
vehicle usage of this area has resulted in an extensive network of trails and areas devoid
of vegetation within the project site.
Site topography varies and includes canyons, steep sided hillsides, rolling hills and
plateaus, with elevations ranging from 2,396 feet along Cooper’s Creek to approximately
2,795 feet along the ridge adjacent the communication towers (Figure 2). The project site
contains three distinct watersheds, Cooper’s Creek watershed in the northern portion,
Laborde Canyon Creek watershed to the west and Lamb Canyon Creek watershed to the
east. The southern portion of the project site contains numerous large boulders and rock
outcrops, some of the boulders exceeding 20-feet in diameter.
The climate in the area is typified by a Mediterranean type climate, with hot dry summers
and cool relatively wet winters. Annual precipitation for the area ranges from 9 to 18
inches, and average annual temperature ranges from 590 to 670 F.

1

Only the regulatory agencies can make a final determination of jurisdictional boundaries. If final
jurisdictional determination is required, Harmsworth Associates can assist in providing the additional work
necessary to receive written confirmation from the agencies.
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Figure 1: Location of Willow Springs in Riverside County, southern California. Source
El Casco and Beaumont U.S.G.S Quads.
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Figure 2: Willow Springs project site. Source El Casco and Beaumont U.S.G.S Quads.
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2.0 METHODOLOGY

Prior to beginning the field delineation a 100-scale base map showing the project limits,
and the previously cited USGS topographic map, were examined to determine the
locations of potential areas of Corps/CDFG jurisdiction. The project area was checked in
the field for the presence of streambeds, definable channels, wetland and riparian
vegetation and hydric soils. All areas of topographic relief suspected of representing
historic drainage patterns were closely inspected on-foot. Field visits were conducted in
April and May 2003. The results of the field delineation were recorded onto the 100scale base map. Data on vegetation, soils and hydrology and photographs were recorded
at all jurisdictional wetlands and at other representative sampling points (Appendix A and
B).
In order to evaluate onsite soil conditions thoroughly, the Redlands Office of the
Riverside County soil survey of the Natural Resource Conservation Service (Knecht
1971) was consulted to aid in identification of potential hydric soil units. The following
soils are mapped as occurring within the project area:
Badlands (BdG)
Badlands consist of acid igneous alluvium that originally was deposited in an inland sea.
This land is variable and consists of soft sandstone, arkose, siltstone and beds of gravel.
The material is semiconsolidated and ranges from light gray through brown. These soils
are used for wildlife habitat and as a source of water.
Cieneba rocky sandy loam, 15 to 50 percent slopes, eroded (CkF2)
This hilly to very steep soil occurs on uplands. Rock outcrops occupy 2 to 10 percent of
the surface. The upper 22 inches consist of brown (10YR 5/3), dark brown (10YR 3/3),
dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2), light yellowish brown (10YR 6/4) and yellowish brown
(10YR 5/4) sandy loam and gravelly coarse sand. This soil is used for range.
Greenfield sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded (GyD2)
This well-drained soil developed in alluvium consisting of granitic materials and occurs
on alluvial fans and terraces. The upper 26 inches consists of dark brown (10YR 3/3) and
very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) sandy loam. This soil is used for dryland grain and
pasture, irrigated citrus, peaches, truck crops and home sites.
Hanford coarse sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes (HcC); 8 to 15 percent slopes
(HcD2)
These soils consist of well-drained and somewhat excessively drained soils on alluvial
fans, and are derived from granitic materials. The upper 18 inches consist of grayishbrown (10YR 5/2) and very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) coarse sandy loam. This soil
is used for irrigated citrus, truck crops, grapes, dryland grain, pasture and non-farm
purposes.
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Placentia fine sandy loam, 5 to 15 percent slopes (PID)
This moderately-drained soil occurs on alluvial fans and terraces, and is derived from
granitic materials. The upper 18 inches consist of brown (10YR 5/3), very dark brown
(10YR 4/3) and pale-brown (10YR 6/3) fine sandy loam and loam. This soil is used for
dryland grain, pasture and non-farm purposes.
Ramona sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded (RaB2); 5 to 8 percent slopes,
severely eroded (RaC2); moderately deep, 8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded (RdD2);
moderately deep, 15 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded (RdE2); and Ramona very
fine sandy loam, 0 to 8 percent slopes, eroded (ReC2)
The Ramona series consists of well-drained soils on alluvial fans and terraces, that
developed mainly from granitic materials. The upper 23 inches consist of brown (10YR
5/3) and dark brown (10YR 3/3) sandy loam and fine sandy loam. These soils are used
for irrigated citrus, peaches, grain, range, dryland grain, pasture and non-farm purposes.
San Emigido fine sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded (SeC2); 8 to 15 percent
slopes, eroded (SeD2); San Emigido loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes (SgC); San Emigido
sandy loam, channeled, 2 to 15 percent slopes (SdD)
The San Emigido series consists of well-drained soils on alluvial fans, that developed in
alluvium from weekly consolidated sedimentary formations. The upper 22 inches consist
of light brownish-gray (2.5Y 6/2) and dark grayish brown (2.5Y 4/2) fine sandy loam.
These soils are used for irrigated citrus, walnuts, alfalfa, apricots, truck crops, dryland
grain and pasture.
Terrace escarpments (TeG)
This soil consists of variable alluvium on terraces or barrancas. Terrace escarpments is
unaltered alluvial outwash derived from granite, gabbro, metamorphosed sandstone,
sandstone or mica-schist. It has various soil profiles that are commonly truncated. The
material is light grayish brown to brown in color. This soil is used for range.
Vista coarse sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded (VsD2)
This well-drained soil occurs on uplands and developed on weathered granite and
granodiorite. The upper 15 inches consist of brown (10YR 5/3), very dark brown (10YR
2/2), grayish brown (10YR 5/2) and very dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) coarse sandy
loam. This soil is used for irrigated citrus, dryland grain, pasture and home sites.
None of these soil units is identified as hydric in the publication, Hydric Soils of the
2
United States.

2

United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. 1991. Hydric Soils of the United
States, 3rd Edition, Miscellaneous Publication Number 1491. National Technical Committee for Hydric
Soils.
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2.1 Determination of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jurisdiction
The Corps regulates the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into waters of the
United States (pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act). The term "waters of the
United States" is defined in Corps regulations at 33 CFR Part 328.3(a) as:
1) All waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be
susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which
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 takes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could
affect interstate or foreign commerce including any such waters:
(i) Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for
recreational or other purposes; or
(ii) From which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or
foreign commerce; or
(iii) Which are used or could be used for industrial purpose by industries in
interstate commerce;
4) All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States
under the definition;
5) Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (a)(1)-(4) of this section;
6) The territorial seas;
7) Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands)
identified in paragraphs (a)(l)-(6) of this section.
The limits of Corps jurisdiction in non-tidal waters when wetlands are not present, such
as ephemeral or intermittent streams, extends to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM),
which is defined at 33 CFR 328.3(e) as:
that line on the shore established by the fluctuation 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.
Further evaluation includes a classification of watercourses at the site. An ephemeral
stream is defined as has having flowing water only during, and for a short duration after,
storm events in a typical year. Ephemeral streams are located above the water table, and
runoff from rainfall is the primary source for stream flows. An intermittent stream is
defined as having flowing water during certain times of the year, and rainfall is a
supplemental source of flows. The presence of well-developed riparian vegetation is a
secondary indicator frequently used to identify intermittent streams. A perennial stream,
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however, has flowing water year-round during most years, and the streambed is located
below the water table for most of the year and groundwater is its primary source.
Waters that are not considered “waters of the U.S.” are defined at 33 CFR Preamble to
328.3 as:
Non-tidal drainage/irrigation ditches on dry land,
Artificially irrigated areas,
Artificial lakes/ponds on dry land used for stock watering, irrigation,
settling basins, rice,
Artificial reflecting, swimming, ornamental pools on dry land,
Incidental construction and borrow pits until abandoned.
On January 9, 2001 the U.S. Supreme court issued a ruling that affected the Corps
jurisdiction over “water of the U.S.” The case (referred to as SWANCC) related to the
whether or not the Clean Water Act had jurisdiction over isolated, non-navigable,
interstate waters used as habitat by migratory birds.3 The Supreme Court held that the
Corps' application of § 328.3(a)(3) was invalid in SWANCC, but the Court did not strike
down §328.3(a)(3) or any other component of the regulations defining "waters of the
U.S." The court's actual holding was narrowly limited to CWA regulation of
"nonnavigable, isolated, instrastate" waters based solely on the use of such waters by
migratory birds. The Corps and EPA have issued a guidance and a memorandum relating
to this decision.4 The guidance and memorandum state:
“The following subsection of the regulatory definition of "waters of the U.S." is the
provision primarily affected by SWANCC:
“a(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 ."
Waters covered solely by subsection a(3) that could affect interstate commerce
solely by virtue of their use as habitat by migratory birds are no longer considered
"waters of the U.S."
The SWANCC case only affects “nonnavigable, isolated, (and) instrastate” waters, all
other “waters of the U.S.” as defined in 33 CFR Part 328.3(a) are unaffected by
SWANCC and are used in this report to define jurisdictional waters of the U.S.

3

Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. United States Army Corps of Engineers, (referred to as
SWANCC).
4
Guidance for Corps and EPA Field Offices Regarding Clean Water Act Section 404 Jurisdiction Over
Isolated Waters in Light of United States v. James J. Wilson United and Corps Memorandum relating to
Supreme court ruling concerning CWA jurisdiction over isolated waters.
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One subset of the “waters of the U.S.” is wetlands. Wetlands are defined at 33 CFR
328.3(b) as
those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at
a frequency and duration sufficient to support and under normal
circumstances do support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for
life in saturated soil conditions.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual5 is used in
determining jurisdictional wetland boundaries. The methodology set forth in the 1987
Wetland Delineation Manual generally requires that in order to be classified as a
jurisdictional wetland the vegetation, soils, and hydrology of an area should exhibit at
least minimal hydric characteristics. A jurisdictional wetland should normally meet each
of the following three criteria:
•

greater than 50 percent of the dominant plant species at the site must be
typical of wetlands (i.e., rated as facultative or wetter in the National List
of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands6);

•

soils must exhibit physical and/or chemical characteristics indicative of
permanent or periodic saturation (e.g., a gleyed color or redoxymorphic
features within a matrix of low chroma7).and,

•

hydrologic characteristics must indicate that the ground is saturated to
within 12 inches of the surface for at least five percent of the growing
season during a normal rainfall year.8

2.2 Determination of California Department of Fish and Game Jurisdiction
Pursuant to Division 2, Chapter 6, Sections 1600-1603 of the California Fish and Game
Code, CDFG regulates all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed,
channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports fish or wildlife.

5

Environmental Laboratory. 1987. Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, Technical Report
Y-87-1, U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experimental Station, Vicksburg, Mississippi.
6Reed, P.B., Jr. 1988. National List of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Biological Report 88(26.10).
7
USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2003. Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United
States, A Guide for Identifying and Delineating Hydric Soils.
8
For most of low-lying southern California, five percent of the growing season is equivalent to 18 days.
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CDFG defines a "stream" (including creeks and rivers) at (Section 1.72, Title 149) as:
a body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a
bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This
includes watercourses having surface or subsurface flow that supports or
has supported riparian vegetation.
CDFG's definition of a "lake" includes "natural lakes or man-made
reservoirs.
CDFG jurisdiction within altered or artificial waterways is based upon the value of these
waterways to fish and wildlife. CDFG Legal Advisor has prepared the following
opinion:
Natural waterways that have been subsequently modified and which have
the potential to contain fish, aquatic insects and riparian vegetation will
be treated like natural waterways…
Artificial waterways that have acquired the physical attributes of natural
stream courses and which have been viewed by the community as natural
stream courses, should be treated by CDFG as natural waterways…
Artificial waterways without the attributes of natural waterways should
generally not be subject to Fish and Game Code provisions…
Thus, the boundaries of CDFG jurisdiction closely reflect those of the Corps. However,
CDFG jurisdiction generally covers a broader zone, which commonly includes the Corps
jurisdictional OHWM but also extends across the bank to the edge of the riparian tree
canopy. In some cases it is difficult to determine the edge of the riparian tree canopy, for
example where the riparian oak community extends beyond the streambed and continues
into uplands as oak woodlands. CDFG has the following guidelines to determine the
edge of the riparian canopy (and hence CDFG 1603 jurisdiction) in these cases, in
descending order:






abrupt change in vegetation,
break in tree canopy,
change in understory vegetation,
100 year floodplain,
canopy of oaks (or other trees) rooted in streambed.

CDFG jurisdiction does not include isolated wetlands (those not associated with a river,
stream, or lake), and the occurrence of riparian plants/habitat not associated with a river,
stream, or lake. CDFG jurisdiction does include artificial stock ponds and irrigation
9

A Field Guide to Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements, Sections 1600-1607, California Fish and
Game Code, Environmental Services Division, 1994.
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ditches constructed on uplands, if they have acquired the physical attributes of natural
stream courses. CDFG may take jurisdiction within the 100-year floodplain or any
streambed and its associated riparian habitat regardless of the boundaries of Corps
jurisdiction or federal wetland status.
Unlike the Corps, CDFG regulates not only the discharge of dredged or fill material into
streambeds, but monitors and authorizes all activities that alter streams and their
associated riparian habitats. A CDFG 1600 Agreement is required for all activities
resulting in impacts to streambeds and their riparian vegetation.
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3.0 RESULTS

A total of 21 drainages in the Willow Springs project site were determined to be subject
to the Corps and CDFG jurisdiction (Figure 3). All of these drainages flow into one of
three distinct watersheds, Cooper’s Creek watershed to the north, Laborde Canyon Creek
watershed to the west and Lamb Canyon Creek watershed to the east. Drainages A
through D flow into the Cooper’s Creek watershed, drainages E through R flow into the
Laborde Canyon Creek watershed and drainages S through U flow into the Lamb Canyon
Creek watershed (Figure 3).
Corps jurisdiction within the Willow Springs project site totals approximately 5.88 acres,
of which approximately 1.05 acres consist of jurisdictional wetlands (Table 1). CDFG
jurisdiction within the Willow Springs project site totals approximately 13.85 acres, of
which approximately 9.58 acres consist of vegetated riparian habitat (Table 2). The
linear length of Corps and CDFG jurisdictional waters is 107,001 feet, approximately 20
miles.
A description of the physical characteristics, dimensions and extent of each drainage,
streambed and wetland located within the Willow Springs project site is presented below.

Cooper’s Creek Watershed
Drainage A
Drainage A is located in the northern portion of the project area and drains from the
eastern project boundary in a westerly direction until it meets the western project
boundary. Drainage A enters Cooper Creek just outside the project boundary. For most
of its length Drainage A consists of a broad channel, between six and fifteen feet wide
with a channel bottom comprised of sand and typically devoid of vegetation. At one
location a few mulefat (Baccharis salicifolius) shrubs were present in the channel.
Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised coastal sage scrub and annual
grassland. Several tributaries drain into Drainage A and these exhibit similar
characteristics to the main drainage, although they are much narrower than the main
channel. Drainage A is an ephemeral stream and was completely dry at the time of the
survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage A and its tributaries include
clear natural water lines, destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage A and its tributaries totaled 7,992 linear feet and 0.93
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage A or its
tributaries. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage A and its tributaries totaled 7,992 linear feet
and 0.95 acres, including 0.02 acres that supports riparian vegetation.
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Table 1: Summary of CORPS Jurisdiction at the Willow Springs project site.
Drainage (including
Non-wetland Jurisdictional Total CORPS Linear feet
tributaries)
waters
wetlands
jurisdiction
of drainage
(acres)
(acres)
(acres)
Cooper’s Creek Watershed
Drainage A
Drainage B
Drainage C
Drainage D
Laborde Canyon Creek
Watershed
Drainage E
Drainage F
Drainage G
Drainage H
Drainage I
Drainage J
Drainage K
Drainage L
Drainage M
Drainage N
Drainage O
Drainage P
Drainage Q
Drainage R
Lamb
Canyon
Creek
Watershed
Drainage S
Drainage T
Drainage U

SITE TOTAL

308

0.93
0.68
0.01
0.03

0.0
1.05
0.0
0.0

0.93
1.73
0.01
0.03

7,992
6,294
246
1,475

0.02
0.04
0.01
2.31
0.02
0.08
0.02
0.07
0.02
0.03
0.02
0.25
0.01
0.11

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.02
0.04
0.01
2.31
0.02
0.08
0.02
0.07
0.02
0.03
0.02
0.25
0.01
0.11

878
1,947
343
63,144
727
1,948
682
2,841
699
1,198
856
7,943
220
1,370

0.04
0.11
0.02

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.04
0.11
0.02

1,716
4,130
352

4.83

1.05

5.88

107,001
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Table 2: Summary of Department of Fish and Game Jurisdiction at the Willow Springs
project site.
Drainage (including
tributaries)
Cooper’s Creek Watershed
Drainage A
Drainage B
Drainage C
Drainage D
Laborde Canyon Creek
Watershed
Drainage E
Drainage F
Drainage G
Drainage H
Drainage I
Drainage J
Drainage K
Drainage L
Drainage M
Drainage N
Drainage O
Drainage P
Drainage Q
Drainage R
Lamb
Canyon
Creek
Watershed
Drainage S
Drainage T
Drainage U

SITE TOTAL

Non-riparian
streambed
(acres)

Riparian
habitat (acres)

Total CDFG
jurisdictional
(acres)

Linear feet of
drainage

0.93
0.12
0.01
0.03

0.02
9.56
0.0
0.0

0.95
9.68
0.01
0.03

7,992
6,294
246
1,475

0.02
0.04
0.01
2.31
0.02
0.08
0.02
0.07
0.02
0.03
0.02
0.25
0.01
0.11

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.02
0.04
0.01
2.31
0.02
0.08
0.02
0.07
0.02
0.03
0.02
0.25
0.01
0.11

878
1,947
343
63,144
727
1,948
682
2,841
699
1,198
856
7,943
220
1,370

0.04
0.11
0.02

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.04
0.11
0.02

1,716
4,130
352

4.27

9.58

13.85

107,001

Drainage B (Cooper’s Creek)
Cooper’s Creek (Drainage B) flows in an east to west direction across the northern
portion of the project site. Downstream of the project site Cooper’s Creek flows into San
Timateto Creek. Within the project site Cooper’s Creek ranges in width from
approximately five to fifteen feet. The channel exhibits complex geomorphology with
side channels, sand bars, backwaters and ponds. Water depth ranged from three inches to
approximately one foot, at the time of the survey. The channel bottom was comprised
primarily of a sandy substrate. Cooper’s Creek is a perennial stream as a result of
continuous outflow from an upstream wastewater treatment plant. Summer flow in
Cooper’s Creek comes entirely from the treatment plant. Prior to the construction of the
treatment plant Cooper’s Creek was likely an ephemeral stream, with little or no riparian
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vegetation. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Cooper’s Creek include flowing
water, clear natural water lines, destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Riparian vegetation was present throughout Cooper’s Creek and in most places the
riparian vegetation extended beyond the channel banks onto streamside terraces. The
vegetation is characterized as a Cottonwood-willow riparian forest. Arroyo willow (Salix
lasiolepis), black willow (Salix goodingii) and Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii)
were the dominant species. Mulefat was present but not frequent. The understory was
sparse, dominant species included stinging nettle (Urtica dioica ssp. holosericea) and
broad-leaved cattail (Typha latifolia). Other species present included water speedwell
(Veronica anagallis-aquatica), cocklebur (Xanthium strumarium), rabbitfoot grass
(Polypogon monspeliensis), curly dock (Rumex crispus) and Mexican elderberry
(Sambucus mexicana).
A number of small tributaries enter Cooper’s Creek and these were narrow and
unvegetated. Corps jurisdiction in Cooper’s Creek and its tributaries totaled 6,294 linear
feet and 1.73 acres (including 1.05 acres of jurisdictional wetlands). The wetland is
located within the drainage on either side of the main channel. The wetlands were
dominated by arroyo willow (FACW), Fremont’s cottonwood (FACW), cattails (OBL),
stinging nettles (FACW) and mulefat (FACW). The presence of hydric soils was
indicated by high organic content in surface layers of the sandy soils and/or by gleying
within the upper 12 inches. Wetland hydrology was indicated by inundation and
saturation in the upper 12 inches and drainage pattern.
CDFG jurisdiction in Cooper’s Creek drainage and its tributaries totaled 6,294 linear feet
and 9.68 acres, including 9.56 acres that supported riparian vegetation.
Drainage C
Drainage C is located in the northeastern portion of the project area and drains in a
northerly direction until it meets Cooper’s Creek, outside the project boundary. Only a
very small portion of Drainage C lies within the project site. Within the project site
Drainage C consists of a narrow channel, approximately one foot wide with a soft
channel bottom, devoid of vegetation. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised
chaparral. Drainage C is an ephemeral stream and was completely dry at the time of the
survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage C include destruction of
terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage C totaled 246 linear feet and 0.01 acres. No wetland
subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage C. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage
C totaled 246 linear feet and 0.01 acres.
Drainage D
Drainage D is also located in the northeastern portion of the project area and drains in a
northerly direction until it meets Cooper’s Creek, outside the project boundary. Only a
very small portion of Drainage D lies within the project site. Within the project site
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Drainage D consists of a narrow channel, approximately one foot wide with a soft
channel bottom, devoid of vegetation. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised
chaparral. Several tributaries drain into Drainage D and these exhibit similar
characteristics to the main drainage. Drainage D is an ephemeral stream and was
completely dry at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in
Drainage D and its tributaries include destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage D and its tributaries totaled 1,475 linear feet and 0.03
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage D. CDFG
jurisdiction in Drainage D totaled 1,475 linear feet and 0.03 acres.

Laborde Canyon Creek Watershed
Drainage E
Drainage E is located in the northwestern portion of the project area and drains in a
westerly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage E joins
Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Only a very small portion of Drainage E
lies within the project site. Within the project site Drainage E consists of a narrow
channel, approximately one foot wide with a soft channel bottom, devoid of vegetation.
Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and non-native grasslands,
recovering for a recent fire. Drainage E is an ephemeral stream and was completely dry
at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage E include
destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage E totaled 878 linear feet and 0.02 acres. No wetland
subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage E. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage
F totaled 878 linear feet and 0.02 acres.
Drainage F
Drainage F is located in the northwestern portion of the project area and drains in a
southerly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage F joins
Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Only a very small portion of Drainage F
lies within the project site. Within the project site Drainage F consists of a narrow
incised channel, approximately one foot wide with a soft channel bottom, devoid of
vegetation. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and non-native
grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. Drainage F is an ephemeral stream and was
completely dry at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in
Drainage F include destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage F totaled 1,947 linear feet and 0.04 acres. No wetland
subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage F. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage F
totaled 1,947 linear feet and 0.04 acres.
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Drainage G
Drainage G is located in the northwestern portion of the project area and drains in a
westerly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage G joins
Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Only a very small portion of Drainage G
lies within the project site. Within the project site Drainage G consists of a narrow
incised channel, approximately one foot wide with a soft channel bottom, devoid of
vegetation. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and non-native
grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. Drainage G is an ephemeral stream and was
completely dry at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in
Drainage G include destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage G totaled 343 linear feet and 0.01 acres. No wetland
subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage G. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage
G totaled 343 linear feet and 0.01 acres.
Drainage H
Drainage H is located in the central portion of the project area and drains in a southerly
direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage H joins Laborde Creek,
outside the project boundary. Drainage H and its many tributaries drain a substantial
portion of the project site. Within the project site Drainage H consists of a channel
ranging from approximately four to seven feet wide, with a soft sandy bottom, devoid of
vegetation. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and non-native
grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. In places the vegetation was dense and consisted
of canyon live oak (Quercus chrysolepis), scrub oak (Quercus dumosa), ash (Fraxinus
sp.), toyon (Heteromeles arbuitfolia) and mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides),
but no riparian vegetation was present. Several long tributaries drain into Drainage H
and these exhibit similar characteristics to the main drainage, although they are narrower
than the main channel. For much of their course, many of the tributaries to Drainage H
run through large boulder fields. In places the channel bottoms are comprised of bedrock
and, there are places within the boulder fields where small rock pools and waterfalls form
during significant rainfall events.
Drainage H is an ephemeral stream and was dry at the time of the survey, although it was
evident that water had flown in the drainage recently. Attributes characteristic of water
flow in Drainage H include clear natural water lines, destruction of terrestrial vegetation
and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage H and its tributaries totaled 63,144 linear feet and 2.31
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage H. CDFG
jurisdiction in Drainage H and its tributaries totaled 63,144 linear feet and 2.31 acres.
Drainage I
Drainage I is located in the southwestern portion of the project area and drains in a
westerly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage I joins
Drainage H, outside the project boundary. Within the project site Drainage I consists of a
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narrow incised channel, approximately one foot wide with a soft channel bottom, devoid
of vegetation. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and nonnative grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. Drainage I is an ephemeral stream and
was completely dry at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in
Drainage G include destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage I totaled 727 linear feet and 0.02 acres. No wetland
subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage I. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage I
totaled 727 linear feet and 0.02 acres.
Drainage J
Drainage J is located in the southwestern portion of the project area and drains in a
southerly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage I joins a
tributary to Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site
Drainage I consists of a narrow incised channel, ranging from one to three feet wide with
a substrate of soft sand or bedrock, where the drainage runs through the boulder fields.
The channel itself was devoid of vegetation, but on the banks of the channel vegetation
comprised chaparral and non-native grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. Drainage J is
an ephemeral stream and was completely dry at the time of the survey. Attributes
characteristic of water flow in Drainage J include destruction of terrestrial vegetation and
shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage J and its tributaries totaled 1,948 linear feet and 0.08 acres.
No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage J. CDFG jurisdiction in
Drainage J and its tributaries totaled 1,948 linear feet and 0.08 acres.
Drainage K
Drainage K is located in the southwestern portion of the project area and drains in a
southerly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage K joins a
tributary to Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site
Drainage K consists of a narrow incised channel, approximately one foot wide with a
substrate of soft sand. The channel itself was devoid of vegetation, but on the banks of
the channel vegetation comprised chaparral and non-native grasslands, recovering for a
recent fire. Drainage K is an ephemeral stream and was completely dry at the time of the
survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage K include destruction of
terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage K totaled 682 linear feet and 0.02 acres. No wetland
subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage K. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage
K totaled 682 linear feet and 0.02 acres.
Drainage L
Drainage L is located in the southwestern portion of the project area and drains in a
southwesterly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage L joins a
tributary to Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site
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Drainage L consists of a narrow incised channel, approximately one foot wide with a
substrate of soft sand or bedrock, where the drainage runs through the boulder fields.
The channel itself was devoid of vegetation, but on the banks of the channel vegetation
comprised chaparral and non-native grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. A few small
tributaries drain into Drainage L and these exhibit similar characteristics to the main
drainage. Drainage L is an ephemeral stream and was completely dry at the time of the
survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage L include destruction of
terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage L and its tributaries totaled 2,841 linear feet and 0.07
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage L. CDFG
jurisdiction in Drainage L and its tributaries totaled 2,841 linear feet and 0.07.
Drainage M
Drainage M is located in the southern portion of the project area and drains in a westerly
direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage M joins a tributary to
Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site Drainage M
consists of a narrow incised channel, approximately one foot wide with a substrate of soft
sand. The channel itself was devoid of vegetation, but on the banks of the channel
vegetation comprised chaparral and non-native grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. A
few small tributaries drain into Drainage M and these exhibit similar characteristics to the
main drainage. Drainage M is an ephemeral stream and was completely dry at the time
of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage M include destruction
of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage M and its tributaries totaled 699 linear feet and 0.02 acres.
No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage M. CDFG jurisdiction
in Drainage M and its tributaries totaled 699 linear feet and 0.02 acres.
Drainage N
Drainage N is located in the southern portion of the project area and drains in a southerly
direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage N joins a tributary to
Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site Drainage N consists
of a narrow incised channel, approximately one foot wide with a substrate of soft sand.
The channel itself was devoid of vegetation, but on the banks of the channel vegetation
comprised chaparral and non-native grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. A few small
tributaries drain into Drainage N and these exhibit similar characteristics to the main
drainage. Drainage N is an ephemeral stream and was completely dry at the time of the
survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage N include destruction of
terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage N and its tributaries totaled 1,198 linear feet and 0.03
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage N. CDFG
jurisdiction in Drainage N and its tributaries totaled 1,198 linear feet and 0.03 acres.
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Drainage O
Drainage O is located in the southern portion of the project area and drains in a southerly
direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage O joins a tributary to
Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site Drainage O consists
of a narrow incised channel, approximately one foot wide with a substrate of soft sand or
bedrock, where the drainage runs through the boulder fields. The channel itself was
devoid of vegetation, but on the banks of the channel vegetation comprised chaparral and
non-native grasslands, recovering for a recent fire. A few small tributaries drain into
Drainage O and these exhibit similar characteristics to the main drainage. Drainage O is
an ephemeral stream and was completely dry at the time of the survey. Attributes
characteristic of water flow in Drainage O include destruction of terrestrial vegetation
and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage O and its tributaries totaled 856 linear feet and 0.02 acres.
No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage O. CDFG jurisdiction
in Drainage O and its tributaries totaled 856 linear feet and 0.02 acres.
Drainage P
Drainage P is located in the southeastern portion of the project area and drains in a
southwesterly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage P joins a
tributary to Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site
Drainage P consists of an incised channel ranging from approximately one to four feet
wide, with a soft sandy bottom. In places the channel bottom was comprised of bedrock
and, there are places where small rock pools and waterfalls form during significant
rainfall events. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and nonnative grasslands, recovering for a recent fire, but no riparian vegetation was present.
Several tributaries drain into Drainage P and these exhibit similar characteristics to the
main drainage, although they are narrower than the main channel. Drainage P is an
ephemeral stream and was dry at the time of the survey, although it was evident that
water had flown in the drainage recently. Attributes characteristic of water flow in
Drainage P include clear natural water lines, debris, destruction of terrestrial vegetation
and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage P and its tributaries totaled 7,943 linear feet and 0.25
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage P. CDFG
jurisdiction in Drainage P and its tributaries totaled 7,943 linear feet and 0.25 acres.
Drainage Q
Drainage Q is located in the southeastern portion of the project area and drains in a
southerly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage Q joins a
tributary to Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site
Drainage Q consists of an incised channel approximately one foot wide, with a soft sandy
bottom. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and non-native
grasslands, recovering for a recent fire, but no riparian vegetation was present. Drainage
Q is an ephemeral stream and was dry at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic
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of water flow in Drainage Q include debris, destruction of terrestrial vegetation and
shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage Q totaled 220 linear feet and 0.01 acres. No wetland
subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage Q. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage
Q totaled 220 linear feet and 0.01 acres.
Drainage R
Drainage R is located in the southeastern portion of the project area and drains in a
southwesterly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage R joins a
tributary to Laborde Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site
Drainage R consists of an incised channel ranging from one to six feet wide, with a soft
sandy bottom. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and nonnative grasslands, recovering for a recent fire, but no riparian vegetation was present. A
few small tributaries drain into Drainage R and these exhibit similar characteristics to the
main drainage, although they are narrower than the main channel. Drainage R is an
ephemeral stream and was dry at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water
flow in Drainage R include debris, destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage R and its tributaries totaled 1,370 linear feet and 0.11
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage R. CDFG
jurisdiction in Drainage R and its tributaries totaled 1,370 linear feet and 0.11 acres.

