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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Acronym/Abbreviation Definition
ACOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
ASMD area-specific management directive
BCC Birds of Conservation Concern
BGEPA Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
BMP best management practice
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CESA California Endangered Species Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
City City of Santee
CNPS California Native Plant Society
County County of San Diego
CRPR California Rare Plant Rank
DBH diameter at breast height
EIR environmental impact report
FESA federal Endangered Species Act
FMZ fuel modification zone
GIS geographic information system
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan
IA Index of Abundance
MA Management Area
MCAS Marine Corps Air Station
MHPA Multi-Habitat Planning Area
MM Mitigation Measure
MSCP Multiple Species Conservation Program
NCCP Natural Community Conservation Plan
NCCPA Natural Community Conservation Planning Act
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
SDG&E San Diego Gas & Electric
SSC Species of Special Concern
SWPPP stormwater pollution prevention plan
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
WBWG Western Bat Working Group
WL Watch List
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Fanita Ranch Project (project or proposed project) totals 2,670.67 acres, including 2,638.07
acres on site and 32.60 acres off site. The project consists of a new housing development and an
open space Habitat Preserve. The final acreage included in the Habitat Preserve totals 1,650.38
acres, and includes the proposed trails within the Habitat Preserve (10.52 acres), a portion of the
San Diego Gas & Electric access road within the Habitat Preserve (6.88 acres), and all on-site
temporary impact areas (114.47 acres) (see Table ES-1).

Table ES-1

Fanita Ranch Project Components Summary

Category On-Site Acreage Off-Site Acreage! Total Acreage
Impact Neutral Total 77.20 — 77.20
Habitat Preserve Total 1,518.50 — 1,518.50
Temporary Impact Total 114.47 7.29 121.75
Permanent Impact Total? 927.90 25.32 953.22
Grand Total 2,638.07 32.60 2,670.67

Notes: Totals may not sum due to rounding.

1 “Off-Site” includes the impacts associated with the Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia Avenue road extensions.

2 Permanent impacts from 10.52 acres of proposed trails and 6.88 acres of the San Diego Gas & Electric access road will be included in the

final Habitat Preserve.
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Purpose of the Report

The purpose of this biological resources technical report is to (1) describe the existing conditions
of biological resources within the Fanita Ranch Project (project or proposed project) area in terms
of vegetation, jurisdictional aquatic resources, flora, wildlife, and wildlife habitats; (2) analyze the
project’s potential impacts to biological resources and explain their significance in view of federal,
state, and local laws and policies; and (3) recommend mitigation measures for potential impacts to
sensitive biological resources, if necessary. Mitigation recommendations would follow federal,
state, and local rules and regulations, including the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
and the Draft Santee Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan (City of
Santee 2018).

1.2 Project Background

The project area has been subject to environmental review and land use planning for the past 40
years. At the time of incorporation of the City of Santee (City) in 1980, the project area was
designated in the County of San Diego Community Plan for development of approximately 14,000
dwelling units. In early 1983, the Carlton Santee Corporation filed a development application with
the City for 606 single-family dwelling units, 21 open space lots, and 3 recreational vehicle storage
lots on 213.2 acres of the Fanita Ranch property. An environmental impact report (EIR) (State
Clearinghouse No. 83113005) was prepared for that project in October 1983, and the City Council
approved the project as Units 1-4 on April 11, 1984, and Unit 5 on October 10, 1984. However,
prior to the development of any approved tracts, the property was sold to Genstar Southwest Tracy
LLC. Thereafter, the tracts’ approval expired.

In 1984, the City adopted its first General Plan. The Santee General Plan designated Fanita Ranch
for a maximum of 8,100 dwelling units (City of Santee 1984). The property owner and the City
initiated preparation of a Specific Plan by forming a Fanita Ranch Task Force to review
background information, tour the project area, and prepare a statement of goals and objectives for
development of the property. In 1986, the task force’s 17 “Essential Elements” were adopted as
General Plan requirements for development of Fanita Ranch. The 17 Essential Elements were
amended to 16 Essential Elements in May 1990 and were amended again in October 1995. In 2003,
during the comprehensive update effort for the City’s General Plan 2020, the 16 Essential Elements
were revised and adopted as 16 “Guiding Principles” for the development of Fanita Ranch.

In 1987, the property was sold to American General Land Development, whose partner, American
Newland, began processing a Specific Plan for approximately 3,000 units with a hotel and a golf

7490
1 May 2020



Biological Technical Report for the Fanita Ranch Project

course, but later withdrew the application. American General Land Development was the active
partner from 1993 through 1997.

In August 1997, Fanita Ranch was sold to Westbrook Communities. Westbrook Communities’
local subsidiary, Westbrook Fanita Ranch LP, filed a Specific Plan application in 1997 to develop
3,000 detached single-family dwelling units, a golf course with an inn, a community park and a
neighborhood park, two school sites, a neighborhood commercial center, and a “special purpose”
area. The project’s Final EIR was published in December 1998 and certified by the City Council
on May 12, 1999, for the approved Alternative Design D for 3,000 dwelling units. The City
Council subsequently adopted the Specific Plan and General Plan Amendment. In a special
election in November 1999, City residents voted against the City Council’s approval of the Fanita
Ranch Project (Ballot Measures A and B). In this same election, the voters did not approve a
potential tax increase to preserve the Fanita Ranch property as open space (Ballot Measure C).

In 2004, an initiative (Proposition X) was filed with the City Clerk that proposed to amend the
Santee General Plan to restrict and limit development on the Fanita Ranch property. This initiative
was defeated by voters in February 2005.

Prior to the current project (i.e., proposed project), the most recent application for development on
the project area was filed in 2005 by then property owner Barratt American Inc. to submit a Vesting
Tentative Map and Development Review Permit for a 1,380 single-family dwelling unit
development on approximately 969 acres. The proposed development included 4 villages, 15 live-
work units, commercial and mixed-use space, parks, and open space. The City Council certified
the Final EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2005061118) and approved the project in 2007.

From 2008 through 2012, the approvals were subject to litigation. Ultimately, portions of the 2007
Final EIR’s analysis of the project’s potential impacts related to biological resources and water
supply, as well as a Revised EIR on the single issue of fire safety adopted by the City in 2009,
were found inadequate (Preserve Wild Santee, et al. v. City of Santee, et al. [2012] 210 Cal.App.4th
260; Preserve Wild Santee, et al. v. City of Santee, et al., San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-
2009-00097042-CU-TT-CTL). In 2013, the City set aside the certification of the 2007 Final EIR
and 2009 Revised EIR and vacated related project approvals.

In August 2018, the current owner of the property, HomeFed Fanita Rancho LLC, and JWO Land
LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of HomeFed Fanita Rancho LLC, submitted a complete
application that modified the project.

In addition to the long history of land use planning, the project area has been a key part of the
City’s participation in the Final MSCP Plan (MSCP Plan). The MSCP Plan calls for the
preservation and management of approximately 900 square miles in the southwestern County of
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San Diego (County). The MSCP Plan and EIR/Environmental Impact Statement was adopted in
August 1998 (City of San Diego 1998). It outlined a comprehensive regional habitat preserve
system and established minimum conservation and management requirements for identified
species. The City amended its General Plan to require that future development within the City be
consistent with the MSCP Plan and the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan. The City is in the process
of obtaining approval of its Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, which is divided into six subunits,
including the Fanita Ranch Subunit.

During the process of development approvals, the project has become less impactful to land,
habitat, and species. The development bubbles included in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area
(MHPA) map that is part of the 1998 MSCP Plan impacted approximately 1,224 acres, including
1,140 acres of habitat, 18 coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) pairs,
22 western spadefoot (Spea hammondii), also known as western spadefoot toad, locations, 58 acres
of Hermes copper butterfly (Lycaena hermes) habitat, and 53 vernal pools and road ruts, 43 of
which supported San Diego fairy shrimp (Branchinecta sandiegonensis). The 2007 Barratt
American project (approved under CEQA by the City Council) included three development
bubbles and impacted approximately 1,112 acres of habitat, 17 California gnatcatcher pairs, 19
western spadefoot locations, 56 acres of Hermes copper butterfly habitat, and 58 vernal pools and
road ruts, 47 of which supported San Diego fairy shrimp (this version of the project included an
approximately 200-acre off-site mitigation component). The currently proposed project includes
two development bubbles and impacts approximately 988.77 acres of on- and off-site sensitive
habitats, 14 California gnatcatcher use areas, 14 basins occupied by western spadefoot, 53 acres
of Hermes copper butterfly suitable habitat, and 111 vernal pools and road ruts (0.41 acres), 34 of
which support San Diego fairy shrimp. The current project also includes fewer impacts to special-
status plants, larger wildlife movement corridors, and an approximately 900-acre block of
contiguous open space contained within the Habitat Preserve and connected to other preserves
within the vicinity.

The Preserve Management Plan (PMP), Appendix P of this report, was prepared specifically for
the proposed project and is intended to address issues raised in prior court rulings in connection
with the previously approved project (2007 Barratt American Inc.). As discussed above, with
regard to biology, the rulings concluded that the previous EIR did not include substantial evidence
to support a conclusion that impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino)
would be mitigated to below a level of significance. The court of appeal opinion in particular
indicated that the EIR lacked:

e A description of the actions needed for active management of Quino checkerspot butterfly
within the Habitat Preserve.
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e Specific performance standards or other guidelines for active management without
utilizing prescribed burns or grazing in the Habitat Preserve, given the City’s decision not
to permit prescribed burns or grazing.

¢ Timing and specific details for implementing Quino management activities, which were
subject to the discretion of the Preserve Manager based on prevailing environmental
conditions, and which consequently led to these activities not being guaranteed to occur at
any particular time or in any particular manner.

e An explanation of why performance standards or providing guidelines for the active
management was impractical or infeasible at the time the EIR was certified.

Although there is not yet a generally accepted management protocol for the Quino checkerspot
butterfly, this Plan includes habitat management requirements and activities known to benefit the
species (i.e., habitat connectivity; Argentine ant and invasive plant species removal; and reduction
in off-roading activity, grazing, and fire), based on the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan and the
USFWS Recovery Plan for Quino checkerspot butterfly (March 2019 Draft Amendment). The
PMP will implement these strategies as the key to long-term conservation success for this species.
The following table compares the prior project’s Quino checkerspot butterfly mitigation program
addressed by the courts with the current proposed program.
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Table 1-1

Comparison of Management Actions Between the 2020 Preserve Management Plan and the 2007 Draft HMP

Management
Actions 2020 Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P) 2007 Draft HMP
Plans Completed | Adoption of several detailed Mitigation Plans. Draft HMP (only). The 2007 Biological Technical Report states that the Plans
will be prepared, but no other mitigation plans were included in submittal.
Vegetation * Removal of non-native grasses, weedy material, and duff layers by hand- e The Draft HMP include prescribed burns and grazing which are not
Management weeding, mowing, or with herbicide (See Section 4.2.3 of Appendix P). permitted by the City: periodic fire or alternative vegetation
e Augmenting the annual host and nectar plant through seeding (See management techniques such as managed grazing would keep the
Section 3.7 of Appendix P). Host plant species are included in the plant habitat open and suitable for the Quino.
pallets of the Upland Restoration Plan (See Appendix Q of this report). e Does not identify where habitat enhancement actions to promote
Figure 7a of Appendix P includes the high priority recommended areas for appropriate Quino habitat would occur.
host plant enhancement.
Adaptive o Initiated whenever there is a significant disturbance of suitable habitat of e Contingency measures with performance standards for remedial
Management more than 20%, or if field observations and expert judgment indicate a actions in enhancement treatment areas are left to the discretion of
change in management approach is needed (See Section 4.2.6.2 of the preserve manager.
Appendix P). « Identifies Argentine ant as a threat, but does not include a measure
o [finvasive plant species exceed 10% total vegetated cover, or have for control.
increased by 25% or more since the previous survey, implement invasive
species control measures (See Section 4.2.6.2 of Appendix P).
o Includes Argentine ant monitoring and control measures (See Section
4.2.7.3 of Appendix P).
Surveys e Every 5 years, a qualified biologist will perform focused surveys for Quino e Surveys are included but lacked threats assessment.
checkerspot butterfly (See Section 4.2.5 of Appendix P). » Annual reconnaissance survey by preserve manager with
e Every 3 years, a habitat evaluation and threats assessment will be opportunistic surveys by plant and wildlife specialists every 5 years,
conducted (using San Diego Management and Monitoring Program and potential new species issues to be surveyed every 10 years.
protocol) focusing on the quality of host plants (invasive species, changes Opportunistic surveys are defined as those that take place during
in vegetation type cover resulting from alteration of fire regime and/or ideal weather conditions (i.e. good rainfall year) and would include
climate change) as it pertains to the habitat needs of Quino checkerspot Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys.
butterfly. If multiple populations exist, a threats assessment will be
conducted for each occurrence (See Section 4.2.5 of Appendix P).
Access Control If human activity (e.g., trail use) occurs in the vicinity of previously occupied habitat, | Includes installation of fencing along certain trails, which will deter access to

evaluate the potential need for exclusionary fencing and signage for larvae
locations, and implement where potential for human ingress exists (See Sections
4.2.6.2 and 4.4.2.4 of Appendix P).

an area in the Habitat Preserve where a Quino checkerspot butterfly was
once observed.
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Table 1-1

Comparison of Management Actions Between the 2020 Preserve Management Plan and the 2007 Draft HMP

Management
Actions 2020 Preserve Management Plan (Appendix P) 2007 Draft HMP
Establishment of o Implementation of the proposed project would provide an in-perpetuity e Includes acquisition of off-site lands containing Quino checkerspot
the Habitat managed Habitat Preserve with connectivity to current Quino checkerspot butterfly suitable habitat. However, no mention of management for

Preserve Benefits

locations occurring outside the project area (see Figure 5-3b of this report).
o Funding of the PMP will occur through the HOA, supported by a dormant
Community Facilities District or comparable funding mechanism pursuant
to the 2008 U.S. EPA Compensatory Mitigation Rule (Section 1.4.2).
o Reduction of invasive species and off-roading vehicle use within the
Habitat Preserve (See Sections 4.2.3 and 4.5 of Appendix P).

the species on these off-site lands.

e Funding was not guaranteed: Implementation of the enhanced
habitat management program depends on funding from public
sources. Most of those funding sources have not been identified at
the time of printing, and while the enhanced management program
has not yet committed to funding from any one source, it appears
there will be substantial opportunities as the regional habitat
management issue is resolved and leveraged regional public funds
become available.

¢ Reduction of invasive species and off-roading vehicle use within the
Habitat Preserve.

Management
Activities

e Currently, the Habitat Preserve contains enough suitable habitat
(approximately 1,096 acres) to mitigate for impacts to suitable habitat at a
1.9:1 ratio. This alone is considered beneficial to the species (See Section
3.4 of Appendix P).

o The PMP outlines the mandatory strategies and triggers for when the
Preserve Manager should implement the actions listed above and their
corresponding Sections in the Plan. It is infeasible to determine which
activities will be required within Habitat Preserve, due to unforeseeable
changes to environmental conditions; therefore, the approach taken in the
Plan is to allow the Preserve Manager a degree of flexibility to implement
necessary actions (Section 5).

e Preserve would include 882 acres of modeled suitable habitat,
mitigation occurring at a 0.89:1 ratio.

e Timing and specific details for implementing Quino management
activities not articulated, and subsequent activities were subject to
the discretion of the Preserve Manager based on prevailing
environmental conditions.

Agency Input

o Informally met with USFWS on numerous occasions and implemented
feedback where applicable into the EIR, especially with regards to trail
usage and removal within the Habitat Preserve.

Included agency input into the Subarea Plan, but not the EIR.
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1.3 Project Description

The project area totals approximately 2,638 acres, not including an off-site road impacts that total
approximately 32.60 acres. The off-site road would extend Cuyamaca Street north into the project,
adding a secondary access route. There would also be an extension of Magnolia Avenue included in
the off-site road impacts. The project development area includes village development, basins, fuel
modification, community farm, grading buffers, roads, water tanks, manufactured slopes, roads, and
a special-use area within the open space. The remaining portion would continue to function as open
space, including a 1,650-acre open space hardline Habitat Preserve, which includes all on-site
temporary impact areas, a San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) access road, and proposed trails and
77.20 acres of impact-neutral areas, which include a passive park, riparian areas surrounded by
development, and the fuel modification zone (FMZ) adjacent to existing development.

1.3.1 Fanita Ranch Components

The proposed project would be a new community consisting of approximately 2,949 housing units
with a school, or 3,008 units without a school, and up to 80,000 square feet of commercial uses,
parks, open space areas, and agriculture uses. Development in the proposed project would be
clustered into three villages to preserve natural open space areas, drainages, and key wildlife
corridors. The three villages would be named according to their design theme: Fanita Commons,
Vineyard Village, and Orchard Village. Each village would be defined by its location, unique
physical characteristics, and mix of housing types and uses. The Habitat Preserve applies to open
space areas outside the limits of development, but includes specific revegetated slopes at the edge
of the development area. Each village/development area and key project component are
summarized below.

Fanita Commons

Fanita Commons would serve as the main common village for the proposed project and would be
located in the northwestern portion of the site. With the Farm (see below) as its focal point,
orchards, vineyards, fields, and an event barn would serve as defining elements of this village. The
Village Green, which would be adjacent to the Farm, would provide the main community gathering
space. This public gathering space would serve as an extension of the Farm, allowing the Farm’s
activities, such as farmers markets and harvest festivals, to spill into the Village Center. Fanita
Commons would feature wide sidewalks, shared parking facilities, and a large Community Park
at its western end. The mixed-use Village Center would allow for commercial, residential,
recreational, and civic uses, including a new fire station site, an active adult community, and a
congregate care facility. The approximately 19-acre school site would accommodate up to 700
students. Fanita Commons would also consist of approximately 768 residences ranging from
apartments to townhomes and condominiums to small single-family clusters. The southern section
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of Fanita Commons would border a natural riparian area that would include a trail system and
bridge to connect the Village Center to the Farm and Orchard Village to the south.

