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San Diego’s beauty and character is in large part due to the incredible natural
resources that make it such a unique and wonderful place. Many may take our beaches,
bays, mesas, canyons and river valleys for granted, but they will not be here for our
children to enjoy, or their children after that, if we do not act now to protect and preserve
them. That is why The Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) was created.

The MSCP is an historic accord established to strike a critical balance between
development and the protection of valuable habitat. Together, the City of San Diego, the
U.S. Department of the Interior, the California Resources Agency, and members of the
environmental and building and development communities have worked to develop a
sound plan to put aside habitat of endangered species while making it easier and less
expensive for most property owners to develop their land. When it is complete, San Diego
will be home to the largest urban preserve in the country.

Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt has calied this plan a “model for the
country...that truly demonstrates that the preservation of ecosystems and the unique
plants and wildlife they support is compatible with growth and development.”

The plan calls for land to be set aside in a major biological preserve. Once this
preserve is dedicated, property owners can develop their land without having to undergo a
lengthy, costly state and federal environmental permit process. It is estimated that the
plan will cut one to seven years off this process. Under the current system of
environmental review and protection, environmental impacts of development projects are
mitigated for on a species-by-species, project-by-project basis, rather then in a
comprehensive manner. Most government leaders, developers and environmentalists
agree that this present system does not accomplish its intended goal as well as it could.
So, all levels of government, members of the environmental community, building industry
representatives and property owners have cooperated to achieve this plan, including: the
Sierra Club; the Building Industry Association; the Endangered Habitats League; and the
Alliance for Habitat Conservation, an association of developers and property owners, as
well as the County of San Diego and other cities in the County.

For too long many of these different interests have viewed business development
and environmental protection as enemies. Under this plan, all of these groups are working
together as allies to do what is best for our environment, our economy and our quality of
life. .

CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING, 202 C STREET, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 (619) 236-6330
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Section 1 Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) is a comprehensive habitat
conservation planning program that addresses multiple species habitat needs and the
preservation of native vegetation communities for a 900-square-mile area in southwestern
San Diego County. It is one of three subregional habitat planning efforts in San Diego
County (Figure 1-1), which contribute to preservation of regional biodiversity through
coordination with other habitat conservation planning efforts throughout southern
California. The MSCP will allow local jurisdictions (Figure 1-2) to maintain land use
control and development flexibility by planning a regional preserve system that can meet
future public and private project mitigation needs. The MSCP Plan does not impose
major new restrictions on land use. Rather, the plan is designed to streamline and
coordinate existing procedures for review and permitting of project impacts to biological
resources.

The proposed MSCP preserve will protect biodiversity, enhance the quality of life in the
San Diego region, and enhance the region’s attractiveness as a location for business. The
MSCP has been developed cooperatively by local jurisdictions and special districts with
the goal of conserving native vegetation communities and associated species, rather than
focusing preservation efforts on one species at a time. Historic loss of native vegetation
has resulted in many species of wildlife becoming increasingly rare, and in some cases
threatened with extirpation or extinction. Without a multiple species conservation plan,
species may continue to be added to the federal and state threatened and endangered
species lists and thereby constrain future development, which would affect employment
and the economic health of the region. The MSCP provides direct economic benefits by
reducing constraints on future development outside the preserve and decreasing the costs
of compliance with federal and state laws protecting biological resources.

Local jurisdictions and special districts will implement their respective portions of the
MSCP Plan through subarea plans, which describe specific implementing mechanisms for
the MSCP. The MSCP subarea plans contribute collectively to the conservation of
vegetation communities and species in the MSCP study area. The combination of the
subregional MSCP Plan and subarea plans will serve as a multiple species Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federal Endangered
Species Act and a Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) pursuant to the
California NCCP Act of 1991 and the state Endangered Species Act. The participating
jurisdictions and special districts are submitting these plans to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) in support of
applications for permits and management authorizations, respectively, to impact listed
species and other species of concern. The conservation and management responsibilities,
guarantees of implementation, and corresponding authorizations for all parties will be
contained in an implementing agreement between the entity responsible for each subarea
plan and the wildlife agencies (USFWS and CDFG).

1.1 OBJECTIVES

The MSCP will help achieve many objectives regarding the growth and economy of the
San Diego region. The MSCP preserve system will replace the currently fragmented,
project-by-project biological mitigation areas, which by themselves do not contribute
adequately to the continued existence of sensitive species or to maintenance of natural
biodiversity. Through a comprehensive conservation program, the MSCP will resolve
significant environmental issues, especially the haphazard and widespread loss of habitat,
which have constrained and increased the cost of private and public development. By

110921000 1-1 Final MSCP Plan
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Section 1 Introduction

identifying priority areas for conservation and other areas for future development, the
MSCP will facilitate and improve certainty of development outside the preserve area.
Finally, by preserving an extensive network of habitat and open space, the MSCP will
contribute to the region’s quality of life. When combined with other elements, such as air
quality and an efficient transportation network, habitat and open space can help retain and
attract new businesses to the region.

In these ways, the MSCP is consistent with the Regional Growth Management Strategy,
initiated by the voters in 1988 (Proposition C) to deal with growth issues on an areawide
basis and protect the quality of life. The MSCP also helps achieve many of the
recommendations made by the Governor’s Growth Management Council and reiterated
by Beyond Sprawl: New Patterns of Growth to Fit the New California, a report prepared
jointly by the Bank of America, California Resources Agency, Greenbelt Alliance, and
Low Income Housing Fund in 1995. In particular, the MSCP will “provide greater
certainty in determining where new development should and should not occur” and
“establish a legal and procedural framework that will create the desired certainty and send
the right economic signals to investors.”

The specific objectives of the MSCP are to:

1. Establish and maintain a workable balance between preservation of natural
resources and regional growth and economic prosperity;

2. Provide a plan for general public benefit through open space conservation and
access to natural preserves for passive recreation and an improved quality of life,
which also would attract new business to the region;

3. Obtain permits, agreements, and management authorizations for the taking of
covered species outside the MSCP preserve boundaries under Section 10(a)(1)(B)
of the federal Endangered Species Act, Section 2081 of the California Endangered
Species Act, and Section 2835 of the California NCCP Act;

4. Develop and implement a program for the conservation and management of
habitats of federal and state endangered, threatened, or rare species, thereby
reducing the human-related causes of species extirpation within the MSCP study
area;

5. Provide a framework for developing subarea plans to directly implement the
MSCP through identification of a Multi-Habitat Planning Area, within which
preserve planning is focused or a preserve is defined, and through implementing
criteria and regulations and/or voluntary agreements with property owners;

6. Establish a partnership among federal, state, and local agencies of government to
facilitate review and approval of public and private sector land development and
construction projects by expediting acquisition of permits and management
authorizations from federal and state wildlife agencies; and

7. Describe a finance and acquisition strategy that spreads implementation costs
equitably among the federal, state, and local beneficiaries and which is affordable
to the region.

To achieve these objectives, specific policies have been developed through discussion in
public forums that included the major stakeholders in the process. These policies have
been integrated into this plan (Sections 3 through 7).

Final MSCP Plan 1-4 110921000



Section 1 Introduction

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

Urbanization of San Diego's natural lands is severely threatening the biodiversity and
long-term biological viability of this unique region. The MSCP study area contains much
of the current or proposed urbanization in the county; consequently, its remaining native
habitats are the most threatened by development. Many native vegetation communities in
the study area are considered sensitive by federal, state, or local agencies because they
have been severely reduced in distribution as a result of urbanization. Some of these
communities, such as coastal bluff scrub, maritime succulent scrub, southern maritime
chaparral, Torrey pine forest, and Tecate cypress forest, are found primarily in San Diego
County, and all or a large portion of their U.S. distribution falls within the MSCP study
area.

San Diego County contains over 200 plant and animal species that are federally and/or
state listed as endangered, threatened, or rare; proposed or candidates for listing; or
otherwise considered sensitive. Over half of these species occur in the MSCP study area,
although this area comprises only about 20% of the total acreage in the county. Recent
federal listings and proposed listings of species in the study area underscore the
importance and urgency of habitat preservation in order to avoid species extinctions and
the need for further listings.

At the same time, the federal listing of the California gnatcatcher as threatened has
restricted the region's ability to accommodate future growth and development in coastal
habitats. The special rule under Section 4(d) of the federal Endangered Species Act
allows some development to continue, restricted to 5% of all coastal sage scrub habitat in
the range of the gnatcatcher, while habitat conservation plans are underway. The MSCP
targets the highest quality coastal sage scrub for preservation, while allowing
development of less important sage scrub areas. Once approved, the MSCP Plan and
constituent subarea plans will replace the Section 4(d) restrictions on impacts to coastal
sage scrub.

1.2.1 Biological Goal

The ecosystem in southwestern San Diego County consists of a diverse assemblage of
vegetation communities/habitats that support a wide array of plant and animal species.
The MSCP was developed to conserve both the diversity and function of this ecosystem
through the preservation and adaptive management of large blocks of interconnected
habitat and smaller areas that support rare vegetation communities (e.g., vernal pools).
The MSCP also was designed to conserve specific species at levels that meet the take
authorization issuance standards of the federal and state Endangered Species Acts and the
NCCP Act. Maintaining ecosystem functions and persistence of extant populations of
covered species is the biological goal of the MSCP.

Meeting this goal will require a variety of actions on the part of participating federal,
state, and local agencies. The component parts critical to achieving this goal will be
evaluated regularly using a variety of techniques, while the overall MSCP performance
with respect to the biological goal will be evaluated based on the data collected and
analyzed as part of the MSCP Biological Monitoring Plan.

It is anticipated that fluctuation of species populations, including recolonization, will
continue to occur. The size (171,000+ acres), configuration, diversity, connectivity, and
adaptive management of the preserve will allow the anticipated fluctuations to occur
while still meeting the biological goal of the MSCP.

110921000 1-5 Final MSCP Plan



Section 1 Introduction

1.3 FEDERAL AND STATE REQUIREMENTS

1.3.1 Federal Requirements

Each subarea plan prepared in compliance with this subregional plan fulfills the
mandatory requirements of a Habitat Conservation Plan pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B)
of the federal Endangered Species Act, as amended. Section 10(a) allows the issuance of
permits for the incidental take of threatened or endangered species and allows the
inclusion of unlisted species in the permit so long as conservation actions for these
species treat them as if they were listed. To fulfill the requirements of a Habitat
Conservation Plan, each subarea plan must include the following information:

» Impacts likely to result from the proposed taking of one or more federally
listed wildlife species;

» Measures the applicant will undertake to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such
impacts; the funding that will be made available to undertake such measures;
and the procedures to deal with unforeseen circumstances;

» Alternative actions the applicant considered that would not result in take, and
the reasons why such alternatives are not being utilized; and

* Additional measures the USFWS may require as necessary or appropriate for
purposes of the plan.

1.3.2 State Requirements

The State of California may authorize for management purposes the take of a species
listed by the state as rare, threatened, or endangered under Section 2081 of the California
Fish and Game Code. The state also can authorize take of unlisted species under Section
2835 of the California Fish and Game Code. Requirements of state management
authorizations are similar to those required for a federal Habitat Conservation Plan.

The CDFG and California Resources Agency prepared NCCP guidelines for the southern
California coastal sage scrub region, which were recognized and incorporated by the
USFWS for listing the California gnatcatcher as threatened (under the special rule in
Section 4(d) of the federal Endangered Species Act). This MSCP Plan and constituent
subarea plans have been prepared pursuant to the NCCP guidelines and meet
requirements of the NCCP Act.

1.4 OVERVIEW OF PLANNING PROCESS

The MSCP began in July 1991 as a way to address the mitigation needs of the City of San
Diego Metropolitan Wastewater Department (formerly the Clean Water Program) for
planned improvements to the Metropolitan Sewerage System. From this initial project,
the MSCP has evolved into a comprehensive plan to address the impacts of regional
growth on native species and their habitats within the study area.

Cities and the County of San Diego, public facility providers, federal and state wildlife
agencies, and representatives of the environmental and development communities and
other interested parties form the MSCP Working Group. The Working Group has served
as the focal point for discussion of proposed plan policies and as the vehicle for building
consensus around the recommendations contained in this plan.

Final MSCP Plan 1-6 110921000



Section 1 Introduction

The MSCP Policy Committee of elected officials from jurisdictions throughout the
county was formed to provide input on the preferred preserve design and fiscal policies,
as well as to provide policy level review and coordination of MSCP Plan development
and adoption. A representative from the Department of the Navy was included as an ex-
officio member. Policy directives from the MSCP Policy Committee, City of San Diego
Council, and County of San Diego Board of Supervisors, and responses from the wildlife
agencies, are incorporated into this plan as well as individual subarea plans.

Biological, land use, and ownership data were collected for the study area and input into a
geographic information system at a scale of 1:24,000. Biological resources were
prioritized or ranked to maximize conservation efforts and use of acquisition funds, and a
gap analysis was performed to identify existing protection of high priority resources,
based on public ownership and planned land use information. Using this information,
four sample focused planning area configurations were developed for the purposes of
analyzing and comparing land acquisition costs and the level of biological conservation.
These alternatives, along with the No Action/No Project alternative, are discussed in the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
MSCP Plan. The results of these analyses were considered by the participating
jurisdictions and special districts, in consultation with the wildlife agencies, property
owners, and environmental groups, and many noticed public hearings and workshops
were held to develop the proposed preserve configuration in this plan.

110921000 1-7 Final MSCP Plan
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Section 2 Description of MSCP Study Area

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF MSCP STUDY AREA

The MSCP study area occupies approximately 900 square miles (582,243 acres) in
southwestern San Diego County and includes the City of San Diego, portions of the
unincorporated County of San Diego, ten additional city jurisdictions, and several
independent special districts. The area is known for its natural beauty and mild climate,
which combine to make the region a popular destination for recreation, tourism, and new
development. The region has sustained one of the highest rates of growth in the country
over the past two decades.

