





















































































































































































http://www.cnps.org/inventory
https://www.rareplants.cnps.org/



http://wetland-plants.usace.army.mil/
http://wetland-plants.usace.army.mil/
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
https://www.fws.gov/media/gis-species-occurrence-data-updated-december-2024
https://www.fws.gov/media/gis-species-occurrence-data-updated-december-2024
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/



http://sbsc.wr.usgs.gov/cprs/research/projects/swwf/wiflrang.asp
https://www.usgs.gov/national-hydrography/national-hydrography-dataset
https://www.wrc-rca.org/species/survey.
https://www.wrc-rca.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Current_Status_of_Covered_Species_Not_Adequately_Conserved-REV2022.pdf
https://www.wrc-rca.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Current_Status_of_Covered_Species_Not_Adequately_Conserved-REV2022.pdf
https://www.wrc-rca.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Current_Status_of_Covered_Species_Not_Adequately_Conserved-REV2022.pdf
https://www.wrc-rca.org/habitat-conservation/
https://www.wrc-rca.org/habitat-conservation/
https://www.wrc-rca.org/










































































































Biological Resources and Jurisdictional Delineation Report for the Beaumont MDP Line 2 Project

Beaumont, California

Photo 47.

Drainage 3 starts
to channelize
outside of the
Survey Area
originating from
stormwater runoff
and sheet flow
from the railroad
and open lot to
the north and
northeast. Photo
is facing
northeast.

Chambers Group, Inc.
21501
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Biological Resources and Jurisdictional Delineation Report for the Beaumont MDP Line 2 Project

Beaumont, California

APPENDIX C — PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED

Scientific Name
ANGIOSPERMS (EUDICOTS)

Common Name

ADOXACEAE

MUSKROOT FAMILY

Sambucus nigra subsp. caerulea

blue elderberry

APOCYNACEAE

DOGBANE FAMILY

Trachelospermum jasminoides*

star jasmine

ASTERACEAE

SUNFLOWER FAMILY

Ambrosia psilostachya

western ragweed

Artemisia californica

California sagebrush

Artemisia douglasiana mugwort
Baccharis pilularis coyote brush
Baccharis salicifolia mule fat
Centaurea melitensis* tocalote

Centaurea solstitialis*

yellow star-thistle

Corethrogyne filaginifolia

sand-aster

Ericameria palmeri var. pachylepis

Palmer's goldenbush

Erigeron canadensis

Canada horseweed

Helianthus annuus

common sunflower

Heterotheca grandiflora

telegraph weed

Isocoma menziesii

coast goldenbush

Pseudognaphalium beneolens

fragrant everlasting

Pseudognaphalium sp.

cudweed

Stephanomeria pauciflora

wire lettuce

Xanthium strumarium

rough cocklebur

BORAGINACEAE

BORAGE FAMILY

Eriodictyon crassifolium

thick-leaved yerba santa

BRASSICACEAE

MUSTARD FAMILY

Brassica nigra*

black mustard

Brassica rapa*

field mustard

Hirschfeldia incana*

shortpod mustard

Raphanus sativus*

wild radish

Sisymbrium irio*

London rocket

CHENOPODIACEAE

GOOSEFOOT FAMILY

Salsola australis*

Russian-thistle

EUPHORBIACEAE

SPURGE FAMILY

Croton setiger

turkey-mullein

FABACEAE

LEGUME FAMILY

Acmispon glaber

deerweed

Lupinus bicolor

miniature lupine

GERANIACEAE

GERANIUM FAMILY

Chambers Group, Inc.
21501



Biological Resources and Jurisdictional Delineation Report for the Beaumont MDP Line 2 Project

Beaumont, California

Erodium sp. erodium
LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY
Salvia apiana white sage
Salvia mellifera black sage

Trichostema lanceolatum

vinegar weed

MYRTACEAE

MYRTLE FAMILY

Eucalyptus sp.* gum tree
PLANTAGINACEAE PLANTAIN FAMILY
Plantago major* ribwort

PLATANACEAE SYCAMORE FAMILY
Platanus racemosa western sycamore
POLYGONACEAE BUCKWHEAT FAMILY

