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APPENDIX A
NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND COMMENT LETTERS

Appendix A includes a copy of the Notice of Preparation and the comment letters received
during the scoping period from June 8, 2016 through July 8, 2016. During the scoping period, 39
comment letters were received. These comment letters are presented chronologically by date and
organized in the following order: Agencies (State, Regional, and Local), Non-Governmental

Organizations, and Individuals. Table A-1 provide a list of the comment letters received.

Table A-1
Index of NOP Comment Letters Received

Commenter Letter Date
State Agencies
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (Scott Morgan, Director) June 10, 2016
Department of Water Resources (David M. Samson, Division of Engineering) July 7, 2016
Department of Transportation, District 8 (Mark Roberts, Office Chief) July 8, 2016
Regional Agencies
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) (Jillian Wong, Program Supervisor) July 1, 2016
Southern California Association of Governments (Ping Chang, Acting Manager, Compliance and July 8, 2016
Performance Monitoring)
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Kevin Cunningham, Associate July 11, 2016

Engineer — Air/Water Quality Control

Local Agencies

City of Moreno Valley, Community Development Department — Planning Division (Mark Gross, Senior
Planner)

June 29, 2016

Non-Governmental Organizations

Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley (Susan Nash, President)

June 15, 2016

Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley (Tom Paulek, Conservation Chair and Susan Nash, President)

July 7, 2016

Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley (Susan Nash, President); Also includes comments from
David Bramlet forwarded by Sue and included in same July 10 email

July 10, 2016

Golden Era Productions, Church of Scientology (Muriel Dufresne)

June 21, 2016

Endangered Habitats League (Dan Silver, Executive Director)

June 27 and 29, 2016

Tri-County Conservation League (Greg Ballmer, President)

June 30, 2016

San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (Dave Goodward, Conservation Committee) July 1, 2016
German Shorthaired Pointer Club of San Diego (Leita Estes, President) July 2, 2016
California Native Plant Society, Riverside-San Bernardino Chapter (Fred M. Roberts, Chair) July 7, 2016
Center for Biological Diversity (lleene Anderson, Senior Scientist) July 8, 2016
California Waterfowl Association (Jeffrey A. Volberg, Director of Water Law and Policy) July 8, 2016
Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter/Moreno Valley Group (George Hague, Conservation Chair) July 8, 2016

Individuals

Margaret Park

June 20, 2016

Eugene N. Anderson

June 28, 2016

Joseph Fass

June 30, 2016

Jered Karr

July 5, 2016
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Table A-1
Index of NOP Comment Letters Received

Commenter Letter Date

Katherine Klusky July 5, 2016

Bhaskar Krishnamachari July 5, 2016

Curtis Marantz July 5, 2016

Rosedith Marx July 5, 2016

Art and Sharon Raya July 5, 2016
Christopher Taylor July 5, 2016

Don White July 5and 9, 2016
Linda Freeman July 6, 2016

Mark Hunter July 6, 2016

Ron Cyger July 6, 2016

John Green July 7, 2016

Ann McKibben July 7, 2016

Julie Szabo July 7, 2016

Patrick Temple July 8, 2016
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State of California — Natural Resources Agency EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 4
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director
Bermuda Dunes Field Office 3
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203
www.wildlife.ca.gov

Notice of Preparation of a
Draft Environmental Impact Report and
Notice of Public Scoping Meetings

Date: June 6, 2016

To: Responsible/Trustee Agencies and Interested Parties

From: California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the

San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project and Notice of Public
Scoping Meetings

NOP Public Review Period: June 8, 2016 to July 8, 2016
Public Scoping Meetings: June 15, 2016, 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
A. Introduction

In accordance with Section 15063 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), as lead agency, will
prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Land Management Plan
(LMP) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) (proposed project). As required by CEQA, this
Notice of Preparation (NOP) is being sent to the Office of Planning and Research, responsible
and trustee agencies and interested members of the public who submitted a request for such
notices. The purpose of the NOP is to inform recipients that CDFW is beginning preparation of
an EIR for the proposed project and to solicit comments concerning the scope and content of the
environmental information which is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in
connection with the proposed project. Information that will be most useful at this time would be
descriptions of the significant environmental issues and reasonable alternatives and mitigation
measures you would like to see explored in the Draft EIR.

This NOP includes background information on the project and the project location (Section B),
the purpose of the LMP and a description of the proposed project (Section C), a summary of
potential project impacts (Section D), time and location of the public scoping meeting (Section
E), information on how to provide comments to CDFW (Section F), and where documents are
available for public review (Section G).
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In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15082(b)), there will be a 30-day comment
period for this NOP, beginning on June 8, 2016, and ending on July 8, 2016. The CDFW
welcomes agency and public input during the public review period. In the event that no response
or well-justified request for additional time is received from any responsible, federal, or trustee
agency by the end of the review period, CDFW may presume that such agencies have no response.

B. Background and Project Location
B.1 Background

The San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) is one of the larger public land holdings in Southern California
and is a highly visited recreational resource. Recognition of these lands as a valuable resource led to
their preservation. In 1979, the lands were put aside as mitigation property for the State Water Project’s
(SWP’s) wildlife losses in Southern California through execution of a Memorandum of Agreement
between CDFW, the Department of Water Resources, and the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California. The mitigation actions were implemented pursuant to the Davis-Dowling Act of 1961,
which includes the preservation and enhancement of wildlife and public recreation as purposes of the
SWP. The agreement designated existing SWP lands for wildlife mitigation and provided funding for
land acquisition, both of which contributed to the establishment of the SJIWA. In 1982, the property
was designated as a wildlife area by the California Fish and Game Commission. In the following years,
areas within the wildlife area have been improved to enhance and enlarge wetland, riparian, upland,
and other native habitats for the conservation of native species.

In addition, the SJWA provides recreational resources including waterfowl and upland small game
hunting, bird watching, hiking, hunting dog training, horseback riding, nature study, photography,
and mountain biking. Many of the recreational uses are supported by CDFW’s active management of
SIJWA facilities, including wetland ponds and trails. The SJWA also supports a diverse array of
biological resources, including habitats associated with the San Jacinto River floodplain and the San
Jacinto foothill region. The SIWA is an important stop for a number of migratory birds along the
Pacific flyway. The SIWA also provides significant conservation lands, including areas that are part
of the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan and the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). As such, it provides important conservation
for a variety of special-status species that require the management of habitat conditions and
monitoring. The SJWA has been managed by CDFW since its inception. The CDFW is currently
managing the following resources/activities within the SIWA.: wetlands, riparian areas, alkali areas,
vernal pools, waterfowl habitat and hunting areas, Stephens’ kangaroo rat, upland small game
hunting, agriculture, hunting dog training, events that occur on the SJWA throughout the year, and
any structures (restrooms, residences, office, etc.) that are on site.
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The SJWA originally consisted only of the Davis Unit, with the first portion of the Davis Unit
being acquired by the Wildlife Conservation Board in 1981 and 1982. Since the inception of the
SJWA, the Potrero Unit was added in December 2003; the Western Riverside County MSHCP was
created in 2004; and numerous other changes have occurred in the environment, therefore
prompting the need to formalize the LMP for the SIWA.

B.2 Project Location

The SJWA project area is currently composed of approximately 20,126 acres of land located in
Southern California within central Riverside County (Figure 1). The SJIWA consists of three
noncontiguous land areas: the Davis Unit (two land areas) and the Potrero Unit. The Davis Unit
generally consists of approximately 10,996 acres in the San Jacinto River Valley. The larger
portion of the Davis Unit is located east of Lake Perris, and a smaller portion of land is located
west of Lake Perris. The Potrero Unit consists of approximately 9,130 acres in the foothills of the
San Jacinto Mountains (also referred to as “the Badlands).

Figure 2 depicts the boundaries of the SIWA. The Lake Perris State Recreation Area shares a
boundary along the western edge of the Davis Unit. Most of the Davis Unit is located within
unincorporated Riverside County, but a small portion of the northern edge of the Davis Unit is
located within the incorporated City of Moreno Valley, which lies to the north and west of the
Davis Unit. The cities of Hemet and San Jacinto are located to the east, and the unincorporated
rural Riverside County communities of Lakeview and Nuevo are located south of the Davis Unit.

The Potrero Unit is located approximately 3 miles east of the Davis Unit. The vast majority of
the Potrero Unit is located within the City of Beaumont, with a portion on the western edge
located in unincorporated Riverside County. The Potrero Unit is bordered on the east by Bureau
of Land Management land and to the southeast by the Soboba Indian Reservation. The Potrero
Unit is located approximately 3 miles south of Interstate 10 (I-10), and portions of its western
boundary are defined by State Highway 79 (SR-79) (also referred to as Lamb Canyon Road).

C. Project Description
C.1 Purpose of the Land Management Plan

CDFW has prepared the LMP to help guide its future planning and management operations for
the SJWA. The general purpose of the SJIWA is to protect and enhance habitat for plant and
wildlife species and to provide the public with compatible, related recreational uses. The existing
operation of the SIWA includes public uses, which are incorporated into the LMP. Public uses
that would continue to be permitted under the LMP include waterfowl and upland game hunting,

1 The 20,126 acres of the SIWA LMP includes adjacent and interstitial lands outside of the SIWA as part of this
EIR analysis.
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bird watching, hiking, hunting dog training, horseback riding, nature study, photography, and
mountain biking. The specific purposes of the SIWA LMP are as follows:

1. To guide the management of habitats, species, and programs described herein to achieve
the CDFW’s mission to protect and enhance wildlife values.

2. To serve as a guide for appropriate wildlife-associated and other public uses of the property.

3. To serve as a descriptive inventory of fish, wildlife, and native plant habitats that occur
on and use this property.

4. To provide an overview of the property’s operation and maintenance and personnel
requirements to implement management goals and objectives.

5. To provide a description of potential and actual environmental impacts and subsequent
mitigation that may occur during management, and to provide environmental
documentation to comply with state and federal statutes and regulations.

The LMP identifies goals and actions for the management of the SIWA, which are broadly
designed to manage and enhance biological resources while providing wildlife-compatible public
use. Management is categorized in three hierarchical levels: elements, goals, and tasks. The
elements are the management categories or considerations; the goals identify the conditions
management is designed to achieve; and tasks are the steps that will be taken to attain the goals.
The management goals and actions of the SIWA LMP include biological and public uses.

C.2 Summary of Project Description

The proposed project consists of an LMP for the approximately 20,126%-acre SIWA, which is
managed by CDFW. The LMP guides the management of habitats, species, and programs to
achieve the CDFW’s mission to protect and enhance wildlife values and serves as a guide for
appropriate public uses of the property. The LMP provides an overview of the property’s
operation and maintenance and personnel requirements to implement management goals and
objectives. The project is comprised of the following components that are new or increased
activities as compared to the existing ongoing operation and maintenance activities:

e Proposed public uses incorporated into the LMP;

e Maintenance activities (e.g., habitat management and agricultural) to sustain the biological
communities that provide habitat for wildlife and fisheries resources;

e Minor improvements, such as signage, access control and maintenance, and trails that do
not involve substantial physical disruption of the wildlife area;

e Restoration and enhancement of alkali, wetland, upland, and riparian areas;

2 The 20,126 acres of the SIWA LMP includes adjacent and interstitial lands outside of the SIWA as part of this

EIR analysis.
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e Maintenance of proposed structures and facilities;

e Monitoring and educational activities, including scientific research;

e Coordination with public agencies and private interest groups, consistent with the LMP goals;
e Dissemination of public information regarding the SIWA,;

e Implementation and enforcement of applicable laws and regulations.

As shown in Figure 3, CDFW has divided the Davis and Potrero units into management subunits.
Management subunits in the Davis Unit are labeled D1 through D15 and management subunits in
the Potrero Unit are labeled P1 through P11. Table 1 summarizes the existing
resource/management areas and ongoing associated activities, as well as proposed new or
expanded existing resource/management areas and associated activities, expected to be actively
managed in the near term (next 10 to 15 years). Table 1 also summarizes future potential
resource/management areas and associated activities that could be actively managed in the long
term (15 to 30 years) within the SIWA LMP, but currently there is no funding or specific project
plans for these areas/activities. The EIR will consider the existing management areas/activities as
the baseline conditions, and the proposed new or expanded management areas and activities as well
as the future management areas/activities will be evaluated at a program-level analysis in the EIR.

Table 1
SJWA LMP Existing, Proposed Resource, and Future Potential Management Areas
Existing Proposed Future Potential

Resource/Managemen Subunit Subunit

t Area Acres Descriptiona Acres | Subunit Description2 | Acres Description? Total

Davis

Wetlands Habitat 1,134 D4,7,9,10,13 882 D3,4,7,9 582 D3,4,7,11,13 | 2,598
Management Areas
Riparian Habitat 136 D3,4,7,13 118 D3,4,5,7,11,14 32 D3-4 286
Management Areas
Alkali Habitat — — 1,738 | D1,3-5,7-8,10,13 | 344 | D1,3-4,7,10,13, | 2,082
Management Areas 15
Waterfowl Habitat Areas 9 D7 47 D4 — — 56
Waterfowl Hunting 1,130 D4, 9,10, 13 104 D4,7 1,413 | D1,3-4,7,11,13 | 2,647
Areas
SKR Management 863 | D1,6-7,12-13,15 | 648 D1-3 1,262 | D1,3,5-8,12-15 | 2,773
Areas
Upland Habitat 4,445 D1, 3-8, 10-15 2,559 | D1-8,11-13,15 | 7,004
Management Areas
Upland Small Game 6,478 D1-7,10-13, 15 — — — — 6,478
Hunting Areas
Agriculture Areas 1,304b D2,4,7,11 269 D1, 3-4 858 D11,13 1,648P
Hunting Dog Training 267 D13 220 D11 316 D7, 11 803
Areas
SJWA Events 995 D1-5,7,9-15 2,550 D1-11,13 — — —
Facilities and Structures 225 D4,8,9 — — — — —
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Table 1
SJWA LMP Existing, Proposed Resource, and Future Potential Management Areas

Existing Proposed Future Potential

Resource/Managemen Subunit Subunit

t Area Acres Descriptiona Acres | Subunit Descriptiona | Acres Descriptiona Total
Water Storage Project — 275 D1-4 — — —

Potrero

Wetlands Habitat — — 7 P2, P6 — — 7
Management Areas
Riparian Habitat — — 202 P1-11 — — 202
Management Areas
Alkali Habitat — — 140 P2, 4-7,9-11 7 P10, 11 147
Management Areas
SKR Management — — 304 P5 335 P2-5 639
Areas
Upland Habitat — — 7,343 P1-4, 7-11 1,672 P2, 5-8, 11 9,015
Management Areas
Upland Small Game — — 1,506 P5, 6 5,734 P1-4,7-8, 11 7,240
Hunting Areas
SJWA Events 1 P2 2,250 P1-11 — — —
Facilities and Structures 5 P2-5, 10 15 P2-5, 10 — — —
Notes:

a  Subunits listed represent primary locations for each resource. Areas of less than 2 acres in size may not be listed.
b Agricultural uses are the only resource management area identified to be reduced from existing conditions. Of the 1,304 acres of existing
agricultural areas, 783 acres would be discontinued, reducing agricultural uses, before the proposed projects are added, to 521 acres.

D. Potential Environmental Effects

The EIR will evaluate potential environmental effects of the proposed project. CDFW will
propose mitigation measures to avoid and/or substantially lessen any significant adverse effects
identified in the EIR’s impact analysis. The EIR will identify reasonable alternatives, compare
the environmental impacts of the alternatives to those of the proposed project, and propose
mitigation to avoid and/or reduce impacts deemed potentially significant.

No determinations have yet been made as to the significance of these potential impacts.
Determinations will be made in the environmental analysis conducted in the EIR after the issues
are considered thoroughly. Potential issues and impacts to the existing environment to be
analyzed in the EIR include the following environmental topics:

e Aesthetics

e Agriculture and Forestry Resources

e Air Quality

e Biological Resources

e Cultural and Paleontological Resources
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e Geology and Soils

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions

e Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Fire
e Hydrology and Water Quality
e Land Use and Planning

e Mineral Resources

e Noise

e Population and Housing

e Public Services

e Recreation

e Transportation and Traffic

e Utilities and Service Systems

The EIR will also address the cumulative environmental consequences of the proposed project in
combination with other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future
projects in the area. This will serve to satisfy CEQA requirements regarding regional cumulative
effect concerns.

In compliance with the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15126.6), the EIR will describe and evaluate
the comparative merits of a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project. The EIR
will also identity any alternatives that were considered but rejected by the lead agency as
infeasible and briefly explain the reasons why. The EIR will provide an analysis of the No
Project Alternative and will also identify the environmentally superior alternative. The
alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR will be developed during the environmental review process
and will consider input received during public scoping.

E. Public Scoping Meeting

Two public scoping meetings will be held by CDFW to inform interested parties about the
proposed project, and to provide agencies and the public with an opportunity to provide written
comments on the scope and content of the EIR. Both meetings will be held at the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area, one in the morning and one in the evening. The meeting date, location and times
are as follows:

Date: June 15, 2016
Location: San Jacinto Wildlife Area (warehouse)
17050 Davis Road, Lakeview, California 92567
Morning meeting: 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
Evening meeting: 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
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The meeting space is accessible to persons with disabilities. Individuals needing special assistive
devices will be accommodated to the best ability of CDFW. For more information, please contact
Scott Sewell (see contact information in Table 2 CDFW San Jacinto Wildlife Area phone
number) at least one week before the meeting.

Everyone is encouraged to attend a meeting to express their concerns about the proposed project
and to offer suggestions regarding the project as proposed, including alternatives.

F.  Providing Comments

At this time, the CDFW is soliciting information regarding the topics and alternatives that should
be included in the EIR. Suggestions for submitting scoping comments are presented at the end of
this section. Because of time limits mandated by state law, comments should be provided no later
than July 8, 2016 (30-day comment period). Please send all comments to:

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Attention: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
Mailing Address: 78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109, Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

OR via Email: SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov
(subject line: “SIWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments”)

You may submit comments in a variety of ways: (1) by U.S. mail, (2) by electronic mail (email),
or (3) by attending a public scoping meeting and submitting written comments at that time.
Comments provided by email should include “SIWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments” in the
subject line, and the name and physical address of the commenter should be contained in the
body of the email.

All comments on environmental issues received during the public comment period will be
considered and addressed in the Draft EIR, which is anticipated to be available for public review
in late 2016.

F.1  Suggestions for Effective Comments

Following are some suggestions for preparing and providing the most useful information for the
EIR scoping process.

1. Review the description of the project (see Section C of this NOP and the maps
provided (Figures 1-3).

2. Review the CEQA impact assessment questions (see Attachment 1).

8 June 2016


mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

3. Attend a scoping meeting to get more information on the project and the environmental
review process (see time and date in Section E). Ask questions and submit written
comments either at the meeting or via mail or email (see Section F).

4. Explain important issues that the EIR should cover.

5. Suggest mitigation measures that avoid or reduce the potential impacts associated with
the SIWA LMP.

6. Suggest alternatives that could avoid or reduce the impacts of the proposed project.
G. Location of Documents Available for Public Review

Table 2 indicates where hard copies of the Draft EIR will be available for public review:

Table 2
Repository Sites
Site Address Telephone
CDFW San Jacinto Wildlife Area 17050 Davis Road 951.928.0580
Lakeview, California 92567
CDFW Bermuda Dunes Office 78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109, 760.200.9158
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203
Nuview Library 29990 Lakeview Avenue 951.928.0769
Nuevo, California 92567
San Jacinto Library 500 Idyllwild Drive 951.654.8635
San Jacinto, California 92583
Moreno Valley Public Library 25480 Alessandro Boulevard 951.413.3880
Moreno Valley, California 92553 -
Perris Branch Library 163 E San Jacinto Avenue 951.657.2358
Perris, California 92570
Beaumont Library District 125 E 8th Street 951.845.1357
Beaumont, California 92223

When they become available, the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports will also be
available for public review online at https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Notices.
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Attachment 1

Environmental Checklist

Following are the questions included in Appendix G of the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines Environmental Checklist Form (California Code of Regulations,
Section 15000 et seq.). These are issues that may be evaluated in an environmental impact
report (EIR), if they are determined to be relevant to the project. This list is provided only to
provide the reader with a general idea of the types of impacts that will be considered for the
proposed project.

AESTHETICS. Would the project:

e Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

e Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

e Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?

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

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Would the project:

e Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

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

e Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
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section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Involve other changes in the existing environmental which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

I1l. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations.

Would the project:

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

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

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

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

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

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

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
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e Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?

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

V. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
e Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
in 815064.5?

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

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

e Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
e EXxpose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

o Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to the California Division of
Mines and Geology Spec. Pub. 42)

o Strong seismic groundshaking?
o Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
o Landslides?

e Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

e 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?

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

e Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?
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Notice of Preparation — Notice of Public Scoping Meetings
San Jancinto Wildlife Area Land Management Project

VII.

VIII.

IX.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

HAZARDS/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, FIRE. Would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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?

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

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

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

e 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 or surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

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

e Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

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

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

e 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?

¢ Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

e Physically divide an established community?

e 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?

e Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

e 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?

XI1. NOISE. Would the project result in:
e 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?
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Notice of Preparation — Notice of Public Scoping Meetings
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e Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

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

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

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

e 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?

XI11. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

e Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extensions of roads
or other infrastructure)?

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

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

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES.

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

o Fire protection?

o Police Protection?
o Schools?

o Parks?

o Other public facilities?

Attachment 1 6



Notice of Preparation — Notice of Public Scoping Meetings
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XV. RECREATION. Would the project:

XVI.

Increase the wuse of existing neighborhood, and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes
of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

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?

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

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS. Would the project:

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

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

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?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
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Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

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

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

XVIII.MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

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

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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" STATE OF CALIFORNIA~
" GOVERNOR’ S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

. "“:" X
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING Uit - oppyes
EDMUND G. BROWN JR. . KIN ALEX
: GOVERNOR o ) I s DIRECTOR
' ’ . ) RECEIVED
Notice of Preparation - BERMUDA DUNES QFFICE
June 8, 2016 _
JUN 10 2016
To: Reviewing Agencies ~ DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME
: STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Re: San Jacinto Wildlife Area (STWA) Land Management Plan Project
‘SCH# 2016061018 '

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
(STWA) Land Management Plan Project draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific

information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead

Agency. This is a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to commentina -

timely manner, We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express thelr concerns early in the
" environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Eddy Konno

California Department of Fish. and Wildlife, Regl(m &
78078 Country Club, Suitoe 109

Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613. ' :

- Sincerely, ‘/‘_,'
W & -1&"?’("'%‘-':"@ F e

ScottMorgan
_ Director, State C]c_aringhouse

Attachments .
oc: Lead Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0. Box 3044  Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2016061018
Project Title  San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) Land Management Plan Project
Lead Aigency  Fish & Wildlife #6 :
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description CDFW has prepared the LMP to help guide its future planning and management operations for the

SJWA. The general purpose of the SJWA is to protect and enhance habitat for plant and wiidlife
species andt o provide the public with compatible, related recreational uses. The existing operation of
the SUWA includes public uses, which are incorporated into the LMP. Public sues that would continue
to be permitted under the LMP included waterfowl and upland game hunting, bird watching, hiking,
hunting dog training, horseback riding, nature study, photography, and mountain biking.

The proposed project consists of an LMP for the approx. 20,126-acre SJWA, which is managed by
CDFW., The LMP guides the management of habitats, species, and programs to achieve the CDFW's
mission to protect and enhance wildlife values and serves as a guide for appropriate public uses of the
property. The LMP provides an overview of the property's operation and maintenance and personnel
requirements to implement management goals and objectives.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Eddy Konno
Agency California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Reglon 6
Phone 760-200-9174 Fax
email
Address 78078 Country Club, Suitoe 109 .
City Bermuda Dunes State CA  Zip 92203
Project Location
County  Riverside
City Beaumont, Perris, San Jacinto, Moreno Valley
Region
Cross Sfreets  Davis Rd. and W. countour Rd.
Lat/Long
Parcel No. Mutlipie
Township Many Range Many Section Many ~Base Many

Proximity to:

SR-60, SR-79

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways Mystic Lake, San Jacinto River, San Diego Agueduct, Colorado River Aqueduct, Lake Perris
Schools
Land Use PLU: San Jacinto Wildlife Area, Open Space Conservation
Zoning: Open Space Conservation
General Plan Desrgnaﬂon Open sPace Conservation, Recreation and Conservation
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual, Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing
Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildiife; Landuse;
Cumulative Effects; Other Issues
Reviewing Resources Agency; Colorado River Board; Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water
Agencies Resources; Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands Commission; California Highway

Patrol; Caltrans, District 8; Air Resources Board; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects;
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8; California Department of Justice, Attorney General's

Note: Blanks in data fields rel‘;u.lf- from insufficient information provided by lead éqen’c;‘y.



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

Office

Date Received 06/08/2016 Start of Review 06/08/2016 End of Review 07/07/2016

- Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufﬁbieﬁt ihformatio.n' provided by-lead agency.
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Appendix C
Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal
Mail to State Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 916/445-0613 SCH #
For Hand Delivery/Streef Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Project Title: San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) Land Management Plan Project
Lead Agency: California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Contact Person:_Eddy Konno
Street Address: 78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109 Phone: 760-200-8174
City: Bermuda Dunes . Zip; 92203 County: Riverside _
Project Location:
County: Riverside County and City of Beaumont City/Nearest Community: City of Moreno Valley, City of Perris, City of San Jacinto/unincorporated
communities of Val Verde, Nuevo, Lakeview, Gilman Hot Springs  Cross Streets: Davis Rd. and W. Contour Rd. Zip Code: 92567
Total Acres: approximately 20,126
Assessor's Parcel No. Multiple Section: Multiple  Twp: Multiple Range: Multiple Base: Multiple

Within 2 Miles State Hwy.# SR-60, SR-79 Waterways: Mystic Lake, San Jacinto River, San Diego Aqueduct, Colorado River Aqueduct, Lake Perris
Airports: N/A_ Railways: N/A  Schools: N/A

Document Type: ; ;

CEQA: [X] NOP O SupplemenUSubsequggt Eig:?’s@fﬁﬁ%‘fﬂ&ﬂrﬁm;ﬁéﬁaﬁ%l Other:  [] Joint Document
[7] Early Cons (Prior SCH No.) TIIEP)) 2018 [JEA [J Final Document
[] NegDec  [] Other JUIe U {0 ) DraftEIS 1 Other
[] DraftEIR

Local Aﬁﬂon Type:

[] General Plan Update [ specific Plan [] Rezone [] Annexation
] General Plan Amendment [0 Master Plan ] Prezone [ Redevelopment
General Plan Element H Planned Unit Development Use Permit Coastal Permit
Community Plan Site Plan Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) Other:
CDFW: Land Management
Plan
Development Type:
[] Residential: Units Acres: [T Water Faciliies: Type MDG
[] Office: Sq.ft. Acres: Employees, [] Transportation:  Type
[ Commercial:Sq. ft. Acres: Employees [ Mining: Mineral
[ Industrial:  Sq.f. Acres: Employees [ Power: Type
[] Educational: [[] Waste Treatment: Type
[[] Recreational: [] Hazardous Waste Type
X Other: Preparation: of a LMP by the CDFW for the SJWA in order to
protect and enhance habitat for plant and wildlife species and to
provide the pubic with compatible, related recreational uses.
Funding (approx.): Federal $_To be Determined State § To be Determined Total §_To be Determined
Project Issues Discussed in Document:
Aesthetic/visual X Fiood Plain/Flooding [ schools/Universities B4 Water Quality
4 Agricultural Land Forest Land/Fire Hazard [[] Septic Systems Water Supply/Groundwater
B4 Air Quality (X Geologic/Seismic [] Sewer Capacity Wetland/Riparian
X Archeological/Historical - [X] Minerals X Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading [X] Wildlife
[[] Coastal Zone < Noise [] Solid Waste X Growth Inducing
PX] Drainage/Absorption B4 Population/Housing Balance Toxic/Mazardous X Land Use
[T EconomiclJobs Public Services/Facilities B Traffic/Circulation D Cumulative Effects
[] Fiscal X Recreation/Parks Vegetation [X] Other Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
Present Land Use: San Jacinto Wildlife Area, Open Space Conservation
Zoning: Open Space Conservation



NOP Distribution List

(% o zmmm@’ié’_

County: DWépeDE

esources Agency Regional Water Quality Control

I Resources Agency
Nadell Gayou

D Dept. of Boating &
Waterways
Denise Peterson

Q California Coastal
Commission
Elizabeth A. Fuchs

Colorado River Board
Lisa Johansen

El Dept. of Conservation
Elizabeth Carpenter

D California Energy
Commission
Eric Knight

Cal Fire
Dan Foster

l:l Central Valley Flood
Protection Board
James Herota

D Office of Historic
Preservation
Ron Parsons

i Dept of Parks & Recreation
Environmental Stewardship
Section :

D California Department of
Resources, Recycling &
Recovery
Sue O’'Leary

D S.F. Bay Conservation &
Dev’t. Comm.
Steve McAdam

Dept. of Water
Resources |
Resources Agency
Nadell Gayou

Fish and Game

Q Depart. of Fish & Wildlife
Scott Flint
Environmental Services
Division

D Fish & Wildlife Region 1
Curt Babcock

1

D Fish & Wildlife Region 1E
' Laurie Harnsberger

D Fish & Wildlife Region 2
Jeff Drongesen

Fish & Wildlife Region 3
Craig Weightman

Fish & Wildlife Region 4
Julie Vance

N W

Fish & Wildlife Region 5
Leslie Newton-Reed
Habitat Conservation
Program

Fish & Wildlife Region 6
Tiffany Ellis

Habitat Conservation
Program

D Fish & Wildlife Region 6 /M
Heidi Calvert
Inyo/Mono, Habitat
Conservation Program

'::] Dept. of Fish & Wildlife M
.Becky Ota
-Marine Region

U

Other Departments

D Food & Agriculture
' Sandra Schubert
Dept. of Food and
: Agriculture

D Depart. of General -
Services _
Public School Construction

D Dept. of General Services
" Cathy Buck/George Carollo
i Environmental Services
Section

Delta Stewardship
Council
Kevan_ Samsam

u Housing & Comm, Dev.
CEQA Coordinator
Housing Policy-Division

Independent
Commissions.Boards

D' Delta Protection Commission
. Michael Machado

D OES (Office of Emergency
Services)
Monique Wilber

B Native American Heritage
Comm.
Debbie Treadway

D Public Utilities
Commission
Supervisor

D Santa Monica Bay
Restoration -
Guangyu Wang

T
State Lands Commission
Jennifer Deleong

E] Tahoe Regional Pla.nning
Agency (TRPA)
Cherry Jacques

Cal State Transportation
Agency CalSTA

D Caltrans - Division of
Aeronautics
Philip Crimmins

D Caltrans — Planning
HQ LD-IGR
Terri Pencovic

I california Highway Patrol
Suzann Tkeuchi.
Office of Special Projects

Dept. of Transportation

D Caltrans, District 1
Rex Jackman

() Caltrans, District 2
Marcelino Gonzalez

D Caltrans, District 3
Eric Federicks — South
Susan Zanchi - North

a Caltrans, District 4
Patricia Maurice

D Caltrans, bistﬁct 5
Larry Newland

Q Caltrans, District 6
Michael Navarro

D Caltrans, District 7
Dianna Watson

¥ Caitrans, District 8
Mark Roberts

D Caltrans, District 9
Gayle Rosander

D Caltrans, District 10
Tom Dumas

[ caitrans, pistrict 11

Jacob Amstrong

D Caltrans, District 12
Maureen El Harake

Cal EPA
Air Resources Board
m Airport & Freight

Cathi Slaminski

7
Transportation Projects
Nesamani Kalandiyur

D Industrial/Energy Projects
Mike Tollstrup

ﬂ State Water Resources Control
Board
Regional Programs Unit
Division of Financial Assistance

D' State Water Rescurces Control
Board
Cindy Forbes — Asst Deputy
Division of Drinking Water

- State Water Resources Control
Board
Div. Drinking Water #

CI State Water Resources Control
Board
Student Intern, 401 Water Quality
Certification Unit
Division of Water Quality

D State Water Resouces Control
Board
Phil Crader
Division of Water Rights

D Dept. of Toxic Substances
Control
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Pesticide
Regulation
CEQA Coordinator

Board (RWQCB)

i RWQCB 1
Cathleen Hudson
North Coast Region (1)

E;I RWQCB 2
Environmental Document
Coordinator

San Francisco Bay Region (2)

D RWQCB 3
Central Coast Region (3)

E] RWQCEB 4
Teresa Rodgers
Los Angeles Region (4)

E:] RWQCB 5S
Central Valley Region (5)

I;l RWQCB 5F
Central Valley Region (5)
Fresno Branch Office

m RWQCB 5R
Central Valley Region (5)
Redding Branch Office

D RWQCB 6
Lahontan Region (6)

D RWQCB 6V
Lahontan Region (6)
Victorville Branch Office

D RWQCB 7
Colorado River Basin Region (7}

@ RWQCB 8

" Santa Ana Region (8)

D RWQCB 9
San Diego Region (9)

ﬁ Other Aw{l%} Q’JWM

Ll

Conservancy

Last Updated 4/25/2016



Date July 7, 2016

June 17, 2016

Eddy Konno

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 6
78078 Country Club, Suite 109

Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

Notice of Preparation, Four cities including City of Perris, San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land
Management Plan Project, Riverside County, Davis Unit D14 of Lake Perris Recreation
Area, Southern Field Division, SCH 2016061018

Dear Mr. Konno:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation, four
cities including City of Perris, San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) Land Management Plan
Project, Riverside County. The proposed project consists of a Land Management Plan
(LMP) for approximately 20,126 acres within the SJWA, managed by California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The plan proposes to manage habitats,
species, and programs to protect and enhance wildlife values.

CDFW proposes a plan to enhance and manage a riparian zone in the smaller subunit
of Davis Unit zone D14, identified in Figure 3 of the Management Subunits map. Zone
D14 runs along the entire base of Lake Perris Dam.

The entire area of Zone D14 is currently under construction, as part of DWR’s Perris
Dam Remediation Project, with a planned construction schedule ending in 2018. In
addition, there are also other projects underway that will also need to be taken in to
consideration, all of which have the potential for impacting your proposed project.
Therefore, Subunit D14 will have to remain closed for the duration of the planned
construction of DWR facilities.

http://www.water.ca.gov/lakeperris/seismic remediation process.cfm

These projects may require amending existing agreements or may require an
encroachment permit issued by DWR. Some of the issues that raise concern for DWR
are:


http://www.water.ca.gov/lakeperris/seismic_remediation_process.cfm

¢ Ability to access and maintain wells, support structures, vaults, dam, rip rap; as
well as anything associated with dam and lake operations or maintenance.

e DWR has active environmental monitoring plans and also provides treatment to
Lake Perris for vegetative species. Other restrictions such as helicopter no fly
zones have been created for areas where nesting birds are known.

e Redirecting of wildlife to DWR lands, due to your project at buildout.

Any proposed enhancements from your project that will impact DWR facilities, shall be
reviewed and approved by DWR prior to construction.

Please submit for review and approval by DWR the following: procedures, enhancement
plans, schedules and type and weight of construction equipment to be used for creating
the proposed riparian zone.

Information regarding regulations governing encroachments on State Water Project

right-of-way, as well as forms for submitting an application for an encroachment permit
to DWR can be found at:

http://www.water.ca.gov/engineering/Services/Real Estate/Encroach Rel/

Please provide DWR with a copy of any subsequent environmental documentation
when it becomes available for public review. Any future correspondence relating to this
proposed project shall be sent to:

Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief
SWP Right-of-Way Management Section
Division of Operations and Maintenance
Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Room 650-24
Sacramento, California 95814

If you have any questions, please contact Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief of the SWP Right-of-
Way Management Section, at (916) 659-7168 or Angelo Garcia, Jr. at (916) 653-7911.


http://www.water.ca.gov/engineering/Services/Real_Estate/Encroach_Rel/

Sincerely,

David M. Samson
Division of Engineering
Department of Water Resources

cc.  State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, California 95814



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 8

PLANNING (MS 725)
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July 8, 2016 File: 08-Riv-79-PM 36.624

Mr. Eddy Konno

Senior Environmental Scientist

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Region 6

78078 Country Club, Suite 109

Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan

Mr. Konno,

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has completed our review of the Notice
of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (NOP) for the above mentioned project.
The project is located in central Riverside County and consists approximately 20,126 acres of land
within three areas including the Davis Unit and Potrero Unit; the Potrero Unit is located in the
foothills of the San Jacinto Mountains with portions surrounding State Route 79. The project is a
plan to protect and enhance habitat for plant and wildlife species and to provide the public with

recreational opportunities.

As the owner and operator of the State Highway System (SHS), it is our responsibility to
coordinate and consult with local jurisdictions when proposed development may impact our
facilities. As the responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), it
is also our responsibility to make recommendations to offset associated impacts with the proposed
project. Although the project is under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), due to the Project’s potential impact to State facilities, it is also subject to the
policies and regulations that govern the SHS.

We have the following recommendations for the Environmental Impact Report:

Wildlife Connectivity:

We recommend provision of a wildlife crossing in the Potrero Unit to connect the fragment of P1
on the west side of SR 79 to the east side of SR 79. Caltrans has designed several new wildlife
crossings into the proposed SR 60 Truck Lanes Project to provide for wildlife movement in the
Badlands, which has connections to lands within Lamb Canyon and the San Jacinto Wildlife Area,

Davis and Potrero Units.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”



Mr. Konno
July 8, 2016
Page 2

Since implementation of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation
Plan (MSHCP), there has been a greater emphasis placed on restoring wildlife connectivity along
highway facilities. As opportunities arise, such as improvements to the State and County road
network, we will therefore analyze when improvements to connectivity can be achieved.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the NOP for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land
Management Plan. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Dustin Foster at
(909) 806-3955 or myself at (909) 383-4557 for assistance.

Sincerely,
Py F o
//%M /%/Jév}z
MARK ROBERTS
Office Chief

Community and Regional Planning

“Calirans improves mobility across California”
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Notice of Preparation of a CEQA Document for the
San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) staff appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
above-mentioned document. The SCAQMD staff’s comments are recommendations regarding the analysis of potential air
quality impacts from the proposed project that should be included in the Draft EIR. Please send the SCAQMD a copy of
the CEQA document upon its completion. Note that copies of the Draft EIR that are submitted to the State Clearinghouse
are not forwarded to the SCAQMD. Please forward a copy of the Draft EIR directly to SCAQMD at the address in our
letterhead. In addition, please send with the Draft EIR all appendices or technical documents related to the air
quality and greenhouse gas analyses and electronic versions of all air quality modeling and health risk assessment
files. These include original emission calculation spreadsheets and modeling files (not Adobe PDF files). Without
all files and supporting air quality documentation, the SCAQMD will be unable to complete its review of the air
quality analysis in a timely manner. Any delays in providing all supporting air quality documentation will require
additional time for review beyond the end of the comment period.

Air Quality Analysis

The SCAQMD adopted its California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to assist other
public agencies with the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD recommends that the Lead Agency use this
Handbook as guidance when preparing its air quality analysis. Copies of the Handbook are available from the
SCAQMD’s Subscription Services Department by calling (909) 396-3720. More recent guidance developed since this
Handbook was published is also available on SCAQMD’s website here: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
quality-analysis-handbook/ceqa-air-quality-handbook-(1993). SCAQMD staff also recommends that the Lead Agency
use the CalEEMod land use emissions software. This software has recently been updated to incorporate up-to-date state
and locally approved emission factors and methodologies for estimating pollutant emissions from typical land use
development. CalEEMod is the only software model maintained by the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association (CAPCOA) and replaces the now outdated URBEMIS. This model is available free of charge at:
www.caleemod.com.

The Lead Agency should identify any potential adverse air quality impacts that could occur from all phases of the project
and all air pollutant sources related to the project. Air quality impacts from both construction (including demolition, if
any) and operations should be calculated. Construction-related air quality impacts typically include, but are not limited to,
emissions from the use of heavy-duty equipment from grading, earth-loading/unloading, paving, architectural coatings,
off-road mobile sources (e.g., heavy-duty construction equipment) and on-road mobile sources (e.g., construction worker
vehicle trips, material transport trips). Operation-related air quality impacts may include, but are not limited to, emissions
from stationary sources (e.g., boilers), area sources (e.g., solvents and coatings), and vehicular trips (e.g., on- and off-road
tailpipe emissions and entrained dust). Air quality impacts from indirect sources, that is, sources that generate or attract
vehicular trips should be included in the analysis.

The SCAQMD has also developed both regional and localized significance thresholds. The SCAQMD staff requests that
the lead agency quantify criteria pollutant emissions and compare the results to the recommended regional significance
thresholds  found  here:  http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdf. In addition to analyzing regional air quality impacts, the SCAQMD staff recommends calculating
localized air quality impacts and comparing the results to localized significance thresholds (LSTs). LSTs can be used in
addition to the recommended regional significance thresholds as a second indication of air quality impacts when preparing
a Draft EIR. Therefore, when preparing the air quality analysis for the proposed project, it is recommended that the lead
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agency perform a localized analysis by either using the LSTs developed by the SCAQMD or performing dispersion
modeling as necessary. Guidance for performing a localized air quality analysis can be found at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds.

In the event that the proposed project generates or attracts vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel-fueled vehicles, it
is reccommended that the lead agency perform a mobile source health risk assessment. Guidance for performing a mobile
source health risk assessment (“Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risk from Mobile Source Diesel
Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Quality Analysis™) can be found at: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-
quality-analysis-handbook/mobile-source-toxics-analysis. An analysis of all toxic air contaminant impacts due to the use
of equipment potentially generating such air pollutants should also be included.