The southern boundary of the MSCP study area is the international border with Mexico.
National Forest lands form much of the eastern boundary, the Pacific Ocean lies to the
west, and the northern boundary is the San Dieguito River valley. Marine Corps Air
Station Miramar, the Point Loma Naval Complex, and other military lands are within the
MSCP study area but are being planned separately. Conservation planning also is being
conducted to the north of the study area by a coalition of seven cities in conjunction with
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) (the Multiple Habitat
Conservation Program). The County of San Diego is preparing an MSCP subarea plan
for the unincorporated area of north San Diego County and is sponsoring the Multiple
Habitat Conservation and Open Space Program in the eastern portion of San Diego
County. When implemented, the MSCP and these other subregional plans will create an
interconnected habitat preserve system throughout the 4,200-square-mile county. These
programs have been coordinated in all key scientific, public policy, and
finance/acquisition strategy aspects and have been designed to complement planning
efforts in Orange and Riverside counties.

The area’s topography, soils, and climate combine to influence vegetative associations,
which in turn support characteristic plant and animal species. The topography is diverse
and includes broad, flat valleys; deep canyons; perennially flowing rivers and intermittent
streams; moderately and steeply sloped terrain; rolling foothills and nearly level mesas;
coastal bluffs; and a series of coastal bays, inlets, and lagoons. Elevations range from
mean sea level along the coast to approximately 3,700 feet above mean sea level in inland
portions of the study area.

2.1 VEGETATION COMMUNITIES AND SPECIES

A goal of this MSCP Plan is to conserve and protect the rich diversity of vegetation
communities and associated plants and animals in southwestern San Diego County. By
prioritizing conservation of the most sensitive of these resources, as described below, the
MSCP also will protect habitat for over 1,000 native and nonnative plant species; more
than 380 species of fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals; and thousands of
invertebrate species (see also Section 3).

2.1.1 Vegetation Communities

Approximately 41% of the MSCP study area is developed or urbanized, and about 5% is
in agriculture. The rest (54% or 315,940 acres) is covered by several distinct vegetation
communities or habitat types which were mapped into a geographic information system
using aerial photography, satellite imagery, helicopter overflights, and focused field
surveys (Figure 2-1). With the exception of eucalyptus woodland, nonnative grassland,
and some forms of chaparral, these native vegetation communities are considered
sensitive or rare. Some receive federal and state regulatory protection, such as wetland
habitats, coastal sage scrub, and other scrub habitats.
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Examples of the rarity of native vegetation communities in the MSCP study area include
the following:

» Approximately 70% of coastal sage scrub and greater than 90% of other
sensitive coastal vegetation communities in San Diego County have been lost
to development;

* All or a large portion of the U.S. distribution of many of these sensitive
coastal communities lies within the MSCP study area; and

* Approximately 84% of the U.S. distribution of Tecate cypress occurs on Otay
Mountain in the MSCP study area.

2.1.2 Species Evaluated for the MSCP

The MSCP preserve has been designed to protect interconnected blocks of different
vegetation communities or habitat types and maximize protection of the region’s most
sensitive species. Less than half of the habitat lands (areas occupied by native and
nonnative vegetation communities) in the MSCP study area have been surveyed for the
presence of various species, and many of these species have secretive habits, abbreviated
blooming seasons, or are otherwise difficult to survey. Therefore, protecting large,
interconnected habitat areas is the best way of ensuring long-term preservation of some
species.

San Diego County has a greater number of threatened and endangered species than
anywhere in the continental United States. Over 200 plant and animal species occur in
the county that are federally and/or state listed as endangered, threatened, or rare;
proposed or candidates for listing; or otherwise considered sensitive. Over half of these
species occur in the MSCP study area, although the study area comprises only 20% of the
county. The USFWS recommended that the habitat requirements of 93 of these species
(48 plants and 45 animals) be used for designing the MSCP preserve (Table 2-1) because
they are indicators of the range of habitats and biodiversity in the study area. Preserve
design efforts were focused on 40 species that are federally or state listed, federal
candidates for listing, proposed for federal listing, and the 3 NCCP target species. While
not all of the evaluated species (referred to as “target species” in the MSCP Public
Review Draft) are proposed to be adequately protected by the MSCP Plan, the plan
attempts to maximize the presence of these species and their habitats in the preserve.

The MSCP Plan, with the accompanying subarea plans, serves as a Natural Community
Conservation Plan (NCCP). The NCCP pilot program area is the coastal sage scrub
habitat region of southern California, and the California gnatcatcher, coastal cactus wren,
and orange-throated whiptail are the NCCP target species for coastal sage scrub. These
animals, which also were evaluated in this plan, serve as “umbrella” species because they
are widely distributed and, thus, habitat conservation for these species will provide
habitat for many other coastal sage scrub species.
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Table 2-1

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR MSCP

Common Name Scientific Name Status* Group**  Habitat***
(Federal/State)
San Diego thorn-mint Acanthomintha ilicifolia PE/CE 1 G, CSS, CHP
Shaw's agave Agave shawii FSC*/ 2 CSS, bluff scrub
San Diego ambrosia Ambrosia pumila FSC¥/ 2 G
Aphanisma Aphanisma blitoides FSC*/ 2 Maritime scrub
Del Mar manzanita Arctostaphylos glandulosa var. crassifolia FE/ 1 CSS, SMC
Otay manzanita Arctostaphylos otayensis FSC*/ 2 CHP
Dean's milk vetch Astragalus deanei FSC*/ 2 CSS
Coastal dunes milk vetch Astragalus tener var. titi PE/CE 1 Coastal strand/foredunes
Encinitas baccharis Baccharis vanessae FT/CE 1 CHP
Thread-leaved brodiaca Brodiaea filifolia PT/CE 1 VP, G, seeps, wet meadows
Orcutt's brodiaea Brodiaea orcuttii FSC*/ 2 G, VP, seeps, wet meadows
Dunn's mariposa lily Calochortus dunnii FSC*/CR 1 G, CHP (openings)
Siender-pod jewelflower Caulanthus stenocarpus FSC*/CR 1 burned CHP
Lakeside ceanothus Ceanothus cyaneus FSC*/ 2 CHP
Wart-stemmed ceanothus Ceanothus verrucosus FSC*/ 2 CHP, SMC
Orcutt's spineflower Chorizanthe orcuttiana FE/CE 1 SMC
Salt marsh bird's-beak Cordylanthus maritimus ssp. maritimus FE/CE 1 SM
Orcutt's bird's-beak Cordylanthus orcuttianus FSC*/ 2 Maritime scrub
Del Mar Mesa sand aster Corethrogyne filaginifolia var. linifolia FSCt / 2 CHP (openings), CSS, SMC
Tecate cypress Cupressus forbesii FSC*/ 2 CHP, cypress wdld., drainages
Short-leaved dudleya Dudleya blochmaniae spp. brevifolia FSCt /CE 1 CHP openings, SMC
Variegated dudleya Dudleya variegata FSC*/ 2 CSS
Sticky dudleya Dudleya viscida FSC*/ 2 CSS, CHP
Palmer's ericameria Ericameria palmeri ssp. palmeri FSC*/ 2 Riparian (edges), CSS
San Diego button-celery Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii FE/CE 1 VP, G
Coast wallflower Erysimum ammophilum FSC*/ 2 Bluff scrub
San Diego barrel cactus Ferocactus viridescens FSC*/ 2 CSS, CHP, maritime scrub
Mexican flannelbush Fremontodendron mexicanum PE/CR 1 CHP, cypress wdld., drainages
Mission Canyon bluecup Githopsis diffusa ssp. filicaulis FSC*/ 2 CSS
Otay tarplant Hemizonia conjugens PE/CE 1 G, CSS
Final MSCP Plan 110921000
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR MSCP

Common Name Scientific Name Status* Group**  Habitat***
(Federal/State)

Tecate tarplant Hemizonia floribunda FSC*/ 2 CHP

Heart-leaved pitcher sage Lepechinia cardiophylla FSC*/ 2 CHP

Gander's pitcher sage Lepechinia ganderi FSC*/ 2 CHP

Nuttall's lotus Lotus nuttallianus FSC*/ 2 Foredunes, CSS

Willowy monardella Monardella linoides ssp. viminea PE/CE 1 RS, washes/floodchannel

San Diego goldenstar Muilla clevelandii FSC*/ 2 G, CHP (openings)

Little mousetail Myosurus minimus ssp. apus FSC*/ 2 VP

Prostrate navarretia Navarretia fossalis PT 1 VP

Dehesa bear-grass Nolina interrata PT/CE 1 CHP, CSS

Snake cholla Opuntia parryi var. serpentina FSC*/ 2 CSS, maritime scrub

California Orcutt grass Orcuttia californica FE/CE 1 VP

Torrey pine Pinus torreyana ssp. torreyana FSC*/ 2 SMC

San Diego mesa mint Pogogyne abramsii FE/CE 1 VP

Otay Mesa mint Pogogyne nudiuscula FE/CE 1 A\

Small-leaved rose Rosa minutifolia /CE 1 CSS

Gander's butterweed Senecio ganderi FSC*/CR 1 CHP

Narrow-leaved nightshade Solanum tenuilobatum FSC*/ 2 CHP

Parry's tetracoccus Tetracoccus dioicus FSC*/ 2 CHP

Harbison's dun skipper Euphyes vestris harbisoni FSC*/ 2 RW, RS, OW

Salt marsh skipper Panoquina errans FSC*/ 2 SM

Hermes copper butterfly Lycaena hermes FSC*/ 2 CSS, CHP

Thorne's hairstreak butterfly Mitoura thornei FSC#/ 2 Cypress wdld.

Quino checkerspot butterfly Euphydryas editha quino FE/ 1 CSS, VP, NG

Riverside fairy shrimp Streptocephalus woottoni FE/ ] VP

Arroyo southwestern toad Bufo microscaphus californicus FE/SSC 1 CSS, CHP, near water (breeding)

California red-legged frog Rana aurora draytonii FT/SSC 1 Aquatic/riparian

Southwestern pond turtle Clemmys marmorata pallida FSC*/SSC 2 Aquatic/riparian

San Diego horned lizard Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillei FSC*/SSC 2 CSS, CHP

Final MSCP Plan

110921000



LT

Table 2-1 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR MSCP

Commion Name Scientific Name Status* Group**  Habitat***
(Federal/State)
Orange-throated whiptail Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi FSC*/SSC 1 CSS, CHP, G
California brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis FE/CE 1 Open water
Reddish egret Egretta rufescens FSC*/ 2 SM
White-faced ibis Plegadis chihi FSC*/SSC 2 FWM, estuaries
Canada goose Branta canadensis none 4 Ag fields, G, FWM, SM
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus FT/CE 1 Open water
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus /SSC 4 G, SM, ag fields
Cooper's hawk Accipiter cooperii /SSC 4 OW (breeding), RW
Swainson's hawk Buteo swainsoni /ICT 1 Ag fields, G
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis FSC*/SSC 2 G, ag fields
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos BEPA/SSC 3 CSS,CHP,G,cliffs (breeding), ag fields
American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus FE/CE 1 G, ag fields, cliffs, beach
Light-footed clapper rail Rallus longirostris levipes FE/CE 1 SM
Western snowy plover Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus FT/SSC 1 Ocean/bay shoreline, river mouths
Mountain plover Charadrius montanus C/SSC 1 Ag fields, G
Long-billed curlew Numenius americanus FSC*/SSC 2 SM
Elegant tern Sterna elegans FSC*/SSC 2 SM, salt flat, open water (ocean)
California least tern Sterna antillarum browni FE/CE | Coastal strand, mud flats, beach
Burrowing owl Speotyto cunicularia FSC*/SSC 2 G, coastal strand, ag fields
Southwestern willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus FE/CE 1 RW
Coastal cactus wren Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus couesi FSC*/SSC 1 CSS, cactus patches
California gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica FT/SSC 1 CSS
Western bluebird Sialia mexicana none 4 OW (edges, sparse phase), G
Least Bell's vireo Vireo bellii pusillus FE/CE 1 RW, RF
California rufous-crowned sparrow Aimophila ruficeps canescens FSC*/SSC 2 CSS, rock outcroppings
Belding's Savannah sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi FSC*/CE 1 SM
Large-billed Savannah sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis rostratus FSC*/SSC 2 SM, G, FWM
Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum none 4 G
Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor FSC*/SSC 2 FWM

Final MSCP Plan
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR MSCP

Common Name Scientific Name Status* Group**  Habitat***
(Federal/State)
Townsend's western big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens FSC*/SSC 2 Caves, mines, buildings, OW, RW, CHP
California mastiff-bat Eumops perotis californicus FSC*/SSC 2 Cliffs, crevices, CHP, G, CSS
Pacific pocket mouse Perognathus longimembris pacificus FE/SSC 1 Sparse CSS, G, ruderal
American badger Taxidea taxus /SSC 4 G
Mountain lion Felis concolor /protected 3 CSS, CHP, RW, OW
Southern mule deer Odocoileus hemionus fuliginata /game spps. 3 CSS, CHP, RW, OW
*Status (Federal/State) ***Habitat
FE = Federally Endangered. CSS - coastal sage scrub Cypress wdld. - Tecate cypress woodland
PE = Proposed for federal listing as Endangered. CHP - chaparral RW - riparian woodland
FT = Federally Threatened. SMC - southern maritime chaparral RS - riparian scrub
PT = Proposed for federal listing as Threatened. G - grassland RF - riparian forest
C = Candidate for federal listing. NG - native grassland SM - saltmarsh
BEPA = Bald Eagle Protection Act. VP - vernal pool FWM - freshwater marsh
CE = State Endangered. OW - oak woodland

CR = State Rare.

CT = State Threatened.

SSC = State Species of Special Concern.

FSC* = Federal Species of Concern; formerly Category 2 or Category 3 candidate or proposed for federal listing; no current federal status.
FSCt = Federal Species of Concern; proposed rule to list as endangered or threatened has been withdrawn; no current federal status.
protected = moratorium on hunting,

none = no federal or state status.

**Group

1 = All federal and state listed species, federal candidate species, species proposed for federal listing, and NCCP target species.

2 = Species formerly included as Category 2 or Category 3 candidate or proposed for federal listing but no longer considered
due to lack of sufficient information to justify issuance of a proposed rule.

3 = Species important to preserve design.

4 = Habitat indicator species.
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2.2 BIOLOGICAL CORE AND LINKAGE AREAS

A key step in developing the MSCP Plan was prioritizing the most critical biological
resource areas for preservation so that:

« Conservation is maximized;
» Acquisition funds are efficiently utilized; and
» Less important habitat areas can be developed.