Eriogonum elongatum

longstem buckwheat

Eriogonum fasciculatum

California buckwheat

Eriogonum gracile

slender woolly buckwheat

ROSACEAE ROSE FAMILY
Rhaphiolepis indica* Indian hawthorn
SALICACEAE WILLOW FAMILY

Populus fremontii

Fremont cottonwood

Salix gooddingii

Goodding's willow

Salix lasiolepis

arroyo willow

SIMAROUBACEAE

QUASSIA FAMILY

Ailanthus altissima*

tree of heaven

SOLANACEAE

NIGHTSHADE FAMILY

Datura wrightii

jimson weed

ANGIOSPERMS (MONOCOTS)

CYPERACEAE

SEDGE FAMILY

Cyperus eragrostis tall cyperus
POACEAE GRASS FAMILY
Arundo donax* giant reed
Avena fatua* wild oat

Bromus diandrus*

ripgut grass

Bromus madritensis

foxtail brome

Cynodon dactylon*

Bermuda grass

Hordeum murinum*

foxtail barley

Stipa pulchra purple needlegrass
GYMNOSPERMS

PINACEAE PINE FAMILY
Pinus sp. pine

*Non-Native Species

Chambers Group, Inc.
21501
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U.S Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) From Approved -

RAPID ORDINARY HIGH WATER MARK (OHWM) FIELD IDENTIFICATION DATA SHEET |  OMB No. 0710-OHWM
The proponent agency is Headquarters USACE CECW-CO-R. Expires: xx-xc-x000

AGENCY DISCLOSURE NOTICE

Thg public reporting burden for this collection of information, 0710-OHWM, is estimated to average 30 minutes per response, including the time for
reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of
information. Send comments regarding the burden estimate or burden reduction suggestions to the Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters
Services, at whs.mc-alex.esd.mbx.dd-dod-information-collections@mail.mil. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of

law, tu;no person shall be subject to any penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it does not display a currently valid OMB control
number,

Project ID#: 21501 ISite Name: Beaumont MDP Line 2 IDate and Time: 1/14/2025, 1030AM
E:ahon (latlong): 33 921353N 116.963417TW |Invastigator(s): Heather Madera and Austin Burke
Step 1 Site overview from remote and online resources Describe land use and flow conditions from online resources.
Check boxes for online resources used to evaluate site: Were there any recent extreme events (floods or drought)?
D gage data D LiIDAR geok,gic maps Survey Area receives water through flooding
Dclimaﬁc data satellite imagery D"”"d N eveqts that exnt'the culvert in the southern
_ _ portion of the site.
D aerial photos m topographic maps I:] Other:

Step 2 Site conditions during field assessment_ First look for changes in channel shape, depositional and erosional features, and changes in
vegetation and sediment type, size, density, and distribution. Make note of natural or man-made disturbances that would affect flow and
channel form, such as bridges, riprap, landslides, rockfalls etc.

The area around the southern culvert is heavily disturbed. The hillside shows some signs of erosion. There is an excess
amount of sediment and debris directly outside of the culvert. OHWM is clear as 1t exits the Project boun

Step 3 Check the boxes next to the indicators used to identify the location of the OHWM.

OHWM is at a transition point, therefore some indicators that are used to determine location may be just below and above the OHWM. From
the drop-down menu next to each indicator, select the appropriate location of the indicator by selecting either just below 'b’, at 'x’, or
just above "a' the OHWM.

OHWM. Go to page 2 to describe overall rationale for location of OHVWM, write any additional observations, and to attach a photo log.