Orchard Village

Orchard Village, directly south of Fanita Commons, would include orchards that extend from the
Farm and would serve as the village’s defining design element. Orchard Village would be
geographically and topographically separated from Fanita Commons by open space and a linear
riparian area, but would be physically connected by roadways, trails, and a pedestrian bridge. The
village would consist of approximately 855 residences of varying densities and housing types.
Densities would be arranged such that the highest densities would be located at the center of
Orchard Village and adjacent to two neighborhood parks. A linear park would be located along
the northern boundary of Orchard Village, south of the linear riparian area. Mini-parks would be
scattered throughout the low-density residential housing along the outskirts of the village. The
Farm would border Orchard Village to the northeast. The extension of Fanita Parkway would serve
as the southwestern entrance to this village. The extension of Cuyamaca Parkway would serve as
the southeastern entrance to Orchard Village and connect to new roadways, Street A and Street W,
in the village. Both roadways would function as connections between the villages and to the rest
of the City.

Vineyard Village

Vineyard Village, located in the northeastern portion of the project area, would be the largest of
the three villages. It would include vineyards that extend from the edge of the Habitat Preserve up
the slopes along the village access roads. The rising vineyards would highlight the topographical
change from Fanita Commons to the top of Vineyard Village. This village would be separated
from the other two villages by a Habitat Preserve corridor, which would serve as a wildlife corridor
to native species. Access to the village would be from Street V and Street W, which would connect
to the other two villages. Consisting of approximately 1,326 residences, Vineyard Village would
include a variety of parks and neighborhoods ranging from multifamily residences to townhomes.
The highest density residences would be located adjacent to a 5-acre neighborhood park and
Village Center uses, which would serve as the central point for the village. Open space with water
quality basins and several mini-parks would be placed throughout the village. Many parks in
Vineyard Village would serve as trailheads to the trail system within the proposed project.

Habitat Preserve

More than half of the project site (approximately 1,650 acres, or approximately 63%) would be
preserved as permanent open space, known as the Habitat Preserve. The Habitat Preserve applies
to open space areas outside the limits of development, including specific revegetated slopes at the
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edge of the development area. The bulk of the open space area, an approximately 900-acre block,
is located in the southern portion of the project area. This area currently includes a complex,
approximately 35-mile system of private dirt roads and trails, many of which are subject to frequent
unauthorized off-road vehicular traffic and unauthorized human activities that have been
detrimental to the sensitive habitats in the Habitat Preserve. The biological areas in the Habitat
Preserve would be conserved, managed in perpetuity, and protected through permanently funded
management plans and funding mechanisms. Areas between and surrounding the villages were
selected to be in the Habitat Preserve based on the high-quality habitat and the opportunity to
provide wildlife movement corridors in these locations. Permitted uses within the Habitat Preserve
would include water quality features, water reservoirs and pump stations, utilities and utility access
roads, trails, and revegetated slopes. Restoration and management of the Habitat Preserve would
be done as prescribed by the Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) design guidelines
and standards and the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan (City of Santee 2018). In the event the
project proceeds before the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan is completed, the same Habitat
Preserve and permanent management will occur.

Wildlife connectivity would be maintained by including an interior corridor that is approximately
1,200 feet wide, a northern corridor that is generally 1,400 feet wide, and a western boundary
corridor that is mostly approximately 1,000 feet wide. Within the Habitat Preserve, lighting would
be directed toward development and shielded away from the Habitat Preserve, trails would not be
in use from dusk to dawn, pets must be on leashes, the trails would only be used for hiking and
biking with the exception of the extreme northeastern trail (an approximately 1,200-foot-long
section) that is already established for equestrian use, and temporary closures may be implemented
to prevent adverse impacts to vegetation communities and species within the Habitat Preserve.
Streets V and W, which would connect the Vineyard Village to Fanita Commons and Orchard
Village, would not include permanent lighting, but instead would use temporary safety lighting
along the pedestrian trail for pedestrian safety. The lighting would be button started with a timer
shut-off delay such that lighting will not permanently be on at night, but only on when needed for
pedestrian safety. These roads will also not have curbs and the road base will be tinted to
approximate the reddish clay soils in the vicinity.

The Farm

The Farm would be designed to be a community focal point of the proposed project. The
approximately 27-acre site would be along the eastern border of Fanita Commons near the center
of the entire development. The Farm would include a large barn that would set the architectural
theme of the community and provide a venue for special events and the Farm’s operations. The
Farm would be a working farm and would include terraced vegetable fields, pasture lands, limited
housing for employees, raised gardens, and small-scale animal husbandry. A community-
supported agriculture program, where the consumer receives produce on a regular basis, would be
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offered. Food grown on the Farm would be distributed to local schools, restaurants, and other
institutional facilities, such as congregate care and assisted living facilities.

Special Use

The Special Use land use designation would apply to an approximately 32-acre site located in the
southwestern corner of the project area east of Fanita Parkway. The site was previously graded for
a City park; however, geotechnical conditions made the site unsuitable for park development. This
portion of the site falls within the notification area for Gillespie Field and has a height restriction,
limiting its development potential. Retail sales and residential uses, other than one caretaker unit,
would not be permitted in the Special Use area. Potential uses could include a solar farm,
recreational vehicle and boat storage, aboveground agriculture without irrigation, or other similar
uses not exceeding a height of 35 feet. A 1.60-acre mini-park would be located along the eastern
perimeter of the Special Use area and would provide trail staging and parking areas for trail users
on the project area. Buffering would be required adjacent to existing off-site residences to preserve
neighbor privacy. Parking required for any proposed use would be provided on site to discourage
parking on existing residential roads. Access would be provided from Carlton Hills Boulevard.

Parks and Open Space

Parks would be distributed throughout the development to provide active and passive recreational
opportunities and gathering spaces within walking distance of all residences. Some of the areas
designated for mini-parks would also provide trail access and serve as the primary access point to
the trail system in the Habitat Preserve. Permitted building types would be limited to community
buildings. Every park except the Community Park would be maintained by the homeowners
association, and every City resident would have access to the parks.

Areas designated as open space include brush management areas (FMZs) at the edge of
development, slopes adjacent to roads and within the villages, trailheads, water quality basins,
water tanks and pump stations that would be dedicated to and maintained by the Padre Dam
Municipal Water District, and two riparian areas in Fanita Commons. These areas would be
maintained and managed by the homeowners association or the Habitat Preserve management
entity (unless otherwise specified) and would be subject to the Fanita Ranch Fire Protection Plan.
The Fanita Ranch Fire Protection Plan addresses fire safety, provides measures for fire prevention,
and identifies requirements for fuel modification, building design, construction, and other pertinent
development infrastructure criteria for fire protection for the proposed project.

The proposed project would implement a biological restoration and enhancement program that
would offset unavoidable impacts to existing biological resources located within the development
footprint and generally increase the integrity of ecological systems across the project area.
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Restoration activities would occur in upland and wetland-riparian areas that increase native habitat,
which would benefit sensitive species and wildlife in general. Manufactured slopes on the exterior
of the development footprint would be revegetated to blend with the adjacent landscape.

Mobility

Mobility on the project area would focus on reducing the number and length of vehicle trips and
providing alternatives to fossil-fuel-powered vehicle use. This would be achieved through organizing
land uses to locate services and goods close to residences and optimizing circulation systems to create
direct, efficient, safe, and comfortable routes for various transportation modes. The proposed project
land uses would be designed to meet the daily needs of project residents to minimize trips outside of
the development. Emphasis would be placed on encouraging transportation modes that generate fewer
emissions, such as walking, biking, electric vehicles, transit, and ride-sharing.

Circulation Improvements

The proposed project would improve and construct new segments of three roads in the Santee
General Plan Mobility Element (City of Santee 2017): Fanita Parkway, Cuyamaca Street, and
Magnolia Avenue. Improvements would also occur at the terminus of Carlton Hills Boulevard and
at existing dead-end roads that terminate at the project area boundary. A short description of each
circulation improvement is provided below.

The proposed project would improve portions of Fanita Parkway to accommodate the increased
project traffic and extend the northern limit of the road to provide a western entry onto the project
area. The proposed project would improve portions of Cuyamaca Street to accommodate the
increased project traffic and extend the northern limit of the road approximately 4,600 feet through
a series of easterly drainage ravines to provide the eastern entrance onto the project area. Magnolia
Avenue is a north—south road that currently terminates at the northern edge of existing
development approximately 500 feet north of Princess Joann Road, southeast of the project area.
The proposed project would improve and extend Magnolia Avenue west approximately 0.5 miles
from its current northerly terminus to intersect with the extended segment of Cuyamaca Street
south of the project area boundary.

Carlton Hills Boulevard is an existing public road up to a gate located just north of Swanton Drive.
Public access is restricted north of the gate. The extension of Carlton Hills Boulevard to the north
would provide public access to the Special Use area, the Padre Dam Municipal Water District
reservoir, and a mini-park, as well as a trail staging area. The proposed project would improve 26
dead-end roads along the southern edge of the project boundary and northern development limits
in the City. The improvements would include the addition of sidewalks, implementation of best
management practices (BMPs), installation of chain-link fences, cleaning out of brow ditches,
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installation of rolled curbs, installation of storm drains and catch basins, and inclusion of trail and
emergency vehicle access.

1.4 Site Description

The project area is located in the northwest portion of the City of Santee in central San Diego County,
California (Figure 1-1, Regional Map, and Figure 1-2, Vicinity Map). The project area is
approximately 18 miles east of downtown San Diego and 22 miles north of the U.S./Mexico border.

The project area is bordered primarily by City residential neighborhoods to the south and the
unincorporated residential communities of Lakeside and Eucalyptus Hills to the east. To the
northeast, active mining operations occur in Slaughterhouse Canyon and are separated from the
project area by a large hillside. To the north, Sycamore Canyon Open Space Preserve, owned by
the County, and unincorporated vacant lands border the project area. Farther north lies the Goodan
Ranch Regional Park, which is jointly owned by the Cities of Santee and Poway, the County, and
the State of California. To the west of the project area lie the Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS)
Miramar and the Santee Lakes Recreation Preserve, owned and operated by Padre Dam Municipal
Water District.

The proposed project lies north of State Route 52 and west of State Route 67. The project area
occupies portions of Township 15 South, Range 1 West, projected Sections 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 16,
17,20, and 21 on the San Vicente Reservoir, El Cajon, La Mesa, and Poway West U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle maps.

The proposed project consists of the following parcels: Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 374-030-02, 374-
050-02, 374-060-01, 376-010-06, 376-020-03, 376-030-01, 378-020-46, 378-020-50, 378-020-54,
378-030-08, 378-381-49, 378-382-58, 378-391-59, 380-031-08, 380-031-18, 380-040-43, 380-
040-44, 380-730-22, and 380-730-23. The off-site access roads include the following parcels:
Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 378-140-03, 378-140-22, 378-140-25, 378-210-03, 378-21-004, 378-21-
012, 378-21-013, 378-21-022, 378-21-023, 378-22-004, 378-22-005, 378-22-006, 378-22-018,
378-22-019, 378-42-056, 378-42-059, 378-42-062, 378-42-063, 378-42-064, 378-42-065, and
378-42-066.

The project area consists of undeveloped lands supporting disturbed and undisturbed natural plant
communities. The project area supports a complex system of dirt roads and trails, many of which
have been created by ongoing unauthorized use from off-road vehicle traffic and other forms of
recreation. Some of the dirt roads provide necessary access to power transmission towers. The
project area is in a dry climate with monthly average temperatures near the City ranging from
approximately 49°F—80°F. The City generally receives an average annual rainfall of 15.58 inches
per year (Western Regional Climate Center 2018).

7490
12 May 2020



Biological Technical Report for the Fanita Ranch Project

Topography

Elevations range from about 320 feet above mean sea level in the southern end of Fanita Parkway
to approximately 1,204 feet above mean sea level in the northeastern corner of the project area.
The project area contains a series of northeast- to southwest-trending hills and valleys that form a
transition between the relatively low, flat Sycamore Canyon on the western end of the project area
and the foothills of the Peninsular Range to the east. Numerous large rock outcrops are also present
on site, particularly in the northern and northeastern portions of the property.

Slope gradients vary widely, ranging from 0% to 10% in the northwest to 11% to 25% near
ridgetops, with occasional instances of 26% to 40% throughout the project area and a
concentration of 41% or greater slopes in the southern and northeastern portions of the project
area. Gentle and moderate slopes predominate in the valley floor in the northwest and west-
central portions of the project area, with more gently sloping or relatively level terrain in the
remainder of the property.

Soils

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey mapped most of the project area as being underlain
by the following soil types: Bosanko clay (BsC), Cieneba rocky coarse sandy loam (CmE2), Cieneba
very rocky coarse sandy loam (CmrG), Diablo clay (DaE), Diablo-Olivenhain complex clay (DoE),
Las Flores loamy fine sand (LeC), Las Posas stony fine sandy loam (LtE, LrG), Linne clay loam (LsE),
Redding gravelly loam (RdC), Redding cobbly loam (ReE, RfF), Redding-Urban land complex (RhC),
Salinas clay loam (SbA), Visalia gravelly sandy loam (VbB), and Wyman loam (WmC). Portions of
the project area are also mapped as stony land (SvE). The following soil types were mapped only
within off-site areas (including Cuyamaca Street and Magnolia Avenue): Cieneba-Fallbrook rocky
sandy loams (CnE2), Greenfield sandy loam (GrC), and Ramona sandy loam (RaB) (USDA 2016a)
(Table 1-2).

The most common soils on site are loams, primarily Redding series: Redding gravelly loam (2%
to 9% slopes); Redding cobbly loam (9% to 30% slopes); Redding cobbly loam, dissected (15%
to 30% slopes); and Redding-Urban land complex (2% to 9%). An additional common soil on site
is Wyman loam (5% to 9% slopes), which occurs in the central part of the project area.

Most of the north-central part of the project area contains sandy loam or loamy sandy soils of the
Cieneba series, including Cieneba rocky coarse sandy loam (9% to 30% slopes) and Cieneba very
rocky coarse sandy loam (30% to 75% slopes). In addition, Las Posas stony fine sandy loam (9%
to 30% slopes), Las Posas stony fine sandy loam (30% to 65% slopes), and Las Flores loamy fine
sand (2% to 9% slopes) occur on the north-central part of the project area.
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Visalia gravelly sandy loam (2% to 5% slopes) occurs on the western boundary of the project area.
Two clay-loam soil series, Linne clay loam (9% to 30% slopes) and Salinas clay loam (0% to 2%
slopes), are present primarily in the southern part of the project area. Diablo-Olivenhain complex (9%
to 30% slopes), is present on 170.80 acres, primarily in the southern part of the project area adjacent
to the residential development. Diablo-Olivenhain complex is approximately 50% Diablo clay, 45%
Olivenhain soil, and 5% Linne clay. Bosanko clay (2% to 9% slopes) is present in the north-central
and eastern north-central portions of the property. Stony land is present along the western edge of the
project area, associated with the historic floodplain of the Sycamore Creek. Overall, approximately
650.74 acres on site (24.7%) contain soils that potentially provide a substrate for sensitive plant species.

Table 1-2
Soil Substrate on Fanita Ranch Project Area

On-Site Off-Site Areas
Development/Ha | (Cuyamaca Street and Total
Soil Substrate bitat Preserve Magnolia Avenue) Acreage
Sensitive Plant Substrate
Bosanko clay, 2%—-9% slopes (BsC) 33.58 — 33.58
Diablo clay, 15%-30% slopes (DaE) 0.14 — 0.14
Diablo-Olivenhain complex, 9%-30% slopes (DoE) 169.12 1.68 170.80
Las Flores loamy fine sand, 2%—-9% slopes (LeC) 5.24 — 5.24
Las Posas stony fine sandy loam, 30%—-65% slopes (LrG) 233.82 — 233.82
Las Posas stony fine sandy loam, 9%-30% slopes (LrE) 40.16 — 40.16
Redding gravelly loam, 2%-9% slopes (RdC) 168.66 — 168.66
Sensitive Plant Substrate Subtotal 650.74 1.68 652.42
Other Soil Substrate
Cieneba rocky coarse sandy loam, 9%-30% slopes, eroded 146.20 1.62 147.82
(CmE2)
Cieneba very rocky coarse sandy loam, 30%-75% slopes (CmrG) 1.92 — 1.92
Cieneba-Fallbrook rocky sandy loams, 9%-30% slopes, — 343 3.43
eroded (CnE2)
Greenfield sandy loam, 5%-9% slopes (GrC) — 3.09 3.09
Linne clay loam, 9%-30% slopes (LSE) 51.62 — 51.62
Ramona sandy loam, 2%-5% slopes (RaB) — 1.56 1.56
Redding cobbly loam, 9%-30% slopes (ReE) 74.04 371 71.75
Redding cobbly loam, dissected, 15%-50% slopes (RfF) 1,549.49 17.51 1,566.99
Redding-Urban land complex, 2%-9% slopes (RhC) 452 — 452
Salinas clay loam, 0%-2% slopes (ShA) 8.36 — 8.36
Stony land (SVE) 46.73 — 46.73
Visalia gravelly sandy loam, 2%-5% slopes (VbB) 14.73 — 14.73
Wyman loam, 5%-9% slopes (WmC) 89.72 — 89.72
Other Soil Substrate Subtotal 1,987.33 30.92 2,018.25
Grand Total 2,638.06 32.60 2,670.67

Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding.
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Hydrology

The proposed project is located in the San Diego Region (9), in the San Diego Hydrologic Unit
(907) in the Lower San Diego Hydrologic Area (907.1), which is in the Santee Hydrologic Subarea
(907.12) (RWQCB 1995) (Figure 1-3, Hydrology). The San Diego Hydrologic Unit is a triangular-
shaped area that occupies approximately 440 square miles, extending from the Laguna Mountains
on the east to Pacific Ocean on the west and from the Santa Ysabel Indian Reservation on the north
to the Interstate 8 on the south. This watershed includes the Cleveland National Forest and Mission
Trails Regional Park. It has the highest population of the County’s watersheds and includes
portions of the cities of San Diego, El Cajon, La Mesa, Poway, Santee, and several unincorporated
jurisdictions. The watershed is drained by the San Diego River and contains five water storage
reservoirs: El Capitan, San Vicente, Cuyamaca, Jennings, and Murray Reservoirs. The Lower San
Diego Hydrologic Area occurs downstream of El Capitan, San Vicente, and Cuyamaca Reservoirs
and extends from the El Monte Valley through the City of Santee and into Mission Trails Regional
Park and the City of San Diego. Sycamore Canyon Creek flows from north to south along the
western edge of Fanita Ranch and most of the project area drains towards it. Sycamore Canyon
Creek and adjacent storm drain systems discharge to the San Diego River in the western portion
of the City.