Sixteen core biological resource areas and associated habitat linkages, totaling
approximately 202,757 acres of habitat, were identified in the MSCP study area
(Figure 2-2, Table 2-2). The core and linkage map was developed as an analytical tool to
assist in testing preserve design criteria and levels of species conservation. It is not a
regulatory map. Core areas are defined as areas generally supporting a high
concentration of sensitive biological resources which, if lost or fragmented, could not be
replaced or mitigated elsewhere. While the entire acreage within a core area may not be
important for preservation, the core and linkage configuration assists in visualizing a
framework for a regional preserve network. Jurisdictions and other agencies prepared
subarea plans with specific preserve boundaries by maximizing inclusion of
unfragmented core resource arcas and linkages in their preserve designs, given other
parameters and objectives.

To define the core and linkage areas, an extensive geographic information system
database of vegetation communities, species locations, elevation, slope, soils, drainages,
and other physical parameters was used to develop a habitat evaluation map for the study
area (Figure 2-3). The habitat evaluation map ranks habitat areas as Very High, High,
Moderate, or Low based on their potential to support priority gnatcatcher habitat, high
biological diversity/species richness, target species, vernal pool habitat, and wildlife
corridors. Although this map was used to identify important biological areas and
linkages, the habitat evaluation map is not intended to replace site-specific field survey
data and evaluations. Rather, the map provides a regional perspective for site-specific
biological assessments.

110921000 2-9 Final MSCP Plan



Bel Mar

La Joila

Paint
toma

3

B ciological

Core Areas

Bialogical
Linkages

Linkages to
habitats outside
study area

Numbers indicate core areas.
Letters indicate constrained
linkages. See Table 2-2.
Note: Map used for analytical
pUrpOses.

15 'u.q/

! 2

Escondida, * D

Marcas ; 3\ ‘\)’,\/”"‘w 3 ::::“
P12 €z

.
Hodger

Paway

= G %’ El Cajon 8\)

Disao Jamul

Imperial
Baseh

1 <-l _g i - Mexica

MSCP Boundary

Freeways

Major Streams
| Lake/Lagoon

El Capitan

Ratarvair

Loveland
Ratervair

|

Duizura

P

o

0 5.5
e ™ e

MILES

IGDEN

Generalized Core Biological Resource
Areas and Linkages

FI GURE

2-2

/mscp/plots/figuresikore8x | L.aml

2-10

02/06/



Section 2 Description of MSCP Study Area

Table 2-2
GENERALIZED CORE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE AREAS AND LINKAGES

Core Resource Areas -- high concentration of sensitive biological resources which, if lost, could not
be replaced or mitigated elsewhere

Tijuana Estuary/River Valley

South San Diego Bay/Silver Strand

Point Loma

Otay Lakes/Otay Mesa/Otay River Valley

Otay Mountain/Marron Valley

Jamul Mountains

Sweetwater Reservoir/San Miguel Mountain/Sweetwater River
McGinty Mountain/Sequan Peak-Dehesa

Lake Jennings/Wildcat Canyon-El Cajon Mountain

Mission Trails/Kearny Mesa/East Elliott/Santee

Central Poway/San Vicente Reservoir/North Poway

12.  Hodges Reservoir/San Pasqual Valley

13.  San Diegnito Lagoon

14.  Los Peiiasquitos Lagoon/Del Mar Mesa/Pefiasquitos Canyon
15. Vernal Pools, Kearny Mesa

16. Vernal Pools, Otay Mesa

e R R Y N

Habitat Linkages -- linkages between core resource areas (constrained linkages are followed by a
letter, which corresponds to their location on Figure 2-2)

Linkages between core resource areas within study area

San Dieguito River Valley between Del Mar and Santa Fe Valley (A)
Del Mar Mesa - Black Mountain (E)

Los Pefiasquitos Creek west of Poway (F)

Central Poway - San Dieguito River Valley

Central Poway - Mission Trails/Santee

San Diego River west of Mission Trails (G)

Interstate 8 at Lakeside (H)

Sweetwater River west of the Sweetwater Reservoir (J)

San Miguel Mountain - Rancho Del Rey (K)

Sweetwater River between San Miguel Mountain and McGinty Mountain (L)
Otay River west of Interstate 805 (M)

Otay Lakes - Sweetwater/San Miguel Mountain

Otay Mountain/Jamul Mountains to Sequan Peak (N)

i
R - S e

Linkages to areas outside study area
Hodges Reservoir north to La Costa/Carlsbad (B)

San Pasqual Valley east and south

San Pasqual Valley to San Luis Rey River (C)

Boden Canyon (San Pasqual Valley north to Rancho Guejito) (D)

San Vicente Reservoir northeast through San Vicente River Valley and Long's Gulch
Lake Jennings northeast through San Diego River Valley and Wildcat Canyon
Dehesa to El Capitan Reservoir (I)

Sweetwater River Valley east

Dulzura Creek east

Lyons Valley east (southeast of Sequan Peak)

Marron Valley east through Cottonwood Creek

e R N N N

NOTE: All of the areas identified above are primarily in the "Very High" category on the habitat evaluation map, although
individual parcels may not support important biological resources. While this list does not actually define preserve boundaries
or imply that the entirety of a named area or a "Very High" area should be preserved, this list assisted planners in visualizing a
framework for a regional preserve network. These areas have not been ranked or prioritized.
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Section 2 Description of MSCP Study Area

2.3 OWNERSHIP

The study area contains 315,940 acres of habitat with almost two-thirds (about 194,563
acres) being privately owned. Over one-third of the habitat within the MSCP study area
is in military (20,082 acres) or other public ownership (101,295 acres). The federal
government administers 39% of the public habitat lands, and the state administers 8%
(Figures 2-4 and 2-5). Because so much habitat is privately owned, the ability to
equitably preserve habitat and to develop an affordable preserve system is a critical issue.

Figure 2-4
Public and Military Ownership (Habitat Acres) in MSCP Study Area
. 7Other
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2.4 LAND USE AND GAP ANALYSIS
2.4.1 Existing and Planned Land Uses

Existing land uses in the study area consist mostly of vacant (undeveloped) land (44%) or
urban development (30%), with only a small percentage in low density residential uses
(3%), defined as one dwelling unit per one or more acres. According to adopted general
and community plans, the remaining habitat areas are planned to be developed with low
density residential uses (39%) or used as parks, preserves, or open space (29%). Existing
uses and planned uses of the remaining habitat lands in the MSCP study area, as defined
by the general and community plans, are summarized below.

Existing Uses (% of study area) Planned Uses (% of habitat)

Vacant! 44% Low density residential 39%
Urban 30% Parks, preserves, open space 29%
Agriculture 7% Urban 12%
Military 6% Water, impact-sensitive 8%
Parks, preserves 5% Military 6%
Active parks, extractive, Agriculture 5%
golf courses, water 5% Other 1%
Low density residential 3%

1 vacant lands include native and nonnative vegetation communities and disturbed lands.
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Section 2 Description of MSCP Study Area

2.4.2 Gap Analysis

A useful tool in designing the MSCP preserve and identifying conservation targets has
been the identification of gaps in existing protection of key biological resources. This
technique, termed gap analysis, is a frequently used and accepted method of conservation
planning. The geographic information system was used to map the location of existing
and planned open space lands, public lands, and lands constrained to development by
steep slopes and floodplains. This database was compared to maps of vegetation
communities, habitat value, core biological resource areas, ownership, and land use, in
various combinations, to analyze existing and potential conservation patterns.

A key policy of the MSCP has been to maximize inclusion of existing open space and
other publicly owned habitat lands in the preserve. However, the MSCP gap analysis
showed that only 17% of the biological core and linkage areas was already preserved for
biological open space as of 1994, and these protected areas were widely distributed
without preserved linkages between them. Therefore, using these protected areas as
building blocks, the MSCP preserve network was designed through inclusion of
additional selected public lands, planned open space, and constrained lands, along with
unprotected habitats in the biological core and linkage areas.

2.5 HISTORICAL AND FORECAST GROWTH

As shown by the planned land use chart (Section 2.4.1), the establishment of a regional
habitat preserve system will affect the planned location of future growth. However, other
quality of life objectives for the region, such as improving transportation access and air
quality, are connected with the objective of open space conservation and are mutually
supportive.

In 1990. the population of San Diego County was 2.5 million, with 1.1 million civilians
emploved. The county experienced rapid growth in population (3% per year) and
employment (4.4% per year) between 1980 and 1990, caused by large U.S. and foreign
in-migration. Between 1990 and 1995, this growth moderated to an average population
growth of 1.9% per year, due to a national recession and reduced defense spending.

The county's population has been projected to grow to 3.8 million by 2015, with civilian
employment of 1.5 million (Growth Management Forecast by SANDAG, Series 8, as of
May 1995). This represents average growths of 1.7% and 1.1% per year, respectively, in
population and employment over this period. A majority (52%) of the projected growth
in population would be due to natural increase (births minus deaths), with the remainder
due to net in-migration.

In allocating the forecast growth to the cities and communities of the region, the local
jurisdictions and SANDAG found that, even without the MSCP, the existing general and
community plans would accommodate residential growth up to around 3.3 million
people, which is forecast to be reached in 2005. After 2005, there would not be sufficient
vacant land designated by the general and community plans for residential use at urban
densities (more than one dwelling unit per acre).

To address this issue, the local jurisdictions have been working with SANDAG to
formulate a Regional Growth Management Strategy to accommodate residential growth
beyond 2005 and meet quality of life objectives of greater transportation access, reduced
congestion, and improved air quality. A primary goal of the strategy is to reduce vehicle
trips and travel miles below those that would occur under the existing general and
community plans. At the same time, the strategy also would reduce the forecast
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consumption of vacant land by more than 80,000 acres. The strategy would accomplish
these goals by focusing growth around major transit services, providing mixed-use
districts as community centers, locating residences within major employment centers, and
providing safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access.

The Regional Growth Management Strategy (Land Use Distribution Element), if adopted
and implemented by the local jurisdictions, would substantially reduce pressure to
convert habitat lands to urban uses. Accommodating growth in this way would help to
achieve quality of life objectives in transportation access, air quality, and habitat and
open space protection, while also providing space for residential growth after the year
2005. It is important to note that a lack of sufficient residentially designated lands would
occur with or without a habitat preserve system, but preservation of habitat lands and a
new growth management strategy can be mutually supportive of quality of life objectives
in the region, including the need for economic growth.
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

3.0 CONSERVATION PLAN

The process of designing the MSCP preserve incorporated the following biological,
ownership, land use, and economic goals:

« Preserve as much of the core biological resource areas and linkages as
possible;

» Maximize the inclusion of public lands within the preserve;
» Maximize the inclusion of lands already conserved as open space; and

» Make the preserve affordable and share the costs equitably among all
beneficiaries.

The jurisdictions and special districts prepared subarea plans to achieve these goals and
conform with general guidelines contained in this plan. Subarea plans may change over
time as preserve boundaries are refined and as annexations occur between the
incorporated cities and the County. Subarea plans may include policies different from or
more detailed than those contained in this subregional plan. In the event of any
inconsistencies between the general guidelines in the MSCP Plan and specific
requirements in a subarea plan, the subarea plan shall take precedence.

The Conservation Plan section includes the following elements:

+ A description of the quantity and configuration of vegetation communities
(habitat types) targeted for conservation by this plan;

« A list and analysis of species considered to be adequately conserved for the
purposes of receiving federal and state take authorizations (covered species);

e The process for addressing potential future listings of uncovered species;

e A summary of how subarea plans will be used to protect biological resources;
and

» A biological checklist for preparing subarea plans consistent with the MSCP.
3.1 DEVELOPING PRESERVE PLANNING AREAS

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. This plan for an
interconnected, contiguous preserve has required the coordination of multiple
jurisdictions. Responsibilities for conservation planning in the MSCP study area are
organized by subareas (Figure 3-1), because some local governments own land in more
than one jurisdiction. The input from the jurisdictions and other special district and
agency participants is summarized in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) maps
(Figures 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4), estimated conservation targets (Section 3.2), and subarea
plans.
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Section 3 ’ Conservation Plan

3.1.1 Multi-Habitat Planning Area

The MHPA 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, as shown in Figures 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4, and also is defined by
quantitative targets for conservation of vegetation communities (Section 3.2) and goals
and criteria for preserve design. On Figure 3-2, the MHPA includes the colored areas
indicating various levels of conservation as well as the “Areas with Undetermined
Development Status” and “Amendment Areas.” Public acquisition of private lands from
willing sellers will be focused within the MHPA. The MHPA was cooperatively
designed by the participating jurisdictions and special districts in the study area, in
partnership with the wildlife agencies (USFWS and CDFG), property owners, and
representatives of the development industry and environmental groups. The MHPA
includes the majority of public habitat lands in the study area (80%, excluding military
lands; Figure 3-3). Major military holdings, regional public facility providers, and some
special districts are being planned separately.

3.1.2 Planning Process

The participating jurisdictions and special districts prepared subarea plans and defined
boundaries of their portions of the MHPA based on common biological, economic,
ownership, and land use criteria but using individual methods of implementation.
Consequently, the MHPA has different levels of conservation associated with different
areas. The MHPA includes property set aside as mitigation for major development
projects as a result of negotiations between property owners, wildlife agency staff,
jurisdiction staff, and environmental groups. Most major habitat patches designated as
open space in general or community plans also are included. Some areas within the
MHPA are already permanently conserved and managed for their biological resources.
Other areas are planning areas within which the ultimate preserve will be sited, and thus
will be smaller than the area included in the MHPA. Within some of the unincorporated
areas, neither preserves nor planning areas are designated; instead, selected lands have
been pre-approved by the wildlife agencies as the preferred areas for compensatory
mitigation of unavoidable impacts.

The County of San Diego prepared its subarea plan in three segments. Preserve boundary
lines are shown for the Lake Hodges and South County segments. The Metro-Lakeside-
Jamul segment includes some publicly conserved parcels and private mitigation banks
that are currently being managed as biological open space. Development and
conservation on the remainder of the private lands in this segment will proceed based on
preserve design criteria, implemented through a Biological Mitigation Ordinance, which
is intended to achieve specific vegetation community and species conservation targets.

