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INFORMATION SUMMARY 

 
REPORT DATE 
 
August 8, 2016 

 
REPORT TITLE 
 
Nesting Season Survey for the Burrowing Owl 

 
CASE NUMBER 
 
Conditional Use Permit 

 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBERS 
 
380-290-037, 380-290-038, 380-290-039, and 380-290-040 

 
SITE LOCATION 
 
Southwest corner of the intersection of Clinton Keith and Smith Ranch Roads in the City 
of Wildomar, Riverside County, California (Site Vicinity Map).   Recorded lot sizes total 
8.96 acres. The parcels were mapped in a portions of Section 6, Township 7 South and 
Range 3 West on the USGS Topographic Map, 7.5 Minute Series, Murrieta, California 
Quadrangle (USGS Location Map).    

 
ACREAGES  
     
8.96-acre site     
±15 acres surveyed  

 
OWNER/APPLICANT 
 
Sunny Sage LLC 
TRANS-PACIFIC CONSULTANTS 
27431 Enterprise Circle West 
Suite 201 
Temecula, California 92590 
(951) 676-7000x224 
Won.Yoo@ranpac.net 
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PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR  
 
Paul A. Principe 
PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES 
29881 Los Nogales Road 
Temecula, California 92591 
(951) 699-3040 
pro_fauna@earthlink.net 

 
SURVEY SUMMARY 
 

The site is located within the Burrowing Owl Survey Area, Figure 6-4 of the MSHCP.  As 
such, an independent assessment was made of the presence or absence of suitable 
burrowing owl habitats on the site and in a 150-meter buffer zone around the project 
boundary.  The assessment determined that the site and a portion of the buffer zone 
were providing suitable burrowing owl habitats consisting of large open expanses of 
sparsely vegetated annual grassland and lowland scrub on gentle rolling and level 
terrain with active small mammal burrows.  Critical habitat features capable of being 
used for roosting and/or nesting were also present, and included natural burrows dug by 
California ground squirrels. 
 

Five surveys were conducted between April 5 and July 7, 2016.  During the 2016 
nesting season surveys, burrowing owls were not observed.   Critical burrowing owl 
habitats capable of being used for roosting or nesting were not being used.   And, 
animal signs diagnostic of burrowing owls that are sometimes overlooked were not 
discovered anywhere on the site or in the buffer zone.   There was no evidence of either 
active habitats presently being used by burrowing owls, or habitats abandoned within 
the last three years.    
 
With completion of this Nesting Season Survey, the project is consistent with Species 
Conservation Objective 5 of the MSHCP that was developed for the burrowing owl.    
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ABSTRACT 
 

Due to the presence of suitable and critical burrowing owl habitats, a Nesting 
Season Survey for the Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) 
was completed at the site.  Five nesting season surveys were conducted 
between April 5 and July 7, 2016, and followed the Burrowing Owl Survey 
Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan Area (March 29, 2006). 

 
DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE, INCLUDING TOPOGRAPHY, HYDROGRAPHY, 
SOILS, VEGETATION ASSOCIATIONS AND SPECIES COMPOSITION, AND 
ANIMALS OBSERVED DURING VISIT(S) 
 
Topography 
 
Natural topography on the site is limited to one small hill present in the east central 
portion of the site.  It is elevated 20 feet above the northern portion of the site 
(1416→1396 feet), and 44 feet from the southern portion (1416→1372 feet).     In June 
2004, almost the entire northern half of the site was cleared and graded, and rendered 
basically flat-lying and featureless.   As far back as 2003, a motocross track with jumps 
was developed in the southern half of the site. From the top of the hill, the site slopes 
downward in both north-to-south and south-to-north directions.  The steepest slopes are 
located in the southeast and southwest corners of the site 

 
Hydrography 
 
Natural watercourses of any kind are not present on the site (e.g., perennial or 
intermittent blueline streams, ephemeral drainages, historical drainages, etc.).   A gully 
formed in the southwest corner of the site about seven years ago.   It is basically a small 
valley or ravine originally worn away by running water originating at the motocross track.  
The two main processes that result in the formation of gullies are downcutting and 
headcutting, which are forms of longitudinal (incising) erosion. At the site, these actions 
resulted in an erosional cut that is deeper than wide, with very steep banks and small 
beds.   It is found in an area with low density vegetative cover and soils that are highly 
erodible. Gullies are younger than streams in geologic age, and typically lack an 
ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  
 
This gully conveys storm water runoff downslope and off the site that is characterized by 
low volume, infrequent and short duration flows that only occur during and after 
precipitation events.   It can only be traced for approximately 200 linear feet southwest of 
the motocross track.  It is partially obscured by trash and green waste dumping.  There 
is no evidence of recent flows or an OHWM along this gully.    
 
Drainage on the site is by overland flow or downslope movement of storm water runoff 
(sheet flow) originating on the hilltop.   From the top of the hill, the site drains downward 
in both south-to-north and north-to-south directions.   
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Soils 
 
Review of the “Soil Survey of Western Riverside Area, California” revealed that the 
surficial soils on the site are included in the Cajalco-Temescal-Las Posas Association 
(Soils of the Southern California Coastal Plain).   Within this association, eight soil types 
were previously mapped on the site (Soils Map):  
 

o AtF3 – Arlington and Greenfield fine sandy loams, 15 to 35 percent slopes, 
severely eroded 

o CbF2 – Cajalco rocky fine sandy loam, 15 to 50 percent slopes, eroded 
o HcD2– Hanford coarse sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded 
o HfD – Hanford sandy loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes 
o LaE3 – Las Posas loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded 
o MmB – Monserate sandy loam, 0 to 5 percent slopes 
o MnD2 – Monserate sandy loam, shallow, 5 to 15 percent slopes, eroded 
o RnE3 – Ramona and Buren loams, 5 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded 

 
Vegetation Associations and Species Composition 
 
Based on the MSHCP Habitat Accounts in Volume 2 of the MSHCP, the Vegetation 
Associations present on the site are classified as Coastal Sage Scrub (2.2 acres) and 
Grassland  (6. 9 acres) (Biological Resources Map).   The secondary access road is 
dirt with scattered Grasslands vegetation. 
 
The Coastal Sage Scrub Vegetation Association is distributed throughout Western 
Riverside County, occupying approximately 159,000 acres (12 percent) of the MSHCP 
Plan Area.  It is represented by three subassociations: Diegan coastal sage, 
Riversidean sage scrub and undifferentiated coastal scrub.   As with the vegetation 
growing on the site, Coastal Sage Scrub in Riverside County is contained in the 
Riversidean Sage Scrub Mapped Subassociation.  Riversidean sage scrub is the 
dominant sage scrub Mapped Subassociation in the MSHCP Plan Area, occupying 
approximately 10.3 percent (136,278 acres) of the Plan Area.    
 
Several disturbed patches of Riversidean sage scrub are growing on the site.  They are 
not continuously-growing due to previous clearing, grading and off-road vehicle 
disturbances.  Only the patch present in the southwest portion of the site is contiguous 
with similar sage scrub growing off the site.    These are the only areas on the site where 
the native vegetation was not removed at least 20 years ago, but have been reduced to 
remnants over time.  It does not exhibit viable habitat characteristics.    
 
The dominant sage scrub species is interior California buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum subsp. foliolosum). Other sage scrub species include coastal sagebrush 
(Artemisia californica), sand pigmy-stonecrop (Crassula connata), common cryptantha 
(Cryptantha intermedia), California witch’s hair (Cuscuta californica var. californica), valley 
cholla (Cylindropuntia californica var. parkeri), brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), pine 
goldenbush (Ericameria pinifolia), rattlesnake spurge (Euphorbia albomarginata), yellow  
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bush-penstemon (Keckiella antirrhinoides subsp. antirrhinoides),  valley lessingia 
(Lessingia glandulifera var. glandulifera), coastal deerweed (Lotus scoparius subsp. 
scoparius), wild cucumber (Marah macrocarpus), California wishbone bush (Mirabilis 
laevis), prickly pear cactus (Opuntia xvaseyi), spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea), chia 
(Salvia columbariae), and white sage (Salvia apiana).  
 
The understory is mostly bare ground, but a mix of native wildflowers and non-native 
species were present this spring.  The most common species include common 
fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii var. intermedia), *shortpod mustard (Brassica 
geniculata), *brome grasses (Bromus diandrus, B. hordeaceus and B. madritensis 
subsp. rubens), common cryptantha (Cryptantha intermedia), blue dicks 
(Dichelostemma pulchellum var. pulchellum), *filarees (Erodium botrys and B. 
cicutarium), California filago (Filago californica),  miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor), 
seep monkey flower (Mimulus guttatus), slender pectocarya (Pectocarya linearis subsp. 
ferocula),  valley popcorn-flower (Plagiobothrys canescens), *annual bluegrass (Poa 
annua), *Russian-thistle (Salsola tragus), * and *rattail fescue (Vulpia myuros var. 
myuros). 
 