Geomorphic indicators

. i . Channel bar: b erosional bedload indicators
ﬁ RIS a (e g, obstacle marks, scour,a
l:l on the bank D shelving (berms) on bar: smoothing, etc )
Secondary channels:
l:l undercut bank unvegetated b |:| ry chann

Sediment indicators

. vegetation transition
v (go to veg. indicators) . :
D Bier sediment transition g Sl devioit:b
: (go to sed Indicators) D Changes in character of soil:
2ok upper imit of deposition
D Shelving: D on bar m Mudcracks: b
Instream bedforms and other z
|:l shelf at top of bank % badiosd transport evidance: b Changes in particle-sized
distribution:
I:I e deposition bedload indicatars
(e g, imbncated clasts, b I:I transition from to
2 | sheets, et ;
I:I man-made berms or levees gz’d‘gnise(‘:sg epi{’ i D upper imit of sand-sized particles
other R, -
B nffles, steps, efc ). |:| silt deposits:
Vegetation Indicators
Change in vegetation type Exposed roots below
and/or density: A D forbs to intact soil layer: 2
Check the appropriate boxes and select I:I graminoids to Ancillary indicators
the general vegetation change (e g, Wracking]
graminoids to woody shrubs). Describe D w;;:ody el G e ;‘fmp"""" ol
the vegetation transition looking from Sniesw g ¥
the middie of the channel, up the |:| :‘re‘;‘:‘r‘:“s D Presence of large wood:
banks, and into the floodplain. coem LA D Leaf litter disturbed or
I:I p washed away:
D vegetation v i D Water staining
etation matted down 5
absent to an‘glor Eoar b

’:I moss to

I:I Weathered clasts or bedrock:

Other observed indicators? Describe: ]
Area is disturbed and gets a an excess amount of sediment and debris that flows through the culvert.

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2021 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. Page 1 of 4



Project ID #: 21501

Step 4 Is additional information needed to support this determination? E Yes X No If yes, describe and attach information to datasheet:

Step 5 Describe rationale for location of OHWM z : 3 -
There is a distinct cut in bank as waters are directed southeast through the culvert. The inundation is visible

through aerial imagery. Most of the area below the OHWM is bare ground and leaf litter. There is a large _
amount of sediment and debris in the bed of the channel. OHWM is approximately 21 feet wide and the B2B is
approximately 106 feet wide.

Additional observations or notes

Attach a photo log of the site. Use the table below, or attach separately.

Photo log attached? E‘ Yes D No If no, explain why not:
List photographs and include descriptions in the table below.
Number photographs in the order that they are taken. Attach photographs and include annotations of features.

Photo

Fknbier Photograph description

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2021 Page 2 of 4




OHWM Field Identification Datasheet Instructions and Flald Procedura

Step 1 Site overview from remote and online resources Complete Step 1 prior lo site visit.
Online Resources: Identify what information Is available for the site, Check boxes on datasheet next to the resources used to
assess this site.

a gage data o lopographic maps

b. aerial photos . geologic maps

c. satellite imagery u. land use maps

d. LIDAR h_ climatic data (precipitation and temperature)

Landscape context: Use the online resources fo put the site in the context of the surrounding landscape.
o Note on thie datasheet under Step 1:
I Overall laind use and change if known
Il Recent extreme events if known (e g., flood, drought, landslides, debris flows, wildfires)
b. Congider the following to fnform welghting of evidence observed during fleld visit
I. Whal physical charactenstics are likely to be observed In specilic environments?
ii. Was there a recent flood or drought? Are you expecling lo see recently formed or obscured indicators?
iii- How will land use affect specific stream characteristics? How natural is the hydrologic regime? How slable has the landscape been
over the last year, decade, century?

Step2  Site conditioins during the field assessment (assemble evidence)

a. |dentify the assessment area. d. Look for signs of recurring fluvial action.
b. Walk up and down the assessment area noting all i. Where does the flow converge on the landscape?
the potentinl OHWM Indicators. ii. Are there signs of fluvial action (sediment sorting,
¢. Nole broad frends In channel shape, vegetation, bedforms, etc.) al the convergence zone?
and sedime:nt charactenstics. e. Look for indicators on both banks. If the opposite bank is not
i. Is this a single thread or mult-thread system? accessible, then look across the channel at the bank.
Is this a stream-wetland complex? {. In Step 2 of the datasheet describe any adjacenl larid use or
ii. Are there any secondary and/or loodplain channels? flow conditions that may influence interpretation of each fine of
lin. Are there obvious man-made alterations to the system? evidence.
Iv. Are there man-made (e.g,, bridges, dams, culveris) or i. What land use and flow conditions may be affecting your ability
natural structures (e.g., bedrock outcrops, Large Wood to observe indicators at the site?
jams) that will influence or control flow? ii. What recent extreme events may have caused changes 1o the