In addition, guidance on siting incompatible land uses (such as placing homes near freeways) can be found in the
California Air Resources Board’s 4ir Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Perspective, which can be found at
the following internet address: http:/www.arb.ca.gov/ch/handbook.pdf. CARB’s Land Use Handbook is a general
reference guide for evaluating and reducing air pollution impacts associated with new projects that go through the land
use decision-making process.

Mitigation Measures
In the event that the project generates significant adverse air quality impacts, CEQA requires that all feasible mitigation
measures that go beyond what is required by law be utilized during project construction and operation to minimize or
eliminate these impacts. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(1)(D), any impacts resulting from mitigation
measures must also be discussed. Several resources are available to assist the Lead Agency with identifying possible
mitigation measures for the project, including:
e Chapter 11 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook
o SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at: http://www.agmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-
handbook/mitigation-measures-and-control-efficiencies.
o CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures available here:
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/1 1/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.
o SCAQMD’s Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust, and the Implementation Handbook for controlling construction-related
emissions
e  Other measures to reduce air quality impacts from land use projects can be found in the SCAQMD’s Guidance

Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning. This document can be found
at the following internet address:

http://www.aqgmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/air-quality-guidance/complete-guidance-document.pdf.

Data Sources

SCAQMD rules and relevant air quality reports and data are available by calling the SCAQMD’s Public Information
Center at (909) 396-2039. Much of the information available through the Public Information Center is also available via
the SCAQMD’s webpage (http://www.agmd.gov).

The SCAQMD staff is available to work with the Lead Agency to ensure that project emissions are accurately evaluated

and mitigated where feasible. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at jcheng@aqmd.gov or
call me at (909) 396-2448.

Sincerely,

Jillian Wong, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
JC:JW

RVCI160616-01
Control Number
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“July 8, 2016

Mr. Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist

State of California — Natural Resources Agency

Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bermuda Dunes Field Office
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109

Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

E-mail: SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

RE: SCAG Comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project [SCAG NO.
IGR8900]

Dear Mr. Konno,

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project (“proposed
project”) to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for review and
comment. SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review (IGR)
of programs proposed for Federal financial assistance and direct Federal development
activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372. Additionally, SCAG reviews
the Environmental Impact Reports of projects of regional significance for consistency with
regional plans pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA
Guidelines.

SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency under state law,
and is responsible for preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including
the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 375. As the
clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per Executive Order 12372, SCAG
reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional plans.’
Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies such as local
jurisdictions and project proponents to take actions that help contribute to the attainment
of the regional goals and policies in the RTP/SCS.

SCAG staff has reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project in Riverside
County. The proposed project includes three non-contiguous land areas, the Davis Unit
(two land areas) and the Potrero Unit on a total of 20,126 acres of land. The general
purpose of the proposed project is to protect and enhance habitat for plant and wildlife
species and to provide the public with compatible, related recreational uses.

When available, please send environmental documentation to SCAG’s office in Los
Angeles or by email to suni@scag.ca.gov providing, at a minimum, the full public
comment period for review. If you have any questions regarding the attached
comments, please contact the Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) Program, attn.: Lijin
Sun, Senior Regional Planner, at (213) 236-1882 or sunl@scag.ca.gov. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Ping Chang
Acting Manager, Compliance and Performance Monitoring

' Lead agencies such as local jurisdictions have the sole discretion in determining a local project’s consistency
with the 2016 RTP/SCS for the purpose of determining consistency for CEQA. Any “consistency” finding by
SCAG pursuant to the IGR process should not be construed as a determination of consistency with the 2016
RTP/SCS for CEQA.

The Regional Council consists of 86 elected officials representing 191 cities, six counties, six County Transportation Commissions, one representative
from the Transportation Corridor Agencies, one Tribal Government representative and one representative for the Air Districts within Southern California.

2016.0509  printed on recycied paper (%)
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COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
SAN JACINTO WILDLIFE AREA LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN PROJECT
[SCAG NO. IGR8900]

CONSISTENCY WITH RTP/SCS

SCAG reviews environmental documents for regionally significant projects for their consistency with the
adopted RTP/SCS. For the purpose of determining consistency with CEQA, lead agencies such as local
jurisdictions have the sole discretion in determining a local project’s consistency with the RTP/SCS.

2016 RTP/SCS GOALS

The SCAG Regional Council adopted the 2016 RTP/SCS in April 2016. The 2016 RTP/SCS seeks to
improve mobility, promote sustainability, facilitate economic development and preserve the quality of life for
the residents in the region. The long-range visioning plan balances future mobility and housing needs with
goals for the environment, the regional economy, social equity and environmental justice, and public health
(see http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx). The goals included in the 2016 RTP/SCS
may be pertinent to the proposed project. These goals are meant to provide guidance for considering the
proposed project within the context of regional goals and policies. Among the relevant goals of the 2016
RTP/SCS are the following:

SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS GOALS

RTP/SCS G1:  Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and
competitiveness

RTP/SCS G2:  Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region
RTP/SCS G3:  Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region
RTP/SCS G4:  Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system
RTP/SCS G5:  Maximize the productivity of our transportation system

RTP/SCS G6:  Protect the environment and health for our residents by improving air quality and encouraging
active transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking)

RTP/SCS G7:  Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible
RTP/SCS G8: Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and active transportation

RTP/SCS G9:  Maximize the security of the regional transportation system through improved system monitoring,
rapid recovery planning, and coordination with other security agencies™

*SCAG does not yet have an agreed-upon security performance measure.

For ease of review, we encourage the use of a side-by-side comparison of SCAG goals with discussions
of the consistency, non-consistency or non-applicability of the goals and supportive analysis in a table
format. Suggested format is as follows:
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SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS GOALS

Goal Analysis
RTP/SCS G1: Align the plan investments and policies with improving | Consistent: Statement as to why;
regional economic development and competitiveness Not-Consistent: Statement as to why;
Or
Not Applicable: Statement as to why;
DEIR page number reference
RTP/SCS G2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and | Consistent: Statement as to why;
goods in the region Not-Consistent: Statement as to why;
Or
Not Applicable: Statement as to why;
DEIR page number reference
etc. etc.

2016 RTP/SCS STRATEGIES

To achieve the goals of the 2016 RTP/SCS, a wide range of land use and transportation strategies are
included in the 2016 RTP/SCS. Technical appendances of the 2016 RTP/SCS provide additional
supporting  information in  detail. To view the 2016 RTP/SCS, please visit:
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx. The 2016 RTP/SCS builds upon the progress
from the 2012 RTP/SCS and continues to focus on integrated, coordinated, and balanced planning for
land use and transportation that the SCAG region strives toward a more sustainable region, while the
region meets and exceeds in meeting all of applicable statutory requirements pertinent to the 2016
RTP/SCS. These strategies within the regional context are provided as guidance for lead agencies such
as local jurisdictions when the proposed project is under consideration.

DEMOGRAPHICS AND GROWTH FORECASTS

Local input plays an important role in developing a reasonable growth forecast for the 2016 RTP/SCS.
SCAG used a bottom-up local review and input process and engaged local jurisdictions in establishing
the base geographic and socioeconomic projections including population, household and employment. At
the time of this letter, the most recently adopted SCAG jurisdictional-level growth forecasts that were
developed in accordance with the bottom-up local review and input process consist of the 2020, 2035,
and 2040 population, households and employment forecasts. To view them, please visit

http://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2016GrowthForecastByJurisdiction.pdf. The growth forecasts for the
region and applicable jurisdictions are below.

Adopted SCAG Region Wide Forecasts Adopted County of Riverside Forecasts

Year 2020 Year 2035 Year 2040 Year 2020 Year 2035 Year 2040

Population 19,663,000 22,091,000 22,138,800 2,479,800 3,055,100 3,183,700
Households 6,458,000 7,325,000 7,412,300 802,400 1,009,000 1,054,300
Employment 8,414,000 9,441,000 9,871,500 848,700 1,111,800 1,174,300

MITIGATION MEASURES

SCAG staff recommends that you review the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) for
the 2016 RTP/SCS for guidance, as appropriate. SCAG'’s Regional Council certified the Final PEIR and
adopted the associated Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (FOF/SOC) and
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) on April 7, 2016 (please see:
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016PEIR.aspx). The Final PEIR includes a list of project-level
performance standards-based mitigation measures that may be considered for adoption and
implementation by lead, responsible, or trustee agencies in the region, as applicable and feasible.
Project-level mitigation measures are within responsibility, authority, and/or jurisdiction of project-
implementing agency or other public agency serving as lead agency under CEQA in subsequent project-
and site- specific design, CEQA review, and decision-making processes, to meet the performance
standards for each of the CEQA resource categories.
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Dear Mr. Komo,

This email is written in response to the Notice of Preparation for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land
Management Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report. The Riverside County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District (District) has reviewed the NOP and has the following comments:

1. Asnotedinthe NOP, one of the main purposes of the Land Management Plan is to protect
and enhance habitat for plant and wildlife species. It should be noted that the District’s is
currently working on the San Jacinto River Levee Stage 4 project which will include a
mitigation project. The mitigation project proposes enhancements within the San Jacinto
River for the benefit of riparian habitat as well as Los Angeles Pocket Mouse. As this
mitigation site is located between the Potrero Unit and the Davis Unit, some consideration
could be given to the District’s mitigation site to help connect the two units. A plan that
considers a more contiguous approach would allow for better management of existing
biological resources in the area.

2. The District has several projects and facilities throughout the San Jacinto River Basin that
may be impacted by the project. Please be sure to address how the project will impact the
District’s existing easements and/or rights of way and facilities along the San Jacinto River as
well as projects in the area including the upcoming San Jacinto River Levee Stage 4 project.
Please contact the District for more information.

3. It should be noted that the District was involved with the feasibility study for the San Jacinto
Gap project that was prepared by the San Jacinto River Watershed Council in 2007. The
study looked at alternatives to convey San Jacinto River flows from the downstream end of
the San Jacinto River Levee Stage 4 project to Mystic Lake which would be within the Davis
Unit of the LMP. A copy of the feasibility study can be obtained from the District.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
Land Management Plan Project Draft Environmental Impact Report. For our record keeping
purposes, we request that you acknowledge receipt of this email. If you have any further questions
concerning this letter, please feel free to contact me at the number provided below, or Kris Flanigan
at 951.955.8581.

Thank you,

Kevin Cunningham

Associate Engineer — Air/Water Quality Control
Environmental Regulatory Services 2
Riverside County Flood Control

& Water Conservation District
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June 23, 2016

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Attention: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109

23301 Dracaea Avenue

Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

Re: Comments on a Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact Report-
San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project

Dear Mr. Konno:

The City of Moreno Valley appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the
Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project.

The San Jacinto Wildlife Agency (SJWA) lies adjacent to and within the southeastern
portion of the City of Moreno Valley city limits. The proposed project is in close proximity
to existing industrial land and the recently approved World Logistics Center project,
which is located immediately to the north of the SUWA .

In reviewing the limited information currently provided on the project scope and
environmental determination, the City only understands that the project is comprised of
the following items that are new or of increased activity as compared to the existing
ongoing operation and maintenance activities. This includes:

e Proposed Public Uses incorporated into the Land Management Plan (LMP);

¢ Maintenance activities to sustain the biological communities that provide habitat
for wildlife and fisheries resources;

e Minor improvements such as signage, access control and maintenance and trails

that do not involve substantial physical disruption of the wildlife area;

Restoration and enhancement of alkali, wetland, upland, and riparian areas;

Maintenance of proposed structures and facilities;

Monitoring of education activities, including scientific research;

Coordination with public agencies and private interest groups, consistent with

LMP goals;

Dissemination of public information regarding the SUIWA; and

e Implementation and enforcement of applicable laws and regulations
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A primary concern that the City has with the NOP is that it does not highlight or evaluate
potential environmental impacts that may be associated with the project. California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15082 “Notice of Preparation and
Determination of Scope of an EIR" states that “probable environmental effects of the
project shall be provided.” On Page 6 of the NOP, all potential categories contained
within a DEIR, including aesthetics, agricultural, air quality, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards, hydrology/water quality,
land use/planning, mineral resources, noise, population/housing, public services,
recreation, transportation/traffic and utilities were not evaluated to any degree in the
NOP. The document states, “no determinations have yet been made as to the
significance of these potential impacts” and, “determinations will be made in the
environmental analysis conducted in the EIR after the issues are thoroughly
considered.” A completed initial study would have better evaluated impacts and
narrowed the potential impact list down to only those impacts that would be considered
a significant impact and would have provided details that a DEIR is the correct
environmental document to prepare for the proposed project.

The following comments and concerns are offered for your consideration as the
processing and completion of the DEIR progresses:

e A site plan depicting site improvements and proposed structure placement was
not provided within the NOP packet. When available, the City would like to review
a more detailed site plan of existing and proposed conditions to properly access
the project site improvements and any potential related impacts.

e Public uses will be incorporated into the SJWA Plan. However, the document
does not provided information as to what these proposed public uses will be and
where they will be located. The DEIR would require specific details on public
uses.

¢ Maintenance activities will occur to sustain the biological communities that
provide habitat for wildlife and fisheries resources. It is not certain what these
maintenance activities would consist of, and this information should be
highlighted in the DEIR.

e Minor improvements such as signage, access control and trails are proposed
within the wildlife area. Details have not been provided as to where these items
are proposed within the SUIWA, and shall be addressed in detail within the DEIR
document.

e The proposed project will include the restoration and enhancement of alkali,
wetland, upland, and riparian areas. The materials provided do not highlight
where this proposed restoration will be taking place within the SUWA. The DEIR
shall include detailed information on restoration and enhancement efforts within
the SUIWA.
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e The proposed project will include maintenance of proposed structures and
facilities within the SUWA. The materials and maps provided in the NOP do not
adequately provide details on what the proposed structures and facilities will
include, or where they will be located within the SIWA. The DEIR shall
thoroughly address all proposed structures within the SJWA.

e Potential environmental impacts to trigger a DEIR are not defined or identified
within the NOP. All potential environmental effects of the project shall be
thoroughly evaluated within the DEIR document, including detailed biological and
land use studies. All potential environmental impacts and appropriate feasible
mitigation measures must be included in the DEIR document.

The City of Moreno Valley looks forward for the opportunity to review additional
information on project scope and potential environmental impacts that may be
associated with the proposed SJWA project. The City would also request to review the
completed DEIR and corresponding response to NOP comments once the document
becomes available. Please include the City on any mailing lists related to the draft and
final environmental documents as well as for future notifications of meetings/public
hearings associated with the project.

Should you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (951) 413-3215.

Sincerely,

—_—

UM O

Mark Gross, AICP
Senior Planner

c:  Allen D. Brock, Community Development Director
Richard J. Sandzimier, Planning Official
Claudia Manrique, Associate Planner
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Written Comment Form

Please either deposit this sheet in the basket at the sign-in table before you leave today, or submit via
as described below. Attach additional sheets if needed.

Comments may also be submitted by one of the following methods:
1) Send written comments to Eddy Konno at:
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Attn: Eddy Konno
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, California, 92203
2) Send an email to: SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov and please have the subject line of emails

read “SJWA NOP Scoping Comments.”

Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Land Management Plan (LMP) Available at:

Location Address
CDFW - San Jacinto Wildlife Area 17050 Davis Road, Lakeview, CA 92567
CDFW — Bermuda Dunes Field Office 78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109, Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203
CDFW - Project Website https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Notices
NOP Available at:

Location Address
Nuview Library 29990 Lakeview Ave., Nuevo, CA 92567
Moreno Valley Library 25480 Alessandro Blvd., Moreno Valley, CA 92553
Perris Branch Library 163 E San Jacinto Ave., Perris, CA 92570
San Jacinto Library 500 Idyllwild Drive, San Jacinto, CA 92583
Beaumont Library District 125 E 8th Street, Beaumont, CA 92223

All comments must be received by July 8, 2016.

Other opportunity for public input will occur during Draft EIR review period,
anticipated in late 2016.

Please note that your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in your comment, is part of
your entire comment. Your personal identifying information may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your
comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be able to do so.
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California Department of Fish and Game

Attention: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109

Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

Re: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIR) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project.

We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Draft SfWA Management
Plan and are objecting to the incomplete consideration of a number of significant
issues requiring analysis in the Draft EIR.

ATTACHMENT #1 list the MSHCP Covered Species of plants and animals (72)
presently occurring on the SJWA and subject to CEQA Guideline section 15065 -
Mandatory Finding of Significance.

ATTACHMENT #2 provides a copy of the 1987 Agreement for the Reclaimed Water
Supply for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area between the California Department of Fish
and Game (now CDFW) and Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD).
ATTACHMENT #3 is the proposed EMWD Draft Agreement presented at the April,
2014 public meeting reducing the allocation of reclaimed water to SJWA and
eliminating the State (public) Reserve Capacity (20 AF/DAY) in the pipeline bringing
reclaimed water to the SJWA. The two documents contradict the inaccurate
presentation presented in the Draft Management Plan concerning the renewal of the
1987 SJWA Reclaimed Water Contract and needs to be corrected in the Draft EIR.

ATTACHMENT #4 is the Friends November 16, 2015 comment letter on the
proposed Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for Potrero Canyon (SCH 2014091006) and
the November 18, 2003 State Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB) Minutes regarding
the acquisition of the Potrero property from Lockheed Martin Corps. These
documents concern the ongoing clean up of the Potrero public lands being
conducted by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The
Draft EIR needs to appropriately consider these significant issues/impacts
concerning the Potrero Unit of the SJWA.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input regarding this important wildlife
conservation project and please be sure to notify the Friends of the availability of
the Draft EIR.

Yt bt IR
Tom Paulek Susan Nash

lonsretooss Darr Frusid et
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FRIENDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN JACINTO VALLEY
LIST OF COVERED PLANT AND ANIMAL SPECIES [JULY, 2016]
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY MULTIPLE SPECIES HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
[MSHCP - 2004]
SAN JACINTO WILDLIFE AREA (SJWA)
(10,996 ACRE SJWA DAVIS UNIT AND 9,130 ACRE POTRERO UNIT]
SUBJECT TO CEQA GUIDELINE § 15065

1] American bittern

2] American peregrine falcon
3] Arroyo toad

4] Bald eagle

5] Bell’s sage sparrow

6] Black-crowned night heron

7] Bobcat

8] Burrowing owl

9] California horned lark
10] Coast horned lizard
11] Coastal cactus wren

12] Coastal California gnatcatcher

13] Coastal western whiptail
14] Cooper’s hawk

15] Coulter’s goldfields

16] Coyote

17] Davidson’s saltscale

18] Double-crested cormorant
19] Downy woodpecker

20] Dulzura kangaroo rat
21] Englemann oak

22] Ferruginous hawk

23] Golden eagle

24] Granite night lizard

25] Granite spiny lizard

26] Grasshopper sparrow
27] Great blue heron

28] Jaeger’s milk-vetch

29] Least Bell’s vireo

30] Lincoln’s sparrow

31] Loggerhead shrike

32] Long-tailed weasel

33] Los Angeles pocket mouse
34] Macgillivray’s warbler
35] Merlin

36] Moran’s navarretia

37] Mountain lion

Botaurus lentiginosus
Falco peregrinus anatum
Anaxyrus californicus

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Artemisiospiza belli belli
Nycticorax nycticorax

Lynx rufus
Athene cunicularia

Eremophila alpestris actia
Phrynosoma blainvillii
Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus cousei
Polioptila californica californica
Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri
Accipiter cooperii

Lasthenia glabrata coulteri
Canis latrans

Atriplex serenana var davidsonii

Phalacrocorax auritus

Picoides pubescens

Dipodomys simulans

Quercus engelmannii

Buteo regalis

Aquila chrysaetos

Xantusia henshawi henshawi
Sceloporus orcutti
Ammodramus savannarum
Ardea herodias

Astragalus pachypus var.intermedius
Vireo belli pusillus

Melospiza lincolnii

Lanius ludovicianus

Mustela frenata

Perognathus longimembris brevinasus
Oporaornis tolmiei

Falco columbarius

Navarretia fossalis

Puma concolor



Page 2 - MSHCP Covered Species San Jacinto Wildlife Area

38] Mountain plover Charadrius montanus
39] Mud nama Nama stenocarpum
40] Nashville warbler Vermivora ruficapilla
41] Northern harrier Circus cyaneus
42] San Diego pocket mouse Chaetodipus fallax fallax
43] Orangethroat whiptail Aspidoscelis hyperrythra
44] Osprey Pandion haliaetus
45] Parry’s spineflower Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi
46] Plummer’s mariposa lily Calochortus plummerae
47| Prairie falcon Falco mexicanus
48] Purple Martin Progne subis
49] Red-diamond rattlesnake Crotalus ruber
50] San Bernardino kangaroo rat Dipodomys merriami parvus
51] San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit Lepus californicus bennettii
52] San Diego desert woodrat Neotoma lepida intermedia
53] San Jacinto Valley crownscale Atriplex coronate var notatior
54] Sharp-shinned hawk Accipitar striatus
55] Smooth tarplant Centromadia pungens ssp laevis
56] Southern California rufous-
crowned sparrow Aimophila ruficeps canescens
57] Southwestern willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus
58] Stephens’ kangaroo rat Dipodomys stephensi
59] Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni
60] Thread-leaved brodiaea Brodiaea filifolia
61] Tree swallow Tachycineta bicolor
62] Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor
63] Turkey vulture Cathartes aura
64] Vernal barley Hordeum intercedens
65] Western Spadefoot Spea hammondii
66] Western yellow-billed cuckoo  Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
67] White-faced ibis Plegadis chihi
68] White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus
69] Wilson’s warbler Wilsonia pusilla
70] Wright’s trichocoronis Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii
71] Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia brewsteri

72] Yucaipa onion Allium marvinii
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN STATE OF CALIFORNIA,

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, AND EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DYSTRICT
FOR THE SAN  JACINTO WILDLIFE AREA
RECLAIMED WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

&

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered inte this _18th day of
August, 1987, by and between the State of Californla, Department
of Fish and Game, acting by and through its duly appointed and
acting Director of Department of Figsh and Game, hereinafter
called the State, and Eastern Municipal Water District, a Publie
Agency of the State of California within the county of Riverside,
hereinafter called the District:

WITNESSETH

WHEREAS, the State owns and manages the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
within the boundaries of the District; and,

WHEREAS, the State has a?rned to develop and manage the wildlife
area as mitigation for wildlife losses from construction of the
State Water Project in Southern California; and

WHEREAS, the Btate xaalizas'that long term tesource and public
begefita will result from the development of the wildlife aveai
and, .

WHEREAS, to develop and manage the wildlife area the State must
obtain an adequate, dependable and affordable source of water;
and,

WHEREAS, the District operates and maintaing a water reclamation
plant which produces large quantities of reclalmed water; and,

WHEREAS, the District has a need fﬂg areas that can provide long
term assurance that large quantities of reclaimed water c¢an and
will be used for appioved beneflcial programs; and,

"WHEREAB, it -is in the best interest of the State and the District
to govperatively devel@gfa reclaimed water delivery syatem and in.
¢

' water d

86 doing assure a wildl area water supply for the State and
%aposai sites for the District.




‘- NOW THEREFORE, it i!gt'ead as follows: .

The State and the District desire to complete a cooperative
project for the construction and operation of a reclaimed water
conveyance system consisting of approximately 53,000 feet of 36",
33", 30" and 27" diameter pipeline and appurtenant facilities to
rovide a water source for both the wildlife habitat on the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area, Riverside County, California, and the area
adjacent to the conveyance pipeline as shown on Exhibit A,

t« The District shall:

A« Construct ov have constructed a reclaimed water delivery
pipeline and appurtenant facilities as desc¢ribed in
attached project construction plans and specifications

- marked Exhibit B attached hereto and made a part hereof.
These shall be owned, operated and maintained by District
(District Facilitiesn).

B. Provide engineering service for planning, design,
conagtruction and inspection.

€. Obtain all required easements and permits to construct
and operate pipeline.

D. Provide funding and sugpcrt services to operate and
maintain the pipeline for the life of the project.

E. Complete and circulate the appropriate environmental
document required by CEQA to cover construction and
operation of the pipeline.

F. Deliver reclaimed water to the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
in accordance with the terms of attached delivery
achedule marked Exhibit €, water guality schedule marked
Exhibit D, and fee schedule marked Exhibit E, attached
hereto and made a part hereof.

&

Reserve for the State 6.5 mgd (20 AF/DAY) capacity rights
in the pipeline during the nine month period from "
September 1 through May 31 each fiscal year for the life
of the project.

2, The State shall:

A. Provide the District with an easement on the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area to provide for the placement of the
pipeline and appurtenant facilities.

B« Develop and waintain appropriate and adequate wildlife
area facilities capable of recelving, distributing and
utilizing water in accordance with the approved water
delivery and water quality schedules (State Facilities).

g, -
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E.

Complete an.cnvidfe the District with .approvad
wildlife area management plan containing a water
management element documenting the State's need, abilicy
and commitment to use reclaimed water.

Allow the District the use of (as ldentified in the State

Management Plan) agreed upon desipgnated sites and f
facilities oun the San Jacinto Wildlife Aves for the
emergency storage and/or disposal of reclaimed water as
long as such Diatrict use is reasonable under the
clroumstances and with the underatandinf that in such an
event, there would be no charge for reclaimed water
delivered by the Distriet for emergency storage andjor
disposal. The Districet ls reeponsible for any added cost
to the State and any and all damages to the Wildlife
facility should the District supply water in excess of
the Emergency Storage Capacity at the facility, and the
Distriet would also be reagunsible for any resultant
impacts to downstream aquifers or other facilities.

Allow the District annual use of the State's reserved
plpeline capacity of 6.5 mgd (20 AF/DAY) for delivery of
water to atger users ﬂuring the months of June, July and
August without cost or lisbility to the District.
Howevey, such reserved use shall nut preclude the State
from ordering water during the months of June, July and
August consistent with the District's Rules and
Regulations for Agricultural Reclaimed Water Use.

Accept, use and purchase reclaiwed water delivered to the
Bay Jaeinto Wildlife Area in accordance with the terms of
attached delivery schedule marked Exhibit €, water
quality schedule marked Exhibit D, and fee schedule
warked Exhibit E. .

The State, with cooperation from the District, will
obtain all required permits to use reclalmed water oun the
San Jacinto Wildlife Area.

State and the District mutually spree that:

District ownership, coperation and maintenance of and
rovision of service through the gipeliug facilicy will
e {n accordance with its applicable policies, rules and

ragulations under  its improvement District No. 17
(Hemet-San Jacinto Valleywide) sewerage program; the

State ownership, operation and malntenance of the San

Jaeinto Wildiife Area will be in accordance with the

approved area wanagement plan and the applicable

policies, rules and regulations of the Department of Fish
and Uame, State of California.



. B. Bubjeet t . . ,raph 2. E., annual « . . es (in acre
feet) of water to be delivered by the District and
accepted by the Stave of reclaimed water during the
initial 25-year term of this agreement sre as follows:

Fiscal Quantities Fisecal Quantities
Year in AF Year in AF
1989+90 - 1,500 2002-03 4,500
‘ -91 1,800 {4 4,500
=92 2,100 «05 4,500
~93 2,400 ~06 4,500
=94 2,700 =07 4,500
“95 3,000 ~08 4,500
~96 3,300 ~09 4,500
~97 3,600 =10 4,500
~98 3,800 =§1 4,500
=99 4,200 w2 4,500
1999-2000 4,500 =13 4,500
~01 4,500 2013-2014 4,500
“62 4‘ ¥ 50 0 _ L
Total Quantity - 25 years 96,000

Some reclaimed water will be available in Fiscal Year
1988-89 for testing facilities, the Fiscal Year total
cannot be accurately estimated at this time. Test water
will be delivered at to cost to the State,

C. The joint financing of the pipeline facility by State and
District is based on the following (capaeity/length)
proportion of cost allocationg

Estimated initial capital cost of pipeline $3,029,800.00

DF&G % of Cost
Design Reserved Estimated Initially
Pipeline Estimated Capacit Capacity (Cost. Alloc. Allocated
Begment Cost = (in mgd) (in mpgd) to DF&G to DF&G
12 $2,116,620 17.00 6.50 38.24 § 809,395
2=3 167,400 11.50 6,50 56.52 94,614
3=d 276,120 9.00 6,50 72,22 199,414
b4u'y 469,660 6.75 6.50 96.30 452,283
Total Initial DF&G Alloecation 1,555,708
(before "time share" adjustment) gay 1,555,700

.iime Share" Adjustment (to reflect DF&G's proposal to use
its reserved capaclity entitlement only nine months each year
=« and allowing the %istrict to fully use the entire capacity
during the remaining three summer months to serve other
customers)
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Adjusted '{J-'(.Allocatian = Total Initi@BDOFEG 270 days
Allocation X 365 days

= 81,555,700°X .7397
= $1,150,751 « gay $1,150,000
(equivalent to 37.96% ¢f the total estimated cost):

State Share $1,150,000
Diwtrict Share §$1,879,800

TOTAL $3,029,800

District’'s construction of pipeline and State's payment for
State ghare of capltal cost of ?ipelina will be in accordance
with Stanéard‘ﬁgrﬁement WC # 1318 , dated _August 18, 1987 .

R

1f the State determines that chlorination 1s required for
someé portion of the water delivered, the cost for suach

chlorination shall be added to the unchlorinated reclaimed

water gopts.

In consideration for emergency storage and/or disposal of
reclaimed water on State land and use of the State's
plpeline reserve capacity by the District to deliver

- water to other ugers during June, July and August each

year and notwithstanding provisions of Exhibit E, total
cost to the State for unchlorinated reclaimed water
during the initial 25 year term of this agreement will
not exceed $15.00 per acre foot.

While the term of this agreement is Twenty-five (25)
years commencing with the date hereof, providing water
for the San Jaciuto Wildlife Aresa is a long term mutually
beneficial program for both the State and the District.
This Yfmgram will result in the production of valuable
wildlife hablitat that will support resident and mi%ratcry
populations of wildlife and provide long term benefits to
the publie. The Btate and District realize that wildlife
populations and public beneflts will become dependent
upon habitat aupported by the reclaimed water delivery
program. In recognition thereof, the State and District
censider this program to be a long terw commitment, to be
extended beyond the initial term of thils agreement and in
vod faith and consistent with thelr legal authority
intend to periodically extend this agreement with such
amendments as are at the time deemed necegsary.

In the future when the District determines that the
original pipeline is no longer serviceable or is no
longer capable of deliveving the full quantities of
reclalmed water specifled in paragraph 3. B., the State
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and the Diat‘t, congistent with agr-ee.mt sharing,
will cooperatively seek veplacement funds for the
pipeline to insure that reclaimed water remalns avallable
to the Ban Jacinto Wildlife Area.

The State shall operate and maintain State Facllities at

its sole cost and expense so as to be fully capable of
recelving the reclaimed water quantities specified in
paragraph 3. B.

Except as herelnabove described, State shall not be
obligated to make or cause to be made any {mprovements or
repalrs to asny District Facilitles. However, District
may at its own cost and with written approval from the
State place or construct or have placed or constructed on
the San Jacinto Wildlife Area any structures, alterations
or improvements, i.e. emergency storage capacity,
chlorination station, apputtenant to elther State
Facilities or District Faclilities in addition to those
set forth and described hereiln provided that water
delivery as herein provided is not affected,

The provisions of this agreement shall apply to and bind
the successors and assigns of the respective parties, but
no assignment ov transfer of this agreement or any part
thereof ghall be valid unless and until approved by both
parties,

The District hereby walves all clalms and recourse
against State including the right to contributions for
any loss or damage arising from, growing out of, or in
any way connected with or incident to this agreement ot
District Faclilities except claims arising from the
conourrent ot sole negligence of State, its offlcers,
agents and employees. Further, Distvict shall indemnify,
hold harmless and defend State, lts officers, agents and
employees against any and all claims, demands, damages,
costa, expenses or liability arielug out of the design,
construgtion, operation, maintenance, existence or
failure of District Facilitles. 1f State is named as
co~-defendant pursuant to Government Code Sections 895 et.
seq., District shall notlfy State and represent it,

unless State elects to represent {tgelf, in which case

State shall bear ite own litigation costs, expenses and
attorney's fees.-

The District and any of ity officers, agents and
employees shall, in the petformance of this agreement,
act in thelr capacity as officers, agents and employees
cg ghe District and not as officers, agents or employees
Q tate.



M. The State ah_’tha District hereby cart& that in the
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perfornance of thelr responsibilities and ducies under
this agreement and in the administration of any
concession agreement for services or accommodations, they
will comply with all State and Federal non«diserimination
laws. Any contracts for construction of facilities shall
contain a clause that there shall be no diserimination
agalnat any employee who is employed in the work covered
by such contracts or agalnst any applicant for such
employment because of race, c¢reed, religion, color, age,
national origin, sex or physical handicap,

The State hereby waives all claims and recourse against
District including the vight to contributions for any
loss or damage ar%sing from, growing out of, or in any
way connected with or incident to this agreement or
State's use of reclaimed water axuegt claims arising from
the concurrent or sole negligence of Distriect, its
officers, agents and employees. Further, State shall
indemnify, hold harmless and defend District, its
officera, agents and employees against any and all
claims, demands, damages, costs, expenses or liabilicy
arising out of the design, construction, operation,
maintenance, existence or fallure of State Facilities,
If District is named as co-defendant pursuant to
Government Code Sections 895 et, seq. State shall notify
District and represent it, unless District elects to
represent {tself, in which case District shall bear its
own litigation costs, expenses and attorney's fees.

The State and any of its officers, agents and employees
shall, in the performance of this agreement, act in their
capacity as officers, agenta and employees of the State
and not as officers, agents or employees of District.

The State and District will meet and confer to review and
plan management and operational programs assoclated with
this reclaimed water management program as needed, but
not less than annually.

To the extent possible and consistent with their legal
and management authority the State and the District will
cooperate to cope with emergencies or unforeseen events
assoclated with the use of teclaimed water on the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area.

Notices: Notices required between the District and State

will be deemed to have been given when malled to the

respective addresses below, first-class postage fully
prepaid thereon:



To District: Gene Manager .
Eastern Municipal Water District
P.0, Box 858
Hemet, CA 92343

To State: Regional Manager, Region 5
Department of Fish and Game
245 W. Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802

In the event either party &hangea its address, such party ahall
notify the other party within 30 days. Copies of all
correspondence ragardimg_tha reclaimed water project for the San
Jadinto Wildlife Area will also be sent to:

Area Manager

8an Jacinto Wildlife Area
P,0. Box 254

Lakeview, CA 923513

Eastern Municipal STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Water District Department of Fish and Came
Wildlife Conservation Board

Ay

ames Laugh LA /. John Bchm]
Ekecutive Officer

sheral Managef

Date Signed 5{(’/2 £ / £7 Date Signed #»‘:/9;/&‘?

I hereby certify that all conditions for exemption set forth in
State Administrative Manual Section 1209 have been complied with
and this document is exempt from review by the Departmgnt of

Finance. g . u

ij;/ é’I«M
2



Fsr’ark OF CALIFORNIA .
: . 88,

©ChuNTY or
betore me f:‘miv I}ardai

| personally sppesred _ W, John Schmlde '

personally known to me {or proved ku me on the basis of satinfactory
avidenve} to be the person vwho wxewoubed bthis instrument as

SANDY DANIEL Eecutive Offlm, Wildlife Conservation Board ¢ the State of Qﬂifmg
y N W "——1'—Lv- oL Disn end Gand md aaknuwhﬂqod o me t:tmt: the
7 13t Comn Expirs A 17,1990 . lhopaters » _ :
T l:nm:ud it

{this area for official notarial seal) WITNESS my hand and official seal,

{ack, - Public Agency, 9/85) Signeds
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Genernl Manager
: Donald €, Blewaet

Chief Enginerr and Deputy Gonerel Manager
Jumey 1. Bumy, Ji,

Legal Counsgl
Tedwine and Sheeaill

iirector of The Meteopolltan Weter

LHstrict of Swwithern California
D'j'h ¥ Bown

James ¥. Unland & Associates
41490 East Florida Avenue

Sulte E

Hemat, Californta 92344
Attentiont
Re
The
for

- from the Hemet-San Jacinto
the Lakeview~Nuevo area.

(23

Request for Proposal:

on the attached map.

- The work shall be reviewed and checked by the District's staff.
astablished a time period of 150 calenda
in the following section entitied “Scope

SCOPE_OF WORK:

SECTION I -~ DESIGN SURVEY:

The Engineer shall complete a
for the design and preparation

by the District.

A,

B. Provide resesrch, fiel
surveyed,

C.

The control
reference,

“11
2.
3.

-4, Ssction lines

P———

.~ Bastern Municipal Vi@

Eastarn Huﬁfe?pal Water
all the work necessary

_ _ The project consists of a
pipeline ranging in size from 36" {n dismeter to 27V,

Said work shall include the following:

Attend staff leval meetings with District personnel to plan,
essential District criteria prior to beginning actual survey,

Establish a systematic network for referenced and
T.point:s are to be es
The points shall inc)

er

Beard of iNregtors
W, (. Aldridgv, Presbdent
Joks M. Coudures, Vies Praatdest
Uhester G, Glibert
fichard O, Kallay
Roedger D, Hlima
Beerviary
Loulas T, Kosltere
Treasurer
Hogers ¥, Con

July 24, 1986

THE APPROVED FINAL DESICGN AND CONSTRUCTION
PLANS AND SPRCIFICATIONS COMPLETED UNDER THIS
RFP WILL BE MARKED EXHIBIT “B" AND WILL BECOME
& PART HEREOF,

Mr, James W, Unland '

Lakeview « Effiuent Transmission Line

District fs requesting professional engineerin proposals
to design a major wastewater effluent transmissfon lime
HRF to a Department of Fish and Game wildlife rafuge in
pproximately B.5 miles of plastic

The apparent best route i85 thown

The District has
i* days for completion of the work as defined
of Work™,

T1 work necessary to accumulate survey data essantial
of contract drawings aleong the alignments as specified

organize, and gather

d reconnaissance, and data accumulation for arsas to ba

identifiable control points.
tablished by ground survey at critical points of
ude, but not be Timited to, the following:

Centeriine intersections.
“Centerline extensions.
Recorded curve monuments, 1.e., B.C.'s, E.C.'s, ete,

y section 174, 1/16, corners where applicable,

24660 San Jdnolnto Street o Post. Olfice Box 858 ¢ Hamat, California 92343 o Teleohone (114} RARIATH
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EXHIBIT C
RECLAIMED WATER DELIVERY SCHEDULE

The water dellivery day shall commence at 7:30 a.m. of each day
and run until 7:30 s.m. the following day. A water run shall be
continuous until changed bﬁwthe State. Water order changes must
be called to District at EMWD, Headquarters no later than 3:00
pam. the afterncon before such a change ig requested. All water
shall be ordered in accordance with the following chart. Except
for emergency conditions, water orders shall vary no move than
two chart positions from the previous day.

Chart Water Order
Pogition AF /DAY GPM MGD
1 i 226 0.33
2 2 453 0.65
3 3 679 0.98
4 4 805 1.30
8 5 1132 1.63
b b 1358 1.96
7 7 1584 2.%8
8 3 1811 2.61
9 9 2037 2,93
10 10 2263 3.26
11 1 2490 3.58
12 12 2716 3.9
13 13 2942 4,24
14 14 3168 ba56
15 15 3394 4,89
16 16 3621 5.21
17 17 3847 5.54
18 18 4074 5.87
19 19 4300 6.19
20 20 4526 6.52
21 21 4753 " 6.84
22 22 4979 7.17
23 23 5205 1.50
24 24 5432 7.82
25 25 5658 8,15



EXHIBIT D
RECLATHMED WATER QUALITY SCHEDULE

All water delivered by District shall comply with Reclaimed Water
Producer Requirements established by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Reglon, or its successor
a%enay, The District shall supply the Department's Regional

g figa with copies of all water quality veports supplied to the
Board.

In order to insure that no detrimental effects occur to wildlife,
Effluent Quality Limitations for reclaimed water delivered by the
Ulstrict shall not exceed those specified in EPA's Quality
Griteria Standards for Water 1986, The District at no time shall
deliver reclaimed water which is shown to be toxic in any way to
fish and wildlife resources. The following parameters should be
monitored at the specified frequency:

CONSTITUENT MONITORING FREQUENCY

gﬂ AR A R Y YRR Onﬂe per weak

nibnized Amm@ﬁia SR E R R AR e onaﬁ pey week

Regidual Chlorine .e.vuvvevovssass Daily *

Coliform Bacteria ...uevveessvesss Dally *

EPA’s Priority Pollutants *%,...... Amnmually unless action levels
: discovered

* When required for reclaimed water Public Health Standards
** List Attached.
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 PRIGRITY PALLUTANTS

BaseMastral Extraztibies

EXHIBIT D

&
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EXHIBIT E

RECLAIMED WATER FEE SCHEDULE
An Initial rate (to be applicable during the first five years of
the Agreement) for the secondarily treated vreclaimed water to be
delivered and sold to the State based upon the following elements
(which take the State's inivial financial participation in the
cost of the gubject facility into account):

Element for operation and Maintenance of

the gubject proposed project facilities $ 3.00/AF
Reclaimed water value element 5.00/AF
Tota) Initial Rate $10.00/AF

This initial rate ghall be azplicabla for the firet five years of
the agreement period, following which the elements for operation
and maintenance and reclaimed water value shall be subject to
annual adjustment for each flscal year based upon changes in the
Consumer Price Index for the Los Angeles, Anaheim, Riverside
metrvopolitan area for all urban consumers. The Consumer Price
Index for the month prior to the effective date of this agreement
lg 344.1. (1967 Average = 100)

Annually in June the District shall determine its per AF cost to
chlorinate reclaimed water from its Hemet-San Jacinto Regional
Water Reclamation Facility. The cost shall be determined based
upon both the cost of chlorine and the cost to operate and
maintain the c¢hlorination facilities. This costc 1ls initially
estimated to be S10/AF. -

Payments for reclaimed water will be made in the following
manne :

1+ BAll transmitted by District 15th day of mouth following
period of water use.