The Grasslands Vegetation Association occurs throughout most of Western 
Riverside County, and covers approximately 11.8% (154,421 acres) of the Plan Area.  
The Grasslands Vegetation Subassociation growing on the site is Non-native 
grasslands.   Non-native grasslands occur throughout the majority of the Plan Area 
(11.6%), usually within close proximity to urbanized or agricultural land uses.  
 
Non-native grasslands are primarily composed of annual grass and weed species 
introduced from the Mediterranean basin and other Mediterranean-climate regions with 
variable presence of non-native and native herbaceous species.   Species composition 
of Non-native grasslands may vary over time and place based on grazing or fire 
regimes, soil disturbance and annual precipitation patterns.  Non-native grasslands 
typically produce deep layers of organic matter which is inversely related to the 
abundance of non-native and native forbs.   Non-native grasslands also typically 
support an array of annual forbs from the Mediterranean-climate regions. Low 
abundances of native species are sometimes present within Non-native grasslands. 
These species usually include disturbance specialists with several different growth 
forms (e.g., subshrubs, succulents and herbaceous annuals).  
 
Patches of Non-native grasslands are scattered throughout all areas of the site where 
the native vegetation was previously cleared.  It is no longer continuously-growing, and is 
only contiguous with similar grasslands growing west of the west central portion of the site.  
As the site has long been subjected to weed abatement requirements, the Non-native 
grasslands are constantly growing under disturbed conditions.  It does not exhibit viable 
habitat characteristics.    
 
 
*Denotes non-native species  
Scientific nomenclature after Roberts, Jr., Fred M., Scott D. White, Andrew C. Sanders, David 
E. Bramlet, and Steve Boyd.  2004.  
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The site supports typical Non-native grasslands dominated by non-native species, 
including a limited mix of native forb species.  Species include common fiddleneck 
(Amsinckia menziesii var. intermedia), *shortpod mustard (Brassica geniculata), *brome 
grasses (Bromus diandrus, B. hordeaceus and B. madritensis subsp. rubens), *tocalote 
(Centaurea melitensis), common horseweed (Conyza canadensis), common cryptantha 
(Cryptantha intermedia), dove weed (Croton setigerus), *filarees (Erodium botrys and B. 
cicutarium), California filago (Filago californica),  *weedy cudweed (Gnaphalium luteo-
album), western sunflower (Helianthus annuus), telegraph weed (Heterotheca 
grandiflora), *foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum subsp. leporinum), *wild peppergrass 
(Lepidium virginicum var. virginicum), miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor), *cheeseweed 
(Malva parvifolia), *yellow sweet clover (Melilotus officinalis), seep monkey flower 
(Mimulus guttatus), *tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), slender pectocarya (Pectocarya 
linearis subsp. ferocula),  valley popcorn-flower (Plagiobothrys canescens), *annual 
bluegrass (Poa annua), *Russian-thistle (Salsola tragus), *Mediterranean schismus 
(Schismus barbatus), *common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), *London rocket 
(Sisymbrium irio), *prickly sow thistle (Sonchus asper), *common dandelion (Taraxacum 
officinale), and *rattail fescue (Vulpia myuros var. myuros). 
 
Mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) and *Mediterranean tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima) were 
found growing along the wall adjacent to the residential subdivision. 
 
The soft shoulder of Smith Ranch Road has been landscaped with *kurrajong trees 
(Brachychiton populneus), *waxleaf privet (Ligustrum japonicum), *rose Iceberg (Rosa 
Iceberg), *society garlic (Tulbaghia violacea) and other nursery species.                              

 
Wildlife Species Observed 
 
Wildlife is neither abundant nor diverse at the site due to the lack of suitable sage scrub 
and grasslands habitats.  Most of the species observed were birds foraging in the 
shrubs and on the ground.  They were all common and opportunistic species that 
inhabit urban areas. They include the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), mourning 
dove (Zenaida macroura), rock pigeon (Columba livia), greater roadrunner (Geococcyx 
californianus), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), western kingbird (Tyrannus 
verticalis),  black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans),  common raven (Corvus corax), bushtit 
(Psaltriparus minimus), house wren (Troglodytes aedon), northern mockingbird (Mimus 
polyglottos), white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), California towhee (Pipilo 
crissalis), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), 
California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), and desert cottontail (Sylvilagus 
audubonii).  
 
Diagnostic animal signs were discovered on the site (e.g., mounds and burrows), and 
indicated the presence of Botta’s pocket gophers (Thomomys bottae), pocket mice 
(Perognathus sp.) and/or deer mice (Peromyscus sp.). 
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ASSESSMENT OF HABITAT SUITABILITY FOR BURROWING OWLS  
 
Burrowing owl habitats can be found in shortgrass prairies, annual and perennial 
grasslands, lowland scrub, agricultural lands and rangelands, prairies, coastal dunes, 
deserts, scrublands characterized by low-growing vegetation, and some artificial areas 
(e.g., golf courses, cemeteries, irrigation ditches, etc.).  Suitable owl habitats may also 
include trees and shrubs if the canopy covers less than 30 percent of the ground 
surface, and they may also occur in forb and open stages of pinyon-juniper and 
ponderosa pine habitats.  They require large open expanses of sparsely vegetated 
areas on gentle rolling or level terrain with an abundance of active small mammal 
burrows.   As critical habitat features, they require the use of rodent or other burrows for 
roosting and nesting.  Burrows are the essential component of burrowing owl habitats. 
Natural burrows and manmade structures (artificial burrows) provide protection, shelter 
and nests for burrowing owls.    

 
Based on the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions for the Western Riverside Multiple 
Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area (March 29, 2006), an independent assessment 
was made of the presence or absence of burrowing owl habitats on the site and in a 
150-meter (approximately 500 feet) buffer zone around the project boundary (Step I of 
the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions).  The assessment was based on 
observations made during a walk-over survey conducted on March 30, 2016.  
 
The assessment determined that the site and a portion of the buffer zone were 
providing suitable burrowing owl habitats consisting of large open expanses of sparsely 
vegetated annual grassland and lowland scrub on gentle rolling and level terrain with 
active small mammal burrows.  Critical habitat features capable of being used for 
roosting and/or nesting were also present, and included natural burrows and burrow 
complexes dug by California ground squirrels. 

 
DATE AND TIME OF VISIT(S), INCLUDING NAME OF THE QUALIFIED BIOLOGIST 
CONDUCTING SURVEYS, WEATHER AND VISIBILITY CONDITIONS, AND               
SURVEY METHODOLOGY 
 
Suitable burrowing owl habitats were carefully surveyed for the presence or absence of 
the burrowing owl.  Thorough searches were conducted during morning hours in an 
attempt to directly observe this species or discover diagnostic sign, and followed Step II 
of the Burrowing Owl Survey Instructions.                                                                                             
      
The methodology used to prepare this Nesting Season Survey involved conducting                       
complete visual and walk-over field surveys.  Surveys were conducted by slowly walking 
through suitable habitats on the site.  The survey transects were spaced approximately 
30 meters (±100 feet) to allow 100 percent visual coverage of the ground surface.   
Suitable habitat in the buffer zone had to be surveyed with binoculars because it was 
enclosed by chain-link fencing.   
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

3.0-14



 12

Five surveys were conducted between April 5 and July 7, 2016.  All surveys were 
conducted during weather that was conducive to observing burrowing owls outside of 
their burrows, and detecting burrowing owl sign.   Surveys were not conducted during 
rain, high winds (> 20 mph), dense fog, or temperatures over 90°F.   They were not 
conducted within five days of rain. 
 
All surveys were conducted by Paul A. Principe, Principal, Principe and Associates.  
Principe held a Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit (TE 786497-7) for 14 years (being 
renewed) and California Resident Scientific Collecting Permit (#801108-03 and 
Permanent ID #SC-002215) for 14 years (also being renewed), and is an authorized 
Biological Consultant, Riverside County Planning Department, Environmental Programs 
Division. He has been conducting biological surveys in Riverside County since 1980.  
 