Lamb Canyon Creek Watershed
Drainage S
Drainage S is located in the southeastern portion of the project area and drains in a
easterly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage S joins a
tributary to Lamb Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site Drainage S
consists of an incised channel ranging from one to two feet wide, with a soft sandy
bottom. Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised chaparral and non-native
grasslands, recovering for a recent fire, but no riparian vegetation was present. A few
small tributaries drain into Drainage S and these exhibit similar characteristics to the
main drainage, although they are narrower than the main channel. Drainage S is an
ephemeral stream and was dry at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water
flow in Drainage S include destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage S and its tributaries totaled 1,716 linear feet and 0.04
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage S. CDFG
jurisdiction in Drainage S and its tributaries totaled 1,716 linear feet and 0.04 acres.
Drainage T
Drainage T is located in the southeastern portion of the project area and drains in a
southeasterly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage T joins a
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tributary to Lamb Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site Drainage
T consists of an incised channel ranging from one to two feet wide, with a soft sandy
bottom. A few large boulders are present in places along the drainage. Vegetation on the
banks of the channel comprised chaparral and non-native grasslands, recovering for a
recent fire, but no riparian vegetation was present. A few small tributaries drain into
Drainage T and these exhibit similar characteristics to the main drainage, although they
are narrower than the main channel. Drainage T is an ephemeral stream and was dry at
the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage T include
destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage T and its tributaries totaled 4,130 linear feet and 0.11
acres. No wetland subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage T. CDFG
jurisdiction in Drainage T and its tributaries totaled 4,130 linear feet and 0.11 acres.
Drainage U
Drainage U is located in the eastern portion of the project area and drains in a
southeasterly direction to the project boundary. Further downstream Drainage U joins a
tributary to Lamb Creek, outside the project boundary. Within the project site Drainage
U consists of a channel approximately one foot wide, with a soft sandy bottom.
Vegetation on the banks of the channel comprised non-native grasslands, recovering for a
recent fire, but no riparian vegetation was present. Drainage U is an ephemeral stream
and was dry at the time of the survey. Attributes characteristic of water flow in Drainage
U include destruction of terrestrial vegetation and shelving.
Corps jurisdiction in Drainage U totaled 352 linear feet and 0.02 acres. No wetland
subject to Corps jurisdiction was located in Drainage U. CDFG jurisdiction in Drainage
U totaled 352 linear feet and 0.02 acres.
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6.0 APPENDICES
6.1 Appendix A: Sample point data sheets for Willow Springs
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6.2 Appendix B: Sample point photographs for Willow Springs.

Photograph 1: Drainage A, site 1.

Photograph 2: Drainage B, site 2.
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Photograph 3: Drainage B, site 3.

Photograph 4: Drainage D, site 4.
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Photograph 5: Drainage H, upper section, site 5.

Photograph 6: Drainage H, lower section, site 6.

308

38

Harmsworth Associates – Willow Springs delineation report – April 2004

Photograph 7: Tributary to drainage H, site 7.
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Photograph 8: Drainage L, site 8.

Photograph 9: Drainage P, site 10.
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Photograph 10: Drainage U, site 11.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Rox Consulting Group, Inc. is proposing the Legacy Highlands Project, a 1,564-acre residential
development located just outside the City of Beaumont in Riverside County, California (Figure
1). The Legacy Highlands Project is part of the Master Plan Development for the West City of
Beaumont, which encompasses seven properties, including three residential master planned
communities, three general commercial & light industrial properties, three open space and/or
mitigation areas, and a network of connector and access roads.
An assessment of the Legacy Highlands Project site in relation to the MSHCP was submitted in
August 2004 (Harmsworth Associates 2004), based on surveys and reports prepared in April
2004 (Harmsworth Associates 2004b,c). While impacts to non-native annual grassland, sage
scrub, and chaparral habitats resulting from the proposed Legacy Highlands Project are
addressed through a separate (HANS) process, Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP describes the
process through which protection of Riparian/Riverine Areas and Vernal Pools would occur
within the MSHCP plan area1.
There are no vernal pools within the project boundaries. However, the construction of the
proposed housing development will result in impacts to approximately 2.05 acres of ephemeral
drainages (Waters of the U.S.), 2 and construction of the proposed access and linkage roads will
result in impacts to approximately 0.07 acres of wetlands and Waters of the U.S. and 0.68 acres
of riparian vegetation associated with the Potrero Boulevard bridge crossing.3 Accordingly, a
Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DBESP) analysis was
performed. Through implementation of avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures,
including the implementation of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor (Harmsworth Associates
2005), the proposed project is expected to result in a biologically equivalent or superior
preservation alternative.
The current report includes a summary of the DBESP analysis, including a project description
and alternatives analysis (Section 2.0); a summary of the biological resources found within the
project area and a description of riparian/riverine functions and values (Section 3.0); an impact
analysis (Section 4.0); a description of project design features and mitigation measures (Section
5.0); and a conclusion of biologically superior preservation (Section 6.0).

1

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 depend on soil moisture from a nearby
freshwater source; or areas with fresh water flow during all or a portion of the year.

2

Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. are subject to Section 404 of Clean Water Act of 1977, as regulated by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps); and Section 401 of Clean Water Act of 1977, as regulated by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

3

Riparian vegetation is subject to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Code §1600, Streambed
Alteration Agreement
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 PROJECT LOCATION
The Legacy Highlands project is a 1,564-acre residential development located just outside the
City of Beaumont in Riverside County, California (Figure 1). The project area lies south of SR
60, and generally west of SR 79 and east of LeBorde Canyon (Figure 2). The downtown area of
the City of Beaumont lies approximately two miles northeast of the project site. The project site
is located in the Beaumont and El Casco U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5’ topographic
quadrangles.
Two areas within the project boundaries are not part of the project area, the communication
towers in the central portion of the site, and an Edison easement in the extreme southeastern
portion of the site.
2.2 PROJECT SUMMARY
Rox Consulting Group, Inc. is proposing a Master Plan Development for the West City of
Beaumont, located just outside the City of Beaumont, in Riverside County, California. The
proposed development encompasses seven properties, including three residential master planned
communities, three general commercial & light industrial properties, three open space and/or
mitigation areas, as well as a network of connector and access roads.
The Legacy Highlands project proposes approximately 3,000 single-family detached residential
units, as well as approximately 100 acres of General Commercial/Industrial use areas, 728.3
acres of passive open space, and 51.7 acres of park/active recreation area that includes the
proposed Cooper’s Creek Riparian Corridor. The residential, general commercial and open
space/recreation portions of the project are connected by a system of access roads and linkage
trails. The Master Plan development also provides for the development of area wide
infrastructure, roads and highway interchange (Potrero Boulevard, Willow Springs Parkway &
4th Street) consistent with the City of Beaumont’s General Plan.
The construction of the proposed housing development will result in impacts to approximately
2.05 acres of ephemeral drainages (Waters of the U.S.), 4 and construction of the proposed access
and linkage roads will result in approximately 0.07 acres of wetlands and Waters of the U.S. and
0.68 acres of riparian vegetation associated with the Potrero Boulevard bridge crossing.5
Therefore, this mitigation plan proposes the development of the Cooper’s Creek riparian
corridor. The proposed Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor is a multiple use greenbelt along
4

Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. are subject to Section 404 of Clean Water Act of 1977, as regulated by the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps); and Section 401 of Clean Water Act of 1977, as regulated by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

5

Riparian vegetation is subject to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Code §1600, Streambed
Alteration Agreement
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Cooper’s Creek that will provide mitigation opportunities for impacts to jurisdictional resources
and listed species covered under the County of Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan (MSHCP), as well as open space amenities and recreational opportunities for local
residents.

2.3 RESPONSIBLE PARTIES
Project proponent:
Rox Consulting Group, Inc.
8891 Research Drive
Irvine, CA 92618
(949) 502-8100

Permittee:
Rox Consulting Group, Inc.
8891 Research Drive
Irvine, CA 92618
(949) 502-8100

3

Preparer of DBESP analysis:
Harmsworth Associates
19 Golf Ridge Drive
Dove Canyon, CA 92679
Telephone: (949) 858-1553
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Figure 1: Location of the Legacy Highlands Project, just outside the City of Beaumont in
Riverside County, California.
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Figure 2: The Legacy Highlands Project area, showing the location of the Cooper’s Creek
riparian corridor, Beaumont and El Casco USGS 7.5’ topographic quadrangles.
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2.4 RELATIONSHIP OF THE LEGACY HIGHLANDS PROJECT TO THE MSHCP
RESERVE ASSEMBLY
The Legacy Highlands (formally referred to as Willow Springs) project site is partially located
within Proposed Core 3 of the MSHCP. This Core provides important Live-in and movement
habitat for cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), loggerhead shrike (Lanius
ludovicianus), Bell’s sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli), southern California rufous-crowned
sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens), Stephen’s kangaroo rat and mountain lion (Felis
concolor).
There is no existing or proposed MSHCP linkages within The Legacy Highlands project site.
The proposed development area within the Willow Springs project site is located in the northern,
central and eastern portions of the site (Figure 3). The proposed development area totals
approximately 784 acres. The remaining 780 acres of the project site are proposed as open
space. The majority of the proposed development area is located to the north of, and outside
Proposed Core 3 of the MSHCP (Harmsworth Associates 2004a).
The majority of The Legacy Highlands project site located within the Proposed Core 3 of the
MSHCP is being proposed as open space. Cells 1410, 1502 and 1600 would be almost
completely preserved (>90% preserved) and Cell 1505 would have significant portions preserved
(>25% preserved), while Cell 1413 would have significant portions developed. The conservation
criteria calls for the conservation of 45%-55% of Cell Group B, focusing on the central portions
of the Cell Group. The proposed development of portions of Cells 1413, 1505, 1412 and 1404
and; the preservation as open space of all or portions of Cells 1410, 1502, 1600 and 1505 for The
Legacy Highlands project would meet the conservation criteria for the MSHCP Proposed Core 3,
Subunit 1.
The City of Beaumont and the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) have reviewed the
proposed project in relation to the MSHCP process. They have agreed with the above analysis
and the conclusion that the proposed project is consistent with the MSHCP Cell Conservation
Criteria for Proposed Core 3 of the MSHCP.

2.5 ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
The proposed bridge crossings are required to connect the Legacy Highlands residential
development to Highway 60 and the City of Beaumont. There are no suitable alternative ways to
achieve access from the residential development to Highway 60 and the City of Beaumont;
therefore, the alternatives analysis focused on optimum road alignment and bridge design to
minimize impacts to riparian/riverine areas.
The optimum road alignment to minimize impacts to riparian/riverine areas was chosen based on
existing constraints, including topography, easement and property rights, and the degree of
curvature allowed for public safety. The final bridge design was determined based on a
jurisdictional delineation (Harmsworth Associates 2004b); a hydrological analysis to determine
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storm and flood conditions and variables; a geotechnical analysis to determine substrate
conditions and the effects of scour and erosion under a wide range of conditions; and a biological
assessment to characterize the riparian/riverine areas and determine the presence/absence of
special-status plant and wildlife species.
The first bridge crossing alternative focused on avoidance of impacts to wetlands and Waters of
the U.S. through the construction of structural archways over Cooper’s Creek (HYDRO-Arch
design), which would maintain the natural substrate of the streambed. The HYDRO-Arch design
included arch support structures that exceeded the necessary clearances for storm flow and
habitat migration. However, due to a projected scour depth of 18 feet due to scour action
associated with storm events, design pilings and footings an average of 18 feet deep would have
to be placed outside the limits of the jurisdictional streambed.
It was determined that construction of the HYDRO-Arch within Cooper’s Creek would:
1. Have a greater impact on riparian vegetation due to the size of the earthen berm side
slopes
2. Cause hydraulic alterations to the streambed, with associated downstream effects, due to
the projected 18-foot scour depth.
3. The increased structural support would make bridge construction cost prohibitive.
Due to the impacts associated with the HYDRO-Arch design, a second alternative was developed
utilizing traditional storm drain fixtures and box-culvert bridge design structures. The box
culverts were subsequently resized to accommodate small and large mammal movement and
migration. Therefore, the Potrero Boulevard crossing over Cooper’s Creek will be served by
twin 8 ’x 6’ Box Culverts. Although these structures will impact the streambed, the box culvert
design will avoid downstream effects due to hydraulic alterations and water scour associated
with the HYDRO-Arch design.

2.6 DEMONSTRATION OF WHY AVOIDANCE ALTERNATIVE IS NOT FEASIBLE
The bridges are required to connect the residential development to Highway 60 and the City of
Beaumont. There are no suitable alternative ways to achieve this access from the residential
development to the 60-Highway and the City of Beaumont; therefore, the impacts to the riparian
habitat at Cooper’s Creek are unavoidable.
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3.0 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
3.1 SITE DESCRIPTION AND TOPOGRAPHY
The Legacy Highlands project site consists of approximately 1,564 acres of mostly undeveloped
and former grazing land that is part of the “Badlands”. Site topography is varied, including
rolling hills and plateaus, steep sided canyons, gently sloping alluvial valleys, and ephemeral
drainages. Elevations range from 2,396 feet along Cooper’s Creek to approximately 2,795 feet
along the ridge adjacent to the communication towers (Figure 2; Harmsworth Associates
2004b,c).
Much of the site consisted of either badland soils or well-drained soils on alluvial fans and
terraces that developed mainly from granitic materials. The southern portion of the project site
contains numerous large granite boulders and rock outcrops, some of the boulders exceeding 20feet in diameter. The southern portion of the project site contains numerous large boulders and
rock outcrops, some of the boulders exceeding 20-feet in diameter.
The project site is characterized by varied topography and rugged terrain. Extensive stands of
native vegetation occur throughout the remaining portions of the site. The project site contains
three distinct watersheds, Cooper’s Creek watershed in the northern portion, Laborde Canyon
Creek watershed to the west and Lamb Canyon Creek watershed to the east. Numerous
drainages occur within the project site but only one, Cooper’s Creek, supports riparian
vegetation.
The Legacy Highlands project has been heavily impacted by current and historic land uses.
Formerly, cattle grazing occurred in the northern portion of the project site and on the central
plateau, currently dominated by non-native annual grasslands. Sheep and goat grazing continues
in the northern portion of the project site. Much of the site, particularly the northern portion, has
been impacted by off-road vehicles. Off-road vehicle usage of this area has resulted in an
extensive network of trails and areas devoid of vegetation within the project site. Extensive
stands of native vegetation occur throughout the remaining portions of the site, consisting
primarily of chamise chaparral but also Riversidean sage scrub and southern cottonwood-willow
riparian forest.
A number of wildfires have occurred in the area in recent years and much of the vegetation on
the project site is currently recovering from fires. Significant areas mapped as chaparral are
currently dominated by a mixture of annual grasses, herbs and sparse shrubs, as a result of the
fires. These areas will likely revert to a chaparral community in the absence of further
disturbances.
The climate in the area is typified by a Mediterranean type climate, with hot dry summers and
cool relatively wet winters. Annual precipitation for the area ranges from 9 to 18 inches, and
average annual temperature ranges from 590 to 670 F.
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3.2 SOILS
The soils in the Cooper’s Creek project area dominated by the Hanford – Tujunga – Greenfield
association on alluvial fans and terraces, and the Badlands – San Timoteo association in the
uplands of the project area.
The Hanford – Tujunga – Greenfield association are very deep, well drained to excessively
drained, nearly level to moderately steep soils developed from granitic materials deposited as
alluvium or weathered in place. Surface soils are light grayish-brown to dark grayish brown
sandy to fine sandy loam, with low organic matter content. The Badlands – San Timoteo
association are derived from continental sea deposits. These highly variable soils are derived
from soft sandstone, arkose, siltstone and beds of gravel (Badlands series), unaltered alluvial
outwash derived from granite, gabbro, metamorphosed sandstone, sandstone, or micha-schist, on
terraces or barrancas (Terrace Escarpments), or calcareous marine sediment and weak sandstone.
Badland soils are well-drained brown to light gray gravelly or cobbly loams, and are highly
susceptible to erosion.
Cooper’s Creek contains soils from the Riverwash Series, identified as a hydric soil in the
publication, Hydric Soils of the United States. These soils consist of sandy, gravelly or cobbly
areas in the beds of major streams and larger creeks. Soils on the floodplain are comprised of
fine sand to coarse sands deposited in thick (8 to 10 inch) layers. Wetland soils are present in a
thin band on either side of the main channel, with hydric soils indicated by high organic content
in surface layers of the sandy soils, organic streaking, and low-chroma soils. Wetland hydrology
was indicated by inundation and saturation in the upper 12 inches and drainage pattern.
None of the soils types listed as sensitive under the MSHCP6 are mapped within the project area.

3.3 RIPARIAN/RIVERINE AREAS AND VERNAL POOLS
Riparian/riverine areas are defined under Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP as lands which contain
habitat dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent mosses and lichens, which
occur close to or depend on soil moisture from a nearby freshwater source; or areas with fresh
water flow during all or a portion of the year. A total of 13.85 acres of riparian/riverine habitat is
present within the Legacy Highlands Project area, including 9.58 acres of willow-cottonwood
riparian vegetation associated with Cooper’s Creek and 4.27 acres of tributary ephemeral
drainages7 (Table 1, Figure 3). The Riparian/riverine habitat on-site is also subject Corps and
CDFG jurisdiction (Harmsworth Associates 2004). There are no vernal pools present on-site
(Harmsworth Associates b,c).

6

Altamont, Auld, Bosanko, Claypit, Domino, Porterville, Traver and Willows soil types are listed as sensitive under
the MSHCP.

7

Although these unvegetated ephemeral drainages may not qualify as riparian/riverine areas under the MSHCP
definition of such areas, they are included here as they connect with downstream areas that do qualify. In
addition, all these ephemeral areas are subject to the Corps and CDFG jurisdictional programs.
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Figure 3: Riparian/riverine areas within the Legacy Highlands Project area.
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Table 1: Summary of riparian/riverine areas within the Legacy Highlands project area.
Drainage (including tributaries)

Ephemeral
drainages (acres)8

Willow-cottonwood
riparian habitat
(acres)

Linear feet of
drainage

Cooper’s Creek Watershed

Drainage A
Cooper’s Creek
Drainage C
Drainage D

0.93
0.12*
0.01
0.03

0.02
9.56
0.0
0.0

7,992
6,294
246
1,475

0.02
0.04
0.01
2.31
0.02
0.08
0.02
0.07
0.02
0.03
0.02
0.25
0.01
0.11

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

878
1,947
343
63,144
727
1,948
682
2,841
699
1,198
856
7,943
220
1,370

Drainage S
Drainage T
Drainage U

0.04
0.11
0.02

0.0
0.0
0.0

1,716
4,130
352

SITE TOTAL

4.27

9.58

107,001

Laborde Canyon Creek
Watershed

Drainage E
Drainage F
Drainage G
Drainage H
Drainage I
Drainage J
Drainage K
Drainage L
Drainage M
Drainage N
Drainage O
Drainage P
Drainage Q
Drainage R
Lamb Canyon Creek Watershed

*

8

Perennial stream

Although these unvegetated ephemeral drainages may not qualify as riparian/riverine areas under the MSHCP
definition of such areas, they are included here as they connect with downstream areas that do qualify. In
addition, all these ephemeral areas are subject to the Corps and CDFG jurisdictional programs.
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3.3.1 Aquatic functions and values
Hydrologic regime
The project area contains three distinct watersheds, Cooper’s Creek watershed in the
northeastern portion, Leborde Canyon Creek watershed to the southwest and Lamb Canyon
Creek to the watershed to the east. Cooper’s Creek flows in a northwesterly direction across the
project site, flowing under SR 60 and into San Timoteo Creek.
Although Cooper’s Creek was probably an ephemeral drainage,9 it currently functions as a
perennial stream10 due to discharges from an upstream water treatment plant. The creek is
predominantly isolated to a central channel, although braided channels, sand bars and backwaters
can be found in some areas, with water depth ranging from three inches to approximately two
feet. Four tributary ephemeral drainages flow into Cooper’s Creek within the project area.
The Leborde Canyon Creek watershed is located in the southwest portion of the project area and
covers the largest portion of the site. Numerous ephemeral drainages flow in a southerly or
westerly direction to the project boundary joining Laborde Creek outside the project boundary.
The Lamb Canyon Creek watershed is located in the northwestern portion of the project area.
Three ephemeral creeks drain in a southerly or westerly direction to the project boundary joining
Lamb Canyon Creek, outside the project boundary
All the ephemeral drainages onsite consist of narrow channels approximately 1 to 8 feet wide,
with a channel bottom comprised primarily of washed coarse sand devoid of vegetation. All
ephemeral streams were completely dry at the time of the surveys, with evidence of strong flows
associated with winter storm events including clear natural water lines, destruction of terrestrial
vegetation and shelving.
Flood storage
Cooper’s Creek has a wide floodplain with steep banks created by infrequent, high-energy flood
events. In addition to accommodating reclaimed water discharges from an upstream treatment
plant and providing an opportunity for groundwater discharges, Cooper’s Creek provides
significant storage capacity for runoff associated with periodic winter storms, draining the area
south of SR 60 and west of the City of Beaumont. The ephemeral drainages throughout the site
provide similar functions but to a lesser degree.
Nutrient retention, sediment trapping/transport and toxic trapping
The deposition pattern within the floodplain of Cooper’s Creek (fine to coarse sands deposited in
8 to 10 inch layers) indicates a large amount of sediment is trapped and deposited during winter
storm events. Little sediment is trapped in the ephemeral drainages but sediment is likely moved
downstream during significant storm events.
In addition there is a high level of trash and debris in portions of the Cooper’s Creek riparian
zone, deposited during rainfall and flood events or dumped by local residents and OHV user
9

Intermittent stream following the hydrogeomorphic classification of Brinson 1993
Alluvial stream following the hydrogeomorphic classification of Brinson 1993

10
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groups. Although the majority of the trash and debris constitutes unsightly material with a
minimum impact to the system, some of the debris contains environmental toxins such as heavy
metals and hydrocarbons that can contaminate waterways and aquatic communities (e.g. oil and
gas cans, paint cans, derelict cars).

3.3.2 Biological functions and values
The ephemeral drainages onsite flow for short periods during winter storms. The soft channel
bottoms are generally unvegetated however, the banks of the ephemeral drainages are dominated
by Coastal sage scrub (California buckwheat series), with California annual grassland, chaparral,
or scrub oak vegetation present in some areas. These areas provide biological functions and
values similar to those provided by upland habitats.
Along Cooper’s Creek good quality riparian woodland is well developed and dominant species
there include arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and black willow (Salix gooddingii), with Fremont
cottonwood (Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii), black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera) and
white alder (Alnus rhombifolia) as associated species. The understory is open, with mulefat
(Baccharis salicifolius), Mexican blue elderberry (Sambucus mexicanus), stinging nettle (Urtica
dioica ssp. Holosericea), California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), and wildrye (Leymus
condensatus) found at low densities. The presence of perennial water flows has also created the
conditions necessary for the development of wetland vegetation in a thin band adjacent to the
streambed, with willow herb (Epilobium ciliatum), nightshade (Solanum aff. americanum),
watercress (Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum), curly dock (Rumex crispus), rabbitfoot grass
(Polypogon monspeliensis), broad-leaved cattail (Typha latifolia) and nutsdedge (Cyperus sp.) as
the dominant species.
Special status plant species
The Southern California black walnut (Juglans Californica var. californica), a CNPS List 4
species, is the only special-status plant species found in the riparian/riverine area onsite.
Approximately 12 individuals were observed scattered along Cooper’s Creek, which likely
colonized the area as riparian conditions developed. Marginal habitat exists for an additional
five riparian/riverine species including mud nama (Nama stenocarpum), Nevin’s barberry
(Berberis nevinii), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), Orcutt’s brodiaea (Brodiaea
orcutti), and slender horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras).
Wildlife and aquatic habitat
The unvegetated channels of the ephemeral drainages provide open, sandy micro-habitats
suitable for use by several special status reptile species including western whiptail lizard
(Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus) and the San Diego Horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum
blainvillei). However, sandy microhabitats are not restricted to ephemeral drainages and are
common throughout the project site.
Cooper’s Creek and the surrounding provides habitat for riparian species. In addition to
common wildlife species, three special status species that utilize riparian/riverine areas have
been detected in the project area, including the northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), Cooper’s hawk
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and yellow warbler. A list of wildlife species recorded in the Legacy Highlands property and
surrounding area is included in Appendix C. The Cooper’s Creek also provides habitat for
aquatic wildlife such as frogs, water snails, dragonflies, and other aquatic macro-invertebrates.
Least Bell’s vireo, willow flycatcher, western yellow-billed cuckoo and American peregrine
falcon
Of the species associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools under Section 6.1.2 of the
MSHCP two, least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) and southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus), have been detected at the project site. Suitable habitat for two
additional species, American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) and western yellowbilled cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis), also occurs at the project site. Suitable
habitat for these species occurs onsite in the riparia/riverine areas at Cooper’s Creek.
The species composition, structural diversity and density of vegetation in the riparian/riverine
areas at Cooper’s Creek provides the biological functions and values necessary to support
breeding least Bell’s vireos. A breeding pair of least Bell’s vireo did occur onsite in 2004 and a
single male vireo was observed downstream of the project site near HWY-60 in 2005. It is
apparent the vireos utilize the site at least occasionally.
The species composition, structural diversity and density of vegetation in the riparian/riverine
areas at Cooper’s Creek provides the biological functions and values necessary to support
foraging and migrant southwestern willow flycatchers. Breeding flycatchers generally require
wider blocks of habitat and the riparian/riverine areas at Cooper’s Creek is likely too narrow to
support breeding flycatchers. Migrant willow flycatchers were observed onsite in 2004 and no
nesting behavior was detected.
The species composition, structural diversity and density of vegetation in the riparian/riverine
areas at Cooper’s Creek provides the biological functions and values necessary to potentially
support foraging and migrant western yellow-billed cuckoo but not breeding cuckoos. Cuckoos
require extensive blocks of habitat for breeding and the riparian/riverine areas at Cooper’s Creek
are to narrow to support breeding cuckoos. No western yellow-billed cuckoo have been detected
at the project site to-date and, due to their rarity in southern California, even migrant cuckoos are
unlikely to occur onsite.
Two issues at the site reduce the function and values of the riparian/riverine areas at Cooper’s
Creek for least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher and western yellow-billed cuckoo,
namely brown-headed cowbirds (Molothrus ater) and off-road vehicle (ORV) use of the area.
Cowbirds are significant nest parasites of all three species and cowbirds are currently abundant at
Cooper’s Creek. ORV use in the area is extensive and portions of the riparian/riverine areas
have been degraded by the ORV use.
The ephemeral unvegetated creeks onsite do not provide biological functions and values for least
Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher or western yellow-billed cuckoo.
The riparian/riverine areas at Cooper’s Creek also provides the biological functions and values
necessary to potentially support foraging American peregrine falcons, however their primary
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foraging areas are over scrublands, grasslands, mountain areas and open areas. Breeding is
restricted to steep cliffs, rock faces and sea cliffs.
Wildlife movement corridors and linkages
The terms “wildlife corridors” and “linkages” are based upon fundamental ecological concepts,
but can be easily misinterpreted because: 1) universally accepted definitions of these terms have
not been established; 2) each term can be interpreted using different time scales (i.e. daily,
seasonal, annual and evolutionary) and spatial scales (i.e. microclimate, local, community, and
landscape) which changes their meaning; 3) the areas and values change from species to species;
and, 4) the understanding of how these processes work is on-going and conclusions are subject to
revision. The following definitions are intended to provide a working understanding of corridors
and linkages and are summarized from several sources (SCWP 2003, McEuen 1993, USCA9D
1990, Barrett and Livermore 1983, Beier 1993).
Wildlife corridor - Wildlife corridors are areas which animals can use to move from one patch of
suitable habitat to another. These areas would be expected to have the least habitat
fragmentation relative to surroundings areas. A wildlife corridor establishes connectivity for
animals to move, live, reproduce and respond to functional ecological processes during the
course of a year to several years. The quality and functionality of a particular wildlife corridor
varies from species to species.
Wildlife crossings are generally small, narrow wildlife corridors that allow wildlife to pass
through an obstacle or barrier such as a roadway to reach another patch of habitat. Wildlife
crossings are manmade and include culverts, drainage pipes, underpasses, tunnels, and, more
recently, crossings created specifically for wildlife movement over or under highways.
Both wildlife crossings and wildlife corridors function to prevent habitat fragmentation that
would result in the loss of species that require large contiguous expanses of unbroken habitat
and/or that occur in low densities.
Linkages – Linkages are areas that provide for long term movement or interaction of wildlife to
maintain natural evolutionary and ecological patterns. Linkages are fundamental for gene flow
and large scale ecological processes. These areas are usually defined by the zones of “least
resistance” for the genes of a given species to move or “flow” between core reserve populations.
During preparation of the MSHCP wildlife corridors and habitat linkages were analyzed
extensively and, no MSHCP wildlife habitat linkages or movement corridors were identified at
the Legacy Highlands Project site.
Nevertheless, Cooper’s Creek does provide a connection between the Badlands to the south and
the San Timoteo Creek area to the north. This connection does provide the functions and values
of a wildlife corridor in that it provides suitable habitat for animals to move, live and reproduce;
and, it connects at each end with open space areas. Species such as bobcat, coyote and other
wildlife likely utilize this connection when moving between these areas.
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However, the function and values of Cooper’s Creek as a wildlife corridor have been reduced by
habitat degradation from ORVs, and by the presence of twin 54” culvert structures located in
Cooper’s Creek just north of the proposed Willow Springs Road.

3.3.3 Public use
Current uses of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor and surrounding area include informal offroad recreational vehicle use, rural residential housing, and agricultural purposes such as sheep
grazing.
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4.0 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.1 QUANTIFICATION OF UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS
4.1.1 Direct impacts to riparian/riverine habitat
The housing footprint of the Legacy Highlands property will result in permanent impacts to
approximately 2.05 acres and 52,900 linear feet of ephemeral drainages. The housing footprint
will not result in impacts to riparian habitat associated with Cooper’s Creek. However, the
network of access and linkage roads will require one crossing at Potrero Boulevard, which will
be served by twin 8’x 6’ box culverts. Placement of the culvert structure will result in permanent
impacts to approximately 0.68 acres of willow – cottonwood riparian vegetation11 (Figure 3,
Table 2).