2. Bill due and payable by State 45 days after bill. transmitted
by District. o
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT @gmmmmgﬁ CA[._,!F{)RNIA‘
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME AND EASTERN MUN o,
DISTRICT FOR THE SAN JACINTO WILDLIFE ARE!

PROJECT

This Amendment o the Recycled Water Agreement (“Amendment”) is made and enterad into
this day of , 2014, by and between EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER
DISTRICT, a Public Agency of the State of California within the County of Riverside (“District”).
and THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE, formerly
Department of Fish and Game, (“State”). District and State may sometimes be collectively
referrad o herein as the “Parties.”

REGITALS

WHEREAS, State and District entered into an Agree ‘s
Jacinto Wildlife Area (8JWA) Reclaimed Water Supp W Projectdt
as Exhibit "A," which included a cocp&fatwe pro\ LJor constructf

and operation of a recycled
ed rate ("SJWA Rate");

and

WHEREAS, the Agreement’s initial te-zrm is t0 exp ’%,f.,

WHEREAS, the Agreement pmw % Qr "zis original term, and for any such
amendments as may be desmed nect ;

% L}_t

ion ‘6f the State Water Pm;ect in

significantly less recycled water than the maximum
© with an actual eleven-year historical average of
p year, and a maximum annual usage of approximately 3,100
acre feet; and

WHEREAS, State is in
associated environmental
water needead in the future,

ss of developing a long-term fand use plan for the SJWA and
décuments, which may have an impact on the amount of recycled

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above recited premises, together with the mutual
covenants herein contained, and for other good consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of
which are acknowledged, the Parties to this Amendment agree as follows:

1t

i

i
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AMEND '

Modification_of Section 1(F). Section 1(F) of the Agreement is modified to read in its
entirety as follows:

“District shall supply recycled water service to State at the SJWA Rate defined in
Section 2(F), below. Such service shall be provided by District to approved facilities at
the connection locations identifisd on Exhibit “B,” hereto.

Recycled water service shall be limited to three-thousand one-hundred (3,100) acre-feet
per year, to maich the actual maximum quantity used by the SJWA over the last eleven
years. This 3,100 acre-feet shall be composed of a base quantity of two-thousand two-
hundred (2,200) acre feet available for delivery e fi-year, with an additional nine-
hundred (800) acre-fest available for delivery du he period of November 1 through
April 30 of each year. :
Deliveries shall be subject to the following ma
» Six-thousand (8,000) gallons-per:
February, March, April, May, Novambe ¢
+ Fourthousand (4,000) gallon i ing-the months of June, July,
August and September; i '
s Fourthousand five-hundred (4,50
of October.” e

lBn-per-minute schedule:

Deletion of Section 1(G). G g ment is deleted and is of no
further force and effect. ‘ "

with District Rate Code R682, as may be
i Stch rate shail be initially set at $63.38 per
i , andisubject, thereafter, fo price adjustments as set
' irectars through its normal rate-sefting prccess The

District will rer pthly invoice for recycled water deliveries made during the
preceding mor n the meter reading made by District at the Point of Delivery.
Billings are due up P presentation of the statement, and become delinquent if not paid
within thirty (30) days from the date of such billing. Delinquent accounts are subject to
District's standard late penaity charges, and could be cause for termination of service in
accordance with the procedures dascribed in Section 5, below.”

Mudification of Section 3(G). Section 3(G) of the Agreement is modified to read in its
entirety as follows:

‘In the future when the District determines that the original pipeline is no longer
serviceable or is no longer capable of delivering the full quantities of reclaimed water as
provided herein, the State and the District, consistent with agreed cost sharing, wil
cooperatively seek replacement funds for the pipeline to insure that reclaimed water
remains available to the 8an Jacinto Wildlife Area.”
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Agresment Tarm. The following new Section 4 is added to the Agreement:

This Amendment shall become effective on April 1, 2014, and shall extend the term of
the Agreement for a period of twenty (20) years, unless terminated in writing by either
party in accordance with Section 5, below. Mowever, any sasement rights granted to the
District, by State, pursuant to any prior Agreement pertaining to recycled water service
by District to the SJWA shall survive the expiration of the Agreement. Any such
easement(s) shall accrue, permanently, to the benefit of the District.

Should State, as a result of its long-term land use plan, identify the need for additional
recycled water greater than that defined herein, the Parties shall work cooperatively to
prepare a subsequent amendment to the Agreementsdefining the terms under which
additional water supply could be made available. p

Termination The following new Section 5 is ag & Agreement.

A, For Convenience. State may ter
District one-hundred and eighty ¢

ault, the Parties agree to meet and
yacceptable resolution for continued
it remain unresolved after one-
§.in writing of the default, or if

confer in good faith i
service to the site. 8h

State actguniawiully, Distrietmay termingte ment
In the event ofile ', State shall be responsible for
payment of retyg iveri je by District up {o the effective date of such

t&rm[natson Ad jre - nall be responsible to the other for any direct,
Bi:liabilities associated with such termination;

s granted to the District, by State, pursuant to,
Agreement pertaining to recycled water service
2 %) VA shall survive such termination and shall accrue,

ided by Dis
ey, to the

3§ at it, as its respective interests appear, is liable for a#i {iamages
arising from nonperformance under this Amendment if all conditions of this Amendment
are not met, and that if this Amendment is performed, such performance must be
accepted as full parformance of its obligations under the Agreement. Other than as
stated in this Amendment, this Amendment does not operate as a waiver of any
condition or obligation imposed on the Parties under the Agreement.

8. Interpratation of Amendment. in the event of any conflict, inconsistency, or
incongruity between any provision of this Amendment and any provision of the Original
Agreement, the provisions of this Amendment shall govern and control.

C. Entire Agreement.  This Amendment, together with the Agreement, constitutes
the entire agreement between the Parties to the Agresment pertaining to the subject
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matter of this Amendment, and any and all other written or oral agreements between the
Parties before the date of this Amendment with respect to the subject matter of this
Amendment are expressly cancelled.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Agreement 1o be executed as of the
date first above written.

EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE

By:

Paul D. Jones Il, P.E., General Manager

Dated:
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FRIEDS OF THE NORTHERN SAN JACINTO VALLEY
POST OFFICE BOX 4036
IDYLLWILD, CALIFORNIA 92549
www.northfriends.org

November 16, 2015

Daniel Zogaib, Project Manager
Department of Toxic Substances Control
5796 Corporate Avenue

Cypress, California 90603

Via: U.S. Mail
Fax: (714) 484-5438

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) and Proposed Remedial
Action Plan (RAP) for Potrero Canyon (Lockheed Martin Beaumont Site 1),
Riverside County, California (SCH No. 2014091006).

Dear Mr. Zogaib:

We are providing the following objections to the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIR) for the Proposed Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for Potrero Canyon
(Lockheed Martin Beaumont Site 1) as individual citizens and on behalf of our
conservation group the Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley (Friends).

We attended the September 24, 2014 public Scoping Meeting (CEQA Guidelines-
15083), reviewed the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Notice of
Preparation (NOP) and the Project Initial Study. The Friends submitted a written
comment letter dated October 2, 2014 in response to the NOP indicating our
issues/concerns and significant project effects requiring consideration in the Draft
EIR. The Friends NOP response letter of October 2, 2014 is included in the Draft EIR
Appendix A - Notice of Preparation/Initial Study/Scoping Summary. The Friends
October 2, 2014 letter was disregarded by DTSC and is now being incorporated by
reference into this Draft EIR comment letter. We are requesting DTSC respond to
the specific issues/concerns raised in the October 2, 2014 Friends NOP response
letter [A - C] in the Final EIR.

DTSC continues to misrepresent the 2003 purchase and ownership of the Potrero
site (Draft EIR - Page 1-3 Site Ownership). For inclusion in the CEQA Administrative
Record, (Attachment No. 1) is a copy of the State Wildlife Conservation Board
Minutes of November 18, 2003 [Agenda Item No. 12] documenting the terms and



conditions for the public agencies purchase of the Potrero Canyon site from
Lockheed Martin Corporation. A coalition [CDFW, USFWS, RCA] acquired the entire
9117- acre property for 25 million dollars. In order to avoid the State becoming
liable or responsible for hazardous substances in the soils and groundwater of the
property, Lockheed Martin agreed to transfer fee title to 8,552 acres, and encumber
the 565-acre property with a conservation easement. The conservation easement
will include a transfer to the state of Lockheed’s development rights to this portion
of the Potrero property. Lockheed Martin also granted to the State an option to
acquire the fee interest in the 565-acre property at the conclusion of successful
remediation without the payment of additional consideration [CDFW can exercise
the option with a token payment of one dollar].

IMPACT BIQ-5: The Remedial Action Plan (RAP) as currently proposed will conflict
with local policies protecting biological resources [MSHCP] and will conflict with
provisions of the adopted western Riverside County Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan (Fish and Game Code 2800 - 2835). Issues
of conflict include public use and safety on the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, wildlife
management disruption, endangered species take, remediation/restoration of
public lands, Institutional Controls, MEC risks, 50 year project completion, etc.
DTSC needs to initiate additional consultation/coordination with CDFW leadership
to resolve the readily apparent conflicts/issues and cannot merely rely on a claimed
absence of a management plan and a past interview with local CDFW personnel
[Tetra Tech, 2010 - Draft EIR Page 4.3.5].

The project will result in the “take” of federal and State endangered plants and
animals [IMPACT BIO-1] the most evident species being the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
(SKR). Going forward as a “Participating Special Entity”, in coordination with the
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP), and
payment of fees to the Regional Conservation Authority (RCA) [MM BIO-1] will not
give the RCA the authority to issue incidental take permits for state or federal
endangered species. The subject CEQA document fails to properly quantify “take”
and provide the necessary mitigation.

In addition, the Western Riverside County MSHCP was established pursuant to the
State Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCP Act - Fish and Game
Code: 2800 - 2835). The State NCCP Act does not exempt a project in a Natural
Community Conservation Planning area from the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) or alters or affects the applicability of CEQA (Fish and Game Code: 2826)
The project acceptance as a “Participating Special Entity” under the MSHCP [MM
BIO-1] is not CEQA compliance.

The Draft EIR cumulative impact analysis for the Potrero Canyon RAP is not correct.
DTSC is also advocating a RAP at Laborde Canyon - Lockheed Propulsion Beamont
NO. 2. It is not clear why these projects are going forward in separate
environmental documents given their close proximity and same responsible party
[Lockheed Propulsion]. Cumulative impact under CEQA refers to two or more



individual effects which when considered together are considerable or which
compound or increase other environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines: 15355). The
Draft EIR needs to evaluate the cumulative impacts of the two Lockheed projects
and other toxic remediation sites in the vicinity.

The Draft EIR consideration of significant impacts to Biological Resources is just
plain wrong. The Biological Resource impact analysis must be redone and
circulated again for public review and comment.

Please advise the Friends of the availability of any subsequent CEQA documents and
any public hearings for this important project. We appreciate the opportunity to
participate in the CEQA review.

Sincerelyp

Tom Paulek Susan Nash

FNS]JV, Conservation Chair FNSJV, President

(951) 368-4525 (909) 228-6710
atpaul44@earthlink.net snash22@earthlink.net

Attachment No. 1: State Wildlife Conservation Board Minutes November 18, 2003
[Agenda Item No. 12 - Potrero Canyon Acquisition]
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WILDLIFE CONSERVATION BOARD

November 18, 2003

The Wildlife Conservation Board met at the State Capitol, Room 112, Sacramento,
California on November 18, 2003. The meeting was called to order at 10:00 A.M. by
Mr. Michael Flores, Chairman. He introduced Mr. Sonke Mastrup, Acting Director of the
Department of Fish and Game; Mr. Fred Klass, representing the Department of
Finance; Ms. Ann Baker, representing Assembly member Fran Pavley;, Mr. Syrus
Devers, representing Senator Sheila Kuehl; and Mr. Al Wright, Executive Director of the
Board. He then turned over the meeting to Mr. Wright.

1. Roll Call

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION BOARD MEMBERS
Michael Flores, Chairperson
President, Fish and Game Commission
Fred Klass, Program Budget Manager
Vice, Donna Arduin, Member
Director, Department of Finance
Sonke Mastrup, Member
Acting Director, Department of Fish and Game

JOINT LEGISLATIVE INTERIM ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Assembly Member Patty Berg
Syrus Devers,

Vice, Senator Sheila Kuehl

Kristie Stauffacher,
Vice, Senator Michael J. Machado
Deborah Gravert,

Vice, Assembly Member Hannah-Beth Jackson
Ann Baker,
Vice, Assembly Member Fran Pavley

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Al Wright




Wildlife Conservation Board Minutes, November 18, 2003

12.

Staff recommended that the Board approve this grant as proposed; allocate
$220,000.00 to cover the grant and related costs from the Safe Neighborhood
Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air and Coastal Protection Bond Fund (Prop. 12),
Section 5096.350 (a)(4)(3); authorize staff to enter into appropriate agreements
necessary to accomplish this project; and authorize staff and the Department of
Fish and Game to proceed substantially as planned.

As one of the consent items heard at the beginning of the meeting, it was
moved by Mr. Fred Klass that the Board approve this grant as proposed;
allocate $220,000.00 to cover the grant and related costs from the Safe
Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air and Coastal Protection Bond
Fund (Prop. 12), Section 5096.350 (a)(4)(3); authorize staff to enter into
appropriate agreements necessary to accomplish this project; and
authorize staff and the Department of Fish and Game to proceed
substantially as planned. Motion carried.

San Jacinto Wildlife Area, Expansion 26 $12,157,000.00
(Potrero Canyon Unit), Riverside County

Mr. Wright reported that this proposal was to consider the acquisition of fee title
to 8,552+ acres, together with a conservation easement over 565+ acres of land,
as an expansion to the Department of Fish and Game’s (DFG) San Jacinto
Wildlife Area, located in western Riverside County, to protect critical wildlife
habitat and key open space, and to establish a permanent wildlife corridor
between already preserved areas in the San Bernardino National Forest to the
east, San Timoteo Canyon to the northwest and San Jacinto Wildlife Area and
Lake Perris State Park to the west. This proposal is also to consider the
acceptance of a Habitat Conservation Assistance Grant from the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) providing $8,000,000.00 in Section 6 funds and
$5,500,000.00 from the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency, to be
applied toward the proposed acquisition of the property.

Mr. Wright gave a brief background about the project which began several years
ago when Riverside County, together with the DFG and the USFWS started on a
process to prepare a plan for the County to create future corridors for
transportation, wildlife movement and habitat conservation, and at the same
time, update its general plan. The development of this overarching plan
encompassed hundreds of public meetings and workshops to discuss with the
public how this plan would create these core reserves to protect the important
habitats of western Riverside County, as well as provide linkages between those
core habitats.
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Mr. Wright explained that the property to be discussed today, located in the
southern portion of the City of Beaumont, was identified by the DFG, the USFWS
and the County as containing critical habitat for threatened and endangered
species and important in establishing an unfragmented wildlife movement
corridor linking existing preserved properties. The property is unique, however,
in that it was used for a number of years to develop rocket motor technology. As
a result, the property experienced contamination, primarily from rocket fuels. To
date, Lockheed has completed a significant amount of remediation on the
property, but has also recently identified perchlorate in the soil and groundwater.

The State’s timing, to proceed with the purchase of the property at this time, is
important as Lockheed has offered a discount from fair market value. Mr. Wright
stated we have been able to pull a sufficient amount of money from both the
USFWS and the County to be applied toward the purchase, resulting in more
than half the cost of the property contributed by someone else other than the
State. We have spent a significant amount of time with Lockheed Martin,
through the work of many consultants, in understanding the contamination issues
involved with the property. We have also discussed the contamination issues
with the Department of Toxic Substances Control and Lockheed'’s record in their
remediation efforts to date. We feel we have a full understanding of the risks
related to the purchase of the property as we go forward.

Mr. Wright reported that the Board received a letter from the Riverside County
Board of Supervisors strongly supporting this proposal, along with letters of
support from The Nature Conservancy, the Center for Biological Diversity,
Pomona Valley Audubon Society, Elsinore Murrieta Anza Resource
Conservation District, San Bernardino Audubon Society, Endangered Habitats
League, Friends of Northern 8an Jacinto Valley, Palos Verdes/South Bay
Audubon Society and an individual named C.D. Stout. Mr. Wright shared
portions of a letter received from the San Gorgonio Chapter of the Sierra Club,
which he felt exemplifies all of the letters of support.

At this time Mr. Flores welcomed Assembly member Patty Berg, Assembly
member Hannah-Beth Jackson and Ms. Kristie Stauffacher, representing
Senator Mike Machado.

Ms. Debbie Townsend briefly described the project and its location. The project
area is located in the southern portion of the City of Beaumont, southwest of the
City of Banning and directly east of the City of Moreno Valley. It is generally to
the east of Lamb Canyon Road, and northwest of Gilman Springs Road at the
southerly end of Highland Springs Road. The property will be acquired as an
expansion to the DFG’s San Jacinto Wildlife Area nearly doubling its current
area of 10,000 acres. Combined with the Lake Perris State Recreational Area to
the west, a total of approximately 27,000 acres would be under public ownership
and protection.

The property is currently owned by Lockheed Martin Corporation, a Maryland
corporation. Between 1961 and 1974, portions of the site were used for rocket
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motor manufacturing and the testing of rocket propulsion systems. In 1989,
Lockheed and the California Department of Health Services, Toxic Services
Control Division, signed a Consent Order requiring Lockheed to implement a
plan to remediate any soil, surface water or groundwater contamination which
occurred on the property as a result of the rocket testing activities. Lockheed
initiated remediation efforts under the Consent Order in 1993, and it will continue
to be the responsibility of Lockheed until all of the remediation efforts under the
Order are satisfied and the property is certified clean.

As a result of recent investigations, perchlorate contamination has been
identified in some of the soil and groundwater within a 565-acre area of the
property. In order to avoid the State becoming liable or responsible for
hazardous substances in the soils and groundwater of the property, Lockheed
will transfer fee title to 8,552+ acres, and encumber the 565-acre area with a
conservation easement. The conservation easement will include a transfer to
the State of Lockheed’s development rights to this portion of the property.
Lockheed will also grant to the State an option to acquire the fee interest in the
565-acre propetty at the conclusion of successful remediation without the
payment of additional consideration.

The expected time frame for performing the soil work within the easement area
is 18-36 months, subject to review and approval by the Department of Toxic
Substances Control. Lockheed expects to begin the treatment of groundwater
containing perchlorates within 36-48 months, but does not expect that the
treatment of groundwater would prevent the development and use of this portion
of the property. Groundwater underlying the property is not a source of drinking
water and is not expected to be used. Based on currently available information,
the groundwater containing perchlorates does not extend beyond the 565 acres
proposed to be retained by Lockheed.

The property comprises a flat, alluvial valley dominated by chaparral, annual
grasslands and riparian shrub communities. The property is also dominated by
large blocks of unfragmented Riversidean sage scrub, an inland form of coastal
sage scrub, which is an important habitat for the California gnatcatcher. Potrero
Creek runs through the center of the property providing high quality riparian
woodlands, alkali marsh and oak woodlands.

Mammal species are well-represented in the project area and range from the
desert shrew to the southern mule deer. The property contains some of the
densest populations of the federally-listed endangered and State-listed
threatened Stephen'’s kangaroo rat (SKR). The property is estimated to have
approximately 2,380+ acres of occupied SKR habitat including high quality
annual grasslands, critical to SKR survival. Additionally, one component of the
SKR Habitat Conservation Plan of Western Riverside County was to acquire
occupied and suitable SKR habitat in a core reserve system and eventually
expand that system. The property represents an ideal location for core reserve
expansion.
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The proposed acquisition would conserve habitat for thirty-one (31) threatened
and endangered species, and species of special concern, including the least
Bell's vireo and the California gnatcatcher. The property contains suitable and
occupied habitats for both species. In addition, the property contains animal
movement corridors, raptor nesting areas, wetlands and waterways. Because
the property is largely undeveloped, habitats are generally unfragmented and
ideally suited for reserve establishment.

The Potrero Canyon property is located in the heart of Riverside County’s
regional Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and Natural
Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) which identifies up to 500,000 acres to
make a viable system of linked conserved lands. Conservation of the property is
important in a broader ecological context as its location ensures connectivity

- between national forests to the north and the south as well as provides linkages
between other conserved areas identified in the plan. Riverside County has
already spent substantial funds acquiring lands within the larger MSHCP/NCCP
planning area and supports the proposed acquisition of the property to further
ensure that the overall preserve design is effective. This proposal would further
implement the joint federal, State and local NCCP efforts in the Riverside County
area.

The DFG has identified the property as being within a Significant Natural Area
and has recommended the property as a high priority for acquisition. The DFG
proposes to manage the property as the Potrero Canyon Unit of its existing San
Jacinto Wildlife Area. Subject to the preparation of a specific management plan,
the DFG proposes to offer recreational uses as the habitat is restored,
maintained and developed in conjunction with the wildlife area. It is anticipated
that the remediation work on the easement area will not interfere with the DFG's
use of the property for the protection of habitat.

There are no claims of sovereign State land ownership within the property’s
boundaries. The proposed acquisition is exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act under Section 15313, Class 13 as the acquisition of
land for wildlife conservation purposes and under Section 15325, Class 25 as
the transfer of ownership in land to preserve open space, habitat or historical
resources. Subject to approval of the Board, the appropriate Notice of
Exemption will be filed with the State Clearinghouse.

The Department of General Services (DGS) has reviewed and approved the
appraisal of the property at $34,500,000.00. The owner has agreed to sell the
property for $25,500,000.00; consequently any value over the approved
appraised value will be considered a donation to the State. The USFWS has
awarded an HCP Assistance Grant for this project, in the amount of
$8,000,000.00, which will be applied toward the purchase price of the property.
In addition, the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency will be

-27 -



I Wildlife Conservation Board Minutes., November 18, 2003

contributing $5,500,000.00 toward the acquisition. Staff proposes that the Board
approve an allocation of $12,000,000.00 for the remainder of the purchase price.
It is anticipated that an additional $157,000.00 will be needed to cover
administrative expenses including appraisal, escrow, title insurance and DGS’
review costs, bringing the total proposed allocation for this project to
$12,157,000.00.

Ms. Townsend reported that Dee Sudduth, Assistant Regional Manager of the
Inland Empire Region, Department of Fish and Game and Mr. Jim DeNapoli,
Vice President and General Counsel of LMC Properties, Inc, were in the
audience should there be any questions.

Mr. Jim DeNapoli addressed the Board in support of this proposal. (See
Attachment A)

Ms. Robin Lowe and Ms. Carolyn Syms Luna addressed the Board in support of
this project. Ms. Lowe, representing the Riverside County Habitat Conservation
Agency, stated that this proposal is the culmination of 10 years of hard work by
their agency. She reported that they are in the process of approving the multi
species habitat plan for the entire western portion of the county. She commented
that Riverside County is experiencing tremendous growth and without the
addition of this portion of land to their entire program, they would not be able to
proceed with the transportation planning that is necessary. She commented that
along with the growth the community is experiencing, it is now necessary to
make sure that these critical habitats are set aside so that the planned growth
can proceed on an even basis. She stated they are willing partners in this
proposal and encouraged the support of the Board.

Mr. Flores asked if there were any comments or questions.

Mr. Fred Klass requested clarification regarding the indemnification features of
this purchase agreement. He stated it was his understanding that perchlorate
has only recently been identified in many locations and it is his sense that we
have not had time to fully develop a knowledge of what is on the site and how we
might remediate it. He requested clarification on who would supervise the work
and how would we know when it is finished.

Mr. Wright asked Ms. Nancy Templeton, Staff Counsel, Department of Fish and
Game and Mr. Paul Mosley, private attorney who has been representing the
State in negotiations, to please address the issues.

Mr. Mosley stated that in connection with the purchase agreement, the Board
has negotiated a very broad, direct covenant and indemnity from Lockheed
where they have committed to clean up anything and everything that is known on
the property, and in addition, anything that is discovered in connection with its
investigation. He stated that presently there is in place a contract with Lockheed
and the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) under which
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Lockheed has committed to not only fulfill that obligation, but they will continue to
abide by those obligations with that agency and in connection with contamination
that may be discovered in the future. He stated that supervision of the cleanup
presently is being overseen by the DTSC and that Department will continue to
have oversight during the cleanup process. Ms. Templeton stated that in
addition to cleanup covenants that Mr. Mosley described and the oversight by
the DTSC, within the proposed purchase contract we have a full indemnification
from Lockheed covering all of its responsibilities.

Mr. Klass requested clarification regarding the State’s obligations if there are
additional problems identified on the site after the property is acquired,

Mr. Mosley explained that levels of protection have been put together in the
contract with Lockheed, wherein we have commitment from Lockheed to handle
this issue. He stated the DTSC has regulations which have required Lockheed
to put up financial assurances to cover its obligation. He reported that presently
there is a financial assurance amount of approximately $2 million to cover those
obligations. Under their existing regulations, the DTSC revisits that amount
periodically and will be revisiting that amount as the site is further characterized.
In addition, one of the reasons for the 565-acre carve out was to take the major
issue of concern with respect to the site, which is an area of perchlorate
contamination that has impacted groundwater, and to leave that in fee ownership
with Lockheed until such time as the State is satisfied that the remediation is
complete or that it is far enough along with the DTSC oversight that the State is
in a position to then elect to take fee interest in that property. Mr. Klass asked if
there were any problems with migration of the perchlorates off site and down into
the groundwater and potentially contaminating neighboring community wells or
water supplies. Mr. Mosley explained that several data points have been put in
place and these will be monitored to make sure contamination has not left the
site. Mr. Mosley reported that the Board required Lockheed to put another data
point further downstream to further verify perchlorate contamination has not left
the site. He stated that data point has come up clean and will continue to be
monitored.

Mr. Klass asked if the Department of Fish and Game is involved in the
monitoring of the site as it is cleaned up. Mr. Mosley stated the Department of
Fish and Game would be managing the site and in the contract there are various
provisions that will allow them to be involved. In some instances, with regard to
those actions that are taken by Lockheed, the Department must be notified of
those actions and have input with respect to the actions as the process moves
forward. Mr. Klass requested clarification regarding manpower requirements of
the Department's involvement. Mr. Mosley stated that with respect to the
cleanup, it is not a full time operation for Departmental personnel, but it is for
Lockheed and the consultants that they have hired.
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Mr. Klass requested clarification regarding the State’s risk if, for example,
Lockheed walked away from this project or if there is a time limit on Lockheed's
liability in terms of the indemnification. Mr. Mosley stated that Lockheed has
agreed to an unlimited and uncapped indemnity.

Mr. Flores asked if there were any other comments or questions.

Assembly member Jackson stated she shares Mr. Kiass' concerns. She asked if
a bond is to be posted by Lockheed for protection in future cleanup. Mr. Wright
explained that the DTSC has a $2 million letter of credit based on the current
consent order and that as they deveiop the pian for the cieanup of the
perchlorate, that amount would be changed based on whatever plan they
develop in the next 18 months to two vears, which would be adjusted as thev
proceed through the process.

Mr. Flores asked if there were further questions or comments. There were none.

Staff recommended that the Board approve this acquisition as proposed:;
authorize acceptance of $8,000,000.00 from an HCP Assistance Grant from the
USHFVWS and $5,500,000.00 Trom the Kiverside County Habitat Gonservation
Agency, 10 cover a portion of the purchase price; aiiocaie $1i2,157,000.00 from
the California Clean Water, Clean Air, Safe Neighborhood Parks, and Coastal
Protection Fund (Prop. 40), Section 5096.650, for the acquisition and related
expenses; authorize staff to enter into agreements as necessary to carry out this
acquisition as described; and authorize staff and the Department of Fish and
Game to proceed substantially as planned.

It was moved by Mr. Sonke Mastrup that the Board approve this acquisition
as proposed; authorize acceptance of $8,000,000.00 from an HCP
Assistance Grant from the USFWS and $5,500,000.00 from the Riverside
County Habitat Conservation Agency, to cover a portion of the purchase
price; allocate $12,157,000.00 from the California Clean Water, Clean Air,
Safe Neighborhood Parks, and Coastal Protection Fund (Prop. 40), Section
5096.650, for the acquisition and related expenses; authorize staff to enter
into agreements as necessary to carry out this acquisition as described;
and authorize staff and the Department of Fish and Game to proceed
substantially as planned. Motion carried.

Mr. Wright expressed his appreciation to the staff, Debra Townsend, Nancy

Templeton, Paul Mosley, Jim DeNapoli, Dee Sudduth and others for their work
on this proposal.
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From: Susan Nash

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Cc: Tom Paulek; David Bramlet

Subject: SJWA LMP NOP@wildlife.ca.gov

Date: Sunday, July 10, 2016 10:03:31 AM
Attachments: SJWA Management PlanCom.docx

Eddy Konno,

Sending this again, as not certain that they have already been sent to you. Thanks, Sue Nash

SJWA Management Plan

A more thorough literature review should have been conducted, to determine the distribution
of special status plant species found on the SIWA. Some of these references would include:

MWD Eastside Reservoir Studies (1991) Surveyed the Potrero Area.

MWD Inland Feeder —Surveyed the SIWA

Julie Greene' s botanical surveys, collected plants from the SIWWA.

Bramlet Lovell Unit Botanical Survey, not cited

Consortium of California Herbaria, a database of plant collections, is not cited.

SJWA Management Plan Missing Special Status Plant Species:

SIWA

Abronia villosa var. aurita Chaparral sand verbena 1B.1


mailto:snash22@earthlink.net
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:atpaul44@earthlink.net
mailto:debramlet@earthlink.net

SJWA Management Plan



A more thorough literature review should have been conducted, to determine the distribution of special status plant species found on the SJWA.  Some of these references would include:



MWD Eastside Reservoir Studies (1991) Surveyed the Potrero Area.
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Julie Greene’s botanical surveys, collected plants from the SJWA.



Bramlet Lovell Unit Botanical Survey, not cited



Consortium of California Herbaria, a database of plant collections, is not cited.





SJWA Management Plan Missing Special Status Plant Species:



SJWA



Abronia villosa var. aurita Chaparral sand verbena 1B.1

Possibly on the SJWA, since this species is found within the San Jacinto River Wash, nearest location would be the San Jacinto River wash west of Bridge Street



Deinandra paniculata Paniculate tarplant  RPR 4.2

Occurs in annual grasslands found on the SJWA



Atriplex pacifica & Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii are the same taxon that is currently identified  as A. coulteri, and the information in the plan should be updated.  This material potentially represents a new species.



Potrero



RCA monitoring reports note that Calochortus plummerae is located on the Potrero Unit.  The information should be updated & the RCA rare plant monitoring reports should be cited in the text.



The plan presents long tables of special status plant species that are not found in the region.  This material should be moved to an appendix.  It should be replaced with a section addressing plant species of local concern or other species of limited distribution within the region that are found on the SJWA ( A list of local concern species is found in the checklist of vascular plant species in western Riverside County).  Some examples would include:  Amaranthus californica, Bergia texana, Caulanthus lasiophyllus var. rigidus, Echinodorus berteroi, Lepidium latipes var. latipes, Petunia parviflora, Phacelia ciliata, Plantago elongata.









Section 4.5 Non-native pest species



This section fails to address important invasive, weedy plant species found on the SJWA.  An entire chapter should be prepared on the existing issue of stink net (Oncosiphon piluliferum) at the SJWA.  Entire communities have now been lost to dense stands of this weed & the report needs to review the procedures to map the infestation and a long-term program to reduce the infestation at the SJWA.  



This section of the management plan needs to review all of the potentially invasive plant species occurring at the SJWA (e.g. Brassica tournefortii, Mesebranthemum nodiflorum), note procedures to annually survey the SJWA for infestations of invasive weeds, along with mapping all the invasive plant species per management unit.



The plan should note the development of procedures to document long-term alterations of sensitive plant communities at the SJWA.  The issues include: the potential decline of Riversidian sage scrub; alteration of alkali communities; and changes in structure of the annual grasslands.  Simple photo monitoring techniques (ANR 8067) could be used to document the changes to these communities at the SJWA.






Possibly on the SIWA, since this speciesis found within the San Jacinto River Wash, nearest
location would be the San Jacinto River wash west of Bridge Street

Deinandra paniculata Paniculate tarplant RPR 4.2

Occursin annual grasslands found on the SIWA

Atriplex pacifica & Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii are the same taxon that is currently
identified as A. coulteri, and the information in the plan should be updated. This material
potentially represents a new species.

Potrero

RCA monitoring reports note that Calochortus plummerae is located on the Potrero Unit. The
information should be updated & the RCA rare plant monitoring reports should be cited in the
text.

The plan presents long tables of special status plant species that are not found in the region.
This material should be moved to an appendix. It should be replaced with a section addressing
plant species of local concern or other species of limited distribution within the region that are
found on the SIWA ( A list of local concern speciesis found in the checklist of vascular plant
species in western Riverside County). Some examples would include: Amaranthus
californica, Bergia texana, Caulanthus lasiophyllus var. rigidus, Echinodorus berteroi,
Lepidium latipes var. latipes, Petunia parviflora, Phacelia ciliata, Plantago elongata.

Section 4.5 Non-native pest species

This section fails to address important invasive, weedy plant species found on the SIWA. An
entire chapter should be prepared on the existing issue of stink net (Oncosiphon piluliferum) at
the SIWA. Entire communities have now been lost to dense stands of thisweed & the report
needs to review the procedures to map the infestation and along-term program to reduce the
infestation at the SIWA.



This section of the management plan needs to review all of the potentially invasive plant
species occurring at the SIWA (e.g. Brassica tournefortii, Mesebranthemum nodiflorum), note
procedures to annually survey the SIWA for infestations of invasive weeds, along with
mapping all the invasive plant species per management unit.

The plan should note the development of procedures to document long-term alterations of
sensitive plant communities at the SIWA. Theissuesinclude: the potential decline of
Riversidian sage scrub; alteration of alkali communities; and changes in structure of the
annual grasslands. Simple photo monitoring techniques (ANR 8067) could be used to
document the changes to these communities at the SIWA.

Susan Nash

P.O. Box 4036
Idyllwild CA 92549
909-228-6710
snash22@earthlink.net

Begin forwarded message:

From: David Bramlet <debramlet@earthlink.net>

Subject: Re: San Jacinto Wildlife Area Action Alert!

Date: July 3, 2016 at 6:16:13 AM PDT

To: Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley <narthfriends@northfriends.org>

Tom:

Attached are some brief comments on the plan.

Dave Bramlet

On 6/29/2016 8:49 PM, Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley wrote:

SAN JACINTO WILDLIFE AREA ACTION ALERT!

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has
prepared a draft Management Plan for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
(SIWA). The CDFW isrequired by the Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to assess


mailto:snash22@earthlink.net
mailto:debramlet@earthlink.net
mailto:northfriends@northfriends.org

the impacts of the management plan’s practices on the plants and
animals that occur on the SIWA, the people who use the SIWA, and
especially the over 60 endangered plants and animals that seek to
survive on the SIWA.

The Draft Management Plan is found online at
http://northfriends.us4.list-manage.com/track/click?
u=2162b8d39773f0176fd33ae29& id=1e9d4e12db& e=409a346573

(when you get to that page, click on the Plan under the June 8, 2016
meeting)

The Notice of Preparation asks the public to submit comments on the
Draft Management Plan for use in the Draft EIR by July 8, 2016, by
regular mail to:

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Attention: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
Mailing Address: 78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

ORviaEmail: SanJacintoWlL M @wildlife.ca.gov
(subject line: SIWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments)

Without telling the public what the significant impacts of the project
are, the CDFW has asked the public to figure out for themselves
some of the significant impacts of the Plan on plants, animals and
people. The Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley has so far
found these parts of the plan and the EIR process to be of concern:

(1) The Plan proposes that expansion of hunting activities can never
be a significant impact to the plants, wildlife and people who use the
SIWA. Such expansion may not only result in the expansion of areas
devoted to waterfowl! hunting, but also to areas devoted to dog
training and other related activities. In addition, the SIWA may be
closed to all but hunters during the months of October through
February, asin done as the Imperial Wildlife Area near the Salton
Sea. These unnecessary expansions of hunting would have a
significant negative impact on the plants, animals and people who
occur on and use the SIWA.

(2) The SIWA isacorereserve for the Western Riverside County
Multiple Species Management Plan (MSHCP) and is home to over 60
of the 146 species protected from extinction by the MSHCP. The
plan must ensure, which it does not now, that the SIWA isaMSHCP
reserve first and a hunting and birdwatching, mountain biking, horse
back riding area second. The plants and animals who occur on the
wildlife area are the first priority, otherwise the areais just another
urban park.


http://northfriends.us4.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2162b8d39773f0176fd33ae29&id=1e9d4e12db&e=409a346573
http://northfriends.us4.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2162b8d39773f0176fd33ae29&id=1e9d4e12db&e=409a346573
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

(3) The plan must ensure that the SIWA continues to be able to
purchase, as an affordable price and at appropriate times for plants
and wildlife, recycled water from Eastern Municipal Water District.
The wildlife area could not exist as a core MSHCP reserve and as a
premier hunting areain southern California without reclaimed water.
The current contract’s 4,500 acre feet per year must be guaranteed
for decades into the future in order to fulfill all the expansions of
wildlife habitat mentioned in the Management Plan and to fulfill its
MSHCP obligations.

Our goa in making commentsis to end up with a good management
plan which will guide the conservation of plants and animals and
provide for appropriate public uses of our public trust lands and
wildlife for future generations.

PLEASE SEND OR EMAIL YOUR COMMENTSTO EDDY
KONNO AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS BY JULY 8, 2016, and ask
to be notified of the availability of the Draft EIR.

If you have any questions, please contact
Susan Nash, President

Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley
P.O. Box 4266 Idyllwild CA 92549
www.northfriends.org

909-228-6710

snash22@earthlink.net

Y ou are receiving this email because you signed up to receive
information from Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley.

Unsubscribe debramlet@earthlink.net from this list:
http://northfriends.us4.list-manage.com/unsubscribe?
u=2162b8d39773f0176fd33ae29& id=ce223f131a& e=409a346573& C
=c0315bad04

Our mailing address is:

Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley
PO Box 4266

Idyllwild, CA 92549

USA

Our telephone:
Forward this email to afriend:

http://us4.forward-to-friend.com/forward?
u=2162b8d39773f0176fd33ae29& id=c0315bad04& e=409a346573


http://www.northfriends.org/

Update your profile:
http://northfriends.us4.list-manage.com/profile?
u=2162b8d39773f0176fd33ae29& id=ce223f131a& e=409a346573

No virus found in this message.

Checked by AVG - www.avg.com

Version: 2015.0.6201 / Virus Database: 4613/12536 - Release Date:
07/01/16



SJWA Management Plan

A more thorough literature review should have been conducted, to determine the distribution of
special status plant species found on the SJWA. Some of these references would include:

MWD Eastside Reservoir Studies (1991) Surveyed the Potrero Area.
MWD Inland Feeder —Surveyed the SIWA

Julie Greene’s botanical surveys, collected plants from the STWA.
Bramlet Lovell Unit Botanical Survey, not cited

Consortium of California Herbaria, a database of plant collections, is not cited.

SJWA Management Plan Missing Special Status Plant Species:
SJWA

Abronia villosa var. aurita Chaparral sand verbena 1B.1
Possibly on the SJWA, since this species is found within the San Jacinto River Wash, nearest
location would be the San Jacinto River wash west of Bridge Street

Deinandra paniculata Paniculate tarplant RPR 4.2
Occurs in annual grasslands found on the SIWA

Atriplex pacifica & Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii are the same taxon that is currently
identified as A. coulteri, and the information in the plan should be updated. This material
potentially represents a new species.

Potrero

RCA monitoring reports note that Calochortus plummerae is located on the Potrero Unit. The
information should be updated & the RCA rare plant monitoring reports should be cited in the
text.

The plan presents long tables of special status plant species that are not found in the region. This
material should be moved to an appendix. It should be replaced with a section addressing plant
species of local concern or other species of limited distribution within the region that are found
on the SIWA (A list of local concern species is found in the checklist of vascular plant species
in western Riverside County). Some examples would include: Amaranthus californica, Bergia
texana, Caulanthus lasiophyllus var. rigidus, Echinodorus berteroi, Lepidium latipes var. latipes,
Petunia parviflora, Phacelia ciliata, Plantago elongata.



Section 4.5 Non-native pest species

This section fails to address important invasive, weedy plant species found on the SJWA. An
entire chapter should be prepared on the existing issue of stink net (Oncosiphon piluliferum) at
the SJIWA. Entire communities have now been lost to dense stands of this weed & the report
needs to review the procedures to map the infestation and a long-term program to reduce the
infestation at the SIWA.

This section of the management plan needs to review all of the potentially invasive plant species
occurring at the SJWA (e.g. Brassica tournefortii, Mesebranthemum nodiflorum), note
procedures to annually survey the SJWA for infestations of invasive weeds, along with mapping
all the invasive plant species per management unit.