Following are the number and dates of surveys, start and stop times of surveys and the 
weather conditions at the beginning and end of each survey (shaded temperature in 
degrees Fahrenheit includes the wind chill factor, and wind speed in miles per hour is 
given as the range measured over a few moments with a Kestrel ® 2000): 
 

1. April 5, 2016:   Sunrise at 0630 hours  
                            Mostly clear, 58°F, 1-2 mph winds (0730 hours)                                   
                            Mostly clear, 63°F, 0-1 mph winds (0830 hours) 
 

   April 7, 2016:    Rain 
   April 11, 2016:  Rain 
 

2. April 17, 2016: Sunrise at 0615 hours  
                            Clear, 52°F, 1-2 mph winds (0700 hours)                                   
                            Clear, 64°F, 1-2 mph winds (0800 hours) 
 

3. April 24, 2016: Sunrise at 0606 hours  
                            Clear, 50°F, 0-1 mph winds (0700 hours)                                   
                            Clear, 56°F, 0-1 mph winds (0800 hours) 
 

4. May 1, 2016:   Sunrise at 0557 hours  
                            Mostly clear, 52°F, 0-1 mph winds (0630 hours)                                   
                            Mostly clear, 56°F, 1-2 mph winds (0730 hours) 
 

5. July 7, 2016:   Sunrise at 0545 hours  
                            Cloudy, 60°F, 0-1 mph winds (0700 hours)                                   
                            Cloudy, 62°F, 1-2 mph winds (0800 hours) 
  

 
 
 
 

3.0-15



 13

RESULTS OF TRANSECT SURVEYS, INCLUDING A MAP SHOWING THE 
LOCATION OF ALL BURROW(S) (NATURAL OR ARTIFICIAL) AND OWL(S), 
INCLUDING THE NUMBERS AT EACH BURROW, IF PRESENT, AND TRACKS, 
FEATHERS, PELLETS, OR OTHER ITEMS (PREY REMAINS, ANIMAL SCAT) 
 

Burrowing owls or their diagnostic signs were not observed during any of the surveys. 
 
The locations of critical burrowing owl habitats present on the site (e.g., natural burrows) 
have been overlaid on a base aerial photograph map.    The location of the survey 
transect has also been overlaid on this base aerial photograph map   (Critical 
Habitat/Survey Transect Map).   Photographs have been taken at various locations 
along the survey transect (see Site Photographs attached).  

 
BEHAVIOR OF OWLS DURING THE SURVEYS 
 

Burrowing owls were not observed during any of the surveys. 

 
SUMMARY OF BOTH WINTER AND NESTING SEASON SURVEYS INCLUDING 
ANY PRODUCTIVITY INFORMATION AND A MAP SHOWING TERRITORIAL 
BOUNDARIES AND HOME RANGES 
 

A protocol Survey for Winter Residents was not completed at this site. 
 
During the 2016 nesting season surveys, burrowing owls were not observed.   Critical 
burrowing owl habitats capable of being used for roosting or nesting were not being 
used (e.g., natural burrows).   And, animal signs diagnostic of burrowing owls that are 
sometimes overlooked were not discovered anywhere on the site or in the buffer zone 
(e.g., molted feathers, cast pellets, prey remains, eggshell fragments, and/or excrement 
at or near a burrow entrance).   There was no evidence of either active habitats 
presently being used by burrowing owls, or habitats abandoned within the last year.    

 
MSHCP CONSIDERATIONS 
 

With completion of this Nesting Season Survey, the project is consistent with Species 
Conservation Objective 5 of the MSHCP that was developed for the burrowing owl.    

 
ANY HISTORICAL INFORMATION (NATURAL DIVERSITY DATABASE, 
DEPARTMENT REGIONAL FILES, BREEDING BIRD SURVEY DATA, AMERICAN 
BIRDS RECORDS, AUDUBON SOCIETY, LOCAL BIRD CLUB, OTHER 
BIOLOGISTS, ETC.) REGARDING THE PRESENCE OF BURROWING OWLS ON 
THE SITE 
 
The burrowing owl occurs within the open lowlands of the central portion of Western 
Riverside County.   It has a scattered distribution throughout the Western Riverside 
County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan Area outside of montane areas 
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Breeding and burrow locations have not been identified within the University of 
California, Riverside (UCR) database, although most observations that have been 
recorded are probably located near a burrow due to the relatively sedentary nature of 
the species.   
 
This species has been detected east of the Jurupa Mountains, along the Santa Ana 
River, at Lake Mathews, at Good Hope, Alberhill, Murrieta, March Air Reserve Base, the 
Lake Perris/Mystic Lake area, the Badlands, within the vicinity of Beaumont and 
Banning, San Jacinto, Valle Vista, between San Jacinto River and Lakeview Mountains, 
west of Hemet, the area around Diamond Valley Lake, east and south of Lake Skinner 
area, along Santa Gertrudis Creek and Tucalota Creek, in Long Canyon, and along De 
Portola Road as documented in the UCR database and from other sources (USFWS 
1996 unpublished data; California Science and Engineering Associates 1996). 

The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for the Murrieta, California 
Quadrangle does not include any occurrence records of the burrowing owl at the site.  
Three occurrence records were found in the CNDDB, including one from 4.2 miles 
northwest of the site in 2007, 4.6 miles to the northeast in 2007 and 3.6 miles to 
southeast in 2008. Occupied habitats included annual grassland and mixed annual 
grassland and lowland scrub.  

 
Based on information from the University of California, Riverside (UCR) database, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (1996 unpublished data), California Science and Engineering 
Associates (1996), and clusters of occurrence record locations, Burrowing Owl Core 
Areas may include the Santa Ana River, Lake Mathews area, Lake Perris/Mystic Lake, 
playas west of Hemet, Lake Skinner/Diamond Valley Lake area, and Valle Vista.    The 
site is located approximately 8.0 miles west of the proposed Lake Skinner/Diamond 
Valley Lake Core Area. 

 
CERTIFICATION STATEMENT 
 
Date: August 8, 2016 
 
I hereby certify that the statements furnished herein and in the attached exhibits present 
the data and information required to complete this Nesting Season Survey to the best of 
my ability, and that the facts, statements and information presented are true and correct to 
the best of my knowledge and belief. 

 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            Paul A. Principe 
             ___________________________________ 
                                PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES 

       Paul A. Principe 
                                                                                                  Principal 
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SITE PHOTOGRAPH 1View of suitable burrowing owl habitat consisting of large open 

expanses of sparsely vegetated annual grassland and lowland 

scrub on gentle rolling and level terrain with active small mam-

mal burrows present in the northern portion of the site.  

APNS  380-290-037, 038, 039, AND 040

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES
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SITE PHOTOGRAPH 2View of suitable burrowing owl habitat present in the 

southern portion of the site.   Looking north-to-south 

from the center of the site. APNS 380-290-037, 038, 039, AND 040

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES

3.0-21



SITE PHOTOGRAPH 3Critical burrowing owl habitat features capable of being used for 

roosting and/or nesting were also present, and included natural 

burrows dug by California ground squirrels. APNS 380-290-037, 038, 039, AND 040

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES
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SITE PHOTOGRAPH 4Critical burrowing owl habitat features also included 

natural burrows complexes dug by California ground 

squirrels. APNS 380-290-037, 038, 039, AND 040

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES
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REVISED 
 

WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY  
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PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES 
  
 

CONSULTING BIOLOGISTS                               29881 Los Nogales Road 
                                                              Temecula, California 92591 

                                                                      (951) 699-3040                                        
                                                                                           paulprincipe2@gmail.com 
 
 
 

May 1, 2017 
 
 

 

Matthew C. Bassi, 

Planning Director 

CITY OF WILDOMAR 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 

23873 Clinton Keith Road 

Suite 201 

Wildomar, California 92595 
 
 

Subject:  Conditional Use Permit 

                MSHCP Consistency Analysis 
 
 

Mr. Bassi, 
 

Principe and Associates was hired by Mr. Won S. Yoo, Sunny Sage LLC, to prepare a 
Western Riverside County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) 
Consistency Analysis on four parcels of land located at the southwest corner of the 
intersection of Clinton Keith and Smith Ranch Roads in the City of Wildomar, Riverside 

County, California (Site Vicinity Map).  Total original acreage is 9.75 acres gross. The 
parcels were mapped in a portion of Section 6, Township 7 South and Range 3 West of 

the USGS Topographic Map, 7.5 Minute Series, Murrieta, California Quadrangle (USGS 

Location Map).    
 