Subarea plans also have been prepared by the cities of San Diego, Chula Vista, Santee,
Del Mar, Coronado, Poway, El Cajon, and La Mesa, and Otay Water District, Helix
Water District, Padre Dam Municipal Water District, and Sweetwater Authority. The
cities of Imperial Beach and National City have not completed subarea plans at this time
but have agreed to the inclusion of portions of their jurisdictions in the MHPA. The City
of Lemon Grove does not have habitat important to the MHPA and has not prepared a
subarea plan.

Additional conservation plans are being prepared by the Department of the Navy and
regional public facility providers but are not identified in the MHPA. Summary
descriptions of the subarea plans are included in Section 5.6. Refer to the individual
subarea plans for specifics on implementation.
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

Actions that must be taken by local governments and special districts, federal and state
governments, private landowners, wildlife agencies, and other parties to implement the
MSCP and receive the benefits of participation are described in Section 5. The take
authorization holders, as defined in Section 3.3, also must ensure that land uses within
preserve areas are compatible with the biological objectives of the MSCP as described in
Section 6 and each subarea plan.

3.2 HABITATS CONSERVED

The jurisdictions and special districts worked together with the wildlife agencies in
developing preserve designs that would maximize inclusion of sensitive vegetation
communities and the 93 species selected for MSCP evaluation (Sections 2.1 and 2.2).
Once this iterative process of defining MHPA boundaries and conservation criteria was
completed, the vegetation communities and species protected by the subarea plans could
be quantified. Tables 3-1 and 3-2 describe the estimated targets for conservation, by
vegetation community and biological core area, respectively, for each subarea. These
estimated targets for habitat conservation are based on preserve designs and/or goals and
criteria approved by the wildlife agencies. The covered species list (Section 3.3) is based
on these conservation targets. Subarea plans and implementing agreements will
demonstrate how these conservation targets will be achieved through development
regulations, mitigation requirements, and acquisition. Estimated projections of future
habitat conservation levels are shown in Figure 3-2.

This MSCP Plan targets 171,917 acres of vacant land within the MHPA for conservation,
including over half of all natural habitat lands in the MSCP study area (167,667 acres)
and 4,250 acres of other vacant lands that contribute to preserve design. The Public
Review Draft MSCP Plan (March 1995) targeted 164,326 acres of natural habitat for
conservation. The difference in acres of conservation targeted in this plan and that
presented in the Public Review Draft may be attributed to several factors:

1. The acreage of public lands targeted for conservation in the MHPA increased by
approximately 10,000 acres, as a result of new public acquisition and updating of
ownership files in the geographic information system. The acreage of private
lands targeted for conservation in the MHPA decreased by about 2,400 acres.

2. The City of San Diego Subarea Plan targets 4,250 acres of disturbed and
agricultural lands for conservation that were not included in the draft plan. (The
City’s Subarea Plan does not preclude agricultural uses in the preserve.)

3. The MSCP study area boundary was expanded by approximately 1,050 acres of
habitat to accommodate conservation in areas of the County of San Diego Subarea
Plan that were not included in the draft plan.

The MHPA conserves important portions of all vegetation communities represented in
the subregion, including 62% of all coastal sage scrub in the MSCP study area
(Figure 3-4, Table 3-3). This conservation is focused in the most biologically important
areas, with nearly three-fourths (73%) of the core biological resource areas and linkages
conserved in the MHPA (Table 3-2, Figure 3-5). Each subarea plan contributing to this
total describes a process for allowing development outside the preserve to be mitigated by
conservation inside the preserve, and a method for the interim protection of habitats in the
MHPA until a preserve plan is finalized and lands are acquired or conserved through the
development process. In the Metro-Lakeside-Jamul segment of the County Subarea Plan,
development will be allowed consistent with achieving County goals and criteria for
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

Table 3-1

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES WITHIN
MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA BY SUBAREA

Total MSCP Total MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area MHPA Conserved!  Veg. Comm.
Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved
CHULA VISTA
Coastal Sage Scrub 1,899 1,109 1,092 58
Maritime Succulent Scrub 17 17 16 94
Grassland 1,335 295 272 20
Southern Coastal Saltmarsh 295 225 225 76
Freshwater Marsh 15 6 6 40
Riparian Forest 11 10 10 91
Riparian Scrub 177 149 149 84
Eucalyptus Woodland 15 0 0 0
Open Water 87 24 24 28
Natural Flood Channel 37 19 19 51
Shallow Bay 1,190 135 135 11
Deep Bay 102 0 0 0
Disturbed Wetlands 21 6 6 29
Other Habitat? 139 119 119 86
Subtotal Habitat 5,339 2,114 2,073 39
Disturbed 1,049 284 0 0
Agriculture 2,067 65 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 8,455 2,463 2,073 25
Developed 14,408 0 0 0
TOTAL? 22,864 2,463 2,073 9
CORONADO
Beach 307 187 140 46
Southern Foredunes 32 32 25 78
Southern Coastal Saltmarsh 12 0 0 0
Open Water 187 185 185 99
Shallow Bay 3,713 0 0 0
Deep Bay 161 0 0 0
Other Habitat2 9 1 <1 5
Subtotal Habitat 4,421 405 350 8
Disturbed 24 0 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 4,445 405 350 8
Developed 1,540 0 0 0
TOTAL 5,985 405 350 6
DEL MAR
Beach 72 49 49 68
Southern Foredunes 1 1 1 100
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 2 2 2 100

110921000 3-9 Final MSCP Plan



Section 3

Conservation Plan

Table 3-1 (Continued)

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES WITHIN

MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA BY SUBAREA

Total MSCP Total MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area MHPA Conserved!  Veg. Comm.
Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved
DEL MAR (Continued)
Coastal Sage Scrub 9 8 8 89
Southern Maritime Chaparral 17 4 4 24
Southern Coastal Saltmarsh 62 58 58 94
Freshwater Marsh 6 6 6 100
Torrey Pine Forest 9 0 0 0
Open Water 52 41 41 79
Disturbed Wetlands 4 4 4 100
Other Habitat? 56 2 2 4
Subtotal Habitat 291 175 175 60
Disturbed 41 11 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 332 187 175 53
Developed 819 0 0 0
TOTAL 1,151 187 175 15
EL CAJON
Coastal Sage Scrub 269 105 105 39
Chaparral 35 26 26 74
Grassland 118 82 61 52
Riparian Scrub 3 0 0 0
Subtotal Habitat 424 212 192 45
Disturbed 213 29 0 0
Agriculture 19 0 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 655 241 192 29
Developed 8,580 0 0 0
TOTAL 9,235 241 192 2
IMPERIAL BEACH
Beach 154 139 139 90
Saltpan 76 76 76 100
Southern Foredunes 89 89 89 100
Coastal Sage Scrub 28 28 28 100
Grassland 20 17 17 85
Southern Coastal Saltmarsh 454 452 452 100
Freshwater Marsh 5 5 5 100
Riparian Scrub 172 172 172 100
Open Water 97 77 77 79
Disturbed Wetlands 34 34 34 100
Deep Bay 2 1 0 0
Final MSCP Plan 3-10 110921000



Section 3 Conservation Plan

Table 3-1 (Continued)

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES WITHIN
MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA BY SUBAREA

Total MSCP Total MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area MHPA Conserved!  Veg. Comm.
Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved

IMPERIAL BEACH (Continued)

Other Habitat2 1 1 1 100
Subtotal Habitat 1,132 1,091 1,090 96
Disturbed 142 35 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 1,274 1,126 1,090 86
Developed 1,631 0 0 0
TOTAL 2,905 1,126 1,090 38
LA MESA
Coastal Sage Scrub 151 49 49 32
Grassland 2 0 0 0
Riparian Scrub 5 2 2 40
Eucalyptus Woodland 1 0 0 0
Open Water 9 0 0 0
Other Habitat? 42 0 0 0
Subtotal Habitat 210 51 51 24
Disturbed 25 0 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 235 51 51 22
Developed 5,483 0 0 0
TOTAL 5,718 51 51 1
LEMON GROVE
Eucalyptus Woodland 1 0 0 0
Subtotal Habitat 1 0 0 0
Disturbed 102 0 0 0
Agriculture 7 0 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 110 0 0 0
Developed 2,397 0 0 0
TOTAL 2,507 0 0 0
NATIONAL CITY
Coastal Sage Scrub 12 0 0 0
Grassland 28 0 0 0
Southern Coastal Saltmarsh 52 47 47 90
Freshwater Marsh 1 <1 <] 50
Riparian Scrub 45 26 26 58
Open Water 159 141 141 89
Shallow Bay 444 9 9 2
Deep Bay 648 0 0 0
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

Table 3-1 (Continued)

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES WITHIN
MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA BY SUBAREA

Total MSCP Total MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area MHPA Conserved!  Veg. Comm.
Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved

NATIONAL CITY (Continued)

Other Habitat? <1 <1 <1 100
Subtotal Habitat 1,388 225 225 16
Disturbed 44 2 0 0
Agriculture 3 0 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 1,436 227 225 16
Developed 4,475 0 0 0
TOTAL 5,911 227 225 4
POWAY
Coastal Sage Scrub 7,199 6,015 4,809 67
Chaparral 5,032 4,654 3,978 79
Coastal Sage/Chaparral 70 70 48 69
Grassland 629 447 353 56
Freshwater Marsh 4 <] <} 12
Riparian Forest 8 8 8 100
Oak Riparian Forest 419 351 351 84
Riparian Scrub 115 42 42 37
Oak Woodland 167 134 110 66
Eucalyptus Woodland 33 32 25 76
Open Water 69 65 65 94
Natural Flood Channel 23 23 23 100
Other Habitat2 5 3 2 40
Subtotal Habitat 13,772 11,843 9,814 71
Disturbed 1,393 60 0 0
Agriculture 1,042 71 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 16,208 11,974 9814 61
Developed 8,833 0 0 0
TOTAL 25,040 11,974 9,814 39
SAN DIEGO
Beach 498 115 115 23
Saltpan 138 136 136 99
Southern Foredunes 12 10 9 75
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 154 144 135 88
Coastal Sage Scrub 26,916 21,185 18,951 70
Maritime Succulent Scrub 1,133 721 681 60
Chaparral 15,604 11,652 10,424 67
Southern Maritime Chaparral 1,586 1,231 1,102 69
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

Table 3-1 (Continued)

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES WITHIN
MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA BY SUBAREA

Total MSCP Total MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area MHPA Conserved!  Veg. Comm.

Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved
SAN DIEGO (Continued)
Coastal Sage/Chaparral 150 118 95 63
Grassland 11,571 5,387 4,942 43
Southern Coastal Saltmarsh 968 936 936 97
Freshwater Marsh 341 232 232 68
Riparian Forest 649 614 614 95
Oak Riparian Forest 497 469 469 94
Riparian Woodland 608 567 567 93
Riparian Scrub 3,248 2,749 2,749 85
Oak Woodland 421 362 329 78
Torrey Pine Forest 158 153 144 91
Tecate Cypress Forest 2 2 2 100
Eucalyptus Woodland 642 189 170 26
Open Water 3,822 3,699 3,699 97
Disturbed Wetlands 660 583 583 88
Natural Flood Channel 315 295 295 94
Shallow Bay 4,190 225 225 5
Deep Bay 3,961 2 0 0
Other Habitat? 347 194 157 45

Subtotal Habitar 78,590 51,971 47,762 61
Disturbed 9,368 2,763 2,447 26
Agriculture 9,677 2,097 1,803 19

Subtotal Vacant Land 97,635 56,831 52,012 53
Developed 108,489 0 0 0
TOTAL 206,124 56,831 52,012 25
SANTEE
Coastal Sage Scrub 2,785 1,152 1,121 40
Chaparral 822 549 544 66
Coastal Sage/Chaparral 49 20 20 41
Grassland 660 181 178 27
Freshwater Marsh 5 2 2 40
Riparian Forest 17 3 3 18
Oak Riparian Forest 41 38 38 93
Riparian Scrub 124 80 80 65
Oak Woodland 6 2 2 33
Eucalyptus Woodland 3 0 0 0
Open Water 68 58 58 85
Disturbed Wetlands 26 0 0 0
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

Table 3-1 (Continued)

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES WITHIN
MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA BY SUBAREA

Total MSCP Total MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area MHPA Conserved!  Veg. Comm.
Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved
SANTEE (Continued)
Natural Flood Channel 39 21 21 54
Subtotal Habitat 4,645 2,107 2,067 44
Disturbed 512 30 0 0
Agriculture 11 0 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 5,169 2,136 2,067 40
Developed 5,117 0 0 0
TOTAL 10,286 2,136 2,067 20
UNINCORPORATED
Coastal Sage Scrub 71,326 49,951 44,254 62
Maritime Succulent Scrub 285 158 158 55
Chaparral 79,764 43,963 39,884 50
Southern Maritime Chaparral 59 5 5 8
Coastal Sage/Chaparral 3,119 1,539 1,325 42
Grassland 10,864 4,040 3,566 33
Freshwater Marsh 343 238 238 69
Riparian Forest 526 348 348 66
Oak Riparian Forest 4,346 2,194 2,194 50
Riparian Woodland 26 20 20 77
Riparian Scrub 1,118 760 760 68
Oak Woodland 4,999 2,649 2,206 44
Tecate Cypress Forest 5,710 5,639 5,589 98
Eucalyptus Woodland 868 132 120 14
Open Water 282 149 149 53
Disturbed Wetlands 157 90 90 57
Natural Flood Channel 391 344 344 88
Other Habitat?2 : 66 18 18 27
Subtotal Habitat 184,248 112,237 101,268 55
Disturbed 6,159 1,687 0 0
Agriculture 15,391 1,777 0 0
Subtotal Vacant Land 205,798 115,701 101,268 49
Developed 46,334 0 0 0
TOTAL3 252,132 115,701 101,268 40
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

Table 3-1 (Continued)

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES WITHIN
MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA BY SUBAREA

Total MSCP Total MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area MHPA Conserved!  Veg. Comm.

Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved
WATER DISTRICTS
Coastal Sage Scrub 1,101 994 857 78
Chaparral 95 90 89 94
Coastal Sage/Chaparral 3 3 2 67
Grassland 523 477 380 73
Freshwater Marsh 16 8 8 50
Riparian Forest 96 94 94 98
Oak Riparian Forest 6 3 3 50
Riparian Woodland 1 1 1 100
Riparian Scrub 346 307 307 89
Oak Woodland 3 3 2 67
Eucalyptus Woodland 14 11 11 79
Open Water 842 782 782 93
Disturbed Wetlands 25 21 21 84
Natural Flood Channel 46 45 45 98

Subtotal Habitat 3,116 2,836 2,601 83
Disturbed 461 135 0 0
Agriculture 328 S 0 0

Subtoral Vacant Land 3,905 2,976 2,601 67
Developed 542 0 0 0
TOTAL 4,447 2,976 2,601 58
MILITARY#
Beach 172 - - -
Saltpan 21 - - -
Southern Foredunes 54 - - -
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 42 - - -
Coastal Sage Scrub 3,807 - - -
Maritime Succulent Scrub 368 - - -
Chaparral 9,982 - - -
Southern Maritime Chaparral 120 - - -
Coastal Sage/Chaparral 486 - - -
Grassland 2,624 - - -
Southern Coastal Saltmarsh 27 - - -
Freshwater Marsh 79 - - -
Riparian Forest 21 - - -
Oak Riparian Forest 52 - - -
Riparian Woodland 96 - - -
Riparian Scrub 23 - - -
Oak Woodland 6 — - -
Torrey Pine Forest 1 - - -
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

Table 3-1 (Continued)

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES WITHIN
MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA BY SUBAREA

Total MSCP Total MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area MHPA Conserved!  Veg. Comm.
Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved
MILITARY4 (Continued)
Eucalyptus Woodland 55 - - -
Open Water 53 - - -
Disturbed Wetlands 1 - - -
Natural Flood Channel 12 - - -
Shallow Bay 45 - - -
Deep Bay 18 - - -
Other Habitat? 198 - - -
Subtotal Habitat 18,365 - - -
Disturbed 3,710 - - -
Subtotal Vacant Land 22,075 - - -
Developed 5,865 - - -
TOTAL 27,940 - - -
TOTAL STUDY AREA 582,243 194,318 171,917 30

Note: Numbers may not sum to totals as shown, due to rounding.

1 MHPA conserved acres have been estimated based on average conservation factors (e.g., 70%, 80%,
90%, etc.) applied to Total MHPA acres, with the following exceptions: (a) all wetland communities are
assumed 100% conserved within the MHPA boundary; (b) all Disturbed and Agriculture areas are
assumed 0% conserved within the MHPA boundary for all subareas except City of San Diego; and (c)
Developed areas are not conserved in MHPA. For the Unincorporated area, MHPA conserved. acres
include both existing conserved acres and acres targeted for conservation according to the County
Subarea Plan goals and criteria.

2 Disturbed, Agriculture, and Developed areas with habitat value according to the habitat evaluation map.

3 Over 9000 acres of the Unincorporated area are currently under consideration for annexation to the City
of Chula Vista.

4 Military lands are included in total study area acreage but are not included in MHPA. Military lands are
being planned separately.

Source: 1996 MSCP GIS database. Subareas do not necessarily correspond to jurisdictional boundaries.
See Figure 3-1.
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Table 3-2
PORTIONS OF CORE AND LINKAGE AREAS TARGETED FOR CONSERVATION IN MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA

Subareas
Core Core Habitat Study
# Name Acres Arca CvV cD DM EC B NC PO SD SN CO wD Mi
1. Tijuana Estuary/ Total 3,051 0 0 0 0 1,089 0 0 1,962 0 0 0 -
River Valley MHPA 2,925 0 0 0 0 1,088 0 0 1,837 0 0 0 -
(%) (96) © U} v 0 (100) (Y] (Y] 949 ()] (] W] )
2. S. San Diego Bay/ Total 2,316 416 463 0 0 ] 183 0 883 0 0 0 359
Silver Strand MHPA 1,644 302 350 0 0 0 175 0 817 0 0 0 -
(%) an (73) (76) (D] 0 (0) (96) 0) (93) (0) 0 () )
3. Pt. Loma Total 709 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 117 0 0 0 592
MIHPA 92 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 92 0 0 0 -
(%) (13) V)] (W] 0 Y] (0) (0) (0) ()] (W] 0) (0 )
4. Otay Lakes/Mesa/ Total 17,158 2,025 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,002 0 11,104 26 -
River Valley MIHPA 12,587 1,231 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,058 0 8,298 0 -
% @ eh  ®  ©® O (0) () (©) (76) ONEN(E) (©) )
5. Otay Mtn/Marron Total 28,221 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,521 0 25,700 0 -
Valley MIIPA 26,396 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2,302 0 24,094 0 -
(%) O R O B (O N (0 ® O (0) © 1) (0) (94) ) )
6. Jamul Mtn Total 8,285 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 178 0 8,107 0 -
MHPA 7,028 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 161 0 6,867 0 -
(%) (85) 0) 0) () () () 0) 0 (90) (0) (85) ) ¢
7. Sweetwater/San Total 12,963 689 0 0 0 0 0 0 116 0 10,306 1,852 -
Migucl Mtn MHPA 10,116 178 0 0 0 0 0 0 105 0 8,167 1,665 -
(%) (78) (26) (W] ) ) 0) 0) ©) 91) () 79 90) - )
8. McGinty Mtn/ Total 15,909 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15,907 2 -
Sequan Pcak/ MHPA 10,456 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,456 0 -
Dehesa (%) (66) ©) (0) ©) (0) (0) (0) (0) 0) ©) (66) ©0) )
9. Lake Jennings/ Total 9,830 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 8,895 911 -
Wildcat Cyn/El MIIPA 8,228 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 7,453 754 -
Cajon Mtn (%) (84) (] 0 (0) 0 ()] ()] (] (88) ©) (84) (83) ()
10. Mission Total 17,629 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,258 3,181 2,487 26 3,677
Trails/Kearny MHPA 10,499 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,625 1,753 2,114 8 -
Mesa/E. Elliott/ (%) (60) ) 0) ) (0) 0) 0) (0) (80) (55) (85) a3n -)
Santee
1. Poway/San Vicente Total 27,948 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,381 4,759 0 11,808 0 -
MHPA 21,079 0 0 0 ) 0 0 8,620 4,191 0 8,267 0 -
(%) (75) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 0 (76) (88) 0) (70) 0) )
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Table 3-2 (Continued)
PORTIONS OF CORE AND LINKAGE AREAS TARGETED FOR CONSERVATION IN MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA

SI-€

Subarcas
Core Core Habitat Study
# Name Acres Area Cv CD DM EC IB NC PO SD SN Cco WD Ml
12. Hodges Reservoir/ Total 25,965 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 13,534 0 12,426 0 -
San Pasqual MHPA 18,739 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 10,589 0 8,146 0 -
(%) (72) 0) (U] 0 () 0) 0) (80) (78) 0) (66) 0 )
13. San Dieguito Total 1,278 0 0 199 0 0 0 0 1,078 0 1 0 -
Lagoon MHPA 880 0 0 129 0 0 0 0 751 0 0 0 -
(%) (69) 0) (0) (65) 0) ) (0) 0) (70) 0) 0) (0 ()
14. Los Peftasquitos Total 9,154 0 0 <l 0 0 0 0 9,154 0 0 0 -
Lagoon/Cyn/Del MHPA 6,236 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,236 0 0 0 -
Mar Mesa (%) (68) 0 0 0 ® (U] (] (Y] (68) 0) 0) (] )
15. Vernal Pools, Total 8,289 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,965 0 5 0 6,320
Kearny Mesa MHPA 1,085 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,085 0 0 0 -
(%) (13) 0 0) (U] 0) 0) (0 0 (55) 0 0 ) )
16. Vernal Pools, Total 885 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 885 0 0 0 -
Otay Mesa MHPA 425 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 425 0 0 0 -
(%) (48) 0) 0) 0) ) 0) 0) 0) (48) 0 (0) (0) )
Subtotal Cores Total 189,590 3,130 463 199 0 1,100 183 11,386 49,436 3,181 106,746 2,817 10,948
MHPA 138,415 1,7t 350 129 0 1,088 175 8,624 38,295 1,753 83,862 2427 -)
(%) (3) (55) (76) (65) (U] (99) (96) (76) n (55) (79) (86) )
Linkages Total 13,166 185 0 0 28 0 48 1 2,104 0 10,646 23 131
MHPA 9,876 98 0 0 13 0 41 1 1,626 0 8,084 13 -
(%) (75) (53) 0) 0) (46) 0 (85) (100) n U] (76) (57) )
TOTAL IN CORES Total 202,757 3,315 463 199 28 1,100 231 11,387 51,540 3,181 117,392 2,840 11,079
AND LINKAGES MHPA 148,290 1,809 350 129 13 1,088 216 8,625 39,921 1,753 91,946 2,440 -)
(%) (73) (55) (76) (65) (46) 99) 99) (76) o)) (55) (78) (86) )
Note: Numbers may not sum to total as shown, due to rounding. Acreages exclude Disturbed, Agriculture, and Developed. These numbers represent habitat acres targeted for conservation (from Table 3-1) that

also occur in the biological core and linkage areas. Percent (in parentheses) represents the portion of the core and linkage areas targeted for conservation in the MHPA.

CV = Chula Vista, CD = Coronado, DM = Dcl Mar, EC = El Cajon, IB = Imperial Beach, NC = National City, PO = Poway, SD = San Diego, SN = Santee, CO = County, WD = Water Districts, MI = Military.
(Military acrcages are not included in the MHPA.)

Source: 1996 MSCP GIS database.
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Conservation Plan

Table 3-3

VEGETATION COMMUNITY ACRES TARGETED FOR
CONSERVATION WITHIN MULTI-HABITAT PLANNING AREA

Total MSCP MHPA % of MSCP
Study Area!l  Total MHPA  Conserved>  Veg. Comm.
Vegetation Communities (acres) (acres) (acres) Conserved4
Beach 1202 (*) 491 443 37% (43)
Saltpan 235 (%) 212 212 90% (99)
Southern Foredunes 188 (*) 132 123 65% (92)
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 198 (*) 146 137 69% (88)
Coastal Sage Scrub 115,504 (37) 80,596 71,274 62% (64)
Maritime Succulent Scrub 1,803 (*) 899 855 47% (60)
Chaparral 111,335 (35) 60,933 54,945 49% (54)
Southern Maritime Chaparral 1,782 (*) 1,240 1,111 62% (67)
Coastal Sage/Chaparral 3,877 (1) 1,749 1,490 38% (44)
Grassland 28,373 (9) 10,926 9,770 34% (38)
Southern Coastal Saltmarsh 1,870 (*) 1,719 1,719 92% (93)
Freshwater Marsh 815 (* 497 497 61% (68)
Riparian Forest 1,328 (*) 1,078 1,078 81% (82)
Oak Riparian Forest 5,361 (2) 3,054 3,054 57% (58)
Riparian Woodland 731 (* 588 588 80% (93)
Riparian Scrub 5,374 (2) 4,286 4,286 80% (80)
Oak Woodland 5,600 (2) 3,150 2,651 47% (47)
Torrey Pine Forest 169 (*) 153 144 85% (86)
Tecate Cypress Forest 5,712 (2) 5,641 5,591 98% (98)
Eucalyptus Woodland 1,633 (*) 364 326 20% (21)
Open Water 5,726 (2) 5,220 5,220 91% (92)
Disturbed Wetlands 928 (*) 738 738 80% (80)
Natural Flood Channel 862 (* 746 746 87% (88)
Shallow Bay 9,581 (3) 369 369 4% (4)
Deep Bay 4,891 (2) 3 0 0% (0)
Other Habitat? 864 (*) 339 300 35% (45)
Subtotal Habitat 315,940(100) 185,266 167,667 53% (56)
Disturbed 23,244 (*) 5,037 2,447 11% (13)
Agriculture 28,547 (*) 4,015 1,803 6% (6)
Subtotal Vacant Land 367,731 194,318 171,917 47% (50)
Developed 214,511 0 0 0% (0)
TOTAL 582,243 194,318 171,917 30% (31)

1 Percent of total MSCP habitats (315,940 acres) is given in parentheses. Asterisk (*) indicates <1%.
2 Disturbed, Agriculture, and Developed areas with habitat value according to the habitat evaluation map.

3 MHPA conserved acres have been estimated based on average conservation factors (e.g., 70%, 80%, 90%, etc.)
applied to Total MHPA acres, with the following exceptions: (a) all wetland communities are assumed 100%
conserved within the MHPA boundary; (b) all Disturbed and Agriculture are assumed 0% conserved within
the MHPA boundary for all subareas except City of San Diego; and (c) Developed areas are not conserved in
MHPA. Numbers represent both existing conserved acres and acres targeted for conservation.

4 Number in parentheses is percent of MSCP vegetation communities conserved with military land excluded
from total MSCP study area.

Note: Numbers may not sum to total as shown, due to rounding. Vemal pools were mapped as an overlay and

thus their acreage is included in this total. Military lands are included in total study area acreage but are not

included in MHPA.

Source: 1996 MSCP GIS database.
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

preserve design, in combination with the pre-approved mitigation area map developed by
the wildlife agencies.

Three-fourths of the habitat acres conserved in the MHPA are comprised of coastal sage
scrub and chaparral, with wetlands and grasslands comprising another 17% (Figure 3-6).
Based on the MSCP habitat evaluation map (Figure 2-3), a little over half of the habitats
conserved in the MHPA are ranked Very High in habitat value, and 22% are ranked High.
Approximately 67% of all Very High habitat value lands and 53% of all High habitat
value lands in the study area are conserved in the MHPA.

Much of the MHPA is comprised of small habitat patches adjacent to existing or
proposed development areas. Habitat management techniques have been identified to
minimize potential biological effects of development along these habitat/development
interfaces (i.e., edge effects; see Section 6, individual subarea plans, and habitat
management plans).