The plan should note the development of procedures to document long-term alterations of
sensitive plant communities at the SJWA. The issues include: the potential decline of
Riversidian sage scrub; alteration of alkali communities; and changes in structure of the annual
grasslands. Simple photo monitoring techniques (ANR 8067) could be used to document the
changes to these communities at the SJIWA.
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From: Dan Silver

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comment
Date: Monday, June 27, 2016 12:02:39 PM

June 27, 2016
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Attention: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109, Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

SanJacintoWL M @wildlife.ca.gov

Dear Mr Konno:

Endangered Habitats L eague (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the scooping
plan for the highly important natural resource of the Wildlife Area. For your reference, EHL
is Souther California’s only regional conservation group and along term stakeholder in
Riverside County planning efforts.

We recognize that the Wildlife Areais open to multiple uses but are concerned that the
proposed management plan will favor consumptive uses to the detriment of other values and
obligations. The SIWA is part of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and must project species and manage habitats according to that
plan. We are al'so concerned over increased hunting, of waterfowl, of exotic specieslike
pheasants, and of predators, such as coyotes. Coyote hunting should not be allowed. In
EHL’s experience, it issimply ablood sport that has no ecological value, let alone value for
food purposes.

Thank you, and please add EHL to all mailing and distribution lists for the Land Management
Plan.

Sincerely,
Dan Silver

Dan Silver, Executive Director
Endangered Habitats L eague

8424 Santa MonicaBlvd., Suite A 592
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267

213-804-2750
dsilverla@me.com
www.ehleague.org
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From: Gregory R Ballmer

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Cc: snash22@earthlink.net; ,

Subject: SJWA dradft management plan

Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 4:58:30 PM

Eddy Kono:

Dear Sir:

I offer the following comments on behalf of the Tri-County Conservation League, a citizens group
advocating preservation and protection of the Santa Ana River and its tributaries for wildlife habitat,
recreation, education, and water quality and quantity.

Although the Plan's purported purpose is to conserve and manage wildlife resources, while also providing
a variety of social amenities (especially recreational uses and hunting), it utterly ignores the largest
single biological component - insects. A word search of the Plan document failed to find even a single
mention of "bee", or "pollinator”. There is only one mention of "insect"; and that refers to foraging of
birds in agricultural fields. Birds and many other small vertebrates depend on invertebrates in their diet;
but those same invertebrates inhabit virtually all ecological niches where they provide myriad ecological
"housekeeping" functions, such as nutrient recycling, soil aeration, pollination, and water cleansing. If
one were to construct a biological resources pyramid, plants would be the base, while invertebrates
(chiefly insects) would comprise the next trophic level. All other "higher" organisms depend on such a
foundation. The Plan's failure to acknowledge the basic importance of invertebrates and to include plans
for managing their populations is an egregious oversight.

Without insect pollinators, many of the plants to be managed would fail to reproduce. Many plants
require specific insect pollinators, chiefly native bees; and they, in turn, require specific conditions for
nesting in various soil types or other substrates. For example, the Ruth's Cuckoo Bee (Holcopasites
ruthae) was formerly under active consideration for Federal Endangered Species status, and that
consideration was suspended only when a relatively large population of this rare species was discovered
on the SJWA. Ruth's cuckoo bee is a cleptoparasite in nests of Calliopsis pugionis, a native
pollinator which nests in a few aggregations in alkaline clay soil around the margin of Mystic Lake.
Because C. pugionis requires clay soil for its subterranean nests, and because individual nests are
concentrated in relatively small areas of shoreline, poor management, such as soil disturbance or other
incompatible land uses could easily wipe out the nesting sites. and both species would decline or
perhaps disappear from the SIWA.

Another oversight in the Plan is failure to acknowledge that the common European honey bee (Apis
mellifera) is considered a pest by many bee specialists when present outside of commercial agricultural
settings. In addition to occasional bothersome stings, honey bees displace native bees, which are very
capable of pollinating California's native plants. Although each native bee species often specifically visits
and pollinates only one or a few species of native plants, honey bees forage on virtually all flowering
plants and thereby usurp pollen and nectar resources vital to native bees.

It would be appropriate for the Plan to include management of honey bees such that native bee species
could prosper. The Plan should include removal of feral honey bee colonies and prohibition of
introduction of domestic honey bee colonies to the SJIWA.

The Plan ought to comprehensively incorporate management practices for its invertebrate inhabitants.
And that begins with enlightened management of the native plant communities which support them. In
recent years, populations of sensitive plants have been mismanaged, including destruction of
populations of spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) and San Jacinto crownscale (Atriplex coronata
var. notatior), despite their inclusion among species to be conserved under Riverside County's Multi-

species Habitat Conservation Plan, of which the SIWA is a vital unit. Mistakes such as these might be
avoided through implementation of an enlightened management plan.

Without going into detailed analysis, it should be pointed out that the Plan would benefit from re-
organization/prioritization of resource management to recognize the essential basic need to preserve
natural communities, to manage them for long-term sustainability, and to balance anthropogenic
objectives in an unbiased and sustainable manner.

Sincerely, Greg Ballmer


mailto:gregory.ballmer@ucr.edu
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President, TCCL
PO Bax 51127
Riverside, CA 92517



San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society

P. O. Box 10973, San Bernardino, California 92423-0973  RECEIVED

BERMUDA DUNES OFFiCE
June 28, 2016 JUL 1 2016
Department of Fish and Wildlife DEPARTMENT OF FiSH & l(;AME
Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist STATE OF CALIFORNI
Bermuda Dunes Field Office

78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

By email to SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov (subject line: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping
Comments)

Subject: Scoping Comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project

Dear Mr. Konno,

The San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (SBVAS) is the local chapter of the National
Audubon Society for almost all of Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. SBVAS has about
two thousand members in that area, with about half of them in Riverside County. Its missions are
the protection of natural habitat for birds and other wildlife, and public education about the
environment. It is a 501¢(3) organization.

The San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (SBVAS) has been involved with the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area (STWA) since its inception. SBVAS helped found STWA and contributed about 50
acres to the original wildlife area. The Audubon Society is on the list of contributing
organizations at the entrance to the Wildlife Area because of this support. SBVAS has
consistently lobbied for the expansion of the SWJA for many years. Our members are frequent
visitors to the wildlife area, and we recognize its preeminent importance in southern California to
hunters and non-hunters alike. SJWA is unsurpassed in inland southern California for its
significant and concentrated populations of raptors, waterfowl, and songbirds. The STWA is the
core of the Audubon-designated San Jacinto Valley Important Bird Area (SJV IBA). IBAs are
designated per scientific criteria — they are not just nice spots to go birding — and the SJV IBA
has been designated as being of global significance because of its importance to the Pacific
Flyway. The SJWA is integral to the preservation of a variety of threatened, endangered and
sensitive species, as was formalized in its designation as a core area in the Western Riverside
County Multiple Species Conservation Plan (WRCMSHCP).

In recent years, SBVAS has become concerned that some of the listed and sensitive species are
not thriving on the Wildlife Area. We have been eagerly anticipating the Land Management Plan
(LMP), in hopes that its formulation will provide an opportunity to take stock of the many
species that depend on the Wildlife Area and of the management practices that could best help
those species thrive.



Now, having read the LMP, we are disappointed in its contents and apprehensive about how its
deficiencies might be addressed in the upcoming DEIR. Our main frustration with the LMP is
that it contains little data other than acreages, locations, and general guidelines. The results of
ongoing monitoring by the WRCMSHCP on the Wildlife Area are not reported. The goals and
requirements of the WRCMSHCP for managing sensitive, threatened and endangered species on
the San Jacinto Wildlife Area are extensive and clear. The LMP does not appear to address to
what extent these goals are being met. This disconnect must be addressed and rectified in the
DEIR.

As an example, while certain areas are designated for Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR)
management, we are unable to determine 1) how these areas have actually been managed; 2)
whether management guidelines have been followed; and 3) most importantly, how SKR
populations have responded to existing management practices and other extrinsic factors. This
information is absolutely critical. The LMP cannot be properly assessed and improved without
it. One specific concern over SKR that is not addressed in the LMP is the ecological role of
Stink-net (Oncolsiphon piluliferum), an introduced plant that in recent years has taken over large
swaths of land designated as SKR management areas. How is this plant affecting SKR
populations? What efforts have been taken to contain or reduce populations of Stink-net? The
DEIR must address all of these SKR management issues.

SBVAS is also concerned about management for the threatened and endangered alkali plants that
occur on the STWA. There does not appear to have been any active management to benefit these
species. Indeed, SBVAS has observed areas designated in the LMP as being managed for the
benefit of these species instead being converted to agriculture or ponds. When land is flooded
long enough to support cattails and bulrushes for semi-permanent wetlands, the natural winter
flooding regime is disrupted and alkali playa plants are eliminated. Similarly, these plants do not
tolerate conversion to agriculture. The LMP points out in section 4.2.2 that some vernal pool
vegetation has not been mapped and that alkali/vernal pool plant species are found “in a mosaic
with annual grasslands”. In general, the unique alkali plant species found on the SIWA appear to
have been neglected. The public needs to know that management for these species has not been
successful. Will that information be in the DEIR? Or will the DEIR simply reiterate what could
theoretically be done to foster the existence of the plants and their alkali playa/vernal pool
habitat?

The Tricolored Blackbird (TRBL) has recently been proposed for listing because the species is in
severe decline. It has been afforded legal protection while it is being assessed for threatened or
endangered status. The southern California population contains several unique genetic alleles
that are considered critical to the species’ genetic diversity and survival. The STWA is in turn,
critical to the maintenance of a robust population of TRBL in southern California. SBVAS has
been active in monitoring TRBL populations in southern California, and has made many
observations of colonies in the northern San Jacinto Valley, including the Wildlife Area for
many years. We personally observed the successful nesting of TRBL in 2015 at the Wildlife
Area, due only in part to active management. The colony along Davis Road was successful due
to the spring-summer wetlands created by SJWA managers. The colony at Little Ramona Duck
Club was not managed by CDFW/SJWA. The weed patch colony in the Mystic Lake bed was
serendipitously facilitated by poor management of the experimental TRBL plantings designed by
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MSHCP biologists. After the rough but lucky beginning in 2015, 2016 proved to be disastrous
for TRBL on the Wildlife Area. The Little Ramona ponds were dry, and the STWA managers
did not put water into the spring-summer wetlands soon enough to allow nesting by TRBL. The
ill-advised mowing of the cattails at this location prior to the late flooding was also detrimental
to TRBL. The upland nesting plot was once again mismanaged as a wetland, but this time there
was no excessive runoff to form the weed patch used by TRBL in 2015. The only colony we
observed on the Wildlife Area was of 100-150 birds in one of the Walker Ponds, as compared to
over 2,500 birds in 2015. This information should be in the LMP but it is not. The DEIR
therefore needs to document and analyze the successes and failures of 2015-16 so that active
management for Tricolored Blackbird in the future can be optimized. The LMP, while
acknowledging the importance of STWA to this species, is thin on specific recommendations.
Also lacking in the LMP is any information on the listing process for TRBL and the surveys and
other research documenting this species decline and its populations in the San Jacinto Valley and
elsewhere in California. Indeed, solid information of the TRBL, perhaps the most critical species
to be managed on the STWA, is almost completely lacking in the LMP. We ask for supporting
data for the statement in the LMP that the San Jacinto Valley cannot support the numbers of
TRBL that have historically been observed there. This is a concern for SBVAS, given the trends
in land lost to development and the possible effects of climate change and vegetation conversion.
The DEIR must address all of these TRBL management issues.

With regards to Burrowing Owl (BUOW), we believe the data presented in the LMP to be
outdated, incomplete, or both. Figure 4.3 shows about 10 occurrences of this species on the
Davis Unit. How many of these are unoccupied burrows as opposed to occupied burrows and
living birds? How many are recent active introductions that may or may not have survived?
Statements from numerous expert birders and researchers have all said the same thing, which is
that Burrowing Owls have experienced a precipitous drop on the San Jacinto Wildlife Area in the
past decade, and that they are barely hanging on there. WCMSHCP biologists relate that most if
not all of the Burrowing Owls released at the Wildlife Area have disappeared. What can be done
on the SJWA to revive this species? What might be the causes for its decline? The LMP does not
attempt to answer these questions. It will be encouraging if the populations on the Portrero Unit
are still viable, but every effort should be made to maintain this iconic species on the Davis Unit
as well. The DEIR must address all of these BUOW management issues.

Raptor biology is also given short shrift in the LMP. This is a chance for the STWA to claim
great success. The SJWA has some of the highest wintering raptor populations in southern
California, and possibly nationwide. Why is this? What is going right? Data needs to be
presented, and not just in the silly dot-distribution maps that dominate the LMP. It is not
appropriate to show single locality occurrences for wide-ranging raptors, particularly when there
is copious data available from eBird, Christmas Bird Counts, North American Birds and wildlife
surveys. The individual sighting dots, especially of wide-ranging or common species are just not
useful. Raptor perches have been a conspicuous addition to the Wildlife Area in recent years, and
benefit bird photographers and birders, but they make little if any contribution to the actual
numbers of the raptors. Rather, it is the habitat itself and the large prey base that is most
important. What management practices contribute to this large prey base at the Wildlife Area?
How much do raptors move between the Wildlife Area and the surrounding agricultural land?
These are discussions we look forward to in the DEIR.
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There is very little information in the LMP on shorebirds. It is good to mention nesting Black-
necked Stilts or American Avocets, but the real and potential impact of the Wildlife Area is in
the thousands of migrant and wintering shorebirds that breed in the Arctic and western prairie.
Birders are often perplexed at the perpetual filling and drying of the ponds on the Wildlife Area
that rarely seems to be in synch with shorebird migration. We understand that the ponds are not
being managed for these long-distance migrants, but it is quite possible that minor changes in
pond management and maintenance could accommodate and support far greater numbers of
shorebirds than at present. Currently, birders often find more shorebirds at the Ramona Duck
Club than at the Wildlife Area. The DEIR must address these shorebird management issues.

Riparian habitat is another success story for the Wildlife Area with regards to non-game species.
The narrow bands of riparian woodland add essential biological diversity, and in recent years
have been visited by the listed Least Bell’s Vireo (LBVI). Once again, the LMP is
extraordinarily lacking in information. How many LBVI have colonized the Wildlife Area?
Where are they concentrated, and what habitat characteristics do they depend on? We would like
the DEIR to include a discussion of the possible benefits of widening some of the riparian
galleries to reduce edge effects and cowbird parasitism. What are the merits to cowbird trapping
to further increase populations of LBVI, Yellow Warblers and other songbirds? There is an area
in the northern part of the Davis Unit that is proposed for a wider riparian grove. It would be
useful to see the discussion that went into planning for that grove, and the reasons for that
particular location and acreage. The DEIR must address these riparian habitat issues

With regards to the possible reintroduction of Western Pond Turtle to the Davis Unit, we expect
the DEIR to address the real challenges to establishing a self-perpetuating population of this
species. We were unable to find any mention of predatory bullfrogs as a serious impediment to
reintroduction, nor any analysis of the cost of captive-rearing juvenile turtles beyond their most
vulnerable age that other west coast introduction efforts have had to resort to. There may be no
pond management practices that can be adopted to bring down bullfrog populations, but it should
at least be explored. Similarly, we look forward to the DEIR discussing what can be done to
foster Western Spadefoot Toad populations on the STWA. In the past, this species bred in the
ponds directly across from the headquarters, back when they were managed as seasonal wetlands
and bordered with quailbush rather than cattails. Also, please remove the record for California
Tiger Salamander from the occurrence maps. That species most emphatically does not occur in
this area. The nearest remaining population is in Santa Barbara County. The DEIR must address
these herpetile management issues.

Housing and warehouses are proposed right up to the borders of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area.
This potential development constitutes an extremely serious threat to the ecological integrity of
SIWA. Important foraging areas for raptors, Tricolored blackbirds and other wildlife would be
eliminated, and connectivity to other blocks of open habitat would be lost. The LMP does not
adequately address the far-ranging affects of a developed northern San Jacinto Valley. The DEIR
must address this deficiency.

One final issue that the plan fails to address is budgeting and staffing. Plans in general often
assume that everything in the plan will somehow get done, but this is not usually the case in
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California’s current budget climate. The issues of expenses of adequate staffing must be
addressed. For budgeting, the plan must address which plans are most important to the mission
of the SIWA and come up with priorities to be used if budgets prove inadequate. As to staffing,
currently the manager of the SIWA is also manager of the Wister Unit at the Salton Sea, with a
driving distance of over 100 miles between the two locations. This is terrible staffing and land
management practice. The DEIR must address these issues.

Our discussion here shows that there are often conflicts between managing for different species
on the Wildlife Area. While SBVAS would like to see spring-summer wetlands dominated by
cattails or bulrushes for Tricolored Blackbirds, this is not compatible with winter vernal pools
and the rare plants and animals like Spadefoot Toad that they support. This is just one example
of why a comprehensive Land Management Plan is so important. The SIWA is extremely
important to a wide variety of species in addition to waterfowl and raptors, as is clearly stated in
the WRCMSHCP. SBVAS understands that difficult choices will need to be made to
accommodate such a diverse assemblage of species and habitats. We look forward to a DEIR that
will help craft a creative, comprehensive Land Management Plan for the San Jacinto Wildlife
Area and vastly improve upon the current draft.

Sincerely,

Dave Goodwatg

Conservation Committee, San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society
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July 2, 2016

To: California Department of Fish and Game

From: German Shorthaired Pointer Club of San Diego
Subject: San Jacinto Wildlife Management Plan Project

Our club would like to comment that we support the proposed changes to the Hunting Dog Training Area
at San Jacinto Wildlife Recreation Area. The proposed change of of adding the additional 220 acres
(section D11) to the current 267 acres (section D13) would be a wonderful addition for dog training and
hunt tests. We also support the Future Potential increase of section D7 of 316 acres. Our club is in support
of the preservation of the upland small game areas for public use.

Please send any future correspondence to me for information gathering or action. Our club is interested in
any assistance we can be to further this plan.

Leita Estes, President German Shorthaired Pointer Club of San Diego
PO Box 1830

Ramona, Ca 92065

Cell 619-922-2025



CALIFORNIA
NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY

Riverside-San Bernardino Chapter
4477 Picacho Drive
Riverside, CA 92507

Attn: Eddy Konno

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

July 7, 2016

RE: STWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Dear Mr. Konno,

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) is a non-profit volunteer organization dedicated to the conservation and
preservation of California’s native flora. The Riverside/San Bernardino Counties Chapter of CNPS works to increase
the public awareness of the significance of native plants and to preserve the native vegetation of Riverside and
southwestern San Bernardino Counties. These comments pertain Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report regarding the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project, dated June 6, 2016. Please
add our chapter to the notification list for further documents.

Our comments are directed toward vegetation and rare and sensitive plant species that are associated with the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area (Wildlife Area), especially the Davis Unit. Our members are less familiar with the Portero
Unit, although it is generally known that the area is a critical linkage corridor for plants and wildlife. Linkage
corridors over environmental gradients are increasingly important in this era of rapid climate change. The area has
potential to link lowland areas to higher, upland areas and for movement through the hills. The area also links the
badlands to the northwest to the San Jacinto Mountains to the southeast, which is critical. The EIR should at the
very least address the effects of hunting small game on the areas potential success as a linkage corridor for both
plants and animals.

The link also offers the Final Draft of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan. It is unclear from the
NOP whether this document is provided for informational purposes, or if we are supposed to be providing comments
on its review. A lengthier comment period would be necessary to provide a detailed review of this document but we
have provided some comment as it clearly could use additional work.

As you are aware, the Wildlife Area is a critical region to conservation of wildland areas in the Perris Basin of
western Riverside County. The Davis Unit, especially, is of critical significance to alkali soil dependent vegetation
communities in southern California and contains about one third of such habitat remaining in western Riverside
County. The EIR needs to consider how the Land Management Plan addresses conditions that are known to be
favorable to the continued existence of alkali soils dependent plants and alkali vegetation communities as well as
conditions and land use management actions that would be detrimental to population persistence and growth of rare
plants and the foundation taxa.



The alkali habitat, has been variously named. Ferren et al. (1996) called these alkali communities associated with
the San Jacinto River flood plain, seasonally flooded alkali vernal plain. The primary subcomponents are alkali
vernal pool, alkali playa, native alkali grassland, and alkali scrub. The habitat is associated with specific alkali,
especially the Trevor, Chino, and Willows soils. Reflecting the narrow and declining availability of this habitat, the
seasonally flooded alkali vernal plains habitat supports nearly a dozen species of sensitive and rare plants, including
the State and Federal listed thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia), and Federal listed spreading navarretia
(Navarretia fossalis), and San Jacinto Valley crown-scale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior).

These alkali habitats, while resistant to light disturbance such as dry land farming alternating with fallow years
and occasional discing (though discing can eliminate the perennial components of the community), are highly
susceptible to more penetrating disturbances such as irrigated cultivation, soil chemistry changes from manure
dumping, development, and conversion of habitat to artificial ponds that are flooded during the warm season, which
is a frequent management practice at the Wildlife Area. Within the wildlife area, some of these areas, which have
undergone long-term disturbance and disruption of hydrology have been converted to non-native annual grassland.

With the decline and lack of adequate protection of these alkali habitats outside the Wildlife Area, it is especially
critical that land management practices do not result in further declines of suitable habitat for the rare and sensitive
plant species dependent on these habitats within the Wildlife Area. Especially challenging to the conservation of
these plants has been the ongoing cumulative degradation of nearly 2,000 acres of habitat just south of the Wildlife
Area from the Ramona Expressway to Perris. Starting in about 1998, and especially between 2004 and 2010,
manure dumping in this area greatly impacted the habitat. Full restoration, once a fairly easy and inexpensive task
requiring perhaps three to five years, would now take decades and require a large financial expense to overcome the
changes in soil chemistry within this area. New recycled water sources have also allowed some of these areas to
undergo irrigation, which is also damaging to the alkali habitats.

We recognize that the Wildlife Area must consider a wide diversity of species conservation within its management
responsibilities, especially to waterfowl and hunting. However, in light of impacts to alkali habitats outside its
boundaries, it is now vitally important to the conservation of the alkali habitats and the rare and sensitive plants
dependent upon them that the Wildlife Area conduct appropriate conservation management for its botanical resources
now more than ever. In addition to conserving existing seasonally flooded vernal alkali plain, historic alkali habitat
within the Wildlife Area, some of it now quite disturbed, should be considered a priority for restoration.

Improved conservation management and alkali restoration would also be consistent with the conservation goals
as described in the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). It is important to
continue efforts to conserve this habitat beyond the boundaries of the Wildlife Area, but especially along the San
Jacinto River, the Wildlife Area is a key conservation area.

C.1 Purpose of the Land Management (pg. 3)

We again emphasize that native plant elements gain significant attention as part of the land management strategy
and the EIR should reflect this. Waterfowl and hunting management is important but while providing habitat for
the Wildlife Area’s diverse avian diversity is important, birds do fly and other areas in southern California do offer
opportunities for these species. Many of the alkali habitat dependent plants are found only in a very narrow region
on or in the immediate vicinity of the Wildlife Area and that represents their entire global range. The MSHCP has
thus far not provided much on the ground benefit for these species in areas outside the Wildlife Area, especially in
relationship to habitat alteration from manure dumping, which was especially intense during the five-year period
following the plan’s approval.

Historically, the Wildlife Area has not done a great job with rare plant management. For example, the ponds right
across the office building were constructed in habitat known to support federally endangered species and at least



a half dozen other rare plants. Some of those plants are still found in small fragmented patches adjacent to the
pond. Also, there are circumstances where ponding for waterfowl is not inconsistent with rare plant conservation,
however, this is only the case where ponds are filled in the winter and let dry during the warm months of the year.
Clearly it is not necessary to put all the ponds on a winter only wet cycle but some, such as the one adjacent to the
office probably should have been on a wet-in-winter cycle only. Perhaps the rare and sensitive plants that occupied
that location in the early 1990s would still be there today had the Wildlife Area considered this. Certainly new
ponds should not be placed in areas that support even degraded alkali habitat. These areas, if not already in a fairly
natural state, could be restored to support rare and endangered plants.

D. Potential Environmental Effects

The EIR should review and provide an analysis of how clearly the Land Management plan has presented a description
and distribution of alkali habitats, other plant communities and especially rare, sensitive, and endangered plants
within the Davis and Portrero Units. The Land Management Plan should have detailed discussions regarding
these features, including detailed accounts, clear maps, and identify potential impacts and benefits to these plants,
especially those listed below. The EIR should also address how well the Land Management Plan has summarized
previous survey data and compared this to the current status of the plants (since 2013). The available Final Land
Management Plan (Dudek 2016) does not appear to address the subject with any detail or its writers were unaware
of easily obtained information regarding some of the sensitive species at the Wildlife Area (see comment on the
Land Management Plan below). The EIR should also analyze the plans goals/methodology/funding sources for
alkali habitat restoration. Key sensitive plant species at or near the Davis Unit of the Wildlife Area, which should be
addressed in the plan include but are not limited to:

Atriplex coronata var. notatior, San Jacinto Valley crown-scale (Federal endangered, CRPR 1B.1) [alkali]
Atriplex parishii, Parish’s brittlescale (CRPR 1B.1) [historic occurrences adjacent, suitable habitat present]
Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii, Davidson’s saltscale (CRPR 1B.1) [alkali]

Brodiaea filifolia, thread-leaved brodaea (State endangered, Federal threatened, CRPR 1B.1) [alkali]

Calochortus plummerae, Plummer’s mariposa lily (CRPR 4.2) [hillsides; not yet recorded but almost certainly
present]

Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis, smooth tarplant (CRPR 1B.1) [alkali]

Deinandra paniculata, paniculate tarplant (CRPR 4.2) [alkali, grasslands]

Hordeum intercedens, vernal barley (CRPR 3.2) [alkali]

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri, Coulter’s goldfields (CRPR 1.B) [alkali]

Lepidium virginicum var. robinsonii, Robinson’s peppergrass (CRPR 4.3) [hillsides, bajadas; not yet reported but
almost certainly present; note that this variety is not recognized in the newest Jepson Manual, however CNPS and
CDFW disagree with the author’s assessment and continue to recognize this taxon in the Rare Plant Inventory,
therefore it should still be considered in the EIR.

Nama stenocarpa, mud nama (CRPR 2B.2) [Mystic lakeshore, possibly more widespread]

Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii (CRPR 2B.1) [alkali wetlands; only recent reports in southern California, or all
of California for that matter, are from subunit D7].

The EIR should also consider how the Land Management Plan has addressed species that could be within the
Wildlife Area that are currently not known on the Wildlife Area but have reasonable potential to occur there, such
as Chorizanthe parryi var. parryi, Parry’s spineflower (CRPR 1B.1) and Abronia villosa var. aurita, chaparral sand-
verbena (CRPR 1B.1). These plant are known from hill systems and bajadas adjacent to the Wildlife Area but to our
knowledge, has not yet been found in the Davis Unit.

The EIR should also consider how the Land Management Plan has identified non-native plant threats and proposed
management strategies. Non-native plants can be highly competitive and overwhelm native plant communities.
Seasonally flooded alkali vernal plan, in good condition or with small disturbances, is usually somewhat resistant



to non-native weedy invaders on account of the soils chemistry. However, increased pressure on adjacent land
use, lack of seasonal flooding due to the draught or water management have made alkali habitats less resistant then
they have been historically. Some of the exotics arriving in the area are more tolerant of alkali conditions. Other
habitats, especially grassland and coastal sage are more at risk. For example, in recent years, stink net (Oncosiphon
piluliferum) has become widespread within the Davis Unit. While present when I first became familiar with the area,
this exotic did not carpet wide expanses of the Wildlife Area as it does today. The Management Plan will need to
address this species especially. In addition, Sahara mustard (Brassica tournefortii) has invaded the higher, rockier
areas adjacent to the alkali habitats. The eftect of this species on upland habitats needs to be addressed.

Final Draft Land Management Plan for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area

We only had time to review some aspects of the Final Draft Land Management Plan but we hope these comments
improve the final product. Our brief examination of portions of the document suggest that the entire document
could use a detailed review. Itis a bit disappointing that Dudek, with its long history with western Riverside County
environmental issues and especially the MSHCP seemed to be unaware of key details regarding sensitive plant
species, some of which were available in the MSHCP itself. For example, the preparers should have been aware of
the relationship and status of Atriplex pacifica and A. serenana var. davidsonii in western Riverside County.

As with the NOP, in part because of the short review period and our lack of familiarity with the Portrero Unit, our
comments largely pertain to the Davis Unit.

Management Subunit descriptions, 2.3.1, pages 2-15 through 2-25

The descriptions of these units should also include a summary of alkali soils, especially Willows, Trever, and Chino
soils, and their extent within the subunits. The alkali soils play directly to the significance of the unit to conservation
of sensitive species reliant on these soils. For many of these species, the extent of these soils match potential
suitable habitat limits whether the plants have been recorded recently or not. It is also important in terms of alkali
habitat restoration. One element of the alkali habitat that has basically disappeared from the Wildlife Area but was
still prevalent at Hemet, at least through 2010, is native alkali annual grassland, largely dominated by vernal barley
(Hordeum intercedens and H. depressum). These two species are still present at the Wildlife Area but the extensive
grasslands were lost as a result of dryland farming activities over the years. The San Jacinto River Valley is one of
the few places in California where extensive native annual grasslands are found.

The distribution of paniculate tarplant (Deinandra paniculata) is poorly documented at the Wildlife Area. However,
it apparently is relatively widely distributed (D. Bramlet, pers. comm., July 2016). Very likely it belongs on many
of the subunit lists. Most of the species recommended for addition to the subunit descriptions below are available
in the CNDDB.

Management Subunit D3, page 2-16:

Smooth tarplant (Centromadia pungens subsp. laevis) should be added to the list of sensitive plants known from
this subunit.

Management Subunit D5, page 2-19:

Alkali habitat also is found in the eastern portion of this subunit where San Jacinto Valley crownscale is known to
occur. San Jacinto Valley crownscale should also be added as one of the units features.



Management Subunit D7, pages 2-20 to 2-22

The manufactured pond mentioned in the first paragraph is a classic example of poor rare plant management. The
development of the pond removed important rare plant habitat supporting two federally endangered species, and
others. A population of over 100,000 spreading navarretia, for example was known from this site in the 1990s.
Water management at the pond now largely precludes native sensitive plants from using the site. While fragments
of these populations adjacent to the pond, considering the status of the plants at this location, the Widlife Area could
certainly have done better both in positioning the pond and managing the hydrology to keep at least the more water
dependent species (like spreading navarretia) at the site. We would like to see the new management plan include
provisions to avoid impacts like these in the future.

Spreading navarretia should be added to the description of sensitive plants utilizing subunit D7 in addition to
smooth tarplant and Wright’s trichocoronis (7richocoronis wrightii var. wrightii), a CRPR 2B.1 plant. It might be
worth noting that subunit D7 supports the only reliably found population of this plant in California and one of fewer
then five known in the United States. Thus, it will be critical that the Land Management Plan addresses conservation
and management of this plant.

One sensitive plant species listed is south coast saltscale. The document is inconsistent in its treatment of this
saltbush, here treating it as Atriplex pacifica but in other places (Table 3-3, 4-4a, etc.) as A. serenana var. davidsonii.
Atriplex pacifica is a name that was applied to these plants briefly in the 1990s while botanists attempted to sort out
the identity of the plant. The plants are most definitely not A. pacifica. The plants have been treated as A. serenana
var. davidsonii in recent years and that is the name that should appear in this document. The writers should refer to
page P-94 of volume 2 of MSHCP EIR (Dudek 2003) for a good explanation regarding the history of this plant. I
believe the writers have access to this document.

Management Subunit D8, page 2-22
Smooth tarplant should be added to the list of sensitive plants within the subunit.
Management Subunit D12, page 2-24

San Jacinto Valley crown-scale and Coulter’s goldfields (Lasthenia glabrata subsp. coulteri) should be mentioned
as sensitive plant species found in this unit.

Management Subunit D13, page 2-24 and 2-25
Davidson’s saltscale is also present in this unit according to the CNNDB.
Management Subunit D15, page 2-25

Coulter’s goldfields, Smooth tarplant, and Davidson’s saltscale are all known from the northern portion of this unit
and should be added to the description.

Table 3-3, pages 3-30 and 3-31

Some of the species included on this list have little relationship to either the Davis or Portrero Units of the Wildlife
Area, for example, Johnston’s roc cress (Arabis johnstonii), Munz’s mariposa lily (Calochortus palmeri var. munzii)
are both found only south of the Wildlife Area, generally at much higher elevations then found on the Davis Unit
especially. These species should be deleted.

Atriplex pacifica and Atriplex serenana var. davidsonii are both listed on Table 3-3. In Riverside County, references



to either are referring to a single species, A. serenana var. davidsonii. Atriplex pacifica is strictly a species known
to occur within about 5 miles of the Pacific Ocean (mostly on immediate sea bluffs). As previously mentioned, see
P-94 of the MSHCP EIR vol. 2 (Dudek 2000) for a discussion regarding this saltbush. Technically, these plants
represent an undescribed species that are closely allied with A.s. var. davidsonii and A. coulteri and it is endemic
to the Perris Basin of western Riverside County. The undescribed taxon is mentioned under the description for A.
coulteri in the second edition of the Jepson Manual.

4.1 Methods, page 4-1

It does not look like a number of available resources for rare plant distribution were utilized in preparation of this
plan, including the MWD Eastside Reservoir Studies (1991) for the Portrero area, the MWD Inland Feeder EIR,
which included surveys of the Wildlife Area, or Julie Green’s botanical 1993 survey of the Wildlife Area (which
resulted in many of the vouchers for the area now available at the California Consortium of Herbaria). Also not
cited, and perhaps not reviewed include Dave Bramlet’s Lovell Unit Botanical Survey (1996). The California
Consortium of Herbaria also does not appear in the citation and some rare plant distribution discussions suggest the
writers were unaware of this wonderful resource.

4.2.2 Herbaceous Vegetation, page 4-10

Note that Navarretia fossalis is called “Moran’s navarretia”. The document is inconsistent with the common name
of this plant (see Table 3-3 for example where it is spreading navarretia). Spreading Navarretia is the correct name.

The last paragraph does discuss annual alkali grassland (note it is technically native annual alkali grassland). We
are glad to see this community mentioned in the document. Before agricultural activities were widespread across
subunits D7 and other areas, this must have been a fairly common vegetation subtype based on the fact that some of
the species are sporadically encountered and similar habitats that escaped farming at Hemet are on similar habitat
and soils. Not that the description here largely pertains to the native annual alkali grassland as it is found in Hemet.
Species such as little mouse-tail and graceful hair grass are not known to occur on the Wildlife Area.

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, Table 4-4a:

This table summarizes the status of special-status plants observed within the Davis Unit of the Wildlife Area. Note
that Wright’s trichocoronis does not occur in riparian forest or vernal pools. It is a species associated with seeps
and alkali marshes. Ironically, it is one of the few sensitive plant species are likely compatible with summer wet
artificial ponds within the Wildlife Area. Apparently Dudek was not aware of Julie Greene’s finds circa 2005, or
recent survey results from the MSHCP monitoring community, all records available through the Consortium of
California Herbaria. These plants have been documented repeatedly within the Wildlife Area at least through 2011
within Subunit 7.

Atriplex pacifica and A. serenana var. davidsonii should be combined into a single line (under the latter). All
reports on the Wildlife Area represent the same species. It is currently believed that these represent an undescribed
saltbush that would be endemic to western Riverside County and it would effectively be found only along the San
Jacinto River, west of Hemet, and at the Nichols Wetland with a slightly smaller distribution then San Jacinto Valley
crownscale. As it is, Davidson’s saltbush was effectively extirpated from coastal southern California between
1935 and 1960 so regardless if treated as distinct, this is a very rare saltbush and should get special attention at the
Wildlife Area.

Nama stenocarpum. Note: the correct spelling for this name is Nama stenocarpa. “Moran’s navarretia” should be
“spreading navarretia”.



Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, Table 4-4b, expected species:

Payson’s jewelflower, should be moved to Table 4-4c. This is a higher elevation, largely desert edge species not
anticipated to occur in the vicinity of the Davis Unit (see California Consortium records). Mojave tarplant should
also be moved to 4-4c if retained at all, there is no reason to believe it will be found at the Davis Unit. Many-
stemmed dudleya should be moved to table 4-4c, the Wildlife Area is east of the closest known sites about 15 miles
away in the Gavilan Hills and is not anticipated to occur in the area. Bristly-sedge, Horn’s milk-vetch, and Hall’s
Monardella should be deleted. The first two species are not even known to occur in Riverside County and live in
different habitats then found in the Wildlife Area. Hall’s monardella could potentially be on Portrero but not only is
“moderate potential” very optimistic, the chaparral and woodland habitats it requires do not exist in the Davis Unit.

Intermediate mariposa lily. Delete calcareous habitat from vegetation. It has no affinities for limestone-derived
soils. Probably this should be on Table 4-4¢ as the Davis Unit is outside the known or expected range of this plant.

Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species, Table 4-4c, low potential to occur:

The title of this table should be changed to “Species with low potential to Occur or not Expected to Occur within
the Davis Unit.”

The plan presents long tables of special status plant species that are not found in the region and have virtually
no chance of being found at the Davis Unit based largely on altitude restrictions and habitat requirements. This
material should be moved to an appendix. It should be replaced with a section addressing plant species of local
concern or other species of limited distribution within the region that are found on the Wildlife Area (A list of
local concern species can be found in The Vascular Plants of Western Riverside County, An Annotated Checklist
by F.M. Roberts, S.D. White, A.C. Sanders, D.E. Bramlet, and S. Boyd, F.M. Roberts Publications, San Luis Rey,
CA, 2004). Some examples would include: Amaranthus californica, Bergia texana, Caulanthus lasiophyllus var.
rigidus, Echinodorus berteroi, Lepidium latipes var. latipes, Petunia parviflora, Phacelia ciliata, and Plantago
elongata.

As ablanket observation, the following species should have “low potential to occur” changed to either “not expected
to occur” or simply be dropped from the table for lack of remote association with the Davis Unit. Los Angeles
sunflower for example, is a coastal species and has not been recorded in Riverside County. Why was the subalpine
plant, Arenaria lanuginosa, even considered? Los Angeles sunflower, beautiful hulsea, marsh sandwort (outside
its known range, never reported in Riverside County), heart-leaved pitcher sage Pringle’s monardella (outside
known range), San Miguel savory, lemon lily (not even remotely suitable habitat and a high elevation species),
Parish’s checkerbloom (too high, not known to occur in Riverside County) scalloped moonwort, San Bernardino
grass-of-Pamassus (high elevation, not known to occur in Riverside County), San Bernardino gilia, southern alpine
buckwheat Chickweed oxytheca, Parish’s alumroot, San Bernardino Mountains owl’s clover, salt marsh birds-
beak (a COASTAL salt marsh plant), and Cleveland’s monkey flower. Note that Gambel’s watercress is within the
elevation range of the species, but since the plant is largely extirpated throughout its range, it has an extremely low
potential.

Table 4-5B Potential plants for Portrero, page 4-32

RCA monitoring reports note that Calochortus plummerae is located on the Potrero Unit. The information should
be updated & the RCA rare plant monitoring reports should be cited in the text.

4.4.1.1 Davis Unit, Alkali plant species, page 4-73



Delete south coast salt scale. In western Riverside County, this is the same thing as Davidson’s saltbush (south coast
salt scale was an interim name for the plants in the early 1990s.

On page 4-74, I believe the reference to a David Bramlet assessment of the alkali community on the Davis Unit
(1983) is in error. Dave became aware of the alkali issues on the Wildlife Area circa 1987. He did conduct a
botanical assessment of the Lowell Unit (roughly equivalent to subunit D13 in March 1996. Dave did distribute
a discussion of alkali habitat and sensitive species covering habitats at Hemet and the San Jacinto River in 1992.
Perhaps this is the document the writers are referring to.

Threats/Management Considerations

We disagree with the document assessment that the distributions of the sensitive species are well understood. Most
available data is decades old and there has never been a comprehensive botanical assessment of the entire Wildlife
Area. The plan should identify such a survey as a high objective since it is critical to management issues and
placement of new ponds, etc.

Many of these species folerate some disturbance, they are not specifically adapted to disturbance. With the possible
exception of smooth and paniculate tarplants, virtually all the other alkali dependent species would benefit from
management that did not encourage disturbance with the exception of sporadic flooding. However, we agree with
the preparers that more information is needed. Starting with a comprehensive survey of sensitive species in the
Davis Unit.

Other Plant Species

The examples for potential occurrence, Mojave tarplant and Nevin’s barberry are poor choices. Neither of these
species are expected on the Davis Unit. A more appropriate choice would be chaparral sand verbena or Parry’s
spineflower, species that are known from similar habitats as found in the Davis Unit and known from either adjacent
lands or within a few miles.

Section 4.5 Non-native pest species

This section fails to address important invasive, weedy plant species found on the SJWA. An entire chapter should
be prepared on the existing issue of stink net (Oncosiphon piluliferum) at the Wildlife Area. Entire communities
have now been lost to dense stands of this weed & the report needs to review the procedures to map the infestation
and a long-term program to reduce the infestation at the Wildlife Area.

This section of the management plan needs to review all of the potentially invasive plant species occurring at the
Wildlfie Area (e.g. Brassica tournefortii, Mesebranthemum nodiflorum), note procedures to annually survey the
SJWA for infestations of invasive weeds, along with mapping all the invasive plant species per management unit.

The plan should note the development of procedures to document long-term alterations of sensitive plant
communities at the Wildlife Area. The issues include: the potential decline of Riversidian sage scrub; alteration of
alkali communities; and changes in structure of the annual grasslands. Simple photo monitoring techniques (ANR
8067) could be used to document the changes to these communities at the Wildlife Area.