Current Land Use

The project area consists of approximately 2,638.07 acres (plus 32.60 acres of off-site roads) of
undeveloped canyons, hillsides, and valleys. Portions of the project area are extremely hilly. The
project area currently is open space, supporting disturbed and undisturbed natural plant
communities. Several fires have burned the project area, with the most recent fire, the Cedar Fire,
occurring in October 2003 (Figure 1-4, Fire History Map). The project area supports a complex
system of dirt roads and pioneered trails, many of which currently receive heavy non-authorized
use from off-road vehicle traffic, bikers, hikers, dog walkers, and other forms of recreation. Some
of the dirt roads occur on an SDG&E easement that provides necessary access to power
transmission towers. The project area is regularly used by helicopter pilots and local first responder
personnel for training purposes.

History of Trails within the Project Area

The project area contains an extensive existing trail system, much of which is subject to frequent
unauthorized off-road vehicular traffic and unauthorized human activities that have been
detrimental to the sensitive habitats and natural resources on site. Impacts include those from
unauthorized mountain bike trails, off-roading vehicles, vandalism, and refuse and vehicle
dumping. Evidence of impacts from unauthorized use can be detected on aerial photographs from
around the time period of the development and approval of the MSCP Plan. Figure 1-5 of this
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report shows the obvious land disturbance on an aerial base map circa 1994. Figure 1-6 shows the
current mapped trail-related impacts overlaid on the 1994 base map. Although, there are some
areas where new trails have been recently created, the majority of the disturbance was present prior
to the disturbances depicted on Figure 1-5. The reduction in disturbances has been the result of the
following factors: a change in ownership, increased perimeter fencing, increased presence of law
enforcement and emergency personnel, improved management practices related to trails
connecting into MCAS Miramar, and post-fire vegetative growth obscuring trails.
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2 APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

The project will process all required permits and adhere to all relevant regulatory requirements.
Impacts to listed species will either be covered through the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, or if this
project precedes the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, then take for listed species will utilize standard
state and federal incidental take permit processes as applicable.

21 Federal

211 Federal Endangered Species Act

The federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.), as amended, is
administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). This legislation is intended to
provide a means to conserve the ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species
depend, and provide programs for the conservation of those species, thus preventing extinction of
plants and wildlife. As part of this regulatory act, FESA provides for designation of Critical
Habitat, defined in FESA Section 3(5)(A) as specific areas within the geographical range occupied
by a species where physical or biological features “essential to the conservation of the species” are
found and that “may require special management considerations or protection.” Critical Habitat
may also include areas outside the current geographical area occupied by the species that are
nonetheless “essential for the conservation of the species.” Under provisions of Section 9(a)(1)(B)
of FESA, it is unlawful to “take” any listed species. “Take” is defined in Section 3(19) of FESA
as, “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage
in any such conduct.”

Section 7(a)(2) of the FESA directs federal agencies to consult with the USFWS for any actions
they authorize, fund, or carry out that may jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of federally designated Critical Habitat.
Consultation begins when the federal agency submits a written request for initiation to USFWS or
NMEFS, along with the agency’s Biological Assessment of its proposed action (if necessary), and
USFWS or NMFS accepts that sufficient information has been provided to initiate consultation. If
USFWS or NMFS concludes that the action is not likely to adversely affect a listed species, the
action may be conducted without further review under the FESA. Otherwise, USFWS or NMFS
must prepare a written Biological Opinion describing how the agency’s action will affect the listed
species and its Critical Habitat. USFWS-designated and proposed Critical Habitat within the
project area is shown on Figure 2-1.

In 1982, the FESA was amended to give private landowners the ability to develop habitat

conservation plans (HCPs) pursuant to Section 10(a) of the FESA. Upon development of an HCP,
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the USFWS can issue Incidental Take Permits for listed species where the HCP specifies, at
minimum, the following: (1) the level of impact that will result from the taking, (2) steps that will
minimize and mitigate the impacts, (3) funding necessary to implement the plan, (4) alternative
actions to the taking considered by the applicant and the reasons why such alternatives were not
chosen, and (5) such other measures that the Secretary of the Interior may require as being
necessary or appropriate for the plan.

21.2 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits the intentional take of any migratory bird or any part,
nest, or eggs of any such bird. Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, “take” is defined as pursuing,
hunting, shooting, capturing, collecting, or killing, or attempting to do so (16 USC 703 et seq.). In
December 2017, Department of the Interior Principal Deputy Solicitor Jorjani issued a
memorandum (M-37050) that interprets the Migratory Bird Treaty Act’s “take” prohibition to
apply only to affirmative actions that have as their purpose the taking or killing of migratory birds,
their nests, or their eggs. Unintentional or accidental take is not prohibited (M-37050).
Additionally, Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory
Birds, requires that any project with federal involvement address impacts of federal actions on
migratory birds with the purpose of promoting conservation of migratory bird populations (66 FR
3853-3856). The executive order requires federal agencies to work with USFWS to develop a
memorandum of understanding. USFWS reviews actions that might affect these species.

21.3 Clean Water Act

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)
regulates the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into “waters of the United States.” The term
“wetlands” (a subset of waters) is defined as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface
or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil
conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas” (Title 33 of the
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 328.3[b]). In the absence of wetlands, the limits of
ACOE jurisdiction in non-tidal waters, such as intermittent streams, extend to the “ordinary high
water mark™ (33 CFR 328.3[e]).

214 Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) are federally
protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), which was passed in 1940
to protect bald eagles and amended in 1962 to include golden eagles (16 USC 668 et seq.). This
act prohibits the take, possession, sale, purchase, barter, offer to sell or purchase, export or import,
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or transport of bald eagles and golden eagles or their parts, eggs, or nests without a permit issued
by USFWS. The definition of “take” includes to pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill,
capture, trap, collect, molest, or disturb. The definition of “disturb” has been further clarified by
regulation as follows: “Disturb means to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that
causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available, (1) injury to an
eagle; (2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding,
or sheltering behavior; or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding,
feeding, or sheltering behavior” (50 CFR, Part 22.3).

The BGEPA prohibits any form of possession or taking of both eagle species, and the statute
imposes criminal and civil sanctions, as well as an enhanced penalty provision for subsequent
offenses. Further, the BGEPA provides for the forfeiture of anything used to acquire eagles in
violation of the statute. The statute exempts from its prohibitions on possession the use of eagles
or eagle parts for exhibition, scientific, or Native American religious uses.

In November 2009, USFWS published the Final Eagle Permit Rule (74 FR 46836—46879)
providing a mechanism to permit and allow for incidental (i.e., nonpurposeful) take of bald and
golden eagles pursuant to the BGEPA (16 USC 668 et seq.). The previous year, 2008, USFWS
adopted 50 CFR Part 22.11(a), which provides that a permit authorizing take under FESA
Section 10 applies with equal force to take of golden eagles authorized under the BGEPA. These
regulations were followed by issuance of guidance documents for inventory and monitoring
protocols and for avian protection plans (USFWS 2010). In January 2011, USFWS released its
Draft Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance aimed at clarifying expectations for acquiring take
permits by wind power projects, consistent with the 2009 rule (USFWS 2011).

On December 16, 2016, USFWS adopted additional regulations regarding incidental take of
golden eagles and their nests (81 FR 91494 et seq.). Most of the new regulations address
“programmatic eagle nonpurposeful take permits” such as those typically requested by members
of the alternative energy industry, including wind farms. For example, the new regulations extend
the duration of such permits from 5 to 30 years. In addition, the new regulations modify the
definition of the BGEPA “preservation standard” to mean “consistent with the goals of maintaining
stable or increasing breeding populations in all eagle management units and the persistence of local
populations throughout the service range of each species” (81 FR 91496-91497). This process has
also resulted in standardizing mitigation options for permitted take.
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2.2 State

221 California Endangered Species Act

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) administers the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050 et seq.), which prohibits the
“take” of plant and animal species designated by the Fish and Game Commission as endangered,
candidate, or threatened in the State of California. Under CESA Section 86, take is defined as
“hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” CESA
Sections 2080 through 2085 address the taking of threatened, endangered, or candidate species by
stating, “No person shall import into this state, export out of this state, or take, possess, purchase, or
sell within this state, any species, or any part or product thereof, that the Commission determines to be
an endangered species or a threatened species, or attempt any of those acts, except as otherwise
provided in this chapter, the Native Plant Protection Act (California Fish and Game Code, Sections
1900-1913), or the California Desert Native Plants Act (Food and Agricultural Code, Section 80001).”

Sections 2081(b) and (c) of the California Fish and Game Code authorize take of endangered,
threatened, or candidate species if take is incidental to otherwise lawful activity and if specific criteria
are met. In certain circumstances, Section 2080.1 of CESA allows CDFW to adopt a federal incidental
take statement or a 10(a) permit as its own, based on its findings that the federal permit adequately
protects the species and is consistent with state law. A Section 2081(b) permit may not authorize the
take of “Fully Protected” species, “specially protected mammal” species, and “specified birds”
(California Fish and Game Code, Sections 3505, 3511, 4700, 4800, 5050, 5515, and 5517). If a project
is planned in an area where a fully protected species, specially protected mammal, or a specified bird
occurs, an applicant must design the project to avoid take.

Section 2835 of the Fish and Game Code allows CDFW to authorize incidental take in an NCCP. Take
may be authorized for identified species whose conservation and management is provided for in the
NCCP, whether the species is listed as threatened or endangered under FESA or CESA, provided that
the NCCP complies with the conditions established in Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code. The
NCCP provides the framework for the San Diego MSCP Plan.

Natural Community Conservation Planning Act

In 1991, California’s Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA) (California Fish and
Game Code, Section 2800 et seq.) was enacted to implement broad-based planning that balances
appropriate development and growth with conservation of wildlife and habitat. Pursuant to the
NCCPA, local, state, and federal agencies are encouraged to prepare NCCPs to provide comprehensive
management and conservation of multiple species and their habitats under a single plan, rather than
through preparation of numerous individual plans on a project-by-project basis. The NCCPA is broader
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in its orientation and objectives than are the CESA and FESA. Additionally, preparation of an NCCP
is a voluntary action. The primary objective of the NCCP program is to conserve natural communities
at the ecosystem scale while accommodating compatible land use. To be approved by CDFW, an
NCCP must provide for the conservation of species and protection and management of their habitat
and natural communities in the plan area in perpetuity.

The 1991 NCCPA was repealed and replaced with a substantially revised and expanded NCCPA in
2002. While the revised NCCPA established new standards and guidance on many facets of the
program, including scientific information, public participation, biological goals, interim project
review, and approval criteria, amendments to the NCCPA enacted effective January 1, 2003 (Section
2830[b][2] expressly provide that Subarea Plans for the San Diego MSCP will be solely governed in
accordance with the NCCPA as it read on December 31, 2001. The City enrolled as an NCCP
participant and entered in to a Memorandum of Agreement for coordinated habitat planning on May
13, 1992 (City of Santee City Council Resolution No. 54-92).

2.2.2 California Fish and Game Code

Streambed Alteration Agreement

Pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code, the CDFW regulates all
diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river,
stream, or lake that supports fish or wildlife. A Streambed Alteration Agreement is required if the
activity may substantially adversely affect fish and wildlife resources in accordance with Section
1603 of the California Fish and Game Code.

Fully Protected Species and Resident and Migratory Birds

Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515 of the California Fish and Game Code designates certain birds,
mammals, reptiles and amphibians, and fish as “fully protected” species. Fully protected species may
not be taken or possessed without a permit from the Fish and Game Commission. CDFW may not
authorize the take of such species except (1) for necessary scientific research, (2) for the protection
of livestock, and (3) when the species is a covered species under an approved NCCP.

In addition, the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the needless destruction of nests or eggs
of native bird species (California Fish and Game Code, Section 3503), and it states that no birds
in the orders of Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) can be taken, possessed, or destroyed
(California Fish and Game Code, Section 3503.5).

For the purposes of these state regulations, CDFW currently considers an active nest as one that is
under construction or in use and includes existing nests that are being modified. For example, if a
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hawk is adding to or maintaining an existing stick nest in a transmission tower, then it would be
considered to be active and covered under these California Fish and Game Code Sections.

California Native Plant Protection Act

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (California Fish and Game Code, Section 1900-1913)
directed CDFW to carry out the legislature’s intent to “preserve, protect and enhance rare and
endangered plants in this State.” The Native Plant Protection Act gave the Fish and Game
Commission the power to designate native plants as “endangered” or “rare,” and prohibited take,
with some exceptions, of endangered and rare plants. When CESA was amended in 1984, it
expanded on the original Native Plant Protection Act, enhanced legal protection for plants, and
created the categories of “threatened” and “endangered” species to parallel FESA. The 1984
amendments to CESA also made the exceptions to the take prohibition set forth in Section 1913
of the Native Plant Protection Act applicable to plant species listed as threatened or endangered
under CESA. CESA categorized all rare animals as threatened species under CESA, but did not
do so for rare plants, which resulted in three listing categories for plants in California: rare,
threatened, and endangered. The Native Plant Protection Act remains part of the California Fish
and Game Code, and mitigation measures for impacts to rare plants are specified in a formal
agreement between CDFW and project proponents.

223 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The intent of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is to protect water quality and the
beneficial uses of water, and it applies to both surface water and groundwater. Under this law, the State
Water Resources Control Board develops statewide water quality plans, and the Regional Water
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) develop basin plans that identify beneficial uses, water quality
objectives, and implementation plans. The RWQCBs have the primary responsibility to implement the
provisions of both statewide and basin plans. All waters of the state are regulated under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act, including isolated waters that are no longer regulated by the
ACOE. Recent changes in state procedures require increased analysis and mitigation. Developments
with impact to jurisdictional waters of the state must demonstrate compliance with the goals of the act
by developing stormwater pollution prevention plans (SWPPPs), standard urban stormwater mitigation
plans, and other measures to obtain a Clean Water Act Section 401 certification and/or Waste
Discharge Requirement.

224 California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA requires identification of a project’s potentially significant impacts on biological resources and
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that could avoid or reduce significant impacts. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380(b)(1) defines endangered animals or plants as species or subspecies whose
“survival and reproduction in the wild are in immediate jeopardy from one or more causes, including
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loss of habitat, change in habitat, overexploitation, predation, competition, disease, or other factors”
(14 CCR 15000 et seq.). A rare animal or plant is defined in Section 15380(b)(2) as a species that,
although not presently threatened with extinction, exists “in such small numbers throughout all or a
significant portion of its range that it may become endangered if its environment worsens; or ... [t]he
species is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant
portion of its range and may be considered ‘threatened’ as that term is used in the federal Endangered
Species Act.” Additionally, an animal or plant may be presumed to be endangered, rare, or threatened
if it meets the criteria for listing, as defined further in CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(c). CEQA also
requires identification of a project’s potentially significant impacts on riparian habitats (such as
wetlands, bays, estuaries, and marshes) and other sensitive natural communities, including habitats
occupied by endangered, rare, and threatened species.

2.3 Regional
2.3.1 Multiple Species Conservation Program Plan

The proposed project area is located within the boundaries of the MSCP Plan (City of San Diego
1998). The MSCP Plan is a multijurisdictional habitat conservation planning program that involves
USFWS, CDFW, the County, the Cities of San Diego and Chula Vista, and other local jurisdictions
and special districts. Local jurisdictions and special districts implement the MSCP Plan for their
respective portions through subarea plans. The combination of the MSCP Plan and subarea plans
serve as an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of FESA, and as an NCCP pursuant to the
California NCCP Act of 1991 (City of San Diego 1998).

The MSCP Plan study area encompasses 582,243 acres within the southwestern portion of the County.
As stated in the MSCP Plan, an objective of the MSCP is to conserve a connected system of
biologically viable habitat lands in a manner that maximizes the protection of sensitive species and
precludes the need for future listings of species as threatened or endangered. The MSCP Plan identifies
a Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA), which is the area within which the permanent MSCP Preserve
will be assembled and managed for its biological resources. The MHPA is defined in many areas by
mapped boundaries in figures in the MSCP Plan, and is also defined by quantitative targets for
conservation of vegetation communities and goals and criteria for preserve design. The MSCP Plan
targets 171,917 acres within the MHPA for conservation (City of San Diego 1998).

A total of 85 plant and animal species are “covered” by the MSCP Plan. The MSCP Plan Final
EIR/Environmental Impact Statement identifies “Vegetation Community Conservation Target Areas”
for conservation by subarea (MSCP Plan, Appendix B). A total of 2,067 acres are expected to be
conserved within the Santee Subarea MHPA. With approval of each subarea plan and corresponding
implementing agreement, each participating local jurisdiction receives permits and/or authorization to
directly impact or take MSCP Covered Species. The Covered Species include species listed as
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endangered or threatened by the FESA or CESA, as well as unlisted species. Table 3-5 in the MSCP
Plan provides a list of the MSCP Covered Species, and includes specific conditions required for take
authorizations (City of San Diego 1998).

2.3.2 Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan

The City has been preparing its subarea plan since the original approval of the MSCP Plan, and is
currently in the process of completing the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan (Figure 2-2, Regional
Planning Context). Although the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan has not yet been approved or
permitted, it is used as the guidance document for projects occurring within the City of Santee.
The project would qualify as a hardline Covered Project under the Subarea Plan, and would obtain
take coverage for impacts to species through authorization from the City. The current Draft Santee
MSCP Subarea Plan seeks coverage for 22 species (8 plants and 14 wildlife species) and relies on a
combination of hardline preserve areas and softline criteria-based protection zones to protect species
and habitat. Coverage for species is dependent on a number of factors, including multijurisdictional
participation, adequate building of the preserve system, adequate protection of certain populations,
permanent management funding, and other factors. Not all MSCP Covered Species occur in each
jurisdiction, so the number of species covered by each subarea plan may be a subset of the total list.
It should be noted that if the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan is not approved, the project would seek
take authorization through FESA Section 7 or an individual Section 10 permit.

The Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan preserve boundaries are a result of the City’s efforts to refine
and expand the MHPA boundaries, to better define conservation priorities within the City and to
formulate an HCP under the MSCP Plan. Implementation of the Santee MSCP Subarea Plan
proposes to conserve approximately 3,060 acres (67.8%) of the remaining natural habitat within
the jurisdictional boundaries of the City. Since the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan is still in
development, portions of the subarea plan may still change, including hardline preserve areas and
Covered Species. The Subarea Plan Preserve System is divided into six subunits: San Diego River
Subunit, Rattlesnake Mountain Subunit, Mission Trails Subunit, Magnolia Summit Subunit, Non-
Contiguous, and Fanita Ranch Subunit (City of Santee 2018). The Fanita Ranch subunit will
represent over half of the Santee Subarea Plan preserve system and includes habitat for a number
of Covered Species.

Within the context of the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan, the current primary preserve goals for
the Fanita Ranch Subunit, of which the proposed project is the primary component, are as follows:

e Protect and enhance habitat to support Covered Species by requiring conservation of
chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and vernal pools.

e Maintain a north—south wildlife movement corridor (with functional wildlife crossing)
through the Fanita Ranch property.

7490
39 May 2020



Biological Technical Report for the Fanita Ranch Project

e Maintain connectivity with the Subarea Plan Preserve System in the North Magnolia Subunit,
open space areas on MCAS Miramar (to the west), and in the County (to the north and east).

e Provide management and restoration of habitat to offset impacts to Covered Species and
their habitats.

e Reduce edge effects and minimize disturbance during the nesting season.

e Implement a managing public access program that allows trail use within the preserve area
that is consistent with the goal of species and habitat protection.

e Implement fire protection measures to reduce the potential for habitat degradation due to fire.
233 Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan

While the MCAS Miramar Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan does not directly affect
the project, it does affect the management of adjacent areas to the west, and as such, has bearing
on the viability of overall landscape-level resource management on the project open space.

MCAS Miramar is comprised of large swaths of open space that contain vernal pools, wetland
areas, upland habitat, and the federally listed plant and wildlife species occurring in these areas.
Additionally, these lands function as wildlife corridors for the movement and dispersal of wildlife.
The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan guides land use activities, natural resource
management, and conservation, and ensures compliance with environmental laws and regulations
on MCAS Miramar. USFWS identifies Essential Habitat as areas eligible for designation as
Critical Habitat, and the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan incorporates Essential
Habitat into high-priority management areas to benefit the conservation of species. Management
Areas (MAs) Level I through Level V have been developed to support the conservation and
management of regulated resources occurring within MCAS Miramar. Level | MAs mainly
support vernal pool habitat and their associated watersheds; Level II MAs focus on non-vernal
pool, federally listed species; Level III MAs support riparian vegetation and wildlife
corridors/linkages; Level IV MAs support some sensitive and protected resources; and Level V
MAs are associated with developed land uses and are the first considered for new development
(MCAS Miramar 2018).
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3 SURVEY METHODOLOGIES

Data regarding biological resources present on the project area were obtained through a review of
pertinent literature, field reconnaissance, and mapping. Each method is described in detail below.

3.1 Literature Review

Special-status biological resources present or potentially present within the project area were
identified through an extensive literature search using the following sources: USFWS (2017),
CDFW California Natural Diversity Database (CDFW 2017a, 2017b, 2017c, 2017d), California
Native Plant Society (CNPS) Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants (CNPS
2018), and San Diego Plant Atlas (SDNHM 2016). The literature review included review of the
list of plant and wildlife species covered under the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan (City of
Santee 2018). The Soil Survey, San Diego Area, California Part 1 (USDA 2016a) was also
reviewed to identify potentially occurring special-status plants based upon known soil
associations. Native plant community classifications used in this report follow the Preliminary
Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California (Holland 1986) as modified by
the Draft Vegetation Communities of San Diego County (Oberbauer et al. 2008). Modifications to
these classification systems were made when conditions on site did not match the classification
system exactly. The natural history and habitat requirements of bat species documented within the
project area were researched through a literature review including Bat Conservation International
Inc. (BCI 2015), Best et al. (1996), Bogan et al. (2003), California Department of Transportation
(2003), CDFW (2015), Johnston et al. (2004), Keeley and Tuttle (1999), Loeb et al. (2015), Miller
(2001), O’Shea and Bogan (2003), Pierson and Rainey (1998), Siders (2005), and Western Bat
Working Group (2015). The literature review also included review of the cumulative data collected
between May 2003 and September 2005 summarized in the Biological Resources and Impact
Analysis Report for the Fanita Project (Dudek 2005, 2006, 2007) and the Biological Resources
Report and Impact Analysis for Fanita Ranch (Dudek 1997) to describe pertinent pre-2003
conditions on the project area.

In terms of regional preserve planning efforts, the proposed project is within the City; therefore,
the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan is applicable to the project.

3.2 Field Reconnaissance

Surveys for Fanita Ranch date back to 1989, with updates to surveys and site conditions occurring
throughout the years. Previous surveys for the project area included vegetation mapping; a formal
jurisdictional delineation; rare plant surveys; small mammal trapping; focused surveys for the federally
listed endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo
bellii pusillus), San Diego fairy shrimp, and Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni),
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focused surveys for the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan Covered Species Hermes copper butterfly;
and focused surveys for the federally listed threatened coastal California gnatcatcher.

In 2015 to 2016, Dudek biologists updated the vegetation mapping and jurisdictional delineation
as well as focused surveys for special-status wildlife species. The 2015/2016 focused surveys
included Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat assessment and protocol surveys, burrowing owl
(Athene cunicularia) habitat assessment and protocol surveys, coastal California gnatcatcher
protocol surveys, Hermes copper butterfly habitat assessment and focused surveys, least Bell’s
vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) protocol surveys, bat
surveys, focused surveys for willowy monardella (Monardella viminea), and listed vernal pool
branchiopods habitat assessment and presence/absence surveys. In 2017, Dudek conducted
focused surveys for western spadefoot toad and coastal cactus wren (Campylorhynchus
brunneicapillus sandiegensis) and a wildlife corridor camera study. Also in 2017, USGS
conducted western spadefoot reconnaissance surveys within the project area to provide
independent scientific input as part of the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan (Rochester et al. 2017).

The primary purpose of the updated field surveys conducted by Dudek was to more thoroughly
examine those areas suspected, based on previous field work and post-fire habitat recovery, to
support sensitive biological resources and to determine the extent of those resources within the
project area. Several focused surveys also have been conducted for this project area to determine
the presence/absence of special-status plant and wildlife species (see Table 3-1). The sensitive
species and habitat data collected by Dudek during surveys between 2003 and 2017 is
comprehensive and portrays the most up-to-date conditions within the project area. Sensitive
resource information from earlier surveys is described for focused surveys that were not repeated
during more recent surveys (e.g., post-fire surveys, which allowed for higher visibility and
detection of special-status plant species); see Sections 3.2.1 through 3.2.15 for details.

A summary of surveys that have been conducted on the project area is provided in Table 3-1.
Surveys were conducted on foot and in accordance with focused survey guidelines or protocols
where applicable.

Table 3-1
Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch
Date Hours ‘ Personnel ‘ Focus | Conditions
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Habitat Assessment and Focused Surveys
3/1/12004- Varied Dudek and QCB Surveys See Appendix A, 2004 Focused Quino
4/17/2004 subconsultants Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Report
1/21/2005 10:00 a.m.— BAO QCB Reconnaissance 65°F-66°F; 30%-50% cc; 0-3 mph
4:00 p.m. Survey winds
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Table 3-1

Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch

Date Hours Personnel Focus Conditions
3/9/2005- Varied AH, BO, KM, QCB Surveys See Appendix B, 2005 Focused Quino
4/17/2005 PML, VR, Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Report
DWF
2/26/2016- | Varied Dudek and QCB Survey Areas 1-28 See Appendix C, 2016 Focused Quino
4/6/2016 subconsultants Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Report
3/9/2016- Varied ACT, DAM, JM, | Host Plant Mapping in QCB | See Appendix C
4/20/2016 JW, KD, KM, Survey Areas 1-28
KS, MP, SC,
SG
4/11/2017 8:24am-3:33 | PCS, EJB, Revisiting Existing QCB 54°F-83°F; 0%-10% cc; 0-5 mph
p.m. JMW Host Plant Locations winds
Burrowing Owl Habitat Assessment and Survey
3/23/2016 6:43a.m.— KS BUOW Assessment/Survey | 43°F-62°F; 0% cc; 1-3 to 1 mph wind
10:01 a.m. Pass 1
3/25/2016 6:30 a.m.- KS BUOW Assessment/Survey | 40°F-75°F; 0% cc; 1 mph wind
9:59 a.m. Pass 1
3/28/2016 6:45a.m.- SC BUOW Assessment/Survey | 57°F-61°F; 80%-100% cc; 0-5 mph
10:00 a.m. Pass 1 wind
3/29/2016 6:44 a.m.— KS BUOW Assessment/Survey | 45°F-62°F; 10%—-40% cc; 2-5 mph
9:59 a.m. Pass 1 wind
3/29/2016 545am.- SC BUOW Assessment/Survey | 50°F-57°F; 50%-70% cc; 1-2 mph
11:00 a.m. Pass 1 wind
3/31/2016 6:38 a.m.— KS, SC BUOW Assessment/Survey | 40°F-70°F; 0%-20% cc; 0 to 2-4 mph
11:30 a.m. Pass 1 wind
3/31/2016 6:30 a.m.- SV BUOW Assessment/Survey | 48°F-74°F; 0% cc; 0-1 mph wind
11:45a.m. Pass 1
4/1/2016 6:33 a.m.— KS BUOW Assessment/Survey | 58°F-65°F; 20%-100% cc; 0-5 mph
9:55 a.m. Pass 1 wind
4712016 6:20 a.m.— MP BUOW Assessment/Survey | 60°F-62°F; 100% cc; 0-1 mph wind
1:15p.m. Pass 1
41712016 6:19 am.— KS BUOW Assessment/Survey | 63°F-63°F; 100% cc; 1-2 mph wind
9:54 a.m. Pass 1
41712016 6:50 a.m.— SV BUOW Assessment/Survey | 58°F-61°F; 100% cc; 1 mph wind
11:55 a.m. Pass 1
4/12/2016 6:28 a.m.— DAM BUOW Assessment/Survey | 55°F-68°F; 60%—-100% cc; 0-2 mph
9:54 a.m. Pass 1 wind
4/13/2016 6:30 a.m.—- DAM BUOW Assessment/Survey | 55°F-62°F; 90%-100% cc; 0-1 mph
10:08 a.m. Pass 1 wind
7:40 am.— KS BUOW Survey Pass 2 58°F-60°F; 40%-50% cc; 1 mph wind
5/23/2016 8:40 a.m.
7:1lam.- KS BUOW Survey Pass 3 66°F; 90-100% cc; 2 mph wind
6/15/2016 817 am.
7:40 am.— KS BUOW Survey Pass 4 66°F-72°F; 40%-100% cc; 0-4 mph
7[7/2016 8:58 a.m. wind
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Table 3-1

Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch

Date Hours Personnel Focus Conditions
Vegetation Mapping and Jurisdictional Delineation
3/3/2004 7.45am.— VRJ, DWF Jurisdictional Delineation NR
12:00 p.m. and Off-site Mapping
Surveys
3/10/2004 7:.00 a.m.—- VRJ, DWF Jurisdictional Delineation 54°F; 100% cc; 0-1 mph winds
9:30 a.m. and Off-site Mapping
Surveys
3/12/2004 6:30 a.m.- VRJ, DWF Jurisdictional Delineation 56°F; 100% cc; 0 mph winds
9:30 a.m. and Off-site Mapping
Surveys
6/25/2004 1:00 p.m.-NR VRJ Jurisdictional Delineation NR
and Off-site Mapping
Surveys
6/28/2004 7:00 AM-NR VRJ Jurisdictional Delineation NR
and Off-site Mapping
Surveys
2004 NR NR Vegetation and Fire NR
Mapping
9/20/2005 NR MLB Jurisdictional Delineation NR
and Off-site Mapping
Surveys
9/22/2005 NR MLB, DWF Jurisdictional Delineation NR
and Off-site Mapping
Surveys
5/5/2014- NR VRJ, DAM, Vegetation Mapping NR
5/14/2014 KCD, BAO
5/3/2016 845am.- CJF, IMW, Jurisdictional Delineation 66°F-88°F; 0% cc; 0 mph wind
4:37 p.m. MP, PCS,
MOC
9/24/2016 NR BAO Magnolia Road Extension NR
Drone Vegetation Mapping
Rare Plant Survey
4/15/2004 1:00 p.m.- VRJ Survey Area 16 72°F; 0% cc; 3-8 mph winds
4:30 p.m.
4/19/2004 11:.00am-NR | MSE Survey Area 22 74°F; 0% cc; NR mph wind
4/19/2004 12:30 p.m.— MLB Survey Area 22 74°F; 0% cc; NR mph wind
4:00 p.m.
4/19/2004 10:30 a.m.— DWF Survey Area 19 74°F; 0% cc; NR mph wind
5:00 p.m.
4/20/2004 10:30 aam.-NR | MLB, MSE Survey Areas 22 and 25 70°F; 0% cc; 0-6 mph winds
4/26/2004 845am.- DWF Survey Area 19 NR
6:00 p.m.
4/27/2004 10:30 a.m.- MSE Survey Area 26 NR
3:30 p.m.
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Table 3-1

Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch

Date Hours Personnel Focus Conditions
4/27/2004 NR ACT Survey Area 18 NR
4/28/2004 10:30 am-NR | MSE Survey Areas 20 and 26 NR
4/29/2004 7:00 AM-NR VRJ Survey Area 16 62°F; 80% cc; 0-1 mph winds
4/29/2004 NR ACT Survey Areas 11 and 18 62°F; 80% cc; 0-1 mph winds
5/2/2004 1:30 p.m.- MLB Survey Area 17 100°F; 0% cc; 20 mph winds
4:30 p.m.
5/4/2004 8:00 a.m.— VRJ Survey Area 15 75°F; 0% cc; 0 mph winds
11:00 a.m.
5/4/2004 8:30a.m.- DWF Survey Area 21 75°F; 0% cc; 0 mph winds
4:00 p.m.
5/5/2004 10:00 am-NR | VRJ Survey Area 15 77°F; 0% cc; 1-3 mph winds
5/5/2004 9:00 a.m.—- DWF Survey Area 21 77°F; 0% cc; 1-3 mph winds
1:00 p.m.; 3:00
p.m.—
7:00 p.m.
5/6/2004 1:30 p.m.- JLM Survey Area 8 NR
6:00 p.m.
5/6/2004 NR ACT Survey Areas 6 and 11 NR
5/6/2004 9:30 a.m.- DWF Survey Area 24 NR
5:30 p.m.
5/7/2004 6:30 a.m.— DWF, VRJ Survey Area 23 60°F; 100% cc; 0 mph winds
10:30 a.m.
5/10/2004 830 a.m.- DWF Survey Areas 18 and 19 NR
4:40 p.m.
5/11/2004 NR MSE Survey Area 20 78°F; 0% cc; 3-10 mph winds
5/11/2004 12:30 p.m~NR | VRJ Survey Area 15 78°F; 0% cc; 3-10 mph winds
5/13/2004 NR ACT Survey Areas 5 and 6 NR
5/13/2004 9:30 a.m.- JLM Survey Area 8 NR
3:30 p.m.
5/14/2004 NR MSE Survey Area 12 NR
5/16/2004 NR MSE Survey Area 38 NR
5/17/2004 NR MLB Survey Area 10 NR
5/17/2004 11:15a.m.— DWF Survey Areas 2 and 5 NR
3:30 p.m.
5/18/2004 1:30 p.m.—- MLB Survey Area 13 72°F; 0% cc; 0-10 mph winds
5:00 p.m.
5/18/2004 10:00 a.m.— DWF Survey Areas 1, 4,and 19 | 72°F; 0% cc; 0-10 mph winds
4:00 p.m.
5/19/2004 11:30 a.m.— DWF Survey Areas 19 and 20 NR
7:00 p.m.
5/20/2004 11:30 a.m.- JLM Survey Area 7 NR
2:30 p.m.
5/27/2004 NR MSE Survey Area 9 68°F; 100% cc; 0-1 mph winds
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Table 3-1

Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch

Date Hours Personnel Focus Conditions
5/27/2004 7:30 a.m.-NR VRJ Survey Areas 2 and 7 68°F; 100% cc; 0-1 mph winds
6/2/2004 6:30 a.m.-NR VRJ Survey Areas 3 and 14 63°F; 100% cc; 0-3 mph winds
6/17/2016 7:45am.— KCD, DAM Monardella viminea 70°F-83°F; 70%-83% cc; 0-2 mph
1:00 p.m. Focused Survey winds
Coastal California Gnatcatcher Surveys
8/2/2005- Varied PML CAGN See Appendix D, 2005 Focused
8/31/2005 Coastal California Gnatcatcher Survey
Report
4/28/2016- | Varied Dudek and CAGN See Appendix E, 2016 Focused Coastal
6/29/2016 subconsultants California Gnatcatcher Survey Report
Riparian Bird Surveys
4/20/2016- | Varied PCS, CJF, LBVI/WIFL See Appendix F, 2016 Focused Least
7/7/2016 JMW, BAO, Bell's Vireo/Southwestern Willow
MO Flycatcher Survey Report
Hermes Copper Butterfly Habitat Assessment and Surveys
5/15/2004 11:00 a.m.- BAO HECO 70°F-75°F; 0%-20% cc; 1-3 mph wind
4:00 p.m.
5/23/2004 11:00 a.m.- BAO HECO 70°F-73°F; 0% cc; 0-5 mph wind
4:00 p.m.
6/8/2004 10:00 a.m.- BAO HECO 67°F-74°F; 60% cc; 0-5 mph wind
4:00 p.m.
6/16/2004 10:00 a.m.- BAO HECO 67°F-73°F; 70% cc; 07 mph wind
4:00 p.m.
6/27/2004 12:00 p.m.- BAO HECO 73°F-76°F; 60% cc; 0-5 mph wind
6:00 p.m.
7/4/2004 11:00 a.m.- BAO HECO 75°F-78°F; 0% cc; 1-3 mph wind
4:00 p.m.
5/5/2014 8:.00 a.m.— VRJ HECO Habitat 66°F-72°F; 60%-80% cc; 3-8 mph
4:00 p.m. Assessment, Survey and wind
Mapping
5/19/2014 9:00 a.m.— VRJ, BAO, HECO Habitat 65°F-75°F; 50%-70% cc; 3-5 mph
4:00 p.m. MLB Assessment, Survey and wind
Mapping
6/2/2014 8:00 a.m.— VRJ, BAO, HECO Habitat 60°F-85°F; 0%-80% cc; 3-5 mph wind
4:30 p.m. MLB Assessment, Survey and
Mapping
6/16/2014 8:.00 am.— VRJ, MLB, HECO Habitat 62°F-81°F; 0%-50% cc; 1-3 mph wind
3:00 p.m. DAM Assessment, Survey and
Mapping
6/30/2014 9:.00 a.m.— VRJ, BAO, HECO Habitat 65°F-83°F; 30%-10% cc; 0-5 mph
5:00 p.m. MLB Assessment, Survey and wind
Mapping
5/18/2016 11:25 a.m.- JMW, PCS Pass 1; Survey Areas 1 74°F-79°F; 0% cc; 1-2 mph wind
3:29 p.m. and 3
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Table 3-1

Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch

Date Hours Personnel Focus Conditions

5/18/2016 1:00 p.m.- JDP HECO Pass 1; Survey 78°F-82°F; 0% cc; 1-6 to 3-8 mph
4:00 p.m. Area wind

5/18/2016 10:30 a.m.- BP HECO Pass 1; Survey 72°F-74°F; 10% cc; 0-3 mph wind
4:40 p.m. Area 7

5/19/2016 11:24 am.- JMW, PCS HECO Pass 1; Survey 72°F-T7°F; 0% cc; 1 to 0-3 mph wind
3:28 p.m. Areas 1,2, and 3

5/19/2016 12:00 p.m.- JDP HECO Pass 1; Survey 82°F-84°F; 0% cc; 3-9 to 2-8 mph
4:00 p.m. Area 6 wind

5/20/2016 12:32 p.m.- EJB HECO Pass 1; Survey 70.2°F-73.8°F; 10% cc; 0.2 mph wind
4:33 p.m. Area 7

5/27/2016 10:55 a.m.- KS HECO Pass 1, Survey 73°F; 0%-10% cc; 4-8 mph wind
5:24 p.m. Areal,2,and 4

5/27/2016 11:15a.m.- MP HECO Pass 1, Survey 73°F-75°F; 10% cc; 0-1 to 0-3 mph
6:26 p.m. Areal,2,and 4 wind

5/27/2016 11:00 a.m.- JMW, MOC HECO Pass 1; Survey 73°F=75°F; 0%-10% cc; 1 mph wind
5:30 p.m. Areas 5 and 7

5/27/2016 11:00 a.m.- SCG, EAW HECO Pass 1; Survey 73°F=75°F; 0%-10% cc; 11 mph wind
5:15p.m. Area 4

5/27/2016 10:32 a.m.— SCG HECO Pass 1; Survey 73°F-76°F; 10% cc; 0-2 to 0-3 mph
6:05 p.m. Areas 4 and 5 wind

6/6/2016 12:35 p.m.— EJB HECO Pass 2; Survey 76.9°F-79.8°F; 0% cc; 0.5-1.8 mph
4:53 p.m. Area 8 wind

6/7/2016 11:50 a.m.— JDP HECO Pass 2; Survey 76°F-82°F; 10%-20% cc; 1-5 to 2-6
4:00 p.m. Area 18 mph wind

6/7/2016 12:01 p.m.— EJB HECO Pass 2; Survey 80.3°F; 0%—-10% cc; 0.8-0.9 mph wind
4:35 p.m. Area 9

6/8/2016 10:20 a.m.— M HECO Pass 2; Survey 70°F-79°F; 0%—-20% cc; 0-1to 1 mph
4:48 p.m. Areas 3 and 4 wind

6/8/2016 10:21 a.m.— JMW HECO Pass 2; Survey 70°F-79°F; 0%—-20% cc; 1 mph wind
4:47 p.m. Areas 3 and 4

6/8/2016 10:19 a.m.— KS HECO Pass 2; Survey 70°F-79°F; 20% cc; 6-10 mph wind
4:45 p.m. Areas 3 and 4

6/8/2016 12:00 p.m.- JDP HECO Pass 2; Survey 76°F-82°F; 0%-50% cc; 2-7 to 0-4
4:00 p.m. Areal mph wind

6/8/2016 12:00 p.m.- PML HECO Pass 2; Survey 77°F-84°F; 20%-30% cc; 3-5 to 4-7
3:00 p.m. Area 7 mph wind, 6-10 mph wind gusts

6/9/2016 11:51 a.m.- M HECO Pass 2; Survey 70°F-77°F; 10% cc; 0-2 mph wind
3:06 p.m. Areas 1,2, 3,and 4

6/9/2016 11:51 a.m.- JMW HECO Pass 2; Survey 70°F-77°F; 0%-10% cc; 1 mph wind
3:.07 p.m. Areas 1,2, 3,and 4

6/9/2016 12:00 p.m.- JDP HECO Pass 2; Survey 74°F-81°F; 0%-20% cc; 0-5 to 1-6
4:00 p.m. Area 1 mph wind

6/9/2016 12:40 p.m.- PML HECO Pass 2; Survey 74°F-76°F; 10% cc; 3-8 to 5-10 mph
3:45p.m. Area 7 wind
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Table 3-1

Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch

Date Hours Personnel Focus Conditions

6/10/2016 10:39 a.m.— KS HECO Pass 2; Survey 75°F-81°F; 10%-20% cc; 5-10 mph
3:17 p.m. Areas 1,2, and 4 wind

6/10/2016 12:28 p.m.- SCG HECO Pass 2; Survey 79°F-81°F; 10%-20% cc; 0-4 to 0-3
3:15 p.m. Area 7 mph wind

6/10/2016 10:33 a.m.- CJF, PCS HECO Pass 2; Survey 72°F-81°F; 10%-20% cc; 1-2 to 0-3
3:17 p.m. Areas 1,2, and 4 mph wind

6/20/2016 12:00 p.m.- JDP HECO Pass 3; Survey 102°F-106°F; 0% cc; 1-5 mph wind
3:00 p.m. Area 2

6/20/2016 12:10 p.m.—- PML HECO Pass 3; Survey 94°F-95°F; 0% cc; 3-6 to 4-8 mph
2:30 p.m. Areas 5 and 7 wind

6/21/2016 7:10 am.— M, IMW, KS, | HECO Pass 3; Survey 73°F-85°F; 70%-100% cc; 2-4 to 5-6
11:50 AM MP Area 4 mph wind

6/22/2016 8:59 am.- JMW HECO Pass 3; Survey 83°F-92°F; 0%—-20% cc; 1-7 mph wind
3:28 p.m. Areas 1, 3,4, and 5

6/22/2016 9:01a.m.- KS HECO Pass 3; Survey 83°F-92°F; 0%-20% cc; 3-10 mph
3:22 p.m. Area 4 wind

6/22/2016 12:30 p.m.— JDP HECO Pass 3; Survey 90°F-94°F; 0%~10% cc; 3-9 mph wind
4:00 p.m. Area 8

6/22/2016 1:00 p.m.- PML HECO Pass 3; Survey 90°F-92°F; 10%-20% cc; 4-10 to 5-
3:15 p.m. Areas 5 and 7 10 mph wind

6/23/2016 10:34 am.— JMW HECO Pass 3; Survey 84°F-88°F; 0% cc; 2-3 mph wind
3:30 p.m. Areas 1 and 2

6/23/2016 10:35a.m.— KS HECO Pass 3; Survey 84°F-88°F; 0% cc; 3-8 mph wind
3:30 p.m. Area 2

6/23/2016 8:30 am.— JDP HECO Pass 3; Survey 72°F-88°F; 0% cc; 0-1 to 2-6 mph
3:00 p.m. Areas 6 and 7 wind

6/23/2016 11:29 am.— EJB HECO Pass 3; Survey 72.5-86.7°F; 0% cc; 0.4-0.7 mph wind
8:07 AM Area 9

6/23/2016 12:00 p.m.— PML HECO Pass 3; Survey 86°F-89°F; 0% cc; 2-4 to 3-5 mph
2:40 p.m. Areas 5 and 7 wind

6/24/2016 12:10 p.m.- EJB HECO Pass 3; Survey 80.6°F-85.9°F; 0% cc; 0.3 mph wind
5:34 p.m. Area 11

7/5/2016 9:.08 a.m.— EJB HECO Pass 4; Survey 73.3°F=79.7°F; 0%~10% cc; 0.8-0.9
5:48 p.m. Area 7 mph wind

7/5/2016 8.45am.- JDP HECO Pass 4; Survey 74°F-86°F; 0%~-10% cc; 1-3 to 4-9
3:00 p.m. Areas 14 and 15 mph wind

7/6/2016 9:46 am.— KS HECO Pass 4; Survey 75°F-85°F; 0% cc; 0—7 mph wind
2:36 p.m. Areas 1,2,3, and 4

7/6/2016 8:30 am.—- JDP HECO Pass 4; Survey 73°F-84°F; 0%~10% cc; 0-2 to 3-7
4:00 p.m. Areas 10, 11, 13, and 14 mph wind

7/6/2016 9.0l am.- EJB HECO Pass 4; Survey 72.9°F-78.9°F; 0% cc; 0.4-1.2 mph
6:04 p.m. Area 5 wind

71712016 12:00 p.m.- JDP HECO Pass 4; Survey 88°F-89°F; 0% cc; 1-5 to 3-8 mph
4:00 p.m. Area 18 wind
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Table 3-1

Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch

Date Hours Personnel Focus Conditions
71712016 9:05a.m.— EJB HECO Pass 4; Survey 72.9°F-78.1°F; 0%-10% cc; 0.5-0.9
6:49 p.m. Area mph wind
7/8/2016 8:50 am.— JDP HECO Pass 4; Survey 74°F-90°F; 0% cc; 1-3 to 4-8 mph
3:00 p.m. Areas 17 and 19 wind
7/8/2016 9:27am.— EJB HECO Pass 4; Survey 75.3°F-78.1°F; 0% cc; 0.2-1.2 mph
6:58 p.m. Areas 3, 5, and 6 wind
Listed Large Branchiopods (Fairy Shrimp) Habitat Assessments and Surveys
1/28/2004- Varied VRJ 2003-2004 Fairy Shrimp See Appendix G, 2003/2004 Focused
3/30/2004 Survey/WESP Focused Fairy Shrimp Survey Report
Surveys
11/2/2004- | Varied VRJ 2004-2005 Fairy Shrimp See Appendix H, 2004/2005 Focused
5/4/2005 Survey/WESP Focused Fairy Shrimp Survey Report
Surveys
4/26/2005 12:00 p.m.- VRJ Vernal Pool/Road Rut 68°F; 0% cc; 0-5 mph winds
4:00 p.m. Floral Inventory
Surveys/WESP Focused
Surveys
4/27/2005 10:00 a.m.- VRJ Vernal Pool/Road Rut 72°F; 0% cc; 0-5 mph winds
2:00 p.m. Floral Inventory
Surveys/WESP Focused
Surveys
5/3/2005 10:30 am.-NR | VRJ Vernal Pool/Road Rut 70°F; 0% cc; 0-3 mph winds
Floral Inventory
Surveys/WESP Focused
Surveys
5/4/2005 10:30 a.m.- VRJ Vernal Pool/Road Rut 64°F; 100% cc; 0-3 mph winds
12:30 p.m. Floral Inventory
Surveys/WESP Focused
Surveys
11/5/2015- Varied DAM, PML 2015-2016 Fairy Shrimp See Appendix |, 2015/2016 Focused
5/8/2016 Survey/WESP Focused Fairy Shrimp Survey Report
Surveys
Western Spadefoot Focused Surveys
3/13/2017 NR USGS (K. WESP Sampling for NR
Neal) Genetic Testing (10 pools)
3/14/2017 10:00 a.m.- PML WESP 70°F-75°F; 0% cc; 1-8 mph wind
3:00 p.m.
3/15/2017 9:27 am.— TSL, PCS WESP 70°F-85°F; 0%-20% cc; 0-3 mph wind
4:10 p.m.
3/16/2017 10:45 a.m.- KIM WESP 72°F-82°F; 0% cc; 2 mph wind
4:24 p.m.
Bat Surveys
5/10/2016 10:00 a.m.- KM, NOR Habitat Assessment and 62°F-75°F; 0% cc; 0—2 mph winds
3:00 p.m. Active Acoustic Survey
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Table 3-1
Schedule of Surveys for Fanita Ranch

Date Hours Personnel Focus Conditions

7/25/2016 10:00 a.m.- KM, PML Passive Acoustic Survey — | 80°F-88°F; 0%-10% cc; 0-2 mph
4:00 p.m. Deployment winds

8/09/2016 8:.00 a.m.- PML Passive Acoustic Survey— | NR
5:00 p.m. Deployment and Collection

8/23/2016 10:00 a.m.- PML Passive Acoustic Survey — | NR
3:00 p.m. Collection

Coastal Cactus Wren Focused Surveys and Cactus Mapping

6/10/2017 8:00 a.m.— SC CACW 71°F-83°F; 90% cc; 1-4 to 2-6 mph

11:45 AM winds
Wildlife Corridor Survey

12/20/2016 | 9:00 a.m.— BAO/SC Habitat Assessment 55°F-72°F; 0% cc; 0-2 mph winds
4:00 p.m. Survey

12/21/2016 | 9:00 a.m.— SC Habitat Assessment 59°F-75°F; 10% cc; 0-2 mph winds
2:00 p.m. Survey

01/04/2017 | 8:00 a.m.— SC Habitat Assessment 54°F-68°F; 85% cc; 0-4 mph winds
4:00 p.m. Survey

01/06/2017 | 10:00 a.m.— SC Habitat Assessment 60°F-65°F; 15% cc; 0-3 mph winds
3:00 p.m. Survey

01/31/2017 | 8:00 a.m.— KS/ISC Habitat Assessment 55°F-71°F; 0% cc; 0-2 mph winds
3:00 p.m. Survey

Notes: cc = cloud cover; NR = not recorded.

Hours and weather conditions for the jurisdictional wetland delineation, vegetation mapping, rare plant surveys, and fairy shrimp may be reported
as NR (not recorded) because they are not relevant to the outcome of those surveys.

Personnel: KCD = Kathleen Dayton; KM = Kyle Mathews; DAM = Danielle Mullen; EAW = Emily Wier; SCG = Scott Gressard; MP = Marshall Paymard;
CJF = Callie Ford; PCS = Patricia Schuyler; EJB = Erin Bergman; TSL = Thomas Liddicoat; JDP = Jeff Priest; PML = Paul Lemons; AMH = Anita Hayworth,
PhD; BAO = Brock Ortega; TWP = Tricia Wotipka; MO = Madison Ortega; JMW = Janice Wondolleck; JM = Jake Marcon; ACT = Andrew C. Thomson;
KS = Kevin Shaw; SC = Shana Carey; MOC = Monique O’'Conner; SV = Shane Valiere; VRJ = Vipul R. Joshi; KIM = Kam Johari Muri; MLB = Michelle
L. Balk; DWF = David W. Flietner; MSE = Megan S. Enright; JLM = John L. Minchin; BP = Bonnie Peterson; KAM = Karen Mullen; NOR = Noelle Ronan;
USGS = U.S. Geological Survey.

Survey Designations/Focus: QCB = habitat assessment for Quino checkerspot butterfly; BUOW = focused survey for burrowing owl; ARTO =
arroyo toad habitat assessment; RP = rare plant survey; VEG = vegetation mapping; JD = jurisdictional delineation; CAGN = focused survey for
coastal California gnatcatcher.

3.21 Resource Mapping

Initial mapping for the project area was conducted by Dudek in the early 1990s and finalized in
1996, with some modifications in 1997. Approximately 60% of this mapping was field checked in
May 2003 and conditions were found to be generally consistent. Modifications to the remaining
mapping consisted primarily of updating previous vegetation classification to reflect on-site
succession since the initial mapping. The project area was assessed again in spring 2004 to address
potential changes in vegetation resulting from the October 2003 Cedar Fire that burned nearly all
of the project area. The exact status of the vegetation communities could not be accurately
determined, due to the early successional stage of the recently burned vegetation. Consequently,
no updates to the resource mapping were completed during the 2004 field check, with the exception
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of modifications to jurisdictional aquatic resources (i.e., waters and wetlands). Dudek revisited the
project area in 2014 to verify and update the vegetation mapping.

Vegetation communities and land uses within the project area, including the Cuyamaca Street
extension, were mapped in the field directly onto a 200-foot-scale (1 inch = 200 feet), aerial
photograph-based field map of the project area. Following completion of the fieldwork, all vegetation
polygons were transferred to a topographic base and digitized using ArcGIS and a geographic
information system (GIS) coverage was created. Once in ArcGIS, the acreage of each vegetation
community and land cover present within the project area was determined. Vegetation community
classifications originally followed Holland (1986) and were updated to Oberbauer et al. (2008), where
feasible, with modifications to accommodate the lack of conformity of the observed communities to
those of Holland (1986) or Oberbauer et al. (2008).

Because of past and current land disturbances (i.e., fire and unauthorized vehicles), portions of
native plant communities within the project area are in a disturbed state. As such, visual
estimations of vegetative cover were used to distinguish vegetation communities, based on
Oberbauer et al. (2008). Areas that supported less than 20% native shrubs are mapped as non-
native grasslands (if dominated by non-native grasses), or disturbed land (if dominated by non-
native herbs or lacking vegetation). Native shrub communities are mapped based on constituent
species (as described per community below). Where shrub cover is between 30% and 50%, the
community is designated as disturbed. Where native grass cover is between 10% and 30%, the
community is designated as disturbed. Native grasslands are mapped where native grass species
occupy at least 10% of the total cover. Dual communities are mapped as areas that supported more
than 20% native grasses within shrubs. Additional combinations of vegetation communities were
mapped as artifacts of post-2003 fire mapping.