site and affected your ability to observe indicators?
Step 3a List evidence

Assemble evidence by checking the boxes next to each line of evidence;
a. |f heeded, use a separate scratch datasheet
to check boxes next to possible indicators,

or check boxes of possible indicators in
pencil and use pen for final decision.

b. I using fillable form, then follow the
instructions for filling in the fillable form,

Cantext is important when assembling evidence. For instance, pool development may be
an indicator of interest on the bed of a dry stream, but may not be & useful indicator to take
note of in a flowing stream. On the other hand, if the pool is found in a secondary channel
adjacent te the main channel, it could provide a line of evidence for a minimum elevation of
high flows. Therefore, consider the site context when deciding which indicafors provide
evidence for identifying the OHWM Explain reasoning in Step 5.

Questions to consider while making observations and listing evidence at a site:

Geomorphic indicators Sediment and soil indicators Vegetation Indicators Ancillary indicators
Where are the breaks in slope? Where does evidence of Where are the significant transitions in Is there organic litter
Are there identifiable banks? soil formation appear? vegetaiion species, density, and age? present?

Is there an easlly identifiable Is there vegetation growing on the channel bed?

top of bank? Are there mudcracks present? Is there any leaf litter
Are the banks actively eroding? Ifno, how long does it take for the non-tolerant | disturbed or washed
Are the banks undercut? Is there evidence of sediment "'—‘9“?‘"’3 to establish relative to how often flows away?

Are the banks armored? sorting by grain size? Jeolr 1 e channgl?

Is the channel confined by Where are the significant fransitions in Is there large wood
the surrounding hillslopies? vegetation? deposition?

Are there natural or man-made

kestin and lEveas? Is the vegetation tolerant of flowing water?

Is there evidence of

Are there fluvial terraces? Has any vegetation been fiattened by Soudng waler staining?

Are there channel bars? water?

Are the following feature:s of fluvial transport present? In some cases, it may be helpful to explain why an indicaitor was NOT at
Ewdence of erosion. obstacle marks, scour, armoring the OHWM elevation, but found above or below, It can also be useful to
Bedforms, riffies, pools, steps, knickpoints/headcuts note if specific indicators (e.g., vegetation) are NOT present. For instance,
Evidence of deposition. imbricated clasts, gravel sheets, efc. note if the site has no clear vegetation zonation.

ENG FORM 6250, SEP z021 Page 3 of 4




Step 4

Step §

OHWM Field Identification Datasheet Instructions and Field Procedure

Step 3b  Weight each line of evidence and weigh body of evidence

Weight each indicator by considering its importance based upon: *Landscape context from Step 1 can help
a Relevance: determine the relevance, strength, and reliability

of the indicators observed m the field.
I ls this indicator left by low, high, or extreme flows?

Tips on how to assess the indicator relative to type of Tlow:
Consider tha elevation of the indicator relative fo the channel bed

Whal is the current flow level based on season or nearby gages?  “Information in Chapter 2 of the OHWM field manual

provides information on specific indicators which can
Consider the elevation of the indicator relative to the current flow assist in putting thesa in context and ining
I the stream is currentfy at baseflow and indicator is adjacent ta that, relevance, strength, and reliability.