Section 5.2 Biological Resource Management, page 5-14

We did not fully review this section due to lack of time but management is a critical element to conserving the alkali habitats
and the sensitive species dependent on this habitat. In the past, the track record in this area has been generally poor, especially
in the creation of new waterfowl ponds in high quality alkali habitat. The plan appears to present relatively vagues solutions
on just how to rectify this. We would like to see a system implemented where the creation of new ponds get at least as much



attention as development under the MSHCP. Certain areas should simply be avoided and in all cases, the proposed sites should
be surveyed prior to any pond expansion approvals, the sensitive plants species noted, the significance of the site considered,
and any actual impacts adequately mitigated. The use of seasonal wetlands should be given priority in true alkali areas and
efforts should be made to better synchronize the use of these wetlands to the benefit of the more moisture tolerant sensitive
species and waterfowl needs.

Table 5-3, Evaluation of Management Strategies

Grazing on sensitive plant species should be added to Cons. Grazing should not be done in alkali habitats during seasons of
flowering and seed dispersal.

5.2.2 Alkali Communities, Task BE 2.1, pg. 5-19 and 5-20

The uncertainty in maintaining alkali habitats has much more to do with manageable human related activities then alterations on
the flood plain and historical agricultural uses. The habitat and species reliant on it are more flexible then many rare elements.
The primary causes for decline are habitat disturbance and gross manipulation of soil chemistry (manure dumping). Even
sporadic significant flooding events on a scale of once every 10 or 15-years should be adequate to maintain the communities
and their components. On the Wildlife Area, it is critical that some sources of water, primarily the recycled water currently used
on the land is maintained. For example, Wright’s trichocoronis is probably reliant on external water sources.

Section 6

As with Section 5, we did not have time to fully review the elements of this section. However, we are concerned that proposed
agricultural expansions (Task 4 indicates that the current 70 acres under active production could be expanded to 400 acres)
could take place in alkali soil areas. We believe such activities should avoid alkali soils.

Respectfully submitted:

G M. b, 1.

Fred M. Roberts
Riverside-San Bernardino Chapter CNPS Rare Plant Chair

Arlee M. Montalvo
Riverside-San Bernardino Chapter CNPS Conservation Co-Chair
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CENTER for BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

protecting and restoring natural ecosystems and imperiled species through
science, education, policy, and environmental law

7/8/2016

Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109,
Bermuda Dunes, California 92203
SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

RE: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Dear Mr. Konno

The following scoping comments for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the Land
Management Plan (LMP) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) are submitted on behalf of the
members and staff of the Center for Biological Diversity (the “Center””). The Center is a non-profit
environmental organization dedicated to the protection of native species and their habitats through
science, policy, and environmental law. The Center has over 48,400 members throughout California and
the western United States, including residents in western Riverside County and in the SJWA region. The
Center has worked for decades to protect imperiled plants and wildlife, open space, air and water quality,
and overall quality of life for people in the Inland Empire.

LMP Fails to Provide Specific Management Prescriptions

We are very concerned about the LMP in general due to its lack of specificity in management
prescriptions and strategies, particularly for rare and endangered species. Substantial improvements to
the LMP are necessary in order to have the LMP be a useful plan. These improvements need to be done
before a DEIR is produced. Significant investments have been made over the years to assemble the STWA
units, and a large part of those investments originated from mitigation funding for destruction of rare and
endangered species habitat and loss of wetlands from development (LMP at Table 1-1). The LMP needs
to maintain the original mitigation obligations. Yet the LMP fails to provide specific actions to assure the
mitigation obligations will be achieved.

LMP Fails To Implement WR MSHCP

While the LMP recognizes that the STWA units are “core areas” for the Western Riverside
Multiple Species Conservation Plan (WR MSHCP), it is short on specifics for appropriate management of
the species included in the WR MSHCP and that occur on STWA.

Prior STWA management actions have in fact impacted rare plants and animals'. The WR
MSHCEP relies upon the STWA to protect these species as part of the comprehensive strategy to allow
development of their habitats elsewhere. As written the LMP appears to downplay the importance of the
SJIWA as a core area for the WR MSHCP. The LMP currently states the generalized language from the

1 http://www.pe.com/articles/wildlife-599415-club-conservation.html ; http://www.pe.com/articles/plants-637217-
club-duck.html ; http://www.pe.com/articles/club-648115-duck-work.html

Arizona ® California ® Nevada ® New Mexico ® Alaska ® Oregon ® Washington ® lllinois ® Minnesota ® Vermont ® Washington, DC

Ileene Anderson, Senior Scientist
8033 Sunset Boulevard, #447 ® Los Angeles, CA 90046-2401
tel: (323) 654.5943 fax: (323) 650.4620 email: ianderson@biologicaldiversity.org
www. BiologicalDiversity.org



MSHCP. For example, the WR MSHCP requires “conserve alkali playa”. We certainly support
conserving alkali playa, but the LMP provides no direction on how is the STWA going to implement
conservation or how much alkali playa will be conserved. The LMP must provide clear conservation
goals, protective measures and recovery actions for each of the nearly 80 “covered” species and for the
conservation requirements by the WRMSHCP that occur on the STWA.

LMP Fails to Implement SKRHCP

The LMP fails to adequately address management for the Stephen’s kangaroo rat (SKR) as part of
the requirements of the Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (SKRHCP). As the LMP
acknowledges “The Potrero Unit was acquired as replacement habitat for the core reserve
established at March Air Force Base under the SKRHCP.” (LMP at 4-80) and goes onto state that
“The Potrero Unit is not currently managed for SKR habitat other than limited public access to
the site and reduced speed limits at night.” (LMP at 4-80). While the LMP goes on to identify
numerous threats to SKR, which need to be managed in order for the Potrero Unit to actually function as
“replacement habitat” for the March Air Force Base reserve, we were unable to find any proposal actions
in the LMP to manage those threats.

The LMP does state that “Ongoing management is required to maintain habitat quality
within occupied SKR habitat areas and active restoration, followed by ongoing management, is
required to expand SKR populations on site.” (LMP at 4-82). The problem is that the LMP
previous states that the unit is not currently being managed for SKR (see above). Management
actions need to be clearly identified in the LMP.

For the Potrero Unit and SKR, the LMP also states that “The cost of this ongoing
management may be a limiting factor in the maintenance of SKR populations and more cost
effective ways of maintain habitat quality should be explored” (LMP at 4-82). This statement is
mystifying, based on the fact that the SKRHCP has significant funding?, but few opportunities
for acquisition and spending.

Water Contingencies

The LMP fails to adequately address issues relating to water availability for the STWA and fails
to provide contingency scenarios if recycled water is either not available or less water is
available in the future (due to availability and/or cost). With the ongoing drought in California’
and the climate change modeling for the area4, it is certain that water is becoming and will
become a scarcer resource. The LMP must address this crucial issue and include contingencies
in management strategies.

CEQA Checklist Incomplete

While the Notice of Preparation (NOP) includes the Environmental Checklist (Attachment 1), it
fails to actually provide answers to the questions, which is typically done in all CEQA NOPs. The failure

2 http://www.skrplan.org/docs/annual_reports/skr_annual report 10_11.pdf (most recent annual report available
from 2011)

3 http://drought.ca.gov/

4 http://cal-adapt.org/tools/factsheet/




to include an initial analysis of the Environmental Checklist greatly disadvantages the ability to usefully
comment on the NOP. Once the issues identified above and in other’s comments on this NOP are
addressed in an updated LMP, a new NOP should be released which includes a completed CEQA
Environmental Checklist.

Other Issues

Biological Surveys and Mapping

The Center requests that thorough, seasonal surveys be performed for sensitive plant
species and vegetation communities, and animal species. Full disclosure of survey methods and
results to the public and other agencies must be implemented to assure full CEQA/ESA
compliance.

Surveys for the plants and plant communities should follow California Native Plant
Society (CNPS) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) floristic survey
guidelines’ and should be documented as recommended by CNPS® and California Botanical
Society policy guidelines. A full floral inventory of all species encountered needs to be
documented and included in the EIR. Surveys for animals should include an evaluation of the
California Wildlife Habitat Relationship System’s (CWHR) Habitat Classification Scheme. All
rare species (plants or animals) need to be documented with a California Natural Diversity Data
Base form and included the California Department of Fish and Game using the CNDDB Form’
as per the State’s instructions"®.

The Center requests that the vegetation maps be at a large enough scale to be useful for
evaluating the impacts. Vegetation habitat mapping should be at such a scale to provide an
accurate accounting habitat types that will be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed
activities. A half-acre minimum mapping unit size is recommended, such as has been used for
other development projects. Habitat classification should follow CNPS’ Manual of California
Vegetation (Sawyer et. al. 2009).

Adequate surveys must be implemented, not just a single season of surveys, in order to
evaluate the existing on-site conditions. Due to unpredictable precipitation, organisms have
evolved to survive in these arid conditions and if surveys are performed at inappropriate times or
year or in particularly dry years many plants that are in fact on-site may not be apparent during
surveys (ex. annual and herbaceous perennial plants).

Impact Analysis

The EIR must evaluate all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to sensitive habitats,
including impacts associated with the establishment of unpermitted recreational activities, the

> http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/inventory/guidelines.php and
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/Protocols_for Surveying and Evaluating_ Impacts.pdf
® http://www.cnps.org/cnps/archive/collecting.php

7 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB_FieldSurveyForm.pdf

8 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/submitting_data_to_cnddb.asp




introduction of non-native plants, the introduction of lighting, noise, and the loss and disruption
of essential habitat due to edge effects.

A number of rare resources have high potential to occur on this site as identified in Table
3-3 of the LMP. Therefore, the EIR must adequately evaluate any impacts, address those
impacts and propose effective ways to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the impacts to these
resources through alternatives including alternative goals and management techniques. The EIS
must clearly show how the LMP complies with overlapping HCPs discussed above.

Alternatives

The EIR must include a robust analysis of alternatives. At a minimum alternatives
including the no-action alternative, an environmentally preferred alternative and alternatives that
address differing water and management scenarios.

Other Issues

The management activities could increase greenhouse gas emissions and those emissions
should be quantified and off-set. Similarly, such activities may also impact air quality and traffic
in the area and these impacts should be disclosed, minimized and mitigated as well. For mobile
sources, since consistency with the AQMP will not necessarily achieve the maximum feasible
reduction in mobile source greenhouse emissions, the EIR should evaluate specific mitigation
measures to reduce greenhouse emissions from mobile sources.

Fire Impacts

Because the public access and some management activities could increase the potential
for human-caused fire to occur on site, fire prevention including best management practices must
be addressed and clearly identified in the EIR - not only on-site protection of resources, but also
preventing fire from moving into the adjacent lands.

Non-Native Plants

The EIS must identify and evaluate impacts to species and ecosystems from invasive
exotics species. Many of these species invade disturbed areas, and then spread into the STWA.
Fragmentation of intact, ecologically functioning communities further aides the spread and
degradation of plant communities’. These factors for wildland weed invasions are present in the
SIWA, and their effect must be evaluated in the EIR. Additionally, landscaping with exotic
species is often the vector for introducing invasive exotics into adjacent habitats. Invasive
landscape species displace native vegetation, degrade functioning ecosystems, provide little or
no habitat for native animals, and increase fire danger and carrying capacity'® and should be
banned from the project site.

? Bossard et al 2000
1 Brooks 2000



Wildlife Movement

The EIR should analyze wildlife movement corridors in all units of the STWA and
provide management prescriptions to assure their resiliency and that they remain extant. The
EIR should also evaluate whether the wildlife movement corridors would provide key resources
for species, such as host plants, pollinators, or other elements. For example, many species
commonly found in wetland areas depend on upland habitats during some portion of their cycle.
Therefore, both wetland and upland habitat protection is needed for these species. Upland
habitat protection is also necessary to prevent the degradation of aquatic habitat quality.

Cumulative Impacts

Because of the number of currently proposed projects in the STWA’s vicinity, a thorough
analysis of the cumulative impacts from all of these projects on the resources needs to be
included.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. Please add us to the distribution list
for the updated LMP and the EIR and all notices associated with this project.

Sincerely,

W 9l e

Ileene Anderson
Senior Scientist
Center for Biological Diversity

cc via email
Karin Cleary-Rose, USFWS, karin_cleary-rose@fws.gov
Tom Plenys, EPA, Plenys.Thomas@epa.gov




July 8, 2016

Mr. Eddy Konno

Senior Environmental Scientist
78078 Country Club Dr., Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes CA 92203

Re: SIWA LMP NOP Scoping Commaents

Dear Mr. Konno:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scoping of the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project. California Waterfowl has provided work to
improve managed wetlands areas in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, particularly on Mystic Lake. California
Waterfow! generally approves of the Draft Land Management Plan and its provisions regarding managed
wetlands, waterfow! hunting, and hunting dog training, in its present form.

The California Waterfow! Association is a statewide nonprofit organization whose principal objective is
the conservation of the state's waterfowl, wetlands, and hunting heritage. CWA believes hunters have
heen the most important force in conserving waterfow! and wetlands. CWA works with a wide variety of
stakeholders dedicated to the protection, preservation, restoration, and management of California’s
wetland habitats. These stakeholders include the Audubon Society, the Nature Conservancy, Ducks
Unlimited, the Central Valley Joint Venture, American Rivers, the Northern California Water Association,
the Rice Commission, farmers and other private landowners, the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and many others.

in particular, California Waterfowl approves the goals stated in Biological Element 3: Wetland
Communities. The primary goal being to enhance existing and develop new wetland resources for a
variety of game and nongame species and ensure the protection of wetland resources during
development of future SIWA faciiities and other potentially non-compatible uses. The Environmental
Impact Report shouid address the importance of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area in maintaining a remnant
of California’s once vast wetlands. The wildlife area is a major component of the remaining wetlands and
waterfow! hunting areas in Southern California. These wetlands not only provide habitat for migratory
and resident waterfowl, but alse other migratory birds, including shorebirds. Maintaining and managing
this wetlands habitat should be a primary goal of the Land Management Plan and a focus of the
Environmental Impact Report.

1346 Blue Oaks Boulevard, Roseville, CA 95678
916.648.1406 » www.calwaterfowl.org



Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

leffrey A Voiberg
Director of Water Law & Policy



2 SAN GORGONIO CHAPTER

4079 Mission Inn Avenue, Riverside, CA 92501 (951) 684-6203

Regional Groups Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties: Big Bear,
S l E R R A Los Serranos, Mojave, Moreno Valley, Mountains, Tahquitz, Santa Margarita

CLUB

Dear Mr Konno, July 8, 2016

Re:Scoping comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
(SJWA) Land Management Plan (LMP) project.

The Sierra Club has been involved with the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
(SJWA) since soon after its inception. We worked with its first two
wildlife biologist managers to enhance and expand it. They both did a
good job to honor the Departments mission found below.

"The mission of the CDFW is to manage California's diverse fish,
wildlife, and plant resources and the habitats upon which they depend
to preserve their ecological value and to foster their use and
enjoyment by the public.” (page 1-2 Draft LMP for SUWA)

In recent years the Sierra Club cannot say the mission statement has
been honored. We do not see that the all sensitive, threatened and
endangered species as well as those covered by Western Riverside
Counties Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP)
habitats have been managed to benefit the species. The last wildlife
biologist manager even conducted studies on plants and animals
species which were in conflict with each other. This was done to find
the best methods to help each species. The DEIR needs to explain all
such studies that have been done since his departure and how that
information has been applied. We have waited for several years for
this LMP with the hope that it would set a new tone at the SUWA and
we still have hope that will be the result as responses to comments
are made.



That which has allowed the SUJWA to expand at the Davis unit has
been access to recycled water from Eastern Municipal Water District
(EMWD). This has been beneficial for the species as well as the
hunting community. When the SJWA was originally formed, many
never envisioned it at its current size, but some did and we also see it
continuing to expand, but we will need access to all 4,500 acre feet of
water which is in the current contract. This plan needs to be about the
future and the future should not be limited by a contract which reduces
the amount of water you have under contract with the EMWD. While
you may say you do not have the money at this time to pay for all the
water, you must maintain the right to the full 4,500 acre feet for the
future when this can and will change. Maintaining shorebird habitat
needs to be a higher priority at the SJWA. It takes years for
invertebrate populations to really build up. The SJWA seems to
maintain some areas for a period of time then shuts the water off.
Shorebird habitat should be managed consistently for the benefit of
shorebirds.  The DEIR must show how this will be done now
and consistently in the future.

The Sierra Club hopes that the DEIR will have chart, slides and maps
which are not four years old. Currently we are reading 2012 on too
many. They all need to be updated. The data collected for the
biological monitoring program of the MSHCP as approved by the RCA
needs to be more clearly shown and include that collected in 2015. In
the past more than 60 species covered by the MSHCP used the SJWA
and made it part of their home. The DEIR needs to show how those
species as well as their necessary habitat have been and are being
and will be actively managed for their long term survival.

The NOP reads: "CDFW has prepared the LMP to help guide its future
planning and management operations for the SJWA. The general
purpose of the SUWA is to protect and enhance habitat for plant
and wildlife species and to provide the public with compatible,
related recreational uses.” (Page 3)

| have seen areas become wetlands that destroyed plant communities
that should have been protected. | know of at least one burrowing owl
nesting area bulldozed and there are other concerns since we lost our



onsite wildlife biologist. As mentioned above the DEIR must show
how you are protecting the habitat for both wildlife and plant species
and only allowing "compatible, related recreational uses.” It needs to
show for each recreational use allowed needs to be shown how it is
compatible with the protection and enhancement of habitat for plants
and wildlife species during each of the 12 months of the year —
pinpointing which months are the most critical for each species. These
recreational uses include, but are not limited to bird-watching, all
forms of hunting, biking, horseback riding and dog training. The Sierra
Club looks forward to reading the section of the DEIR which will
provide this information.

The Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
recognizes the Sand Jacinto Wildlife Area and Lake Perris State Park
(SJ-LP) as a core reserve totaling 10,932 acres. Within the SJ-LP,
there are approximately 3,640 acres of SKR occupied habitat. The
entire core reserve at the SJWA needs to be shown in the DEIR along
with its share of the occupied habitat. How many of these acres are
within the SUWA and how many are within Lake Perris? The SKR
HCP doesn’t recognize a division between the two areas since both
CDFW and State Parks are managed by the State of California
Resources Agency which has expressed its commitment to ensure
that these two agencies will manage lands in the SJ-LP reserve
consistent with the goals of the SKR HCP. The DEIR needs to fully
explain how the SUWA and Lake Perris are coordinating their efforts
on the management of the SKR. | know both are having problems
with the stinknet plant (Oncolsiphon piluliferum) which seems to be
taking over much of the SKR habitat. | believe the wildlife biologist at
Lake Perris is writing grants to be able to try different methods to
control this increasingly destructive plant. | haven’t seen much efforts
at the SUJWA to do anything except to watch it grow and maybe some
mowing. As the NOP quote found above reads "the LMP is to help
guide future planning and management operations”. The Sierra Club
looks forward to seeing what will be done reverse the expansion of the
stinknet and do better by the SKR through active management. Will
SJWA manage the area at the base of the Lake Perris dam for SKR or
any other species and their habitat? Please fully explain this area’s
future with the SUJWA. In Figure 5-4 it shows that the Potrero unit will
add two visitor centers/interpetive areas as wells additional parking



lots/trail heads. The DEIR needs to show that these proposed uses
will not impact SKR habitat. What has the Department of Fish and
Wildlife (DFW) done to “protect and enhance” SKR habitat at each unit
in the past and the DEIR must show what active management will be
done in the future? The DEIR needs to spell out these plans or it will
be inadequate. When the SKR were originally listed and the SJWA
was selected as part of a core reserve, Fish and Game committed to
significant additional money for their management, but have
never fulfilled that commitment. Will that be done in the future?

The Sierra Club is concerned that according to Figure 5-7 a
large portion of both units are recommended for upland small game.
Areas east of Davis road appear to be currently open for this hunting,
but it was my understanding that only the area west of Davis Road
was open for this hunting. The DEIR needs to fully explain what
hunting regulations and limitations apply to the SJWA. It will
be important to read in the DEIR how these hunting activities
are “compatible” with protecting and enhancing habitat for plant and
wildlife during each month of the year. | believe the DFW closes it
doors for several months at the Imperial Wildlife Area each year to
non-hunters. Will this plan or DFW ever entertain that possibility for
either unit of the SUWA? This needs to be addressed in the DEIR.
There has been information that leads one to believe that both
Coyotes and Bobcats would be allowed to be hunted as part of this
plan. Does it make sense to open the Wildlife Area to hunting a
species that is covered by the MSHCP? Coyotes as well as Bobcats
are an important and necessary part of the ecosystem. They play an
essential role in the regulation of rodent populations and reduce
numbers of ground squirrels and rabbits and therefore maintenance
costs of levees from the damage done by burrowing animals. Why
would an unnecessary and ecologically unsound hunting program be
implemented for coyotes at the expense of other programs urgently
needed to conserve other MSHCP covered plants and animals on the
SJWA. The Sierra Club expects to read in the DEIR how the DFW
and SJWA, as part of the MSHCP, can allow such hunting for animals
covered by the plan.

The plant community at the SUWA has some very special species
which require active management “to protect and enhance



habitat”. The DEIR needs to explain how all the recreational uses we
listed above will be actively managed throughout the entire year to not
negatively impact these threatened/endangered plants and, if it
happens, what actions will be taken to prevent it in the future.

Establish hunting refuges for waterfowl within the Wildlife Area. Most
of the National Wildlife Refuges do this. The Wildlife Area should
provide some habitat for ducks where the birds can rest and store up
reserves for the winter free from the stress of hunting. The Wildlife
Area should be a refuge for ducks too. It would be good if one or
more of these areas were located in habitat favored by some of the
rarer species like Wood Ducks. The current limiting of hunting days
each weeks does this, but there is some concern that there is
a possibility of increasing the number of waterfowl hunting days which
would make this suggestion needed. The DEIR must explore this and
show how this could be a way for the DFW to implement its mission
statement.

The Sierra Club believes that it is important that lands set aside for
agriculture should first be planted to help the survival of species which
are in significant decline or which have already been listed as
sensitive or threatened or endangered. This includes, but is not
limited to Tricolored Blackbirds, Burrowing Owls and Horned Larks.
Those plantings need to remain until the species has been able to
take full advantage of the crop. The DEIR must show what areas
have been planted in the past few years and what areas are proposed
to be planted in the future. The crops should not just be just for the
person who may lease the lands for what they want planted, but must
be planted to serve those species who need it most. The DEIR must
list what crops will be planted and what species will be served by the
crop. The DEIR must also list species which could be helped by a
planting of a certain crop, but which isn’t receiving that planting to
“‘enhance habitat” that it needs. It appears from Figure 5-8 that
subunit D11 around Bridge Street pond which was used for crops
benefiting Tricolored Blackbirds is being considered for Dog Training.
This is an example of an activity that appears not to be “compatible”
with much needed “enhanced habitat”. A better option might be D5.



The DEIR must do a better job of showing all linkages/wildlife
corridors needed to allow the SJWA and MSHCP to function at the
highest level. It needs to explain which species will use the linkage/
wildlife corridor. It also needs to explain the dimensions for the entire
length/width of each linkage/wildlife corridor. Since the LMP is about
the future of the SUWA, there needs to be a full explanation of how the
Davis and Potrero Units will be connected by a viable wildlife corridor/
linkage. Which species will it serve and what could be better than
what now exists? What is needed to make a viable wildlife corridor
between Lake Perris and Mount San Jacinto? The DEIR would should
explain how having such a corridor would benefit both units of the
SJWA.

The Sierra Club has read the comment letter from the San Bernardino
Valley Audubon Society (SBVAS) dated June 28,2016. We fully agree
with their letter and especially the sections on the Tricolored Blackbird,
Burrowing Owl, raptors and shorebirds. Their booklet on the Birds of
the San Jacinto Valley Important Birding Area can be read
upon clicking on the following link: htip:/media.wix.com/ugd/
09ca00_728292545f674c7b8b52209faafbf723.pdf . The SJWA is an
important part of this wonderful booklet and the DEIR needs to
address how DFW can actively manage its resources in the short and
long term to allow future generation to enjoy those species listed
within it.  This includes how you will interface with approved and
proposed projects on both your northern as well as southern borders.
The approved 40,600,000 sq ft World Logistic Center (WLC)
warehouse project on the SUWA’s northern border will generate water,
noise, light, and air pollution will impact many resources of the SUWA.
The Sierra Club needs to read in the DEIR how the SJWA will
interface with this massive project to reduce its impacts on all the
wonderful resources we now enjoy. This must also include how it will
also impact all forms of hunting and other recreational uses. The
proposed 8,000 unit Villages of Lakeview (VOL) on the southern
border of the SUJWA will probably release its EIR prior to the LMP’s
approval. The DEIR needs to address the impacts caused by
commercial and significant housing on its southern border. The same
analysis for the the WLC needs to also be done in the DEIR for the
VOL as well as the Mott housing project which are shown in Figure
2-11.


http://media.wix.com/ugd/09ca00_728292545f674c7b8b52209faafbf723.pdf

The Sierra Club has heard for years that there isn’t money to actively
manage the Davis unit of the SUWA for all the MSHCP species that
occur and especially to have a wildlife biologist on site as was the
case for about the first 25 years. We also are repeatedly told that we
cannot sign a contract with EMWD to maintain 4,500 acre feet of
water for another 20 years because DFW doesn’t have the money. We
are now reading this plan with Potrero unit being upgraded with visitor/
interpretive centers and additional parking lots and trail heads. It
appears almost 75% is also being open for small game hunting. All of
this takes money and ongoing management. The Sierra club
believes if you have the money to open up the Potrero unit with the
proposed infrastructure and required management, then you have
money to maintain our current contract for another 20 years with
EMWD for the water we will need in the future. It shows that there
must be money to hire additional people for the needed active
management of the Davis unit. The DEIR needs to show how the
Davis unit could be better managed if the resources that appears to be
directed at the Potrero unit was instead spent at the Davis unit. The
other possibility is that the DFW plans to spread the current Davis unit
staffing even further by requiring them to also manage the Potrero
unit. The DEIR needs to explain what happens in this situation.

The Sierra Club appreciates this opportunity to write some of our
thoughts and concerns about this very special areas that we have
enjoyed for years. Our name is listed as one of the contributing
organizations at the entrance and we hope to continuing contributing
for many more years. Please use the address below my name to
notify me of future meetings and documents in a timely manner.

Sincerely,

George Hague
Sierra Club

Moreno Valley Group
Conservation Chair

26711 lronwood Ave
Moreno Valley, CA 92555
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From: Margaret P

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 11:25:58 AM

| fully support preparation of an EIR for the long range management plan. With inappropriate
plans for gigantic warehousing projectsin the Moreno Valley/Gilman Springs area, a plan to
protect the San Jacinto Wildlife Areais vital. Please add me to the project notification list.
Thank you.

Margaret Park
11831 Orange Grove Circle
Moreno Valley, CA 92555

Robinsonpark2@gmail.com
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From: Eugene N Anderson

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Tuesday, June 28, 2016 3:12:44 PM

Dear Friends:

I am writing in connection with the proposed plan for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, to make the following
simple points:

1) the wildlife refuge desperately needs to set FIRST priority at saving the seriously endangered, and also
the threatened, species there, of which there are many. That really should take precedence over
hunting, birdwatching, etc.

2) one threatened habitat, probably with endangered species, is the alkali grassland/meadow habitat.
This habitat, formerly extremely widespread in the San Jacinto drainage, has been shrinking fast--much
of it within my lifetime. There are only a few acres left, many if not most of them on the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area. There should be a very high priority set on preserving, and preventing degradation of, this
habitat.

Thank you for your attention.

E. N. Anderson

4263 Quail Rd.

Riverside, CA 92507


mailto:eugene.anderson@ucr.edu
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

From: Joe Fass

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan

Cc: Joseph Fass

Subject: The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has prepared a draft Management Plan for the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA).

Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 12:52:38 PM

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Attention: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist Mailing Address: 78078 Country Club Drive,
Suite 109 Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

The following are my comments to the Draft Plan for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area:

As a member of the Ramona Hunt Club (Wildon Associates) which is immediately adjacent to the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area (and part of the DFW Easement Program), a member of the Friends of the
Northern San Jacinto Valley, Audubon and the Sierra Club, | applaud the draft Management plan
and appreciate the efforts of the DFW for putting together such a comprehensive document. The
plan strikes an important balance amongst wildfowl hunters, birders and nature enthusiasts. As a
result, the document values and serves all in the community that use the Wildlife Area. As you
know, hunting currently occurs only two day a week during the short waterfowl and upland game
bird seasons, allowing adequate access to the Wildlife Area for non-hunters as well as hunters like
me who also enjoy watching birds and wildlife during the majority of the time when hunting does
not occur. | look forward to a continued balance of land use for hunting as well as non-hunting
pursuits and believe that the Draft Plan adequately addresses each activity in a fair and equitable
manner. The Plan is congruent with past DFW Management practices and does not disrupt but
rather expands the access already in place for all who enjoy the SIWA. While | speak only for
myself, | believe the commitment to the habitat that Birders, Nature lovers and Sportsmen &
Women have in common has presented this magnificent opportunity to create a plan absent of a
specific deference to selected single-purpose interests. The key to any good plan is public access
and serving the publics recreation needs in a fair manner. | believe this plan strikes the balance
needed to achieve these goals. In addition, | applaud the Plan to expand hunting opportunities as
these activities promote increases to year-round habitat improvement which expands wildlife
attraction, viewing and the general enjoyment to all who visit the SIWA. Additionally, the hunting
activity provides the much needed funding to support the finances for the Wildlife Area and
provides more access to areas that are currently underutilized by bird watchers, nature lovers and
hunters alike.

Thank you for your efforts.

Joseph Fass

211 Campbell Ave
Redlands, CA 92373
310-874-0829
jfass@pricefass.com
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From: Jered Karr

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 7:48:14 PM

Please don't close San Jacinto Wildlife Area to everyone except hunters during the months of
October to February. Those are the best times to bird there and | don't think it is fair to birders at
all.


mailto:jeredkarr@gmail.com
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

From: Katherine Klusky

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 3:32:21 PM

Y ou would close it to everyone but HUNTERS? For FIVE MONTHS? Who are they,
royalty?

That is public land, not hunters' land. Thisisjust wrong.


mailto:mccreek1@gmail.com
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

From: bhaskark?@amail.com on behalf of Bhaskar Krishnamachari

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 4:36:39 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

Asabirder who has visited SIWA severa times, | would like to urge you to continue
permitting and allowing for significant amounts of birdwatching and other non-hunting uses
of the San Jacinto Wildlife Areathroughout the year. In particular, there has been concernin
some quarters that hunting uses of the areawill be increased from the present limit of two
days per week (wednesdays and saturday). | would urge you not to permit such an increase in
hunting activity.

In particular, | support the CDFW's current stance reflected in the wording in the LMP
which states:
"Although many members of the hunting recreational users would like to open hunting to both
Saturday and Sunday during the hunting season, CDFW believes that, given the high value of
wetlands for non-waterfowl hunting recreation uses, it isimportant to maintain the current
restriction alowing hunting only on Wednesdays, Saturdays, and during special event
Sundays, in order to alow aweekend day (Sunday) for passive recreation uses throughout the
SIJWA during the hunting season."”

Indeed, | would even be in favor of reducing / restricting the hunting season further, though
imagine thiswill not be easy to do.

Sincerely,
Bhaskar Krishnamachari

Professor of Electrical Engineering
USC Viterbi School of Engineering

http://ceng.usc.edu/~bkrishna/
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From: alineandcurtis@aol.com

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 5:34:39 PM

Dear Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist,

| am an active field ornithologist who resides in Riverside and one of many who regularly visit the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area year-round, but primarily in the fall and winter months (September to April) in search
of birds. | regularly try to census birds at this site and | usually enter these observations into eBlrd, a
project administered by the Cornell Laboratory of Ornithology and the National Audubon Society. | also
review records from Riverside County for this project. Both in my personal visits and having reviewed
many reports by others from the wildlife area for eBird, | wish to stress how important it is that this site
remain open to the public over the course of the winter when bird numbers and visitation by birdwatchers
are at their peak. The present closures on hunt days should be sufficient to eliminate conflict between
hunters and birdwatchers and other wildlife enthusiasts.

Given that this site depends on the water inflows, it is also critical that water continues to flow at the site
either at or in excess of the current levels, and in fact, having more water during the summer months
would benefit migratory shorebirds in July and August, periods when water is typically now at a minimum
at this site. Without water, the wildlife area would effectively cease to exist and provide habitat for most
of the wildlife species that are now found here, including several rare or sensitive species.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter and please do your best to insure that the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area continues to represent one of the best freshwater marsh sites anywhere in southern
California and that it remains open for wildlife viewing year-round.

Sincerely,
Curtis Marantz

1310 Le Conte Drive
Riverside, CA 92507


mailto:alineandcurtis@aol.com
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

From: Rose Marx

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP scoping comments

Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 11:26:17 PM

July 5, 2016

To whom it may concern:

| was not able to make the public scoping meeting. | do have some concerns. | have been going
out to San Jacinto Wildlife Area since 2009 as a birder and wildlife observer. | have seen a lot of
changes to the Wildlife Area. Some good and some | do not understand why. Especially the way the
ponds are filled or let to dry, starting about spring. Then water put back in then maybe dried again
until August when the hunting ponds are filled. For the birds left there in the summer makes it hard
for them to breed or possible survive. | have seen where there were Black-necked Stilt nests one
time | came out. Then a couple of days later | came back and the nests were under water. Also
spreading navarretia is found at the Wildlife Area. Some of the areas where this plant has been
found are now under water most of the year.

Spreading navarretia

| would like to know what the future policy of the use of parking lots A1, E3 and Rainy Day. Are
these parking lots continued to be used only by hunters and the general public will still not be able
to use them? If the general public is not allowed to use these parking lots, why not?

There should be more meetings with the public. We may observe things that the biologist that
oversees the area may not be aware of. Many of us keep notes of our observations and report our
bird lists to ebird.org. The data on these lists can be reviewed on ebird. There have been many rare
birds to our area seen there such as the Gyrfalcon.

| also understand that there is a proposal to close the Wildlife Area to the general public from
October to February. That is some of the best time for bike riding, horseback riding, birding, etc.
Right now there are non-hunting public that is trying to save the Wildlife Area from development.


mailto:rockingwren@hotmail.com
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

So our thanks for doing this, is that we do not get to use the Wildlife Area for the best time of the
year? Everyone has used the Wildlife for years. Why chance this now?

Sincerely,
Rosedith Marx (rockingwren@gmail.com)



From: Art Raya

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments)
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 4:12:13 PM

The following are our concerns:

(1) The Plan proposes that expansion of hunting activities can never be a significant impact to the plants,
wildlife and people who use the SJWA. Such expansion may not only result in the expansion of areas
devoted to waterfowl hunting, but also to areas devoted to dog training and other related activities. In
addition, the SJWA may be closed to all but hunters during the months of October through February, as
in done as the Imperial Wildlife Area near the Salton Sea. These unnecessary expansions of hunting
would have a significant negative impact on the plants, animals and people who occur on and use the
SIWA.

>

> (2) The SJWA is a core reserve for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Management Plan
(MSHCP) and is home to over 60 of the 146 species protected from extinction by the MSHCP. The plan
must ensure, which it does not now, that the SJWA is a MSHCP reserve first and a hunting and
birdwatching, mountain biking, horse back riding area second. The plants and animals who occur on the
wildlife area are the first priority, otherwise the area is just another urban park.

>

> (3) The plan must ensure that the SJWA continues to be able to purchase, as an affordable price and at
appropriate times for plants and wildlife, recycled water from Eastern Municipal Water District. The
wildlife area could not exist as a core MSHCP reserve and as a premier hunting area in southern
California without reclaimed water. The current contract’s 4,500 acre feet per year must be guaranteed
for decades into the future in order to fulfill all the expansions of wildlife habitat mentioned in the
Management Plan and to fulfill its MSHCP obligations.

>

> Our goal in making comments is to end up with a good management plan which will guide the
conservation of plants and animals and provide for appropriate public uses of our public trust lands and
wildlife for future generations.

Thank you.

Art & Sharon Raya


mailto:asraya123@gmail.com
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

From: Christopher Taylor

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 4:39:33 PM

Deeply disturbed by the fact this public piece of land will be

restricted solely to hunters between October and February... I'm sure
you'll be receiving many other similar e-mails from people bothered by
thisand | certainly hope that this closure to birders and wildlife
photographers will not be the case.

Christopher Taylor
Marinadel Rey, CA
http://kiwifoto.com


mailto:ctaylor@kiwifoto.com
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov
http://kiwifoto.com/

From: ovibose gmail

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: San Jacinto Wildlife Area - SIWA LMP NOP scoping comments
Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 4:21:17 PM

To: Eddy Komo, Senior Environmental Scientist
Cdlifornia Dept of Fish and Wildlife

| understand that there is a plan underway to possibly close the San
Jacinto Wildlife Areain Moreno Valley to anyone other than hunters
during the autumn and winter months.

| have been bird-watching in SIWA with friends, as well as with local
Audubon Society chapters, for several years. It would be a shame if
the Dept of Fish and Wildlife closed this area to birders and other
visitors.

| strongly support leaving the SIWA open to birders and other visitors
on certain days of the week throughout the hunting season, as the
current policy alows.

Thank you for your consideration,
Don White
Culver City, CA 90230


mailto:ovibose@gmail.com
mailto:SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

From: Linda Freeman

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 10:50:34 AM

Dear Wildlife.ca
The San Jacinto Wildlife area is a multi-use treasure in Riverside County.

The area is used by hunters, bird watchers, home-schools,
San Jacinto Community college science field trips, local school
field trips and locals that like to walk and picnic and enjoy nature.

The area should be kept as a multi-use so that the residents can
enjoy this area.

Thank you,

Linda Freeman

23250 Clipper Ct
Canyon Lake, CA 92587
951-244-5512
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From: funkshn@gmail.com on behalf of Mark Hunter

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 12:46:15 PM

It's my understanding that the proposed management plan would exclude all visitors except
hunters from the SIWA from October through February.

That wildlife areais primarily for preservation of wildlife, particularly rare and threatened
species of plants and animals. Does your management plan establish that preservation as the
highest priority? Does it honor the purposes of the Western Riverside County Multiple Species

Management Plan?

Secondarily, the wildlife area provides several kinds of recreation. Why does your management plan
eliminate all but one of those kinds of recreation for five months of the year? Have the birders ever
lobbied you to forbid hunting? | didn't think so. Why, then, are you forbidding birding? That's an important
use of the area, with very low impacts, and it provides value to science through the reports that birders

provide.

Your CEQA declaration of "no impact" from the proposed plan will fall apart under even mild scrutiny.
Please revise your plan to align with the primary and secondary purposes of the SIWA. As my dad used
to say when my brothers and | were misbehaving after bedtime.... don't make me come in there.

Mark Hunter
2056 Rancho Canada PI
La Canada, CA 91011


mailto:funkshn@gmail.com
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From: Ron Cyager

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: Comment on draft EIR

Date: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 8:25:46 AM

Dear CDFW,

| have afew comments on the San Joaquin Wildlife Area Draft EIR.

(1) Hunt isalways asignificant impact. Thisareais used for other activities besides hunting,
especialy in winter. Having the area closed to Birding during winter would be a significant
impact.

A proposal would be to have the wildlife area open three days aweek, including one weekend
day, to non-hunting.

(2) The SIWA isacore reserve for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Management Plan (MSHCP) and is home to over 60 of the 146 species protected from
extinction by the MSHCP. The plan must ensure, which it does not now, that the SIWA isa
MSHCP reserve first and a hunting and birdwatching, mountain biking, horse back riding area
second. The plants and animals who occur on the wildlife area are the first priority,

otherwise the areaiis just another urban park.

(3) The plan must ensure that the SIWA continues to be able to purchase, at an affordable
price and at appropriate times for plants and wildlife, recycled water from Eastern Municipal
Water District. The wildlife area could not exist as a core MSHCP reserve and as a premier
hunting areain

southern Californiawithout reclaimed water. The current contract’s 4,500 acre feet per year
must be guaranteed for decades into the future in order to fulfill all the expansions of wildlife
habitat mentioned in the Management Plan and to fulfill its MSHCP obligations.

Thank you for allowing me to comment.

Ron Cyger
Monrovia CA


mailto:ron@cyger.org
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From: John Green

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments

Date: Thursday, July 07, 2016 9:33:58 PM

Hello,

As a wildlife biologist, and a user of the wildlife area, | would like to make some comments
on the proposed plan. First, hunters helped create the wildlife area, and hunting has a
place there, but any consideration of closing the area to non-hunters for weeks or months
at a time must be removed from the plan. Hunters are a tiny minority of California’s
population, and the wildlife area is for everyone. The needs of the flora and fauna,
especially the special-status species must also be put first when considering setting aside
lands strictly for hunting purposes as well. As you know, the wildlife area is a core reserve
for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species Management Plan and it must put the
needs of the plan and its species first. All other uses should be secondary. On that note,
WATER is another key to the wildlife area’s success, and ironclad access rights to water,
recycled or otherwise, must be written into the Wildlife Area’s plan, acted on, and acquired.
Water that historically flowed into the wildlife area has been diverted, and its continued
restoration is crucial.

Thanks,

John Green

3120 Mount Vernon Ave.
Riverside, CA 92507
bewickwren@earthlink.net
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July 7,2016

Via: SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Attention: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109

Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

Dear California Department of Fish and Wildlife:

Re: SIWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments

Geology and Soils: Please include the Morton-Miller, USGS Open File Report 1271, 2006 in your
Geology and Soils analysis. In particular include the PDF file which shows the historic levels of Mystic

- Lake and a projection of where the lake level (closed depression) is predicted to be in 2023.