Table 2: Summary of project impacts to riparian/riverine areas
Impact

Linear feet of
drainage

Ephemeral
drainages

Riparian Vegetation
(acres)

Housing footprint (Ephemeral Drainages)
Bridge Crossing (Potrero Boulevard)

52,900

2.05
0.07

-0.68

PROJECT TOTAL

52,900

2.12

0.68

4.1.2 Direct impacts to aquatic functions and values
In addition to impacts to riparian vegetation, the Potrero Boulevard crossing will result in direct
impacts to approximately 0.07 acres of streambed associated with placement of the culvert
structures. The culvert structures have been sized to accommodate winter storms without
creating a stream diversion, obstruct flows in a manner that causes flooding or water ponding, or
result in downstream effects such as water scour. Therefore, the crossings are not expected to
result in impacts to downstream aquatic functions values due to disturbance (e.g. water scour,
sedimentation) or changes in water quality (e.g. nutrient balance, temperature).
4.1.3 Direct impacts to wildlife functions and values and wildlife movement/habitat
linkages
The construction of culvert structures within Cooper’s Creek at the Potrero Boulevard crossing
could potentially create a constraint to wildlife movement. The culvert structures have been
designed and sized to accommodate small mammals and predator species such as mountain lions,
bobcat and coyote (twin 6’x 8’ box structures, with the openings surrounded by native
vegetation).

11

Total impacts to riparian/riverine resources associated with Cooper’s Creek include 0.07 acres of streambed.
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In addition, several measures will be implemented to offset potential direct impacts to wildlife
movement within the entire reach of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor. Two existing culvert
structures located within the Cooper’s Creek downstream from the project site (one 54” twin
culvert structure located in Cooper’s Creek and one box culvert structure located within and
Ephemeral Drainage) have fallen into disrepair and will be removed for public safety concerns.
The removal of two culvert structures will increase the functions and values of Cooper’s Creek
for wildlife movement.
An additional wildlife crossing consisting of a soft-bottom 8’ x 12’ culvert structure will be
placed under 4th Street, which will provide facilitate dispersal from the badlands to the south and
the San Timoteo Creek area to the north.
Consequently, the proposed project would not directly impact the functions and values of
Cooper’s Creek for wildlife movement.

4.1.4 Direct impacts to least Bell’s vireo, willow flycatcher
One pair of least Bell’s vireos breed onsite but no breeding willow flycatchers occur onsite,
although foraging individuals and migrants do occasionally occur in the riparian/riverine areas at
Cooper’s Creek. Direct impacts to both these species will be avoided by clearing
riparian/riverine areas outside the breeding season for these species and by other project design
features as discussed in Section 5.0. Direct impacts would occur to least Bell’s vireo and willow
flycatcher habitat in the riparian/riverine areas at Cooper’s Creek. A total of 0.68 acres of least
Bell’s vireo and willow flycatcher habitat would be directly impacted.
Under the MSHCP (least Bell's vireo species account in Volume II, Section B of the MSHCP),
for the portions of Cooper’s Creek that provide for long-term conservation value for the least
Bell's vireo, no more than 10% of the habitat can be impacted. If impacts must occur beyond
10% of this species’ habitat, a DBESP must be prepared. It is unlikely that the portion of
Cooper’s Creek within the project site would be characterized as providing for long-term
conservation value for the least Bell's vireo. In any case, the total area of least Bell’s vireo
habitat directly impacted would be 0.68 acres or 7% of the total 9.58 acres of least Bell’s vireo
habitat within the project site. This is below the 10% threshold and consequently a DBESP for
the least Bell’s vireo is not required for this project. Nevertheless, direct impacts to least Bell’s
vireo habitat will be fully mitigated, see Section 5.3.
Under the MSHCP (southwestern willow flycatcher species account in Volume II, Section B of
the MSHCP), for the portions of Cooper’s Creek that provide for long-term conservation value
for southwestern willow flycatcher, all of the habitat must be conserved. If any impacts must
occur, a DBESP must be prepared. The portion of Cooper’s Creek within the project site would
not be characterized as providing for long-term conservation value for the southwestern willow
flycatcher, considering the habitat quality and narrowness of the habitat onsite and the absence of
breeding birds from this area. Consequently a DBESP for the southwestern willow flycatcher is
not required for this project. Nevertheless, direct impacts to southwestern willow flycatcher
habitat will be fully mitigated, see Section 5.3.
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Western yellow-billed cuckoo and American peregrine falcon are absent from the project site
and consequently no direct impacts would occur to these species. Suitable breeding habitat is
also absent from the project site for these species, and only foraging habitat would be impacted
by the proposed project. Potential impacts to western yellow-billed cuckoo and American
peregrine falcon foraging habitat will be fully mitigated, see Section 5.3.

4.2 INDIRECT IMPACTS

Indirect impacts to riparian/riverine areas could potentially be associated with various phases of the
development project, from initial grading and construction to long-term management of the
property. These impacts may occur as a single event, or can interact cumulatively to adversely
affect native wildlife, plants, and their habitats.
Residential developments will not be constructed immediately adjacent to riparian/riverine areas.
The Legacy Highlands project includes greenbelt comprised of a network of linkage trails with
native species xeriscaping and active/passive recreation areas, which will act as a buffer zone
between riparian/riverine areas and the residential areas. Therefore, potential indirect impacts will
be limited to increased sedimentation and nutrient/toxicant loading from storm water runoff and
drainage; indirect impacts to wildlife due to pedestrian use of linkage trails and potential disturbance
from unauthorized access; indirect impacts to wildlife due to lighting and noise from adjacent
active/passive recreation areas and traffic associated with stream crossings; and increased potential
for establishment and propagation of non-native invasive plant species and domestic predation.
Lighting
Potential impacts from light resulting from residential and recreational development, as well as
traffic lighting may indirectly impact Cooper’s Creek and the preserved ephemeral drainages.
Noise
Increased noise pollution from traffic, residential, and recreational uses of development areas
have the potential to indirectly impact the Cooper’s Creek riparian zone and ephemeral drainages
adjacent to development areas.
Trash/ Debris
Sources of trash and debris with the potential of impacting riparian/riverine areas within the
project site include: construction activities, residential, recreational, and municipal
developments.
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Urban and Storm runoff
Urban and storm water runoff from developments within the project site has the potential to
impact hydrological and biological riparian/riverine functions and values of Cooper’s Creek,
ephemeral drainages, and downstream sites.
Toxic material
Toxic materials from construction activities have the potential of indirectly impacting
riverine/riparian areas within and downstream from the project site.
Exotic plant and animal infestations
The proximity of residential developments to riparian/riverine areas increases the likelihood of
invasion by exotic plants and animals. Sources of exotic species include: domestic animals,
landscaping escapes, and migration from adjacent disturbed areas.
Dust
Dust created by construction activities has the potential to disrupt functions and values of
riverine/riparian areas within the project site.
Trampling and unauthorized recreational use
Unauthorized access to riparian/riverine areas could damage and adversely affect the
regeneration and recruitment of extant plant and wildlife species.
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5.0 PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES
5.1 AVOIDANCE
Avoidance measures that have been incorporated into the Legacy Highlands Project design
include adjustments to the housing footprint to avoid Cooper’s Creek to the maximum extent
possible and the majority of ephemeral drainages, adjustments to the bridge design that reduce
the impact area, and locating the Willow Springs Road and 4th Street crossings within reaches of
Cooper’s Creek that contain riparian/riverine habitat of lower functions and values compared to
adjacent areas.
5.2 PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES
Project design features to reduce direct and indirect impacts associated with the Legacy
Highlands Project include construction minimization measures, final design specifications, and
Best Management Practices described in Volume 1, Appendix C of the MSHCP.
The project design features are described for urban interface and edge effects (Section 5.2.1),
nesting birds (Section 5.2.2), and Least Bell’s vireo and willow flycatcher (Section 5.2.3).
5.2.1 Urban interface and edge effect minimization measures
The design of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor (see Section 5.3), which includes a transition
from riparian vegetation, active/passive recreation areas and linkage trails with native
xeriscaping, to the Legacy Highlands housing development, will provide a natural buffer to
ameliorate edge effects in the riparian zone.
In addition, a biological monitor will be present during construction activities to ensure
implementation of project design features. The biological monitor will be responsible for
conducting training sessions, demarcating the impact zone with flagging or temporary
construction fencing, ensuring impacts to listed species are avoided and the general provisions of
the MSHCP are adhered to, and documenting construction activities (including a photolog).
Lighting
Impacts from ambient lighting from residential areas will be minimized through implementation
of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor, which will include a buffer zone of linkage trails and
active/passive recreation areas between residential neighborhoods and riparian/riverine areas.
Impacts from lighting sources within the recreation areas within the Cooper’s Creek riparian
corridor and bridge crossings will be minimized by:
 Directing light sources away from to riparian/riverine areas.
 Incorporating light shielding technology where necessary to prevent spillage of light into
adjacent riparian/riverine areas.
 Excluding artificial lighting sources from the center of the stream crossings.
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Following initial installation of project lighting, a biologist will conduct a field inspection to
ensure lighting impacts have been minimized and controlled, except as required by public safety
standards.
Noise
Wildlife within riparian/riverine areas will not be subjected to noise levels that exceed residential
standards, as residential housing will not be constructed adjacent to riparian/riverine areas.
Increases in ambient noise within the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor would be controlled
through the implementation of County Codes and Policies in accordance with the Riverside
County General Plan.
Trash/debris
There is currently a high level of trash and debris in portions of the Cooper’s Creek riparian
habitat, deposited during rainfall and flood events or dumped by local residents and OHV user
groups. The implementation and long-term management of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor
will include creek clean-up efforts and regular removal of trash and debris, including placement
of trash receptacles in the active/passive recreation areas, which will be regularly removed from
the site.
In addition, the following mitigation measures will be implemented during project construction:
 Brush, loose soils, or other similar debris material will not be stockpiled within the
stream channel or its banks.
 The operator will comply with all pollution, sediment and litter ordinances. During
construction, the project site will be kept as clean as possible, and all food related trash
items would be enclosed in sealed containers and regularly removed from the site.
Urban and storm water runoff
Two detention basins designed to treat surface water runoff from the Legacy Highlands Project
will be established adjacent Cooper’s Creek. The detention basins are designed as a two-tiered
system (first-flush and overflow area sized to accommodate the majority of annual flows), with a
vegetated soil surface to facilitate surface water treatment and groundwater infiltration. The
system is expected to receive high-energy pulse flows during winter storms events, with lowflows associated with residential water use (e.g. lawn irrigation) during the summer months.
The vegetated soil surface of the detention basins will be maintained for the purpose of water
treatment, consisting of periodic vegetation removal, minor sediment removal, and routine
maintenance activities such as removal of trash and debris, snags, and structural repairs.
However, the earthen berms will be vegetated with species common to the Cooper’s Creek
riparian corridor. Species will consist of a hydro-seed mix comprised of facultative grasses and
forbs such as saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), wildrye (Leymus condensatus), meadow barley
(Hordeum brachyantherum) and mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), as well as container stock of
woody species such as Western sycamore, cottonwood, willows and mulefat.
Toxic material
To minimize impacts from toxic materials, the following mitigation measures will be
implemented during project construction:
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No equipment maintenance will occur near or within the stream channel where associated
pollutants (petrochemical products, etc.) may enter Cooper’s Creek.
Toxic Material, including raw cement, debris, asphalt, and other toxins, will be prevented
from contaminating soil or entering Cooper’s Creek. Any toxic materials placed where
they may pose any risk of contamination of the project site will be removed immediately.
Any spills of hazardous materials will be reported to proper agencies immediately. In the
event of contamination, toxic soils will be removed to agency approved disposal areas.

Exotic plant and animal infestations
The Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor will include weed monitoring and abatement measures
during implementation and long-term management; the establishment of 20-foot construction
setbacks adjacent to riparian/riverine areas; the use of native xeriscaping species within the
active/passive recreation areas and linkage trails to the maximum extent possible; and the
promotion of movement and migration of native predators (e.g. bobcat, coyote) through the
Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor to control populations of domestic and urban-adapted exotic
animals. In addition, exotic plant and animal infestations will be minimized through active
management and project design features that minimize and control invasion and propagation of
exotic species, as follows:
 During project construction, removal of native vegetation will be avoided and minimized
to the maximum extent possible. Temporary impacts would be returned to pre-existing
contours and revegetated with native species adapted to the site.
 Landscape plans will not include any species from the Cal-EPPC list A-1, A-2, or Red
Alert list of noxious weeds, and will avoid the use of species listed under Table 6-2 of the
MSHCP adjacent to the riparian/riverine areas.
 During implementation of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor, exotic trees and shrubs
will be removed through mechanical means. Abatement of ruderal grasses and forbs will
be accomplished through tilling and disking associated with seedbed preparation. During
the 5-year monitoring period, routine weeding will be accomplished by mechanical
means such as hand tools and pulling, supplemented by spot spraying with herbicide (e.g.
ROUNDUP). In addition to regular weeding activities, establishment of any Cal-EPPC
list A-1, A-2, or Red Alert list of noxious weeds will trigger remedial action for
eradication or containment, depending on the biology of the species.
 A 10-year cowbird trapping program will be implemented within the Cooper’s Creek
riparian zone to reduce potential nest parasitism.
Dust
Dust will be controlled on the project site in accordance with the Riverside County General Plan
and the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).
Trampling and unauthorized recreational use
Trampling and unauthorized recreational use will be restricted through the construction of
ornamental fencing and signage to demarcate native vegetation within the mitigation areas.
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5.2.2 Nesting birds
Impacts to nesting birds will be minimized by complying with the federal Migratory Bird Treaty
Act of 1918 (MBTA). The MBTA governs the taking and killing of migratory birds, their eggs,
parts, and nests and prohibits the take of any migratory bird, their eggs, parts, and nests.
Compliance with the MBTA shall be accomplished by the following:




If possible, all vegetation removal activities shall be scheduled from September 16 to
March 15, which is outside the nesting season for riparian birds. This would ensure that
no active nests would be disturbed and that removal could proceed rapidly.
If vegetation is to be cleared during the nesting season (March 15 – August 15), all
suitable habitat will be thoroughly surveyed for the presence of nesting birds by a
qualified biologist 72 hours prior to clearing. If any active nests are detected, the area
shall be flagged and mapped on the construction plans along with a minimum 50-foot
buffer and up to 300 feet for raptors, with the final buffer distance to be determined by
the qualified biologist. The buffer area shall be avoided until the nesting cycle is
complete or it is determined that the nest has failed. In addition, the biologist will be
present on the site to monitor the vegetation removal to ensure that any nests, which were
not detected during the initial survey, are not disturbed.

5.2.3 Least Bell’s vireo and willow flycatcher
Impacts to least Bell’s vireo, southwestern willow flycatcher and other riparian wildlife will be
minimized through the following provisions:
 No net loss of riparian habitats.
 A contractor education program would be conducted prior to construction start.
 All preserved riparian areas would be fenced-off prior to the start of construction
activities.
 All staging and storage areas would be located at least 150 feet from the fenced habitat.
 Silt fences, hay bales and other BMP’s would be used where there is a potential for
erosion or sedimentation of watercourses.
 All clearing of riparian habitat would occur outside the bird nesting season (March 15
through September 15 for riparian nesting birds) to avoid direct impacts to nesting birds.
 A biologist would be onsite to monitor construction activity adjacent riparian habitat.
 Pre-construction bird surveys would be conducted prior to commencing construction
activities to document the location of any nesting birds in the vicinity of the work area.
 During the bird nesting season (March 15 to September 15) the biologist can implement
additional measures, as necessary, to minimize construction impacts to active bird nests.
If any active nests are detected, the area shall be flagged and mapped on the construction
plans along with a minimum 50-foot buffer and up to 300 feet for raptors, with the final
buffer distance to be determined by the qualified biologist. The buffer area shall be
avoided until the nesting cycle is complete or it is determined that the nest has failed. In
addition, the biologist will be present on the site to monitor the vegetation removal to
ensure that any nests, which were not detected during the initial survey, are not disturbed.
 During the least Bell’s vireo nesting season (April 1 to September 15) the biologist can
implement one or more of the following additional measures, as necessary, to minimize
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construction impacts to occupied habitat, including the creation of a 500-foot buffer zone
around all vireo active nests, keeping the average noise levels in the occupied habitat
below 60dBA, use of temporary sound walls, reduced equipment use during morning
hours and monitoring of vireos to assess levels of disturbance.

5.3 MITIGATION MEASURES
5.3.1 The Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor
Impacts to riparian/riverine areas will be mitigated through implementation of the proposed
Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor. The Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor is designed as a
community greenbelt that combines a mosaic of land uses, including habitat restoration and
mitigation, open space conservation, wildlife management, active/passive recreation areas, and
water quality objectives. Greenbelts are effective land-use planning tools that often become focal
points for local communities, fostering a sense of place and community cohesiveness for local
residents.
The goal of the mitigation plan is to protect, enhance and restore Cooper’s Creek, and create a
diverse, stable and mature riparian system that provides ecosystem benefits such as habitat
creation, wildlife movement and dispersal corridors, maintenance of watershed process, and
amelioration of edge effects within the riparian zone. The mitigation plan proposes a total of 8.4
acres of riparian habitat creation and 9.56 acres of riparian habitat enhancement. Additional
areas are available for restoration as depicted in Figure 5. The habitats to be created, enhanced
or restored are shown in profile view (Figure 4), in plan view (Figure 5), and described below:


Creation of 8.4 acres of riparian woodland vegetation (MA1 – MA6): A buffer
zone approximately 30 to 80 feet wide will be established along the Cooper’s Creek
riparian corridor, divided into six planting cells or mitigation areas (MA1 – MA5).
The current willow-cottonwood riparian canopy will be expanded to include a
transition to more mesic western sycamore alluvial woodland and scrub oak
woodland, as shown in Figure 4. The creation of riparian woodland will enhance
wildlife habitat values, create a vegetative transition between the Cooper’s Creek
riparian corridor and the adjacent recreation areas and trail systems, and help protect
existing riparian habitats from edge effects (e.g. foot traffic and erosion, changes in
light, temperature and moisture regimes).
A total of approximately 8.4 acres of riparian woodland vegetation will be created as
part of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor mitigation plan.



Enhancement of 9.56 acres of riparian woodland: Enhancements to the existing
riparian vegetation within the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor will include
environmental clean-up efforts, including the removal of trash, derelict cars, oilcans,
paint cans and other debris. The removal of point and non-point sources of pollution
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and environmental toxins is a significant contribution to water quality and the
integrity of the Cooper’s Creek system as a whole.
Approximately 9.56 acres of riparian woodland vegetation will be enhanced as part of
the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor mitigation plan.


Detention Basins: In addition, two detention basins designed to process urban runoff
from The Legacy Highlands project will be established within the Cooper’s Creek
riparian corridor. Although the detention basin will be managed to meet water quality
treatment needs, the berm of the detention basin will be vegetated with species
common to the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor (e.g. Western Sycamore,
cottonwoods and willows), which will expand the existing riparian canopy.

5.3.2 Long-term management of conservation area
The implementation plan, including planting plan, irrigation plan, weed abatement measures,
traffic control and elimination of ORV activity, removal of trash and debris, and a cowbird
trapping program are described in Harmsworth Associates (2006). In addition, a five-year
Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan (HMMP) will be developed to ensure mitigation success
criteria are met.
Long-term management of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor will be ensured through legal
and economic measures, including a security to assure project funding, establishment of a
conservation easement on the mitigation area, and transfer of long-term management to a local
municipality, resource agency, or conservation group.
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Leymus condensatus
Melica imperfecta

Figure 4 Profile view of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor.
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Figure 5 Plan view of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor.
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6.0 BIOLOGICALLY SUPERIOR PRESERVATION CONCLUSION
The proposed Legacy Highlands Project will result in unavoidable impacts to 2.8 acres of
riparian/riverine areas. The determination of whether or not a proposed project is biologically
equivalent or superior to an avoidance alternative is based on project effects on riparian/riverine
areas, species covered under the MSHCP, or the riparian linkages and function of the MSHCP
area following the incorporation of project design features and compensatory mitigation
measures.
As described in Sections 2.5 and 5.0, extensive avoidance and minimization measures have been
incorporated into the project design. Avoidance and minimization measures include avoiding
portions of Cooper’s Creek with the highest functions and values (e.g. avoidance of California
black walnut); minimization of urban interface and edge effects through project design features
and implementation of the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor; facilitation of wildlife movement
and dispersal through inclusion of wildlife crossings; and avoidance of direct impacts to nesting
birds, least Bell’s vireo and willow flycatcher through construction mitigation measures and Best
Management practices.
The primary preservation and conservation measure, however, is derived from the compensatory
mitigation. As shown in Table 3, the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor will create a total of 8.4
acres of riparian/riverine areas, as well as restore and enhance 9.56 acres of riparian habitat
through removal of trash and debris, exclusion of OHV users, and long term management
activities such as weed abatement and cowbird trapping.
Restoration efforts in Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor will result in a 6.4:1 increase in
riparian/riverine functions and values for target species of the MSHCP to offset impacts due to
stream crossings, as well as maintain the integrity of Cooper’s Creek for wildlife movement and
dispersal. The Legacy Highlands Project would therefore be biologically superior to that which
would occur under an avoidance alternative.

Table 3: Summary of compensatory mitigation measures for impacts to riparian/riverine
areas.
Permanent
impacts
2.8 acres

Creation

Restoration/Enhancements

Total restoration

8.4 acres

9.56 acres

17.96 acres
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8.0 APPENDICES
8.1 APPENDIX A: Representative site photographs

Photograph 1: Typical ephemeral drainage in southern portion of site, chaparral on banks.

Photograph 2: Typical ephemeral drainage in southern portion of site, non-native grassland on
banks.
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Photograph 3: Stream-side wetlands and riparian woodland along Cooper’s Creek.

Photograph 4: Degraded portion of Cooper’s Creek, showing potential habitat creation and
restoration areas.
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8.2 APPENDIX B: Plant species recorded at the Cooper’s Creek project area, 2003 and
2004.
SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMON NAME

FERN AND FERN-ALLIES
POLYPODIACEAE
Polypodium californicum

POLYPODY FAMILY
California Polypody

PTERIDACEAE
Pellaea mucronata
Pentagramma triangularis

BRAKE FAMILY
Bird's Foot Cliff Brake
Goldenback Fern

SELAGINELLACEAE
Selaginella bigelovii

SPIKE-MOSS FAMILY
Bigelow's Mossfern

PINACEAE
Pinus sp.*

PINE FAMILY
Ornamental Pine

ANGIOSPERMS-DICOTS
AMARANTHACEAE
Amaranthus albus*

AMARANTH FAMILY
Tumbleweed

ANACARDIACEAE
Malosma laurina
Rhus ovata
Rhus trilobata
Schinus molle*
Toxicodendron diversilobum

SUMAC OR CASHEW FAMILY
Laurel sumac
Sugar bush
Squaw bush
Peruvian peppertree
Poison oak

APIACEAE
Daucus pusillus

CARROT FAMILY
Rattlesnake weed

ASCLEPIADACEAE
Asclepias eriocarpa

MILKWEED FAMILY
Indian milkweed

ASTERACEAE
Acourtia microcephala
Ambrosia psilostachya
Artemisia californica
Artemisia dracunculus
Artemisia douglasiana
Baccharis pilularis
Baccharis salicifolia
Centaurea melitensis*
Centaurea solstitialis*
Chaenactis artemisiifolia
Chamomilla suaveolens*
Chrysothamnus nauseosus
Cirsium vulgare*
Conyza canadensis*
Encelia farinose
Ericameria linearifolia
Erigeron foliosus
Eriophyllum confertiflorum
Filago californica

SUNFLOWER FAMILY
Purpleheads
Western ragweed
Sagebrush
Sagewort
Mugwort
Coyote Brush
Mulefat
Tocalote
Yellow star thistle
Artemisi-leaved pincushion
Pineapple weed
Rabbitbrush
Common thistle
Horseweed
California brittle brush
Interior goldenbush
Fleabane aster
Golden yarrow
California Filago

35

5/22/2006
DBESP Analysis – The Legacy Highlands (HWA #400)

SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMON NAME

Gutierrezia sarothrae
Hazardia squarrosa
Helianthus annuus*
Hemizonia fasciculata
Heterotheca grandiflora
Lactuca serriola*
Lasthenia californica
Lepidospartum squamatum
Lessingia filaginifolia
Lessingia filaginifolia var. filaginifolia
Machaeranthera canescens
Microseris lindleyi
Senecio flaccidus var. douglasii
Silybum marianum*
Solidago confines
Sonchus asper*
Sonchus oleraceus*
Stephanomeria diegensis
Stephanomeria virgata
Tetradymia canescens
Tetradymia comosa
Uropappus lindleyi

San Joaquin matchweed
Sawtooth goldenbush
Sunflower
Fascicled tarweed
Telegraph Weed
Prickly lettuce
California Goldfields
Scale-broom
Cudweed aster
California Aster
Hoary aster
Silver puffs
Sand-wash butterweed
Milk Thistle
Goldenrod
Prickly sow thistle
Sow thistle
San Diego wreath plant
Tall Stephanomeria
Horse brush
Cotton-thorn
Silver puffs

BETULACEAE
Alnus rhombifolia

BIRCH FAMILY
White Alder

BORAGINACEAE
Amsinckia intermedia
Amsinckia sp.
Cryptantha intermedia*
Cryptantha sp.
Pectocarya linearis var. ferocula
Pectocarya penicillata

BORAGE FAMILY
Fiddleneck
Fiddleneck
Nievitas cryptantha
Cryptantha
Slender Pectocarya
Pectocarya

BRASSICACEAE
Brassica rapa*
Descurainia pinnata*
Hirschfeldia incana*
Lepidium nitidum
Raphanus sativus*
Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum
Sisymbrium irio*
Sisymbrium officinale*

MUSTARD FAMILY
Field Mustard/ Turnip
Tansy mustard
Shortpod mustard
Peppergrass
Radish
Watercress
London rocket
Hedge Mustard

CACTACEAE
Opuntia littoralis
Opuntia parryi
Opuntia phaeacantha

CACTUS FAMILY
Sagebrush prickly pear
Snake cholla
Brownspined prickly pear

CAPRIFOLIACEAE
Lonicera subspicata var. johnsoni
Sambucus mexicana
Symphoricarpos mollis

HONEYSUCKLE FAMILY
California honeysuckle
Mexican elderberry
Creeping Snowberry

CARYOPHYLLACEAE
Silene gallica*

PINK FAMILY
Catchfly/ Campion
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SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMON NAME

CHENOPODIACEAE
Chenopodium album*
Chenopodium ambrosioides*
Chenopodium californicum
Salsola tragus*

GOOSEFOOT FAMILY
Lamb's Quarters
Mexican Tea
California Goosefoot
Russian thistle

CISTACEAE
Helianthemum scoparium

ROCK-ROSE FAMILY
Peak rush-rose

CONVOLVUACEAE
Calystegia macrostegia
Convolvulus arvensis*

MORNING-GLORY FAMILY
Morning-glory
Bindweed

CRASSULAEAE
Crassula connata
Dudleya lanceolata

STONECROP FAMILY
Pygmy-weed
Lance leaved Dudleya

CUCURBITACEAE
Cucurbita foetidissima
Marah macrocarpus

GOURD FAMILY
Snake gourd
Wild Cucumber

CUSCUTACEAE
Cuscuta californica

DODDER FAMILY
California dodder

ERICACEAE
Arctostaphylos glandulosa

HEATH FAMILY
Eastwood Manzanita

EUPHORBIACEAE
Chamaesyce albomarginata
Chamaesyce polycarpa
Croton californicus
Eremocarpus setigerus
Ricinus communis*

SPURGE FAMILY
Rattlesnake Weed
Small-seed Sandmat
California Croton
Dove Weed
Castor bean

FABACEAE
Astragalus douglasii var. douglasii
Astragalus pomonensis
Lathyrus vestitus var. vestitus
Lotus salsuginosus
Lotus scoparius
Lotus strigosus
Lupinus bicolor
Lupinus excubitus
Lupinus hirsutissimus
Lupinus sp.
Lupinus truncates
Medicago polymorpha*
Medicago sativa*
Melilotus alba*
Melilotus indica*
Trifolium gracilentum
Vicia sativa*

LEGUME FAMILY
Milkvetch
Pomona milkvetch
Chaparral Pea
Coastal lotus
Deer Weed
Hirsute Lotus
Miniature Lupine
Grape Soda Lupine
Stinging Lupine
Lupine
Collar Lupine
Burclover
Alfalfa
White sweet-clover
Yellow Sweet Clover
Clover
Common vetch

FAGACEAE
Quercus agrifolia
Quercus berberidifolia
Quercus chrysolepis

OAK FAMILY
Live oak
Scrub Oak
Canyon oak

GERANIACEAE
Erodium cicutarium*

GERANIUM FAMILY
Red-stemmed Filaree
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SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMON NAME

Erodium sp.
GROSSULARIACEAE
Ribes sp.