then it s likely a low flow indicator The difference between high and
axtreme flow indicators can sometimes be difficult lo determine
Il Did recent extreme events and/or land use affect this indicator?
1. Recent floods may have left many extreme flow Indicators, or temporarily altered channel form.
Other resources will likely be needed to support any OHWM identification at this site. Field evidence of
the OHWM may have to wait for the site to recover from the recent flood.
2 Droughts may cause field evidence of OHWM to be obscured, because there has been an extended time since the last high flow
event There can be overgrowth of vegetation or deposition of material from surrounding landscape that can obscure indicators.
3. Both man-made (e g., dams, construction, mining activities, urbanization, agriculture, grazing) and natural (e.g,, fires, floods, debris
flows, beaver dams) disturbances can all alter how indicators are expected to appear at a site. Chapter 6 and Chapter 7 of the
OHWM field manual provides specific case-studies that can help in inlerpreting evidence at these sites.

b. Strength:

i Is this indicator persistent across the landscape?
1. Look up and downstream and across the channel to see if you see the same indicator at multiple locations.
2. Does the indicator occur at the same elevation as other indicators?

c. Reliability:

1. Is this indicator persistent on the landscape over Bme? VW this mdicator still persist across seasons?
1. This ¢an be difficult to determine for some indicators and may be specific to climatic region (in terms of persistence of vegetation)
and history of land use or other natural disturbances
2. Chapter 2, Chapter 6, and Chapter 7 of the OHWM field manual describes each indicator in detail and provides examples of areas
where indicators are difficult to interpret.

d. Weigh body of evidence:

i. Combine weights: infegrate the weighted line of evidence (relevance, strength, refiability) of each indicator.

li. For each of the observed indicalors, which are more heavily weighted? Where do high value indicators co-occur along the stream
reach? Do they co-occur at a similar elevation along the banks relative to water surface (or channel bed if there is no water).

iil. On datasheet, select the indicalors used to identify the OHWM. Information in Chapter 2 of the OHVWM field manual provides
descriptions of specific indicalors which can assist in putting these in context and determining relevance, strength, and relieability.

e.Talu:photngmphsotmmaomsMMhabngemnfmzddmmwmmamm.

| Annotate photos with descriptions of indicators.

Is additional information needed? Are other resources needed to support the lines of evidence observed in the field?
a. If additional resources are needed, then repeal steps 3a and 3b for the resources selected in Step 1 of assembling, weighting, and

weighing evidence collected from online resources. Chapler 5 of the OHWM field manual provides information on using online resources.

b. Any dala collected from online tools have strengths and weaknesses. Make sure these are clear when determining relevance, strength,

and reliability of the remotely collected data. Clearly describe why other resources were needed to support the lines of evidence cbeserved
in the field, as well as the relevance, strength, and reliability of the supporting data and/or resources.

¢. Altach any remote data and data analysis to the datasheet,

Describe rationale for location of OHWM:
a. Why do the combinalion of indicators represent the OHWM?
b. Ifthere are multiple possibilites for the OHWM, explain why there are two (or more) possibilities. include any relevant discussion on why

specific indicators were not included in the final decislon.

c. If needed, add additional site notes on page 2 of the datasheet under Step 5.

ENG FORM 6250, SEP 2021 Page 4 of 4




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: Beaumont MDP Line 2 City/County: Beaumont/Riverside County  Sampling Date: __10/03/25
Applicant/Owner: City State: CA Sampling Point: 2
Investigator(s): Austin Burke and Alisa Muniz Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):
Subregion (LRR): Lat: 33.921344N Long: 116.963400W Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Terrace escarpments NWI classification: Riverine

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation v _ . Soill_V¥Y __ or Hydrology v significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes____ No_ V¥
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i v
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No ~ Is the Sampled Area
. . "
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ vV No
Remarks:

Heavy flooding has made this area problematic. See below.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Fremont Cottonwood (Populus fremontii) 10 X FACW _ | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2. Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
_ _ 10 = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 66.7 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1. Mule Fat (Baccharis salicifolia) 15 X FAC Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. White Sage (Artemisia apiana) 5 Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) 30 X OBLspecies _ x1=__
4. Giant reed (Arundo donax) 3 FACW | FACW species 13 x2= 26
5. FACspecies 15 ~ x3=_ 45
__ 53  =Total Cover FACUspecies 10  x4=__ 40
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) UPL species X5=
1. Western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachva) 10 FACU | cojumn Totals: 38 (A) 111 B)
2.
3. Prevalence Index =B/A= 292
4. Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 _v_Dominance Test is >50%
6. v Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7. __ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' v Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
10 =Total Cover - yarophy E (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
2 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
_ 0  =Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 60 % Cover of Biotic Crust 0 Present? Yes _ vV No
Remarks:

This area is problematic. This portion of the Survey Area is heavily disturbed. There is an excess amount of sediment
and debris that has built up around the culvert within the Survey Area. Although wetland vegetation species are
present and clear channelization of the drainage occurs, hydric soils were not found within the excess of sediment.

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: 2

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks

0-1 7.5YR6/4 100 fine sand  Excess sediment built up

1-14 7.5YR5/4 100 coarse san Small amount of moisture in soil
14-18 7.5YR4/6 100 sandy clay _More moisture in soil

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

% ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) Depleted Matrix (F3)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Depressions (F8)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Vernal Pools (F9)

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

___ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)
__ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
__ Reduced Vertic (F18)

__ Red Parent Material (TF2)
__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Salt Crust (B11)

__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12)

_v Saturation (A3) __Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

v
v
_v_ Drainage Patterns (B10)

__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

v_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)
Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

__ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

__ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes _ Vv

(includes capillary fringe)

No _ ¥ Depth (inches):
No _ ¥ Depth (inches):

No Depth (inches): 1-18

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes

v No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

There is a build up of sediment and debris within the Survey Area right outside of the culvert which makes
this area problematic but the area should still be considered a MSHCP Riparian Habitat. MSHCP Riparian
Habitat is also located further downstream of the Project site as it connects to Potrero Creek.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: Beaumont MDP Line 2 City/County: Beaumont/Riverside County  Sampling Date: __10/03/25
Applicant/Owner: City State: CA Sampling Point: 3
Investigator(s): Austin Burke and Alisa Muniz Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):
Subregion (LRR): Lat: 33.922574N Long: 116.964379W Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Terrace escarpments NWI classification: NHD Stream

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation v _ . Soill_V¥Y __ or Hydrology v significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes____ No_ V¥
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i v
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No ” Is the Sampled Area
. . "
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ vV No
Remarks:

Heavy flooding has made this area problematic. See below.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Fremont Cottonwood (Populus fremontii) 5 FACW | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2. Arroyo Willow (Salix lasiolepis) 20 X FACW Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
_ _ __25  =Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33.4 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1. Giant reed (Arundo donax) 8 FACW | Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species 33 x2= 66
5 FAC species x3=
__8  =Total Cover FACUspecies 3 ~ x4=__ 12
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) UPL species 20 X5= 100
1. Western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachva) 3 FACU | cojumn Totals: 56 (A) 178 (B)
2. Star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis)
3. Ripgut (Bromus diandrus) 25 X Prevalence Index =B/A= ___ 3.17
4. Brome (Bromus madritensis) 20 X UPL | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5 __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. Prevalence Index is <3.0'
7. __ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' v Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
50 = Total Cover - yaropny g (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
2 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
_ 0  =Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 35 % Cover of Biotic Crust 0 Present? Yes No_ Vv
Remarks:

This area is problematic. This portion of the Survey Area is heavily disturbed. There is an excess amount of sediment and debris that
has built up throughout the channel. The area is dominated mostly by weedy vegetation with a patch of willow and reed but not
enough to be considered hydrophytic vegetation. Although some riparian vegetation species are present and clear channelization of
the drainage occurs, hydric soils were not found within the excess of sediment.
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SOIL

Sampling Point: 3

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks

0-1 7.5YR6/4 100 fine sand  Excess sediment built up

1-4 7.5YR5/6 100 coarse san Small amount of moisture in soil
4-18 7.5YR4/6 100 sandy clay _More moisture in soil

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

% ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) Depleted Matrix (F3)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Depressions (F8)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Vernal Pools (F9)

___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:
___ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

__ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)

__ Reduced Vertic (F18)

__ Red Parent Material (TF2)

__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No__ Vv

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Salt Crust (B11)

__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12)

_v Saturation (A3) __Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

_v Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)
__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

Drainage Patterns (B10)

__ Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

v
v
v

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes No _ ¥ Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes No _ ¥ Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes_ ¥ No Depth (inches): 1-18

(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes Vv No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

There is a build up of sediment and debris within the Survey Area which makes this area problematic. There
are mature riparian plants present but not enough to be considered hydrophytic vegetation.