Morton, D.M., and Miller, F. K., 2006, Geologic map of the San Bernardino and Santa Ana
30'x 60' quadrangles, California; USGS Open File Report 1271, 2006,
http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2006/1217/

http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2006/1217/0f2006-1217 map/of2006-1217 fig5.pdf Figure 5 (0f2006-
1217 fig5.pdf; 1.6 MB) shows the historic lake levels of Mystic Lake and a projection of where
the lake level (closed depression) is predicted to be in 2023

The NOP needs to include a discussion of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) as a reserve in the
Riverside County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Reserve System; please include a
discussion of how the SJTWA is being managed to protect rare and endangered plants and animals: please
include a discussion of how Riverside County’s MSHCP money is being used in managing the STWA.

What policies have been developed to protect rare and endangered plants and animals and how are
projects reviewed to ensure current and future projects within the STWA follow the MSHCP agreements?

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Avooeiddeen

Ann McKibben

23296 Sonnet Drive

Moreno Valley CA 92557
atmckibben@roadrunner.com

Attached: http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2006/1217/0f2006-1217_map/of2006-1217 fig5.pdf Figure 5 PDF of
Historic Lake Levels of Mystic Lake
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From: Julie Szabo

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SJWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments

Date: Thursday, July 07, 2016 7:19:20 AM

July 7, 2016

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Attn: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist

RE: Management Plan for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area

| am writing this due to my concerns about some aspects of the proposed
management plan for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA). | have read the entire
plan. | am an avid birdwatcher, and have seen 198 species of birds, plus animals,
snakes and native plants at SJWA.

It is my understanding that Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) has committed
to provide continuing water to SJWA. On-going and into the future, affordable water
must be budgeted in the appropriate amounts to sustain the plants, birds and wildlife
at SJWA. (I do bird surveys for the nearby Lake Elsinore Levee and back basin
area. During the last two years, | have seen the first-hand the effects when the ponds
and riparian areas are allowed to go dry. The effect is that many species are no
longer present, and the ones that remain are unable to find appropriate breeding
habitat.)

SJWA is a core reserve for the Western Riverside County Multiple Species
Management Plan. The proposed plan must ensure to maintain the entire area for
the animals, birds, plants and reptiles first. Any additional use of the area (bird
watching, hunting, etc.) is a second consideration. Of the 198 bird species | have
observed at SJWA, many of them depend on the area to just exist and breed. Many
others need the area as a vital stopover during migration.

Hunting should not be expanded from the Wednesday and Saturday schedule. | have
gone to the wildlife area one day after hunting has occurred, and found birds and
animals nervous, and plants trampled. Too much hunting also scares the birds
away, and you can see evidence of this by visiting Lake Perris on or just after a
hunting day, where the east end of the lake is packed with birds.

Your consideration of my concerns is appreciated.

Julie Szabo
PO BOX 1057
Wildomar, CA 92595

jsszabol@gmail.com
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RECEIVED
BERMUDA DUNES OFFICE_
Patrick ?.-",Jemple JUL 8 2016
5645 Via Callisto
Rivreide, Ca\.82500 DEPARTMENT OF FISH & GAME

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

6 July 2016

Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
CA Department of Fish and Wildlife -

78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

Re: SUWA LMP NOP Scoping Comments
Dear Sir:

The proposal to expand hunting at the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, including the outrageous plan to
close the area during hunting season to everyone except hunters, is totally unacceptable. This
area is extraordinarily important for wintering birds of prey, rare birds, and other wildlife. It is
extremely important that the public be allowed to visit SIWA at all times of the year to document
the status and distribution of raptor and duck populations and to record observations of rare and
endangered species. A prime example of this important work is the well-documented discovery of
Gyrfalcon (Falco rusticolus) at SIWA a few winters ago.

SJWA is an extraordinarily valuable resource for everyone, casual hiker, equestrian, avid birder,
rare plant enthusiast, photographer, and all segments of the public, including hunters. But to
restrict the area ONLY to hunters for part of the year is an idea that must be rejected. SUWA is for
everyone, not just the few.

Sincerely,

Patrick Temple
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Responses to Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact
Report

Introduction

This document includes the comment letters received in response to the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) during the public review period. The original 45-day public
review period was December 15, 2017 to January 29, 2018. However, due to requests from
commenters and interested parties, the comment period was extended by 15 days, until February
13, 2018, for a total of 60 days. The comment letters are grouped into letters received from State
agencies (Group A), followed by local agencies (Group B), organizations, which also includes the
letter from Lockheed Martin Corporation (LMC) (Group C), and the public (Group D). Each
comment letter is numbered (e.g., Letter Al), comment groups are then bracketed with the
comment summarized in italics, and responses are provided to each comment in non-italicized
text. The responses amplify or clarify information provided in the Draft PEIR and/or refer the
reader to the global responses, or the appropriate place in the Final PEIR, or other responses to
comments, where the requested information can be found.

Many of the comments received were relative to the LMP and not specific to the adequacy of the
Draft PEIR. However, as a good faith effort, CDFW provided responses to these comments where
there appeared to be some overlap with the PEIR. Comments that are not directly related to CEQA
issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project unrelated to its environmental impacts) may either
be discussed or noted for the record. Where text changes in the Draft PEIR are warranted based on
comments received, or based on updated project information, those changes are summarized or
provided in detail here in this Responses to Comments document, and are shown in
strikeout/underline throughout the Final PEIR where applicable.

The changes to the analysis contained in the Draft PEIR represent only minor clarifications/
amplifications and do not constitute significant new information. Furthermore, the changes do not
deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on substantial adverse project impacts
nor feasible mitigation measures or alternatives. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section
15088.5, recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required.

A list of all commenters is provided below followed by the Global Responses prepared to address
issues that were raised in numerous comment letters, followed by the individual comment letters
and responses.



Table 1

List of Commenters

Comment
Letter Name Type Address
A1 Department of Toxic Agency 5796 Corporate Avenue, Cypress, California 90630
Substances Control
A2 California Natural Resources Agency 1416 Ninth Street, P.O. Box 94236, Sacramento,
Agency—Department of Water California 94236
Resources
B1 City of Moreno Valley Agency Community Planning Department
Planning Division
14177 Fredrick Street, P.O. Box 88005, Moreno
Valley, California 92552
B2 Eastern Municipal Water Agency 2270 Trumble Road, P.O. Box 8300, Perris, CA
District 92572
B3 Southern California Association Agency 900 Wilshire Blvd, Ste. 1700, Los Angeles, California
of Governments 90017
B4 Eastern Municipal Water Agency 2270 Trumble Road, P.O. Box 8300, Perris, CA
District 92572
C1 Lockheed Martin Corporation Business Enterprise Business Services
2550 North Hollywood Way, Suite 406
Burbank, CA 91505
C2 Highland Fairview Business 14225 Corporate Way, Moreno Valley, CA 92553
C3 Center for Biological Diversity Organization 660 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 100, Los Angeles, CA
90017
C4 Friends of Northern San Jacinto Organization P.0. Box 4036, Idyllwild, California 92549
Valley
C5 California Native Plant Organization 4477 Picacho Drive, Riverside, CA 92507
Society—Riverside-San
Bernardino Chapter
C6 Sierra Club—Moreno Valley Organization P.0. Box 1325, Moreno Valley, CA 92556
Group
C7 California Waterfow! Organization 1346 Blue Oaks Boulevard, Roseville, California
Association 95678
D1 David Stanton Individual P.0O. Box 45, Winchester, California 92596
D2 David Stanton Individual P.0O. Box 45, Winchester, California 92596
D3 Chris Robson Individual 27762 Paseo Barona, San Juan Capistrano, CA
92675
D4 R. Gordy de Necochea Individual 1964 Bidwell Way, Sacramento, California 95818
D5 George Hague Individual Address not provided
NA Governor's Office of Planning Agency 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, California 95812

and Research — State
Clearinghouse Planning Unit




Responses to Comments

Global Responses
The following responses were prepared in order to address common issues that were repeatedly
raised in the comment letters.

Global Response 1 — Program EIR (PEIR)

Comments were received from various commenters, including Lockheed Martin Corporation
(LMC), Center for Biological Diversity, Friends of Northern San Jacinto Valley, California Native
Plant Society, Sierra Club—Moreno Valley Group, and R. Gordy de Necochea, questioning why
more project-level information and mitigation measures were not provided in the Draft Program
EIR (PEIR). Some of their concerns included deferral of species/habitat specific plans and
programs; lack of specificity in management strategies and conservation goals; evaluation of
subsequent, future activities under the program-level document; avoiding CEQA review; lack of
plant surveys within the entire LMP area; broad mapping within the LMP area; site-specific
impacts of subsequent activities on plant species and vegetation; and, cultural and historic site
protection. Some comments also indicated mitigation was deferred because additional project level
surveys were not provided.

As provided in Section 15168 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, a
PEIR may be prepared on a series of actions that may be characterized as one large project. A
PEIR is appropriate for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) Land Management Plan (LMP)
given it is a 30-year, long-range plan that consists of the continued management of existing
habitats, species, and programs, as well as new activities and the expansion of some of the activities
currently occurring on the SIWA to achieve CDFW’s mission to protect and enhance wildlife
values and guide public recreational uses of the property. Similar to the general plans of the
overlapping jurisdictions of the SIWA area, the LMP is a long-range plan containing policies to
guide site-specific actions over many years. Due to the similarities between these types of projects
and the long-range nature of these planning documents, both the LMP and these general plans are
typically reviewed under CEQA through a program-level analysis. The proposed LMP consists of
routine maintenance activities (such as mowing, minor repairs, and painting), the removal or
modification of existing buildings and structures (such as the residential trailers), and the
construction and eventual operation of new buildings and facilities (such as residences (trailers),
office, workshop, warehouse, and restrooms). The LMP also involves proposed improvements to
the internal circulation network (roads, parking areas, and trails) within the SJWA and
improvements and construction of on-site domestic water and power systems. The PEIR evaluated
the potential short-term  (during construction) and long-term  (post-construction
operation/management), direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts of the LMP. The
degree of specificity required in an EIR corresponds to the degree of specificity involved in the
underlying activity which is described in the EIR pursuant to Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines.
The use of a PEIR is appropriate when the sequence of analysis will go from a program-level plan,
such as a 30-year management plan, to a series of subsequent site-specific actions. The PEIR
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Responses to Comments

provides CDFW with the opportunity to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide
mitigation measures and to ensure environmental impacts are addressed on a comprehensive basis
at the earliest time possible upon consideration of approving the LMP.

Once a PEIR has been prepared, subsequent activities within the program must be evaluated to
determine whether the activity has been adequately evaluated in the LMP, is exempt under CEQA,
or an additional CEQA document needs to be prepared. If the PEIR addresses the program’s effects
as specifically and comprehensively as possible, many subsequent activities could be found to be
within the scope of the PEIR, and additional environmental review may not be required (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168[c]). As described in the PEIR, the CDFW Regional Lands Program and
the CDFW Regional Habitat Conservation Program will review subsequent LMP activities and
management actions, where appropriate, to ensure consistency with state and federal
environmental regulations. The internal review process includes evaluating the site and activity to
determine if the environmental effects of the action were covered in the PEIR (per Section
15618(c)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines). When a PEIR is relied on for a subsequent activity, the lead
agency must incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the PEIR into
the subsequent activities, including the preparation of plans applicable to project-specific activities
once the details are known and funding is secured. This review would also fulfill CDFW’s intent
to ensure that any potential compatibility issues between species/habitat protection and recreation
would be addressed relative to new activities and/or existing activities proposed to be expanded in
previously undisturbed areas. The CDFW Regional Lands Program will work with the CDFW
Regional Habitat Conservation Program to ensure that feasible and appropriate mitigation
measures from the PEIR are identified and implemented within an appropriate timeframe before
any activity is allowed to commence.

The PEIR serves a valuable purpose as the first-tier environmental analysis, used to address
impacts, including cumulative impacts, that have been adequately addressed at the program level.
More specifically, if a future subsequent activity implemented pursuant to the LMP (e.g., recycled
water storage reservoir) would have effects that were not examined in the PEIR, CDFW would
evaluate the future activities by preparing an Initial Study or similar device. If new significant
effects are identified, a subsequent Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an
EIR (e.g., Supplemental or Subsequent) would be prepared to evaluate project-specific aspects of
any subsequent activities or projects that were not adequately addressed in the PEIR. As required
by CEQA, CDFW would circulate these documents for public review and comment and, if
approved by CDFW, a Notice of Determination would be filed with the State Clearinghouse. In
some cases, where the project-specific activity would require minor changes or additions, an
Addendum to the PEIR may be appropriate provided none of the conditions calling for preparation
of a supplement or a subsequent EIR have occurred (Sections 15162, 15163 and15164[a]). For
those activities determined to be adequately evaluated under the LMP, as reviewed and approved
by the CDFW Regional Lands Program and the CDFW Regional Habitat Conservation Program,
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CDFW would file a Notice of Determination with the State Clearinghouse prior to commencing
work.

In addition, CEQA has identified a list of projects that are exempt from environmental review
including the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of
existing public or private structures and facilities; or, construction and location of limited numbers
of new, small facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small
structures; and the conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only
minor modifications are made to the exterior of the structure (Sections 15301 and 15303). If, based
on review by CDFW Regional Lands Program and the CDFW Regional Habitat Conservation
Program that a project is considered exempt from CEQA, CDFW may prepare and file a Notice of
Exemption with the State Clearinghouse. The NOE would trigger a shorter statute of limitations
and would be filed on a case-by-case basis, per CDFW review. Lastly, there are also some activities
that would not be subject to CEQA because these types of activities have been adequately
addressed in the LMP, and with implementation of mitigation, would not result in environmental
impacts. Other activities, such as routine maintenance, may be determined covered under the
general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which have the potential to cause a significant
effect (Section 15061(b)(3)) and would not require further evaluation. A summary of CDFW’s
internal review process is also described in LMP Section 5.1.

The LMP is a dynamic document that will be periodically updated, including figures, as new
information is obtained and site-specific projects are proposed/implemented. As discussed in
LMP Section 5.3.8, Agency and Stakeholder Coordination (Public Use Element 8), and PEIR
Section 2.2.3 Table 2-1, local agency and stakeholder coordination is an important component
of the LMP and allows for the efficient and effective management of resources across the region
to address concerns within and near the SJWA. CDFW staff coordinates with other state agencies
(e.g., Department of Water Resources) regarding projects within the SJIWA and will expand this
coordination to other stakeholders to ensure their concerns regarding ongoing management
activities as well as new project activities are considered. As described under LMP Section 5.3.8
Task PUE 8.1, new PUE 8.2, and revised PEIR Section 2.2.2, CDFW will also regularly
coordinate with the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) Regional
Conservation Authority’s (RCA) Biological Monitoring Group for the purposes of addressing
MSHCP-related issues, and the Riverside County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) for
the purposes of addressing SKR HCP issues. LMP Section 5.3.8 (Public Use Element 8) has
been revised to include additional language regarding coordination with other stakeholders as
well.
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Accordingly, and to ensure consistency between the LMP and PEIR, the following text in the
PEIR, included in Table 2-1, Draft LMP Management Goals and Tasks, in Chapter 2.0 Project
Description, Section 2.2.2, has been revised as follows:

PUE 8.1 — Maintain a mutually beneficial, cooperative relationship with RCA to
allow ongoing monitoring of MSHCP species and to coordinate management with
RCA and other regional reserve managers.

PUE 8.2 - Maintain a mutually beneficial, cooperative relationship with RCHCA
to coordinate management of SKR pursuant to the SKR HCP.

PUE 8.23 — Maintain communications with RCFCD to understand flood control
requirements and potential for flood control maintenance and infrastructure
development.

PUE 8.34 — Renew agreement with EMWD for recycled water.

PUE 8.45 — Establish and maintain active lines of communication with municipalities
to advocate for compatible land uses adjacent and near the SIWA.

PUE 8.56 — Establish and maintain active lines of communication with utilities that
maintain facilities within and adjacent to the SIWA to advocate for compatible
facilities and operations and maintenance practice within and near the SIWA.

PUE 8.67 — Establish and maintain lines of communication with private land owner and
Lockheed Martin Corporation within and adjacent to the SJWA to advocate for
compatible land use practices within, adjacent to, and near the SJIWA.

PUE 8.8 — Establish and maintain active lines of communication with State agencies,
including but not limited to Department of Water Resources, Department of Toxic
Substances Control, and California Natural Resources Agency, to advocate for
compatible land uses within, adjacent to, and near the SIWA.

PUE 8.9 — Maintain a mutually beneficial, cooperative relationship with interested
non-governmental organizations, including but not limited to, Audubon Society,
California Native Plant Society, California Waterfowl Association, Center for
Biological Diversity, Endangered Habitats League, Friends of Northern San Jacinto
Valley, and Sierra Club, to coordinate and balance management of sensitive species
and habitats with recreational opportunities within the SIWA.

PUE 8.10 — CDFW will consider formation of an advisory committee comprised of
invited public and private stakeholders.
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As stated above, comments were received that asserted mitigation was deferred. In response to that
concern, when it is not practical to devise detailed mitigation measures at the time of project
approval, CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.4 (a)(1)(B)) and CEQA case law (Center for
Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214) support the
ability of a lead agency to defer certain details of exactly how mitigation will be achieved, if the
mitigation measures include specific performance criteria, and commit the agency to mitigate the
impact. The commitment to mitigate should be accompanied by a list of potential approaches to
achieve the avoidance or lessening of the significant effect to demonstrate that the eventually
selected measures are reasonably expected to be feasible and effective. The PEIR provides
mitigation performance criteria for those impacts where specific future project plans and design
details are not known. The performance criteria clearly establishes how successful mitigation
would be implemented for subsequent activities.

For all the reasons, described above, the use of a PEIR allows the appropriate level of detail for a
program that is designed to be dynamic and flexible.

Global Response 2 — Baseline

Some comments received requested that historic data be used as the project’s baseline to evaluate
potential impacts and questioned CDFW’s past management strategies in the SIWA.

According to subdivision (a) of Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a
description of the existing physical environmental condition in the vicinity of the project as it exists
at the time when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published. This “environmental setting” will
normally constitute the “baseline condition” against which project-related impacts are compared.
Therefore, the baseline conditions for this PEIR, unless noted otherwise, are based on conditions
that existed in June 2016, when the NOP was published.

CEQA case law recognizes that the method for establishing an environmental baseline cannot be
rigid. Because physical environmental conditions may vary over a range of time, the use of
environmental baselines that differ from the date of the NOP is permissible in certain
circumstances when doing so results in a more accurate or conservative environmental analysis.
The Court noted in Save our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors
(2001) 89 Cal.App. 4th 99, that a historic baseline may more accurately portray the environmental
conditions, but the use of an alternative baseline must be based on substantial evidence and must
be established at the outset of the EIR. This case also reiterated the idea that the time of the NOP
(or the time that environmental review commences) should remain the default choice for the
environmental baseline.

It should also be noted that the courts have ruled that preparation of an EIR is not the appropriate
forum for determining the nature and consequences of prior conduct of a project applicant or of
prior activities (Riverwatch v. County of San Diego, (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 1428). CEQA is not
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intended to be used as an enforcement tool for violation of other environmental laws or to rectify
past activities. Existing, unauthorized land use activities do not require rolling back the baseline.
The use of a baseline that differs from the time of the NOP should only be considered in those
instances where there is substantial evidence that the NOP does not reflect the actual physical
conditions of the project site. Considering the current project, regardless of how past activities
have shaped the current environment, the conditions at the time of the NOP best represent the
existing physical conditions to be analyzed in the EIR.

The “baseline condition” used for this analysis is described in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting.
This assumes that all existing management efforts occurring on the SJWA, including agricultural
operations, recreation, and hunting, as well as existing agreements and easements, will continue.

Global Response 3 — Evaluation of Impacts from Adjacent Land Uses

There were a number of comments received that requested the PEIR evaluate impacts of existing
conditions on the LMP as well as adjacent development on the SJWA and asserted that impacts
from existing projects on adjacent land outside the SJWA boundaries should also be included and
analyzed in the EIR. The response below addresses concerns regarding the effect of the existing
environment on the LMP. The related, but separate, issue of cumulative effects — in other words,
the interaction of other past, present and probable future projects with the LMP — is discussed in
Global Response 4.

In recent years there have been a number of court decisions in lawsuits concerning the adequacy
of EIRs that have definitively established that the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant
effects of a project on the environment and not the significant effects of the environment on a
project. In Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) Cal.App.4th 1464, the court held that CEQA
did not require an EIR to evaluate the impact of a site’s toxic contamination on future patients of
a proposed addiction treatment facility expansion project since the expansion project itself was not
anticipated to affect the surrounding environment. In other words, the court in Baird held that
CEQA requires an analysis (and mitigation for) significant adverse changes to the existing
environment that will be caused by the project, not vice versa. In City of Long Beach v. Los Angeles
Unified School District (2009) 176 Cal. App. 4th 889, the court similarly concluded that an EIR
was not required to analyze the impacts of emissions from nearby freeways on future staff and
students of a proposed high school by noting that an EIR’s concern is “not the impact of the
environment on the project.” And in Ballona Wetlands Land Trust et al. v. City of Los
Angeles (2011) 201 Cal.App.4th 455 the issue of whether CEQA required an analysis of the
environmental impact of sea level rise on a proposed mixed-use development project was at issue.
The court applied the rule articulated in Baird and City of Long Beach in finding CEQA Guideline
section 15126.2 and parts of Appendix G inconsistent with and thus invalid under CEQA and
holding that the mixed-use development project EIR was not required to discuss impacts of future
sea level rise on the project. In so ruling, the court in Ballona Wetlands disapproved the use of
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Appendix G questions to the extent they refer to the effects of preexisting environmental hazards
on future users of the project and structures in the project, concluding that such questions “do not
relate to environmental impacts under CEQA and cannot support an argument that the effects of
the environment must be analyzed in an EIR.” Finally, in California Building Industry Assn. v. Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, the California Supreme Court
accepted and solidified this rule by holding that CEQA “does not generally require an agency to
consider the effects of existing environmental conditions on a proposed project's future users or
residents.” The PEIR prepared for the proposed LMP evaluates the potential for future
management of species and habitats, and recreation and hunting activities, to affect adjacent land
uses not the potential effects of existing or proposed development (projects) on the SIWA and the
LMP activities. As development occurs in neighboring jurisdictions, including Riverside County
and the City of Moreno Valley, potential impacts of any future project on the SJWA will need to
be addressed in the CEQA documents prepared for such projects by those jurisdictions and, if
required, feasible mitigation provided. In addition, as noted throughout the PEIR the SJWA is not
subject to local land-use and zoning designations, municipal codes, or general plan policies.

Regarding the concern that impacts from existing projects on adjacent land outside the SIWA
boundaries should also be included and analyzed in the PEIR, CEQA Guidelines section 15378
states that an EIR need only analyze the whole of the proposed project (i.e., the potential direct
and reasonably foreseeable indirect impacts of the project). Existing development on adjacent
lands is part of the baseline condition, as described above under Global Response 2 and potential
future development on adjacent lands outside the LMP is not a direct or reasonably foreseeable
consequence of future implementation of the LMP. This is not to say that impacts from past,
present or reasonably foreseeable future projects are irrelevant, only that CEQA does not require
the EIR to analyze those impacts as part of the proposed LMP project. As discussed further in
Global Response 4 below, the EIR does properly consider adjacent land use plans and projects and
adequately analyzes the potential cumulative impacts of the LMP project together with impacts
from those other plans and projects in the vicinity.

Lastly, CDFW actively reviews CEQA documents prepared for other projects as part of their
authority as a Responsible or Trustee Agency (Guidelines Section 15096). In this capacity,
CDFW also reviews CEQA documents for proposed projects prior to issuing permits pursuant
to the California Fish and Game Code. Furthermore, CDFW reviews proposed projects to ensure
consistency with the MSHCP. As part of CDFW’s review process, CDFW staff assess potential
project impacts on areas such as the SIWA. CDFW has been actively involved in reviewing
projects surrounding the SJIWA, including but not limited to, the World Logistics Center and the
Villages at Lakeview Specific Plan.
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Global Response 4 — Evaluation of Cumulative Impacts

Some comments expressed a general concern that the cumulative impacts of the LMP were not
accurately evaluated in the PEIR.

CEQA requires that an EIR must analyze cumulative impacts whenever a proposed project's
individual impacts have the potential to combine with related impacts from other projects to
compound environmental harm. The CEQA Guidelines define "cumulative impacts" as "two or more
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase
other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines §15355). If the project would not make any
contribution to an existing cumulative impact, the EIR need not address it (CEQA Guidelines
815130(a)(1)). However, if there is the potential that the project contributes to a cumulative impact,
the EIR must analyze it. The ultimate goal of the cumulative impact analysis is to determine whether
the project's incremental contribution is "cumulatively considerable™ and thus significant (CEQA
Guidelines §15130(a)). A project's incremental impact may be individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable when viewed together with the environmental impacts from past, present, and probable
future projects (CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)).

The CEQA Guidelines allow the use of one of the following methods, known respectively as the
"list" approach and the "summary of projections™” (or "plan™) approach to evaluate cumulative
effects: (1) A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative
impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or (2) A summary
of projections contained in an adopted local, regional or statewide plan, or related planning
document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect (CEQA
Guidelines §15130(b)(l)). Chapter 3 of the PEIR, Cumulative Impacts Analysis Methodology,
explains that the summary of projections method was used to evaluate cumulative impacts. The
summary of projections method was chosen to better address both the scale of the project area, and
the long-term nature of the plan (30-year plan), and because use of the project list method would
likely underestimate the overall cumulative effects in this particular situation due to the long-term
implementation of the LMP. The list method includes past, present, and probable future projects
producing related or cumulative impacts. However, due to the size of the SJIWA and long-term
implementation of the LMP using the list method could cause the cumulative impact analysis to
miss all probable future projects and thus would not be a good fit for this type of a long-term
planning project. Therefore, Chapter 3 of the PEIR also provides an overview of the various
planning documents that have been adopted or certified and describes or evaluates regional or area-
wide conditions contributing to the overall cumulative conditions.

The cumulative impact scenario must also take into account the geographic scope of the cumulative
impact analysis. For instance, some cumulative environmental impacts, such as aesthetics and noise
are more localized, whereas cumulative air quality and greenhouse gas emissions impacts occur on
a much broader regional or global scale. Each technical (or resource) section in Chapter 5 includes
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an evaluation of cumulative impacts immediately following the evaluation of the project’s potential
impacts. Table 3-1 describes the geographic scope of the cumulative impact analysis used for each
environmental resource category.

Because the proposed LMP is a land management plan, land use plans for surrounding areas are
considered as part of the cumulative scenario, in addition to related projects. The land use plans
included in the cumulative analysis were chosen based on their proximity to the SJWA and the
geographic considerations described above. These land use plans also help inform the cumulative
analysis that uses the summary of projections method of evaluation. Section 3.2.2 in Chapter 3
describes related projects, development patterns, and related land use plans in the neighboring
jurisdictions to help inform the cumulative context. Related projects include industrial/warehouse
projects primarily within the City of Moreno Valley, such as the World Logistics Center Specific
Plan Project, and other industrial developments that are planned in an area zoned for
industrial/warehouse uses; infrastructure projects; open space/restoration projects; and applicable
land use plans including General Plans for the cities of Beaumont, Moreno Valley, Perris, and San
Jacinto; Riverside County General Plan; Revised South Coat Resource Management Plan; Western
Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP); Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
Habitat HCP; and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan. Applicable
plans were factored into the cumulative analysis to determine if future plans and activities under
the proposed LMP would contribute to an existing cumulative impact and if that contribution was
substantial.

Global Response 5 — Data Sources Referenced and Surveys for the Biological Resources
Evaluation

Comments were raised questioning the age of survey data used in the analysis of biological
resources and why no focused surveys were prepared to assess potential impacts of proposed
management actions and future LMP projects.

As explained under Global Response 1, a PEIR was prepared for this project because a
programmatic level of analysis is necessary due to the long-term, comprehensive nature of the
proposed LMP. A PEIR is appropriate when the size and scope of such a proposed long-term
plan makes comprehensive detailed site-specific studies impractical. Subsequent activities and
projects proposed to implement the LMP will be evaluated to determine whether the specific
project components or site were adequately addressed in this PEIR. If the subsequent activity
was not adequately addressed at the program level, it is anticipated that an Initial Study will be
prepared, leading to an addendum to or supplemental EIR to evaluate project-specific aspects of
any such subsequent activities or projects that were not previously identified and disclosed in
the PEIR. This subsequent analysis would include, for example, site-specific surveys that address
the area of potential disturbance. Because many of the proposed LMP management activities and
potential implementation projects are not slated to move forward until a future date and are
contingent on many other factors (e.g., securing additional funding), project level details, plans
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and specificity are not available, making comprehensive, detailed surveys across the entire
SIWA impracticable. This approach is consistent with CEQA’s acknowledgment that the degree
of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the
underlying activity described therein, and that the degree of specificity for an EIR on a
comprehensive, long-range plan like the LMP need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific
LMP-implementation projects that might follow (CEQA Guidelines Section 15146.) This
approach meets the “reasonableness” test of CEQA — which acknowledges that it is not practical
nor required that every possible study be prepared as part of the initial Program EIR process,
and provides the flexibility to address changing conditions within the LMP area over the 30-year
life of the plan.

Nonetheless, the analysis of biological impacts provided in Section 5.3 of the PEIR is exhaustive.
For each resource described in Section 5.3.2, Existing Conditions, the source data referenced was
provided. Sources used to establish the existing conditions included published documents such as
the Western Riverside County Vegetation Mapping Update, Final Vegetation Mapping Report
(2015), a query of the CDFW California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB); the California
Native Plant Society (CNPS) Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants; and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Occurrence Data. This information was also supplemented by
various research activities, regional biological monitoring activities conducted under the Western
Riverside County MSHCP, reconnaissance surveys, and species-specific surveys. Some of the data
used references literature that dates back to 1971, specifically the Soils Survey Western Riverside
Area California. Since some resources, including soils are fairly stable and change little over time,
using this reference data is acceptable to establish the existing conditions. It would not be
reasonable, feasible or practical or the intent of CEQA to conduct a soil survey over the entire
20,126-acre SIWA. In addition, species occurrences change from year to year, and conducting
surveys now before the details and timelines of possible future LMP-implementation activities are
known would not be an efficient or appropriate use of time or SIWA funds. Other sources of data
reference surveys conducted and reports provided between 2001 and 2016. The use of this data is
adequate for preparation of a program level EIR that looks at the broad policy of a planning
document.

The PEIR disclosed and evaluated all known impacts from proposed management activities and
projects on all protected species. It did so comprehensively and specifically to each species. The
Courts have held that there is no need for a program EIR to contain a site-specific analysis for each
contemplated future project (Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife
(2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214). If additional CEQA analysis is required for future LMP-
implementation activities or projects site-specific surveys and analysis will be conducted and
supplemental CEQA review performed if new or more severe impacts beyond those identified in
the PEIR are identified. The data used in the PEIR to establish the existing biological conditions
and to assess potential impacts is adequate and meets the requirements under CEQA.
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Global Response 6 — Recirculation

Several commenters asserted that the PEIR did not adequately evaluate potential project impacts
and alleged or implied that the document would need to be revised and recirculated for additional
public review and comment. Please also see the discussion provided under Master Response 1 that
addresses the level of detail required in a Program EIR versus a Project EIR.

Regarding recirculation, Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines states that recirculation of an
EIR is required when “significant new information” is added to the EIR after public notice is given
of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review but prior to certification of the Final EIR. The
term “information” can include changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as
additional data or other information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless
the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon
a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such
an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to
implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a
disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5.)

The changes described in the Final PEIR simply clarify the Draft PEIR and do not add significant
new information requiring recirculation. Indeed, none of the changes involves "significant new
information" triggering recirculation because the changes do not disclose any new significant
environmental effects, a substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified significant
effects, or identify a feasible mitigation measure considerably different from those in the Draft
PEIR that would clearly lessen a significant impact. Instead, the modifications were either
environmentally benign or environmentally neutral, and thus represent the kinds of changes that
commonly occur as the EIR process works towards its conclusion. Under such circumstances,
recirculation of the Draft PEIR is not required. The Draft PEIR adequately evaluated potential
impacts associated with implementation of the LMP and recirculation of the document is not
required.
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Global Response 7 — Regional HCPs

Several commenters assessed that the LMP does not prioritize conservation and recovery of
species covered in the SKR HCP and MSCHP and is inconsistent with these plans, and does not
provide specific management action regarding some of these covered species. Some commenters
also expressed concern that CDFW’s priorities do not align with these plans.

The SJWA provides significant conservation lands, including areas that are part of the Stephens’
Kangaroo Rat Habitat Conservation Plan (SKR HCP) and the Western Riverside County Multiple
Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP). As such, it provides important conservation for a
variety of special-status species that require the management of habitat conditions and monitoring.
CDFW understands that the MSHCP and SKR HCP are of critical importance to the region and
for the species they cover. The many goals and objectives of the LMP demonstrate CDFW’s
commitment to management consistent with the MSHCP and SKR HCP. CDFW is a Permittee in
the SKR HCP (1996) and as such, management of SKR on the SIWA has been and continues to
be consistent with the SKR HCP.

Pursuant to the MSHCP Implementing Agreement, CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, restoration, enhancement and management of fish, wildlife, native plants and habitat
necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those species under the California
Endangered Species Act (California Fish and Game Code 88 2050 et seq.) ("CESA"), the
California Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game Code 88 1900 et seq.), and other
relevant state laws. Furthermore, CDFW has jurisdiction over the California Natural Community
Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act (California Fish and Game Code §8 2800 et seq.), and issued
a NCCP permit, effectively approving the MSHCP in June 2004.

Although CDFW is not a Permittee or Participating Special Entity in the MSHCP, CDFW has a
responsibility pursuant to MSHCP Section 4.4.3 (Additional Federal and State Contributions),
which includes non-acquisition contributions expected to be provided by federal and state
governments. These contributions include:

e Management of federal and state lands for the benefit of the species addressed in the
MSHCP and in accordance with adaptive management plans incorporated in the MSHCP.

e Consideration of Reserve Assembly, Conservation, and management when federal and
state lands are being exchanged or sold.

e Facilitation of ecological research or restoration activities by other entities on federal and
state lands that benefit MSHCP resources.

e Participation in the MSHCP monitoring program.
The purpose of the LMP is to provide options for and guidance to CDFW to assist it in achieving
successful management of the STWA. Per Global Response 1 above, CDFW’s Regional Lands
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Program and CDFW Regional Habitat Conservation Program will work together to review each
proposed LMP activity for consistency with the MSHCP and SKR HCP. CDFW will also regularly
coordinate (refer to LMP Section 5.3.8, PUE 8) with the MSHCP RCA Biological Monitoring
Group for the purposes of addressing MSHCP-related management issues, and the Riverside
County Habitat Conservation Agency (RCHCA) for the purposes of addressing SKR HCP
management issues.

The LMP is a dynamic document, and based on information obtained during this ongoing
coordination, the LMP will be periodically updated. CDFW staff will also routinely coordinate
with other stakeholders regarding projects within the SIWA. CDFW’s intent is to ensure their
concerns and compatibility issues regarding ongoing management activities, as well as new
activities and/or existing activities proposed in previously undisturbed areas, are considered, not
only pursuant to CEQA but also pursuant to the goals and objectives of the MSHCP and the SKR
HCP. With approval of the program-level LMP, all coordination as described previously will be
focused on determining priorities, reviewing existing funding sources and seeking additional
funding, developing timelines for needed activities, assessing and balancing the compatibility of
existing and future adjacent activities, reviewing activities for consistency with the MSHCP and
SKR HCP, and fulfilling next steps to support project-specific activities, including but not limited
to, habitat assessments, focused biological surveys, and project-level plan preparation and
implementation.
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\~ ./ Department of Toxic; Substances Control

Barbara A. Lee, Director

Matthew Rodriquez 5796 Corporate Avenue Edmund G. Brown Jr.
Secretary for 4 4 Governor
Environmental Protection Cypress, California 90630

January 10, 2018

Mr. Eddy Konno

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Bermuda Dunes Office

78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, California 92203
SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov

DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR SAN JACINTO
WILDLIFE AREA LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN PROJECT (SCH# 2016061018)

Dear Mr. Konno:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your Notice of
Completion of the draft EIR for the subject project. The following project description is
stated in your document: “The proposed project consists of an LMP for the
approximately 20,126-acre SIWA, which is managed by CDFW. CDFW has prepared
the draft SUWA LMP to help guide its future planning and management operations for
the SUWA. The general purpose of the SJW A is to protect and enhance habitat for
plant and wildlife species and to provide the public with compatible, related recreational
uses. The existing operation of the SUIWA includes biological resources management
and public uses, which are incorporated into the draft LMP.” The EIR further states,
“The SIWA LMP consists of the continued management of existing habitats, species,
and programs, as well as the expansion of some of the activities currently occurring on
the SUIWA to achieve CDFW's mission to protect and enhance wildlife values and guide
public uses of the property. In addition, the draft LMP consists of the removal or
modification of existing buildings and structures (such as the residential trailers), and
the construction and eventual operation of new buildings and facilities (such as
residences (trailers), office, workshop, warehouse, and restrooms). The draft LMP also
involves proposed improvements to the internal circulation network (roads, parking
areas, and trails) within the SUWA and improvements and construction of on-site
domestic water and power systems.”
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Mr. Eddy Konno
January 10, 2018
Page 2

Based on the review of the submitted document DTSC has the following comments:

1.

The EIR should identify and determine whether current or historic uses at the
project site may have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances. If
there are any recognized environmental conditions in the project area, then
proper investigation, sampling and remedial actions overseen by the appropriate
regulatory agencies should be conducted prior to the new development or any
construction.

The Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (Phase |) provided in the appendix
of the EIR states, “Historical resources indicate the property was developed with
residential dwellings as early as 1938. According to aerial photographs, the
northwest portion of the property was developed with a large building between
1966 and 1977 (possibly a warehouse or barn; city directories did not identify the
building). Remnants of the slab are present.” If planned activities include building
modifications/demolitions, lead-based paints or products, mercury, and asbestos
containing materials (ACMs) should be addressed in accordance with all
applicable and relevant laws and regulations.

. Ifthe project plans include discharging wastewater to a storm drain, you may be

required to obtain an NPDES permit from the overseeing Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB).

. DTSC recommends evaluation, proper investigation and mitigation, if necessary,

on onsite areas with current or historic PCB-containing transformers.

MM HAZ-1c of the EIR states, “A portion of the Potrero Unit was used by
Lockheed Martin Company as a test facility, and soils on site are impacted by
solvents, purgeable organics, trichloroethylene (TCE), 1,1-dichloroethylene (1,1-
DCE), 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA), 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA),
perchlorate, 1,4-dioxane, and beryllium. Prior to any construction or grading
permit issuance, a determination will be made by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) as to whether soils in the area may have been
impacted by former testing operations by consulting Lockheed Martin Company's
remedial reports.”  Soil vapor intrusion to indoor air is a concern at this site.

a. If groundwater is impacted, then evaluate potential vapor intrusion onsite
associated with groundwater contamination before building permit
issuance.

b. DTSC is unable to evaluate whether vapor sampling and/or potential
vapor intrusion risk was adequately addressed due to lack of relevant
detailed information in the EIR.
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Mr. Eddy Konno
January 10, 2018
Page 3

c. DTSC recommends soil gas sampling and vapor intrusion risk evaluation
on sites with releases of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) or total

petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). DTSC recommends soil gas sampling to Gk
confirm no residual VOC contamination remain onsite and/or risk is
acceptable based on applicable and relevant state guidelines
6. If soil contamination is suspected or observed in the project area, then excavated
soil should be sampled prior to export/disposal. If the soil is contaminated, it
should be disposed of properly in accordance with all applicable and relevant Al-8
laws and regulations. In addition, if the project proposes to import soil to backfill
the excavated areas, proper evaluation and/or sampling should be conducted to
make sure that the imported soil is free of contamination.
7. If during construction/demolition of the project, soil and/or groundwater
contamination is suspected, construction/demolition in the area should cease and
appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented. If it is A1-9
determined that contaminated soil and/or groundwater exist, the ND should
identify how any required investigation and/or remediation will be conducted, and
the appropriate government agency to provide regulatory oversight.
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (714) 484-5380 or
by email at Johnson.Abraham@dtsc.ca.gov.
S}Gﬁlrely,
(]
Johhson P. Abraham
Project Manager
Brownfields Restoration and School Evaluation Branch
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program - Cypress
kl/ja/sh
cc.  See next page.
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CC:

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (via e-mail)
State Clearinghouse

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, California 95812-3044
State.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov

Mr. Dave Kereazis (via e-mail)

Office of Planning & Environmental Analysis
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov

Mr. Shahir Haddad, Chief (via e-mail)

Brownfields Restoration and School Evaluation Branch
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program - Cypress
Shahir.Haddad@dtsc.ca.gov
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Letters and Comments

Al-1

Al-2

Al-3

Response to Comment Letter A1l
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Johnson P. Abraham
Dated January 10, 2018
The comment summarizes the project description provided in the Draft PEIR.

The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

The commenter suggests that the Draft PEIR should determine whether current historic
uses have resulted in release of hazardous wastes/substances, and if so, appropriate
actions should be conducted prior to any new development/construction and overseen
by the appropriate regulatory agencies.