Figure 3-6
Vegetation Communities Targeted for Conservation in MHPA

Wetlands
(11%)
Upland Forests

& Woodlands
(5%)
Coastal
Other Sage Scrub
(2%) (43%)
Grassland :.'.’._,

©%) TS
Chaparral

(33%)

3.2.1 Wetlands

Wetland communities (vernal pools, saltpan, saltmarsh, freshwater marsh, riparian forest,
oak riparian forest, riparian woodland, riparian scrub, open water, disturbed wetlands,
natural flood channel, and shallow bay) within the MSCP study area include areas subject
to California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. and Section 404 of the federal
Clean Water Act. Such areas will continue to be regulated by these state and federal
statutes. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) will continue to consult with the
USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act on projects that may
affect federally listed species within Corps jurisdictional wetlands. The CDFG will work
closely with the Corps, USFWS, and local jurisdictions to ensure that Fish and Game
Code Section 1600 et seq. agreements are consistent with (1) the mitigation required for
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

covered species by Section 404 permits (including federal Endangered Species Act
Section 7 consultations) and (2) the MSCP Plan.

Subarea plans and associated implementing mechanisms will address avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures for wetland habitats subject to development
impacts. Development projects that affect wetland vegetation communities will be
required to comply with the terms of the local jurisdiction’s subarea plan, the federal
policy of no net loss of wetland functions and values, and the Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR Part 230). Such compliance will
constitute the full extent of mitigation measures for the take of covered species required
or recommended by the USFWS pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act and
National Environmental Policy Act and the CDFG pursuant to the state Endangered
Species Act, NCCP Act, and California Environmental Quality Act.

The wildlife agencies have approached the Corps and EPA about the feasibility of
integrating Section 404 permits into the NCCP process. The wildlife agencies and local
jurisdictions will continue these discussions with the Corps and EPA with the intent of
developing over the next 6 months a process to achieve this objective within 2 years.

3.3 COVERED SPECIES

Based on the MHPA preserve configuration, vegetation community conservation targets
for all subareas, and implementation of habitat management plans, 85 species will be
adequately conserved and “covered” by this plan (Table 3-4a). Table 3-4b lists those
covered species affected by severability of take authorizations (see Section 3.3.1). Once
the wildlife agencies have approved a subarea plan and signed the corresponding
implementing agreement, that local agency will receive permits and/or management
authorizations to directly impact or “take” these 85 species, pursuant to its approved plan
and implementing agreement, if such taking is incidental to otherwise lawful activities.
The term “take” means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or
collect. (The County of San Diego and cities of San Diego, Poway, and Chula Vista must
have approved subarea plans and implementing agreements before take of all 85 species
1s authorized for all participants.) These permits/management authorizations are referred
to as “take authorizations.” Taking of covered species will be allowed in accordance with
approved subarea plans and implementing agreements. The covered species include
species listed as endangered or threatened by the federal and state Endangered Species
Acts, as well as currently unlisted species, many of which are also NCCP species:

Protection Status Plants Animals Total
Federally listed! 7 13 20
State listed? 12 2 14
Federally proposed 1 0 |
Federal candidates (C1 and former C2) 23 16 39
Other3 3 8 11

Total 46 39 85
1 May also be state listed. ‘

Includes 7 plants proposed for federal listing.

2 State species of special concern, habitat indicator species, and species important to preserve
design.

> N
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Section 3 Conservation Plan
Table 3-4a
MSCP COVERED SPECIES!
Plants
San Diego thorn-mint Willowy monardella Northern harrier

Shaw's agave

San Diego ambrosia
Aphanisma

Del Mar manzanita

Otay manzanita

Coastal dunes milk vetch
Encinitas baccharis
Nevin's barberry
Thread-leaved brodiaea
Orcutt's brodiaea

Dense reed grass

Dunn's mariposa lily
Slender-pod jewelflower
Lakeside ceanothus
Wart-stemmed ceanothus
Salt marsh bird's-beak
Orcutt's bird's-beak

Del Mar Mesa sand aster
Tecate cypress
Short-leaved dudleya
Variegated dudleya
Sticky dudleya

Palmer's ericameria

San Diego button-celery
Coast wallflower

San Diego barrel cactus
Otay tarplant
Heart-leaved pitcher sage
Gander's pitcher sage
Nuttall's lotus
Felt-leaved monardella

San Diego goldenstar
Prostrate navarretia
Dehesa bear-grass
Snake cholla
California Orcutt grass
Torrey pine

San Diego mesa mint
Otay Mesa mint
Small-leaved rose

San Miguel savory
Gander's butterweed
Narrow-leaved nightshade
Parry's tetracoccus

Animals

Salt marsh skipper butterfly
Thorne's hairstreak butterfly
Riverside fairy shrimp

San Diego fairy shrimp
Arroyo southwestern toad
California red-legged frog
Southwestern pond turtle
San Diego horned lizard
Orange-throated whiptail
California brown pelican
Reddish egret

White-faced ibis

Canada goose

Bald eagle

Cooper's hawk
Swainson's hawk
Ferruginous hawk
Golden eagle
American peregrine falcon
Light-footed clapper rail
Western snowy plover
Mountain plover
Long-billed curlew
California least tern
Elegant tern
Burrowing owl
Southwestern willow
flycatcher
Coastal cactus wren
California gnatcatcher
Western bluebird
Least Bell's vireo
California rufous-
crowned sparrow
Belding's Savannah
sparrow
Large-billed Savannah
sparrow
Tricolored blackbird
American badger
Mountain lion
Southern mule deer

1See Table 3-5 (at the end of this section) for specific conditions required for take authorizations.
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Section 3 Conservation Plan
Table 3-4b
COVERED SPECIES AFFECTED BY
SEVERABILITY OF TAKE AUTHORIZATIONS
Jurisdiction Species Jurisdictions Needed to Add Species'
Santee
San Diego ambrosia City and County of San Diego
Variegated dudleya City and County of San Diego
San Diego button-celery  City and County of San Diego
San Diego barrel cactus  City and County of San Diego and Chula Vista
San Diego mesa mint City of San Diego
Orange-throated whiptail ~ City and County of San Diego
Cooper’s hawk City and County of San Diego
Coastal cactus wren City and County of San Diego and Chula Vista
California gnatcatcher City and County of San Diego and Chula Vista
Least Bell’s vireo City and County of San Diego
California rufous- City and County of San Diego
crowned sparrow
Chula Vista
Otay tarplant County of San Diego
Light-footed clapper rail ~ City of San Diego
Western snowy plover City of San Diego
Long-billed curlew City of San Diego
California least ten City of San Diego
Burrowing owl County of San Diego
Coastal cactus wren City and County of San Diego
Least Bell’s vireo City and County of San Diego
Belding’s Savannah City of San Diego
sparrow '
County of San Diego
Orcutt’s bird’s-beak City of San Diego
Del Mar Mesa sand aster  City of San Diego
California least tern City of San Diego
City of San Diego

Orcutt’s brodiaea
Wart-stemmed ceanothus
Snake cholla

County of San Diego
County of San Diego
County of San Diego

! Jurisdictions with approved subarea plans needed to add species to the list of Covered Species Subject to
Incidental Take.
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Section 3 Conservation Plan

The implementing agreements will assure that conservation/mitigation identified in the
subarea plans and implementing regulations is implemented and the take authorization
holders would not be required to commit additional land, land restrictions, or financial
compensation, beyond that described in the subarea plan, for the protection of any
covered species (see the Model Implementing Agreement in Attachment A). If, in the
future, a covered but unlisted species becomes listed as endangered or threatened by the
federal or state governments, the take authorization will become effective concurrent with
its listing.

The standards for protecting the covered species and issuance of take authorizations are
consistent with the state’s NCCP guidelines, California Endangered Species Act, and
criteria in Section 10(a) of the federal Endangered Species Act, namely:

» The taking will be incidental to otherwise lawful activities;

» The impacts of the taking will, to the maximum extent practicable, be
minimized and mitigated;

* Adequate funding for long-term protection of the species will be provided;
and

» The taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the survival and
recovery of the species in the wild.

As a policy, the protection of species on the covered species list is not required to exceed
the federal 10(a) or state Endangered Species Act and NCCP standards for purposes of
obtaining federal and state take authorizations. The analysis of adequate protection for
covered species focused on the proportion of major populations conserved in the MHPA.
The proportion of suitable habitat conserved was used for those species with few
documented occurrences in the study area. Potential occupiable habitat (carrying
capacity) conserved in the MHPA was considered for the California gnatcatcher. Wide-
ranging species, for which the MSCP study area comprises only a small portion of their
distribution, are included as covered species. The degree of protection outside the
MHPA, afforded by federal and state wetland regulations and topographic inaccessibility,
also was considered in the analysis. Specific management actions will be required of the
take authorization holders to address the potential effects of development on species
within the preserve.

Data, specific conditions for coverage, and general basis of analysis for coverage for each
species evaluated are included in Table 3-5 at the end of this section. Species were
grouped for general analysis of coverage based on their life history characteristics, degree
of rarity, regional and global context, need for and response to management, extant
population size and trend, specific preserve design requirements, and other variables.

The groupings of MSCP species for general analysis of coverage were:

1. Preserve design/landscape level. Species in this analysis category are generally
widespread within and often outside the MSCP area; have relatively robust

populations; have life history characteristics that respond to habitat-scale
conservation; are known or suspected to respond to appropriate management of
preserves; or a combination of the above. Species within this general analysis
category are most appropriately conserved by designing preserves based on the
NCCP Conservation Guidelines, as is the case with the MSCP preserve.
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2. Preserve design/landscape level with site-specific consideration(s)/management.
Species within this analysis category are generally well distributed within one or
more vegetation communities in the MSCP area; have core populations that must
be conserved; need specific mitigation measures to ensure conservation; or a
combination of the above. For species in this analysis category, the
habitat/vegetation community(s) and/or most known locations would be
conserved, and specific management measures would be implemented.

W)

Site-specific preserve design and special measures/management. Species in this
analysis category generally have patchy distribution, often with a narrowly
defined range; require specific management conditions for conservation; or a
combination of the above. For species in this analysis category, the MSCP has
incorporated site-specific design criteria, avoidance, and minimization
requirements and preserve management measures.

3.3.1 Severability of Take Authorizations

The wildlife agencies assessed the amount of mitigation versus impacts of take proposed
for each species in each jurisdiction. Based on this assessment, each jurisdiction’s
implementing agreement will have two attachments entitled “Covered Species” and
“Covered Species Subject to Incidental Take.” The Covered Species list will include
those species within the MSCP study area for which the state and federal take
authorization requirements are met by the MSCP as a whole (Table 3-4a). Covered
Species Subject to Incidental Take are those species for which the state and federal take
authorization requirements are met by an individual jurisdiction’s subarea plan (see
Section 2.8 of the Model Implementing Agreement). These lists are modified based on
which local jurisdictions have valid take authorizations. Table 3-4b lists species by
jurisdiction that are affected by the severability provisions and the jurisdiction(s) with
approved subarea plans needed to have the species on the list of Covered Species Subject
to Incidental Take. The implementing agreements for each jurisdiction will specify
which jurisdictions need to have take authorizations for a species to move from the
Covered Species list to the Covered Species Subject to Incidental Take list.

3.3.2 Modification to the Covered Species List in the Public Review Draft
Additions to the Covered Species List

The Public Review Draft for the MSCP (March 1995) identified 57 covered species
whereas this MSCP Plan proposes to provide coverage for 85 species (Table 3-5). The
factors that resulted in additions to the covered species list can be grouped into four broad
categories: (1) federal and state policy clarifications, (2) changes in preserve design,
(3) evaluation of additional species, and (4) new information, including species location,
additional mitigation measures, taxonomic issues, etc.

1. Federal and State Policy Clarifications. Subsequent to release of the Public
Review Draft, the wildlife agencies clarified their policies regarding coverage for
species (a) that are unlikely to occur within the study area (discountable) or (b) for
which the study area is not a significant portion of the species’ range
(insignificant). Ten species were added to the covered species list based primarily
on wildlife agency policy clarification.

2. Changes in Preserve Design. Modification of the preserve design increased the
conservation of some species and/or reduced edge effects on these species in
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critical locations. Three species were added to the covered species list based on
improved preserve design.

Evaluation of Additional Species. Subsequent to the release of the Public Review
Draft, habitat requirements and degree of protection for five species, not on the
original list of 93 species evaluated for the MSCP, were assessed. These
additional evaluations resulted in five species being added to the covered species
list.

W)

4, New Information and Additional Conservation Measures. New information
regarding species locations, location of preserve lands, taxonomic issues, and the
development of additional conservation measures (including protection standards
for narrow endemic species and vernal pools) resulted in reevaluation of
previously uncovered species (see Section 3.3.3). The reevaluation resulted in
13 species being added to the covered species list.

Deletions from the Covered Species List

Based on reevaluation of species-specific conservation measures, data on potential
species distribution, and risk to species survival as a result of plan implementation, three
species were deleted from the covered species list.

3.3.3 Narrow Endemic Species

Some native species, primarily plants w1th restricted geographlc dlstnbutlons soil
affinities, and/or habitats, are referred to as “narrow endemic species.” For vernal pools
and narrow endemic species, the jurisdictions and other participants will specify measures
in their subarea plans to ensure that impacts to these resources are avoided to the
maximum extent practicable. These additional conservation measures will apply to the
following narrow endemic species for the MSCP study area:

Gander’s pitcher sage
Dehesa bear-grass

Felt-leaved monardella
Snake cholla

» San Diego thorn-mint + Shaw’s agave

» San Diego ambrosia * Encinitas baccharis

* Nevin’s barberry * Thread-leaved brodiaea
*  Dunn’s mariposa lily » Lakeside ceanothus

» Short-leaved dudleya * Variegated dudleya

» Palmer’s ericameria * Otay tarplant

/ " Dunn's Mariposa Lily
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3.4 PROCESS FOR ADDING SPECIES TO COVERED SPECIES LIST

If a species that is not on the covered species list is proposed for listing pursuant to the
federal or state Endangered Species Act, the wildlife agencies will determine whether
additional conservation measures, beyond those prescribed by the MSCP, are necessary
to adequately protect the species. If no such measures are necessary, the species will be
added to the covered species list using the federal and state take authorization amendment
process.