Filaree
GOOSEBERRY FAMILY
Fuchsia-flowered Gooseberry

HYDROPHYLLACEAE
Emmenanthe penduliflora
Eriodictyon crassifolium
Eucrypta chrysanthemifolia
Phacelia distans
Phacelia minor
Phacelia ramosissima

WATERLEAF FAMILY
Whispering Bells
Yerba Santa
Common eucrypta
Fern-leaf phacelia
Canterbury bells
Branching phacelia

JUGLANDACEAE
Juglans california

WALNUT FAMILY
Southern California black walnut

LAMIACEAE
Marrubium vulgare*
Salvia apiana
Salvia columbariae
Salvia mellifera
Trichostema lanatum
Trichostema lanceolatum

MINT FAMILY
Horehound
White Sage
Chia
Black Sage
Woolly Bluecurls
Vinegar Weed

MALVACEAE
Ligustrum japonicum*
Malacothamnus fasciculatus
Malva parviflora*

MALLOW FAMILY
Japanese privet
Chaparral bushmallow
Cheeseweed/ Little Mallow

MYRTACEAE
Eucalyptus sp.*

MYRTLE FAMILY
Eucalyptus/ Gum Tree

NYCTAGINACEAE
Mirabilis californica

FOUR O'CLOCK FAMILY
California Wishbone Bush

OLEACEAE
Fraxinus velutina

OLIVE FAMILY
Arizona ash

ONAGRACEAE
Camissonia californica
Camissonia hirtella
Camissonia strigulosa
Epilobium ciliatum

EVENING PRIMROSE FAMILY
California primrose
Hairy sun-cups
Evening primrose
Willow herb

PAEONIACEAE
Paeonia californica

PEONY FAMILY
Peony

PAPAVERACEAE
Argemone munita
Eschscholzia californica

POPPY FAMILY
Prickly poppy
California Poppy

PLANTAGINACEAE
Plantago erecta
Plantago ovata

PLANTAIN FAMILY
Dwarf plantain
Plantain

POLEMONIACEAE
Eriastrum sapphirinum
Gilia angelensis
Linanthus dianthiflorus

PHLOX FAMILY
Sapphire eriastrum
Grassland gilia
Ground-pink

POLYGONACEAE
Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi
Eriogonum fasciculatum

BUCKWHEAT FAMILY
Parry’s spineflower
California buckwheat
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SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMON NAME

Eriogonum gracile
Lastarriaea coriacea
Polygonum arenastrum*
Rumex crispus*

Slender eriogonum
Lastarriaea
Common Knotweed
Curly dock

PORTULACEAE
Calandrinia ciliata
Calyptridium monandrum
Claytonia perfoliata

PURSLANE FAMILY
Redmaids
Pussypaws
Miner’s lettuce

RANUNCULACEAE
Clematis pauciflora
Delphinium hesperium
Delphinium parryi

BUTTERCUP FAMILY
Ropevine
Foothill larkspur
Larkspur

RHAMNACEAE
Ceanothus crassifolium
Ceanothus cuneatus
Ceanothus greggii
Rhamnus crocea
Rhamnus ilicifolia

BUCKTHORN FAMILY
Woolyleaf ceanothus
Buckbrush
Cupleaf ceanothus
Redberry
Holly-leaved buckthorn

ROSACEAE
Adenostoma fasciculatum
Cercocarpus betuloides
Heteromeles arbutifolia
Prunus ilicifolia
Rubus ursinus

ROSE FAMILY
Chamise
Birch-leaf mountain mahogany
Toyon
Holly-leaved Cherry
California Blackberry

RUBIACEAE
MADDER FAMILY
Galium angustifolium ssp. angustifolium Chaparral Bedstraw
Galium andrewsii
Needlemat galium
SALICACEAE
Populus balsamifera
Populus fremontii ssp. fremontii
Salix gooddingii
Salix lasiolepis

WILLOW FAMILY
Black Cottonwood
Fremont Cottonwood
Goodding's Black Willow
Arroyo Willow

SCROPHULARIACEAE
Antirrhinum coulterianum
Castilleja exserta
Collinsia heterophylla
Collinsia sparsiflorus var. sparsiflorus
Keckiella antirrhinoides
Scrophularia californica
Veronica anagallis

FIGWORT FAMILY
Coulter's Snapdragon
Owl’s clover
Purple Chinese Houses
Few flowered collinsia
Yellow Bush Penstemon
California Bee Plant
Water speedwell

SOLANACEAE
Datura wrightii*
Nicotiana glauca*
Solanum aff. americanum
Solanum douglasii
Solanum xanti
Datura wrightii
Nicotiana glauca*
Solanum xanti

NIGHTSHADE FAMILY
Jimsonweed
Tree Tobacco
White nightshade
Douglas’ nightshade
Purple nightshade
Jimson Weed
Tree Tobacco
Purple Nightshade
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SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMON NAME

ULMACEAE
Ulmus americana
URTICACEAE
Urtica dioica ssp. holosericea

ELM FAMILY
American elm
NETTLE FAMILY
Stinging Nettle/ Hoary Nettle

VERBENACEAE
Verbena lasiostachys var. scabrida

VERVAIN FAMILY
Western Verbena

VIOLACEAE
Viola pedunculata

VIOLET FAMILY
Johnny Jump-Ups

ANGIOSPERMS-MONOCOTS
AGAVACEAE
Yucca schidigera
Yucca whipplei

AGAVE FAMILY
Mohave yucca
Our lord's candle

CYPERACEAE
Cyperus esculentas

SEDGE FAMILY
Nut Sedge

LILIACEAE
Bloomeria crocea
Calochortus plummerae
Calochortus splendens
Dichelostemma capitatum

LILY FAMILY
Common Goldenstar
Plummer's mariposa lily
Splendid mariposa lily
Blue dicks

POACEAE
Acnantherum coronatum
Avena barbata*
Avena fatua*
Brachypodium distachyon
Bromus diandrus*
Bromus hordeaceous*
Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens*
Bromus tectorum*
Cynodon dactylon*
Hordeum murinum*
Lamarckia aurea*
Leptochloa uninervia
Leymus condensatus
Lolium multiflorum
Melica imperfecta
Nasella pulchra
Nassella lepida
Piptatherum miliaceum*
Polypogon monspeliensis*
Schismus barbatus*
Vulpia myuros*

GRASS FAMILY
Giant needlegrass
Slender wild oat
Wild Oat
False brome
Ripgut brome
Soft chess
Red Brome
Cheatgrass
Bermudagrass
Wild barley
Goldentop
Mexican Sprangletop
Ryegrass
Italian ryegrass
Coast Range Melic
Purple needlegrass
Foothill Needlegrass
Smilo Grass
Rabbitfoot Grass
Mediterranean Grass
Rattail Fescue

TYPHACEAE
Typha latifolia

CATTAIL FAMILY
Cattail

* Indicates exotic species
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8.3 APPENDIX C: Wildlife species recorded at the Cooper’s Creek project area, 2003.
FAMILY/SPECIES NAME

COMMON NAME

AMPHIBIA
HYLIDAE

AMPHIBIANS
TREEFROGS

Hyla regilla

Pacific treefrog
REPTILIA

IGUANIDAE

Sceloporus occidentalis
Sceloporus graciosus
Uta stansburiana
Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei
Sceloporus orcutti
TEIIDAE

Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus
ANGUIDAE

Gerrhonotus multicarinatus
COLUBRIDAE

Pituophis melanoleucus
VIPERIDAE

Crotalus viridis helleri
CATHARTIDAE

Cathartes aura
ACCIPITRIDAE

Circus cyaneus
Buteo jamaicensis
Buteo lineatus
FALCONIDAE

Falco sparverius
PHASIANIDAE

Callipepla californica
LARIDAE

Larus occidentalis
COLUMBIDAE

Zenaida macroura
CUCULIDAE

Geococcyx californianus
TYTONIDAE

Tyto alba
APODIDAE

Aeronautes saxatalis
Chaetura vauxi
TROCHILIDAE

Calypte anna

REPTILES
IGUANIDS

Western fence lizard
Sagebrush lizard
Side-blotched lizard
San Diego horned lizard
Granite spiny lizard
WHIPTAILS

Coastal western whiptail
ALLIGATOR LIZARDS

Southern alligator lizard
COLUBRIDS

Gopher snake
VIPERS

Southern pacific rattlesnake
AMERICAN VULTURES

Turkey Vulture
KITES, HAWKS, EAGLES & VULTURES

Northern Harrier
Red-tailed Hawk
Red-shouldered Hawk
FALCONS

American Kestrel
PHEASANTS, PARTRIDGES & QUAIL

California Quail
GULLS & TERNS

Western Gull
PIGEONS & DOVES

Mourning dove
CUCKOOS & ROADRUNNERS

Greater Roadrunner
BARN OWLS

Barn Owl
SWIFTS

White-throated Swift
Vaux's Swift
HUMMINGBIRDS

Anna’s Hummingbird

41

5/22/2006
DBESP Analysis – The Legacy Highlands (HWA #400)

FAMILY/SPECIES NAME
PICIDAE

Melanerpes formicivorus
Colaptes auratus
Picoides nuttallii
TYRANNIDAE

Tyrannus verticalis
Tyrannus vociferans
Myiarchus cinerascens
Sayornis nigricans
Empidonax difficilis
ALAUDIDAE

Eremophila alpestris
HIRUNDINIDAE

Tachycineta thalassina
Hirundo rustica
Hirundo pyrrhonota
Stelgidopteryx serripennis
CORVIDAE

Corvus brachyrhynchos
Corvus corax
Aphelocoma coerulescens
PARIDAE

Parus inornatus
AEGITHALIDAE

Psaltriparus minimus
TROGLODYTIDAE

Troglodytes aedon
Thryomanes bewickii
Salpinctes obsoletus
MUSCICAPIDAE
SUBFAMILY: TURDIDAE

Turdus migratorius
SUBFAMILY: SYLVIIDAE

Polioptila caerulea
MIMIDAE

Mimus polyglottos
Toxostoma redivivum
PTILOGONATIDAE

Phainopepla nitens
LANIIDAE

Lanius ludovicianus
STURNIDAE

Sturnus vulgaris

COMMON NAME
WOODPECKERS

Acorn Woodpecker
Northern Flicker
Nuttall’s Woodpecker
TYRANT FLYCATCHERS

Western Kingbird
Cassin's Kingbird
Ash-throated Flycatcher
Black Phoebe
Pacific-slope Flycatcher
LARKS

Horned Lark
SWALLOWS

Violet-green Swallow
Barn Swallow
Cliff Swallow
Northern Rough-winged swallow
CROWS, JAYS etc.

American Crow
Common Raven
Western Scrub Jay
TITMICE

Oak Titmouse
BUSHTIT

Common Bushtit
WRENS

House Wren
Bewick’s Wren
Rock Wren
THRUSHES, OLD WORLD WARBLERS, ETC.
SOLITAIRES, CHATS & THRUSHES

American Robin
KINGLETS & GNATCATCHERS

Blue-gray Gnatcatcher
MOCKINGBIRDS & THRASHERS

Northern Mockingbird
California Thrasher
SILKY-FLYCATCHERS

Phainopepla
SHRIKES

Loggerhead Shrike
STARLINGS

European Starling

42

5/22/2006
DBESP Analysis – The Legacy Highlands (HWA #400)

FAMILY/SPECIES NAME

FAMILY: EMBERIZIDAE
SUBFAMILY: EMBERIZIDAE

Dendroica coronata
Dendroica petechia
Vermivora ruficapilla
Geothlypis trichas
SUBFAMILY: CARDINALINAE

Pheucticus melanocephalus
Guiraca caerulea
Passerina amoena
SUBFAMILY: EMBERIZIDAE

Zonotrichia leucophrys
Chondestes grammacus
Amphispiza belli
Spizella atrogularis
Aimophila ruficeps
Melospiza melodia
Pipilo maculates
Pipilo crissalis
SUBFAMILY: ICTERINAE

Quiscalus mexicanus
Sturnella neglecta
Molothrus ater
Icterus bullocki
FRINGILLIDAE

Carpodacus mexicanus
Carduelis psaltria
PASSERIDAE

Passer domesticus
PROCYONIDAE

Procyon lotor
CANIDAE

Canis latrans
Urocyon cinereoargenteus
FELIDAE

Lynx rufus
SCIURIDAE

Citellus beecheyi
GEOMYIDAE

Thomomys umbrinus
CRICETIDAE

Peromyscus californicus
Peromyscus maniculatus
Peromyscus boylei
Peromyscus eremicus

COMMON NAME
WOOD WARBLERS, SPARROWS, NEW
WORLD FINCHES & BLACKBIRDS, ETC.
WOOD WARBLERS

Yellow-rumped Warbler
Yellow Warbler
Nashville Warbler
Common Yellowthroat
NEW WORLD FINCHES

Black-headed Grosbeak
Blue Grosbeak
Lazuli Bunting
TOWHEES & SPARROWS, ETC.

White-crowned Sparrow
Lark Sparrow
Sage Sparrow
Black-chinned Sparrow
Rufous-crowned Sparrow
Song Sparrow
Spotted Towhee
California Towhee
BLACKBIRDS, ORIOLES, ETC.

Great-tailed Grackle
Western Meadowlark
Brown-headed Cowbird
Bullocks Oriole
OLD WORLD FINCHES

House Finch
Lesser Goldfinch
OLD WORLD SPARROWS

House Sparrow
RACOONS & COATIS

Raccoon
DOGS, WOLVES, FOXES

Coyote
Gray fox
CATS

Bobcat
SQUIRRELS

California ground squirrel
POCKET GOPHERS

Botta’s pocket gopher
MICE, RATS, LEMMINGS, VOLES

California mouse
Deer mouse
Brush mouse
Cactus mouse
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FAMILY/SPECIES NAME

Dipodomys stephensi
Dipodomys simulans
Chaetodipus californicus
Neotoma lepida
Neotoma fuscipens
Microtus californicus
LEPORIDAE

Lepus californicus
Sylvilagus auduboni
Sylvilagus bachmani
CERVIDAE

Odocoileus hemionus

COMMON NAME

Stephen’s kangaroo rat
Dulzura kangaroo rat
San Diego pocket mouse
Desert woodrat
Dusky-footed woodrat
California vole
HARES, RABBITS

Blacktailed jackrabbit
Desert cottontail
Brush rabbit
DEER

Mule deer

44

Western Riverside County
Regional Conservation Authority
August 1, 2006
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Chairman
Kelly Seyarto
City of Murrieta

Ernie Egger
City of Beaumont
550 East 6th Street
Beaumont, CA 92223

Vice Chairman
Jeff Stone
County of Riverside
Marion Ashley
County of Riverside
Robin Lowe
City of Hemet
William Batey
City of Moreno Valley
Dom Betro
City of Riverside
Bob Buster
County of Riverside
Larry Dressel
City of Beaumont
Frank Hall
City of Norco
John Machisic
City of Banning

Dear Mr. Egger:
Please find the following JPR attached:
JPR 05-12-23-05. The Local Identifier is The Preserve at Willow Springs. The JPR file
attached includes the following:
•
•
•
•
•

RCA JPR Review Form
Figure A, Vicinity Map with MSHCP Schematic Cores and Linkages
Figure B, Criteria Area Cells with MSHCP Vegetation and Project Location
Figure C, Criteria Area Cells with Aerial Photograph and Proposed Project
Figure D, Regional Map

Thank you,

Eugene Montanez
City of Corona
Shenna Moqeet
City of Calimesa
Robert Schiffner
City of Lake Elsinore

_____________________
Sarah Lozano
Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority

Dale Stubblefield
City of San Jacinto
John Tavaglione
County of Riverside

Roy Wilson
County of Riverside

cc:
Doreen Stadtlander
Carlsbad Fish & Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, CA 92009

Mark Yarbrough
City of Perris

Cc: Paul Galvin, Harmsworth Associates (via email)

Chuck Washington
City of Temecula

Leslie MacNair
California Dept. of Fish and Game
3602 Inland Empire Blvd. #C220
Ontario, CA 91764

John Zaitz
City of Canyon Lake
EXECUTIVE STAFF
Tom Mullen
Executive Director
Joseph Richards
Deputy Executive Director
4080 Lemon Street, 12th Floor, Riverside, California, 92501 • P.O. Box 1605, Riverside, California 92502-1605
Phone: (951) 955-9700 • Fax: (951) 955-8873 • www.wrc-rca.org

RCA Joint Project Review (JPR)
JPR #: 05 12 23 05
Date: 7/21/06

Project Information

Permittee:
Case Information:
Site Acreage:
Portion of Site Proposed for
MSHCP Conservation Area:

City of Beaumont
The Preserve (Willow Springs)
1,564 acres
630 acres

Criteria Consistency Review
Consistency Conclusion: The project is consistent with the MSHCP from both a reserve
design and other plan requirements perspective.
Data:
Applicable Core/Linkage:
Area Plan:
The Pass

Proposed Core 3

APN
421-060-003
421-060-004
421-070-001
421-070-004
421-070-005
421-070-006
421-070-007
421-080-002
421-100-002
421-100-005
421-100-010
421-190-002

Sub-Unit
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
SU1 – Potrero/Badlands
SU1 – Potrero/Badlands
SU1 – Potrero/Badlands
SU1 – Potrero/Badlands
SU1 – Potrero/Badlands
SU1 – Potrero/Badlands

Cell Group
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
B
B
B
B
B
B

421-190-003

SU1 – Potrero/Badlands

B

421-190-004

SU1 – Potrero/Badlands

B

421-190-005
421-190-006
421-190-011

SU1 – Potrero/Badlands
SU1 – Potrero/Badlands
SU1 – Potrero/Badlands

B
B
B
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Cell
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
Not a Part
1314
1314, 1410, 1502
1404, 1412
1404
1404
1410, 1413, 1502,
1505
1412, 1413, 1502,
1505, 1512
1502, 1505, 1598,
1600
1502, 1598, 1600
1502, 1598
1600

RCA Joint Project Review (JPR)
JPR #: 05 12 23 05
Date: 7/21/06

Comments:
a. Proposed Core 3 (Badlands/Potrero) is located in the northeast region of the Plan Area. This core
consists mainly of private lands but also contains a few Public/Quasi-Public parcels including De Anza
Cycle Park. The core is connected to Proposed Linkage 12 (north San Timoteo Creek), Proposed
Linkage 4 (Reche Canyon), Proposed Constrained Linkage 22 (east San Timoteo Creek), Existing Core
H (Lake Perris), Existing Core K (San Jacinto Mountains), Proposed Linkage 22 (Soboba/Gilman
Springs) and Proposed Constrained Linkage 21. The Core also functions as a linkage, connected the San
Bernardino National Forest to the southwest with San Bernardino County and other conserved areas to
the north of the Core. With a total acreage of approximately 24,920 acres, Proposed Core 3 is one of the
largest MSHCP Core Areas. In addition, the Core is contiguous with Existing Core H (Lake
Perris/Mystic Lake) and Existing Core K (San Jacinto Mountains), thus greatly enlarging the functional
area of the core. The Core has both a large proportion of its area unaffected by edge (approximately
23,420 acres of the total 24,940 acres) and is only partially constrained by existing agricultural use.
Within the Core, important Live-In and movement habitat is provided for Bell’s sage sparrow,
loggerhead shrike, cactus wren, Stephens’ kangaroo rat, southern California rufous-crowned sparrow,
and mountain lion, which have key populations in the Badlands. Management of edge conditions will
be necessary in the Badlands to maintain high quality habitat for these species in areas which may be
affected by covered facilities including Lambs Canyon Road, San Timoteo Canyon Road and Gilman
Springs Road. Guidelines pertaining to Urban/Wildlands Interface for the management of edge factors
such as lighting, urban runoff, toxics and domestic predators will be important.
b. The dimensional data provided for the Proposed Core indicate a width ranging from 4 to 7 miles.
c. Conservation proposed for Cell Group B will contribute to assembly of Proposed Core 3. Conservation
within this Cell Group will focus on chaparral, coastal sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub,
water and riparian scrub, woodland and forest. Areas conserved within this Cell Group will be
connected to uplands and water proposed for conservation in Cell Group A to the east, in Cell Group P
in the San Jacinto Area Plan to the south, and in Cell Groups F and G in the San Jacinto Area Plan to the
west, and to uplands proposed for conservation in Cell Groups S, R, O and Cells #2270 in the San
Jacinto Area Plan to the south and in Cell Group M in the San Jacinto Area Plan to the west.
Conservation within this Cell Group will range from 45% to 55% focusing on the central portions of the
Cell Group.
d. The project consists of urban development on approximately 933 acres of the 1,564 acre site. The
Applicant has provided for open space of 630 acres. The configuration and size of the proposed
conservation area is consistent with the Reserve Assembly objectives for this area as it provides for a
component of Proposed Core 3. Therefore, it is not anticipated that implementation of the project with
the proposed dedication would conflict with Reserve Assembly in this area.
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Other Plan Requirements
Data:
Section 6.1.2 – Riparian/Riverine/Vernal Pool Mapping Provided:
Yes.

Information was provided.
Section 6.1.3 – Narrow Endemic Plant Species Surveys Provided:

Yes.

The project site is located within a Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area (#8).
Section 6.3.2 – Additional Species Surveys Provided:

Yes.

The project is located in the burrowing owl survey area; a burrowing owl survey was conducted and
results submitted. The project is also located within the mammal survey area #2 (Los Angeles Pocket
Mouse); a trapping survey for Stephens kangaroo rat was conducted and provided. Additional
clarification regarding Los Angeles pocket mouse was provided by project biologist, Philipe Jean
Vergne, ENVIRA.
Section 6.1.4 – Guidelines Pertaining to Urban/Wildland Interface:

Yes.

Project design features are included in the application materials.

Comments:
a. Areas meeting the definition of Riparian/Riverine Areas were located on the project site and would be
impacted (April 2004 Report on Biological Surveys for Willow Springs by Harmsworth Associates). Due
to the anticipated impacts, a Determination of Biologically Equivalent or Superior Preservation (DPESP)
Analysis was provided. The DBESP indicated that 2.12 acres of ephemeral drainages and 0.68 acres of
riparian vegetation would be impacted as a result of the project. A rationale for why avoidance of these
areas was not possible was included in the DBESP. In order to compensate for these impacts, a total of
8.4 acres of riparian habitat will be created and 9.56 acres of riparian habitat will be restored within the
Cooper’s Creek drainage corridor (which traverses the northern portion of the project site) (May 2006
DBESP for the Legacy Highlands Project Prepared by Harmsworth Associates). The RCA agrees that this
mitigation plan will result in creation/restoration of habitat that is equal or superior in value to that
proposed to be impacted.
The project site, namely Cooper’s Creek, supports suitable habitat for the least Bell’s vireo. Vireo were
detected in Cooper’s Creek during focused surveys in 2003 and 2004 and an anecdotal observation made
in 2005 (May 2006 Harmsworth Associates DBESP for the Legacy Highlands Project, personal
communication, January 25, 2006, email from Paul Galvin to Sarah Lozano). The May 2006 Harmsworth
Associates DBESP indicates that the least Bell’s vireo habitat present onsite (approximately 9.58 acres)
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provides long term conservation value for this species. The project would impact approximately 0.68 acre
of the 9.58 acre least Bell’s vireo habitat area, and would therefore result in less than 10% of the area
being impact, which is allowed by Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP. Mitigation is therefore not required for
impacts to least Bell’s vireo habitat, however wetland preservation and enhancement planned to mitigate
for impacts to riparian/riverine resources would benefit this species.
A migrant southwestern willow flycatcher was observed within Cooper’s Creek during 2004 surveys
(personal communication, January 25, 2006, email from Paul Galvin to Sarah Lozano). The May 2006
Harmsworth Associates DBESP indicates that least Bell’s vireo habitat present onsite (namely in Cooper’s
Creek) does not provide long-term conservation value to the southwestern willow flycatcher given the
habitat quality onsite. Therefore, mitigation for this species is not necessary. However, it should be noted
that mitigation planned for impacts to riparian/riverine resources (8.4 acres of creation and 9.56 acres of
enhancement) is likely to provide habitat for southwestern willow flycatcher.
The project site contains suitable habitat (within Cooper’s Creek) that is suitable for transient and migrant
western yellow-billed cuckoo. A focused survey for western yellow-billed cuckoo was conducted within
suitable habitat areas associated with Cooper’s Creek utilizing an accepted protocol (Murrelet Halterman).
No individuals were encountered during this survey. Although no western yellow-billed cuckoo were
discovered in Cooper’s Creek, it should be noted that mitigation planned for impacts to riparian/riverine
resources (8.4 acres of creation and 9.56 acres of enhancement) is likely to provide foraging habitat for
western yellow-billed cuckoo.
Vernal pools were not located onsite nor did the site contain suitable habitat for listed fairy shrimp
(personal communication, January 25, 2006 email from Paul Galvin to Sarah Lozano). Given the above,
the project is consistent with Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP.
b. The project is located in NEPSA #8, which requires focused surveys for many-stemmed dudleya and
Yucaipa onion. As indicated in the April 2004 Harmsworth Associates Report on Biological Surveys for
Willow Springs, the project site was surveyed during appropriate spring blooming periods for these
species, May-June and April-May, respectively. These species were not detected onsite. The project is
therefore consistent with Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP.
c. The project is in the burrowing owl survey area. A burrowing owl survey was conducted in the spring of
2006 in accordance with the 2006 Riverside County Burrowing Owl Survey protocol. Results of this
burrowing owl survey were described in the June 2006 Harmsworth Associates Report on Burrowing Owl
Surveys for the Legacy Highlands Project. No burrowing owls were documented onsite during focused
surveys.
The project is located within the Mammal Survey Area #2 which requires that focused surveys be
conducted for Los Angeles pocket mouse. The April 2004 Harmsworth Associates Report on Biological
Surveys for Willow Springs indicates that suitable habitat exists onsite for the Los Angeles pocket mouse.
A trapping program for Stephens’ kangaroo rat was conducted by Philippe Jean Vergne, ENVIRA. No
Los Angeles pocket mouse individuals were trapped during this study. Although this trapping program
was conducted to determine the extent of Stephens’ kangaroo rat on the project site, Los Angeles pocket
mouse would have been encountered as well if they were present. Further, the project biologist has
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concluded that with the exception of Cooper’s Creek (proposed for conservation), the likelihood of finding
Los Angeles pocket mouse onsite is very low (personal communication, July 21, 2006, phone call between
Philippe Jean Vergne and Phil Behrends). Therefore based on past trapping results and lack of suitable
habitat in areas proposed for development, the project has demonstrated consistency with Section 6.3.2 of
the MSHCP.
d. The May 2006 Harmsworth Associates DBESP provided information regarding urban/wildland interface
issues for riparian/riverine resources. The DBESP indicates measures either built into the project or
anticipated as conditions of approval which would reduce potential indirect impacts from future urban
development on sensitive riparian/riverine resources.
The project application materials did not include measures to reduce the general potential for adverse
urban/wildland interface impacts. To preserve the integrity of area dedicated as MSHCP Conservation
Areas, which is proposed to occur adjacent to development, the guidelines contained in Section 6.1.4
related to controlling adverse effects for development adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area should
be considered by the Permittee in their actions relative to the project. Specifically, the Permittee should
include as project conditions of approval the following measures:
i.

Incorporate measures to control the quantity and quality of runoff from the site entering the MSHCP
Conservation Area. In particular, measures shall be put in place to avoid discharge of untreated
surface runoff from developed and paved areas into the MSHCP Conservation Area. The greatest
risk is to riparian habitats within tributary drainages to Cooper’s Creek which may not be linked to
the two-tiered onsite stormwater detention basin system designed to treat surface water runoff.

ii.

Land uses proposed in proximity to the MSHCP Conservation Area that use chemicals or generate
bioproducts such as manure, which are potentially toxic or may adversely affect wildlife species,
habitat or water quality shall incorporate measures to ensure that application of such chemicals does
not result in discharge to the MSHCP Conservation Area. The greatest risk is from landscaping
fertilization overspray and run-off.

iii.

Night lighting shall be directed away from the MSHCP Conservation Area to protect species within
the MSHCP Conservation Area from direct night lighting. Shielding shall be incorporated in project
designs to ensure ambient lighting in the MSHCP Conservation Area is not increased. In this
instance, focused habitat occurs in close proximity to the west, south, and east; shielding should
focus on these areas.

iv.

Proposed noise generating land uses affecting the MSHCP Conservation Area shall incorporate
setbacks, berms or walls to minimize the effects of noise on MSHCP Conservation Area resources
pursuant to applicable rules, regulations and guidelines related to land use noise standards.

v.

Consider the invasive, non-native plant species listed in Table 6-2 of the MSHCP in approving
landscape plans to avoid the use of invasive species for the portions of the project that are adjacent to
the MSHCP Conservation Area. Considerations in reviewing the applicability of this list shall
include proximity of planting areas to the MSHCP Conservation Areas, species considered in the
planting plans, resources being protected within the MSHCP Conservation Area and their relative
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sensitivity to invasion, and barriers to plant and seed dispersal, such as walls, topography and other
features.
vi.

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

vii.

Manufactured slopes associated with the proposed site development shall not extend into the
MSHCP Conservation Area.
SL
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HARMSWORTH ASSOCIATES
Environmental Consultants

March 15, 2006
Ross Geller
Applied Planning
2151 East Convention Center Way
Suite 12 West
Ontario, CA 91764.
RE: HANS 1 Update for The Preserve (Willow Springs), City of Beaumont
Dear Mr. Geller;
As you are aware all project surveys for The Preserve site were conducted in 2003 and
2004. Reports have been submitted to the City of Beaumont and to the Regional
Conservation Authority (RCA) for Joint Project Review under the MSHCP process. A
copy of the MSHCP consistency report that was submitted to the City of Beaumont and
the RCA is attached for you review.
The RCA have conducted their review of the project and had the following comments;
the proposed project is consistent with the MSHCP, and there are only two outstanding
issues, 1) a focused burrowing owl surveys needs to be conducted, and 2) a DBESP plan
addressing the impacts to riparian/riverine habitat resulting from the proposed bridge
crossings over Cooper’s Creek needs to be prepared. The DBESP plan is in preparation
and will include appropriate mitigation for all riparian/riverine impacts. The burrowing
owl surveys will be conducted this spring according to the MSHCP burrowing owl
survey protocol.
If you require additional information or if you have any questions please contact me at
(714) 389-9527.
Sincerely,
HARMSWORTH ASSOCIATES

Paul Galvin, M.S.
Vice President

29 Vacaville, Irvine, California 92602 – (714) 389-9527 – Cell (714) 287-4986 – pgalvin9@cox.net
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Vice President
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Willow Springs is located just outside the City of Beaumont in Riverside County,
California (Figure 1). The project site lies south of SR 60 and generally west of SR 79
and east of Laborde Canyon (Figure 2). The entire Willow Springs project site consists
of approximately 1,564 acres of mostly undeveloped and former grazing land. The
former grazing land consists of grasslands in the northern portions of the site and on the
plateau in the central portion of the project site. Extensive stands of native vegetation
occur throughout the remaining portions of the site, consisting primarily of chaparral but
also Riversidean sage scrub and riparian habitats. A number of wildfires have occurred
in the area in recent years and much of the vegetation on the project site is currently
recovering from fires. Much of the site, particularly the northern portion, has been
impacted by off-road vehicles. Off-road vehicle usage of this area has resulted in an
extensive network of trails and areas devoid of vegetation within the project site.
Site topography varies and includes canyons, steep sided hillsides, rolling hills and
plateaus, with elevations ranging from 2,396 feet along Cooper’s Creek to approximately
2,795 feet along the ridge adjacent the radio towers (Figure 2). The project site contains
three distinct watersheds, Cooper’s Creek watershed in the northern portion, Laborde
Canyon Creek watershed to the west and Lamb Canyon Creek watershed to the east. The
southern portion of the project site contains numerous large granite boulders and rock
outcrops, some of the boulders exceeding 20-feet in diameter.
A biological assessment was conducted at the project site in spring/summer 2003 (Envira
2003, Harmsworth Associates 2003, 2004a,b). The assessment consisted of the following
surveys, conducted throughout the Willow Springs project site:
• Vegetation mapping,
• Habitat assessment for assessing potential for special status plant species1,
• Focused surveys for special status plant species,
• General plant inventory,
• Habitat assessment for assessing potential for special status wildlife species2,
• Focused surveys for Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica
californica),
• Focused surveys for southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax trailli
extimus),
• Focused surveys for least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus),
• Focused surveys for western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis),

1

2

Special status plant species = federal or state listed threatened or endangered species, or proposed
endangered, threatened or candidate species, or otherwise sensitive species.
Special status wildlife species = federal or state listed threatened or endangered species, or proposed
endangered, threatened or candidate species, or otherwise sensitive species.
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•
•
•

Focused trapping surveys for Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi),
and,
General wildlife inventory,
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and California Department of Fish and Game
jurisdictional delineation.