Section 1 of this report describes the project and the project site.   Section 2, 
‘Environmental Assessment’, describes the topographic, hydrographic, soils, and 
biological environments present on the site.  The purpose of Section 3, ‘Consistency 
Analysis’, is to identify and discuss (1) how the site relates to MSHCP Reserve 
Assembly and (2) how the site meets requirements of MSHCP Implementation 
Structure Thresholds of Significance presented in Section 4 are used to determine the 
significance of environmental impacts. Levels of Significance are then applied to a 
checklist of questions (Thresholds BIO A-F) addressing biological resources to be 
answered during the initial assessment of a project.  Section 5 lists Project Design 
Features and Mitigation Measures That Reduce Impacts. 
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SECTION 1.  PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTIONS 
 
1.1 Project Description  
 

A Conditional Use Permit will be obtained to develop 9.75 gross acres of land into a self-
storage facility.   The facility will consist of an office building, seven (7) self-storage 
buildings and a recreational vehicle parking area constructed in three phases.  Buildings 
A (office), C, F, G, and H will be constructed in Phase I.  Buildings B and C will be 
constructed in Phase II.  Building D will be constructed in Phase III. Grading, pavement, 
water quality system and streets will be constructed in Phase I.  Phase II and II area will 
be used for temporary recreational vehicle parking in Phase I.  Twenty-four (24) parking 
spaces will be provided for the office building.    
 
Primary ingress and egress will be by a main driveway taken off of Clinton Keith Road, 
while   emergency ingress and egress access will be provided by two driveways accessed 
off Smith Ranch Road.  A network of concrete driveways will provide internal circulation 
to the buildings.   Artemis Circle will be vacated. The entire site will be enclosed by a 
combination of wrought iron or tubular steel fence and decorative block wall.  Landscaping 
will be provided along the Clinton Keith Road frontage.   All proposed drainage facilities 
will be designed to accommodate 100-year storm flows.   Earthwork quantities have been 
estimated at 62,600 cubic yards of raw cut and 62,600 cubic yards of fill with 10 percent 
compaction.   
 
All utilities and public services are currently available on, or adjacent to, the site.  Water 
and sewer services will be provided by the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District, 
natural gas by Southern California Gas Company, electricity by The Edison Company, 
telephone by Verizon, and cable by TCI Cablevision. 

 
1.2 Site Description  
 
The site is currently vacant and undeveloped with structures.  An aerial photograph from 
1996 shows that large portions of the site were cleared and graded over 20 years ago.  
Remnant native sage scrub vegetation has remained on the site in patches.  Residential 
areas have long been developed east and south of the site.  As far back as 2003, a 
motocross track with jumps was developed in the southern half of the site.  It still remains 
on the site, and is still being used.  More recently, small businesses have been operating 
on the residential parcel located northwest of the site.  By 2005, Smith Ranch Road was 
extended south of Clinton Keith Road, and cut into the northeast corner of the original 
site.   A new subdivision was constructed adjacent to the northeast portion of the site at 
that time.   A portion of the northeast corner of the site was used as a staging area during 
construction.  East of the site and the western portion of the subdivision, an open space 
mitigation area was established.  Since then, the site shows signs of illegal trespass and 
dumping, as well as regular bicycle and motorcycle racing. 
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SECTION 2.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

2.1 Topography 
 

Natural topography on the site is limited to one small hill present in the east central 
portion of the site.  It is elevated 20 feet above the flat-lying portion of the site 
(1416→1396 feet).     In June 2004, it was noted that almost the entire northern half of 
the site was cleared and graded, and rendered basically flat-lying and featureless (4-
foot change in elevation).   As far back as 2003, a motocross track with jumps was 
developed in the southern half of the site.  From the base of the hill, there is a 40-foot 
change in elevation in this portion of the site.  From the top of the hill, the site slopes 
gently downward in a south-to-north direction (1416→1392 feet), and more steeply in a 
north-to-south direction (1416→1356 feet).   

 
2.2 Hydrography 
 

Natural watercourses of any kind are not present on the site (e.g., perennial or 
intermittent blueline streams, ephemeral drainages, historical drainages, etc.).   A gully 
formed in the southwest corner of the site about seven years ago.   It is basically a 
small valley or ravine originally worn away by running water originating at the motocross 
track.  The two main processes that result in the formation of gullies are downcutting 
and headcutting, which are forms of longitudinal (incising) erosion. At the site, these 
actions resulted in an erosional cut that is deeper than wide, with very steep banks and 
small beds.   It is found in an area with low density vegetative cover and soils that are 
highly erodible. Gullies are younger than streams in geologic age, and typically lack an 
ordinary high water mark (OHWM).  
 

This gully conveys storm water runoff downslope and off the site that is characterized 
by low volume, infrequent and short duration flows that only occur during and after 
precipitation events.   It can only be traced for approximately 200 linear feet southwest 
of the motocross track.  It is partially obscured by trash and green waste dumping.  
There is no evidence of recent flows or an OHWM along this gully.    
 

Drainage on the site is by overland flow or downslope movement of storm water runoff 
(sheet flow) originating on the hilltop.   From the top of the hill, the site drains downward 
in both south-to-north and north-to-south directions.   

 
2.3 Soils 
 

Review of the “Soil Survey of Western Riverside Area, California” revealed that the 
surficial soils on the site are included in the Cajalco-Temescal-Las Posas Association 
(Soils of the Southern California Coastal Plain).   Within this association, eight soil types 

were previously mapped on the site (Soils Map):  
 

o AtF3 – Arlington & Greenfield fine sandy loams, 15 to 35 percent slopes, 
severely eroded               

o CbF2 – Cajalco rocky fine sandy loam, 15 to 50 percent slopes, eroded 

3.0-30



 6

o HcD2– Hanford coarse sandy loam, 8 to 15 percent slopes, eroded 
o HfD – Hanford sandy loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes 
o LaE3 – Las Posas loam, 8 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded 
o MmB – Monserate sandy loam, 0 to 5 percent slopes 
o MnD2 – Monserate sandy loam, shallow, 5 to 15 percent slopes, eroded 
o RnE3 – Ramona & Buren loams, 5 to 25 percent slopes, severely eroded 

 
2.4 Vegetation Associations and Species Composition 
 

Based on the MSHCP Habitat Accounts in Volume 2 of the MSHCP, the Vegetation 
Associations present on the site are classified as Coastal Sage Scrub (2.2 acres) and 

Grasslands (6. 9 acres) (Biological Resources Map).    

 

The Coastal Sage Scrub Vegetation Association is distributed throughout Western 
Riverside County, occupying approximately 159,000 acres (12 percent) of the MSHCP 
Plan Area.  It is represented by three subassociations: Diegan coastal sage, 
Riversidean sage scrub and undifferentiated coastal scrub.   As with the vegetation 
growing on the site, Coastal Sage Scrub in Riverside County is contained in the 

Riversidean Sage Scrub Mapped Subassociation.  Riversidean sage scrub is the 
dominant sage scrub Mapped Subassociation in the MSHCP Plan Area, occupying 
approximately 10.3 percent (136,278 acres) of the Plan Area.    
 

Several disturbed patches of Riversidean sage scrub are growing on the site.  They 
are not continuously-growing due to previous clearing, grading and off-road vehicle 
disturbances.  Only the patch present in the southwest portion of the site is contiguous 
with similar sage scrub growing off the site.    These are the only areas on the site where 
the native vegetation was not removed at least 20 years ago, but have been reduced to 
remnants over time.  It does not exhibit viable habitat characteristics.    
 
The dominant sage scrub species is interior California buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum subsp. foliolosum).  Other sage scrub species include coastal sagebrush 
(Artemisia californica), sand pigmy-stonecrop (Crassula connata), common cryptantha 
(Cryptantha intermedia), California witch’s hair (Cuscuta californica var. californica), valley 
cholla (Cylindropuntia californica var. parkeri), brittlebush (Encelia farinosa), pine 
goldenbush (Ericameria pinifolia), rattlesnake spurge (Euphorbia albomarginata), yellow 
bush-penstemon (Keckiella antirrhinoides subsp. antirrhinoides),  valley lessingia 
(Lessingia glandulifera var. glandulifera), coastal deerweed (Lotus scoparius subsp. 
scoparius), wild cucumber (Marah macrocarpus), California wishbone bush (Mirabilis 
laevis), prickly pear cactus (Opuntia xvaseyi), spiny redberry (Rhamnus crocea), chia 
(Salvia columbariae), and white sage (Salvia apiana).  
 