Dudek used its unmanned aerial drone to fly over the proposed Magnolia Avenue road extension
area in 2017. This flight captured images of the entire area (outside of neighborhoods) that were
stitched together to form a single, high-resolution image by which to map vegetation communities.
This image provided resolution of 1 inch per pixel. Vegetation mapping was completed based on
a desktop review of the image provided by the unmanned aerial drone and vegetation signatures
were compared to on-the-ground mapped portions of the project area.

3.2.2 Flora

All plant species encountered during the field surveys were identified and recorded. Latin and common
names for plant species with a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) (formerly CNPS List) follow the
California Native Plant Society Online Inventory of Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants of
California (CNPS 2018). For plant species without a CRPR, Latin names follow the Jepson
Interchange List of Currently Accepted Names of Native and Naturalized Plants of California (Jepson
Flora Project 2016), and common names follow the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources
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Conservation Service Plants Database (USDA 2016b). The list of plant species observed on site is
presented in Appendix J, Plant Species Observed within the Project Area.

Because of the unprecedented post-fire visual access to the project area and above normal rainfall
during the 2004 botanical survey growing season, years of post-fire recovery and attendant dense
non-native grass growth and thatch, and drought, it was determined that the previous sensitive
plant survey efforts provided an appropriate survey baseline. It was determined that a better
understanding of the relative distribution and densities of special-status plants would not be gained
through repeating the surveys in 2014, 2016, or 2017. The only exception was regarding willowy
monardella, which was readily visible, and the opportunity to fine-tune mapping for this species
was taken.

3.2.3 Fauna

Wildlife species detected during field surveys by sight, calls, tracks, scat, or other signs were
recorded. Wildlife surveys were conducted as summarized in Table 3-1. Binoculars (8 millimeter
x 32 millimeter to 10 millimeter x 50 millimeter power) were used to identify observed wildlife.
In addition to species actually observed, expected wildlife use of the project area was determined
by known habitat preferences of local species and knowledge of their range and relative
distributions in the area. A list of wildlife species observed or detected on site is presented in
Appendix K, Wildlife Species Observed within the Project Area.

Latin and common names of animals follow Crother (2012) for reptiles and amphibians, American
Ornithologists’ Union (AOU 2016) for birds, Wilson and Reeder (2005) for mammals, and North
American Butterfly Association (NABA 2016) or San Diego Natural History Museum (SDNHM
2002) for butterflies.

Because of the project area fire history and long survey history, species data must sometimes be
analyzed with caution. Depending on the recovery stage of the habitat and the date of the focused
species survey, some species data points may appear in typically unsuitable habitat. For example,
historic grasshopper sparrow data points appearing in current scrub habitats would provide an
erroneous picture of their current presence on site. In addition, for some species, there are multiple
years of data points, which if reviewed without context could lead to erroneously high population
numbers (e.g., duplicate coastal California gnatcatcher points from multiple years). In these cases,
data had to be carefully analyzed to ensure that it was assessed based on the current condition
where appropriate and the potential eventual suitability where appropriate. For these purposes, it
was determined that using a combination of historical and current data for least Bell’s vireo, fairy
shrimp, and western spadefoot was appropriate, but using only current data for coastal California
gnatcatcher and coastal cactus wren was most appropriate.
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3.24 Jurisdictional Delineation

In May 2016, Dudek biologists updated the previous jurisdictional delineation conducted in March
and June 2004. The 2016 delineation focused on spot checking wetland/riparian habitat previously
delineated to determine if there were changes in field conditions since the 2004 delineation and, if
present, to map the extent of those changes. In addition, the majority of the non-wetland
waters/streambeds within the project area were reviewed to confirm the previously mapped extent
of the features. The delineations defined areas under the jurisdiction of CDFW pursuant to Sections
1600-1603 of the California Fish and Game Code, under the jurisdiction of ACOE pursuant to
Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act, and under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB pursuant to
Clean Water Act Section 401 and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Protection Act.

The updated delineation was conducted in accordance with the methods prescribed in the 1987
Wetland Delineation Manual (ACOE 1987), the 2008 Regional Supplement to the Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Version 2.0) (ACOE 2008a), and A
Field Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West
Region of the Western United States: A Delineation Manual (ACOE 2008b). The information
required to process an approved jurisdictional determination in accordance with the ACOE/U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency Rapanos Guidance (ACOE and EPA 2008) was gathered for
the project area. During the jurisdictional delineation surveys, the majority of the project area was
walked and evaluated for evidence of an ordinary high water mark, surface water, saturation,
wetland vegetation, and nexus to a traditional navigable water of the United States. The extent of
any identified jurisdictional areas was determined by mapping the areas with similar vegetation
and topography to the sampled locations.

Pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act, ACOE and RWQCB wetland waters include those
supporting all three wetlands criteria described in the ACOE manual: (1) hydric soils, (2)
hydrology, and (3) hydrophytic vegetation. Areas regulated by the RWQCB are generally
coincident with the ACOE, but can also include isolated features that have evidence of surface
water inundation pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Protection Act. These areas
generally support at least one of the three ACOE wetlands indicators, but are considered isolated
through the lack of surface water hydrology/connectivity downstream.

A predominance of hydrophytic vegetation, where associated with a stream channel, was used
to determine CDFW-regulated riparian areas. Streambeds under the jurisdiction of CDFW
were delineated using the Cowardin method of waters classification, which defines waters
boundaries by a single parameter (i.e., hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, or hydrology)
(Cowardin et al. 1979).

To assist in the determination of jurisdictional areas within the project area, data were collected at
eight sampling points (Appendix L, Jurisdictional Delineation Wetland Sampling Point Forms).
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Hydrology, vegetation, and soils were assessed and sampling data were collected on approved
ACOE forms. The project area was evaluated for evidence of an ordinary high water mark, surface
water, saturation, wetland vegetation, and nexus to a traditional navigable water. The extent of
jurisdictional aquatic resources was determined by mapping the areas with similar vegetation and
topography to sampled locations.

Features that convey or hold water are regulated by multiple agencies. Federal, state, and local
agencies have different definitions and terminology for these types of features. Water-dependent
resources regulated by ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFW are collectively referred to as jurisdictional
aquatic resources herein. Terminology used in this document to distinguish each jurisdictional
aquatic resource according to the agency that regulates the resource is as follows:

e ACOE and RWQCB: “Wetland” and “non-wetland waters.” Wetland waters of the United
States and non-wetland waters of the United States are subject to regulation by ACOE and
RWQCB, pursuant to the Clean Water Act. Within the project area, ACOE waters of the
United States and wetlands and RWQCB waters of the United States and wetlands overlap,
and therefore are combined under the terms “non-wetland waters” and “wetlands.”

e CDFW: “Riparian areas” and “streambeds.” Lakes, rivers, and streams, including any
associated riparian habitat, are subject to regulation by CDFW pursuant to the California
Fish and Game Code. Within the project area, CDFW streambeds often overlap with ACOE
and RWQCB non-wetland waters, and CDFW riparian areas often overlap with ACOE and
RWQCB wetlands.

3.25 Special-Status Plant Species

Focused surveys for special-status plant species were conducted in 2004 at the appropriate
phenological stage (blooming and fruiting) to detect and identify the target species. Surveys were
conducted within suitable habitat areas within the project area, including along the proposed oft-
site Cuyamaca Street extension. The previous fire in 2003 and adequate rainfall provided
substantial plant growth during the 2004 survey season. Following the survey effort in 2004, the
climatic conditions worsened (i.e., drought) and led to years of recovery, non-native grass
growth, non-native species competition, and reduced visibility to detect plants. Therefore, the
2004 survey effort provided the most comprehensive data set regarding special-status plant
species. The entire project area was surveyed at a rate of 100 acres per person/day. Field survey
methods and mapping of rare plants generally conformed to CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines
(CNPS 2001), Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native
Populations and Natural Communities (CDFG 2009), and General Rare Plant Survey Guidelines
(Cypher 2002). Special-status plant observations were mapped in the field using a GPS receiver
or were mapped directly onto an aerial field map to record the location of special-status plant
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populations. The special-status plant observations were then digitized into the geodatabase by a
Dudek GIS technician using ArcGIS software.

A focused survey for willowy monardella within the project area was conducted in June 2016
by Dudek biologists Katie Dayton and Danielle Mullen (Table 3-1). Willowy monardella was
included in 2016 survey efforts due to its high sensitivity and surveyors’ ability to detect the
species during the survey timeframe.

3.2.6 Vernal Pool Branchiopods

Vernal pool branchiopods at Fanita Ranch were surveyed during the 2004 and 2004/2005 wet
survey seasons and then again during the 2015/2016 wet survey season. A total of 242 unique
features were surveyed (excluding one feature occurring outside the project area) during all
survey years (Figures 3-1a through 3-1o, Vernal Pool Branchiopods). A summary of each
survey effort is provided below and the survey reports are included as Appendices G, H, and
I. All surveys were conducted by biologists holding Section 10(a)(1)(A) recovery permits for
vernal pool branchiopods (see Appendices G, H, and I for more information).

2004 and 2004/2005 Wet Season Protocol Surveys

Surveys were conducted in accordance with the USFWS interim survey protocol for listed fairy
shrimp species (USFWS 1996). Dirt roads on relatively flat ground and mima mound complexes
were surveyed every 1 to 2 weeks for the duration of each rainy season. During each visit, a dip-
net was used to collect fauna where ponded water of a sufficient depth to allow surveying
(approximately 1 inch) was present. Each basin was staked, numbered, and mapped in the field
utilizing a portable GPS unit with submeter accuracy according to the maximum observed
inundation perimeter. Each fairy shrimp collected was identified in the laboratory by the permitted
biologists (see Appendices G and H for more details on survey methods).

The 2004 survey consisted of inspection of 71 features. In 2005, a near-record rainfall year, 44
features were resurveyed and 158 new features were observed and surveyed, with one of the new
features occurring immediately outside the project boundary. Over the 2 years of surveys, 229
features were identified and surveyed to determine presence or absence of all listed vernal pool
branchiopod species. Features were numbered during the 2004 season in three categories: vernal
pools, road ruts, and wetland basins. All project features were classified using the ACOE (1997)
Los Angeles District Special Public Notice list of potential vernal pool indicator species and a
definition of a vernal pool. The features were inventoried for indicator plant species occurrences
in April 2005. Due to the near-record rainfall in 2005, it is expected that all potential seasonal
basins on the project area have been identified.
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2015/2016 Wet Season Protocol Surveys

The intent of the 2015/2016 surveys was to look for new features not previously identified and
surveyed during the previous efforts and to review previously identified features that were not
documented to support listed fairy shrimp. The 2015/2016 survey methods followed the current
USFWS survey guidelines protocol (USFWS 2015) for wet-season surveys. In accordance with
the survey protocol, the rain event occurring between December 10 and December 13, 2015
(approximately 0.52 inches recorded), initiated the first survey of the 2015/2016 wet season. The
protocol states that sampling must be initiated within 7 days of inundation, surveys must be done
at approximately 1-week intervals, and surveys must continue until dried up. All suitable habitat
features on site that met the USFWS inundation criteria (i.e., depth of 1.2 inches [3 centimeters]
or greater 24 hours after a rain event) to initiate protocol-level surveys were sampled, and USFWS
survey forms were completed. With approval from the USFWS, the 2015/2016 survey efforts only
included surveying previously identified features that were documented as unoccupied features during
the 2004/2005 efforts, and new identified features not previously surveyed.

During the 2015/16 wet season survey, the project area was surveyed on 13 occasions. The location
of each feature sampled was recorded using a GPS unit with submeter accuracy. GPS data were
downloaded into an ArcGIS file by Dudek GIS Specialist Randy Deodat (Appendix I).

During each survey, surveyors inspected the individual features for depth, surface area of water,
air and water temperature, level of disturbance, and presence of aquatic wildlife. An aquarium dip
net was passed through every feature that met the USFWS inundation requirement. All portions of
ponded water were surveyed from the bottom to the surface by moving the dip net in a mild zigzag
pattern through the feature as directed by the sampling protocol (USFWS 2015). Dip net contents
were frequently viewed and algae, plants, and other debris material were discarded when occurring
at high concentrations (USFWS 2015). Samples were collected, when needed, using the aquarium
net and a 40-milliliter (1.4-ounce) glass vial. Specimens were stored in the vial with water collected
from where the specimen was found. Specimens were taken to the laboratory within 24 hours of
collection and placed in a non-denatured ethyl alcohol (200 proof) solution for preservation. Each
specimen was inspected thoroughly using a dissecting microscope and soft-tip forceps. Eriksen
and Belk (1999) was used to verify the species of each specimen collected. The USFWS was
notified within 10 days of occupied features as stated in the protocol. Throughout the 2015/2016
season, daily precipitation was monitored from weather station KCASANTEI1S in Santee,
California (Weather Underground Inc. 2015-2016); these data are included in Appendix I.

A total of 35 features were identified as suitable habitat for vernal pool branchiopods and were
surveyed during the 2015/2016 wet survey season. Of the 35 features that were surveyed in 2015 and
2016, 21 features were identified during previous surveys conducted in 2004 and 2005, and 14 features
were identified as new in 2015 and 2016.
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3.2.7 Quino Checkerspot Butterfly

Quino checkerspot butterfly focused surveys were conducted in 2004, 2005, and 2016. This report
relies on the previous survey results from 2004 and 2005, as well the 2016 host plant mapping;
therefore, additional information regarding all surveys is provided here and shown on Figure 3-2,
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Area and Results.

2004 Protocol Surveys

The 2004 protocol-level Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys were conducted over 156 weekly
visits over 7 weeks from March 8 to April 11, 2004, with two additional surveys on April 25 and
May 2, 2004. The two additional surveys were conducted in order to check the highest quality
portions of the project area. All potentially suitable habitat was covered each week during the
survey period (Appendix A). The 26 distinct survey areas included approximately 2,421 acres.
Surveys were conducted according to current USFWS protocol (USFWS 2002).

A habitat assessment over the entire project area was conducted concurrently with the initial adult
flight survey to determine the extent of suitable habitat within the project area. Initially, in 2004,
Dudek intended to survey only portions of the site that previously would have supported Quino
checkerspot butterfly (i.e., open habitats, dirt roads, areas that were not covered completely by
chaparral or grasses). After the October 2003 Cedar Fire burned nearly the entire site, Dudek
expanded its survey area to include burned areas that formerly would have been considered
unsuitable due to dense chaparral, coastal sage scrub, and grasslands. In an effort to cover all open
areas, these areas were surveyed, but less rigorously because they would have previously been
considered to be unsuitable. Within areas that were too densely vegetated to be suitable Quino
checkerspot butterfly habitat, Dudek surveyed internal ridges and hilltops only.

2005 Protocol Surveys

The 2005 protocol-level Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys were conducted over 57 visits over
5 weeks between March 9 and April 17, 2005, with additional habitat assessments on adjacent
lands conducted in July 2005. On January 21, 2005, shortly after Quino checkerspot butterfly
larvae had been observed elsewhere, Dudek biologist Brock Ortega (Permit No. TE-813545-4),
conducted a habitat assessment for Quino checkerspot butterfly larval host and adult nectar plants
and selected the Quino checkerspot butterfly survey areas. The 2005 survey concentrated on the
highest quality habitat in the project area. Areas that were dense chaparral, coastal sage scrub, or
grasslands prior to the 2003 Cedar Fire were excluded, and only those areas that supported the best
Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat were surveyed. These areas included hilltops, ridges, dirt
roads, historical host plant patches, large nectar patches, seasonal basin areas, and open habitats.
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Given these parameters, the surveys areas were reduced to eight areas, covering approximately
796 acres. Surveys were conducted according to current USFWS protocol (USFWS 2002).

2016 Protocol Surveys

Focused surveys in 2016 were conducted in accordance with the Proposed 2016 Quino
Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Protocol that was developed in coordination with USFWS, the
County, and the Building Industry Association (USFWS 2016) (Appendix C). The 2016 protocol
Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys were conducted over 196 surveys within a 7-week period
between February 23 and April 7, 2016.

The project area was divided into 28 survey areas. The survey methods consisted of slowly
walking roughly parallel transects spaced approximately 30 feet (10 meters) apart throughout all
habitats within the approximately 1,995-acre survey area (USFWS 2016). Survey routes were
arranged to thoroughly cover the survey area at a rate of approximately 5 to 10 acres per person
hour (i.e., in accordance with USFWS-approved protocol deviation) resulting in 170 person days
of effort. These survey areas were numbered and assigned to Dudek’s permitted biologists and
independent investigators. The biologists were provided with 200-scale (1 inch =200 feet) aerial
photographs of each survey polygon. These photographs were used for mapping host plant
populations and Quino checkerspot butterfly, if observed. Binoculars were used to aid in
detecting and identifying butterfly and other wildlife species. GPS units also were available for
recording locations of host plant populations.

2016 and 2017 Host Plant Mapping

Quino host plant mapping surveys were conducted within a 6-week period between March 9 and
April 20, 2016, in accordance with the schedule provided in Table 3-1. Host plant areas were
revisited in 2017 to confirm presence in support of the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan and
associated habitat modeling. All surveys were conducted on foot. Approximately 24 person days
were spent conducting host plant mapping within the project area.

Biologists were able to observe reference populations of dot-seed plantain (Plantago erecta),
which was one of the two host plants previously observed on site in 2004 and 2005, to develop
a search-image before conducting surveys of the site. Host plant mapping surveys focused on
the identification and location of all seven recognized host plants for Quino: dot-seed plantain,
woolly plantain (Plantago patagonica), Coulter’s snapdragon (Antirrhinum coulterianum), rigid
bird’s beak (Cordylanthus rigidus), purple owl’s-clover (Castilleja exserta), Chinese houses
(Collinsia concolor), and purple Chinese houses (Collinsia heterophylla) (USFWS 2014). All
host plants were included in the survey; however, woolly plantain and Chinese houses do not
have a western San Diego County distribution.
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Dudek biologists recorded locations of Quino host plants using a mobile application. Data
collected included the surveyor(s), date, species of host plant, and density of the host plant at the
point at which the host plant was found. All host plant occurrences were mapped as points. Density
was assessed per square meter and was collected using the following classes:

e Very Low: 1-19 plants per square meter

e Low: 20-100 plants per square meter

e Medium: 100-1,000 plants per square meter
e High: 1,000-10,000+ plants per square meter

Points were collected within patches of host plant at least as close as every 10 feet (3 meters). At
each host plant point, surveyors recorded nectar plants observed at the host plant location,
including Allium spp., Asteraceae spp., Cryptantha spp., Ericameria spp., Lasthenia spp., and
Layia spp. In addition, all blooming nectar plants were recorded for the entire survey area.