Updated focused surveys for Coastal California gnatcatcher, southwestern willow
flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo and western yellow-billed cuckoo were conducted in
spring/summer 2004 (Harmsworth Associates 2004c).
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Figure 1: Location of Willow Springs in Riverside County, southern California. Source
El Casco and Beaumont U.S.G.S Quads.
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Figure 2: Willow Springs project site. Source El Casco and Beaumont U.S.G.S Quads.
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2.0 REGULATORY SETTING

The Willow Springs project site is located within the Western Riverside County MultiSpecies Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area (Riverside County Integrated Project
2003). The Riverside County Board of Supervisors certified the EIR and approved the
Western Riverside MSHCP on June 17, 2003. Riverside County is taking an integrated
approach to land use planning. The MSHCP was developed in coordination with an
update of the County General Plan and a transportation corridor plan. The MSHCP
builds upon the previously approved Stephens' kangaroo rat Habitat Conservation Plan.
The project area is 1.2 million acres and the proposed conservation area, including public
lands, is approximately 500,000 acres. The core area reserves include habitats such as
riparian, oak woodland, and 15,000 acres of coastal sage scrub. State and Federal were
issued in June 2004.
There are 146 Covered Species under the MSHCP, and of these 130 species are
considered to be adequately conserved. The remaining 16 species will be considered to
be adequately conserved when certain conservation requirements are met as identified in
the species-specific conservation objectives for those species (Section 9.0 of Draft
MSHCP Plan). In addition surveys are required for 40 of the Covered Species, if suitable
habitat for those species occur within proposed project sites. Survey requirements are
addressed in Appendix E of the Draft MSHCP Plan.
Development of property needed for inclusion in the MSHCP Conservation Area or
subject to other MSHCP criteria must go through the Property Owner Initiated Habitat
Evaluation and Acquisition Negotiation Strategy (HANS) process or an appropriate
alternative process. The HANS process will ensure that an early determination will be
made of what properties are needed for the MSHCP Conservation Area. If it is
determined that all or a portion of a property is needed for inclusion in the MSHCP
Conservation Area, various incentives may be available to the property owner in lieu of
or addition to monetary compensation in exchange for the conveyance of a property
interest. These incentives may include, but shall not be limited to, the wavier and/or
reduction of certain development fees, monetary compensation for entering into an option
agreement, fast track processing, density bonuses, clustering, density transfers and
property reassessment and tax credits if determined to be feasible. The incentives are
intended to provide a form of compensation to property owners who convey their
property. As property interest is obtained, it will become part of the MSHCP
Conservation Area.
Development of property outside of the MSHCP Conservation Area will receive Take
Authorization for Covered Species Adequately Conserved provided payment of a
mitigation fee is made (or any credit for land conveyed is obtained) and compliance with
Section 6.0 of the MSHCP occurs. Payment of the fee and compliance with the
requirements of Section 6.0 are intended to provide full mitigation under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
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Federal Endangered Species Act and California Endangered Species Act for impacts to
the species and habitats covered by the MSHCP pursuant to agreements with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) and/or any other appropriate participating regulatory agencies as set forth in the
Implementing Agreement for the MSHCP. However, the MSHCP cannot provide
mitigation for projects regulated by entities or agencies not participating in the MSHCP3.
The Willow Springs project site is partially located within Proposed Core 3 of the
MSHCP. This Core provides important Live-in and movement habitat for cactus wren
(Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), Bell’s
sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli), southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
(Aimophila ruficeps canescens), Stephen’s kangaroo rat and mountain lion (Felis
concolor).
There is no existing or proposed MSHCP linkages within the Willow Springs project site.

3

The Army Corps of Engineers 404 program, the California Department of Fish and Game 1602 program
and California Regional Water Quality Control Board 401 certification program are not part of the
MSHCP.
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Figure 3: Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan – Schematic Cores and Linkages Map. Source:
Riverside County Integrated Project 2004, http://www.rcip.org
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Figure 4: Pass Area Plan, showing Subunit 1 – Poterreo/Badlands, Cell Groups A, B and C. Source: Riverside County Integrated
Project 2004, http://www.rcip.org
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3.0 SUMMARY OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Vegetation communities
Four vegetation communities are represented in Willow Springs, namely chamise
chaparral, Riversidean sage scrub, southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest and annual
grasslands. The chamise chaparral occurs throughout much of the site, especially in the
proposed open space area. The Riversidean sage scrub occurs primarily in the gullies at
the northern end of the project site, between Cooper’s Creek and SR 60. The southern
cottonwood-willow riparian forest occurs only in Cooper’s Creek. The remaining
drainages onsite are ephemeral and do not support any riparian vegetation. Annual
grasslands occur throughout the site but the largest contiguous patches occur at the
northern portion of the project site, where sheep/goat grazing and off road vehicle activity
is ongoing.

Table 1: Vegetation communities at Willow Springs project site, in acres.
Project site total
Proposed
Vegetation communities
Proposed
development
Open Space
area
area
Chamise chaparral
604.4
530.5
1,134.9
Chaparral/sage scrub ecotone
22.2
22.2
44.4
Chaparral/grassland ecotone
15.0
6.8
21.8
Riversidean sage scrub
18.3
0.0
18.3
Southern Cottonwood-Willow
0.0
9.7
9.7
Riparian Forest
Annual grasslands
273.4
61.6
335.0
Project site total
933.3
630.8
1,564.1

Special status species
Twenty special status species are known to occur at the Willow Springs project site,
namely; California black walnut (Juglans californica), Plummer’s mariposa lily
(Calochortus plummerae), San Diego horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei),
coastal western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus), orange-throated whiptail
(Cnemidophorus hyperthrus), northern red-diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber ruber),
northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi), Vaux’s swift
(Chaetura vauxi), loggerhead shrike, California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia),
yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri), Bell’s sage sparrow, southern California
rufous-crowned sparrow, southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo, Stephens’
kangaroo rat, San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax), San Diego blacktailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus) and San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida
intermedi).
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A number of these species, including least Bell’s vireo and willow flycatcher, are
associated with the southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest in Cooper’s Creek and do
not occur elsewhere onsite. Several species occur in chaparral and grassland habitats in
both Open Space and proposed development areas.

Table 2: Special Status Species recorded at Willow Springs project site.
Special status species
Recorded in proposed Recorded in proposed
development area
Open Space area
California black walnut
No
Yes
Plummer’s mariposa lily
Yes
No
San Diego horned lizard
No
Yes
Coastal western whiptail
Yes
Yes
Orange-throated whiptail*
Yes
Yes
Northern red-diamond rattlesnake*
Yes
Yes
Northern harrier
Yes
No
Cooper’s hawk
No
Yes
Vaux’s swift
No
Yes
Loggerhead shrike
Yes
No
California horned lark
Yes
No
Yellow warbler
No
Yes
Bell’s sage sparrow
Yes
Yes
Southern California rufous-crowned
No
Yes
sparrow
Southwestern willow flycatcher
No
Yes
Least Bell’s vireo
No
Yes
Stephens’ kangaroo rat
Yes
Yes
San Diego pocket mouse
Yes
Yes
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit
No
Yes
San Diego desert woodrat
Yes
Yes
* = historic record, not recorded during 2003/2004 surveys.

HWA #308
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Figure 5: Willow Springs project site (in red), showing proposed development area
(hatched blue) and proposed open space area. Source: El Casco and Beaumont U.S.G.S
Quads.
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4.0 ASSESSEMENT OF WILLOW SPRINGS SITE IN RELATION TO MSHCP
CONSERVATION AREA
4.1 Background
The Willow Springs project site is located within the MSHCP criteria area and within
Proposed Core 3 of the MSHCP (Subunit 1 – Potrero/Badlands – of the Pass Area Plan;
Figures 3 and 4). This requires an assessment of the Willow Springs project site to
determine which, if any, portions of the site may be required for the MSHCP
Conservation Area4.

4.2 Conservation criteria
Subunit 1 (Potrero/Badlands) of the Pass Area Plan includes Cell Group A, Cell Group B,
Cell Group C and additional Cells not in a Cell Group and, targets 5,570-9,275 acres for
Reserve Lands.
Planning species in this Subunit include;
• Arroyo toad
• Bell’s sage sparrow
• Cactus wren
• Least Bell’s vireo
• Loggerhead shrike
• Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
• Bobcat
• Los Angeles pocket mouse
• Mountain lion
• San Bernardino kangaroo rat
• Stephen’s kangaroo rat

Biological Issues and Considerations in this Subunit include;
• Provide for a new Core Area focused on the Potrero Creek area.
• Maintain large blocks of undisturbed Habitat for Core Area purposes.
• Maintain large blocks of Habitat for large mammal movement between the
northern and southern sections of the San Bernardino National Forest.
• Conserve Potrero Creek and associated alluvial fan sage scrub for maintenance
of key species such as Stephen’s kangaroo rat, Loa Angeles pocket mouse and
arroyo toad.
• Maintain Core Area for bobcat.
• Maintain Core and Linkage Habitat for mountain lion.

4

Determination made through the HANS process.
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•
•
•

Maintain Core Area in Potrero Valley for Stephen’s kangaroo rat.
Determine presence of possible scattered populations of San Bernardino
kangaroo rat in the tributaries to San Jacinto River.
Determine presence of potential Core Area for Los Angeles pocket mouse in
tributaries to San Timoteo Creek.

The northwest portion of Cell Group B of Subunit 1 includes the Willow Springs project
site (portions of the project site located in cells 1410, 1413, 1412, 1404, 1502, 1505 and
1600, Figure 6). Conservation within Cell Group B will contribute to assembly of
Proposed Core 3. Conservation within this Cell group will focus on chaparral, coastal
sage scrub, Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub, water and riparian scrub, woodland and
forest. Conservation within this Cell Group will range from 45%-55% of the Cell Group
focusing on the central portions of the Cell Group.

HWA #308
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Figure 6: Willow Springs project site (in red), showing Cell Group B of Subunit 1 (in
hatched green). SW quarter of USGS section 17 = Cell 1410; SE quarter of USGS section 17 =
Cell 1413; NW quarter of USGS section 20 = Cell 1502; NE quarter of USGS section 20 = Cell
1505; SE quarter of USGS section 20 = Cell 1600; NW quarter of USGS section 16 = Cell 1412;
NE quarter of USGS section 16 = Cell 1404.
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4.3 Project impacts
The proposed development area within the Willow Springs project site is located in the
northern, central and eastern portions of the site (Figure 5). The proposed development
area totals approximately 933 acres. The remaining 630 acres of the Willow Springs
project site are proposed as open space. The majority of the proposed development area
is located to the north of, and outside Proposed Core 3 of the MSHCP (Figure 6).
Impacts to habitats and special status species in this area are addressed through the
MSHCP and no additional mitigation would be required.
The majority of the Willow Springs project site located within the Proposed Core 3 of the
MSHCP is being proposed as open space (Figure 6). Cells 1410, 1502 and 1600 would
be almost completely preserved (>90% preserved) and Cell 1505 would have significant
portions preserved (>25% preserved), while Cell 1413 would have significant portions
developed. The conservation criteria calls for the conservation of 45%-55% of Cell
Group B, focusing on the central portions of the Cell Group. The proposed development
of portions of Cells 1413, 1505, 1412 and 1404 and; the preservation as open space of all
or portions of Cells 1410, 1502, 1600 and 1505 for the Willow Springs project would
meet the conservation criteria for the MSHCP Proposed Core 3, Subunit 1.
Development of the proposed project at Willow Springs would result in the loss of
approximately 600 acres of chamise chaparral, 37 acres of chaparral ecotone, 273 acres
of non-native grassland and 18 acres of Riversidean sage scrub. There would be no
impacts to riparian areas or vernal pools, as no riparian areas and no vernal pools occur
within the proposed development area. Several ephemeral streams do occur within the
proposed development area but these were unvegetated or sparsely vegetated. Several
special status species would be impacted either directly or indirectly by the proposed
project, as discussed below;
Plummer’s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae)
Plummer’s mariposa lily is not considered adequately conserved under the MSHCP until
species-specific conservation objectives are met, specifically until six localities of at least
500 individuals each are confirmed within the MSHCP Conservation Area. Locality in
this sense is not smaller than one quarter section of a USGS quadrangle. A total of 74
Plummer’s mariposa lily were detected within the development area (17 individuals were
located outside Proposed Core 3 Conservation Area and 57 individuals were located
within the proposed Core 3 Conservation Area; the largest location contained 42 plants).
Preservation of these 74 plants does not achieve the conservation objectives of the
MSHCP for Plummer’s mariposa lily at this locality. Eight known locations of
Plummer’s mariposa lily are identified as being required for the MSHCP Conservation
Area. The Willow Springs project site is not one of these eight locations. The
Plummer’s mariposa lily locations in the proposed development area are not required for
the MSHCP Conservation Area due to their small size and since they are not identified as
one of eight known locations required for the MSHCP Conservation Area.

HWA #308
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Recommendations:
As Incidental Take of Plummer’s mariposa lily is not included under the MSHCP until
the species-specific conservation objectives are met; any impacts to Plummer’s mariposa
lily shall be addressed through the CEQA process.

Coastal western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris multiscutatus)
Coastal western whiptail is a covered species under the MSHCP. The coastal western
whiptail was documented at two locations within the proposed development area, both
located outside Proposed Core 3 Conservation Area. The proposed project would result
in the loss of habitat for this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

Orange-throated whiptail (Cnemidophorus hyperthrus beldingi)
Orange-throated whiptail is a covered species under the MSHCP. The orange-throated
western whiptail documented within the proposed development area is from an historic
record, however; this species is widespread in shrub and chaparral habitats and likely
occurs throughout the project site. The proposed project would result in the loss of
habitat for this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

Northern red-diamond rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber ruber)
The northern red-diamond rattlesnake, is a covered species under the MSHCP. The
northern red-diamond rattlesnake documented within the proposed development area is
from an historic record, however; this species is widespread in shrub and chaparral
habitats and likely occurs throughout the project site. The proposed project would result
in the loss of habitat for this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus)
Northern harrier is a covered species under the MSHCP. A northern harrier was
observed foraging onsite over the grasslands within the proposed development area,
located outside Proposed Core 3 Conservation Area. The proposed project would result
in the loss of grassland foraging habitat for this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

HWA #308
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Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)
Loggerhead shrike is a covered species under the MSHCP. The single pair of loggerhead
shrikes occurred within the portion of the proposed development area that is located
within Proposed Core 3 Conservation Area. The proposed project would result in the
loss of habitat for this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia)
California horned lark is a covered species under the MSHCP. The California horned
larks documented within the proposed development areas occurred in sparse grassland in
the northern portion of the site, outside Proposed Core 3 Conservation Area. The
proposed project would result in the loss of habitat for this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

Bell’s sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli)
Bell’s sage sparrow is a covered species under the MSHCP. The Bell’s sage sparrow
documented within the proposed development area occurred in chaparral in the central
portion of the site, outside Proposed Core 3 Conservation Area. The proposed project
would result in the loss of habitat for this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

Stephen’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi)
Stephen’s kangaroo rat is a covered species under the MSHCP. Stephen’s kangaroo rat
occurs in both development and open space areas at Willow Springs, but the majority of
occupied habitat (92%) is within the proposed development area. Stephen’s k-rat
occurred both within and outside Proposed Core 3 Conservation Area. Stephen’s
kangaroo rat populations are low at the Willow Springs site, generally being described as
Trace, based on trapping results. The Willow Springs project site is outside the MSHCP
Core areas for Stephen’s kangaroo rat. Based on this and the fact that the population
levels are low, the known locations in the proposed development area are not required for
the MSHCP Conservation Area.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.
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San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax)
San Diego pocket mouse is a covered species under the MSHCP and is widespread in the
plan area. The San Diego pocket mouse documented within the proposed development
area occurred in chaparral and grassland habitats in the central portion of the site, both
within and outside Proposed Core 3 Conservation Area. Additional locations of San
Diego pocket mouse occur within the proposed open space area. The proposed project
would result in the loss of habitat for this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia)
San Diego desert woodrat is a covered species under the MSHCP. The San Diego desert
woodrat documented within the proposed development area occurred in chaparral
habitats in the northern and central portion of the site, outside Proposed Core 3
Conservation Area. Additional locations of San Diego desert woodrat occur within the
proposed open space area. The proposed project would result in the loss of habitat for
this species.
Recommendations: With the adoption of the MSHCP and payment of the County’s
mitigation fee, no additional mitigation/action will be required.

Habitat linkages
No MSHCP proposed Linkages and Constrained Linkages occur within or adjacent the
Willow Springs project site.

4.2 Proposed Open Space Areas
Significant biological resources at the Willow Springs project site, including riparian
habitat along Cooper’s Creek, and chaparral and grassland habitats in the upland areas in
the southwestern portions of the project site, will be avoided as part of the proposed
project and will remain as open space.
The riparian habitat along Cooper’s Creek totals approximately 9.7 acres of southern
cottonwood-willow riparian forest (Table 1). This area provides live-in habitat for a
number of special status species including southwestern pond turtle, least Bell’s vireo and
southwestern willow flycatcher. Special status species known to occur within this area
include willow flycatcher (occasional migrants), least Bell’s vireo (one pair present in
2004), Cooper’s hawk, yellow warbler and California black walnut. All of this riparian
habitat along Cooper’s Creek will be avoided as part of the proposed project and will
remain as open space.
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The chaparral and grassland habitats in the upland areas in the southwestern portions of
the site totals approximately 620 acres (Table 1). This area provides live-in habitat for a
number of special status species including; Munz’s onion, thread-leaved brodiaea,
Plummer’s mariposa lily, Payson’s jewelflower, slender horned spine flower, manystemmed dudleya, San Miguel savory, San Diego horned lizard, northern red-diamond
rattlesnake, loggerhead shrike, California gnatcatcher, Bell’s sage sparrow, Stephens’
kangaroo rat and mountain lion. Special status species known to occur within this area
include coastal western whiptail, orange-throated whiptail, San Diego horned lizard,
southern California rufous-crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, Stephens’ kangaroo rat
and black-tailed jackrabbit. All of this chaparral and grassland habitat will be avoided as
part of the proposed project and will remain as open space. The large granite outcrops in
the southern portion of the site will remain as open space. Preservation of the 620 acres
of chaparral and grassland habitats as open space will contribute towards the conservation
objectives of the MSHCP for the assembly of Proposed Core 3, Subunit 1.
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4.4 Summary
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

HWA #308

The majority of the proposed development area at Willow Springs is located to
the north of, and outside Proposed Core 3 of the MSHCP,
The majority of the Willow Springs project site located within the Proposed
Core 3 of the MSHCP is being proposed as open space,
The proposed development of portions of Cells 1413, 1505, 1412 and 1404 and;
the preservation as open space of all or portions of Cells 1410, 1502, 1600 and
1505 for the Willow Springs project would meet the conservation criteria for the
MSHCP Proposed Core 3, Subunit 1,
Significant portions of the proposed development areas consists of disturbed or
degraded habitats,
No riparian habitats and no vernal pools occur within the proposed development
areas,
No MSHCP narrow endemic plant species occur within the proposed
development areas,
No MSHCP plants from the criteria area plant list occur within the proposed
development areas,
No burrowing owls occur within the proposed development areas,
No populations of special status species occur within the proposed development
areas that would be required in the MSHCP Conservation Area,
No MSHCP proposed Linkages and Constrained Linkages occur within the
proposed development area,
Riparian habitat within the Willow Springs project site is being avoided,
Extensive chaparral and grassland habitat within the Willow Springs project site
is being avoided,
Preservation of the 620 acres of chaparral and grassland habitats as open space
will contribute towards the conservation objectives of the MSHCP for the
assembly of Proposed Core 3.
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1.0

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Philippe Vergne was contracted by Harmsworth Associates, to conduct a re-trapping
survey for Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) SKR for the 1603 acres Willows

2

Springs proposed development project. The trapping survey was required due to the
presence on the property of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat- SKR (Dipodomys stephensi). A
trapping survey on that site had previously been carried out in November of 1998.
Stephens’ kangaroo rat were captured during that survey.
Following is a letter-report describing the results of a field survey and habitat
assessment for Stephens’ kangaroo rats on the above-described property. The report is
a summary of trapping survey of the site performed from April 1 to the morning of
Apri 6, 2003 by Philippe Vergne, a certified SKR biologists (PRT-831207).
Based on the available information and site conditions, SKR
limited areas, within the proposed project site.

were known to occur, in

Through the current trapping effort it was possible to verify the
of SKR on portions of the property.

continued presence

A total of
9 SKR, and 59 Dulzura kangaroo rat –DKR were captured during the
current trapping effort. Two sensitive small mammal species was also captured, the
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax) , and the San Diego
desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida).
A total of

eight small mammal species were captured during the trapping effort.

An estimated 84.5 acres are currently occcupied by SKR . Densities in the occupied
areas are trace and low. Habitat quality in the occupied areas is low to medium.

2.0.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Philippe Vergne was contracted by Harmsworth Associates, to conduct a re-trapping
survey for Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) SKR for the Willows

3

Springs

proposed development project.

The project occupies an estimated 1603 acres to the southwest of Beaumont, and
south of the freeway 60 (Figure One). The trapping survey was required due to the
presence on the property of the Stephens’ kangaroo rat- SKR (Dipodomys
stephensi).
3.0. METHODS
A literature review and records check was conducted for sensitive resources within
the vicinity of the proposed project. In addition to the literature review, a
general field survey of the project area was conducted. The field survey provided
information on the existing conditions on the site and the potential for sensitive
resources to be present. A focused trapping surveys for SKR was conducted on the
property, within areas containing potential SKR habitat.

3.1. LITERATURE REVIEW
A literature review was conducted prior to the trapping effort. This included a
review of standard field guides and texts on sensitive and non-sensitive
biological resources, as well as the following sources:

•
•
•
•

List of sensitive biological resources provided by the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB);
Biological resources reports for the project site and adjacent properties; and
General texts and other documents identifying potential resources on the site.
All technical information reviewed is included in the References section of this document.

3.2. GENERAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEYS
A reconnaissance level pedestrian survey was conducted on the property to assess
suitable habitat for sensitive biological resources within the project boundaries.
The field team inventoried and evaluated the condition of the plant communities
onsite in order to assess the probability of occurrence for SKR or other sensitive
species.
Notes were taken during the surveys of all plant and animal species observed.
Observations of animal species included scat, trails, tracks, burrows, nests,
calls, and visual observation. In addition, site characteristics such as soils,
topography, the condition of the plant communities, and evidence of human use of
the site were noted. A list of plant and wildlife species observed is included in
Appendix A.

3.3 FOCUSED TRAPPING SURVEYS
Focused surveys for SKR were conducted by Philippe Vergne (PRT-831-207) according
to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) protocols established for SKR. The
current protocol calls for 5 nights of trapping, conducted when the animal is
active aboveground at night and preferably during a new moon phase. One trapping
session was held from April 1 to the morning of April 6, of 2003.

4

Trapping lines of 20 to 40 traps, set 12 meters apart, were set at each trapping
area (A through N ) (Figure 3). Traps were placed in suitable habitat areas on the
project site, concentrating on locating traps in areas containing small mammal
sign and/or suitable soils and vegetation.
Each trap was baited with a mixture of birdseed placed at the back of the traps.
The traps were opened at dusk each night and inspected once during the night and
at dawn each morning. Once Stephens’ kangaroo rats were captured in portions of a
trap line those traps were moved to augment the trap numbers in other trap lines.
All animals were identified and released at the point of capture.
Photographs were taken on the habitat conditions (Appendix B). A description of
the associated conditions is also included. Weather conditions at the time of the
trapping were also noted.

3.4.

HABITAT EVALUATION SURVEYS

A preliminary phase one walkover survey of the site was conducted to determine
the habitat types on site and identify potential areas for trapping. Kangaroo rat
sign was observed along dirt roads, ORV areas, on the ridge lines, and in
association with disturbed annual grasslands, and open sage scrub and chaparral
habitats.
The kangaroo rat species present in such marginal areas is difficult to estimate
due to the likely presence of the Dulzura kangaroo rat (formerly the Pacific
kangaroo rats (Dipodomys agilis - PKR)). Both the Dulzura and Pacific kangaroo
rats are known to occasionally inhabit open grasslands more characteristic of SKR,
while SKR are infrequently known to inhabit areas of denser vegetation.
Therefore, verifiable assessments as to occupation and potential densities by SKR
in many areas of the site required trapping. Trapping is often the only
definitive method of confirming the presence, distribution, and abundance of SKR
in areas where they are sympatric with other kangaroo rat species or where trace
sign is found.

4.0

RESULTS
4.1.

Topography

Topography of the site ranges from gently sloping terrain to steep hillsides and
deeply incised canyons, with elevations ranging from 2200 to 2900 feet.

4.2.

Soils

The soils on site include Ramona sandy loam, Badland association,, Cieneba rocky sandy loam, Santimateo
sandy loam . The soil types encountered on site are mostly suitable for use by kangaroo rats.
4.3.

Vegetation

Four major vegetation communities are present on the site: Riversidean sage scrub, disturbed annual grasslands,
Chamise chaparral, and limited riparian (willow/cottonwood) woodlands.
Large portions of the chamise chaparral and Riversidean sage scrub found on the property have burned, opening
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sections of the property to ruderal and non native grassland invasion. Grass and forb cover in most of the burned
areas is very dense.
For the purpose of the SKR the important areas are the open disturbed annual grasslands, the open areas and
dirt roads, and the sparse and open sage scrub and chaparral areas.
The disturbed annual grasslands are dominated by bromes (Bromus diandrus, B. madritensis, B. mollis), wild
oats (Avena barbata), filaree (Erodium cicutarium), fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp), and shortpod mustard
(Hirschfeldia incana). Dominant emergent or remnant scrub species near the grasslands and open areas are flattop buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), horehound (Marrubium vulgare), California sagebrush (Artemesia
californica), chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), bush penstomen (Scrophularia antirrhinoides), black sage
(Salvia mellifera), and white sage (Salvia apiana).
Also present on site are cottonwood willow riparian woodlands along the major drainage.
Disturbances present on the site include dirt parking areas, numerous dirt roads, heavy ORV use, remnants of
livestock enclosures, grazing, and power line and gas pipeline easements.
4.4Weather Conditions
Temperatures were in the low to mid fifties to low sixties throughout the survey. The moon was new.
4.5. Sensitive Biological Resources
The following is a discussion of the sensitive species identified as potentially occurring on the project site.
Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
The Stephens’ kangaroo rat prefers open areas with sparse perennial cover. They occur in areas of loose soil
where the soil depth is at least 0.5 meter (Price and Endo, 1989). SKR will also inhabit disturbed areas such as
fallow fields by using the burrows of other rodents, including pocket gophers (Thomomys bottae) and the
California ground squirrel (O’Farrell, 1989).
Like all kangaroo rats, SKR is primarily a seedeater, feeding on the seeds of both annual and shrub species. It
also feeds on green vegetation and insects when these are available. Being a primarily dry biome species,
kangaroo rats obtain nearly all of their water from the food they eat, and can subsist indefinitely on water
extracted from dry seeds. They forage in open ground and underneath shrubs. Burrows are dug in loose soil.
The Dulzura kangaroo rat (Dipodomys simulans) and the Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) have
overlapping ranges in the project area. Dulzura kangaroo rats are known to occasionally inhabit open grasslands
more characteristic of SKR. SKR are infrequently known to inhabit areas of denser vegetation common to
Dulzura kangaroo rats. Therefore, trapping is often the only definitive method of confirming the absence or
presence, distribution, and abundance of SKR in areas where they are sympatric with other kangaroo rat species,
or where trace sign is found.
Known populations of SKR are documented on site and to the west, east , and south of the project site.
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Northwestern San Diego Pocket Mouse
The northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodippus fallax fallax) occurs in open scrub and grassland
areas, in the valleys and foothills of southwestern California. The range of this species extends from Orange
County to San Diego County, and includes Riverside and San Bernardino counties. This species is a California
Species of Special Concern (CSC); its historical range has been reduced by urban development and agriculture.
San Diego Desert Woodrat
The desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida) is a relatively wide-ranging species extending along the coast of
California from south of San Francisco through to the border with Baja California. This species also occurs in
the Central Valley and the deserts of southern California and extends along the desert side of the Sierra Nevada
into southeastern Oregon.
The coastal species of the desert woodrat, the San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia), prefers
scrub habitats such as coastal sage scrub, chaparral and alluvial fan sage scrub. It is more common in areas with
rock outcrops and coarse sandy to rocky soils throughout coastal Southern California.
The range of this species extends from just south of Sacramento and the San Francisco area to the border of Baja
California. The coastal subspecies of the widespread Neotoma lepida is listed as a CSC; its historical range has
been impacted by the conversion of scrub habitats into residential, commercial and industrial use.
4.6. TRAP SITE DESCRIPTION
The following section describes the trap locations and habitat. Figure 3 depicts the location of each trap site.
Appendix B contains site photographs.
Site A
Disturbed annual grasslands and adjacent burned area. Loamy soils. Bisected by dirt road. K-rat burrows
and scat.
Site B – C - D
Disturbed annual grasslands. Loamy soils. Bisected by dirt road. K-rat burrows and scat.
Site E
Open areas adjacent to dirt road. Loamy soils. Grassland components.
Site F
Open areas adjacent to dirt road. Loamy soils. Grassland and sage scrub components.
Site G
Open ORV areas adjacent to dirt road. Loamy soils, somewhat hard packed.
Site H
Open areas adjacent to dirt road. Loamy soils. Grassland components.
Site I – J – K – L - M
Open ORV areas adjacent to dirt road. Loamy soils, hard packed in places. Grassland and sage scrub
components.
Site N
Open areas adjacent to dirt road. Loamy soils. Grassland and sage scrub components.
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5.0 Trapping Results
Nine (9) SKR were caught during the trapping studies, and therefore this species is present on portions of the
proposed project site. Fifty nine (59) Dulzura kangaroo rat were also captured. Two sensitive species was also
captured, the northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax), and the San Diego desert woodrat
(Neotoma lepida). A total of eight small mammal species were captured during the trapping effort. Table 1 provides
information on the species trapped per night.