The understory is mostly bare ground, but is comprised of a mix of native and non-
native species were present.  The most common species include common fiddleneck 
(Amsinckia menziesii var. intermedia), *shortpod mustard (Brassica geniculata), *brome 
 

_____________________ 
*Denotes non-native species 
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grasses (Bromus diandrus, B. hordeaceus and B. madritensis subsp. rubens), common 
cryptantha (Cryptantha intermedia), blue dicks (Dichelostemma pulchellum var. 
pulchellum), *filarees (Erodium botrys and B. cicutarium), California filago (Filago 
californica), miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor), seep monkey flower (Mimulus guttatus), 
slender pectocarya (Pectocarya linearis subsp. ferocula),  valley popcorn-flower 
(Plagiobothrys canescens), *annual bluegrass (Poa annua), *Russian-thistle (Salsola 
tragus), * and *rattail fescue (Vulpia myuros var. myuros). 
 

The Grasslands Vegetation Association occurs throughout most of Western 
Riverside County, and covers approximately 11.8% (154,421 acres) of the Plan Area.  

The Grasslands Vegetation Subassociation growing on the site is Non-native 

grasslands.   Non-native grasslands occur throughout the majority of the Plan Area 
(11.6%), usually within close proximity to urbanized or agricultural land uses.  
 
Non-native grasslands are primarily composed of annual grass and weed species 
introduced from the Mediterranean basin and other Mediterranean-climate regions with 
variable presence of non-native and native herbaceous species.   Species composition 
of Non-native grasslands may vary over time and place based on grazing or fire 
regimes, soil disturbance and annual precipitation patterns.  Non-native grasslands 
typically produce deep layers of organic matter which is inversely related to the 
abundance of non-native and native forbs.   Non-native grasslands also typically 
support an array of annual forbs from the Mediterranean-climate regions. Low 
abundances of native species are sometimes present within Non-native grasslands. 
These species usually include disturbance specialists with several different growth 
forms (e.g., subshrubs, succulents and herbaceous annuals).  
 

Patches of Non-native grasslands are scattered throughout all areas of the site where 
the native vegetation was previously cleared.  It is no longer continuously-growing, and is 
only contiguous with similar grasslands growing west of the west central portion of the 
site.  As the site has long been subjected to weed abatement requirements, the Non-
native grasslands are constantly growing under disturbed conditions.  It does not exhibit 
viable habitat characteristics.    
 
The site supports typical Non-native grasslands dominated by non-native species, 
including a limited mix of native forb species.  Species include common fiddleneck 
(Amsinckia menziesii var. intermedia), *shortpod mustard (Brassica geniculata), *brome 
grasses (Bromus diandrus, B. hordeaceus and B. madritensis subsp. rubens), *tocalote 
(Centaurea melitensis), common horseweed (Conyza canadensis), common cryptantha 
(Cryptantha intermedia), dove weed (Croton setigerus), *filarees (Erodium botrys and B. 
cicutarium), California filago (Filago californica),  *weedy cudweed (Gnaphalium luteo-
album), western sunflower (Helianthus annuus), telegraph weed (Heterotheca 
grandiflora), *foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum subsp. leporinum), *wild peppergrass 
(Lepidium virginicum var. virginicum), miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor), *cheeseweed  
 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
Scientific nomenclature after Roberts, Jr., Fred M., Scott D. White, Andrew C. Sanders, David 
E. Bramlet, and Steve Boyd.  2004.  
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(Malva parvifolia), *yellow sweet clover (Melilotus officinalis), seep monkey flower 
(Mimulus guttatus), *tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), slender pectocarya (Pectocarya 
linearis subsp. ferocula), valley popcorn-flower (Plagiobothrys canescens), *annual 
bluegrass (Poa annua), *Russian-thistle (Salsola tragus), *Mediterranean schismus 
(Schismus barbatus), *common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), *London rocket 
(Sisymbrium irio), *prickly sow thistle (Sonchus asper), *common dandelion (Taraxacum 
officinale), and *rattail fescue (Vulpia myuros var. myuros). 
 
Mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) and *Mediterranean tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima) were 
found growing along the wall adjacent to the residential subdivision located to the east. 
 
The soft shoulder of Smith Ranch Road has been landscaped with *kurrajong trees 
(Brachychiton populneus), *waxleaf privet (Ligustrum japonicum), *rose Iceberg (Rosa 
Iceberg), *society garlic (Tulbaghia violacea) and other nursery species.                                          

 
2.5 Wildlife Species Observed 

 
Wildlife is neither abundant nor diverse at the site due to the lack of suitable sage scrub 
and grasslands habitats.  Most of the species observed were birds foraging in the 
shrubs and on the ground.  They were all common and opportunistic species that 
inhabit urban areas. They include the side-blotched lizard (Uta stansburiana), mourning 
dove (Zenaida macroura), rock pigeon (Columba livia), greater roadrunner (Geococcyx 
californianus), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), western kingbird (Tyrannus 
verticalis),  black phoebe (Sayornis nigricans),  common raven (Corvus corax), bushtit 
(Psaltriparus minimus), house wren (Troglodytes aedon), northern mockingbird (Mimus 
polyglottos), white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia leucophrys), California towhee (Pipilo 
crissalis), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), 
California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi), and desert cottontail (Sylvilagus 
audubonii).  
 
Diagnostic animal signs were discovered on the site (e.g., mounds and burrows), and 
indicated the presence of Botta’s pocket gophers (Thomomys bottae), pocket mice 
(Perognathus sp.) and/or deer mice (Peromyscus sp.). 

 
2.6 Wildlife Movement Corridors 
  
Wildlife movement corridors link together areas of suitable wildlife habitat that are 
otherwise separated by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, by human disturbance, 
or by the encroachment of urban development.  Movement corridors are important as 
the combination of topography and other natural factors, in addition to urbanization, has 
fragmented or separated large open space areas.  The fragmentation of natural habitat 
creates isolated ‘islands’ of vegetation that may not provide sufficient area to 
accommodate sustainable populations and can adversely impact genetic and species 
diversity.  Wildlife movement corridors can often mitigate the effects of fragmentation by 
(1) allowing animals to move between remaining habitats, thereby allowing depleted 
populations to be replenished, (2) providing escape routes from fire, predators and 
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human disturbances, thus reducing the risk that catastrophic events such as fire or 
disease will result in population or local species extinction and (3) serving as travel 
routes for individual animals as they move within their home ranges in search of food, 
water, mates, and other needs. 
 
Wildlife movement activities usually fall into one of three categories: (1) dispersal 
(defined as juvenile animals moving from natal areas and individuals extending range 
distributions), (2) seasonal migration and (3) movements related to home range 
activities such as foraging for food or water, defending territories or searching for 
mates, breeding areas or cover.   A number of terms have been used in various wildlife 
movement studies, such as wildlife corridor, travel route, habitat linkage, and wildlife 
crossing, to refer to areas in which wildlife move from one area to another. 

 
Wildlife Movement on The Site 
 

The site is not providing a viable wildlife movement corridor for migrations, foraging 
movements or for finding a mate through this portion of Wildomar.  The site does not 
connect two or more core habitat areas that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated 
from one another.  There is very little permanent native live-in habitat present on the 
site.   Food and water resources, and/or places to take refuge are not substantial 
enough on this site to provide suitable habitats for most resident and/or migratory 
species.  The open space mitigation area located east of the site is however providing 
permanent native live-in habitat between Clinton Keith Road and Jackson Avenue, and 
a viable wildlife movement corridor  

 
2.7 Regulatory Agencies Considerations 
 

Although a discussion regarding regulated waters does not need to be included in a 
MSHCP Consistency Analysis, the following information is provided.  
 
The gully present on the site does not possess characteristics that meet the definition of 
a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) jurisdictional ‘water of the United States’.  In 
fact, it is classified as a Corps non-jurisdictional water because it is not a traditional 
navigable water or non-navigable tributary of a traditional navigable water that is 
relatively permanent where the tributary typically flows year-round or has continuous 
flow at least seasonally (typically three months).   It does not have the potential to 
significantly affect the chemical, physical and/or biological integrity of downstream 
traditional navigable waters such as Murrieta Creek or the Santa Margarita River.  As 
this gully is not jurisdictional to the Corps, it is also not under the jurisdiction of the San 
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board.    
 
Streams jurisdictional to the State of California do not include gullies.  The California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) defines a jurisdictional stream as: “a body of 
water that flows perennially or episodically, and that is defined by the area in which 
water currently flows or has flowed over a given course during the historic hydrologic  
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regime, and where the width of its course can reasonably be identified by physical or 
biological indicators.”   It then appears that the gully present on the site is not classified 
as a CDFW jurisdictional ‘water of the State’.    