If the MSCP conservation measures will not adequately protect the species, the wildlife
agencies will work with the participants to identify and jointly implement the steps
necessary for coverage. These may include the following measures, in order of
preference:

» Management practices and enhancement opportunities within the preserve
system, provided these measures do not adversely affect any covered species;
and/or

» Habitat acquisition through the reallocation of federal, state, and/or regional
funds identified for MSCP implementation, provided such reallocation does
not adversely affect any covered species.

If these options are not adequate to meet the species’ conservation requirements, the
wildlife agencies will determine the additional measures necessary to add the species to
the covered species list, with preference given to conservation means that do not require
additional mitigation or dedication of land. Although conservation measures necessary to
add the species to the covered species list may be identified when or after the species is
proposed for listing, the take authorization holders will not be required to approve or
implement these conservation measures until such time as the species is listed. See
Section 4.2.4 for a discussion of wildlife agency contributions for conservation of
uncovered species listed in the future.

3.5 USE OF SUBAREA PLANS TO PROTECT BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Subarea plans demonstrate how take authorization holders will achieve consistency with
the MSCP Plan and its conservation targets in the following ways.

1. Methods of Meeting Conservation Targets. Each subarea plan specifies how the
take authorization holder will achieve the conservation targets of the MSCP Plan
and subarea plan. The conservation targets are achieved through avoidance and
minimization of impacts and through preservation, restoration, and/or
enhancement of habitat. Subarea plans specify how the conservation targets are
achieved using combinations of encroachment allowances, zoning, biological
mitigation or sensitive land ordinances, and other mechanisms.

2. Avoidance of Impacts and Allowed Encroachment. Subarea plans and their
implementing regulations and ordinances emphasize avoidance of impacts to

biologically sensitive resources (including narrow endemic species and vernal
pools) and identify areas and circumstances where take of covered species and
their habitats is authorized.

W)

Wetlands. The conservation of wetland-dependent species is based on the federal
policy of no net loss of wetland habitats. Subarea plans also incorporate the no
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net loss concept. Jurisdictional wetlands will continue to be regulated under the
federal Clean Water Act (Section 404) and Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et
seq. .

4. Mitigation Requirements

a. Each take authorization holder will implement the mitigation standards
specified in its subarea plan and implementing agreement. Mitigation
measures in subarea plans may include avoidance of impacts; preservation,
restoration, and/or enhancement of habitat; or some combination of the above
consistent with achieving the goals of the subarea plan.

b. Because habitat within a preserve planning area with an ecologically sound
preserve design generally has greater conservation value than habitat
occurring in fragmented or isolated patches, subarea plans can incorporate
incentives (e.g., reduced mitigation requirements) to encourage conservation
within the MHPA.

c. Subarea plans require site-specific analysis of biological resources, for
projects where agreements do not already exist, to determine appropriate
mitigation measures and siting of the project.

d. Subarea plans may provide flexibility in both the location and type of habitat
conserved, if consistent with achieving the subarea plan’s conservation goals.
This flexibility allows subarea plans to de-emphasize or eliminate, if
appropriate, historic “in-kind” mitigation requirements and provides an
opportunity to use an “ecosystem-based” mitigation approach.

e. Mitigation may be required for impacts to uncovered species, to the extent
' required through the California Environmental Quality Act and applicable
federal and state regulations.

f. Land acquired for mitigation in excess of the local agency’s mitigation
requirements may be used for mitigation credits or to establish a conservation
bank.

g. Subarea plans also may use “in lieu” fees to accomplish all or some of the
conservation goals of the plan.

h. Subarea plans specify the mechanism for permanent protection of lands used
for mitigation. These mechanisms include conservation easements; fee title
transfer to a public agency, conservancy, or land trust; or other mechanisms
mutually agreed to by the take authorization holder and the wildlife agencies.

i. Subarea plans provide for consistency in mitigation for public and private
projects.

California Orcutt Grass

110921000 3-29 Final MSCP Plan



Section 3 Conservation Plan

3.6 BIOLOGICAL PRESERVE DESIGN CHECKLIST

Subarea plans are required of each entity seeking take authorizations from the wildlife
agencies (see Section 5.2). The following checklist should be used as a tool to direct and
support the preparation of subarea plans, to ensure that they are consistent with the MSCP
Plan, and to ensure that the protection of species on the covered species list meets
issuance criteria for a Section 10(a)(1)(B) permit and California Endangered Species Act
standards and NCCP guidelines for Section 2081 and 2835 management authorizations.
This checklist incorporates the basic tenets for conservation planning identified in the
NCCP guidelines. For purposes of obtaining federal and state take authorizations, the
protection of covered species shall not be required to exceed the above requirements.

Subarea plan and habitat management plan preparation and implementation should
include the following:

* An analysis of biological data gaps for the subarea;

¢ Detailed fieldwork using generally accepted field and analytical techniques
and mapping to fill data gaps;

» Refinement of the vegetation and species databases;

» Prioritization of biological resources for conservation, using the numbered
criteria below;

» Gap analysis to identify which of the most important resources in the subarea
are currently protected and where there are gaps in protection;

* Analysis of existing and planned land uses to evaluate management feasibility
and compatibility (Section 6);

* Development of a preserve design consistent with the numbered criteria
below; and

* Ongoing evaluation of preserve management effectiveness.

To be consistent with the MSCP, a subarea plan’s conservation strategy must include or
address the following checklist.

1. General Preserve Design

a. High biodiversity lands as indicated by spatially representative examples of
extensive patches of sensitive vegetation communities ranked as Very High
and High biological value by the MSCP habitat evaluation map (Figure 2-3)
or as identified through subsequent fieldwork.

b. Large blocks of unfragmented habitat, following natural topography (ridges
and watersheds).

c. Large, interconnected blocks of habitat that contribute to the preservation of
wide-ranging species.
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d. Key existing linkage areas between core habitat blocks; restore or enhance as
necessary the connections to other private or public open space lands and to

other subareas and/or habitat patches outside the subarea plan area.

e. Configuration that minimizes edge effects between habitat preserves and
development and edge-to-preserve area ratio.

2. Habitat Criteria

a. Total acreages and vegetation communities equivalent in conservation value
to those conservation targets listed in the MSCP Plan (Tables 3-1 and 3-2).

b. Representation of sensitive vegetation communities and their geographic
subassociations containing priority species in large, functioning ecosystems.

c. High-quality vernal pools (primarily but not exclusively supporting sensitive
species); no net loss of wetland habitats per state and federal policies and
regulations.

d. High habitat quality and microhabitats (e.g., soil type, host plant, drainages,

rock outcrops) important to sustaining long-term viable populations of
individual covered species as identified in the MSCP habitat evaluation map
(Figure 2-3) and subsequent fieldwork.

3. Species Criteria

a.

Core California gnatcatcher and coastal cactus wren populations and key
linkage areas between them as identified in Figure 2-2 or through subsequent
fieldwork.

Federal and state endangered and threatened species and species proposed for
listing.

Key regional populations of proposed covered species within the subarea.
Coverage for the entire MSCP study area is dependent on the retention and
maintenance of adequate populations of these species and their habitats within
the subarea.

4. Management _and Biological Monitoring Criteria (see also Sections 6.3 and 6.4
and the MSCP Biological Monitoring Plan)

a.

Appropriate management within the preserve to minimize edge effects from
adjacent land uses.

Appropriate uses within the preserve that are compatible with and complement
the biological function of the area.

Biological monitoring of habitats and species should reflect priorities as
determined in categories 2 and 3 above.

110921000
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/Statc)'

Table 3-5

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

. METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR

MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Agave shawii
Shaw's agave
FSC*/

100% of major
populations

No major populations

Preserve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Bascd

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because all known extant populations are within protected public land (Torrey Pincs State Reserve and Border Field State Park).
This species is on the MSCP’s list of narrow endemics and thercfore participating jurisdictions must specify in their subarea plans additional specific conservation measurcs

for the species.”
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR  AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON TIE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
scr PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS

Notes: Additional important populations are found on military lands (Pt. Loma) which are not part of the MSCP. Populations at Pt. Loma are not part of the MSCP but will
be conscrved at a minimum of 91% in the Pt. Loma Ecological Reserve Area.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include specific measurcs to protect against detrimental edge effects.”

Ambrosia pumila 90% of the only 10% of the only major Site-specific preserve Monitoring Plan - Site YES
San Diego ambrosia major population population design and special Specific (major population)
FSC*/ measures/management and Management Plans/

Directives

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered because 90% of the only major population in the MSCP will be conserved, and the adjoining population at the radio tower site will be 100%
conserved. This major population occurs on public lands in the Mission Trails Regional Park. This species is on the MSCP’s list of narrow endemics, and therefore
participating jurisdictions must specify in their subarea plans additional specific conservation measures for the species.’

Notes: Occurrences thought to be Ambrosia pumila in Spring Canyon, Otay Mesa (east of Otay Lakes), Otay Valley (along the Otay River), and Hidden Trails were
misidentified and arc now known to be a common species of Ambrosia. The small population within the San Dicgo National Wildlife Refuge (Rancho San Dicgo) will also
be conserved and managed by the USFWS,

Conditions: If more than 10% of the population at the Mission Trails Regional Park is impacted, this species will no longer be a covered specws Area-specific
management directives must include monitoring of transplanted populations and specific measures to protcct against detrimental edge effects.”
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
(MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Aphanisma blitoides 90% of potential 10% of potential habitat | Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Aphanisma
FSC*/

habitat (261+ acres)
- 92% of southern
foredunes (123+
acres), 88% of
southern coastal
bluff scrub (138+
acres)

(28+ acres) - 8% of
southemn foredunes (9+
acres) , 12% of southern
coastal bluff scrub (17+
acres)

level with site-specific
consideration(s)/
management

Based and Incidental

species in the MSCP Plan area.

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 90% of its potential habitat will be conserved.

Notes: Additional potential habitat occurs on military lands (Silver Strand, Imperial Beach) which are not a part of the MSCP. There are no known populations of this
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PI.LAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS

MSCP PiLAN) DIRECTIVES)

Arctostaphylos otayensis 95% of major 5% of major Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Otay manzanita populations populations level Based and Photo Plot
FSC*/

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This specics will be covered by the MSCP because 95% of the major populations are located on BLM land and in the open space (100% protcction) designation for Otay
Ranch, Jamul Mountain, and San Miguel Mountain. This species is a Group A species in the County’s proposed BMO.’

Notes: This specics is often associated with metavolcanic soils of which 34,000 acres are included within the MHPA.

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives must include specific management measures to promote germination of seeds, maintenance of diverse age class structure,
and reduction in the risk of catastrophic fire." Management measures to accomplish this may include prescribed fire.

Astragalus deanei Unknown conservation level and therefore not covered by the plan. NO
Dean’s milk vetch
FSC*/
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
ED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
(ﬁ;\(szp P[(,)AN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/

Berberis nevinii 100% of populations | No natural populations Site-specific preserve Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Nevin’s barberry (occurrences are all | present design and special Based

PE/CE persisting cultivars) measures/management

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because persisting cultivars occurring in Spring Valley and Torrey Pines State Reserve will be conserved. This specics is on the
MSCP’s list of narrow endemics, and therefore participating jurisdictions must specify in their subarea plans additional specific conservation measurcs for the specics.”

Notes: As no known natural populations occur within the plan area, development covered by the plan will not impact the species. Persistence of naturally occurring
populations in San Diego County is dependent on conservation efforts outside the MSCP area.
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/Statc)’' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING -PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PILANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP P1.AN) DIRECTIVES)

Brodiaea orcutlii All major 12% of vernal pool Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Site YES

Orcutt's brodiaca populations in MSCP | habitat may be level with site-specific Specific (4 populations) and

FSC*/

area, 88% of vernal
pool habitat, 38% of
grassland

impacted, but this
habitat is subject to no
net loss of function and
value and 404(b)1
guidelines

consideration(s)/
management

Management Plans/
Directives

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because all of the major populations in the MSCP Plan arca (4 populations) will be conserved. This is a Group A specics in the
County’s proposed BMO.*

Notes: Three major populations occur on Miramar military lands which are not part of the MSCP. Participating jurisdictions’ guidelines and ordinances and statc and

federal wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net loss of wetlands.

Conditions: The San Vincente population is identified as a critical population in the County’s Subarca Plan and must be 100% conscrved. Area-specific management
directives must include specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects.”

Calamagrostis densa

91% of major

9% of major

Preserve design/landscape

Monitoring Plan - Habitat

YES

Dense reed grass populations populations level Bascd
none
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/
STATUS (Federal/Statc)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED

(BASED ON THE
MSCP PI1.AN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 91% of major populations will be conserved.

Notes: Taxonomic reclassification has combined this taxon in a more common taxon (Calamagrostis koelerioides) which is widespread.

Conditions: Trail maintenance/placement to avoid human impacts must be addressed in area-specific management directives.’
fire should be evaluated in management plans. Arca-specific management dircctives must inciude specific inanagement mcasures to address the autecology and natural

history of the species and to reduce the risk of catastrophic fire.’

Enhancement opportunitics using prescribed

110921000
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/Statc)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PILANS/
(MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Cauldnthu.s':ste"n‘o‘carpus:“{ g ' 75%;6 of ﬁléjo"r__ """ Slte-speclﬁcpreserve Momtonng Plan -:‘H:abitat : YES
Stender-pod jewelflower .~ ations design and special . | Based and Incidental and

! | populations
FSC*/CR

Management Plans/
Directives

duce:

Ceanothus cyaneus
Lakeside ceanothus
FSC¥/

75% of major
populations

25% of major
populations

Sitc-specific preserve
design and special
measures/management

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based and Photo Plot

YES

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 3 of 4 (75%) of the major populations will be conserved. This species is on the MSCP’s list of narrow endcmics, and
therefore participating jurisdictions must specify in their subarea plans additional specific conservation measures® for the specics if a population is identificd in the future.

This is a Group A species in the County’s proposed BMO.*

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include specific management measures to address the autecology and natural history of the species and to reduce the

risk of catastrophic fire. Managcment measures to accomplish this may include prescribed fire.
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Fedcral/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON TIHE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

Ceanothus verrucosus 67% of major 33% of major Site-specific preserve Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Wart-stemmed ccanothus
FSC¥/

populations, and
64% of known
localities

populations, and 36% of
known localities

design and special
measurcs/management

Based and Photo Plot and
Management Plans/
Directives

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 67% of the major populations will be conserved, and special management actions will increase populations. This is a

Group B species in the County’s proposed BMO.*

Notes: Additional important populations (30% of known populations) are found on military lands (Pt. Loma, Miramar) which arc not part of the MSCP.