Table 1
Focused Trapping Results for the Willows Project
Number of
Trap
Trap Site
Nights
DIST
180
A
20
2
B
100
1
C
100
D
120
E
100
1
F
100
G
100
H
20
2
I
40
2
J
20
1
K
120
L
100
M
120
N
TOTAL
1340
9
DIST- Dipodomys stephensi
PEER- Peromyscus eremicus
NELE- Neotoma lepida

DISI
6
4
5
4
5
3
2
4
3
3
4
5
7
4
59

PEMA
7
9
6
4
5
7
6
5
8
6
3
7
4
5
101

PEER
3

4
3
2

PECA

2
3

CHFA
4
3
2
3
1

NELE

NEFU

1

2
1
2
1
1
2
14

6

18

2

Disi- Dipodomys simulans
PEMA- Peromyscus maniculatus
PECA- Peromyscus californicus CHFA- Chaetodipus californicus
NEFU – Neotoma fuscipens

8

2
2

6.0

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the available information and site conditions, SKR were known to occur on the
project site. SKR were captured during the current trapping studies, and therefore
this species is still present on the proposed project site.
An estimated 84.5 acres are currently occcupied by SKR . Densities in the occupied
areas are trace and low. Habitat quality in the occupied areas is low to medium.
Due to the recent fires and the continued use of the site by ORV enthusiast it is
likely that increased colonization of the property by SKR could occur as animals
migrate from off site in the La Borde Canyon area along the ridge lines and dirt roads.
Lands immediately surrounding the property vary in their suitability for potential
occupation by SKR Lands to the west towards La Borde Canyon are known to have
scaterred SKR populations. Populations of SKR have been documented near highway 79 and
in Potrero to the east. Scattered individuals have been captured to the south in the
badlands and towards Mystic Lake.
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APPENDIX A
FLORAL AND FAUNAL SPECIES COMPENDIA

FLORA OBSERVED ON WILLOWS PROPERTIES
ANGIOSPERMAE: DICOTYLEDONES
DICOT FLOWERING PLANTS
Amaranthaceae
Amaranthus albus

Amaranthus family
Tumbleweed

Asteraceae
Ambrosia acanthicarpa
Ambrosia psilostachya
Artemisia californica
Baccharis salicifolia
Centaurea melitensis
Helianthus annuus
Hemizonia sp.
Heterotheca grandiflora

Sunflower family
Annual bur-sage
Western ragweed
California sagebrush
Mulefat
Tocalote
Annual sunflower
Tarweed
Telegraph weed

Boraginaceae
Amsinckia intermedia
Cryptantha intermedia

Borage family
Fiddleneck
Popcorn flower

Brassicaceae
Hirschfeldia incana

Mustard family
Short-podded mustard

Caprifoliaceae
Sambucus mexicana

Honeysuckle family
Blue elderberry

Chenopodiaceae
Salsola tragus

Saltbush family
Russian thistle

Euphorbiaceae
Croton californica
Ricinus communis

Spurge family
Croton
Castor bean

Fabaceae
Lotus scoparius

Pea family
Deerweed

Platanacea
Platanus racemosa
Salicacea
Populus fremontii
Salix lasiolepis
Salix laevigata

Sycamore Family
Sycamore
Willow family
Fremont cottonwood
Aroyo willow
Red willow

ANGIOSPERMAE: DICOTYLEDONES

DICOT FLOWERING PLANTS

Geraniaceae
Erodium cicutarium

Geranium family
Red-stemmed filaree

Hydrophyllaceae
Eriodictyon trichocalyx

Waterleaf family
Yerba santa

Lamiaceae
Marrubium vulgare
Salvia apiana
Salvia columbariae
Salvia mellifera

Mint family
Horehound
White sage
Chia
Black sage

Polygonaceae
Eriogonum fasciculatum
Eriogonum gracile

Buckwheat family
California buckwheat
Graceful buckwheat

Rosaceae
Adenostoma fasciculatum

Rose family
Chamise

Solanaceae
Nicotiana glauca

Nightshade family
Indian tree tobacco

ANGIOSPERMAE: MONOCOTYLEDONAE

MONOCOT FLOWERING PLANTS

Poaceae
Avena barbata
Bromus diandrus
Bromus madritensis
Bromus tectorum
Hordeum murinum
Lolium perene
Schismus barbatus

Grass family
Slender wild oats
Ripgut brome
Red brome
Cheatgrass
Wild barley
Ryegrass
Mediterranean grass

Taxonomy and nomenclature follow Hickman (1993) and Munz (1974).

REPTILIA

REPTILES

Iguanidae
Sceloporus graciosus
Sceloporus occidentalis
Uta stansburiana

Iguanas and their allies
Sagebrush lizard
Western Fence lizard
Side-blotched lizard

Teiidae
Chemidophorus tigris mundus

Whiptails
Western whiptatil

AVES

BIRDS

Cathartidae
Cathartes aura

Vultures
Turkey vulture

Accipitridae
Buteo jamaicensis

Kites, hawks and eagles
Red-tailed hawk

Trochlidae
Calypte anna

Hummingbirds
Anna’s hummingbird

Corvidae
Aphelocoma californica
Corvus brachyrhynchos

Crows and ravens
Western scrub jay
American crow

Mimidae
Mimus polyglottos
Toxostoma redivivum

Mimic thrushes
Northern mockingbird
California thrasher

Emberizidae
Pipilo crissalis
Amphispiza bellii

Warblers, sparrows, blackbirds and relatives
California towhee
Sage sparrow

MAMMALIA

MAMMALS (Other than Trapped)

Leporidae
Sylvilagus audubonii
Lepus californicus

Rabbits and hares
Audubon’s cottontail
Black-tailed jackrabbit

Sciuridae
Spermophilus beecheyi

Squirrels, chipmunks and marmots
California ground squirrel

Geomyidae
Thomomys umbrinus

Pocket gophers
Botta’s pocket gopher

Canidae
Canis latrans

Foxes, wolves and relatives
Coyote

Nomenclature follows Garth & Tilden 1986, Hall 1981, Laudenslayer et al. 1991, and Stebbins 1985.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This report summarizes the results of focused surveys for Burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia) conducted at the Legacy Highland (formerly called Willow Springs) project
site, located near the City of Beaumont, Riverside County, California, as per Section
6.3.2 of the Western Riverside County MSHCP.
The Legacy Highland project site is located just outside the City of Beaumont, in
Riverside County, California. The project site is located in U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) topographic map; Beaumont and El Casco quadrangles. The project sites lie
south of SR 60 and within the unincorporated area of Riverside County (Figure 1).

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

The entire Legacy Highland project site consists of approximately 1,564 acres of mostly
undeveloped and former grazing land. The former grazing land consists of grasslands in
the northern portions of the site and on the plateau in the central portion of the project
site. Extensive stands of native vegetation occur throughout the remaining portions of the
site, consisting primarily of chaparral but also Riversidean sage scrub and riparian
habitats. A number of wildfires have occurred in the area in recent years and much of the
vegetation on the project site is currently recovering from fires. Much of the site,
particularly the northern portion, has been impacted by off-road vehicles. Off-road
vehicle usage of this area has resulted in an extensive network of trails and areas devoid
of vegetation within the project site.
Site topography varies and includes canyons, steep sided hillsides, rolling hills and
plateaus, with elevations ranging from 2,396 feet along Cooper’s Creek to approximately
2,795 feet along the ridge adjacent the radio towers. The project site contains three
distinct watersheds, Cooper’s Creek watershed in the northern portion, Laborde Canyon
Creek watershed to the west and Lamb Canyon Creek watershed to the east. The
southern portion of the project site contains numerous large granite boulders and rock
outcrops, some of the boulders exceeding 20-feet in diameter.
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Figure 1: Location of Legacy Highlands (in red) in Riverside County, southern
California, and approximate location of potential burrowing owl habitat (blue boundary).
Source El Casco and Beaumont U.S.G.S Quads.
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3.0 SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Burrowing owls occur in shortgrass prairies, grasslands, lowland scrub, agricultural lands
(particularly rangelands), prairies, coastal dunes, desert floors, and some artificial, open
areas as a yearlong resident. They require large open expanses of sparsely vegetated
areas on gently rolling or level terrain with an abundance of active small mammal
burrows. As a critical habitat feature, they require the use of rodent or other burrows for
roosting and nesting cover. They can also use pipes, culverts, and nest boxes (USFWS
2003, Haug et al. 1993, Zeiner et al. 1990).
Prior to conducting fieldwork previous results of wildlife surveys and habitat assessments
in the project area were reviewed. Potential burrowing owl habitat occurs in the northern
portion of the site, between the 60 Highway and Cooper’s Creek and just south of
Cooper’s Creek (Figure 1). However, the vegetation in much of this area consists of wild
oats and mustards which are generally too tall and dense to provide suitable burrowing
owl habitat (Photographs 1 and 2). Additional potential habitat occurs south of the radio
towers and in the eastern portion of the site, but the vegetation in these areas is also tall
(Photographs 3 and 4). Non-native grassland occurs as small patches on hillsides
throughout the site but the topography is to steep to support burrowing owls. A limiting
factor at all burrowing owl habitat onsite is the extensive off-road vehicle usage onsite
and associated disturbance (Photographs 5 and 6).
Focused burrowing owl surveys at the Legacy Highlands project site were conducted
following the MSHCP burrowing owl survey instructions (County of Riverside 2006).
Focused burrowing owl surveys were conducted on April 12, May 15 and June 8, 21 and
23, 2006. Multiple biologists were present during each survey. All areas of potential
burrowing owl habitat onsite (including area of taller grasses and weeds), and within 150
feet of the sites boundary, were surveyed a total of 4 times.
Surveys were conducted during the morning hours (from 1 hour before sunrise to 2 hours
after sunrise). All surveys were conducted during good weather conditions (not too hot
and no or only light winds).
The survey methods consisted of scanning all open areas and suitable habitat with
binoculars prior to walking through that area. The biologists then conducted pedestrian
walking surveys through all suitable habitat. The biologists and the walking transects
were spaced to ensure 100% visual coverage of the ground surface. The exact distance
between biologists/transect lines varied depending on topography and vegetation but was
generally no more than 75 feet. All open areas, banks, rodent burrows and any other area
likely to support owl burrows were checked.
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4.0 RESULTS

No burrowing owls or their sign were detected during the surveys and there was no
evidence that any burrowing owls occur onsite. In addition, this species has not been
recorded from the project area in the past.
Few potential owl burrows were detected onsite, and all were occupied by California
ground squirrels. Although California ground squirrels were present onsite, they were
not common.
Burrowing owls are presumed absent from the site.
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6.0 PHOTOGRAPHS

Photograph 1: Potential burrowing owl habitat in northern portion of site, note tall grasses
and weeds.

Photograph 2: Potential burrowing owl habitat in northern portion of site.
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Photograph 3: Potential burrowing owl habitat in southern portion of site, note tall grasses
and weeds.

Photograph 4: Potential burrowing owl habitat in southern portion of site, note tall grasses
and weeds.
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Photograph 5: Potential burrowing owl habitat in northern portion of site, note disturbance
from ORVs.

Photograph 6: Potential burrowing owl habitat in northern portion of site, note disturbance
from ORVs.
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7.0 WILDLIFE LIST
Wildlife species detected during burrowing owl surveys, Legacy Highlands project site,
2006.
FAMILY/SPECIES NAME
REPTILIA

COMMON NAME
REPTILES
NORTH AMERICAN SPINY LIZARDS &
RELATIVES
Coast Horned Lizard
Desert Spiny Lizard
Western Fence Lizard
Side-Blotched Lizard
WHIPTAILS & RACERUNNERS
Western Whiptail
COLUBRIDS (EGG-LAYING SNAKES)
Gopher Snake
BIRDS
NEW WORLD QUAIL
California Quail
NEW WORLD VULTURES
Turkey Vulture
HAWKS, OLD WORLD VULTURES &
HARRIERS
Red-Tailed Hawk
CARACARAS & FALCONS
American Kestrel
PIGEONS & DOVES
Mourning Dove
SWIFTS
White-Throated Swift
HUMMINGBIRDS
Anna’s Hummingbird
TYRANT FLYCATCHERS
Ash-Throated Flycatcher
Western Kingbird
SHRIKES
Loggerhead Shrike
JAYS, MAGPIES & CROWS
Western Scrub-Jay
American Crow
Common Raven
LARKS
California Horned Lark
SWALLOWS
Northern Rough-Winged Swallow
Cliff Swallow
Barn Swallow

PHRYNOSOMATIDAE
Phrynosoma coronatum
Sceloporus magister
Sceloporus occidentalis
Uta stansburiana
TEIIDAE
Cnemidophorus tigris
COLUBRIDAE
Pituophis catenifer
AVES
ODONTOPHORIDAE
Callipepla californica
CATHARTIDAE
Cathartes aura
ACCIPITRIDAE
Buteo jamaicensis
FALCONIDAE
Falco sparverius
COLUMBIDAE
Zenaida macroura
APODIDAE
Aeronautes saxatalis
TROCHILIDAE
Calypte anna
TYRANNIDAE
Myiarchus cinerascens
Tyrannus verticalis
LANIIDAE
Lanius ludovicianus+
CORVIDAE
Aphelocoma californica
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Corvus corax
ALAUDIDAE
Eremophila alpestris actia+
HIRUNDINIDAE
Stelgidopteryx serripennis
Petrochelidon pyrrhonota
Hirundo rustica
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AEGITHALIDAE
Psaltriparus minimus
TROGLODYTIDAE
Thryomanes bewickii
MIMIDAE
Mimus polyglottos
Toxostoma redivivum+
STURNIDAE
Sturnus vulgaris
PTILOGONATIDAE
Phainopepla nitens
PARULIDAE
Geothlypis trichas
EMBERIZIDAE
Pipilo maculatus
Pipilo crissalis
Aimophila ruficeps canescens+
Spizella atrogularis+
Melospiza melodia
CARDINALIDAE
Passerina caerulea
Passerina amoena
ICTERIDAE
Agelaius phoeniceus
Sturnella neglecta
FRINGILLIDAE
Carpodacus mexicanus
MAMMALIA
SCIURIDAE
Spermophilus beecheyi
CANIDAE
Canis latrans
FELIDAE
Lynx rufus

LONG-TAILED TITS
Bushtit
WRENS
Bewick’s Wren
MOCKINGBIRDS & THRASHERS
Northern Mockingbird
California Thrasher
STARLINGS & ALLIES
European Starling
SILKY-FLYCATHERS
Phainopepla
WOOD WARBLERS & RELATIVES
Common Yellowthroat
EMBERIZINES
Spotted Towhee
California Towhee
Southern California Rufous-Crowned Sparrow
Black-Chinned Sparrow
Song Sparrow
CARDINALS, GROSBEAKS & ALLIES
Blue Grosbeak
Lazuli Bunting
BLACKBIRDS, ORIOLES & ALLIES
Red-Winged Blackbird
Western Meadowlark
FRINGILLINE FINCHES
House Finch
MAMMALS
SQUIRRELS, CHIPMUNKS & MARMOTS
California Ground Squirrel
FOXES, WOLVES & RELATIVES
Coyote
CATS
Bobcat

Sources:
Invertebrates: Powell and Hogue (1979) and Hogue 1993.
Butterflies: NatureServe, http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/
Fish: NatureServe, http://www.natureserve.org/explorer/
Reptiles and amphibians: North American Herpetology (NAH) nomenclature updates:
http://www.naherpetology.org/nameslist
Birds: American Ornithologists' Union Checklist of North American Birds - 7th Edition (2005):
http://www.aou.org/checklist/index.php3
Mammals: Baker, R. J., L. C. Bradley, R. D. Bradley, J. W. Dragoo, M. D. Engstrom, R. S. Hoffmann,
C. A. Jones, F. Reid, D. W. Rice, and C. Jones. 2003. Revised Checklist of North American Mammals
North of Mexico. Museum of Texas Tech University. OP-229.
http://www.nsrl.ttu.edu/pubs/opapers.htm
Special Status Designations + : California Department of Fish and Game, California Natural Diversity
Database (July 2005): http://www.dfg.ca.gov/whdab/html/cnddb.html;
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Cooper’s Creek Connectivity Study – March 2007
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Beaumont’s Master Trail and Wildlife Corridor Plan calls for a number of
wildlife corridors linking various open space reserves within the general vicinity of the
city. Specifically, wildlife corridors would connect the Potrero Creek Reserve, the
Mystic Lake Open Space Reserve, the Younglove Reserve and Bogart Park. Critical
connections within this corridor system include Cooper’ Creek, San Timoteo Creek and
Nobel Creek. This report includes an evaluation of the wildlife corridor plan, identifies
the most important and most feasible wildlife corridors/habitat linkages; and, assesses the
area for potential expansion of the MSHCP Criteria Area and for inclusion in the MSHCP
Core 3 Reserve to be managed by the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA).
The critical link in the Wildlife Corridor Plan is Cooper’s Creek. Cooper’s Creek
provides the only viable connection across Highway 60, allowing a connection between
the Badlands area south of Highway 60 and the area of the Badlands north of Highway
60. Cooper’s Creek is a perennial creek and provides high quality riparian habitat and
supports numerous special status species, including breeding least Bell’s vireo and
Cooper’s hawk.
Four additional Wildlife Corridors were identified that connect Cooper’s Creek with the
badlands area to the south of Cooper’s Creek and with the Potrero Creek Reserve,
including two variable crossings of Highway 79. These corridors provide connectivity,
high quality upland habitat and support a variety of special status species.
Expanding the MSHCP Criteria Area to include Cooper’s Creek and the identified
Wildlife Corridors and adding the core areas identified to the MSHCP Reserve would
provide sufficient habitat to ensure that the wildlife corridors can function as wildlife
corridors and provide the connectivity for large mammals and habitat linkages they have
been designed for. Expanding the Criteria Area to include Cooper’s Creek and the other
identified wildlife corridors is consistent with, and will help to achieve, the overall
biological goal of the MSHCP.
The report recommendations include; that the City of Beaumont should work with RCA
to expand the MSHCP Criteria Area and to assemble the MSHCP Reserve in the Wildlife
Corridors identified, that the City of Beaumont should, as necessary, acquire property or
establish conservation easements over property sufficient to preserve the Wildlife
Corridors identified and, that the point of water discharge from the Wastewater
Treatment Plant should be extended to where Cooper’s Creek crosses Viele (Minnesota)
Avenue.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE
The City of Beaumont’s Master Trail and Wildlife Corridor Plan calls for a number of
wildlife corridors linking various open space reserves within the general vicinity of the
city. Specifically, wildlife corridors would connect the Potrero Creek Reserve, the
Mystic Lake Open Space Reserve, the Younglove Reserve and Bogart Park (Figure 2).
Critical connections within this corridor system include Cooper’ Creek, San Timoteo
Creek and Nobel Creek. Beyond the City of Beaumont, these corridors and reserves
provide connections with the Santa Ana River, the San Jacinto Mountains and the San
Bernardino Mountains.
The wildlife corridors identified in the City of Beaumont’s master trail plan are mostly
generic, no wildlife corridor studies have been completed and no specific corridor routes
have been identified. With a number of new development projects already approved in
this area and numerous additional projects in the planning phase there was a significant
danger that critical wildlife corridors and habitat linkages could be impacted, thus
jeopardizing the city’s master trail and corridor plans. If critical wildlife corridors are not
identified and preserved then the functions and values, and long-term viability, of the
open space reserves in the area would be jeopardized.
In addition, the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) has identified a significant Core Reserve in this area (Core 3 –
Potrero/Badlands and Reche Canyon/Badlands), essentially corresponding to the open
space reserve discussed above. However, the MSHCP did not identify wildlife corridor
routes within this Core Reserve or how wildlife within the different portions of the Core
3 Reserve would connect with each other across Highway 60 or Highway 79, or other
future developments and roads.
In response to these issues the City of Beaumont contracted Harmsworth Associates to
conduct an evaluation of the wildlife corridor plan, to identify the most important and
most feasible wildlife corridors/habitat linkages; and, to assess the area for potential
expansion of the MSHCP Criteria Area and for inclusion in the MSHCP Core 3 Reserve
to be managed by the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA). The study area included
Cooper’s Creek from Highway 60 south to the existing RCA zone and east just across the
Highway 79.

1.1 Wildlife movement and habitat linkages

The terms “wildlife corridors” and “linkages” are based upon fundamental ecological
concepts, but can be easily misinterpreted because: 1) universally accepted definitions of
these terms have not been established; 2) each term can be interpreted using different
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time scales (i.e. daily, seasonal, annual and evolutionary) and spatial scales (i.e.
microclimate, local, community, and landscape) which changes their meaning; 3) the
areas and values change from species to species; and, 4) the understanding of how these
processes work is on-going and conclusions are subject to revision. The following
definitions are intended to provide a working understanding of corridors and linkages and
are summarized from several sources (SCWP 2003, PCR 2000, McEuen 1993, USCA9D
1990, Barrett and Livermore 1983, Beier 1993).
Wildlife corridor – Wildlife corridors are areas which animals can use to move from one
patch of suitable habitat to another. These areas would be expected to have the least
habitat fragmentation relative to surroundings areas. A wildlife corridor establishes
connectivity for animals to move, live, reproduce and respond to functional ecological
processes during the course of a year to several years. The quality and functionality of a
particular wildlife corridor varies from species to species. Wildlife corridors that can be
sustained over long periods of time can become part of a linkage(s).
The critical features of a wildlife corridor are not the physical traits such as its length or
width or vegetation, but rather how well a particular piece of land fulfills several
functions (Beier and Loe, 1992). Corridors should provide avenues along which:
• wide-ranging animals can travel, migrate, and meet mates;
• plants can propagate;
• genetic interchange can occur;
• populations can move in response to environmental and natural disasters; and,
• individuals can recolonize habitats from which local populations have been
extirpated.
Wildlife crossings are generally small, narrow wildlife corridors that allow wildlife to
pass through an obstacle or barrier such as a roadway to reach another patch of habitat.
Wildlife crossings are manmade and include culverts, drainage pipes, underpasses,
tunnels, and, more recently, crossings created specifically for wildlife movement over or
under highways.
Both wildlife crossings and wildlife corridors function to prevent habitat fragmentation
that would result in the loss of species that require large contiguous expanses of unbroken
habitat and/or that occur in low densities. Habitat fragmentation can result in increases in
the number of non-native species and may allow inbreeding to occur in species whose
populations are small because they have become confined to smaller areas. This, in turn,
reduces the rate of reproductive success. Fragmentation also reduces functioning
ecosystems to small pockets, decreasing biodiversity and the interactive processes
required for healthy ecosystem functioning. Wildlife crossings and corridors promote
gene flow, allow recolonization of areas following catastrophic events such as fire,
prevent the loss of large animals by linking suitable habitat areas, and help to ensure the
survival of native species that cannot compete with more aggressive non-native species in
fragmented habitats.
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Habitat Linkages – Habitat linkages are areas that provide for long term movement or
interaction of wildlife to maintain natural evolutionary and ecological patterns. Linkages
are fundamental for gene flow and large scale ecological processes. These areas are
usually defined by the zones of “least resistance” for the genes of a given species to move
or “flow” between core reserve populations. The value of the linkage is directly related
to the quality (i.e. level of topography, habitat fragmentation or habitat quality) of a
wildlife corridor for a given species. Linkages that are sustained over long periods of
time can lead to higher levels of biodiversity, preservation of natural energy flow,
decreased risk for extinction, and give ecosystems the ability to respond appropriately to
natural and unnatural environmental perturbations (i.e. fire, flood, climate change, and
invasions by alien species).

1.2 Methods
The assessments and evaluations were based on a number of existing biological reports
and studies conducted by Harmsworth Associates in the area over the past few years
(Harmsworth Associates 2004a,b,c,d; 2005a,b; 2006a,b) field studies and evaluations
specifically for this project, review of aerial photographs and discussions with City
planning staff. All graphics and maps prepared by City of Beaumont.

2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1 Site Description
The study area consists of approximately 2,000 acres located just south of the City of
Beaumont in Riverside County, California (Figure 1). The study area lies south of
Highway 60 and includes the Cooper’s Creek watershed from Highway 60 east to the
headwaters on the eastern side of Highway 79. The study area also goes south as far as
the existing RCA zone and includes the upper portions of Leborde and Lamb Canyons
(Figure 2). The study area is located in U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic
maps; Beaumont and El Casco quadrangles.
The study area consists of rural residential areas, low-intensity agricultural and grazing
land and undeveloped open space areas. The rural residential areas, low-intensity
agricultural and grazing land occurs in the northern and eastern portions of the area.
Extensive stands of native vegetation occur throughout the remaining portions of the site,
consisting primarily of chaparral but also Riversidean sage scrub and riparian habitats. A
number of wildfires have occurred in the area in recent years and much of the vegetation
on the project site is currently recovering from fires. Much of the area, particularly the
northern portion, has been impacted by off-road vehicles. Off-road vehicle usage of this
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area has resulted in an extensive network of trails, weedy areas and areas devoid of
vegetation.
Site topography varies and includes canyons, steep sided hillsides, rolling hills and
plateaus, with elevations ranging from 2,396 feet along Cooper’s Creek to approximately
2,795 feet along the ridge adjacent the radio towers. The area contains three distinct
watersheds, Cooper’s Creek watershed in the northern portion, Leborde Canyon Creek
watershed to the west and Lamb Canyon Creek watershed to the east.
The southern portion of the study area connects with the existing RCA zone, which
supports extensive stands of chaparral but also some Riversidean sage scrub, grassland
and riparian habitats. This portion of the badlands also contains numerous large granite
boulders and rock outcrops, some of the boulders exceeding 20-feet in diameter.
The climate in the area is typified by a Mediterranean type climate, with hot dry summers
and cool relatively wet winters. Annual precipitation for the area ranges from 9 to 18
inches, and average annual temperature ranges from 590 to 670 F.
The soils in the study area are part of the Badlands-San Timoteo soil association, derived
from continental sea deposits (Knecht 1971). The soils on the alluvial fans and terraces
(San Emigdeo, Hanford, Greenfield and Ramona series) are derived primarily form
granitic materials deposited as alluvium or weathered in place, the ridge tops and slopes
of the rolling hills in the northern portions of the property are dominated by terrace
escarpments and igneous alluvium (Badland soils), and the ephemeral drainages contain
sandy alluvium (Riverwash series). Other associated soils mapped on-site include the
Metz and Placentia soils. None of the soils types listed as sensitive under the MSHCP1
are mapped in the project area.

1

Altamont, Auld, Bosanko, Claypit, Domino, Porterville, Traver and Willows soil types are listed as
sensitive under the MSHCP.
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2.2 MSHCP Criteria

The study area is located within the Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area (Riverside County Integrated Project 2003). The
Riverside County Board of Supervisors certified the EIR and approved the Western
Riverside MSHCP on June 17, 2003. Riverside County is taking an integrated approach
to land use planning. The MSHCP was developed in coordination with an update of the
County General Plan and a transportation corridor plan. The MSHCP builds upon the
previously approved Stephens' kangaroo rat Habitat Conservation Plan. The project area
is 1.2 million acres and the proposed conservation area, including public lands, is
approximately 500,000 acres. The core area reserves include habitats such as riparian,
oak woodland, and 15,000 acres of coastal sage scrub. State and Federal were issued in
June 2004.
There are 146 Covered Species under the MSHCP, and of these 130 species are
considered to be adequately conserved. The remaining 16 species will be considered to
be adequately conserved when certain conservation requirements are met as identified in
the species-specific conservation objectives for those species (Section 9.0 of MSHCP
Plan). In addition surveys are required for 40 of the Covered Species, if suitable habitat
for those species occur within proposed project sites. Survey requirements are addressed
in Appendix E of the MSHCP Plan.
The study area site is partially located within Proposed Core 3 of the MSHCP. This Core
provides important Live-in and movement habitat for cactus wren (Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), Bell’s sage sparrow
(Amphispiza belli belli), southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps
canescens), Stephen’s kangaroo rat and mountain lion (Felis concolor).
There is no existing or proposed MSHCP linkages within the study area.

The MSHCP has identified specific criteria, biological issues and planning species for the
Proposed Core 3 of the MSHCP (Subunit 1 – Potrero/Badlands – of the Pass Area Plan;
and Subunit 3 – Badlands North – of the Reche Canyon/Badlands Area Plan; Figures 3, 4
and 5).

Subunit 1 (Potrero/Badlands) of the Pass Area Plan includes Cell Group A, Cell Group B,
Cell Group C and additional Cells not in a Cell Group and, targets 5,570-9,275 acres for
Reserve Lands.
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Figure 3: Western Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan – Schematic Cores and Linkages Map. Source:
Riverside County Integrated Project 2004, http://www.rcip.org
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Figure 4: Pass Area Plan, showing Subunit 1 – Potrero/Badlands, Cell Groups A, B and C. Source: Riverside County Integrated
Project 2004, http://www.rcip.org
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Figure 5: Reche Canyon/Badlands Area Plan, showing Subunit 3 – Badlands North, Cell Group : Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X, Y, A, B, C,
E, F, G and H. Source: Riverside County Integrated Project 2004, http://www.rcip.org
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Planning species in this Subunit include;
• Arroyo toad
• Bell’s sage sparrow
• Cactus wren
• Least Bell’s vireo
• Loggerhead shrike
• Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
• Bobcat
• Los Angeles pocket mouse
• Mountain lion
• San Bernardino kangaroo rat
• Stephen’s kangaroo rat

Biological Issues and Considerations in this Subunit include;
• Provide for a new Core Area focused on the Potrero Creek area.
• Maintain large blocks of undisturbed Habitat for Core Area purposes.
• Maintain large blocks of Habitat for large mammal movement between the
northern and southern sections of the San Bernardino National Forest.
• Conserve Potrero Creek and associated alluvial fan sage scrub for maintenance
of key species such as Stephen’s kangaroo rat, Los Angeles pocket mouse and
arroyo toad.
• Maintain Core Area for bobcat.
• Maintain Core and Linkage Habitat for mountain lion.
• Maintain Core Area in Potrero Valley for Stephen’s kangaroo rat.
• Determine presence of possible scattered populations of San Bernardino
kangaroo rat in the tributaries to San Jacinto River.
• Determine presence of potential Core Area for Los Angeles pocket mouse in
tributaries to San Timoteo Creek.

Subunit 3 (Badlands North) of the Reche Canyon/Badlands Area Plan includes Cell
Groups Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X, Y, A, B, C, E, F, G and H. and additional Cells not in a
Cell Group and, targets 8,270-10,895 acres for Reserve Lands.

Planning species in this Subunit include;
• Bell’s sage sparrow
• Cactus wren
• Loggerhead shrike
• Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
• Bobcat
• Los Angeles pocket mouse
• Mountain lion
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•
•
•

San Bernardino kangaroo rat
Stephen’s kangaroo rat
Nevin’s barberry

Biological Issues and Considerations in this Subunit include;
• Conserve large habitat blocks in the Badlands.
• Maintain Core Area for bobcat.
• Maintain Core and Linkage Habitat for mountain lion.
• Maintain linkage area to San Jacinto Wildlife Area for Stephens' kangaroo rat.
• Determine potential for scattered populations of San Bernardino kangaroo rat
along San Timoteo Creek.
• Determine presence of potential Core Area for Los Angeles pocket mouse in
San Timoteo Creek and tributaries and Badlands.
• Maintain Core Area for Nevin's barberry.

In summary, the primary biological issues and considerations for Core 3 of the Badlands
include conserving large blocks of habitat with core areas and habitat linkages for bobcat,
mountain lion, k-rats and other mammals; and, preserving populations of planning
species such as Bell’s sage sparrow, loggerhead shrike, least Bell’s vireo and southern
California rufous-crowned sparrow.

2.3 Vegetation Communities
The study area contains four natural vegetation types following the Holland (1986)
classification; annual grassland, sage scrub, chaparral and riparian; in addition to
Eucalyptus woodland and disturbed/developed areas. Each vegetation type was classified
into vegetation communities according to Holland (the equivalent series under Sawyer
and Keeler-Wolf 1995 is also presented). Each vegetation community is described below
and mapped in Figure 6.
Annual Grassland
Non-native grassland
Holland (1986) classified this habitat as non-native grasslands and wildflower fields. The
equivalent Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995) designation is California annual grassland
series. This vegetation type describes areas dominated by non-native European annual
grasses, with a large component of ruderal forbs. Areas dominated by non-native
grasslands are generally associated with historic grazing or other disturbances, currently
maintained by frequent fire or other disturbances.
The grass association that marked this vegetation type included cheat grass (Bromus
tectorum), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), red brome
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(Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens), wild oats (Avena spp.), Italian ryegrass (Lolium
multiflorum) and barley (Hordeum murinum). Other dominant species observed in this
vegetation type included summer mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), snake gourd (Cucurbita
foetidissima), filaree (Erodium cicutarium), doveweed (Eremocarpus setigerus),
bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), matchweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae), fascicled tarweed
(Deinandra fasciculate) and jimsonweed (Datura wrightii). A few interspersed patches
among coastal sate scrub, chaparral and along ridge tops supported native grasses that
included: purple needlegrass (Nassella pulchra), foothill needlegrass (Nassella lepida)
and coast range melica (Melica imperfecta).
In the study area this vegetation type is dominant in valleys and on gentle slopes, but also
occurs on steep slopes and ridges marked by a network of compacted grazing trails. Nonnative grassland is most common in the northern portion of the study area (Figure 6).