 
SECTION 3.  MSHCP CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS 
 

3.1 Western Riverside County MSHCP 
 

Based on the final Western Riverside County MSHCP (adopted June 17, 2003), the 
four parcels of land comprising the project site are ‘Not A Part’ of cell criteria under the 

MSHCP (see Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP) Conservation Summary 

Report Generator attached).   They are not then located within a Cell, Cell Group or 
Sub Unit of the Elsinore Area Plan.  Therefore, conservation has not been described for 
this site.    
 
In addition, the site is not located within or along the boundaries of Western Riverside 
County Regional Conservation Agency (RCA) Conserved Lands or MSHCP 
Public/Quasi-Public Conserved Lands. The most proximate RCA Conserved Lands to 
the site are located approximately 0.45 miles to the north in the Sedco Hills. 
Public/Quasi-Public Conserved Lands are also located approximately 0.45 miles to the 
north in the Sedco Hills. 

 
3.2 Project Site Relationship to MSHCP Reserve Assembly 
 
As stated above, the site is not located within a designated Cell, Cell Group or Sub Unit 
of the Elsinore Plan.   The site is located across Clinton Keith Road from the closest 
MSHCP Conservation Area – Cell #5558 of Cell Group L’ of the Sedco Hills Sub Unit 
(SU4) of the Elsinore Area Plan:   
 
“Conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to the assembly of Proposed 
Linkage 8.  Conservation within this Cell group will focus on coastal sage scrub, 
grassland, riparian scrub, woodland and forest habitat.   Areas conserved within this 
Cell group will be connected to coastal sage scrub and grassland habitat proposed for 
conservation in Cell #5559 to the east, to coastal sage scrub habitat proposed for 
conservation in Cell #5456 also to the east and to existing Public/Quasi-Public lands in 
Cell Group K’ to the north.   Conservation within this Cell Group will range from 60%-
70% of the Cell group focusing in the northeastern portion of the Cell Group.” 
 
The site is located approximately 0.45 miles south of the northeastern portion of the 
Cell Group where conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of 
Proposed Linkage 8 (Sedco Hills/Wildomar).  The site then does not have a direct 
relationship to MSHCP Reserve Assembly. 

 
 
 

3.0-37



 13

3.3 MSHCP IMPLEMENTATION STRUCTURE 
 

In addition, Section 6.0 of the MSHCP, the MSHCP Implementation Structure, imposes 
all other terms of the MSHCP, including but not limited to the protection of species 
associated with riparian/riverine areas and vernal pools, narrow endemic plant species, 
urban/wildlands interface guidelines, and additional survey needs and procedures set 
forth in Sections 6.1.1, 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4, 6.3.2 and 6.4. 

 
Section 6.1.1 - Property Owner Initiated Habitat Evaluation and Acquisition 
Negotiation Strategy (HANS) 
 

As stated above, the site is not located within an area that has been identified in the 
MSHCP as an area where conservation potentially needs to occur.   A HANS 
Application will not then have to be reviewed pursuant to the MSHCP and City/County 
General Plans.   
 

The project is consistent with Section 6.1.1 of the MSHCP. 

 
Section 6.1.2 - Protection of Species Associated with Riparian/Riverine Areas and   

Vernal Pools 
 
Natural watercourses or riparian vegetation and habitat of any kind are not present on 
the site.   Therefore, based on the MSHCP definition of Riparian/Riverine Areas: “lands 
which contain Habitat dominated by trees, shrubs, persistent emergents, or emergent 
mosses and lichens, which occur close to or which depend upon soil moisture from a 
nearby fresh water source; or areas with fresh water flow during all or a portion of the 
year”, the biological functions and values of Riparian/Riverine Areas do not exist on the 
site.  Suitable habitats for the species listed under ‘Purpose’ in Volume 1, Section 6.1.2 
of the MSHCP are not present there.   
 
Kinds of natural-occurring or manmade aquatic features that could provide suitable 
habitats for endangered and threatened species of fairy shrimp are not present on the 
site (e.g., wetlands, vernal pools and swales, vernal pool-like ephemeral ponds, stock 
ponds, other human-modified depressions, tire ruts, etc.).    The biological functions 
and values of Vernal Pools do not exist on the site.  Suitable habitats for the species 
listed under ‘Purpose’ in this Section of the MSHCP are not present there.    
 
Other kinds of perennial or seasonal aquatic features that could be classified as 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are not 
present on the site (e.g., rivers, open waters, swamps, marshes, bogs, fens, etc.).  The 
site does not have a relationship to existing wetland regulations. 
 

The project is consistent with Section 6.1.2 of the MSHCP. 
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Section 6.1.3 - Protection of Narrow Endemic Plant Species 
 

Based on Figure 6-1 of the MSHCP, the site is not located within a Narrow Endemic 
Plant Species Survey Area.    
 

The project is consistent with Section 6.1.3 of the MSHCP. 

 
Section 6.1.4 - Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface 
 
As stated above, the site does not have a relationship to the assembly of Proposed 
Linkage 8.    
 
The project will not result in edge effects that will adversely affect the maintenance of 
large intact interconnected habitat blocks that provide Live-In and foraging Habitats for 
the species using Proposed Linkage 8, and east-west connections between Core 
Areas.  The site is not located within the 250-foot buffer used in the MSHCP to 
complete an edge analysis for indirect effects of land uses located adjacent to a 
MSHCP Conservation Area.   The project will not then be subject to Guidelines 
Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface for the management of edge conditions 
such as lighting, urban runoff, toxics, and domestic predators as presented in Section 
6.1.4 of the MSHCP, Volume 1, The Plan.    
 
The Guidelines Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface are intended to address 
indirect effects associated with locating development in proximity to the MSHCP 
Conservation Area, where applicable.   Prior to the approval of any project, the City of 
Wildomar will issue a list of conditions that must be satisfied.  Existing local regulations 
are generally in place that address the same issues presented in the Guidelines 
Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface section of the MSHCP such as lighting, 
urban runoff, toxics, and domestic predators.  Specifically, the City of Wildomar has an 
approved General Plan, Building Codes and Zoning Ordinances and polices that 
include mechanisms to regulate the development of land.  In addition, project review 
and impact mitigation that are currently provided through the California Environmental 
Quality Act process also addresses the same issues that regulate land development.   
Therefore, a project will not be approved that would result in indirect effects to a 
MSHCP Conservation Area. 
 

The project is consistent with Section 6.1.4 of the MSHCP. 

 
Section 6.3.2 - Additional Survey Needs and Procedures 
 

Based on Figures 6-2 (Criteria Area Species Survey Area), 6-3, (Amphibian Species 
Survey Area) and 6-5 (Mammal Species Survey Area) of the MSHCP, the site is not 
located in an area where additional surveys are needed for certain and/or in conjunction 
with MSHCP implementation in order to achieve coverage for these species.   
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The site is however located within the Burrowing Owl Survey Area (Figure 6-4 of the 
MSHCP).   As such, a Nesting Season Survey was completed by Principe and 
Associates, and is being submitted under separate cover to complete this MSHCP 
Consistency Analysis.   The following is a summary of that report:  
 

o  An independent assessment was made of the presence or absence of suitable 
burrowing owl habitats on the site and in a 150-meter buffer zone around the 
project boundary.  The assessment determined that the site and a portion of the 
buffer zone were providing suitable burrowing owl habitats consisting of large 
open expanses of sparsely vegetated annual grassland and lowland scrub on 
gentle rolling and level terrain with active small mammal burrows.  Critical habitat 
features capable of being used for roosting and/or nesting were also present, 
and included natural burrows and burrow complexes dug by California ground 
squirrels. 

 

o Five surveys were conducted between April 5 and July 7, 2016.  During the 2016 
nesting season surveys, burrowing owls were not observed.   Critical burrowing 
owl habitats capable of being used for roosting or nesting were not being used.   
And, animal signs diagnostic of burrowing owls that are sometimes overlooked 
were not discovered anywhere on the site or in the buffer zone.   There was no 
evidence of either active habitats presently being used by burrowing owls, or 
habitats abandoned within the last three years.    

 

o With completion of the Nesting Season Survey, the project is consistent with 
Species Conservation Objective 5 of the MSHCP that was developed for the 
burrowing owl.    

 

The project is consistent with Section 6.3.2 of the MSHCP.  
 
Section 6.4 - Fuels Management 
 
Fuels management focuses on hazard reduction for humans and their property.  Fuels 
management for human safety must continue in a manner that is compatible with public 
safety and conservation of biological resources.  Fuels management for human hazard 
reduction involves reducing fuel loads in areas where fire may threaten human safety or 
property, suppressing fires once they have started, and providing access for fire 
suppression equipment and personnel.  It is recognized that brush management to 
reduce fuel loads and protect urban uses and public health and safety shall occur 
where development is adjacent to the MSHCP Conservation Area.   
 