Section 5.6, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft PEIR evaluates potential
hazards and hazardous materials impacts resulting from implementation of the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) proposed Land Management Plan (LMP). To evaluate
the presence of any existing hazardous materials that may be present on the site,
numerous federal, state, and local regulatory agency databases were researched
including DTSC’s EnviroStor database and the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) “GeoTracker” database. Pertinent findings of the database research is
provided under the discussion of Existing Conditions with all of the results included in
Appendix 5.6-A in the Draft PEIR. In addition, Figure 5.6-1 illustrates where existing
areas of hazardous waste or areas of concern.

As discussed under Issue HAZ-1, there is the potential for residual pesticides and
metals to be present in soils of the Davis Unit and there are areas of known historical
contamination and possible unexploded ordinance on the Potrero Unit. Future
development of any employee housing or public use facilities will be required to
comply with MM HAZ-1a and MM HAZ-1c, which require soil testing to be
conducted, consistent with DTSC guidance documents, in areas where no soil data is
available. In addition, MM HAZ-1d requires all construction workers in the Potrero
Unit be properly trained in unexploded ordinance identification and reporting in the
event any are discovered during land disturbing activities.

The commenter explains that a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment indicates
structures have historically been developed on site, and suggests that if planned
activities include building modifications/demolitions, lead-based products, mercury,
and asbestos-containing materials (ACM) should be addressed in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations. However, the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
quoted by DTSC does not exist as an appendix to the Draft PEIR or and is not
referenced in the Draft PEIR text. The Draft PEIR page 5.6-4 includes an aerial
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photograph review which does not indicate the presence of the historical structures
referenced by the commenter.

To include a discussion of potential lead, ACM, and mercury issues, the impact
discussion under issue HAZ-1 for the Davis Unit is revised as follows, (see Section
5.6.6 of the Draft PEIR, after the third paragraph):

The only demolition activity included in the LMP is the removal of two
existing double-wide trailers on the Davis Unit, which date back to 1973
and 1980, according to Draft EIR Appendix 5.4-A (Cultural Resources
Constraints Analysis). Lead based paint was banned in 1977 and California
banned the use of asbestos as early as the 1970s. Therefore, there is a
possibility that the trailer(s) could have asbestos ceilings or lead-based
paint. Certain electronic wastes, such as lightbulbs, may contain metals such
as mercury. CDFW would remove these trailers in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations, including waste characterization so that
demolition materials are sent to the appropriate disposal facility. Demolition
contractors are well aware of the regulations regarding lead-based products,
ACM, and E-waste, and carry state licenses to perform such work from the
Contractors State Licensing Board (e.g., Classification C-21, C-22, and/or
HAZ). Given the minor amount of demolition proposed and the regulations
and licensing requirements governing the handling of commonly found
special wastes like ACM, lead and mercury, the potential impact is less than
significant.

This issue increases the effectiveness of the analysis but does not change the level of
significance. The impact level remains at less-than-significant, and no further action
is required.

Al-4 The comment notes that any discharge of wastewater into a storm drain may require a
NPDES permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

As discussed in Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, under Issue HYD-5, the
rate and volume of stormwater runoff would be the same or similar to existing
conditions. Also note that the LMP involves the creation of minimal new impervious
surfaces. There is no municipal/engineered stormwater drainage system on the Davis
Unit. Instead, flows are carried through drainage swales and riparian zones. Where new
facilities or infrastructure involve impervious surfaces, there could be a minor and
highly localized increase in the rate and volume of stormwater runoff relative to
existing conditions. There are no existing stormwater drainage facilities on the Potrero
Unit. As noted in Table 5.7-5, any future projects over an acre in size are required to
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Al-5

Al-6

obtain a NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit).

The comment recommends evaluation, investigation and mitigation, if necessary, in
areas that may have Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) containing transformers.

The LMP does not propose removal or modification of transformers and thus there
would be no direct project-related impact associated with PCB-containing
transformers. PCBs were identified on the LMC site in the Potrero Unit (see Draft PEIR
Appendix 5.6-A, p. 239). No PCBs were identified within the Davis Unit, as discussed
in Section 5.6. CDFW will protect the safety of its employees, construction personnel,
and the public from any potential hazards on the Potrero Unit. As stated in and required
by MM-HAZ-2b, CDFW will construct fencing around areas determined to be a public
health and safety concern where signage only may not be adequate to preclude public
access. Fencing locations will be determined in coordination with LMC and prior to
CDFW allowing public access on Potrero. In addition and where appropriate, CDFW
will include hazard warning signage within 100 feet of the constructed fence to alert
the public of the ongoing remediation activities on the LMC property. Furthermore, per
MM HAZ-2c, CDFW, in coordination with LMC, will determine what areas on the
Potrero Unit are safe to open to passive recreational use, CDFW will post signage and
prepare educational materials with maps placed at all kiosks to direct the public to open
areas on the Potrero Unit.

The comment raises a concern regarding vapor intrusion risk at the Lockheed Martin
Company Test facility. Vapor intrusion is a risk to human health and safety when
buildings and foundations are built upon sites where soil or groundwater is impacted
with VOCs, and where such buildings have basement levels or other enclosed subgrade
areas lacking ventilation.

Facilities and structures proposed by the LMP in the Potrero Unit are limited to parking
arcas, visitor’s center/kiosk, and an administrative area, which will consist of
prefabricated units or other structures lacking enclosed basements with a low potential
to lead to vapor intrusion risks. The known impacted areas on the Potrero Unit are
described in Section 5.6 and shown in Figure 5.4-1 in the PEIR. MM HAZ-1c includes
provisions to address future potential activities within the impacted areas on the Potrero
Unit.

To ensure MM HAZ-1c also addresses potential vapor intrusion risks, MM HAZ-1c in
Section 5.6.6 of the Draft PEIR, under Issue HAZ-1, is revised as follows:

If construction takes place in a potentially impacted area and no soil data is
available, sampling may will need to be conducted to determine if special
handling and disposal is necessary. If necessary, soil and soil gas sampling
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Al-7

Al-8

will be conducted in accordance with the current version of California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) guidance documents. Soil
and soil gas sampling will confirm the presence or absence of on-site
contamination associated with past uses, including an assessment of vapor
intrusion risk where applicable. Soils identified as hazardous waste will be
delineated, removed, and disposed of off-site in a facility that accepts
contaminated materials. Any soil that exceeds human health protective
screening levels will be remediated on site to levels protective of human
health or removed and properly disposed of off-site. Should a vapor
intrusion risk be confirmed, the structure shall be equipped with adequate
ventilation systems to mitigate the risk.

This edit to MM HAZ-1c merely specifies the type of assessment in greater detail, but
does not change the overall scope, applicability or effectiveness of the measure in
reducing the potentially significant impact.

The comment recommends soil gas sampling and vapor risk evaluation be conducted
to confirm no residual VOC contamination is present.

Please see Response Al1-6.

The comment states if any soil contamination that is identified, it should be disposed of
properly and all imported soil be checked for contamination. Proper evaluation and/or
sampling should be conducted for all imported soils, if used to backfill excavated areas,
to ensure soil is free of contamination.

There is the potential for contaminated soils to be present within the SJWA. As noted
in Section 5.6 of the Draft PEIR, due to past uses of portions of the Davis Unit for
agricultural purposes, residual metals and pesticides may be present in soils within
current or historical agricultural use. MM HAZ-1a requires that prior to any soil-
disturbing activities associated with habitable structures (e.g., employee double-wide
trailers) or visitor use facilities, the historical land use for the construction area is
required to be investigated further. If it is determined that land was previously used for
agricultural purposes and/or pesticides may have been used, as described in DTSC
guidance documents, soils in the vicinity of the construction activity will be sampled
and analyzed for residual metals and pesticides prior to permit issuance in accordance
with the current version of DTSC’s Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Properties
document. Any contaminated soils will be either remediated on site or removed and
properly disposed of off-site. MM HAZ-1c addresses potential soil contamination on
the Potrero Unit and requires prior to any construction or grading permit issuance, a
determination will be made as to whether soils in the area may have been impacted by
former testing operations by consulting Lockheed Martin Company’s remedial reports.
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Al-9

If the area is in a historical operational area and soil data is available for the site,
construction or grading will proceed pursuant to the guidelines established in
Lockheed’s Remedial Action Plan. If construction takes place in a potentially impacted
area and no soil data is available, sampling may need to be conducted to determine if
special handling and disposal is necessary. No imported soils are anticipated to be
required for any future projects.

The comment states if during construction any soil or groundwater contamination is
present, work should stop and remediation be conducted with oversight from the
appropriate agency.

The presence of groundwater contamination occurring on the Potrero Unit was
discussed in Section 5.6 of the Draft PEIR and includes MM HAZ-1c, MM HAZ-1d,
MM HAZ-2b and MM HAZ-2c. These mitigation measures all require CDFW to
protect the safety of its employees, construction personnel, and the public from any
potential hazards on the Potrero Unit including soil or groundwater contamination. This
includes complying with DTSC soil sampling guidelines.
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Letter A2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - CALIFORNIA NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
1416 NINTH STREET, P.O. BOX 942836

SACRAMENTO, CA §4236-0001

(916) 653-5791

January 26, 2018

Eddy Konno

Senior Environmental Scientist

Bermuda Dunes Office

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management
Plan, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Davis Unit D14 of Lake Perris
Recreation Area, Riverside County, Southern Field Division, SCH2016061018

Dear Mr. Konno:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Project
(Project) in Riverside County. The Project involves a land management plan for the
approximately 20,126 acres of the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (Wildlife Area) that includes
enhancement of plant and wildlife habitat, and compatible recreational uses for the
public. The Davis Unit of the Wildlife Area, as shown in Figure 2-3 of the DEIR, is
located from south west to south east of the Lake Perris State Recreation Area where
the State Water Project’'s (SWP) Lake Perris and Lake Perris Dam are situated.

The Subunit D14 (D14) of the Davis Unit runs along the entire base of Lake Perris Dam.
Plans for D14 includes riparian habitat management and Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat
management area. As mentioned in the June 17, 2016 DWR letter as a response to the
Project’s Notice of Preparation, construction at D14 related to the Department of Water
Resources (DWR) projects is still in progress.

DWR has the following comments on the DEIR:

1. D14 (Figure 2-5, page 2-21) consists of 707 acres (Table 2-2, page 2-16). Within
this area there are existing SWP facilities and infrastructure. It also shares the
project footprints of the Perris Dam Remediation Project and the Emergency
Release Facility Project (ERF). Details of these projects can be found at :

http://www.water.ca.gov/lakeperris/seismic_remediation _process.cfm

http://www.water.ca.gov/lakeperris/perris_erf deir.cfm.

These two DWR projects have the potential to impact implementation of the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) plan. Specifically, this could
impact the following:
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Eddy Konno
January 26, 2018
Page 2

e Proposed riparian resources (Fig. 2-7, page 2-29) are at or near
the ERF footprint of construction and mapped habitat resources
(Lake Perris ERF EIR Fig 3.3-1).

¢ Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat (SKR) future potential resources

(Fig. 2-10A, page 2-45) overlay the management areas in the ERF
Environmental impact Report that have been accessed for impact
on the SKR (Lake Perris EIR Fig 3.3-3).

e Proposed Upland Habitat Resources (Fig. 2-11A, page 2-49)
directly overlays the project footprint for the Emergency Release
Facility. DWR already has existing facilities and undertake
maintenance within the area of D14. DWR wants to ensure the
SWP activities are included in the analysis and mapping of D14.

2. Existing Facilities & Structures (Fig. 2-15A, page 2-65) within D14 are not all-
inclusive. There are numerous underground and existing SWP infrastructure not
included in the map. Due to operational security, DWR and CDFW shall meet to
review existing operations within D14.

3. Chapter 3 Cumulative Impacts Analysis Methodology (page 3-1) shall include
impact for DWR Perris Dam Emergency Release Facility EIR with additional
information on construction and impact to habitat management. Chapter 5
Biological Resources - Elements 4 and 5 (page 5.3-261) for proposed riparian
community’s management. D14 is referred to within this section for use.

4. DWR would like additional clarification which should be added to the EIR. The
enclosed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) regarding Mitigation of State Water
Project Wildlife Losses in Southern California, dated 23 October 1979 (Section
4.3, page 205), outlines the transfer of control from DWR to CDFW of the real
property that D14 outlines in the San Jacinto Wildlife Area EIR. DWR remains the
owner while CDFW manages the land. The follow up agreement for transfer of
the document (see enclosure) ltem #2 of the MOA states “Such mitigation must
not interfere with the operation and maintenance of the State Water Project. If
Water Resources requires any of these lands for project operations, Water
Resources will replace such lands taken with other lands acceptable to Fish and
Game.”

DWR retains real property ownership of the land shown to be owned by CDFW
(Fig. 2-3, page 2-7). CDFW shall edit Figure 2-3 of the DEIR and text clarification
on page 4-33 to reflect the provisions outlined in MOA.
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Eddy Konno
January 26, 2018
Page 3

Information on regulations related to encroachments on SWP right of way can be
found at:

http://www.water.ca.gov/engineering/Services/Real Estate/Encroach Rel/

5. Section 5.7.7 (page 5.7-56) Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation will need to reference the
Perris Dam Emergency Release Facility Project. These areas shall be changed for
management of resources due to potential land use conflicts in the area which could AZ-8
impact integrity of the Perris Dam, the ERF, or associated infrastructure with DWR and
the Division of Safety of Dams for review.

Please provide DWR with a copy of any subsequent environmental documentation with
regards to the Project when it becomes available for public review. The document shall
be sent to:

Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief A2-9
State Water Project Right-of-Way Management Section
Division of Operations and Maintenance
California Department of Water Resources
1416 Ninth Street, Room 641-1
Sacramento, California 95814

If you have any questions, please contact Jonathan Canuela at (916) 653-5095, or
Leroy Ellinghouse of my staff at (916) 653-7168.

Sincerely,

oo

Sheree Edwards, Acting Chief
Civil Engineering Services
Department of Water Resources

Enclosure
cc:  State Clearinghouse
Office of Planning and Research

1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
Sacramento, California 95814
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT REGARDING MITIGATION
OF STATE WATER PROJECT WILDLIFZ LOSSES IN
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

This Memorandum of Agreeme ereinafter referyegd’
to as "MOA") is entered into this day °ng«%4,
1979, by and between the State of California, acting Dy an
through its Department of Water Resources (hereinafter referred
fo as "DWR"), the State of California, acting by and through

its Department of Fish and Game (hereinafter referred to as
"prG"), and The Metropolitan Water District of Southern
Ccalifornia (hereinafter referred to as "Metropolitan").

Recitals

1. In accordance with the requirements of the Davis-
Dolwig Act obliging DWR to preserve wildlife impacted by the
construction of the State Water Project (hereinafter referred
to as "SWp"), DWR, DFG, and Metropolltan have explored mitiga-
tion measures that will satisfy the preservation obligations
arising out of construction of tne SWP facilities on lands
formerly under private ownership in Southern California. As
used in this MOA "Southern California" refers to that portion
of California served by the SWP southerly of the A. D. Edmonston
Pumping Plant. :

2. This MOA outlines the provisions to be included
in definitive agreements covering the various parcels of land,
sums of money, and operating agreements to carry out the
preservation obligations referred to in paragraph 1.

3. The parties agree that the responsibilities for
"full and close coordination of * * ¥* planning for the preser-
vation and enhancement of * * * wildlife" with respect to
federal agencies has been previously accomplished.

Substantive Provisions

L. DWR, DFG, and Metropolitan azree to exercice
their best efforts to execute definitive agrecements on sub-
stantially the terms outlined in this MOA.

5. The definitive agreements shall have a term
expiring on the da2te of expiration of the contract between
DWR and Metropolitan for a water supply dated lovember 4, 1950.

6. The following acrcage of SWP lands in Southern
California shaXI_be nated and mawE AvaLlaple rarwildIire -
mttigation purposes. Uses of these lands for other purposes
will not be allowed if such use impinzes upon the maintenance
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of wildlife_.populations,.except as needed for SWP operations.
If DWR requires any of these lands for SWP operations, DWR®
will replace such lands taken with other lands acceptable to

DFG . .
Y0 speres

a. Lake Perris ’ s 800 acres vV  ours7AvOmE
b. San Jacinto borrow site 28A4E> 650 acres
c. Bifurcation 50 acres
d. Peace Valley and other west .

branch 1,533.5 acres
. TOTAL 3,033.5 acres

Such lands shall be located approximately as shown on the maps
attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

Use of any portion of the above lands included in Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) License No. 2426 for wildlife
mitigation purposes will be subject to the approval of FERC.

/// —7.-.Metropolitan will dedicate at Lake Mathews for
; wildlife mitigation purposes approximately 2,565 acres. Uses

of these.lands for other purposes will not.be allowed if such
use impinges upon the maintenance of wildlife- populations,
except as needed for Metropolitan's operations. If Metropolitan
requires any of these lands for its operations, Metropolitan,
in cooperation with DWR, will replace such lands taken with
other lands acceptable to DFG. Such lands shall be located
approximately as shown on the map attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

DFG will prepare a plan conceptually describing the
kinds and types of habitat development it anticipates carrying
out on the Lake Mathews mitigation lands. These habitat devel-
opment plans, if implemented, will be financed by DFG and im-
plemented by Metropolitan. Any habitat development must be
consistent with water quality standards and the operational
functions of Lake Mathews as a water supply reservoir.

8. Metropolitan will carry out the operation and
maintenance functions on the habitat developments undertaken
by DFG on the 2,565 acres at Lake Mathews. Thc maximum opera-
tions and maintenance expenditure on the lands of Lake Mathews
through the term of the definitive agreements, to be reimtursed
by DNR, shallinot. exceed-$560,000. After this_emount has teen
expended, operations_and maintenance costs will be_reimctursed
by DFG. Personnel of Metropolitan and DFG shall meet prior to
éach new year to develop an annual maintenance schedule. At
the end of cach year; Metropolitan will preparc—am annual -
report on its operations and maintenance activities and re-
lated expenditures.
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below Quail Lake in

tain a

-3-

Lymmn DK

9. DWR will provide flows in Peace Vealley Creek

riparian corridor from the closest point to the

California Aqueduct outlet at Quail Lake, to a point on

Gorman

Creek where proposed fish enhancement 1s to be made

(approximately two miles in length).

10. The financial obligation of DWR to DFG shall

be 1imited to the following:

a. An interest-bearing account with a

one-time cash settlement of $5.5 million, to be
provided by DWR, will be established to be used
exclusively .by DFG for wildlife mitigation pur-
poses.. DFG shall utilize these funds for the
acquisition and improvement, of lands for wild-
1ife mitigation purposes in the San Jacinto area,
or for improving and maintaining wildlife habitat
on the lands acquired or designated herein for

wi

1ldlife purposes.
b. DWR also agrees to provide DFG $1.5

million in SWP funds to be reimbursed through the
project-purpose allocation to recreation, fish and
wildlife enhancement. These funds will be deposited
in the interest-bearing account established pursuant
to subparagraph a.

it
Co

an

e¢. DWR will assign to DFG $0.5 million of
s share of allocations from the Land and Water
nservation Fund.

d. DWR and DFG will cooperate in seeking
appropriation by the Legislature of $0.5 million

from the funds allocated to DWR under the State,
Urban, and Coastal Park Bond Act of 1976.

provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act in im-

plement

steps w
been pr
in thei
documen

11. DFG shall be lead agency in complying with the
ing any wildlife mitigation features.
12. None of the parties shall be committed to take

hich require CEQA compliance until an opportunity has
ovided them to consider and take such action as they,

r discretion, deem desirable based on any relevant CEQA

tation.
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b

13. The definitive agreements shall be submitted by
the parties to those agreements to all other interested non-
federal agencies in such manner as to assure compllance with
Section 11910 of the Water Code.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES

Ll

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

By

+ Director

By__ WPYEE ittty =

Director

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT

gpproved 8s to legal fora OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ezd sufficiency: %

.a.c { W - S
Chilf Counsel, Department By ku& é "qu

‘of Water Resourcas g.ﬁeneral Manager
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| He™ - BLIDD e T
.~ '’he Resources Agency DWF IEMENT NO. 50342
VEPAXTMENT OF WATSR RESOURCES TRBY- .2
i RECORDED iN OFFICIAL RECORDS
Recording Requested by RECORDER'S OFFICE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
CALIFORNIA 2
When Recorded Mail to 31 MIN.
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES AGREEMENT PAST. 1 PM. MA'Y 23 1984
Sacm‘:géom&% FOR TRANSFER TO THE
4 DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
OF MITIGATION LANDS FOR THE FREE
STATE WATER PROJECT IN ==

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

This AGREEMENT, entered into this _ August 23 day of ___1983 , by

and between the Department of Water Rescurces, hereinafter called Water
Resources, and the Department of Fish and Game, hereinafter called Fish and
Game. :

WHERFEAS, Water ResQurces has control and possession of certain real

property in Los Angeles and Riverside Counties; and

WHEREAS, Water Resources has acquired fee title to such lands for the

purpose of constructing the State Water Project;

WHEREAS, it is desired to transfer control and poszsession of 2ertain
roal property to #ish and Game nnder the terms and conditions set {orth in the
Memorandum of Agreement between Water Resources and Fizn and Game dated
Cetober 23, 1979, to mitigate for wildlifz losses as a result of construction
of the 3tate Water Project in Zouthern Californina.

RFLOT "‘“n‘j" ;rjAO T™

I o

VI e

o LR
S q 7 = e STATE OF CAHFO.RNM - OFFICIAL BUSINESS
by ( Decument enii’lzel 1o Gun recordation

pursuant {. Cien't, Coda Seo S14h
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NOW THEREFORE, Water Resources and Fish and Game agree as follows:

1. Control and possession of the real property designated on the
attached map, Exhibit A, is hereby transferred from Water Resources to Fish and
Game for wildlife mitigation purposes.

R 2. Such mitigation must not interfere with the operation and
maintenance of the State Water Project. If Water Resources requires any of

these lands for project operations, Water Resources will replace such lands

taken with other lands acceptable to Fish and Game.

Use of any portion of these lands included in Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) License No. 2426 for wildlifw mitigation purposes

will be subject to the approval of FERC.

>
»

3. All existing drainage courses and roads must be continued in

existence uninterrupted by any new development by Fish and Game, except with

the prior written approval of Water Resources.

4, Opzration and miintanunee of the L zhall oo Ehe sola
responsibility of Fish and Gam: and Water Resonr:=3 shatl nol he lizhle for any
=osts arising from operation nt maintenanas, . eling it non limited, Lo any
claims arising from injury to persons or propeciy. Water Resources shall only
be liable for the cost of elzin: by third parti:s which srise solely out of the
negligence of Water Resources ind Fish and Game sicilll nof be liable for suah

eost.s.

81— 617865
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% G1ICER

. Fish and Game snall not assign any interest transferred to it
pursuant to this Agreament without prior wrilten permission from the Department

of Water Resources.

IN WITNES3 WHEREQOF, the parties haxe exeouted this iastrument on the date first

hereinabove written. :

Department of Fish and Game

APPROYE, :/\Q F
wﬂ: AL ,,("a"’h -.._."g/

Director

. AUG 2 3 1983

Department of Water Resources
APFROVED:

WM‘? Deputy virector

N s ABL 3 6 1983

sreved as to legel form

i sufficil

JTATE OF CALIFORAIA On this _ 32 2“Ichly 0 [2@:4 s in the year 19 57« , before me,

JOUk > o i
UK OF e pmeisie V- Tor ot SenminT » 3 Motary Public in and for soid County -
and State, porsonally appeered /7. » ppoasn knoun to se to
84 be the 1>, ecezen of the 5= Bk -
LR A B Te v Y _Ez.ﬂ.ni.i&ﬁ__ . that oxecuted tﬁ%ﬁ%m’r_a&f i
e ﬁ-gu ci &@8 persanally knoun to mo or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory ovider’lca
) O W S sy to be the person who executed the within instruaent on Gehalf of the -
2 R i L | _}mm&"m thovein neaed, and ackaouledged to
S B ol e we that We . Qumermery  executed the sana.
' tl::ougﬁﬁ:s :!:IREOF » I have hemlt\:: set my hand and affixed my official seal in
\ Yy A " day and i
P s i e y and year in thiz certificate fiest
o , s »
OFFICTAL STAY,  Wewswn GG et o it
; NR | WJORNMeTREYAT Hotary Pubilc, State of California
(Ack.~Public Agency)’ ' '~ 1 tow e o . -
d . SARIN.. B L e C i 2.
__'rfy comm. expires i 24, 122} H, sminsion Expires ér/ &/&l—/
Tudividual)
STATE OF CALIFQRNIA ) } - {‘?éz- @1’“{8@8
COUNTY OF _o AMWLM”_ . -
;‘ On (ﬁdf !¢ ??J 1958/ before me, the undersigned, a Netary Public in and for
- s
L said State, personally appeared _.% A Leales
[ -
L , personally known to me of
t‘ proved to me on the basis of satisfactory c\'id.cnce to be
E the person_ whose name _. L& subsmzd to the ‘
within instrurnent and acknowledged that L. exe k
A cuted the same. ) "-, o
: WITNESS my hand and official scal. # . ' ¥
a. - e ‘ 3 S "
Signature
(This rece for official noteris] rarl}
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O4/80  L-629

Agreement No. R-50365

AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
AND
THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
Mm&mmmmmou.
o
L P | mmm,or-‘ THE
GOVERNOR EDMUND G. BROWN CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into by and between the DEPARTHUENT
OF WATER RESOURCES, hereinafter referred to as "Water Resources", and
the DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, hereinafter referred to as "Fish and
Game", for the purpose hereinafter described and referred to as "The
West Branch and Mojave Divisions - Wildlife Habitat Enhancemant
Agreement”.

WHEREAS Water Resources, as part of the overall project
formulation and planning activities in connection with state water
projects, is responsible for the planning of recreation, and fish and
wildlife enhancement areas, including the acquisition of lands for
such purposes;

WHEREAS Water Resources is responsible for the development
and operation of state water projects;

WHEREAS Fish and Game is responsible for management of Ffish
and wildlife resources at state water projects, including any such
additional resources which are created by such projects, in a manner

compatible with other uses of such projects;

DF( WHEREAS Fish and Gama bas“plantedseandeintends-to=plant..
=y
additional-brees“and=shoubsymandenanagestheminprovedeuibddis habitat

wigehd® State-owned lands along the right of way of the @atifornia.

Agueductmin the West Branch and Mojave Divisions in accordance with

conceptual plans for development of lands along the West Branch and

San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report 9152
August 2020 RTC-39




Responses to Comments

with the plan shown in Department of Water Resources' Bulletin Wo.

{ 117-21, "wildlife Habitat Enhancement Plan, Mojave Division,

California Aqueduct, Southern California";

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed by the parties hereto

as follows:

1.

DRe-

t on lands of

the State Water Project within the West Branch and
Mojave Divisions of the California Aqueduct. These
lands lie between Quail Lake and the Oso Pumping Plant
in the West Branch Division and betwesn the Tehachapi
Afterbay and Silverwood Lake in the Mojave Division and
total approximately 1,500 acres within the fenced
Aqueduct right of way.

Title to all facilities and fixtures constructed

pursuant to this agreement shall vest in Water

Resources. w&u&e—to-movub&o-aadmaaxﬁnnﬂl.EEQREEEX
provided for or funded.solely~from-Recreation-and. Eish. .
and-Wildlife Enhancement Bond Act or-other Fish and

r

Gamefunder sHaI I Vest I FisH and=game™and may be

removed within ninety (90) days after termination of

this agreement and if not so removed, title shall vest

in Water Resources.

Water Resources WiTI™5e rEspoHSIBIE  FOr 2T ™ P e
wHITTEERENee® along the Aqueduct, Mmerudingrany s wildlife

however, this responsibility-shall not require

expenditures that exceed those incurred during routine

-2
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maintenance. Any"eostwexceeding EHOSE HECESSAEY " Form

DFG

— ———— N—

with this stipulation, Fish and Game will:

DFe -

’ "MdKe™all reasonable and prudent EFEFOrES “to-prevent™

DF6r »”

DWR

“64r€€ within the wildlife habitat areas by
clearing excessive accumulations of debris or
dried vegetation from developed sites.

‘Use brush management techniques that will

and will make reasonable efforts to control that
species if it becomes established. Fish and Game
w111 §88 establish plant species that are .
identified as common WESEVplLanEsEormspecific
‘organismst that the County Agricultural
Commissioner recognizes as potentially damagimguto

nearby commercial crops.,

b s
ground squirrels become a problem, Fish and Game
will be responsible for control.
Keep all initial plantings clear of the 20-foot
wide strips of land along the toes of Aqueduct
embankments and fenced right of way boundary line.
1 : k_i . o
Wilarifehapivatvprograngexcept for aSSishances
it R o 3 Laad )

plans@entitying and surveying=rightrof-way

B
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; - — N
enhrancement-areasywand teviewing~of-the=annuab
“platrsw
4, Vegetative plantings to be completed under the terms of
this agreement will be under the direction of Fish and
Game and would be accomplished through contract between

Fish and Game and the County of Los Angeles, the County

of San Bernardino, or other contracting agencies. "KT9=

Any

contracts requiring subsidiary contract labor will
incorporate therein the "Work Hours Standard Act

Provisions". For purposes of this agreement, the

5.
speeies proposed for establishment on these sites to
Water Resources and the County Agricultural
Commissioner involved and widd.plant onlywthosesspecies
whichvarevapprovedyby both parties involved.

6.

Fish and Game agrees to keep records at the Regional
level of all costs for development and operation of the
wildlife habitat sites.

Ts Fish and Game agrees to furnish Water Resources an
annual report listing a count of public use, including
wildlife harvest, and a final evaluation report upon

the .completion of habitat development, which will

<l
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include total costs for development and maintenance
( of the wildlife habitat areas.

8. Water Resources will make all reasonable and prudent

mo& efforts to W

Fish and Game and

at all existing and future wildlife habitat sites

developed in the West Branch and Mojave Divisions.
9.  Water Resources widdwidentify.and.cleatly, natk

necessarywboundamiesy of the right of way at sites

selected for wildlife habitat enhancement development,

é and Fish and Game ntify @
DF Timits of each area developed. -
10. Water=Resources will-provide water  from ‘the Californiav
areas developed along the Aqueduct right of way.
Actual Yy portable pumps
DFB epenated by FISH dNd“Gameser its agents. Fish and Game
will notifysthesater RESOUFCes offices at Castaic “prion
; - g " eee——r
submitpasteporbeofwtheswater—useds The water will be

measured by a mutually agreeable method at each of the
wildlife habitat enhancement areas. ESUEINSERISREI
SEsdnTTEthONSERGNNSEESseNy - [t is understood that

most of the water used would be for the ‘Establishment™
e low WEAtEr Use vegetation and T1teIe or o waters

would-be-needed-once-the vegetation is established.

=
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Ll.

12,

Any .additional.or.future water needs for continued
operation of the wildlife areas would ;dependwon.water,,
amendment of ehis agreementsby Fish and Game.

This agreement will be in effect for a minimum of one
(1) year and ‘will remain in effect thereafter until
terminated in writing by either party. This agreement
may be terminated 90 days after receipt of written
notice by either party of intent to terminate.
Bubldiesusenof the future developed areas, including
bunting, may be permitted by Fish and Game if
compatible with other project purposes. Water
Resources shall not be liable for any accidents
resulting from public use of these areas. Furthermore,
Fish and Game agrees to indemnify, defend and otherwise

hold harmless Water Resources from any liability

arising out of the activities authorized by this

agreement. PEISF LS PUBTIE IsencEranymwildiiferarsa
along the Aqueduct, Fish and Game will obtain written

PEGJEect! As an attachment to this agreement Fish and
Game and Water Resources will jointly prepare a listing
of areas along the Aqueduct where hunting would not be
permitted. This list is to be completed within one
year from execution of this agreement and upon

completion will become part of this document.

<G
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13 In the event that the wildlife enhancement program is
terminated, Fish and Game agrees to restore the sites to

mutually acceptable conditions.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this

agreement as of the date when last signed below:

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

vy Al Sl sy Gl Rlbymo

14’” Director } _Q/L Director

Date ////“7* Date 7/13/97
// / k g

Fooroved as 15 legal farm
and sutticiency:

Sl Y

Asst. Chief Counsd", D

L
WR
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e’ e P v o e - b e (P IAN o e o oataen oAU, Blacem o e e A e wmat tee

. ' . ) Agreement No. R-50183

AGREEMENT FOR TRANSFER
\ TO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME OF
INTEREST IN CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY
ALONG THE CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT,
MOJAVE DIVISION,
LOS ANGTLES AND SAN BERNARDINO COUNTIES,

THIS AGREEMINT, entered into the29th day of May

19_75, by and between the DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES, hereinafter
called "WATER RESOURCES" and the DéPI\RTMENT OF FISH AND GAME,
hereinaftar called "FISH AND GAME":

WHEREAS, WATER RESOURCES has control and pcssession'of
certain real property owned by the State of Californié in
Les Angeles and San Bernardino .Counties and designated on Exhibit A
which is by this recference incorporated herein; and

WHBREAS, the State of California has acquired the fee
such land pursuant to Section 11575 et seq. of the Water
Code- for Lthe purposes of the State Water Project as defined in
Section 12930 ¢t seq. of the Water Code, and

WHTNEAS, FISH AND GAME is designated the state agency
to uranage fish and wildlife; and

WHER®,4S, it is desired to transfer centrol and possession
of an cezement in such real property to FISH AND GAME under the

terms ani conditions set forth in this agreement for the purpose

of impleranting the plan entitled "wildlife Preservaticn and

Enhancerien: Plan for the California Agqueduct=}ojave-Division®.

NOW, TIIEREFORE, WATER RESOURCES and FISH AND GAME agree

as follows:

1. Cortrol and possession of an casement in the real

Property cdesicnated on Exhibit A are hereby transferred from
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WATER RESOURCES to FISH AND GAME, for the purpose of establishing,
operating, and maintaining wildlife habitat areas.

. 2. WATER RESOURCES reserves, however, all other rights
therein, including but not limited to, the use of such real
property by WATER RESOURCES for the construction, reconstruction,
reﬁair, operation.or maintenance of the facilities of the Mojave
Division of the State Water Project. .

3. For their mutual benefit, the respective parties
shall consult and coordinate their activities in the exercise
of rights pursuant to this agreement in@luding, when possihle,
consultation by WATER RESOURCES with FISH AND GAME in respect to
the most desirable locations and methods of using such real property
under the provisions of Clause 2 above.

Except in instances of an emergency nature when it is

- impractical or impossible for WATER RESOURCES to do so, WATER

RESOURCES shall nocify FISH AND GAME sufficiently in advance of
its intention to exercise rights under Clause 2 above to enable
FISH AND GAME to mitigate any adverse effects occasioned by
WATER RESOURCES' exercise of such rights. Such notice shall
be given in writing when practicable or in event such notice
is given orally, it will be confirmed in writing.

4. Operation and maintenance of the real property,
designated herein, as a wiidlife habitat area, shall be the sole

responsibility of FISH AND GAME, and WATER RESOURCES shall not

be liable for any costs arising from such operation and maintenance,
including but not limited to any claims arising from injury to
persons or property. WATER RESOURCES shall only be liable for
the costs of claimshby third parties which arise solely out of

WATER RESOURCES®' exercise of rights pursuant to Clause 2 and FISH
- D -
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AND GAME shall not be liable for such costs.

5. FISH AND GAME shall not sell, assign, transfer or
otherwise dispoée of any interest transferred to it pursuant to
this agreement without the prior written consent of WATER

RESOURCES «

ARG St A et

Deputy Dirocio#
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOQURCES

Date .522;( é.(

Ec r)-\a el

DEPARTHMENT QF FISH AND GAME

Date 5)20 ’jf
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A2-1

A2-2

A2-3

Response to Comment Letter A2
Department of Water Resources
Sheree Adams

Dated January 26, 2018
The comment is an introduction to comments that follow. No further response is required.

The comment notes that within Subunit D14 (see Draft PEIR Figure 2-5, p. 2-21) there
are existing State Water Project (SWP) facilities and infrastructure projects, Lake
Perris and Lake Perris Dam that could impact proposed riparian resources in this
area.

The SWP facilities including Perris Dam are identified and discussed in Section 5.7,
Hydrology and Water Quality. Under Issue HYD-3 it states that in the Davis Unit
“[s]everal riparian habitat management areas are proposed along the earthen face of the
Lake Perris Dam (Subunit D14); which means CDFW must coordinate LMP tasks within
Subunit D14 with the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to avoid or minimize any
conflict with DWR projects, facilities or operations (including environmental monitoring
plans). CDFW will coordinate riparian habitat plans with DWR to ensure such plans are
compatible with dam safety, and shall obtain encroachment permits where required.”
CDFW has confirmed that no projects or activities are proposed within Subunit D14 until
after the DWR projects are completed.

The comment is raising a concern that the SIWA LMP'’s proposed Stephens’ Kangaroo
Rat (SKR) resource areas overlay the Perris Dam Remediation Project and the
Emergency Release Facility (ERF) project area, and impacts to SKR were evaluated
in the ERF EIR.

CDFW will coordinate with DWR prior to commencing any activities or projects
within Subunit D14. CDFW has confirmed that no projects or activities are proposed
until after the DWR projects are completed. Further, LMP Section 5.3.8 (Public Use
Element 8) has been revised to include additional language regarding coordination with
stakeholder. Accordingly, and to ensure consistency between the LMP and PEIR, the
following text in the PEIR, included in Table 2-1, Draft LMP Management Goals and
Tasks, in Chapter 2.0 Project Description, Section 2.2.2, has been revised to clarify
communication between CDFW and State agencies. Refer to Global Response 1 —
PEIR.

San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report 9152

August 2020

RTC-51



Responses to Comments

A2-4

A2-5

A2-6

The comment states that the SJWA LMP s proposed Upland Habitat Resources directly
overlays the ERF project footprint and that the DWR has existing facilities within
Subunit D14. The comment is requesting that the SWP facilities and activities be
included in the analysis and mapping of Subunit D14.

CDFW will coordinate with DWR prior to commencing any activities or projects
within Subunit D14. CDFW has confirmed that no projects or activities are proposed
until after the DWR projects are completed. Please refer to Global Response 1 — PEIR
regarding revisions to PUE 8, to include coordination between CDFW and DWR.

The comment states that the description of existing facilities and structures within
Subunit D14 do not include all underground and existing SWP infrastructure.
However, due to operational security concerns DWR has requested to meet with CDFW
staff to review existing operations within Subunit D14.

CDFW will make proper arrangements to meet with DWR staff to discuss location of
unknown infrastructure relative to future management activities to ensure that DWR
concerns are addressed. Please refer to Global Response 1 — PEIR , regarding revisions
to PUE 8, to include coordination between CDFW and DWR.

The comment is requesting that the Draft PEIR Cumulative Impacts Analysis
Methodology include information on the Perris Dam ERF project, including
information on construction and impact to habitat management. The comment also
references that Section 5.3, Biological Resources - Elements 4 and 5 include future
riparian management in the same vicinity (D14) as the ERF project.

The Perris Dam Remediation Project and the Perris Dam Emergency Release Facility
project are both located within and adjacent to Subunit D14. The proposed LMP does
not contemplate any facilities or structures within Subunit D14 and should any
activity or disturbance be proposed in the future for Subunit D14, CDFW would
coordinate with DWR to ensure they do not conflict with the safe operation of Perris
Reservoir, dam, and outlet works, including emergency release structures. CDFW
would also obtain encroachment permits from DWR where applicable. The Draft PEIR
includes these projects in the cumulative analysis included in Section 5.3, Biological
Resources and Section 5.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.

In Section 5.3, Biological Resources, Issue BIO-2 addresses vegetation communities,
that occur within the SIWA that are considered sensitive by CDFW. This includes
approximately 36 acres of sensitive vegetation communities—20 acres of black
willow/mulefat association, 13 acres of alkaline ephemeral wetland, 1 acre of bulrush—
cattail, and 1 acre of Fremont cottonwood-black willow/mulefat association in
Subunits D3, D7, and D14 (Biological Element 4) and approximately 253 acres of
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sensitive vegetation communities—6 acres of hollyleaf cherry alliance, 2 acres of
bulrush—cattail, and 245 acres of alkaline ephemeral wetland—that were not being
managed are proposed to be managed for upland communities, primarily in Subunit
D3, but also in Subunits D4, D5, D7, D10, and D14 (Biological Element 5).

A cumulative analysis is included under Section 5.3.7, Cumulative Impacts and
Mitigation, of the Draft PEIR. As noted in this analysis, “all of the projects in the
cumulative scenario could contribute to the cumulative loss of special-status species,
habitat and vegetation communities. Similar to the Draft PEIR, the development of
those projects considered in the cumulative scenario would be required to implement
mitigation measures to reduce potentially adverse effects to the environment resulting
from construction and operation. While the effects of each project would be evaluated
and if determined to be significant would be mitigated accordingly in the related
environmental document....”. As noted in other Responses in this letter (e.g., A2-8
below), CDFW must coordinate proposed LMP tasks within Subunit D14 with DWR
to avoid or minimize any conflict with DWR projects, facilities or operations (including
environmental monitoring plans). CDFW will coordinate riparian habitat plans with
DWR to ensure such plans are compatible with dam safety, and shall obtain
encroachment permits where required. CDFW has confirmed that no projects or
activities are proposed until after the DWR projects are completed, which includes the
Perris Dam ERF project.

A2-7 The comment is referencing mitigation of SWP wildlife losses, DWR land ownership, the
existing Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that outlines transferring of property from
DWR to CDFW, and requests a revision to Figure 2-3 to depict DWR ownership.