Scrub
Riversidean Sage Scrub
Riversidean Sage Scrub vegetation community is the most xeric expression of Coastal
Sage Scrub (Holland 1986). This vegetation classification is equivalent to the Sawyer
and Keeler – Wolf (1995) designation of Black Sage Series and the California Buckwheat
Series. This vegetation community is generally comprised of low-growing, soft, woody,
drought tolerant deciduous shrubs, predominantly in well-drained soils in ephemeral
drainages, plateaus, and the transition between non-native grasslands of the valleys and
chaparral vegetation on steep slopes and ridges.
At the study area this community was dominated by California sagebrush (Artemisia
californica), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), black sage (Salvia
mellifera), white sage (Salvia apiana), scale-broom (Lepidospartum squamatum) and
California brittlebush (Encelia farinosa). Understory vegetation included native and nonnative perennial and annual forbs, such as San Diego wreathplant (Stephanomeria
digenesis), Cryptantha (Cryptantha spp.), purple needlegrass, giant wild rye (Leymus
condensatus), three-week fescue (Vulpia microstachys), red brome (Bromus madritensis
ssp. rubens), and wild oats (Avena spp.).
At the study area Riversidean sage scrub occurs in small patches on ridgelines throughout
the area, mostly within larger areas of chaparral (Figure 6).

Chaparral
Chamise chaparral
This vegetation type is an expression of southern Californian chaparral, dominated by
chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), often in pure stands (Holland 1986). Chamise
chaparral is equivalent to the Chamise Series under Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995).
Chaparral vegetation is dominated by sclerophyllus shrubs that occur on relatively xeric
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sites. Most species are adapted to drought, high solar insolation, and frequent fires
(prolific seeding and stump resprouting).
At the study area chamise chaparral is dominated by chamise, with associated species
black sage, sugar bush (Rhus ovata), spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea), toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia), Eastwood manzanita (Arctostaphylos glauca), and mountain
mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides).
The chamise chaparral is the most common vegetation community in the study area and
occurs primarily on the steep slopes and ridges but also on some of the more gentle
slopes (Figure 6).
Scrub Oak Chaparral
The scrub oak chaparral is the most xeric expression of the California oak woodlands,
dominated by scrub oak (Quercus berberidifolia; Holland 1986). It is equivalent to the
Scrub Oak Series under Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995). Grazing and fire play a major
role in the formation of community structure and composition, regulating degree of
canopy closure, shrubby growth form in oak species, and dominance of European nonnative grasses in the understory.
The canopy is dominated by scrub oak, with a sparse understory of snowberry
(Symphoricarpos mollis), European annual grasses, and ruderal forbs with floristic
elements common to adjacent chaparral, scrub, and grassland vegetation in canopy gaps.
In the study site scrub oak chaparral is found on steep north and east-facing slopes in the
highlands of the northern and eastern portions of the property. Soils are generally welldeveloped sandy to fine sandy loams, with a thin duff layer and organically enriched
(Figure 6).
Mixed Chaparral
The mixed chaparral vegetation type is an expression of southern Californian chaparral
(Holland 1986). It is equivalent to the Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995) designation of
Scrub Oak – Chamise Series. The mixed chaparral vegetation community consists of a
dense heterogeneous, sclerophyllus thicket dominated by chamise, sugar bush, lemonade
berry (Rhus integrifolia), squaw bush, (Rhus trilobata), mountain mahogany, toyon, and
Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana). Understory flora included purpleheads
(Acourtia microcephala), leafy daisy (Erigeron foliosus), matchweed (Gutierrezia
sarothrae), fascicled tarweed, Cryptantha (Cryptantha spp.), and sages (Salvia spp.).
Mixed chaparral was found at a few locations in the study area, on moderate north-facing
slopes (Figure 6). Soils were highly variable, ranging from aggregate gravelly fine sandy
loam badland soils to sandy loams on terraces.
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Riparian
Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest
The Southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest vegetation classification (Holland
1986) is equivalent to the Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995) designation of Arroyo Willow
and Black Willow Series. This vegetation community is a tall, open, winter deciduous
riparian forest, with layers of shrubs, herbs, and vines in the understory. This vegetation
type is found along the floodplain of Cooper’s Creek, which currently functions as a
perennial stream due to discharges from an upstream water treatment plant.
The dominant vegetation includes arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), black willow (Salix
gooddingii) and Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii spp. Fremontii). Associated
species within this community include, black cottonwood (Populus balsamifera), Arizona
ash (Fraxinus velutina), white alder (Alnus rhombifolia), California black walnut
(Juglans californica), and canyon oak (Quercus chrysolepis). The understory is sparsely
vegetated with stinging nettle (Urtica dioica spp. Holosericea), mulefat (Baccharis
salicifolius), Mexican blue elderberry and California blackberry (Rubus ursinus).
Wetland vegetation is present in a thin band along the banks of Cooper’s Creek,
including nightshade (Solanum aff. americanum), watercress (Rorippa nasturtiumaquaticum), willow herb (Epilobium ciliatum), curly dock (Rumex crispus), rabbitfoot
grass (Polypogon monspeliensis), broad-leaved cattail (Typha latifolia) and nut sedge
(Cyperus spp.).
Portions of Cooper’s Creek from Highway 60 south to the wastewater treatment plant are
dominated by southern Cottonwood-Willow Riparian Forest but upstream portions
consist of an unvegetated sandy wash surrounded either by Eucalyptus woodland or nonnative grasslands.
Mulefat Scrub
The Mulefat scrub community described by Holland (1986) is equivalent to the Sawyer
and Keeler-Wolf (1995) designation of Mulefat Series. The community is described as a
depauperate, tall, herbaceous riparian scrub strongly dominated by mulefat (Baccharis
salicifolia; Holland 1986). The dominant species is mulefat with an understory of
summer mustard, common thistle (Cirsium vulgare) and European non-native grasses. A
small portion of the project site described as mulefat scrub has an association with
tarragon (Artemisia dracunculus); the area is significantly impacted by off-road vehicles.
Mulefat scrub occurs along portions of Cooper’s Creek (Figure 6).

Woodland
Eucalyptus Woodland
There are no natural woodlands within the study area, however Eucalyptus Woodland
occurs in several patches along stretches of Cooper’s Creek upstream of the wastewater
treatment plant. The eucalyptus woodlands were most likely planted as a windbreak for
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the agriculture fields and rural residential areas surrounding them. Currently, these
woodlands are dominated by tall eucalyptus trees with an understory of non-native
grasses and ruderal forbs.

Disturbed/Developed
Disturbed
The disturbed areas occur throughout the study area but are concentrated around
Cooper’s Creek. Disturbed areas consists of areas devoid of vegetation and are
associated with graded and graveled roads, areas denuded by off-road vehicles and areas
cleared for operation of mining, quarry and other work areas. If left undisturbed these
areas tend to revert to ruderal vegetation. Smaller disturbed areas are mapped under nonnative grasslands.
Agriculture
Agricultural areas occur in the eastern portion of the study area adjacent Highway-79.
These areas support wheat and other grass crops and are planted, mowed and disked
annually as part of agricultural cycle.
Rural Residential
Rural Residential areas occur in the eastern portion of the study area and consist of low
density housing, single family homes, associated buildings and landscaping. Typically
these areas are surrounded by agricultural areas.
Developed
Developed areas include paved roads, the Chicken Farm, Wasterwater Treatment Plant
and other significant structures, and occur mostly adjacent Cooper’s Creek in the
northern portion of the study area.
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2.3.1 Habitat Functions and Values
The vegetation communities (habitats) with the highest function and values in the study
area are along the Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor. From Highway 60 south as far as the
wastewater treatment plant Cooper’s Creek exhibits high habitat quality and provides
significant functions and values for biological processes, habitats and plant and wildlife
species. Further south, from the wastewater treatment plant to past Highway 79,
Cooper’s Creek supports marginal native habitats or consists of a shallow swale
supporting non-native habitats and species.
Cooper’s Creek riparian corridor (Highway 60 to the wastewater treatment plant)
functions as a perennial stream due to discharges from an upstream water treatment plant.
The creek is predominantly isolated to a central channel, although braided channels, sand
bars and backwaters can be found in some areas, with water depth ranging from three
inches to approximately two feet. The creek supports well developed and high quality
riparian woodland with a thin band of wetland vegetation adjacent to the primary
streambed. The creek is primarily intact with few invasive weed species present,
although there are some disturbed and degraded areas and the understory is sparse in
places.
The Cooper’s Creek provides function and values for a variety of aquatic and riparian
dependant species such as birds, frogs, water snails, dragonflies, other aquatic macroinvertebrates, and plants such as willows, sedges, rushes and cattails.
Cooper’s Creek provides suitable habitat for several plant species associated with
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools under Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP. MSHCP
species with potential to occur along Cooper’s Creek include southern California black
walnut (Juglans Californica var. californica), mud nama (Nama stenocarpum), Nevin’s
barberry (Berberis nevinii), thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), Orcutt’s brodiaea
(Brodiaea orcutti), and slender horned spineflower (Dodecahema leptoceras).
Cooper’s Creek also provides suitable habitat for several wildlife species associated with
riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools under Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP. The species
composition, structural diversity and density of vegetation in the riparian/riverine areas at
Cooper’s Creek provides the biological functions and values necessary to support
breeding, least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus) and western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis) and non-breeding American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum).
Other special status wildlife species2 with potential to occur along Cooper’s Creek
include white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi), sharpshinned hawk (Accipiter striatus), yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri) and
several bat species.
2

Special status species = federal or state listed threatened or endangered species, or proposed endangered,
threatened or candidate species, or otherwise sensitive plant or wildlife species.
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The other vegetation communities (habitats) with the highest function and values in the
study are chaparral covered hillsides and canyons along the northern portions of Wildlife
Corridors 1, 2 and 4. In all these areas the habitats are of high quality, have low cover of
non-native species, have not burned for many years and have been least impacted by
disturbance. All of these three areas provide habitat for several special status reptile
species including western whiptail lizard (Cnemidophorus tigris) and the coast horned
lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum), and the MSHCP Badlands Planning Species loggerhead
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), Bell’s sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli), southern
California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens), bobcat (Lynx rufus)
and mountain lion (Puma concolor).
Special status plant specie with potential to occur in these areas include Munz’s onion
(Allium munzii), San Diego Ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila), Jager’s milk vetch (Astragalus
pachypus var jaegeri), Nevin’s barberry (Berberis nevinii), Plummer’s mariposa lily
(Calochortus plummerae), Brand’s phacelia (Phacelia stellaris), Coulter’s Matilija poppy
(Romneya coulteri) and San Miguel savory (Satureja chandleri).
Wildlife Corridor 1. Several parallel north/south running canyons and ridgelines at the
northern portion of Wildlife Corridor 1 exhibit high functions and values. This area
forms part of the upper reaches of the Leborde Canyon Watershed. Habitats in this area
include chamise chaparral, scrub oak chaparral, mixed chaparral, riversidean sage scrub
and ephemeral sandy washes at the bottoms of the canyons.
Wildlife Corridor 2. Several small parallel canyons and ridgelines on the north eastern
side of the radio towers at the northern portion of Wildlife Corridor 2 exhibit high
functions and values. Habitats in this area are primarily scrub oak chaparral and mixed
chaparral, with ephemeral sandy washes at the bottoms of the canyons.
Wildlife Corridor 4. The main canyon through which Wildlife Corridor 4 runs through
exhibits high functions and values. Habitats in this area are primarily chamise chaparral
and scrub oak chaparral, with an ephemeral sandy wash at the bottom of the canyon.

2.3.2 MSHCP Riverine/Riparian areas and Vernal Pools
There are no vernal pools in the study area but there are riverine/riparian areas as per the
MSHCP definition.3. The primary riverine/riparian area is the Cooper’s Creek riparian
corroder, as discussed in Section 2.3.1 above. The ephemeral sandy washes at the
bottoms of most canyons in the study area would also be considered riverine/riparian
areas as per the MSHCP definition, although they are generally devoid of vegetation.
3

The MSHCP defines Riparian/Riverine areas as lands which contain habitat dominated by trees, shrubs,
persistent emergent’s, or emergent mosses and lichens, which occur close to or depend on soil
moisture from a nearby freshwater source; or areas with fresh water flow during all or a portion of
the year.
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2.4 Special Status Species and MSHCP Planning Species
A number of special status species and MSHCP Planning Species occur within the study
area (Figure 7). Focused surveys were conducted in portions of the study area as part of
other projects (Harmsworth Associates 2004a,b,c,d; 2005a,b; 2006a,b), but extensive
focused surveys were not conducted throughout the study area for all special status
species with potential to occur. The species and locations documented, therefore, are
likely not a complete catalogue of all occurrences but rather a representation of what is
actually present in the study area. Special status and MSHCP Planning Species
documented in the study area are discussed below.
Southern California black walnut (Juglans Californica)
Southern California black walnut is a CNPS List 4.2 species and is also an MSHCP
riparian/riverine list species. Approximately 20 individuals are scattered along Cooper’s
Creek (Figure 7). Southern California black walnut is rare in western Riverside County
(only six records in the MSHCP database; Dudek and Associates 2003) and consequently
this population is significant.
Plummer’s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae)
Plummer’s mariposa lily is a CNPS List 1B.2 species. Under the MSHCP Plummer’s
mariposa lily is not considered adequately conserved until species-specific conservation
objectives are met, specifically until six localities of at least 500 individuals each are
confirmed within the MSHCP Conservation Area. A total of 17 Plummer’s mariposa lily
(from two locations) occur within the study area and an additional 42 individuals (from
two locations) occur just outside the study area within the existing RCA Zone (although
these are within an approved development area; (Figure 7). Additional mariposa lilies
potentially occur within the study area in the chaparral habitat that was not surveyed for
this species.
Coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum)
The coast horned lizard was detected at two locations in annual grassland adjacent
chamise chaparral in the northern portion of the site and at additional locations just
outside the study area within the existing RCA Zone (Figure 7). Suitable habitat for this
species occurs throughout much of the area and there is likely a significant population of
coast horned lizard occurs within the study area.
Western whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris)
The western whiptail was detected at two locations in chamise chaparral in the northern
portion of the site and at additional locations just outside the study area within the
existing RCA Zone (Figure 7). Suitable habitat for this species occurs throughout much
of the area and there is likely a significant population of western whiptail occurs within
the study area.
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Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperi)
A pair of Cooper’s hawk nest in the central portion of Cooper’s Creek (Figure 7). In
addition, foraging individuals occur throughout Cooper’s Creek and occasionally in the
chaparral covered hillside within the study area.
Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus)
Non-breeding northern harrier occur frequently (particularly during winter) within the
study area. Northern harriers do not breed onsite but forage over the grasslands and
chaparral habitats within the study area (Figure 7).
Vaux's swift (Chaetura vauxi vauxi)
Vaux’s swift do not breed in southern California but migrants do pass through western
Riverside County. A small group of Vaux’s swift were detected passing through the
study area one spring but no breeding occurs onsite.
Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)
The loggerhead shrike is an MSHCP Planning Species for the Badlands area. A single
pair of loggerhead shrikes nest within the study area and additional foraging birds occur
regularly both with the study area and just outside the study area within the existing RCA
Zone (Figure 7).
California horned lark (Eremophila alpestris actia)
The California horned lark is relatively common in the grasslands in the northern portion
of the study area, north of Cooper’ Creek (Figure 7). California horned larks are yearround residents in this area.
Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus)
The least Bell’s vireo is a federal and state endangered species and an MSHCP
riparian/riverine list species. A single pair of least Bell’s vireo nested in Cooper’s Creek
from 2004 though 2006. The vireos were located in the mid-section of Cooper’s Creek,
just downstream of the Chicken Farm (Figure 7).
Southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus),
The willow flycatcher is a federal and state endangered species and an MSHCP
riparian/riverine list species. Breeding willow flycatchers do not currently nest in the
study area but migrating individuals have occurred in Cooper’s Creek several times from
2004 though 2006. The flycatchers were located in the mid-section of section of
Cooper’s Creek, just downstream of the Chicken Farm (Figure 7).
Yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia brewsteri)
A single pair of yellow warblers nested in Cooper’s Creek from in 2006. The warblers
were located in the mid-section of Cooper’s Creek, just downstream of the Chicken Farm
(Figure 7). In addition, migrant yellow warblers are common along all sections of
Cooper’s Creek.
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Bell’s sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli)
Bell’s sage sparrow is an MSHCP Planning Species for the Badlands area. Bell’s sage
sparrows are relatively common within the study area and just outside the study area
within the existing RCA Zone (Figure 7). They occur in chaparral and scrub habitats
throughout this area, breeding onsite during the summer months.
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow (Aimophila ruficeps canescens)
Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow is an MSHCP Planning Species for the
Badlands area. Rufous-crowned sparrows are relatively common within the study area
and just outside the study area within the existing RCA Zone (Figure 7). They occur in
chaparral and scrub habitats throughout this area, breeding onsite during the summer
months.
Stephen’s kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi)
Stephen’s kangaroo rat is a federal endangered and state threatened species and is also an
MSHCP Planning Species for the Badlands area. Stephen’s kangaroo rats are
widespread, but occurring in low densities, throughout the grassland habitats of the study
area and just outside the study area within the existing RCA Zone (Figure 7). Stephen’s
kangaroo rat habitat quality in the study area is low to medium.
San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax)
San Diego pocket mouse is an MSHCP Planning Species for the Badlands area. San
Diego pocket mouse is fairly widespread in grassland and disturbed habitats of the study
area and just outside the study area within the existing RCA Zone (Figure 7). San Diego
pocket mouse occurs in medium densities in these habitats.
San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia)
The San Diego desert woodrat occurred at several locations within the study area and just
outside the study area within the existing RCA Zone (Figure 7). They occur in chaparral
and scrub habitats throughout this area.
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii)
The San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit is widespread in the study area and has been
documented at several locations within the study area and just outside the study area
within the existing RCA Zone (Figure 7). They occur in a variety of open, shrubby
habitats including coastal sage scrub, grassland and chaparral.
Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis)
A number of special status bat species likely occur in the area including pallid bat
(Antrozous pallidus), western big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), small-footed
myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum), fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes), long-legged myotis
(Myotis volans), and California mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), as suitable
habitat is present in the area. One species confirmed to be present is Yuma myotis
(Myotis yumanensis). A maternity colony of this species (in the excess of 100
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individuals) was documented under the bridge4 over Highway 60 at Cooper’s Creek in
fall 2006.
Bobcat (Lynx rufus)
Bobcat is an MSHCP Planning Species for the Badlands area. Bobcats are relatively
common within the study area and just outside the study area within the existing RCA
Zone (Figure 7). They occur in all habitats throughout this area.
Mountain lion (Puma concolor)
Mountain lion is an MSHCP Planning Species for the Badlands area. Mountain lions
occur within the study area and just outside the study area within the existing RCA Zone
(Figure 7). They occur in all habitats throughout this area.
Other special status species not actually documented in the study area but that have been
recorded just outside the study area within the existing RCA Zone include orangethroated whiptail (Cnemidophorus hyperytha) and northern red-diamond rattlesnake
(Crotalus ruber ruber).

4

In this report larger creek crossings under roads are referred to as bridges, although technically they are
box culverts.
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2.5 Constraints
There are a number of potential constraints to wildlife movement in the area, including
existing roads, developments, disturbed areas and potential future projects. The most
significant constraints are Highway 60 and Highway 79, as wildlife can only cross these
highways at a few bridge locations. The highways significantly limit the potential for
wildlife movement corridors in the area and all corridors must ultimately lead to/from
one of these bridge crossings.
Other constraints include existing developments such as the Chicken Farm, rural
residential developments, smaller roads, agricultural land and degraded areas.
Future proposed projects and roads in the area are also a potential constraint to wildlife
movement. Any future roads or developments should be designed to minimize impacts to
wildlife corridors and all new roads should have appropriate wildlife crossings.
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3.0
POTENTIAL WILDLIFE CORRIDORS AND HABITAT
LINKAGES
As part of the evaluation of wildlife corridors and habitat linkages all potential corridors
and habitat linkages in the area were evaluated. The aim of this evaluation was to
identify the wildlife corridors and habitat linkages with the highest potential for providing
both large mammal movement and gene flow for plants and smaller animals between
Cooper’s Creek and the Badlands area. Potential crossings of Highway 79 that might
provide potential connections with Potrero Creek Reserve area were also evaluated. The
selection criteria used, the corridors selected and those areas considered but rejected are
discussed below.

3.1 Selection Criteria
To aid in the evaluation of the potential corridors and habitat linkages a set of criteria
were developed. The criteria were applied to each potential route. The criteria are listed
below in descending order of importance;
1. Physical connections
•
direct physical connections allow movement of larger mammals such as
coyote, bobcat and mountain lions
•
direct physical connections can occur over low quality habitat or through
man-made wildlife crossings such as culverts and under bridges
2. Habitat linkage
•
direct habitat linkage is necessary for movement of smaller animals and
gene flow for some animal and plant species
•
habitat linkage means continuous sections of high or at least medium
quality habitat without significant breaks in habitat
3. Habitat quality
•
higher quality habitat, with less disturbance and fewer non-native
species, supports more native species and provides better live-in and
movement habitat
4. MSHCP and Special Status Species
•
populations of MSHCP Planning Species for the Badlands
•
populations of other special status species
5. Existing constraints
•
Existing developments and roads, particularly locations of bridges and
culverts under major roads
6. Potential for habitat improvements
•
potential for restoration of key connections
•
potential for improving habitat quality
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3.2 Regional Overview
The key wildlife corridor and habitat linkage in the City of Beaumont region is Cooper’s
Creek. Cooper’s Creek provides the only viable connection across Highway 60, allowing
a connection between the Badlands area south of Highway 60 and the area of the
Badlands north of Highway 60 (Figure 8). North of Highway 60 Cooper’s Creek
connects with San Timoteo and the Younglove Reserve to the west and with upper San
Timoteo and ultimately Nobel Creek and Bogart Park to the northeast. To the south and
east of Highway 60 Cooper’s Creek provides high quality habitat and good connectivity
as far as Viele (Minnesota) Avenue (just past the Wastewater Treatment Plant).
This is the key connection in the region but connections with the badlands area to the
south of Cooper’s Creek and with the Potrero Creek Reserve to the east are also
necessary in order to provide a complete connection between all areas of the Badlands.
Four wildlife corridors were identified to provide these connections. Wildlife Corridor 1
is located in the western portion of the study area and follows Leborde Canyon from the
Mystic Lake area north to connect with Cooper’s Creek near the crossing under Highway
60 (Figure 8). This route includes Leborde Canyon and its adjacent ridgelines and
canyons, crosses a ridgeline and includes some small canyons and ridgelines that slope
north towards the connection with Cooper’s Creek.
Wildlife Corridor 2 is located in the western portion of the study area and starts in
Leborde Canyon from the Mystic Lake area but follows a tributary of Leborde Canyon
that goes northeast towards the Radio Towers. From there it follows a ridgeline north to
connect with Cooper’s Creek between the Chicken Farm and the Wastewater Treatment
Plant (Figure 8).
Wildlife Corridor 3 is located in the eastern portion of the study area. It starts along a
tributary of Lamb Canyon at a viable connection under Highway 79 and goes in a
northwestern direction along the canyon and then a ridgeline towards the Radio Towers.
From there if follows a ridgeline to the northeast and down towards the connection with
Cooper’s Creek just west of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue (Figure 8).
Wildlife Corridor 4 is also located in the eastern portion of the study area. It starts along
a more northerly tributary of Lamb Canyon at a second viable connection under Highway
79 and goes in a northwestern direction along the canyon and then a ridgeline. From
there if follows a ridgeline north and down towards the connection with Cooper’s Creek
just west of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue, at the same location as for Wildlife Corridor 3
(Figure 8).
These selected corridors (Cooper’s Creek and Wildlife Corridors 1 - 4) will provide
regional connectivity and habitat linkages between all parts of the Badlands, including
crossings of Highways 60 and 79. Each route is discussed in detail below.
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3.3 Cooper’s Creek Corridor
The Cooper’s Creek Corridor runs from the bridge at Highway 60 to as far as Viele
(Minnesota) Avenue (just past the Wastewater Treatment Plant). Along this stretch
Cooper’s Creek consists of a good sized perennial creek, with fringing wetlands and
supports high quality riparian habitat. It is a natural corridor that provides high quality
live-in habitat, connectivity and corridors for plant and wildlife species (Photograph 1),
and functions as both a wildlife corridor and a habitat linkage. Currently, Cooper’s Creek
is utilized by a variety of animals, including birds, coyotes, bobcats and smaller
mammals, as a movement corridor. Portions of the creek have been degraded by off-road
vehicles and there is also a Chicken Farm, a gravel operation and, their associates
structures, located directly adjacent the creek. Portions of the creek are to be restored and
enhanced as part of the Hidden Canyon and Legacy Highland proposed developments
(Harmsworth Associates 2005a,b).
The bridge under Highway 60 at Cooper’s Creek is the only viable connection between
the Badlands on the north and south sides of Highway 60. There are other culverts
further west along Highway 60 but they are small. The bridge at Cooper’s Creek consists
of twin concrete box culverts, each approximately 12-feet high and 15-feet wide
(Photograph 2). There is a small area of disturbance on the south side of the bridge
which would benefit from enhancement and restoration with native species.
Upstream of the Wastewater Treatment Plant the creek splits into two, a northern fork
and a southern fork (the main channel). There a six-foot chain-link fence around the
Wastewater Treatment Plant that crosses both the main Cooper’s Creek channel and the
south fork of Cooper’s Creek (Photograph 3). This fence should to be modified or
removed to facilitate wildlife movement along the creek.
Along the southern (main) fork upstream of the Wastewater Treatment Plant the creek is
dryer and the riparian woodland habitat is replaced by occasional willows, cottonwood,
mulefat and Mexican elderberry, and eventually eucalyptus trees and non-native
grassland (Photograph 4). In some areas the banks support sparse scrub habitats. The
creek passes by a nursery and some rural residential areas. In this area, and as far as
Viele (Minnesota) Avenue, the creek is sandy, dry (ephemeral) and devoid of riparian
vegetation. The banks support non-native grassland and the adjacent upland supports
eucalyptus woodland. This area (between the nursery and Viele (Minnesota) Avenue)
provides connectivity and potential for large mammal movement but enhancement and
restoration of native habitats would greatly improve the functions and values of this area
and would be necessary for this area to function as a habitat linkage.
One option for improving this stretch of Cooper’s Creek is to extend the point of water
discharge from the Wastewater Treatment Plant to where Cooper’s Creek crosses Viele
(Minnesota) Avenue. Only some of the water would be discharged at Viele Avenue, the
rest would be discharged at the current location. Discharging some water at Viele
Avenue would allow the restoration of this stretch of Cooper’s Creek with riparian plants
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such as willows and cottonwoods, greatly increasing the function and values of this
stretch of the creek.
Upstream of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue Cooper’s Creek is a shallow, dry ephemeral
stream, devoid of vegetation with adjacent areas consisting of either agricultural land or
rural residential areas. Eventually, Cooper’s Creek turns into a broad swale with no clear
banks. At Highway 79 Cooper’s Creek does connect with the east side via double box
culverts, however, they are only 3-foot high (Photograph 5). With the exception of
approximately 600 feet of creek, this stretch of Cooper’s Creek (upstream of Viele
(Minnesota) Avenue) has limited value as a wildlife corridor, habitat connectivity or as
habitat for native species. If this stretch of the creek was to be useful it would require
extensive restoration and the culverts under Highway 79 would need to be improved in
order to provide a viable wildlife crossing. This option is not recommended.
Along the northern fork upstream of the Wastewater Treatment Plant and as far as Viele
(Minnesota) Avenue the creek is dry (ephemeral) and devoid of riparian vegetation. In
places there are eucalyptus trees on the banks but mostly this area supports non-native
grassland (Photograph 6). There is a 14-foot high metal culvert under Viele (Minnesota)
Avenue and upstream of the culvert the creek continues to consist of a dry channel
devoid of riparian vegetation with some eucalyptus trees on the banks. From there a
wildlife corridor could turn south, crossing two agricultural fields and 1st Street before
connecting with the south fork of Cooper’s Creek. If this stretch of the creek was to be
useful it would require extensive restoration and the installation of a culvert under 1st
Street. This option is not recommended.
3.3.1 Summary of Cooper’s Creek Corridor
Cooper’s Creek Corridor runs from the bridge at Highway 60 to as far as Viele
(Minnesota) Avenue. It consists of a good sized perennial creek, with fringing wetlands
and supports high quality riparian habitat. It is a natural corridor that provides high
quality live-in habitat, connectivity and corridors for plant and wildlife species.
Main features/benefits
• highest quality riparian woodland in the area
• natural corridor
• contains the only viable connection between the Badlands on the north and south
sides of Highway 60
• provides a connection at the east end with Wildlife Corridors 3 and 4 and
ultimately with the Potrero Creek Reserve
• supports MSHCP Riverine/Riparian species;
 southern California black walnut
 least Bell’s vireo
 willow flycatcher
• supports MSHCP Badlands Planning Species;
 least Bell’s vireo
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•

 bobcat
 Mountain lion
supports Special Status Species;
 Cooper’s hawk
 yellow warbler
 Yuma myotis

Key connections
• bridge under Highway 60
• connection points with Wildlife Corridors 1 through 4
Improvements needed/problems
• some areas disturbed and degraded
• some developed areas (Chicken Farm and gravel operation) directly adjacent
creek
• 6-foot chain link fence around Wastewater Treatment Plant should be removed
• disturbed, graded areas, nursery and areas between nursery and Viele (Minnesota)
Avenue should be enhanced and restored with native species
• extend the point of water discharge from the Wastewater Treatment Plant to
where Cooper’s Creek crosses Viele (Minnesota) Avenue or for 600 feet upstream
of Viele Avenue. Only some of the water would be discharged at Viele Avenue,
the rest would be discharged at the current location
• approved and proposed and new roads across Cooper’s Creek create potential
restrictions to wildlife movement, appropriately sized wildlife crossings (bridges
and culverts) would be necessary where the identified corridors cross any
proposed roads

3.4 Wildlife Corridor 1
Wildlife Corridor 1 is located in the western portion of the study area and follows
Leborde Canyon from the Mystic Lake area north to connect with Cooper’s Creek near
the crossing under Highway 60 (Figure 8). At the upper reaches of Leborde Canyon this
route passes through an east/west tending ridgeline before dropping down towards
Cooper’s Creek on the north side of this ridgeline. This route includes Leborde Canyon
itself and also adjacent parallel ridgelines and canyons, including one significant tributary
located on the east side of Leborde Canyon. All of these canyons and ridgelines come
together at both the northern (in the Cooper’s Creek area) and southern (lower Leborde
Canyon) ends of Wildlife Corridor 1. So, although there are several alternative routes for
wildlife movement within this route, options are more limited at both the northern and
southern ends of this route.
Wildlife Corridor 1 consists primarily of chaparral habitats with ephemeral sandy washes
at the bottoms of the canyons. Much of this route provides high quality live-in habitat,
connectivity and habitat linkages for plant and wildlife species (Photographs 7 and 8).
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Currently, this area is utilized by a variety of animals, including birds, coyotes, bobcats
and smaller mammals, as a movement corridor. Portions of the route have been degraded
by off-road vehicles and a pipeline cuts across the route in an east/west direction. There
are a few degraded structures and trash in portions of Leborde Canyon and an old paved
road in the canyon bottom.
Along the southern portion Wildlife Corridor 1 follows the main Leborde Canyon. In
this area the canyon is wide and well vegetated with larger chaparral shrubs and small
trees. A dirt road, paved for a portion, runs along the canyon bottom (Photograph X). At
the upper reaches of Leborde Canyon the canyon narrows and veers to the northeast as it
rises up to the east/west tending ridgeline that separates the Leborde Canyon and
Cooper’s Creek watersheds (Figure 8; Photograph 9). From this ridgeline several
alternative routes down shallow canyons and along low ridgelines connect to Cooper’s
Creek. All of these routes are viable (all being currently used by coyotes and bobcats)
and retaining more than one alternative would be preferable. Some of this area adjacent
Cooper’s Creek is dominated by non-native grassland.
Tributaries to Leborde Canyon, on both the east and west sides, provide alternative routes
to the main canyon. Habitats in these areas are similar to the main canyon but the
canyons are narrower (Photograph 10). Wildlife can move along the canyon bottoms or
on adjacent ridgelines ultimately ending up at the same east/west tending ridgeline in the
upper reaches of Leborde Canyon, where the same connections lead down to the
Cooper’s Creek area.