US Army Corps of Engineers
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: Beaumont MDP Line 2 City/County: Beaumont/Riverside County  Sampling Date: __10/03/25
Applicant/Owner: City State: CA Sampling Point: 4
Investigator(s): Austin Burke and Alisa Muniz Section, Township, Range:

Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local relief (concave, convex, none): Slope (%):
Subregion (LRR): Lat: 33.924383N Long: 116.964911W Datum:

Soil Map Unit Name: Terrace escarpments NWI classification: NHD Stream

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (Ifno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation v _ . Soill_V¥Y __ or Hydrology v significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes____ No_ V¥
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i v
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No ” Is the Sampled Area
. . "
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ vV No
Remarks:

Heavy flooding has made this area problematic. See below.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. Goodding's willow (Salix gooddingii) 40 X FACW | That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2. Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4,
Percent of Dominant Species
_ _ 40 = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33.3 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 30 )
1. Giant reed (Arundo donax) 15 FACW | Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species x1=
4. FACW species 55 X2= 110
5 FAC species x3=
15 = Total Cover FACU species 15 x4 = 60
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 30 ) UPL species 25 X5 = 125
1. Western ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya) 15 FACU Column Totals: 95 (A) 295 B)
2. Star thistle (Centaurea solstitialis) 5
3. Ripgut (Bromus diandrus) 30 X Prevalence Index =B/A= __ 3.10
4. Brome (Bromus madritensis) 25 X UPL Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana) 5 __ Dominance Test is >50%
6 Prevalence Index is 3.0
7 __ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
v Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
80 = Total Cover - yaropny 9 (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: )
1. 'Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
5 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
_ 0  =Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 15 % Cover of Biotic Crust 0 Present? Yes No_ Vv
Remarks:

This area is problematic. This portion of the Survey Area is heavily disturbed. There is an excess amount of sediment and debris that
has built up throughout the channel. The area is dominated mostly by weedy vegetation with a patch of willow and reed but not
enough to be considered hydrophytic vegetation. Although some riparian vegetation species are present and clear channelization of
the drainage occurs, hydric soils were not found within the excess of sediment.
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SOIL

Sampling Point: 4

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc® Texture Remarks

0-1 7.5YR6/4 100 fine sand _ Excess sediment built up

1-18 7.5YR5/6 100 coarse san Small amount of moisture in soil

1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

% ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1) Sandy Redox (S5)

Histic Epipedon (A2) Stripped Matrix (S6)

Black Histic (A3) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) Depleted Matrix (F3)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Thick Dark Surface (A12) Redox Depressions (F8)
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) Vernal Pools (F9)

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

___ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)
__ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
__ Reduced Vertic (F18)

__ Red Parent Material (TF2)
__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:
Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No__ Vv

Remarks:

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

__ Surface Water (A1) __ Salt Crust (B11)
__ High Water Table (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12)
_v Saturation (A3) __Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)
__ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

v_ Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)
__ Other (Explain in Remarks)

__ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) __

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)

__ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)

_v Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)

_v_ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

_v_ Drainage Patterns (B10)

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
___ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

__ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes ___ No_ ¥ _ Depth (inches):
Water Table Present? Yes __ No_ ¥ _ Depth (inches):
Saturation Present? Yes_ ¥ No___ Depth (inches): 1-18
(includes capillary fringe)

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes Vv No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

hydric soils.

There is a build up of sediment and debris within the Survey Area which makes this area problematic. There
are mature riparian plants present but not enough to be considered hydrophytic vegetation and there are no
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