The site is not located in the vicinity of a MSHCP Conservation Area. The most 
proximate conservation area is Proposed Linkage 8, which is located approximately 
0.45 miles north of the site.  In accordance with existing policies, brush management 
will not be required for future development on the site.   2.2 acres of Riversidean sage 
scrub growing on the site with species that could create fuel loads will be removed. 
 

The project is consistent with Section 6.4 of the MSHCP. 
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SECTION 4.  THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE  

 
Thresholds of Significance are used by public agencies in the determination of the 
significance of environmental effects.   A Threshold of Significance is an identifiable 
quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect.  In  
general, exceeding Thresholds of Significance means the effect will be determined to 
be significant by the agency, while deceeding Thresholds of Significance means the 
effect will be determined to be less than significant. 

 
Impacts on biological resources resulting from the proposed project will be based on the 

following Levels Of Significance:   

 

o Potentially Significant Impact applies where a project is one that has the 
potential to (1) substantially degrade the quality of the environment, (2) 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, (3) cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self‐sustaining levels, (4) threaten to eliminate a 
plant or wildlife community, or (5) reduce the number or restrict the range of an 
endangered, rare or threatened Species (CEQA Section 15065(a)). 

 

o Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Measures Incorporated 
applies where a project proponent agrees to mitigation measures or project 
modifications that would avoid any significant effect on biological resources, 
and/or would mitigate the significant effect to a point where clearly no significant 
effect on biological resources would occur. 

 

o Less Than Significant Impact applies where the project creates no significant 
impact on biological resources. 

 

o No Impact applies where a project does not create an impact on biological 
resources.  

 
The Levels of Significance are then applied to a checklist of questions addressing 
biological resources to be answered during the initial assessment of a project.   The 
impacts on biological resources resulting from the proposed project have been 
analyzed and used to answer the checklist of questions on Thresholds of Significance. 

 
Threshold BIO A - Will the proposed 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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service? 

 
Answer: Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Measures Incorporated 

 
Sensitive biological resources extant and/or potentially occurring in the vicinity of that 
site were identified using the CNDDB.  The CNDDB was reviewed for all pertinent 
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information regarding the localities of known observations of sensitive species and 
habitats in the vicinity of the project site, and included data from CDFW, USFWS, 
CNPS, and the MSHCP.    
 
There was only one CNDDB record for a listed plant species, spreading navarretia, 
located within one mile of the site in 2003, but CNNDB notes that it has be extirpated by 
development since that time. There was one record for Coulter’s goldfields located 
within two miles south of the site in 1918, one record for smooth tarplant located within 
two miles southwest of the site in 2003 (possible extirpated) and one record for  long-
spined spineflower and one record for Parry’s spineflower located within two miles 
northeast of the site in 2006. Growing habitats for these species are not present on the 
site. 
 
Seven complete walk-over surveys were conducted on the site between March and July 
2015.  These surveys were conducted during the appropriate blooming periods for 
listed plant species.   Federal-, State-, CNPS-, or MSHCP-listed plant species were not 
identified on that site. 
 
Also note that three complete walk-over surveys were conducted on the site in June 
and July 2004.  The surveys were conducted with Zachary A. Principe, Plant Ecologist 
with The Nature Company.  Listed plant species were not identified on the site at that 
time. 
 
I conducted general surveys and focused plant and burrowing owl surveys at a site 
located at the southwest corner of the intersection of Clinton Keith Road and Elizabeth 
Lane, approximately 750 feet west of the subject site.   Over 20 surveys were 
conducted at that site over a six-year period (January - May 2005, September 2005, 
March - June 2006, August 2006, May 2008, and July - August 2010).   That site had 
similar loam and sandy loam soils and mixed Non-native grasslands and Riversidean 
sage scrub vegetation and habitats.  The soils and grasslands and sage scrub present 
on that site were however relatively undisturbed.   Listed plant species were not 
identified on that site. 
 
I have prepared biological studies on over 40 project sites located within three miles of 
the subject site.   I used the level of disturbance on those sites to determine whether 
conducting focused surveys was required or not.   Based on the level of disturbance at 
the subject site, focused plant surveys were not required. 

 
The onsite habitats do provide foraging habitats, but disturbing or destroying active 
nests is a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) as amended (16 U.S.C. 703 
et seq.).   In addition, nests and eggs are protected under the California Fish and Game 
Code Section 3503.  Removal of potential nesting habitat and/or destruction of nests 
during the breeding season are violations of the MBTA and California Fish and Game 
Code.  
 

3.0-42



 18

Nests of any kind were not discovered in the onsite grassland or sage scrub habitats 
during the seven surveys were conducted between March 30 and July 7, 2016.   
Therefore, compliance with the MBTRA and California Fish and Game Code is not 
required.  
 
The trees growing along the site’s south and west property lines are however providing 
potential nesting habitats, and are located within the buffer zone that could be impacted 
by construction activities occurring on the project site.   Compliance with the MBTA and 

California Fish and Game Code is required to avoid impacts (see Section 5. Project 

Design Features And Mitigation Measures That Will Reduce Impacts below). 
 

The site is not located within a Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area (NEPSSA) 
or a Criteria Area Species Survey Area (CASSA).   The most proximate NEPSSAs are 
#2 and #9.  Five of the seven species are restricted to clay and saline-alkali soils.   San 
Diego ambrosia occurs on open floodplain terraces or in the watershed margins of 
vernal pools, while San Miguel savory is primarily restricted to rocky, gabbroic and 
metavolcanic substrates in coastal sage scrub, chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
riparian woodland, and valley and foothill grassland at elevations from 120-1005 meters 
(393-3296 feet). 
 

The most proximate CASSA is #7.  Heart-leaved pitcher sage occurs on decomposed 
granitic soils in closed-cone coniferous forest, chaparral and cismontane woodland, 
while mud nama occurs on muddy embankments of marshes and swamps, and within 
lake margins and riverbanks. 

 
Threshold BIO B - Will the proposed project 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 

Wildlife or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 
Answer: No Impact  
 

Riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community are not present on the site. 

 
Threshold BIO C - Will the proposed project 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? 

 
Answer: No Impact  
 

Federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are not 
present on the site. 
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Threshold BIO D - Will the proposed project 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 areas? 

 
Answer: No Impact  
The site is not providing a viable wildlife movement corridor for migrations, foraging 
movements or for finding a mate through this portion of Wildomar.  The site does not 
connect two or more core habitat areas that would otherwise be fragmented or isolated 
from one another.   

 
Threshold BIO E - Will the proposed project conflict with any local policies or 

ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 

ordinance? 

 
Answer: No Impact  
 
City/County land use‐based conservation goals and policies are in place to protect: 
 

• the ecological and lifecycle needs of threatened, endangered, or otherwise 
sensitive species and their associated habitats;  

 

• the groundwater aquifer, water bodies, and water courses, including reservoirs, 
rivers, streams, and the watersheds located throughout the region, and to 
conserve and efficiently use water;   

 

• floodplain and riparian areas, wetlands, forest, vegetation, and environmentally 
sensitive lands; and, 

 

• native trees, specimen trees and trees with historical significance (heritage). 
 

The proposed project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources.  Biological resources protected by those policies or ordinances 
are not present on the site.   There are no trees growing on the site. 

 
Threshold BIO F - Will the proposed project conflict with the provisions of an 

adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

 
Answer: No Impact  
 
The project will not conflict with the provisions of the Western Riverside County 
MSHCP: 
 

Based on the final Western Riverside County MSHCP (adopted June 17, 2003), the 
parcel of land comprising the project site is ‘Not A Part’ of cell criteria under the 
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MSHCP.  It is not then located within a Cell, Cell Group or Sub Unit of the Elsinore Area 
Plan.  Therefore, conservation has not been described for this site.    
 
In addition, the site is not located within or along the boundaries of Western Riverside 
County Regional Conservation Agency (RCA) Conserved Lands or MSHCP 
Public/Quasi-Public Conserved Lands.   
 
The site is located approximately 0.45 miles south of the northeastern portion of the 
Cell Group where conservation within this Cell Group will contribute to assembly of 
Proposed Linkage 8 (Sedco Hills/Wildomar).  The site then does not have a direct 
relationship to MSHCP Reserve Assembly. 
 
The site is not located within an area that has been identified in the MSHCP as an area 
where conservation potentially needs to occur.   A HANS Application will not then have 
to be reviewed pursuant to the MSHCP and City/County General Plans.   
 