3.4.1 Summary of Wildlife Corridor 1
Wildlife Corridor 1 follows Leborde Canyon from the Mystic Lake area north to connect
with Cooper’s Creek near the crossing under Highway 60 (Figure 8). It consists
primarily of chaparral habitats with ephemeral sandy washes at the bottoms of the
canyons. Much of this route provides high quality live-in habitat, connectivity and
habitat linkages for plant and wildlife species.

Main features/benefits
• high quality chaparral habitats in this area
• has not burned in many years
• natural corridor
• provides a connection from Mystic Lake area to Cooper’s Creek
• supports MSHCP Badlands Planning Species;
 Bell’s sage sparrow
 southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
 Stephen’s kangaroo rat
 bobcat
 mountain lion

Harmsworth Associates #532

32

Cooper’s Creek Connectivity Study – March 2007
•

supports Special Status Species;
 northern harrier
 San Diego desert woodrat
 San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit
 San Diego pocket mouse

Key connections
• northern connection points with Cooper’s Creek
Improvements needed/problems
• some areas disturbed and degraded
• paved and dirt road along Leborde Canyon could be removed and restored with
native chaparral species
• degraded structures and trash in portions of Leborde Canyon should be removed
• proposed development at northern end may limit movement options at connection
to Cooper’s Creek area

3.5 Wildlife Corridor 2
Wildlife Corridor 2 is located in the western portion of the study area, it starts in Leborde
Canyon and follows a tributary of Leborde Canyon that goes northeast towards the Radio
Towers. From there it follows a ridgeline north to connect with Cooper’s Creek between
the Chicken Farm and the Wastewater Treatment Plant (Figure 8). Along the southern
portion this route follows the creek bed up towards the Radio Towers but the adjacent
ridgelines also function as a movement corridor. From the Radio Towers there are two
options down to Cooper’s Creek. Option 1 is to the west and follows a north/south
tending ridgeline before turning to the northeast to connect with Cooper’s Creek
upstream of the Chicken Farm. In this last section the route goes across several small ad
shallow east/west tending ridgelines and canyons. This is the preferred option. Option 2
goes east form the Radio Towers down a shallow canyon and then north across a large
graded area connecting with a small degraded drainage and on to Cooper’s Creek. This
Option follows a natural canyon down to Cooper’s Creek but would require extensive
restoration and portions are outside the study area. This option is not recommended.
In the southern portion, upstream of the connection with Leborde Canyon, Wildlife
Corridor 2 consists primarily of post-burn chaparral habitats with an ephemeral sandy
wash at the bottom of the canyon. Due to repeated fires the chaparral in this area is open
and weedy (Photographs 11 and 12), nevertheless this canyon is utilized by a variety of
animals, including birds, coyotes, bobcats and smaller mammals, as a movement corridor.
At the Radio Towers the habitat consists of weedy non-native grassland and portions of
the route have been degraded by off-road vehicles. A restoration program would be
necessary to create a good habitat linkage and corridor in this area between the southern
and northern portions of Wildlife Corridor 2.
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North of the Radio Towers the habitat consists of high quality unburned chaparral, with
extensive areas of scrub oak chaparral. Most of the shallow canyons and ridgelines in
this area are east/west tending and they form an unbroken habitat linkage all the way
from the Radio Towers to Cooper’s Creek. This route provides high quality live-in
habitat, connectivity and corridors for plant and wildlife species (Photographs 13 and 14).
Currently, this area is utilized by a variety of animals, including birds, coyotes, bobcats
and smaller mammals, as a movement corridor.

3.5.1 Summary of Wildlife Corridor 2
Wildlife Corridor 2 follows a tributary of Leborde Canyon that goes northeast towards
the Radio Towers and then northeast to connect with Cooper’s Creek upstream of the
Chicken Farm (Figure 8). It consists primarily of unburned and post burn chaparral
habitats with ephemeral sandy washes at the bottoms of the canyons. Much of this route
provides high quality live-in habitat, connectivity and corridors for plant and wildlife
species.

Main features/benefits
• high quality chaparral habitats, particularly in northern portion of the area
• northern portion has not burned in many years
• natural corridor
• provides a connection from Mystic Lake area to Cooper’s Creek
• supports MSHCP Badlands Planning Species;
 Bell’s sage sparrow
 southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
 loggerhead shrike
 bobcat
 Mountain lion
• supports Special Status Species;
 coast horned lizard
 San Diego desert woodrat
 San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit
Key connections
• area around Radio Towers
• northern connection points with Cooper’s Creek
Improvements needed/problems
• some areas disturbed and degraded
• area around Radio Towers needs restoration
• proposed development near Radio Towers potential obstacle to wildlife
movement
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3.6 Wildlife Corridor 3
Wildlife Corridor 3 is located in the eastern portion of the study area. It starts along a
tributary of Lamb Canyon at a viable connection under Highway 79 and goes in a
northwestern direction along the canyon and then a ridgeline towards the Radio Towers.
From there if follows a ridgeline to the northeast and down towards the connection with
Cooper’s Creek just west of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue (Figure 8).
On the east side of Highway 79 Wildlife Corridor 3 connects with several ridgelines and
canyons providing connections to the east, northeast and southeast on towards the Potrero
Creek Reserve portion of the Badlands. The bridge under Highway 79 at Wildlife
Corridor 3 is one of only two viable connections between the Badlands on the east and
west sides of Highway 79. There are other culverts along Highway 79 but they are small.
The bridge at Highway 79 consists of twin concrete box culverts, each approximately 5feet high and 10-feet wide (Photograph 15). However, the bridge is partially blocked
with deposited sand and needs to be cleaned out. Coyotes, bobcats and smaller mammals
utilize this bridge, as evidenced by numerous tracks.
On the west side of Highway 79 there are good connections south along Lamb’s Canyon
and to the west along canyons and ridgelines, ultimately connecting with Leborde
Canyon. In the southern portion of Wildlife Corridor 3 there area alternative routes to the
main ridgeline, along parallel ridgelines and canyons but these all reconnect to the main
ridgeline before the Radio Towers. At the Radio Towers there are two options; to the
north and northeast. To the northeast the route follows a shallow canyon down towards
the Cooper’s Creek area near Viele (Minnesota) Avenue. This is the preferred option.
To the north from the Radio Towers, this route follows a shallow canyon and then north
across a large graded area connecting with a small degraded drainage and on to Cooper’s
Creek (as discussed under Wildlife Corridor 2). This Option follows a natural canyon
down to Cooper’s Creek but would require extensive restoration and portions are outside
the study area. This option is not recommended.
South of the Radio Towers Wildlife Corridor 3 consists primarily of post burn chaparral
habitats, non-native grasslands in valley bottoms and with ephemeral sandy washes at the
bottoms of the canyons. Due to repeated fires the chaparral in this area is open and
weedy (Photograph 16), nevertheless this canyon is utilized by a variety of animals,
including birds, coyotes, bobcats and smaller mammals, as a movement corridor.
North of the Radio Towers as far as Westward Avenue the habitat consists of high quality
unburned chaparral, with extensive areas of scrub oak chaparral. This portion of the
route provides high quality live-in habitat, connectivity and corridors for plant and
wildlife species (Photograph 17). From Westward Avenue to Cooper’s Creek the route is
disturbed non-native grassland and disked agricultural land and would require extensive
restoration to create both a habitat linkage and a corridor (Photograph 18). A crossing
under Westward Avenue would also be beneficial.
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3.6.1 Summary of Wildlife Corridor 3
Wildlife Corridor 3 follows a tributary of Lamb Canyon on the east side of Highway 79
towards the Radio Towers and down towards the connection with Cooper’s Creek just
west of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue (Figure 8). It consists primarily of unburned and post
burn chaparral habitats with ephemeral sandy washes at the bottoms of the canyons.
Much of this route provides high quality live-in habitat, connectivity and corridors for
plant and wildlife species.

Main features/benefits
• high quality chaparral habitats, particularly in northern portion of the area
• northern portion has not burned in many years
• natural corridor
• provides a connection from Potrero Creek area to Cooper’s Creek
• supports MSHCP Badlands Planning Species;
 Bell’s sage sparrow
 southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
 loggerhead shrike
 bobcat
 Mountain lion
• supports Special Status Species;
 San Diego desert woodrat
Key connections
• bridge under Highway 79
• northern connection points with Cooper’s Creek
Improvements needed/problems
• some areas disturbed and degraded
• bridge at Highway 79 needs to be regularly cleaned out to remove deposited sand
• extensive restoration need at Cooper’s Creek connection and around Westward
Avenue
• addition of a culvert crossing under Westward Avenue would enhance wildlife
movement

3.7 Wildlife Corridor 4
Wildlife Corridor 4 is also located in the eastern portion of the study area. It starts along
a more northerly tributary of Lamb Canyon at a second viable connection under Highway
79 and goes in a northwestern direction along the canyon bottom, follows a ridgeline
north and down towards the connection with Cooper’s Creek just west of Viele
(Minnesota) Avenue, at the same location as for Wildlife Corridor 3 (Figure 8).
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On the east side of Highway 79 Wildlife Corridor 4 connects with several ridgelines and
canyons providing connections to the south (and to Wildlife Corridor 3), east and
southeast towards the Potrero Creek Reserve portion of the Badlands. The bridge under
Highway 79 at Wildlife Corridor 4 is one of only two viable connections between the
Badlands on the east and west sides of Highway 79. There are other culverts along
Highway 79 but they are small. The bridge at Highway 79 consists of a concrete box
culvert, approximately 5-feet high and 12-feet wide (Photograph 19). However, the
bridge is partially blocked on the east side with deposited sand and needs to be cleaned
out. Coyotes, bobcats and smaller mammals utilize this bridge, as evidenced by
numerous tracks (Photograph 20).
On the west side of Highway 79 Wildlife Corridor 4 runs north along the creek and then
goes in a northwest direction following the canyon bottom. Just as the creak turns
northwest a tributary from the north enters the creek. This tributary leads under Highway
79 via a six-foot diameter metal culvert providing an additional connection with the east
side of Highway 79. Wildlife Corridor 4 runs northwest along the main canyon bottom
eventually leaving the upper reaches of the canyon and crossing several shallow east/west
tending canyons and ridgelines. Eventually it connects with Wildlife Corridor 3 at
Westward Avenue, and then on to Cooper’s Creek, as described above.
At the south end, near Highway 79 Wildlife Corridor 4 consists primarily of post burn
chaparral habitats, but most of this route consists of high quality unburned chaparral, with
extensive areas of scrub oak chaparral. This route provides high quality live-in habitat,
connectivity and corridors for plant and wildlife species (Photograph 21) and is currently
utilized by a variety of animals, including birds, coyotes, bobcats and smaller mammals,
as a movement corridor. From Westward Avenue to Cooper’s Creek the route is
disturbed non-native grassland and disked agricultural land and would require extensive
restoration to create both a habitat linkage and a corridor (Photograph 18). A crossing
under Westward Avenue would also be beneficial.
There are two additional options for this route. After the Highway 79 bridge an
alternative option would be to the northwest through the shallow valley and up to the
Radio Towers where it would connect with Wildlife Corridor 4. This valley consists of
non-native grassland and disturbed areas and is not recommended for Wildlife Corridor
4. The other alternative option runs from the tributary that comes through the Highway
79 metal culvert and runs north through a canyon bottom, across agricultural land and
ultimately connecting with Cooper’s Creek upstream of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue
(Figure 8). This option crosses several disturbed and degraded areas and agricultural land
which would require extensive restoration (Photograph 22). In addition, the section of
Cooper’s Creek upstream of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue would also require restoration.
This option is not recommended.
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3.7.1 Summary of Wildlife Corridor 4
Wildlife Corridor 4 is follows a tributary of Lamb Canyon from a viable connection
under Highway 79, along the canyon bottom, over a ridgeline and down towards the
connection with Cooper’s Creek just west of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue, at the same
location as for Wildlife Corridor 3 (Figure 8). It consists primarily of unburned chaparral
habitats with ephemeral sandy washes at the bottoms of the canyons. Much of this route
provides high quality live-in habitat, connectivity and corridors for plant and wildlife
species.

Main features/benefits
• high quality chaparral habitats, particularly in northern portion of the area
• northern portion has not burned in many years
• natural corridor
• provides a connection from Potrero Creek area to Cooper’s Creek
• supports MSHCP Badlands Planning Species;
 Bell’s sage sparrow
 southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
 loggerhead shrike
 bobcat
 Mountain lion
• supports Special Status Species;
 San Diego desert woodrat
Key connections
• bridge under Highway 79
• northern connection points with Cooper’s Creek
Improvements needed/problems
• some areas disturbed and degraded, especially southern end near bridge under
Highway 79
• bridge at Highway 79 needs to be regularly cleaned out to remove deposited sand
• extensive restoration need at Cooper’s Creek connection and around Westward
Avenue
• addition of a culvert crossing under Westward Avenue would enhance wildlife
movement
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4.0 EXPANSION OF MSHCP CRITERIA AREA

The selected corridors (Cooper’s Creek and Wildlife Corridors 1 - 4) will provide
regional connectivity and habitat linkages between all parts of the Badlands, including
crossings of Highways 60 and 79. However, to ensure that the corridors will continue to
provide connectivity and habitat values in perpetuity, it will be necessary to restrict
development in these areas. This can be achieved by expanding the MSHCP Criteria
Area to include the corridors and adjacent areas.
Core areas to add to the MSHCP Criteria Area include the Cooper’s Creek corridor, the
four identified wildlife corridors and adjacent areas, as follows (Figure 9);
•

•
•
•
•

Cooper’s Creek from Highway 60 south as far as approximately 600 feet
upstream of Viele (Minnesota) Avenue, including all the main channel and all
associated riparian habitat and wetlands, and habitat on both sides of the bridge
under Highway 60
Wildlife Corridor 1, including adjacent ridgeline and canyons, especially those to
the east
Wildlife Corridor 2, including ridgelines and canyons to the east
Wildlife Corridor 3, including adjacent ridgeline and canyons, especially those to
the east, and habitat on both sides of the bridge under Highway 79
Wildlife Corridor 4, including adjacent ridgeline and canyons, especially those to
the west, and habitat on both sides of the bridge under Highway 79

Expansion of the MSHCP Criteria Area to those areas identified as the Recommended
Criteria Expansion Area would restrict development in the wildlife corridors. Some
development might be appropriate within the expanded Criteria Area, which consists of
approximately 1,400 acres, if the development does not impact wildlife movement and
habitat connectivity and, if it is consistent with the Criteria Area functions and values.
Core areas within the expanded Criteria Area should be preserved and added to the
MSHCP Reserve. Preservation of these areas will provide sufficient habitat to ensure
that the wildlife corridors can function as wildlife corridors and provide the connectivity
for large mammals and habitat linkages they have been designed for.
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4.1 Benefits of expanding the MSHCP Criteria Area

Expanding the MSHCP Criteria Area and adding the core areas identified to the MSHCP
Core 3 Reserve will provide sufficient habitat to ensure that the wildlife corridors can
function as wildlife corridors and provide the connectivity for large mammals and habitat
linkages they have been designed for.
The overall biological goal of the MSHCP is to enhance and maintain biological diversity
and ecosystem processes by conserving Covered Species and their Habitats. Expanding
the Criteria Area to include Cooper’s Creek and the other identified wildlife corridors
will facilitate wildlife movement throughout the Badlands area and provide habitat
linkages between the different portions of the Badlands. Therefore, expanding the
Criteria Area to the Recommended Criteria Expansion Area (which include Cooper’s
Creek and the other identified wildlife corridors and totals approximately 1,400 acres) is
consistent with, and will help to achieve, the overall biological goal of the MSHCP.
Specifically, the Recommended Criteria Expansion Area is consistent with, and will help
to achieve, the overall biological goal of the MSHCP, as follows;

Biological Issues and Considerations in the Badlands Subunits
Badlands issues

Proposed additions to MSHCP Reserve

Provide for a new Core Area focused on
the Potrero Creek area

Potrero Creek outside study area

Maintain large blocks of undisturbed
Habitat in the badlands for Core Area
purposes

Proposed additions would contribute to
large blocks of undisturbed habitat

Maintain large blocks of Habitat for
large mammal movement between the
northern and southern sections of the
San Bernardino National Forest

Proposed additions would contribute to
large blocks of habitat for large mammal
movement

Conserve Potrero Creek and associated
alluvial fan sage scrub for maintenance
of key species such as Stephen’s
kangaroo rat, Los Angeles pocket mouse
and arroyo toad

Potrero Creek outside study area

Maintain Core Area for bobcat

Proposed additions would conserve Core
Area for bobcat
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Maintain Core and Linkage Habitat for
mountain lion

Proposed additions would conserve Core
and Linkage Areas for mountain lion

Maintain Core Area in Potrero Valley
for Stephen’s kangaroo rat

Potrero Creek outside study area

Maintain linkage area to San Jacinto
Wildlife Area for Stephens' kangaroo rat

San Jacinto River outside study area

Determine presence of possible scattered
populations of San Bernardino kangaroo
rat in the tributaries to San Jacinto
River

San Jacinto River outside study area

Determine potential for scattered
populations of San Bernardino kangaroo
rat along San Timoteo Creek

No new populations of San Bernardino
Rat documented

Determine presence of potential Core
Area for Los Angeles pocket mouse in
San Timoteo Creek and tributaries and
Badlands

No new populations of San Bernardino
Rat documented

Maintain
barberry

Nevin’s barberry habitat would be
preserved

Core

Area

for

Nevin's

Other Biological Issues
Other biological issues

Proposed additions to MSHCP Reserve

Connectivity between north and south
sides of Highway 60

Provides connectivity via bridge under
Highway 60 at Cooper’s Creek

Connectivity between east and west sides
of Highway 79

Provides connectivity via two bridges
under Highway 79 at Wildlife Corridors
3 and 4

Connectivity between different portions
of Badlands

Provides connectivity between different
areas of Badlands via Cooper’s Creek
and Wildlife Corridors 1-4

Harmsworth Associates #532

42

Cooper’s Creek Connectivity Study – March 2007

Planning species in the Badlands Subunits
Planning species

Proposed additions to MSHCP Reserve

Arroyo toad

No suitable habitat in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Bell’s sage sparrow

Significant population present
proposed additions to MSHCP

Cactus wren

No suitable cactus habitat in proposed
additions to MSHCP

Least Bell’s vireo

One pair present in proposed additions to
MSHCP
Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Loggerhead shrike

in

Significant population present
proposed additions to MSHCP

in

Bobcat

Significant population present
proposed additions to MSHCP

in

Los Angeles pocket mouse

No suitable habitat in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Mountain lion

Significant population present
proposed additions to MSHCP

San Bernardino kangaroo rat

No suitable habitat in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Stephen’s kangaroo rat

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Nevin’s barberry

Suitable habitat present in proposed
additions to MSHCP

Southern
sparrow

California
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Other special status species in the Badlands Subunits
Special status species

Proposed additions to MSHCP Reserve

southern California black walnut

Significant population present
proposed additions to MSHCP

Plummer’s mariposa lily

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Coat horned lizard

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Western whiptail

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Cooper’s hawk

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Northern harrier

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Southwestern willow flycatcher

Migrant population present in proposed
additions to MSHCP

Yellow warbler

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

San Diego pocket mouse

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

San Diego desert woodrat

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP

Yuma myotis

Population present in proposed additions
to MSHCP
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5.0 RECOMENDATIONS
•

The City of Beaumont should work with RCA to expand the MSHCP Criteria Area
and to assemble the MSHCP Reserve in the Wildlife Corridors identified.

•

The City of Beaumont should work with RCA to prepare any documentation
necessary for expansion of the MSHCP Criteria Area and for any required
amendments to the MSHCP Plan.

•

The City of Beaumont and RCA should, as necessary, acquire property or establish
conservation easements over property sufficient to preserve the Wildlife Corridors
identified.

•

Any proposed or future projects or roads in the area should be consistent with the
Wildlife Corridors and be designed to ensure these corridors continue to function.

•

The point of water discharge from the Wastewater Treatment Plant should be
extended to where Cooper’s Creek crosses Viele (Minnesota) Avenue or for several
hundred feet upstream. Only some of the water would be discharged at Viele
Avenue, the rest would be discharged at the current location.

•

Restoration of degraded or disturbed areas should be conducted as described under
each Wildlife Corridor summary.

•

Other specific recommendations are described under each Wildlife Corridor
summary.
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6.0 PHOTOGRAPHS

Photograph 1: Cooper’s Creek, showing riparian habitat.

Photograph 2: Highway 60 bridge at Cooper’s Creek.
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Photograph 3: Fence around wastewater treatment plant along Cooper’s Creek.

Photograph 4: Cooper’s Creek (South Fork) upstream of wastewater treatment plant,
near the nursery.
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Photograph 5: Highway 79 bridge at Cooper’s Creek.

Photograph 6: North fork of Cooper’s Creek, upstream of wastewater treatment plant.
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Photograph 7: Wildlife Corridor 1, looking south along Leborde Canyon.

Photograph 8: Wildlife Corridor 1, north end at connection with Cooper’s Creek (on
left).

Harmsworth Associates #532

49

Cooper’s Creek Connectivity Study – March 2007

Photograph 9: Wildlife Corridor 1, looking north towards ridgeline at upper end of
Leborde Canyon.

Photograph 10: Wildlife Corridor 1, canyons to the east of Leborde Canyon, looking
south.
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Photograph 11: Wildlife Corridor 2, tributary of Leborde Canyon, looking west.

Photograph 12: Wildlife Corridor 2, looking east towards the Radio Towers.
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Photograph 13: Wildlife Corridor 2, north end looking south towards the Radio Towers.

Photograph 14: Wildlife Corridor 2, north end at connection with Cooper’s Creek.
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Photograph 15: Highway 79 bridge at Wildlife Corridor 3.

Photograph 16: Wildlife Corridor 3 southern end.
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Photograph 17: Wildlife Corridor 3, northern end near Cooper’s Creek connection.

Photograph 18: Wildlife Corridor 3 and 4 (on the right), northern end at connection
with Cooper’s Creek (to the left).
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Photograph 19: Highway 79 bridge at Wildlife Corridor 4.

Photograph 20: Tracks and at Highway 79 bridge at Wildlife Corridor 4.
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Photograph 21: Wildlife Corridor 4, southern end.

Photograph 22: Alternative option for Wildlife Corridor 4.
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INTRODUCTION
Following are discussions of the mandatory sections of the Regional Comprehensive Plan
and Guide (RCPG) Core Chapters that apply to the Project, as well as [EIR citations]
demonstrating Project consistency with policies identified in each chapter as requested by
SCAG in an NOP comment letter dated April 12, 2005.
Growth Management Chapter- Relevant policies identified for consideration by SCAG
from the Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the RCPG are discussed below:
3.01

The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council
and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG in all phases of
implementation and review. [EIR Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, Pages 4.1-10
through 4.1-16]

3.03

The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, utility systems, and transportation
systems shall be used by SCAG to implement the region’s growth policies. [EIR Section
4.10, Public Services and Utilities, Pages 4.10-10 through 4.10-29]

3.05

Encourage patterns of urban development and land use which reduce the costs on
infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities. [EIR Section 4.1,
Land Use and Planning, Pages 4.1-18 through 4.1-32]

3.09

Support local jurisdiction’s efforts to minimize the cost of infrastructure and public service
delivery, and efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and the provision of
services. [EIR Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, Pages 4.1-18 through 4.1-32; EIR
Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, Pages 4.10-10 through 4.10-29]

3.10

Support local jurisdiction’s actions to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting process
to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness. [EIR Section 4.1, Land Use and
Planning, Pages 4.1-18 through 4.1-32 ]
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3.12

Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions’ programs aimed at designing
land uses which encourage the use of transit and thus reduce the need for roadway
expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled, and create
opportunities for residents to walk and bike. [EIR Section 3.0, Project Description,
Pages 3-2 through 3-16; EIR Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, Pages 4.1-18
through 4.1-32 ]

3.13

Encourage local jurisdiction’s plans that maximize the use of existing urbanized area
accessible to transit through infill and redevelopment.

[EIR Section 3.0, Project

Description, Pages 3-2 through 3-16; EIR Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, Pages
4.1-18 through 4.1-32 ]
3.16

Encourage developments in and around activity centers, transportation corridors,
underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment. [EIR
Section 3.0, Project Description, Pages 3-2 through 3-16; EIR Section 4.1, Land Use
and Planning, Pages 4.1-18 through 4.1-32; EIR Section 4.10, Public Services and
Utilities, Pages 4.10-10 through 4.10-29]

3.18

Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental impact.
[Please refer to The Preserve Specific Plan Draft EIR in its entirety]

3.20

Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge areas,
woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered plants and
animals. [EIR Section 4.4, Hydrology/Water Quality, Pages 4.3-20-22, EIR Section
4.4,Water Supply, Pages 4.4-11 through 4.4-14; EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,
Pages 4.6-1 through 4.6-17]
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3.21

Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and protection of
recorded and unrecorded cultural sites and archaeological site. [EIR Section 4.5, Cultural
Resources, Pages 4.5-1 through 4.5-16]

3.22

Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in areas with
steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards. [EIR Section 4.2, Earth Resources,
Pages 4.2-9 through 4.2-15; EIR Section 4.3, Hydrology/Water Qaulity, Pages 4.3-7
through 4.3-26]]

3.23

Encourage measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimed at preservation
of biological and ecological resources, measures that would reduce exposure to seismic
hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and to develop emergency response and recovery
plans. [EIR Section 1.0, Executive Summary, Table 1.10-1, Summary of Impacts and
Mitigation Measures]

3.24

Encourage the efforts of local jurisdictions, employers, and service agencies to provide
adequate training and retraining of workers, and prepare the labor force to meet challenges
of the regional economy. [EIR Section 4.1, Land Use and Planning, Pages 4.1-8 through
4.1-32]

3.27

Support local jurisdictions and other service providers in their efforts to develop sustainable
communities and provide, equally to all members of society, accessible and effective services
such as: public education, housing, health care, social services, recreational facilities, law
enforcement, and fire protection. [EIR Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, Pages
4.10-10 through 4.10-29]
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Air Quality Chapter- Relevant policies identified for consideration by SCAG from the Air
Quality Chapter of the RCPG are discussed below:
5.07

Determine specific programs and associated actions needed (e.g., indirect source rules,
enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community-based shuttle services,
provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-mile-traveled/emission fees)
so that options to command and control regulations can be assessed. [EIR Section 4.8, Air
Quality, Pages 4.8-8 through 4.8-20]

5.11

Through the environmental documentation review process, ensure that plans at all levels of
government (regional, air basin, county subregional and local) consider air quality, land use,
transportation and economic relations to ensure consistency and minimize conflicts. [EIR
Section 4.8, Air Quality, Pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-20; EIR Section 5.0, Other CEQA
Considerations, Pages 5-10 through 5-38]

Open Space Chapter Ancillary Goals- Relevant policies identified for consideration by
SCAG from the Open Space Chapter of the RCPG are discussed below:
9.01

Provide adequate land resources to meet the outdoor recreation needs of the present and
future residents in the region and to promote tourism in the region. [EIR Section 3.0,
Project Description, Pages 3-2 through 3-15; EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,
Pages 4.6-4 through 4.6-12; EIR Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, Pages 4.102 through 4.2-19.]

9.02

Increase the accessibility to open space lands for outdoor recreation. [EIR Section 3.0,
Project Description, Pages 3-2 through 3-15; EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,
Pages 4.6-4 through 4.6-12; EIR Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, Pages 4.102 through 4.2-19.]
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9.03

Promote self-sustaining regional recreation resources and facilities. [EIR Section 3.0,
Project Description, Pages 3-2 through 3-15; EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources,
Pages 4.6-4 through 4.6-12; EIR Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, Pages 4.102 through 4.2-19.]

9.04

Maintain open space for adequate protection of lives and properties against natural and manmade hazards. [EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, Pages 3-2 through 3-15; EIR
Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Pages 4.6-4 through 4.6-12; EIR Section 4.10, Public
Services and Utilities, Pages 4.10-2 through 4.2-29.]

9.05

Minimize potentially hazardous developments in hillsides canyons, area susceptible to
flooding, earthquakes, wildfire and other known hazards, and areas with limited access for
emergency equipment. [EIR Section 4.2, Earth Resources, Pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-15,
EIR Section 4.3 Hydrology and Water Quality, Pages 4.3-7 through 4.3-25, EIR
Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, Pages 4.10-4 through 4.10-14]

9.06

Minimize public expenditure for infrastructure and facilities to support urban type uses in
areas where public health and safety could not be guaranteed. [EIR Section 4.10, Public
Services and Utilities, Pages 4.10-4 through 4.10-29]

9.07

Maintain adequate viable resource production lands particularly lands devoted to
commercial agriculture and mining operations. [EIR Section1.0, Executive Summary,
Page 1-9]

9.08

Develop well-managed viable ecosystems or known habitats of rare, threatened and
endangered species, including wetlands. [EIR Section 4.6, Biological Resources, Pages
4.6-1 through 4.6-17]
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Water Quality Chapter-Relevant policies identified for consideration by SCAG from the
Water Quality Chapter of the RCPG are discussed below:
11.07 Encourage water reclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effective, feasible, and
appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water and wastewater discharges. Current
administrative impediments to increased use of wastewater should be addressed. [EIR
Section 4.4, Water Supply, Pages 4.4-5 through 4.4-11; EIR Section 4.10, Public
Services and Utilities, Pages 4.10-11 through 4.10-25]
SUMMARY
All feasible measures needed to mitigate any potentially negative regional impacts
associated with the Project have been incorporated in the Project and EIR. Mitigation
Monitoring as required under CEQA will be accomplished by the City of Beaumont.
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