To address DWR’s request to include item 2 from the MOA the following language is
added under Section 4.3, Existing Agreements, Leases, Easements, Memoranda of
Understanding in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting:

Parts of the MOA are not relevant to SJWA management because they pertain to
Lake Mathews or other areas; however, Provision #7 in the MOA states “that if
DWR requires any of these lands for SWP [State Water Project] operations, DWR
will replace such lands taken with other lands acceptable to DFG.” In the 1983
Agreement for Transfer to the Department of Fish and Game of Mitigation Lands
for the State Water Project in Southern California under Item 2 it states: *“ [sJuch
mitigation must not interfere with the operation and maintenance of the State Water
Project. If Water Resources requires any of these lands for project operations,
Water Resources will replace such lands taken with other lands acceptable to Fish
and Game.”
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A2-8

CDFW has confirmed that no projects or activities are proposed until after the DWR
projects are completed. In addition, PEIR Figure 2-3 has also been revised to include
lands held by DWR.

The comment includes a request that the cumulative analysis in Section 5.7, Hydrology
and Water Quality of the Draft PEIR address the Perris Dam ERF project because the
use of these areas for management of resources may result in potential conflicts with
the Perris Dam project.

The SWP facilities including Perris Dam are identified and discussed in Section 5.7,
Hydrology and Water Quality. Under Issue HYD-3 it states that in the Davis Unit
“[s]everal riparian habitat management areas are proposed along the earthen face of the
Lake Perris Dam (Subunit D14); which means CDFW must coordinate LMP tasks
within Subunit D14 with DWR to avoid or minimize any conflict with DWR projects,
facilities or operations (including environmental monitoring plans). CDFW will
coordinate riparian habitat plans with DWR to ensure such plans are compatible with
dam safety, and shall obtain encroachment permits where required.”

Under the cumulative discussion, the Perris Dam Remediation project is discussed
relative to regional water resources, water quality and flooding. To specify the
emergency release facility component of dam safety improvements, Section 5.7.7 of
the Draft EIR, after the fifth paragraph, has been revised as follows:

e The Perris Dam Remediation Project, located on and adjacent to Subunit
D14, is under construction, and when complete, will rectify a seismic safety
risk identified by DWR and allow lake levels to return to their design elevation.
In July 2005, the water in Lake Perris was drawn down by about 20 % (or about
24 feet) due to safety concerns with the dam. The project involves mixing
cement with the existing deep soil to strengthen the earthen structure.
Completion of this project will allow a greater volume of imported water to be
stored in the Perris Reservoir, thereby increasing operational flexibility for the
municipal water districts that rely on the State Water Project (i.e., imported
water) as their main or supplemental source of water supply.

e The Perris Dam Emergency Release Facility, located on and adjacent to
Subunit D14, would reduce risks to public safety and property, increase
operational safety/reliability, and meet DWR emergency drawdown
requirements by constructing improvements and modifications to the dam’s
emergency release structure and conveyance. The existing emergency release
structure and conveyance is being designed to maintain an emergency release
capacity of 3,800 cubic feet per second without causing inundation impacts to
downstream urban areas. This involves the construction of ““training” levees
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A2-9

within the State Recreation Area portion of the Dam and Subunit D14 to direct
emergency releases to North of Ramona Expressway to newly constructed
trapezoidal channels with adequate detention capacity.

For consistency with the revisions above, the eighth paragraph of Section 5.7.7 of
the Draft PEIR, has been revised as follows:

Neone-ofthe-aboveprojeets Only the DWR Perris Dam project physically

overlaps with the LMP area, and indirect effects with respect to
flooding, water quality and water resources are generally negligible or
beneficial. Within Subunit D14, which overlaps DWR’s dam
remediation projects (which includes the Perris Dam Emergency
Release Facility), the LMP does not contemplate any facilities or
structures. However, as stated under Issues HYD-3 and HYD-9, should
any activity or disturbance be proposed in the future for Subunit D14,
CDFW would coordinate with DWR to ensure they do not conflict with the
safe operation of Perris Reservoir, dam, and outlet works, including
emergency release structures. CDFW would obtain encroachment permits
from DWR where applicable.

As indicated above, CDFW has confirmed that no projects or activities are proposed
until after the DWR projects are completed.

The comment is requesting any subsequent environmental documentation be provided
to DWR.

As requested, DWR will be provided with any environmental documentation prepared
for this project as part of the CEQA process. The contact information for DWR is
included in the project’s mailing list.
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Letter B1

Community Development Department
Planning Division
14177 Frederick Street
JAN 19 2018 P. O. Box 88005
Moreno Valley CA 92552-0805
Telephone: 951.413-3206
FAX: 951.413-3210

January 17,2018 L—— 50—

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Attention: Eddy Konno, Senior Environmental Scientist
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109

23301 Dracaea Avenue

Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report- San Jacinto Wildlife Area
Land Management Plan Project

Dear Mr. Konno:

The City of Moreno Valley appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land
Management Plan Project.

The San Jacinto Wildlife Agency (SJWA) lies adjacent to and within the southeastern
portion of the City of Moreno Valley city limits. The proposed project is in close proximity
to existing industrial land and the approved World Logistics Center project, which is
located immediately to the north of the SUWA.

In reviewing our original Notice of Preparation comments from June 23, 2016 and the
Draft Environmental Impact Report document recently provided for review, we have no
further comments. We respectfully request that the City of Moreno Valley receive copies
of the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) when available. Please include the City
on any future mailing lists regarding final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) documents
as well as for future notification of meetings/ and public hearings associated with the
environmental determination and project.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIR. Should you
have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (951) 413-3215.

Sincerely,

Mark Gross, AICP
Senior Planner

¢: Richard J. Sandzimier, Acting Community Development Director
Claudia Manrique, Associate Planner
Joy Chen, Intern
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B1l-1

Response to Comment Letter B1
City of Moreno Valley Community Development Department
Mark Gross
Dated January 17, 2018
The comment is acknowledged and appreciated. The comment notes that the City of
Moreno Valley does not have any comments on the Draft PEIR. However, the City is
requesting CDFW provide them with a copy of the Final PEIR and notify the City for
future meetings and public hearings associated with this project.

As requested, the City of Moreno Valley will be provided notice when the Final PEIR
is available for public review and when any CDFW hearings related to this project are
scheduled.
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Letter B2
From: Gage, Kelley
To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan
Subject: SIWA Draft EIR Comments - request for review & comment period extension
Date: Monday, January 22, 2018 4:43:26 PM
Attachments: imaae001.pna,

Good afternoon-

Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) was just made aware last week of the release of the San
Jacinto WA Draft EIR and LMP for public comment.

EMWD has considerable interest in the proposed LMP and potential impacts analyzed in the DEIR as
we are the recycled water provider for the current San Jacinto Wildlife Area activities. We also have
interest in the discussion in the DEIR document regarding any future use of recycled water.

We respectfully request an extension to review the two documents and submit our comments by
Feb. 15, 2018, rather than the current deadline of Jan. 29, 2018.

Please advise as soon as possible if this request for an extension will be granted.

With best regards,
Kelley

Kelley Gage

Sr. Director of Water Resources Planning
Eastern Municipal Water District

2270 Trumble Road, Perris, CA 92572

E: gagek@emwd.org | Ph: (951) 928-3777 Ext. 4561

2]
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From: Gage, Kelley

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan

Subject: RE: SIWA Draft EIR Comments - request for review & comment period extension
Date: Monday, January 29, 2018 11:12:42 AM

Attachments: imace001.ipa

imaae002.ona,

gth

Confirming receipt of comment period extension to Feb 13" — thank you.

Kelley

From: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan [mailto:SanlacintoW LM @wildlife.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 29, 2018 10:36 AM

To: Gage, Kelley

Subject: RE: SIWA Draft EIR Comments - request for review & comment period extension

The comment period has been extended to February 13, 2018.

Eddy Konno

Sr. Environmental Scientist

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Inland Deserts Region 6, Lands Program South
78-078 Country Club Drive Ste. 109

Bermuda Dunes CA 92203

(760) 200-9174

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:

SaveOurWater Logo

[2]

SaveOurWater.com - Drought. CA.gov

From: Gage, Kelley [mailto:gagek@emwd.org]
Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 4:43 PM

To: Wildlife San Jacinto Wildlife Land Management Plan <SanJacintoWLM@wildlife.ca.gov>
Subject: SIWA Draft EIR Comments - request for review & comment period extension

Good afternoon-

Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) was just made aware last week of the release of the San
Jacinto WA Draft EIR and LMP for public comment.
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EMWD has considerable interest in the proposed LMP and potential impacts analyzed in the DEIR as
we are the recycled water provider for the current San Jacinto Wildlife Area activities. We also have
interest in the discussion in the DEIR document regarding any future use of recycled water.

We respectfully request an extension to review the two documents and submit our comments by
Eeb. 15, 2018, rather than the current deadline of Jan. 29, 2018.

Please advise as soon as possible if this request for an extension will be granted.

With best regards,
Kelley

Kelley Gage

Sr. Director of Water Resources Planning

Eastern Municipal Water District

2270 Trumble Road, Perris, CA 92572

E: gagek@emwd.org | Ph: (951) 928-3777 Ext. 4561

(2]
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Response to Comment Letter B2
Eastern Municipal Water District
Kelley Gage
Dated January 22, 2018
B2-1 The comment is requesting CDFW extend the public comment period to allow more
time to review the Draft PEIR and LMP and to prepare comments.

In response to this and other similar comments, the review period was extended an
additional 15 days from January 29, 2018 to February 13, 2018. This information was
provided to the commenter.
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NMENTS

ONAL COUNCIL OFFICERS

Margaret E. Finlay, Duarte
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Alan D. Wapner, Ontario

Bill jahn, Big Bear Lake

ociate 2 Precide
Michele Martinez, Santa Ana

COMMITTEF CHAIR
Margaret E. Finlay, Duarte
Rex Richardson, Long Beach
Carmen Ramirez, Oxnard

Curt Hagman, San Bernardino County

Letter B3

January 29, 2018

Mr. Eddy Konno

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Bermuda Dunes Office
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109

Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

E-mail: SanJacintoWLM@uwildlife.ca.gov

RE: SCAG Comments on the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan [SCAG NO.
IGR8900]

Dear Mr. Konno,

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Availability of the Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan
(“proposed project”) to the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for
review and comment. The proposed project is a land management plan for the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area (SJWA) to help guild the future planning and management
operations for the 20,126 acre area in central Riverside County. The general purpose
of the SUWA is to protect and enhance habitat for plant and wildlife species and to
provide the public with compatible, related recreational uses.

Based on SCAG staff's review, the proposed project supports overall the goals of the
2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).
SCAG staff comments are detailed in the attachment to this letter.

When available, please send the Final Program Environmental Impact Report to the
attention of the Inter-Governmental Review (IGR) Program at SCAG’s office in Los
Angeles or by email to au@scag.ca.gov. Please note our new headquarters in
Downtown Los Angeles is at 900 Wilshire Boulevard, Ste. 1700, Los Angeles, California
90017. If you have any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact
Anita Au, Associate Regional Planner, at (213) 236-1874 or au@scag.ca.gov. Thank
you.

Sincerely,

Ping Chang
Acting Manager, Compliance and Performance Monitoring

The Regional Council consists of 86 elected officials representing 191 cities, six counties, six County Transportation Commissions, one representative
from the Transportation Corridor Agencies, one Tribal Government representative and one representative for the Air Districts within Southern California.
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January 29, 2018 SCAG No. IGR8900
Mr. Konno Page 2

COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A
DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
SAN JACINTO WILDLIFE AREA LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN [SCAG NO. IGR8900]

SUMMARY

SCAG is the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency under state law, and is responsible for
preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including the Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS) pursuant to Senate Bill (SB) 375. As the clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per
Executive Order 12372, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and programs with regional
plans.” SCAG'’s feedback is intended to assist local jurisdictions and project proponents to implement
projects that have the potential to contribute to attainment of Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Community Strategies (RTP/SCS) goals and align with RTP/SCS policies.

Based on SCAG staff review, the proposed project generally supports the applicable goals of the 2016
RTP/SCS.

2016 RTP/SCS GOALS

The SCAG Regional Council adopted the 2016 RTP/SCS in April 2016. The 2016 RTP/SCS seeks to improve
mobility, promote sustainability, facilitate economic development and preserve the quality of life for the
residents in the region. The long-range visioning plan balances future mobility and housing needs with goals
for the environment, the regional economy, social equity and environmental justice, and public health (see
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx). The goals included in the 2016 RTP/SCS may be
pertinent to the proposed project. These goals are meant to provide guidance for considering the proposed
project within the context of regional goals and policies. Among the relevant goals of the 2016 RTP/SCS are
the following:

SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS GOALS

RTP/SCS G1: Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and competitiveness
RTP/SCS G2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region

RTP/SCS G3: Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region

RTP/SCS G4: Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system

RTP/SCS GS5: Maximize the productivity of our transportation system

RTP/SCS G6: Protect the environment and health for our residents by improving air quality and encouraging active
transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking)

RTP/SCS G7: Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible
RTP/SCS G8: Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and active transportation

RTP/SCS G9: Maximize the security of the regional transportation system through improved system monitoring, rapid
recovery planning, and coordination with other security agencies*

*SCAG does not yet have an agreed-upon security performance measure.

' Lead agencies such as local jurisdictions have the sole discretion in determining a local project’s consistency with the 2016 RTP/SCS
for the purpose of determining consistency for CEQA. Any “consistency” finding by SCAG pursuant to the IGR process should not be
construed as a determination of consistency with the 2016 RTP/SCS for CEQA.
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January 29, 2018 SCAG No. IGR8900
Mr. Konno Page 3

SCAG Staff Comments

SCAG staff would like the proposed project to emphasize consistency with the 2016 RTP/SCS goals and
describe how the proposed project helps the region meet its greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction goals.
Specifically, the proposed project should emphasize consistency with strategies discussed in the 2016
RTP/SCS “Land Use Strategy to Protect Natural and Farm Lands” section on page 84. Additionally, the
proposed project can refer to the 2016 RTP/SCS Natural & Farm Lands Appendix, and consider language
such as “the conservation of natural and farm lands on the edges of urban and suburban development is
an integral aspect of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, because it incentivizes infill development and
the concentration of different land uses” (page 1). The 2016 RTP/SCS Natural & Farm Lands Appendix is
available at http://scagripscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS NaturalFarmLands.pdf.

Furthermore, SCAG staff supports the proposed project’s goal to “maintain and expand agricultural leases
and CDFW food plots...” as long as agricultural activities and crops are beneficial to and/or do not impede
on the surrounding native habitat and wildlife. SCAG staff strongly recommends participation in the
California  Department of Food and Agriculture’s Healthy  Soils Initiative — Program
(https.//www.cdfa.ca.gov/oefi/healthysoils/HSInitiative.html) to ensure farm management practices in the
proposed project site sequester and reduce greenhouse gases, reduce sediment erosion and dust, improve
water and air quality, and improve biological diversity and habitat.

Lastly, SCAG staff suggests that carbon sequestration monitoring for habitat and agricultural areas be
included in ongoing management activities.

MITIGATION
SCAG Staff Comments

SCAG staff recommends that you review the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (Final PEIR) for
the 2016 RTP/SCS for guidance, as appropriate. SCAG’s Regional Council certified the Final PEIR and
adopted the associated Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations (FOF/SOC) and
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) on April 7, 2016 (please see:
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016PEIR.aspx). The Final PEIR includes a list of project-level
performance standards-based mitigation measures that may be considered for adoption and
implementation by lead, responsible, or trustee agencies in the region, as applicable and feasible. Project-
level mitigation measures are within responsibility, authority, and/or jurisdiction of project-implementing
agency or other public agency serving as lead agency under CEQA in subsequent project- and site- specific
design, CEQA review, and decision-making processes, to meet the performance standards for each of the
CEQA resource categories.
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Response to Comment Letter B3
Southern California Association of Governments
Ping Chang
Dated January 29, 2018
B3-1 The comment restates information contained in the draft environmental documentation.

This comment does not raise an environmental issue within the meaning of CEQA, but
will be included as part of the record and made available to the decision makers prior
to a final decision on the proposed LMP.

B3-2 The comment is requesting the Final PEIR be sent to SCAG’s office in Los Angeles.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding that analysis and, therefore,
no further response is needed. CDFW will provide SCAG with notification when the
Final PEIR is available.

B3-3 This comment summarizes the role of SCAG, the commenter, and the Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The comment
states that based on SCAG'’s review, the SJWA LMP generally supports the applicable
goals of the 2016 RTP/SCS. The comment outlines the goals included in the 2016
RTP/SCS, which may be pertinent to implementation of the LMP, and are meant to
provide guidance for considering the LMP within the context of regional goals and
policies.

The comment provides factual background information and expresses general support
for the SJIWA LMP. The purpose of the proposed LMP is to comply with Section 1019
of the California Fish and Game Code and to set forth the goals, objectives, and actions
for the use and management of CDFW’s lands within the SJTWA. The LMP involves
habitat and species management, as well as public use and recreational activities, such as
waterfowl and upland game hunting, bird watching, hiking, hunting dog training,
horseback riding, nature study, photography, and mountain biking. As such, and as
discussed in discussed in Section 5.9.6 of the Draft PEIR, due to the nature of the LMP
and because the proposed activities would not generate a substantial number of daily
trips, the RTP/SCS goals are generally not considered applicable to the LMP.

B3-4 The comment requests that the LMP emphasizes consistency with the 2016 RTP/SCS
goals and describe how the LMP helps the region meet its GHG reduction goals. The
comment also requests that the LMP emphasize consistency with strategies set forth in
the “Land Use Strategy to Protect Natural and Farm Lands” section of the RTP/SCS.
The commenter recommends including language from the RTP/SCS Natural & Farm
Lands Appendix to be included in the Draft PEIR as it relates to conserving lands on the
edges of urban and suburban development.
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The LMP’s consistency with SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS is discussed in Section 5.2.5 of the
Draft PEIR. As discussed in this section, the RTP/SCS is not directly applicable to the
LMP because the underlying purpose of the RTP/SCS is to provide direction and
guidance on future regional growth (i.e., the location of new residential and non-
residential land uses) and transportation patterns throughout the region, as stipulated
under SB 375. The LMP involves implementation of ongoing land management,
improvement and maintenance activities and does not include any uses or activities that
would result in regional growth. Because the LMP only oversees management of lands
within the SJWA, which is focused on preserving lands for species protection and
recreational activities. As such, the recommended language provided in the comment
would not be applicable to this type of land management plan. In addition, the LMP
would not conflict with the goals and policies of the RTP/SCS.

B3-5 The commenter supports the LMP’s goal to “maintain and expand agricultural leases
and CDFW food plots,” as long as agricultural activities and crops are beneficial to
and/or do not impede on the surrounding native habitat and wildlife. The commenter
recommends participation in the California Department of Food and Agriculture’s
Healthy Soils Initiative Program to ensure farm management practices within the SJWA
sequester and reduce greenhouse gases, reduce sediment erosion and dust, improve
water and air quality, and improve biological diversity and habitat. The commenter also
suggests carbon sequestration monitoring for habitat and agricultural areas be included
in ongoing LMP management activities.

CDFW appreciates the commenter’s support of this goal. The agricultural areas within
the SIWA include crops that would benefit wildlife and protected species. Crops would
remain planted until the species, including tricolored blackbirds, burrowing owls, and
horned larks, have been able to take full advantage of them. Further, CDFW appreciates
the commenter’s recommendation regarding the California Department of Food and
Agriculture’s Healthy Soils Initiative Program and carbon sequestration, and will review
this information to determine if it would be applicable to include as part of the LMP
activities. No further response is required.

B3-6 The comment notes that SCAG staff recommends CDFW review the 2016 RTP/SCS and
include any project-level mitigation measures, as applicable and feasible.

As noted above under Response B3-4, ongoing maintenance, monitoring and recreational
activities contained within the LMP do not result in the creation of a substantial number
of vehicle trips or require the use of energy to heat and cool residences or businesses, for
example. Therefore, mitigation requirements set forth in the RTP/SCS would not benefit
the SJIWA LMP because this is a land management plan focused on preserving land for
the protection of plant and animal species and allowing limited recreational activities.
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The project-level mitigation measures included in the RTP/SCS would not be applicable
to the proposed LMP.
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Letter B4

D
EASTERN
em Wd e

February 5, 2018

Eddy Konno

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Bermuda Dunes Office

78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, CA 92203

Subject: Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) comments on the San Jacinto Wildlife
Area (SJWA) Land Management Plan (LMP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Dear Mr. Konno:

EMWD would like to thank California Department of Fish and Wildlife for extending the public
comment period on the SJWA LMP draft EIR to February 13, 2018. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide input on the draft EIR, and offer the following comments:

Chapter 2 — Project Description
e Section 2.2.3.2.4 Waterfowl| Habitat Areas: Table 2-4 “Estimated Existing Annual

Recycled Water Use for Various Wetland Types on David Unit” indicates a total acre-
feet (AF) per year use of 3,645 AF. This total annual use number exceeds any actual
annual historic usage totals shown in Table 2-5. How do you account for the difference
in the 3,645 AF annual total use estimate versus actual historical usage numbers?

B4-1

e Section 2.2.3.2.13 Water Storage Project: Please add the following language to Section
2.2.3.2.13: Any recycled water CDFW anticipates to deliver and store in the proposed
future recycled water storage reservoir above the existing 4,500 AF acre feet per year B4-2
identified in the 1987 Agreement would need to be addressed in a new long term
agreement and be subject to the availability of future EMWD recycled water supply.

2270 Trumble Road * P.O.Box 8300 * Perris, CA 92572-8300
T 951.928.3777 ¢ F951.928.6177 www.emwd.org
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Eastern Municipal Water District (EMWD) comments on the San Jacinto Wildlife Area (SIWA)
Land Management Plan (LMP) Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

February 5, 2018

Page 2

Thank you for your consideration of EMWD’s comments. We would like to request that we B4-3

receive a notice of the Final EIR when it is available for review.

Respectfully,
Kelley Gage

Senior Director of Water Resources Planning

CE: Nick Kanetis, EMWD
Joe Mouawad, EMWD
Dave Ahles, EMWD

EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT
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B4-1

Response to Comment Letter B4
Eastern Municipal Water District
Kelley Gage
Dated February 5, 2018
The comment is referencing the amount of recycled water that would be used for
wetland areas and questions the discrepancy between the estimated total annual use
compared to the historic usage.

Table 2-4 in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft PEIR provides a rough estimate
of recycled water use in a given year for various wetland types on the Davis Unit. The
table does not include the proposed 297 acres of new wetlands and notes that the amount
of water used depends on weather conditions and may not match the actual totals of
historical water use depicted in Table 2.5. Table 2-4 of the Draft PEIR has been updated
consistent with the LMP. As shown in the revised Table 2-4, the LMP estimates an
annual demand of existing recycled water use for various wetland types on the Davis
Unit to be 3,395 acre feet per year (assuming an evaporative water loss adjusted rate of
0.29 acre feet/month-surface acre). Table 2-5 shows the historic uses of recycled water
at the SIWA from 1992 through 2016. In 2016, the amount of recycled water used was
3,340.25 acre feet per year.

Table 2-4 and text preceding the table in Chapter 2, Project Description is revised
as follows:

The average loss of water to evaporation is estimated to be 0.29 acre feet
per surface acre per month, or about 3.48 7 acre feet per surface acre per
year. The following table (Table 2-4) is a rough estimate of recycled water
use in a given year for various wetland types on the Davis Unit.

Table 2-4
Estimated Existing Annual Recycled Water Use For Various Wetland Types on Davis
Unit
Total
Surface Area | Depth Flood-up Evaporative (acre feet per
(Acres) (t) Months | (acre feet) | Loss* (acre feet) year)
Seasonal wetlands 200 2 4 400 232174 632574
Semi-permanent wetlands 404 2 9 808 4054-885 18621693
Permanent wetlands 100 2 12 ---200 348-296 348496
Reverse cycle wetlands 160 1 5 160 232197 392357
Moist soil wetlands 270 0.5 3 13% | - 135
Riparian Habitat 278** 0.5 12 —14 | 162-8
Total 1,1642 Total 3,645-3,395

Note:

*

*k

Evaporative water loss adjusted rate = 0.29 acre feet/month-surface acre

About 20% of riparian habitat (or about 27-8 acres of the existing 136 acres) is maintained with recycled water
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B4-2

B4-3

The commenter is requesting additional information be added to the PEIR to clarify
the terms of the 1987 water storage agreement. Chapter 2, Project Description is
revised to include this additional language.

The following language has been added to Chapter 2 under section 2.2.3.2.4 Waterfowl
Habitat Areas:

Any recycled water CDFW anticipates to deliver and store in the proposed
future recycled water storage reservoir above the existing 4,500 acre feet
per year identified in the 1987 Agreement would need to be addressed in a
new long term agreement and be subject to the availability of future EMWD
recycled water supply.

The comment is requesting to be notified when the Final PEIR is available.

The comment does not raise any specific issue regarding the analysis. CDFW will
provide EMWD with notification when the Final PEIR is available.
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Letter C1

Lockheed Martin Corporation

Enterprise Business Services-EESH

2550 North Hollywood Way, Suite 406

Burbank, CA 91505

Telephone 818-847-0793 Facsimile 818-847-0256

LOCKHEED MARTINZ%
,/

January 29,2018
Mr. Eddy Konno
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
78078 Country Club Drive, Suite 109
Bermuda Dunes, California 92203

Subject: Comments provided by Lockheed Martin Corporation regarding the Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Land Management Plan for the San Jacinto
Wildlife Area, dated December 2017

Dear Mr. Konno:

Lockheed Martin Corporation (“LMC”) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Land Management Plan for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area
(“EIR”). LMC also wishes to thank you for your consideration of our prior informal comments
and for incorporating additional information responsive to a number of our comments into the EIR.
This letter sets forth our formal comments with respect to the EIR. We have attached a matrix of
additional detailed comments. Finally, we have included our informal comment letter dated
February 7, 2017 and the attachments to that letter. All of the attachments are incorporated herein
and made part of our comments on the EIR.

While most comments were addressed, there are still a few areas that need clarification for the
public and CDFW. LMC suggests that CDFW:

e Provide additional maps that include the following:
o The areas of the property where land use needs to be coordinated with LMC
o The areas where land use restrictions have already been identified. This will help
in guiding CDFW’s effort to open the property for public use

o Clarify that there is no need to fence the portion of the property owned by LMC (the
Conservation FEasement) due to hazards, rather, the restrictions on public access are
because the property is private. Signage regarding munitions and explosives of concern
(MEC) awareness have been posted at multiple areas around the site.

e Update information regarding past uses that resulted in contamination and subsequent
clean up, as well as potential restrictions to future activities at the Potrero Unit, as the
information is not current or complete. This is the same comment as in 2017 (refer to the
attached letter). For ease of reference, there are summaries of the history of site
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N

investigations in the Remedial Action Plan (RAP) (2016) and Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for Site 1 RAP Implementation (2016), both of which are available for

review on DTSC’s website. 1

As you are aware, the Project Site has a long history, and has a number of land-use constraints due
to its past uses. Several of these constraints will limit the proposed uses at the Project Site, and
will require additional analysis and changes to the EIR, as outlined below. We understand that the
public comment period ends on January 29, 2018. However, this timeframe does not allow enough
time to fully comment on the significant issues raised in the EIR. Therefore, we are requesting
that the comment period be extended an additional 30 days.

In 2003, the State of California (State) purchased the majority of the Potrero Canyon site from 7
LMC. Among other requirements, the Purchase and Sale Agreement requires the State to
coordinate the development and implementation of any management plans with LMC. In terms of
property ownership, it must be made clear throughout the EIR (in text and figures) that the State
did not purchase the entire 9,117 acres in 2003, rather the State purchased 8,552 acres. The
remaining 565 acres are still owned by LMC and are subject to a conservation easement. This is
described in the Purchase and Sale Agreement for the property, which was executed on 22
December 2003. The EIR must accurately describe the ownership of the property, existing and
future uses (including potential remediation efforts), the extent and location of affected land, as
well as the contractual limitations associated with the LMC property. The disclosure of these facts
is required by CEQA Guidelines Sections 15124 and 15125. Without an accurate description of
the property’s history, circumstances, and ownership, the EIR cannot set an environmental baseline
and meet its basic requirement to identify potentially significant environmental impacts as required
by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2. (See San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County
of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 728-729 [project description inadequate for failing to
describe nearby habitat].)

The Purchase and Sale Agreement also contains the following information, which should be
included in the EIR to provide a legally adequate project description:

e The State has an option to purchase the remaining 565 acres that still belong to LMC for
one dollar at any point during the term of the option agreement. Alternatively, LMC can
require the State to buy the property at the point of interim or final closure of the site
remediation. This fact is briefly mentioned on page 2-58 of the EIR, but the consequences
of the LMC ownership or of a subsequent purchase by the State are not analyzed.

e The State and LMC have an access agreement to each other’s property. Specifically, the
State has access to LMC’s property to ensure that LMC is conserving the property. LMC
has access to the State’s property to access its own property and to investigate and
remediate any hazardous substances that may have been released on the property purchased
by the State. The access agreement specifically states that the public may not access LMC’s
property. This has not been described clearly in the EIR or the Land Management Plan.

o The State is required to coordinate the development and implementation of all management
plans and activities with LMC in areas that may be impacted by hazardous substances. This
includes areas on both LMC and State properties.

San Jacinto Wildlife Area Land Management Plan Final Program Environmental Impact Report

v

C1-3
cont'

9152

August 2020

RTC-80



Responses to Comments

4

e The State is required to coordinate the use of water at the site with LMC and LMC has the
authority to restrict water use under prescribed conditions.

e The Purchase and Sale Agreement also provides for the recording of land-use
covenants/restrictions (LUCs) in the event that the Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) requires restricted land use on either property as a part of the fulfillment
of 1989 consent order issued by DTSC's predecessor (State of California Health and
Welfare Agency). ]

The EIR analyzes the possible construction of two homes on the property (EIR p. 5.7-44), and

explains that a new well may need to be drilled to provide water supply. However, the EIR does

not disclose that LMC has the authority to restrict water usage under certain conditions described
in the Purchase and Sale Agreement. As such, the EIR does not include adequate background to
reach the conclusion that there is adequate and safe water supply for the project, since the water
supply identified may be restricted by LMC. (See California Oak Foundation v. City of Santa

Clarita (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 1219, 1236-1237 [uncertainty in water supply rendered EIR

inadequate].) While the Conservation Easement and Option Agreement affecting the LMC

property are discussed briefly on page 4-35 of the EIR, the limitations on use and possible
environmental impacts due to those limitations are not discussed in the EIR. Moreover, the EIR
does not acknowledge LMC'’s right to access State property under certain circumstances and the

prohibition on public access to the LMC property. 4

CEQA Appendix G advises lead agencies to analyze whether a proposed project would “[c]reate T

a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.” The EIR
does not adequately analyze this impact because it does not consider the most current information
regarding the Potrero Unit. The CEQA Guidelines state that “[a]n EIR must include a description
of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the
notice of preparation is published. (14 CCR 15125(a).) The discussion in the EIR and Land
Management Plan of past uses that resulted in contamination and subsequent clean up, as well as
potential restrictions to future activities at the Potrero Unit is not current or complete. In particular,
the Hazards Management discussion in Plan Section 2.3.5, and the Past Uses discussion on pages
4-29 to 4-31 of the EIR reference documents completed 15 years ago in 2003.

LMC re-initiated remedial investigation in 2003. Since 2003, considerable work has been done to
investigate, evaluate and mitigate the risk associated with hazardous substances released at the site
and MEC tested at the site. It is important that both the Department and the public understand the
degree to which LMC conducted various operations in each of the CDFW’s management subunits.
These operations should be more particularly described in the “Past Uses” analysis in the EIR.

Past operations at the site will limit land uses in some of the management subunits. This has not
been adequately disclosed or analyzed in the EIR, which makes the project description and
environmental setting discussion deficient. Three figures were prepared, and are attached, that
show where past testing operations were conducted at the site, where MEC LUCs are currently
planned to be implemented, and where additional soil and groundwater remedial activities are

planned. For specifics, please refer to June 2016 Comments 31 through 47 (and others ‘[hroughou‘[V
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A
the comment tables) and review the following documents to identify relevant information to be
incorporated into the Plan and the EIR:

LPC Beaumont Test Facilities Historical Report (1986)

Site 1 Summary Remedial Investigation (2010)

Site 1 MEC Summary/Removal Report (2008)

Site 1 Remedial Action Plan (RAP) (2016)

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Site 1 RAP Implementation (2016)

Chapter 5 of the Land Management Plan must also be updated to include the above-referenced T
property ownership information as well as restrictions to future activities at the Potrero Unit that
are necessary due to the past contamination and ongoing cleanup of the site (refer to June 2016
Comments 65 through 90). (See Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City and County of
San Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1056-1057 [EIR should include detailed discussion
of remediation of hazardous substances].) This is necessary to ensure adequate public disclosure
of the project and associated impacts, as required by the CEQA Guidelines. (See 14 CCR §
15003(c).) 1
Additionally, specific exposure scenarios defined in coordination with CDFW were evaluated in
the human health risk assessment on both LMC’s and the State’s properties. The risk associated
with exposure scenarios other than those evaluated (e.g., grazing) is not known. In accordance with
the Purchase and Sale Agreement, land use covenants/restrictions (LUCs) will be developed as
part of the mitigation of past chemical and munitions releases on State and LMC property. These
LUCs will include:

e Approximately 203 acres in operational areas A, B, D, G, and H are anticipated to have
LUCsS related to potential residual MEC. No subsurface ground disturbing activities will
be allowed in these areas.

e LUCs related to the mitigation of chemical releases have not been defined in detail yet but
will likely be identified for Management Subunits P2, P5, P9, P10, P11, and possibly
others, in the Land Management Plan.

It is critical that the EIR and Land Management Plan reflect the legal requirements set forth in the
Purchase and Sale Agreement for the Potrero Unit. Otherwise, the EIR will not serve its basic
objective of adequately describing and disclosing the details of the proposed project as well as its
potential impacts to the decision-makers and to the public. Please let me know if you have any
questions or need more information.

Sincerely,

i

Jeff Thomas, Lockheed Martin
Project Lead

Cec: Thomas J. Villeneuve, Tetra Tech
Dan Zogaib, DTSC
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Leslie MacNair (CDFW Region 6 Manager)
Brian Thorne, Lockheed Martin Corporation

Attachment A: LMC Comments on CDFW Land Management Plan and Draft EIR for the San
Jacinto WA, December 2017
Attachment B: LMC Comments on June 2016 Draft Land Use Management Plan

BUR 245_CDFW_LMP_EIR_RTCS_Jan 2018
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ATTACHMENT A

Lockheed Martin Corporation Comments on
State Of California Natural Resources Agency
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Land Management Plan and Draft EIR for the San
Jacinto Wildlife Area, December 2017
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Lockheed Martin Corporation Comments on
State Of California Natural Resources Agency
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Land Management Plan and Draft EIR for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, December 2017

Number

Document
Page No.

Comment

Global Comments

1

Global

The Potrero Unit is not currently open to the public and, in accordance with the 2003 Purchase and Sale Agreement
between California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and Lockheed Martin Corporation (LMC), any management
activities proposed for this property in areas that may be impacted by hazardous substances must be coordinated with
and approved by LMC and possibly the California Environmental Protection Agency’s Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC). There are a number of places in the Land Management Plan and the Draft EIR where this should be
clearly stated.

Global

The Purchase and Sale Agreement contains the following information:

The State has an option to purchase the remaining 565 acres that still belong to LMC for one dollar at any point
during the term of the option agreement. Alternatively, LMC can require the State to buy the property at the point
of interim or final closure of the site remediation.

The State and LMC have an access agreement to each other’s property. Specifically, the State has access to
LMC’s property to ensure that LMC is conserving the property. LMC has access to the State’s property to access
their own property and to investigate and remediate any hazardous substances that may have been released on
the property purchased by the State. The access agreement specifically states that the public is not included as
part of the agreement to access LMC'’s property.

The State is required to coordinate the development and implementation of all management plans and activities
with LMC in areas that may be impacted by hazardous substances. This includes areas on both LMC and State
properties.

The State is required to coordinate the use of water at the site with LMC and gives LMC the authority to restrict
water use under prescribed conditions.

The Purchase and Sale Agreement also provides for the implementation of land use covenants/restrictions
(LUC)s in the event that the DTSC requires restricted land use on either property as a part of the fulfillment of the
1989 consent order issued by DTSC's predecessor (State of California Health and Welfare Agency).

Land Management Plan, December 2017

3

Page 1-4, Table
1-1, third item

The 2003 acquisition for the Potrero Unit should be 8,552 acres, rather than 8,518 acres (it is correct on the next page for

LMC).

Page 1 of 6
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Lockheed Martin Corporation Comments on
State Of California Natural Resources Agency
Department of Fish and Wildlife

Land Management Plan and Draft EIR for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area, December 2017

Number | Document Comment
Page No.
4 Page 1-10, The State did not purchase a conservation easement, rather LMC deeded it to conservation.
Section 1.2.2,
second Suggest revising the first sentence to state: “The Potrero Unit acquisition involved the purchase of an 8,552-acre
paragraph property, with an option to purchase an additional 565 acres, which is subject to a conservation easement. The option
property is located within the larger property, and is an option agreement between...”
Also suggest revising the last sentence to state, and add an additional sentence: “LMC can require the State to purchase
the option property at the time of Interim Site Closure or at the time of Final Site Closure. With this purchase, the State
will own the entire 9,117-acre Potrero Unit. ”
s) Page 2-15, The acreages for Subunits P-10 and P-11 may not be correct. The LMC acreage in P-10 should be 560 acres, and the
Table 2-4 remaining 5 acres (not 13 acres) in P-11 should be identified as being owned by LMC. This would be consistent with the
text on page 2-35, Section 2.3.2.4.
6 Page 2-32, 1 Suggest rewording the sentence: “The subunit includes most of the 565-acre conservation easement that exists to
paragraph, 2nd protect the site while LMC continues what is primarily a perchlorate clean-up effort...”
sentence
7 Page 2-32, last | The remaining 5 acres of the conservation easement is in Subunit P-11.
paragraph
8 Page 2-34, Suggest adding the following sentence after the sentence which starts with “The access agreement states...”
Section 2.3.2.3
“The Purchase and Sale Agreement requires that the State coordinate the development and implementation of any
management plans in areas that may be impacted with hazardous substances at the Potrero Unit with LMC.”
9 Page 2-40, 2nd Suggest revising the first sentence after “... ensuring continued access to the site for COFW and LMC.”
paragraph
The second sentence is confusing. It states that current restrictions bar public access but that the trails are used by trail-
based recreationists.
The figure reference seems to be incorrect. Should it be Figure 2-7B or 2-87
10 Page 2-42, The figure reference for Figure 2-12B seems to be incorrect. Should it be Figure 2-7B?
Section 2.3.4.3
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1" Page 2-44, This section on Hazards Management should be updated to include more current information on the status of the AN
Section 2.3.5 remediation of the site (the information provided only goes to 2003, with a brief statement about additional work having
been done). A good summary is available in the Remedial Action Plan’s Draft EIR, which is available on the DTSC
website. In addition, there is not really a discussion in this section as to how hazards will be managed and how CDFW
and LMC will be coordinating activities at the site, as described in the purchase and sales agreement between LMC and
the State (refer to Section 2.3.2.3).
12 Page 2-45 There are some missing references on this page. Also, suggest revising the first bullet, in the parentheses that state “no
live warheads were used’ to “no live warheads were reportedly used’
13 Page 2-48, Construction is scheduled to start in the summer of 2018.
second C1—1'1
paragraph cont
14 Page 2-53, last In the fifth sentence, revise the text that states “A rocket launching structure...” to “A rocket testing structure...” No
paragraph rockets were launched at the site.
19 Page 3-29, The Potrero Unit is in Core 3, but not Core 5.
Table 3-3
16 Page 5-2, 5" Coordination for the Potrero Unit should include the LMC.
bullet
17 Page 5-60, last Refer to comment #36 below for an explanation of fencing.
paragraph \ 2
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18 Page 5-61, third | The majority of the property was not actively used for testing by LMC or others. The areas of concern as they were N
paragraph understood at the time of the sale were identified on maps included in the purchase and sales agreement. The State is
not required to coordinate activities on their property in those areas that are not potentially impacted. However, the State
is required to coordinate activities on their property with LMC in those areas where hazardous substance contamination
may reasonably be expected to exist. This was agreed upon in the 2003 Purchase and Sales Agreement and Escrow
Instruction, Section 5 Seller Covenants, Subsection 5.1 Environmental Matters, paragraph (e). The language is provided
below:
“Following the Close of Escrow and during the term of the Access Easement pursuant to which Seller is to perform the
cleanup activities described in Paragraph (a) above, Buyer agrees that (i) prior to implementing any management plan
that provides for public access to any portion of the Property or the Conservation Easement Parcel where Seller is
undertaking remediation activities or where hazardous substance contamination may reasonably be expected to exist, Ci1-11
including surface water streams and ponds where hazardous substance contamination may reasonably be expected to cont'
exist, Buyer shall provide notice to Seller of such proposed plan, shall provide Seller with an opportunity to comment upon
such plan and shall coordinate its activities on the Property or the Conservation Easement Parcel with Buyer in light of
such plan taking into consideration the hazardous substance contamination located on the Property and the Conservation
Easement Parcel and Seller's responsibility to remediate those conditions as set forth in this Agreement,”
19 Page 6-1, Suggest adding the following text to the paragraph here: “The Purchase and Sale Agreement requires the State to
Section 6.1 coordinate the development and implementation of any management plans in areas that may be impacted with ha