The biological functions and values of Riparian/Riverine Areas do not exist on the site.  
Suitable habitats for the species listed under ‘Purpose’ in Volume 1, Section 6.1.2 of 
the MSHCP are not present there.   
 
The biological functions and values of Vernal Pools do not exist on the site.  Suitable 
habitats for the species listed under ‘Purpose’ in this Section of the MSHCP are not 
present there.    
 

Kinds of perennial or seasonal aquatic features that could be classified as federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act are not present 
on the site.  The site does not have a relationship to existing wetland regulations. 
 
The site is not located within a Narrow Endemic Plant Species Survey Area. 
 
Future development at the site will not result in edge effects that will adversely affect 
the maintenance of large intact interconnected habitat blocks that provide Live-In and 
foraging Habitats for the species using Proposed Linkage 8, and east-west connections 
between Core Areas.  The site is not located within the 250-foot buffer used in the 
MSHCP to complete an edge analysis for indirect effects of land uses located adjacent 
to a MSHCP Conservation Area.   The project will not then be subject to Guidelines 
Pertaining to the Urban/Wildlands Interface for the management of edge conditions. 
 
The site is not located in an area where additional surveys are needed for Criteria Area, 
Amphibian or Mammal Species in conjunction with MSHCP implementation in order to 
achieve coverage for these species. 
 
The site is located within the Burrowing Owl Survey Area.   As the site and buffer zone 
are providing suitable habitats, a Nesting Season Survey was undertaken.  Five surveys 
were conducted between April 5 and July 7, 2016.  During the 2016 nesting season 
surveys, burrowing owls were not observed.   Critical burrowing owl habitats capable of 
being used for roosting or nesting were not being used.   And, animal signs diagnostic 

3.0-45



 21

of burrowing owls that are sometimes overlooked were not discovered anywhere on the 
site or in the buffer zone.  There was no evidence of either active habitats presently 
being used by burrowing owls, or habitats abandoned within the last three years.    
 
With completion of the Nesting Season Survey, the project is consistent with Species 
Conservation Objective 5 of the MSHCP that was developed for the burrowing owl.    
 
In accordance with existing policies, brush management will not be required for future 
development on the site.   The 2.2 acres of Riversidean sage scrub growing on the site 
with species that create fuel loads will be removed. 
 

In summary, the project will not create an impact on biological resources (Biological 

Resources/Project Footprint Map). 

 
SECTION 5. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES AND MITIGATION MEASURES THAT 

WILL REDUCE IMACTS 
 

Project Design Features  

 
A project-specific Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) will be prepared for a 
future project.   It will be prepared for Compliance with San Diego Regional Water 
Quality Control Board requirements.   The WQMP will also comply with Riverside 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District requirements for the 2010 Santa 
Margarita Region Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit which 
includes the requirement for the preparation and implementation of a project-specific 
WQMP.  
 
Best management practices (BMPs) will also be used to ensure that siltation and 
erosion are minimized during construction, and will be incorporated into the final design 
of a future project in order to ensure that water quality is not degraded.  Regular 
maintenance of the proposed BMPs will be provided by the project proponent to ensure 
effective operations of runoff control systems.  No disturbed surfaces will be left without 
erosion control measures in place from October 1 through April 15. 
 
As required by Riverside County, a site-specific storm drain system will also be 
designed and engineered for the future project site.   The basic concept will be that all 
of the storm water runoff generated by a future project will be directed to water quality 
basins or similar facilities where it will be treated.   
 
Final design of the project will also consider and comply with National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System Supplement “A”.   The project proponent will comply by 
developing and implementing a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. 
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Mitigation Measures 
 

To avoid impacts to nesting birds pursuant to the MBTA and California Fish and Game 
Code, the project proponent shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City of 
Wildomar Department of Planning that one of the following will be accomplished: 
 

o Clearing, grubbing and grading activities should be scheduled outside the 
nesting season to avoid potential impacts to nesting birds (September 1 to 
February 14 for songbirds / September 1 to January 14 for raptors). 

 
o Any construction activities that occur during the nesting season (February 15 to 

August 31 for songbirds; January 15 to August 31 for raptors) will require that all 
potential habitat be thoroughly surveyed for the presence of nesting birds by a 
qualified biologist before commencement of clearing.  If any active nests are 
detected, then a buffer of at least 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) will be 
delineated, flagged, and avoided until the nesting cycle is complete as 
determined by the biological monitor to minimize impacts. 

 
The USFWS and CDFW have issued permits pursuant to the federal Endangered 
Species Act and the California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
authorizing “Take” of certain species in accordance with the terms and conditions of the 
acts, the Western Riverside County MSHCP and the associated Implementing 
Agreement.  Under the acts, certain activities by the applicant will be authorized to 
“Take” certain species, provided all applicable terms and conditions of the acts, MSHCP 
and the associated Implementing Agreement are met. 
 
With the take permits issued to the County, 118 of 146 species covered by the MSHCP 
will be adequately conserved.  The MSHCP has addressed the Federal, State and local 
project-specific mitigation requirements for each of these species and their specific 
habitats.   The MSHCP will mitigate direct, indirect and cumulative impacts resulting 
from the take of these 118 adequately conserved species by establishing and 
maintaining a reserve system consisting of approximately 500,000 acres (347,000 
acres are currently within public ownership, and 153,000 acres are currently in private 
ownership).   Impacts to adequately conserved species will not require additional 
mitigation under the Endangered Species Act or the California Environmental Quality 
Act, but will require the following: 
 

o In Volume 3 of the MSHCP (Implementing Agreement), a Local Development 
Mitigation Fee (Section 4) has been established to assist in providing revenue to 
acquire and preserve vegetation communities and natural areas within Riverside 
County which are known to support threatened, endangered or key sensitive 
populations of plant and wildlife species.  Acquisition and preservation of these 
vegetation communities and natural areas will also benefit common species.   
Applicant/Owner will pay the Local Development Mitigation Fee for the 
development of the project or portions thereof to be constructed within the County 
(per Riverside County Ordinance 810).   
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o As the site is located within the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Mitigation Fee Area, 
Sunny Sage LLC will also pay the Stephens’ Kangaroo Rat Mitigation Fee (per 
Riverside County Ordinance 663.10). 

 
SECTION 6.  CERTIFICATION STATEMENT 

 
Original Report Date: September 24, 2016 
Revised Report Date: May 1, 2017 
 
I hereby certify that the statements furnished herein and in the attached exhibits present 
the data and information required for this MSHCP Consistency Analysis to the best of my 
ability, and that the facts, statements and information presented are true and correct to 
the best of my knowledge and belief. 
             
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                          Paul A. Principe 
                                                                                    _____________________________ 

                                                                               PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES 
                                                                                 Paul A. Principe 

                                                                                 Principal 
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SITE PHOTOGRAPH 1View of the northern portion of the site from on top of the hill. 

It is currently vacant and undeveloped with structures. Aerial 

photographs show that large portions of the site were cleared 

and graded over 20 years ago.   More recently, Smith Ranch  

Road was extended south of Clinton Keith Road.   

APNS 380-290-037, 038, 039, AND 040

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES
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SITE PHOTOGRAPH 2View of the southern half of the site from on top of the hill.  

A motocross track with jumps was developed in the southern 

half of the site.  It still remains on the site, and is still being 

used.  The site shows signs of illegal trespass and dumping, 

as well as regular motorcycle racing. PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES

APNS 380-290-037, 038, 039, AND 040
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SITE PHOTOGRAPH 3Close up of the motocross track with jumps.  As the 

former property owner lived out of state, this area was

developed for motocross racing by others, and has been 

in constant use for at least the last 13 years. 

APNS 380-290-037, 038, 039, AND 040

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES
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SITE PHOTOGRAPH 4The motocross track with jumps that was developed in the 

southern half of the site over 13 years ago still remains on 

the site, but is now showing signs of breaking down by the 

process of physical weathering.

APNS  380-290-037, 038, 039, AND 040 

PRINCIPE AND ASSOCIATES
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Attachment E-4

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST
For Biological Resources

(Submit Two Copies)

Case Number: ___________Lot/Parcel No. ____________EA Number_____________

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

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

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

9 9 9 9
b)   Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
endangered, or threatened species, as listed in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations
(Sections 670.2 or 670.5) or in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations (Sections 17.11 or 17.12)?

9 9 9 9
c)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Wildlife Service?

9 9 9 9
d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

9 9 9 9
e)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

9 9 9 9
f)  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?

9 9 9 9
g)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

9 9 9 9
Source:  CGP Fig. VI.36-VI.40

Findings of Fact: 

Proposed Mitigation:

Monitoring Recommended:
E-4.1
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