At the conclusion of surveys, Dudek GIS analysts created a GIS coverage for host plants. After
review by a biologist, a geodatabase was created to ensure these data are topologically correct and
meet final quality control and assurance procedures.

3.2.8 Burrowing Owl

Burrowing owl is a covered species under the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan and a CDFW SSC.
Qualified Dudek biologists conducted a habitat assessment, followed by focused surveys in
suitable habitat (e.g., grasslands, disturbed lands, and other open habitats where suitable burrow
resources exist and are relatively flat or have low slopes) within the project area (Figure 3-3,
Burrowing Owl Survey Areas). According to CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation
guidelines, “essential habitat for the burrowing owl in California must include suitable year-round
habitat, primarily for breeding, foraging, wintering and dispersal habitat consisting of short or
sparse vegetation (at least at some time of year), presence of burrows, burrow surrogates or
presence of fossorial mammal dens, well-drained soils, and abundant and available prey within
close proximity to the burrow” (CDFG 2012). Dudek biologists conducted surveys pursuant to the
survey guidelines outlined in Appendix D of the CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation (CDFG 2012). The habitat assessment was conducted concurrently with the first survey
pass and consisted of the biologist walking 15-meter transects and documenting the presence of
suitable burrows and/or burrow surrogates (e.g., rock cavities, pipes, culverts, debris piles); in
order for habitat to be considered suitable the location needed to be 11 centimeters or greater in
diameter and greater than 150 centimeters in depth.
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Following the habitat assessment, three focused surveys for burrowing owl and sign (i.e., owl
pellets, molted feathers, abundant insect remains, and white wash) were conducted within suitable
habitat. Four survey passes were conducted between March and July 2016 during daylight hours
(see Table 3-1). The first visit was conducted in March 2016 and the last three visits were timed
to occur at least 3 weeks apart, May through July 2016, during the peak of the breeding season.!
All potential burrows were examined for sign and recorded using a GPS unit. Climatic conditions
at the time of the survey were within protocol guidelines and surveys were conducted under good
weather conditions that would permit clear detection of individuals should they occur on site.

3.29 Coastal California Gnatcatcher

Previous focused coastal California gnatcatcher surveys were conducted in 2005; however, all
impact analysis is based on the focused surveys conducted in 2016 and therefore the 2005 surveys
are not discussed in this report. For reference, the 2005 focused survey report is provided as
Appendix D. Focused surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher were performed within the project
area between April 25 and June 29, 2016, by coastal California gnatcatcher-permitted biologists
(Figure 3-4, Coastal California Gnatcatcher Survey Area and Results). The 2016 survey report is
provided in Appendix E. The surveys were conducted following USFWS’s Coastal California
Gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) Presence/Absence Survey Protocol (USFWS
1997), using the breeding season survey methods. The City is no longer a participant in the NCCP
interim 4(d) process because they have already permitted disturbance of all of their allotted coastal
sage scrub interim loss acres; therefore, surveys included six visits (during the coastal California
gnatcatcher breeding season) at a minimum of 7-day intervals.

During the 2016 survey, the project area was divided into 19 survey polygons, each representing a single-
day survey effort of approximately 80 acres (i.e., in accordance with USFWS protocol for non-NCCP
enrolled areas) resulting in 114 person days of effort. These survey areas were numbered and assigned
to Dudek’s permitted biologists and independent investigators. The biologists were provided with 200-
scale (1 inch = 200 feet) aerial photographs of each survey polygon. These photographs were used for
mapping coastal California gnatcatcher individuals, pairs, nests, and family groups, if observed.
Binoculars were used to aid in detecting and identifying birds and other wildlife species. Appropriate
birding binoculars (8 millimeters x 32 millimeters to 10 millimeters x 50 millimeters power) were used
by each permitted biologist to aid in detecting and identifying bird species. A recording of vocalizations
was used frequently to elicit a response from the species. The recording was played approximately every
50 to 100 feet, and when a coastal California gnatcatcher was detected, the playing of the recording
ceased to avoid harassment.

' In California the burrowing owl breeding season extends from February 1 through August 31 (CDFG 2012).

However, visits were timed to occur within the commonly accepted breeding season (April 15 through July 15)
(CBOC 1997, as cited in CDFG 2012).
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3.2.10 Riparian Birds

Suitable habitat areas within the project area were surveyed eight times for least Bell’s vireo and
five times for southwestern willow flycatcher (Figure 3-5, Riparian Birds Survey Area and
Results). Focused surveys for these species were initiated on April 20, 2016, and continued through
July 7, 2016. The survey report is provided in Appendix F.

As directed by Stacey Love, the USFWS Recovery Permit Coordinator, surveys for least Bell’s vireo
and southwestern willow flycatcher were not conducted concurrently. Due to differences in
detectability, surveys were conducted sequentially, with surveys for the southwestern willow flycatcher
first (i.e., first thing in the morning) and surveys for the least Bell’s vireo conducted afterwards.
Additionally, for linear survey routes within a riparian corridor, southwestern willow flycatcher were
surveyed from the starting point to the end, and least Bell’s vireo were surveyed on the way back.

Areas surveyed in 2016 included suitable habitat within the northeastern portion of Fanita Ranch
(Figure 3-5). All surveys consisted of slowly walking a methodical, meandering transect within
and adjacent to all riparian habitat on site. The perimeter also was surveyed. This route was
arranged to cover all suitable habitat on site. A vegetation map (1:2,400 scale; 1 inch =200 feet)
of the project area was available to record any detected vireo or flycatcher. Binoculars (8
millimeters x 32 millimeters to 10 millimeters x 50 millimeters power) were used to aid in
detecting and identifying wildlife species.

The five surveys conducted for southwestern willow flycatcher followed the currently accepted
protocol (A Natural History Summary and Survey Protocol for the Southwestern Willow
Flycatcher [Sogge et al. 2010]), which states that a minimum of five survey visits is needed to
evaluate project effects on southwestern willow flycatcher. The protocol recommends one survey
between May 15 and 31, two surveys between June 1 and June 24, and two surveys between June
25 and July 17. Consistent with the protocol, surveys during the final period (June 25 and July 17)
were separated by at least 5 days. A tape of recorded southwestern willow flycatcher vocalizations
was used, approximately every 50 to 100 feet within suitable habitat, to induce southwestern
willow flycatcher responses. If southwestern willow flycatcher were detected, tape playback
ceased immediately to avoid harassment.

A Section 10(a)(1)(A) permit is not required to conduct presence/absence surveys for least Bell’s
vireo. The eight surveys for least Bell’s vireo followed the currently accepted Least Bell’s Vireo
Survey Guidelines (USFWS 2001), which states that a minimum of eight survey visits should be
made to all riparian areas and any other potential least Bell’s vireo habitats between April 10 and
July 31. The site visits are required to be conducted at least 10 days apart to maximize the detection
of early and late arrivals, females, non-vocal birds, and nesting pairs. Taped playback of least
Bell’s vireo vocalizations was not used during the surveys per USFWS 2001 protocol. Surveys
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were conducted between dawn and noon and were not conducted during periods of excessive or
abnormal cold, heat, wind, rain, or other inclement weather.

3.2.11 Coastal Cactus Wren

Coastal cactus wren were observed incidentally during previous surveys in 1997, 2004, and
2016. However, habitat supporting the historical coastal cactus wren observations (i.e., cactus
scrub) burned after the 2004 site review; therefore, focused surveys for this species became
necessary to determine the current extent of habitat and population. Focused surveys were
conducted in 2017 concurrently with cactus patch mapping (Figure 3-6, Coastal Cactus Wren
Survey Areas and Results). Dudek biologists recorded locations of cactus patches using a mobile
application. Data collected included the surveyor(s), date, cactus patch, and coastal cactus wren
individuals. All cactus patches were mapped as polygons.

The 2017 survey was conducted by meandering through areas where previously observed
individuals were known to occur and visually and acoustically identifying individuals and visually
detecting active nests. All cactus patches encountered with Opuntia and Cylindropuntia species
were mapped (Figure 3-6). Small patches with single cactus individuals were recorded since the
cactus habitat is still recovering from the Cedar fire.

Additionally, the USGS has been performing a genetic and banding study throughout the range of
the coastal cactus wren and Fanita Ranch is included in their study. A report of those efforts has
not yet been published.

3.212 Hermes Copper Butterfly

Hermes copper butterfly focused surveys were conducted in 2004 and 2016. This report relies on
the previous survey results from 2004, as well as the 2014 and 2016 host plant mapping; therefore,
additional information regarding all surveys is provided here (Figure 3-7, Hermes Copper Butterfly
Survey Area and Results). It should be noted that this species was incidentally observed during a
reconnaissance survey conducted in May 2003 and again in 2005. The intent of the reconnaissance
survey was to conduct an assessment in a very brief manner; therefore, the survey was neither all-
inclusive nor thorough.

2004 Protocol Surveys

Focused surveys for Hermes copper butterfly were conducted in 2004 within portions of the site
that had not burned during the 2003 Cedar Fire. These areas primarily were located in the
northern portions of the project area. Only portions of these areas that supported redberry
buckthorn (Rhamnus crocea) were surveyed. Surveys were conducted by wildlife biologist
Brock A. Ortega between May 15 and July 4, 2004. Surveys consisted of meandering transects
through intact (i.e., unburned) suitable habitat that supported redberry buckthorn while searching
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for flying adults. Adjacent patches of California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) were also
searched for nectaring adults. Where readily apparent, post-fire redberry buckthorn regrowth
was also reviewed for butterflies, particularly in the vicinity of previous and historical
occurrences on site. However, these areas are unlikely to support Hermes copper butterfly, as
they typically cannot withstand large fires and require more mature redberry buckthorn growth
to persist (Faulkner and Klein 2003).

2014 and 2016 Habitat Mapping and Protocol Surveys

In 2014, Dudek mapped Hermes copper butterfly habitat in accordance with the County of San Diego
Guidelines for Hermes Copper Butterfly (Lycaena hermes) (County of San Diego 2010). Within the
project boundaries, all redberry buckthorn within 15 feet of California buckwheat was mapped as
potential habitat and surveyed (Figure 3-7). Based on the habitat assessment, approximately 148
acres of the project area were determined to contain potential habitat and were surveyed. However,
due to discussion with USFWS staff regarding drought conditions, and the general lack of a 2014
butterfly flight season, protocol-level adult surveys were not conducted. No Hermes copper
butterflies were observed by Dudek biologists during the habitat assessment and initial survey
attempt in 2014. Surveys were conducted in 2016 and consisted of four rounds of surveys from May
to July, conducted per the County guidelines. To increase the likelihood of observing Hermes copper
butterfly, surveys were conducted when perennial species were showing new growth (i.e., redberry
buckthorn) and in bloom (i.e., California buckwheat). Suitable potential habitat for Hermes copper
butterfly was confirmed during the 2016 protocol surveys. Due to unsuitable weather, as identified
in the County guidelines, adjustments to the survey schedule were required. Therefore, surveys were
not always conducted 8 to 14 days apart.
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3.213  Western Spadefoot

The western spadefoot, also known as western spadefoot toad, is unique in that it spends the
majority of the year underground in a state of torpor. The spadefoot digs a long and narrow tunnel
and encapsulates itself several feet belowground. After substantial winter rainfall results in areas
of pooling or ponding, spadefoots emerge at night to forage and mate at vernal pools, pond edges,
and along slow-moving stream courses. Therefore, in order to identify areas of suitable habitat
within a project area (i.e., ephemeral pooling or ponding) habitat assessments and focused surveys
to detect western spadefoot should begin early in the rainy season after adequate rainfall.

Western spadefoot egg masses, tadpoles, and metamorphs were observed in a few areas by Dudek
while conducting focused surveys for vernal pool fairy shrimp during 2004 and 2005. In order to
provide a better understanding of the species’ breeding distribution within and adjacent to the
project area, focused surveys were conducted in March 2017 during the winter rain season. Based
on the past surveys conducted and Dudek’s familiarity of the project area, 121 potential suitable
habitat areas (i.e., features including areas of ponding such as pools/ponds/road ruts) were
surveyed for evidence of western spadefoot in 2017 (Figure 3-8, Spadefoot Toad Survey Areas
and Results). At each feature, a visual inspection was conducted to detect egg masses, tadpoles,
metamorphs, and burrows. If the visual inspection did not result in the detection of the species,
then immediate subsequent dip-netting was performed to sample areas within the pooled area. If a
feature was substantially turbid (i.e., not clear water), and a visual inspection was unreliable, dip
netting was performed. Data collected for each feature that was found to support western spadefoot
included pool size, water depth, pool condition, water temperature, vegetation, and other species
present. Once a feature was identified as supporting western spadefoot, that feature was not
resurveyed during subsequent field efforts.

In addition to Dudek’s efforts, USGS reviewed Dudek 2004 and 2005 positive identification
locations and collected genetic samples from tadpoles within 10 different occupied pools during a
site visit on March 13, 2017. The goal was to determine if the populations and ponds within the
project area are genetically connected or not for the purposes of management and corridor design
between populations (Rochester et al. 2017). The City requested that USGS provide independent
scientific input on western spadefoot, which is a Covered Species under the Draft Santee MSCP
Subarea Plan, as required for the completion of an NCCP.

3.214 Bats

The purpose of the bat habitat assessment and active acoustic survey was to identify and evaluate
potential features associated with habitats that could be utilized by bats for either day or night
roosting within the project area. Prior to conducting fieldwork, a desktop analysis of existing
biological resource data for the project area was conducted. In addition, biologists reviewed USGS

7490
109 May 2020



Biological Technical Report for the Fanita Ranch Project

7.5-minute series topographic maps and aerial photographs to identify general topography, habitat
type, drainages, and water sources.

Dudek biologists Noelle Ronan and Karen Mullen conducted a reconnaissance-level visual survey and
habitat assessment while driving along roads and walking select areas of interest on May 10, 2016.
The survey included a search to examine potential roosting habitat within the project area such as rock
outcrops, broken tree limbs, and exfoliating tree bark primarily occurring within southern coast live
oak riparian forest, southern willow scrub, sycamore alluvial woodland, and southern mixed chaparral.
While conducting the visual survey and habitat assessment, Ms. Ronan and Ms. Mullen also identified
and mapped suitable monitoring locations for passive acoustic surveys.

Passive acoustic surveys were conducted in July and August 2016 to acoustically monitor for the
presence of bat activity within the project area. Four Anabat SD2 ultrasonic detectors (Titley
Electronics, Ballina, Australia) were set out at four locations within potential roosting habitat from
July 25 to August 9, 2016, then moved to four other locations from August 9 to August 23, 2016
(Figure 3-9, Bat Survey Locations). Data collected from passive acoustic bat surveys were
reviewed to determine the presence of bat species within the project area. The passive acoustic bat
survey results were also used to evaluate the level of bat activity at each survey station. See the
bat species survey summary in Section 4.5.3.3 for survey results.
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3.215  Wildlife Corridor Camera Study

Dudek conducted a wildlife corridor camera study throughout the project area from December
2016 to January 2017 (Figure 3-10, Camera Study Locations). The original intent was to perform
the study during various seasons throughout the year. Since the project area is adjacent to both
Goodan Ranch/Sycamore Canyon County Park and MCAS Miramar, which are large patches of
natural open space that provide avenues for the immigration and emigration of wildlife, the
purpose of this study was to assess the degree to which the project area functions as a regional
wildlife movement corridor and to evaluate wildlife movement within the project area and off-site
lands adjacent to the proposed project.

Within the project area, 21 camera stations were located adjacent to dirt roads along ridge tops,
drainages, and water sources (i.e., creek edges) (Figure 3-10). Camera stations were set at locations
determined by the biologist as best for capturing wildlife movement through the project area.
Preferred sites included those that had natural funneling topography or locations where two or
more dirt roads or roads and creeks intersected. Two types of wildlife cameras were used, including
a Bushnell Trophy Cam Agressor Camo and Bushnell Trophy Camera Brown cameras. Digital
cameras were set to fire immediately upon triggering and four shots were fired per trigger event.
The trigger delay was set at 1 second. Camera aperture settings were set in the mid-range for better
image sharpness and to capture the widest range of the site conditions. Cameras used infrared LED
lights to minimize wildlife disturbance. In an effort to not bias the survey results, but still maintain
nearby passing wildlife in the camera field of view long enough to be photographed, scent stations
were deployed, but with limited scent lure. Scent stations included placement of approximately
.025 teaspoons of a commercial scent lure (Gusto) on a rock in the middle of the camera’s field of
view. This lure is useful for all mammal species. Stations were built using a 5-foot metal pole
cemented into a 5-gallon plastic bucket with a camera placed in a sealed, locked metal box attached
mid-way up the pole. Due to theft, vandalizing of five cameras, and redirecting of other cameras,
likely from frequent human activity (i.e., hikers, bikers, and other uses) within the project area,
additional studies were not conducted during other seasons.

3.3 Habitat Modeling

In addition to field efforts, suitable habitat for all special-status wildlife species that occur or have
potential to occur on site was modeled to help evaluate impacts to habitat for special-status wildlife
species. Table 3-2 summarizes the models used for each species. Most of the suitable habitat
models are based on the vegetation communities found on site, but some also incorporated
additional information, such as slope, distance from known occurrences from survey data, and
presence of host plants.
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Table 3-2

Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur within the
Project Area (Including Off-Site Areas)

Wildlife Species

Regulatory Status: Federal/
State/Draft Santee MSCP
Subarea Plan

Suitable Habitat Model

Amphibians and Reptiles

Western spadefoot None/SSC/Covered The following criteria was used for habitat modeling: within 300 meters of an occupied features, within vernal

(Spea hammondii) pool, non-native grassland, native grassland, or coastal sage scrub, and less than 20% slope. Based on
occupied features rather than number of records/individuals. Number of occupied features for western
spadefoot includes those recorded in 2004, 2005, 2016, and 2017.

Southern California legless None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: coast live oak woodland, southern willow scrub

lizard (Anniella stebbinsi) (including disturbed), mulefat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, southern sycamore-alder riparian
woodland, and granitic southern mixed chaparral.

California glossy snake None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: Diegan coastal sage scrub (including valley

(Arizona elegans occidentalis) needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire recovered varieties),
and granitic southern mixed chaparral.

San Diegan tiger whiptail None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: coast live oak woodland, southern willow scrub

(Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri) (including disturbed), mulefat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, southern sycamore-alder riparian
woodland, and granitic southern mixed chaparral.

Red diamondback rattlesnake | None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: coast live oak woodland, Diegan coastal sage

(Crotalus ruber) scrub (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire
recovered varieties), granitic southern mixed chaparral, and non-native grassland.

Blainville’s horned lizard None/SSC/Covered The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: Diegan coastal sage scrub (including valley

(Phrynosoma blainvillii) needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire recovered varieties),
granitic southern mixed chaparral, non-native grassland, mule fat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest,
southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland, and southern willow scrub (including disturbed).

Coronado Island skink None/WL/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: coast live oak woodland, Diegan coastal sage

(Plestiodon skiltonianus scrub (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire

interparietalis) recovered varieties), granitic southern mixed chaparral, mule fat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest,
southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland, and southern willow scrub (including disturbed).

Belding's orange-throated None/SSC/Covered The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: coast live oak woodland, Diegan coastal sage

whiptail (Aspidoscelis
hyperythra beldingi)

scrub (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire
recovered varieties), and granitic southern mixed chaparral.
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Table 3-2

Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur within the
Project Area (Including Off-Site Areas)

Regulatory Status: Federal/

State/Draft Santee MSCP
Wildlife Species Subarea Plan Suitable Habitat Model

Coast patch-nosed snake None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: Diegan coastal sage scrub (including valley
(Salvadora hexalepis needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire recovered varieties),
virgultea) and granitic southern mixed chaparral.
Two-striped garter snake None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: southern willow scrub (including disturbed),
(Thamnophis hammondii) mulefat scrub, non-vegetated channel, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, southern sycamore-alder

riparian woodland, and vernal pool.

Birds

Cooper’s hawk None/WL/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: coast live oak woodland,
(Accipiter cooperii) southern arroyo willow riparian forest, and southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland.
(nesting) All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed,

unvegetated habitat, and vernal pools.
Southern California rufous- None/WL/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: Diegan coastal sage scrub
crowned sparrow (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire
(Aimophila ruficeps recovered varieties), and granitic southern mixed chaparral.
canescens)
Grasshopper sparrow None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: Diegan coastal sage scrub-

(Ammodramus savannarum)
(nesting)

valley needlegrass grassland (including disturbed), Diegan coastal sage scrub-non-native grassland, non-
native grassland, and valley needlegrass grassland (including disturbed).

Golden eagle
(Aquila chrysaetos)
(nesting and wintering)

BCC/FP, WL/None

The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: Diegan coastal sage scrub-
valley needlegrass grassland (including disturbed), Diegan coastal sage scrub-non-native grassland, non-
native grassland, valley needlegrass grassland (including disturbed), disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub
(including fire recovered), freshwater marsh (including disturbed), and cismontane alkali marsh.

Bell's sage sparrow BCC/WL/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: Diegan coastal sage scrub

(Artemisiospiza belli belli) (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire
recovered varieties), and granitic southern mixed chaparral.

Long-eared owl (Asio otus) None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: coast live oak woodland,

southern willow scrub (including disturbed), mulefat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, and southern
sycamore-alder riparian woodland.
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Table 3-2

Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur within the
Project Area (Including Off-Site Areas)

Regulatory Status: Federal/

State/Draft Santee MSCP
Wildlife Species Subarea Plan Suitable Habitat Model

Oak titmouse BCC/None/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: coast live oak woodland.

(Baeolophus inornatus)

Coastal cactus wren None/SSC/Covered The habitat for historical occurrences of coastal cactus wren burned and is in the process of recovery. Five

(Campylorhynchus clusters of coastal cactus wrens were observed during surveys in 2017. Clusters rather than individual records

brunneicapillus sandiegensis) were considered for impacts given the localized groups that this species occurs in.

Northern harrier None/SCC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: Diegan coastal sage scrub

(Circus cyaneus) (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire
recovered varieties), non-native grassland, valley needlegrass grassland (including disturbed), freshwater
marsh (including disturbed), and cismontane alkali marsh.

Willow flycatcher BCC/SE/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: southern willow scrub

(Empidonax traillii) (including disturbed), mule fat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, and southern sycamore-alder
riparian woodland.

Merlin (Falco columbarius) None/WL/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: coast live oak woodland, non-

Foraging/wintering habitat native grassland, valley needlegrass grassland (including disturbed), freshwater marsh (including disturbed),
and cismontane alkali marsh.

Prairie falcon BCC/WL/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: southern willow scrub

(Falco mexicanus) (including disturbed), mulefat scrub, non-native grassland, non-vegetated channel, valley needlegrass
grassland (including disturbed), freshwater marsh (including disturbed), and cismontane alkali marsh.

American peregrine falcon BCC/FP/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: southern willow scrub

(Falco peregrinus anatum) (including disturbed), mulefat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, southern sycamore-alder riparian
woodland, freshwater marsh (including disturbed), and cismontane alkali marsh.

Yellow-breasted chat None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: disturbed southern willow

(Icteria virens)

scrub, mulefat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland, and
coast live oak woodland.
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Table 3-2

Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur within the
Project Area (Including Off-Site Areas)

Regulatory Status: Federal/

State/Draft Santee MSCP
Wildlife Species Subarea Plan Suitable Habitat Model

Loggerhead shrike BCC/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: Diegan coastal sage scrub

(Lanius ludovicianus) (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire

(nesting) recovered varieties), disturbed habitat, disturbed wetlands, arundo-dominated riparian, non-native grassland,
valley needlegrass grassland (including disturbed), freshwater marsh (including disturbed), and granitic
southern mixed chaparral.

Coastal California gnatcatcher | FT/SSC/Covered Based on Use Areas documented during 2016 focused surveys and the following vegetation communities:

(Polioptila californica Diegan coastal sage scrub (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-

californica) native grassland, and fire recovered varieties),

Rufous hummingbird BCC/None/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: coastal live oak woodland,

(Selasphorus rufus) Diegan coastal sage scrub (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-
native grassland, and fire recovered varieties), mulefat scrub, southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland,
southern willow scrub, and southern arroyo willow riparian forest.

Brewer's Sparrow BCC/None/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: Diegan coastal sage scrub

(Spizella breweri) (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire
recovered varieties), and granitic southern mixed chaparral.

Yellow warbler BCC/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: disturbed southern willow

(Setophaga petechial) scrub, mulefat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, southern sycamore-alder riparian woodland, and
coast live oak woodland.

Least Bell’'s vireo FE/SE/Covered The following vegetation communities were used for modeling nesting habitat: southern willow scrub

(Vireo bellii pusillus) (including disturbed), mulefat scrub, southern arroyo willow riparian forest, and southern sycamore-alder
riparian woodland.

White-tailed kite None/FP/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: coast live oak woodland,

(Elanus leucurus) cismontane alkali marsh, Diegan coastal sage scrub (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-
dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire recovered varieties), freshwater marsh (including
disturbed), disturbed habitat, disturbed wetlands, non-native grassland, and valley needlegrass grassland
(including disturbed).

California horned lark None/WL/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling foraging habitat: disturbed habitat, non-native

(Eremophila alpestris actia)

grassland, and valley needlegrass grassland (including disturbed).
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Table 3-2

Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur within the
Project Area (Including Off-Site Areas)

Regulatory Status: Federal/
State/Draft Santee MSCP

Wildlife Species Subarea Plan Suitable Habitat Model
Mammals
Pallid bat None/SSC/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Antrozous pallidus)
Dulzura pocket mouse None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: coast live oak woodland, Diegan coastal sage
(Chaetodipus californicus scrub (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire
femoralis) recovered varieties), disturbed habitat, granitic southern mixed chaparral, non-native grassland, and valley
needlegrass grassland (including disturbed).
Townsend’s big-eared bat None/SSC/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Corynorhinus townsendii)
foraging habitat
Western mastiff bat None/SSC/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Eumops perotis californicus)
Western red Bat None/SSC/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Lasiurus blossevillii)
Western yellow bat None/SSC/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Lasiurus xanthinus)
foraging habitat
Long-eared myotis None/SSC/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Myotis evotis)
foraging habitat
Western small-footed myotis None/None/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Myotis ciliolabrum)
foraging habitat
Yuma myotis None/None/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Myotis yumanensis)
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Table 3-2

Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur within the
Project Area (Including Off-Site Areas)

Regulatory Status: Federal/

State/Draft Santee MSCP
Wildlife Species Subarea Plan Suitable Habitat Model
Pocketed free-tailed bat None/SSC/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Nyctinomops femorosaccus)
foraging habitat
Big free-tailed bat None/SSC/None All vegetation communities were included in the foraging habitat model with the exception of urban/developed.
(Nyctinomops macrotis)
San Diego black-tailed None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: coast live oak woodland, Diegan coastal sage
jackrabbit scrub (including valley needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire
(Lepus californicus bennettii) recovered varieties), disturbed habitat, granitic southern mixed chaparral, non-native grassland, and valley
needlegrass grassland (including disturbed).
Northwestern San Diego None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: Diegan coastal sage scrub (including valley
Pocket Mouse needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire recovered varieties),
(Chaetodipus fallax fallax) disturbed habitat, granitic southern mixed chaparral, non-native grassland, and valley needlegrass grassland
(including disturbed).
San Diego desert woodrat None/SSC/None The following vegetation communities were used for modeling: Diegan coastal sage scrub (including valley
(Neotoma lepida intermedia) needlegrass grassland, baccharis-dominated, disturbed, non-native grassland, and fire recovered varieties),
and granitic southern mixed chaparral.
Invertebrates
San Diego fairy shrimp FE/None/Covered Suitable habitat includes all features identified during protocol-level surveys including: vernal pools and road
(Branchinecta ruts.
sandiegonensis)
Quino checkerspot butterfly FE/None/Covered The analysis for Quino checkerspot butterfly includes three models: (1) This model includes areas within 656

(Euphydryas editha quino)

feet (200 meters) of mapped host plants within coastal scrub, grassland, vernal pools, and disturbed habitat.
(2) This model includes all suitable habitat (i.e., coastal scrub, grassland, vernal pools, and disturbed habitat)
within a 1-kilometer buffer around all known Quino checkerspot observations that overlap the project area. (3)
This model includes all suitable habitat (i.e., coastal scrub, grassland, vernal pools, and disturbed habitat)
within a 1-kilometer buffer around known Quino checkerspot observations (excluding the 2005 on-site
observation) that overlap the project area.
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Table 3-2

Suitable Habitat Models for Special-Status Wildlife Species Present or with Moderate Potential to Occur within the

Project Area (Including Off-Site Areas)

Regulatory Status: Federal/

State/Draft Santee MSCP
Wildlife Species Subarea Plan Suitable Habitat Model
Hermes copper butterfly FC/None/Covered Suitable habitat for Hermes copper butterfly is based on the presence of redberry buckthorn within 15 feet of

(Lycaena hermes)

California buckwheat.

Notes: MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program.

Status Legend

Federal

FE: Federally Endangered
FT: Federally Threatened
FC: Federal Candidate

BCC: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Bird of Conservation Concern

State

SSC: California Species of Special Concern
FP: California Fully Protected Species
WL: California Watch List Species

SE: State Endangered
ST: State Threatened

Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan (City of Santee 2018)
Covered: Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan Covered Species
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3.4 Survey Limitations

Limitations of the field surveys include a diurnal bias for most species and the absence of focused
trapping for mammals and reptiles, since trapping is generally only performed for select listed
species. Surveys were conducted mostly during the daytime to maximize visibility for the detection
of plants and most animals. Birds represent the largest component of the vertebrate fauna, and
because they are active in the daytime, diurnal surveys maximize the number of observations of
this portion of the fauna. Daytime surveys may result in fewer observations of animals that are
more active at night, such as mammals. However, the camera studies were able to capture some
nighttime activity. In addition, many species of reptiles and amphibians are nocturnal and/or
secretive in their habits and are difficult to observe using standard meandering transects. However,
despite these limitations, the survey work conducted on the project area provides an adequate
overall assessment of faunal resources for purposes of evaluating potential project impacts. In
addition, some smaller off-site areas were not surveyed due to the timing of their inclusion and/or
limited legal access. Although the Magnolia Avenue extension contains suitable habitat, albeit
very limited, it was not surveyed for special-status species. The habitat in this area is highly
disturbed and potential for special-status species is low. The Magnolia Avenue road extension
totals 13.44 acres (0.5%) of the project area. To account for survey limitations, special-status
wildlife species that could occur, based on pertinent distribution and habitat preference literature
and recorded off-site observations (i.e., habitat modeling), are analyzed based upon their potential
to occur and adequate measures to avoid and minimize impacts are provided in this report.
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING (EXISTING CONDITIONS)
4.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types

Twenty-eight vegetation communities and/or land cover types were identified within project area:
chaparral (granitic southern mixed chaparral); Diegan coastal sage scrub, which includes disturbed
and fire recovered versions as well as other varieties (coastal sage scrub—valley grassland
[including disturbed], coastal sage scrub—Baccharis-dominated, and disturbed coastal sage scrub—
non-native grassland); marsh and swamp (coastal and valley freshwater marsh [including
disturbed] and cismontane alkali marsh); native grassland; non-native grassland; vernal pools;
coast live oak woodland; riparian and wetland (arundo-dominated riparian, southern arroyo willow
riparian forest, southern willow scrub [including disturbed], mulefat scrub, southern sycamore—
alder riparian woodland, and non-vegetated channel); and disturbed and developed areas
(including disturbed wetland) (see Table 4-1; Figure 4-1, Biological Resources — Legend; and
Figures 4-1a through 4-1af, Biological Resources).

Table 4-1
Vegetation Communities and Land Covers within the Fanita Ranch Project Area
(Including Off-Site Areas)

General Vegetation
Community/Land Cover Vegetation Type (Holland/

Category Oberbauer Code)! On Site | Off Site Total
Disturbed and Developed Disturbed Habitat (11300) 115.21 543 120.64
Areas (10000) Disturbed Wetland? (11200) 0.09 — 0.09

Non-native Vegetation (11000) 6.05 — 6.05
Urban/Developed (12000) 9.88 3.50 13.37
Disturbed and Developed Areas Subtotal* | 131.23 8.93 140.15
Scrub and Chaparral (30000) | Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub? (32500) 1,017.13 6.26 1,023.39
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (disturbed)? (32500) 259.85 11.99 271.84
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub (fire recovered)? (32500) 9.57 0.17 9.74
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub-Valley Needlegrass 63.79 0.10 63.89
Grassland? (32500/42110)
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub-Valley Needlegrass 51.10 2.38 53.47
Grassland (disturbed)? (32500/42110)
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub—Non-native Grassland 27.47 — 2747
(disturbed)? (32500/42200)
Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub-Baccharis-dominated? 21.60 — 21.60
(32530)
Granitic Southern Mixed Chaparral? (37121) 601.06 — 601.06
Scrub and Chaparral Subtotal! | 2,051.57 | 20.90 2,072.47
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Table 4-1
Vegetation Communities and Land Covers within the Fanita Ranch Project Area
(Including Off-Site Areas)

General Vegetation
Community/Land Cover Vegetation Type (Holland/

Category Oberbauer Code)! On Site | Off Site Total
Grasslands, Vernal Pools, Valley Needlegrass Grassland? (42110) 113.82 — 113.82
Meadows, and Other Herh Valley Needlegrass Grassland (disturbed)? (42110) 64.14 — 64.14
Communites (40000) Non-native Grassland? (42200) 21165 | 272 | 21436

Non-native Grassland/Non-native Vegetation 14.96 — 14.96
(42200/11000)
Vernal Pool (44000)23 0.80 0.01 0.81
Grasslands, Vernal Pools, Meadows, and Other Herb Communities Subtotal* | 405.37 2.73 408.10
Bog and Marsh (50000) Cismontane Alkali Marsh2 (52310) 0.40 — 0.40
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh2 (52410) 0.02 — 0.02
Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh? (disturbed) 0.12 — 0.12
(52410)
Bog and Marsh Subtotal* 0.54 — 0.54
Riparian and Bottomland Southern Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest? (61320) 154 — 1.54
Habitat (60000) Southern Sycamore-Alder Riparian Woodland? (62400) 3.23 — 3.23
Mulefat Scrub? (63310) 1.86 — 1.86
Southern Willow Scrub? (63320) 0.86 — 0.86
Southern Willow Scrub (disturbed)? (63320) 0.48 — 0.48
Non-vegetated Channel or Floodway? (64200) 9.82 0.05 9.88
Arundo-Dominated Riparian* (65100) 1.93 — 1.93
Riparian and Bottomland Habitat Subtotal* | 19.73 0.05 19.78
Woodland (70000) ‘ Coast Live Oak Woodland? (71160) 29.63 — 29.63
Woodland Subtotal | 29.63 — 29.63
Sensitive Vegetation Subtotal? | 2,491.44 | 23.68 | 2,515.12
Grand Total* | 2,638.07 | 32.60 | 2,670.67

Notes:

1 Totals may not sum due to rounding.

2 Sensitive vegetation community in the Draft Santee MSCP Subarea Plan (City of Santee 2018).

3 This is a Holland/Oberbauer Code and should not be confused with later discussion regarding pool-like features and seasonal-basin features.
4 Since this is a non-native vegetation community, only the portion under CDFW jurisdiction (1.40 acres) is considered sensitive.
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