Conditions: Revegetation cfforts within appropriate habitats must include restoration of this species. Area-specific management dircctives for the protected populations

must include spccific measures to incrcase populations, including specific management measures to address the autecology and natural history of the spccics and to reduce
the risk of catastrophic firc." Management measures to accomplish this may include prescribed fire. Any newly found populations should be evaluated for inclusion in the
preserve strategy through acquisition, like exchange, etc.
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY

IMPACTED/

DEVELQOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PL.AN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Cordylanthus orcuttianus
Orcutt's bird's-beak
FSC*/

75% of major
populations

25% of major
populations

Preserve design/landscape
level with site-specific
consideration(s)/
management

Monitoring Plan - Site
Specific (4 populations) and
Management Plans/
Directives

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 3 of 4 (75%) major populations will be conserved. A portion of the Otay River Valley population lies outside of the
MHPA but will be subject to the County’s Biological Mitigation Ordinance (80-100% conservation).” The Otay Ranch population (southeast of Lower Otay Lake) is
considered conserved subject to landowner and agency agreement.

Condition: At the time permit amendments are proposed, strategies to provide protection for this species within the amendment area must be included. (Take authorization
amendments are subject to public review through CEQA and NEPA processes and require approval by CDFG and USFWS))
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/Statc)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING
METHOD(S)

(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR

MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Cupressus forbesii
Tecate cypress
FSC*/

98% Tecate cypress
forest

2% Tecate cypress
forest

Preserve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based and Photo Plot

YES

include prescribed fire.

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 98% of major populations will be conserved, primarily on lands administered by BLM.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives for the protected populations will include specific measures to maintain or incrcase populations, including specific
management measures (o address the autecology and natural history of the species and to reduce the risk of catastrophic fire. Management measures to accomplish this may
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Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
(MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS

Dudleya variegata 56% of major 44% of major Site-specific preserve Monitoring Plan - Site YES
Varicgated dudleya populations, 75% of | populations, 25% of design and special Specific (5 populations) and
FSC*/ known localities known localities measures/management Management Plans/

Directives
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Fedcral/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING
METHOD(S)

(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR

MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 56% of major populations and 75% of known localities will be conscrved. This specics is on the MSCP’s list of narrow

endemics, and therefore participating jurisdictions must specify in their subarea plans additional conservation measures for the specics.’

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include specics-specific monitoring and specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effccts to this specics,
including effects caused by recreational activities.! Some populations now occur within a major amendment area (Otay Mountain), and at the time permit amendments arc
proposed, strategies to provide protection for this species within the amendment area must be included. (Proposed take authorization amendments will have public review

through CEQA and NEPA processes and require approval by CDFG and USFWS.)

Dudleya viscida 100% of major No major populations Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Sticky dudleya population level Based
FSC*/
DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED
This species will be covered by the MSCP because 100% of the only major population within the MSCP will be conserved.
Notes: Persistence of this species in San Diego County depends largely on conservation efforts in the MHCP and Camp Pendleton arcas.
Conditions:  Arca-specific management directives must address specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects.”
Ericameria palmeri ssp. palmeri | 66% of major 34% of major Site-specific prescrve Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Palmer's cricameria populations populations design and special Based and Photo Plot and
FSC*/ measures/management Management Plans/
Directives
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This specics will be covered by the MSCP because 66% of major populations will be conserved. This species is on the MSCP’s list of narrow endcmics, and therefore
participating jurisdictions must specify in their subarea plans additional conservation measures for the species.

Notes: Impacts will be fully mitigated through avoidance, minimization, and compensation. Two of the six major populations are subject to potential impacts from proposed
road widening projects (Jamacha Blvd., Highways 54/94).
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

Erysimum ammophilum 92% of southern 8% of southern Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Coast wallflower
FSC*/

foredunes, 67% of
southern maritime
chaparral

foreduncs, 33% of
southern maritime
chaparral

level -

Based and Incidental

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This specics will be covered by the MSCP because 92% of southemn foredunes and 67% of southern maritimie chaparral vegetation comnnmities (that are potential habitat for

this specics) will be conserved.

Notes: Populations from San Diego County are now being treated as Erysimum capitatum ssp. capitatum, a common species of wallflower.

Ferocactus viridescens
San Diego barrel cactus
FSC*/

81% of major
populations

19% of major
populations

Preserve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based and Photo Plot

YES

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 81% of major populations will be conserved. This is a Group B species in the County’s proposed BMO.*

Notes: This is an abundant species that will be protected at varying levels in several subarcas: Carmel Mountain, 64%; East Elliott, 75%; Marron Valley, 90%; Mission
Trails Regional Park, 94%; Otay Mesa, 70%,; Otay River Valley, 100%; Sweetwater Reservoir, 100%; Sycamore Canyon-Fanita Ranch, 50%.

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives must include measures to protect this species from edge cffects and unauthorized collection;* directives should also
include appropriatc firc management/control practices to protect against a too frequent fire cycle.
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Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/Statc)! MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

Githopsixs diffusa spp. filicaulis Unknown conservation level and thercfore not covered by the Plan. NO
Mission Canyon bluecup
FSC*/
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON TIE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PILANS/
(MSCI’ PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Hemizonia floribunda Unknown conservation levels and therefore not covered by the Plan, NO
Tecate tarplant
FSC*/
Lepechinia cardiophylla 85% of major 15% of major Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Heart-leaved pitcher sage
FSC*/

populations

populations

level

Based and Photo Plot

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by thc MSCP because 85% of major populations will be conserved. The Iron Mountain population falls within a 100% conservation area. The
other three major populations fall within the County’s area of undetermined development status and will receive 80-100% conservation based on the County’s proposed
BMO (Group A species).’

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives must include: (1) specific measures to protect against detrimental edge cffects; (2) specific measurcs to promotce increasc
of populations; and (3) specific management measures to address the autecology and natural history of the species and to reduce the risk of catastrophic firc (imanagement
measures to accomplish this may include prescribed fire)."

Lepechinia ganderi
Gander's pitcher sage

All known locations

No known locations

Preserve design/landscape
level with site-specific

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based and Photo Plot and

YES

FSC*/ consideration(s)/ Management Plans/
management Directives
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/Statc)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON T1E MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This specics will be covered by the MSCP because 100% of the known locations will be conserved. This species is on the MSCP’s list of narrow endemics, and therefore
participating jurisdictions must specify in their subarca plans additional conservation mcasures for the species.”

Conditions: Areca-specific management directives must include: (1) specific mcasures to protect against detrimental edge effects and uncontrolled access; (2) mcasurcs to
promote the increase of populations; and (3) specific management measures to address the autecology and natural history of the species and to reduce the risk of catastrophic
fire (inanagement measures to accomplish this may include prescribed fire).” One of the five major populations occurs within a major amendment area (Otay Mountain). At
the time permit amendments are proposed, strategies to provide protection for this species within the amendment area must be included (proposed take authorization
amendments are subject to public review through CEQA and NEPA proccsscs and require approval by CDFG and USFWS).

Lotus nultallianus 80-100% of major 0-20% of major Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Site YES
Nuttall's lotus populations; 92% of | populations; 8% of level Specific (1 population)
FSC*/ southern foredune southern foredune

habitat habitat

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED
This specics will be covered by the MSCP because 80-100% of the major populations will be conserved and 92% of the habitat (southcrn foredunes) will be conserved.

Notes: Additional important populations arc found on military lands (Imperial Beach, Silver Strand) which are not part of the MSCP. The USFWS is currently working
with the Navy to provide protcction for this species on Silver Strand.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects.”
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Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)! MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

Monardella hypoleuca ssp. 89% of major 11% of major Preserve design/landscapc Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

lanata
Felt-leaved monardella
none

populations

populations

level with site-specific
consideration(s)/
management

Based and Photo Plot and
Management Plans/
Directives

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 89% of major populations will be conserved. The Sequan Peak and Iron Mountain populations arc identified as critical
populations which will be 100% protected (San Diego County Subarea Plan). This species is on the MSCP’s list of narrow endemics, and therefore participating
jurisdictions must specify in their subarca plans additional specific conservation measures for this species.” This is a Group A species in the County s proposed BMO.*

Notes: Persistence of this species in San Diego County depends, in part, on conservation efforts outside the MSCP area.

Conditions: Area-specific management dircctives must also include measures to protect against detrimental edge effects and uncontrolled access.”
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLLANS/
(MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Muilla clevelandii 73% of major 27% of major Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Site YES

San Diego goldenstar
FSC*/

populations and 38%

of grasslands

populations

level with site-specific
consideration(s)/

managenicnt

Specific (4 populations)

effects to this species.”

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP becausc 8 of 11 major populations, 125 of 144 occurrences, and 38% of the grassland vegetation community will be conscrved.
The City of San Dicgo will avoid populations within its 25% encroachment arca. The 4S Ranch population will be transplanted into an appropriate preserve arca. This is a
Group A species in the County’s proposed BMO.*

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives must include monitoring of the transplanted population(s) and specific measurcs to protect against detrimental edge

Myosurus minimus ssp. apus
Littlc mousctail
FSC*/

The MSCP preserve docs not include adequate habitat to conserve this species.

NO
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S)

STATUS (Fedcral/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

Opuntia parryi var. serpentina 75% of major 25% of major Preserve design/landscape Area-specific Management YES

Snake cholla
FSC*/

populations and 67%
of southern maritime
chaparral

populations and 33% of
southern maritime
chaparral

level with site-specific
consideration(s)/
management

Directives

this specics.”

comparable size.

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

Notes: Additional important populations are found on military lands (Pt. Loma) which are not part of the MSCP.

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 75% of major populations and 67% of the southern maritime chaparral vegetation community will be conscrved. This
specics is on the MSCP’s list of narrow endemics, and therefore participating jurisdictions must specify in their subarea plans additional specific conscrvation measurcs for

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include (1) specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to this species” and (2) translocation, wherc
appropriate. The Otay Ranch project GDP and RMP require protection of 80% of existing occurrences and transplantation of any impacted occurrences to restored arcas of
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Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/Statc)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONFITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

Pinus torreyana 100% of native No major populations Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Torrcy pine population level Bascd
FSC*/

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because the single naturally occurring population at Torrey Pines State Reserve will be conserved and appropriately managed.
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR  AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PI,LANS/
(MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING

(BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S)

MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)’

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR
IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF
DEVELOPED COVERAGE

(BASED ON THE

MSCP PLAN)

MONITORING
METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PILANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Satureja chandleri

80-100% of future

0-20%

Preserve design/landscape

Monitoring Plan - Habitat

San Miguel savory identified level with site-specific Based and Photo Plot
None occurrences consideration(s)/
management
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE

MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY

IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING
METHOD(S)

(MONITORING PLLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because it will be conserved at the 80+% level. The County will add this species to Group A or B of the County’s proposed

BMO.}

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include specific management measures to address the autecology and natural history of the species and to reduce the
risk of catastrophic fire. Management measures to accomplish this may include prescribed fire. This species will be conserved at the 80+% level.

Solanum tenuilobatum 90% of major 10% of major Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Narrow-leaved nightshade populations populations level with site-specific Based and Photo Plot and
FSC*/ consideration(s)/ Management Plans/
management Directives
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY

IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE.
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 90% of major populations will be conserved. Two smaller populations, Silverwood and Fernbrook, are identified as

critical and will be 100% protected in the San Diego County Subarea Plan.

Notes: This specics is now taxonomically included in Solanum xanti.

Tetracoccus dioicus
Parry's tetracoccus
FSC*/

80-100% of major
populations

0-20% of major
populations

Preserve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based and Photo Plot

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 80-100% of major populations will be conserved.

Notes: Fourteen of 33 (43%) small populations are already under protected ownership. The Dchesa population is identified as critical and will be 100% protected in the San
Diego County Subarea Plan. Occurrences in the County’s arecas of undetermined development status will receive 80-100% protection under the County’s proposed BMO
(Group A species).® Acquisition of the remaining portions of the population on Sequan Peak is important, and efforts are underway by CDFG. This species is often
associated with gabbro soils, and 43+% of the gabbro soils are within the MHPA.

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives must include specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to this species.*
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)’

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING
METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

FEuphyes vestris harbisoni Unknown conservation level and therefore not covered by the Plan based on insufficient distribution and life NO
Harbison’s dun skipper history data.
FSC*/
Lycaena hermes Unknown conservation level and thercfore not covered by the Plan based on insufficient distribution and life NO
Hermes copper butterfly history data.
FSC*/
Mitoura thornei 98% of Tecate 2% of Tecate cypress Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Thome’s hairstreak butterfly cypress forest (larval | forest level with site-specific Based
FSC*/ host plant) consideration(s)/

management

forest occurs on BLM lands.

fire.

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 98% of the major populations of its larval host plant, Tecate cypress, will be conserved. Most of the Tecate cypress

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives must managc for the host species (Tecate cypress).! Management measures to accomplish this may includc prescribed
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Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
(MS(SIP , lOA N DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Panoquina errans 93% of salt marsh 7% of salt marsh habitat | Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Salt marsh skipper
FSC*/

habitat (1,700+
acres)

(1204 acres) may be
impacted, but this
habitat is subject to no
net loss of function and
value and 404(b)1
guidelines

fevel

Based

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 93% of its potential habitat will be conserved.

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives must include measurcs to: (1) control exotic weeds and invertebrate predators, where appropriate, and (2) control access

to saltmarsh habitat.
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Table 3-5S (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS

MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/Statc)’

Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING

(BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S)

MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PL.AN AND/OR
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
MSCP.PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Clemmys marmorata pallida 72% of riparian 28% of riparian habitats | Preserve design/landscape | Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Southwestern pond turtle habitats and and freshwater marsh level with site-specific Based and Management
FSC*/SSC freshwater marsh (3,800+ acres) - consideration(s)/ Plans/Directives
9,501+ acres) wetlands arc subject to management

no net loss of function

and value and 404(b)1

guidelines
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR  AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
(MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 72% of its potential habitat will be conserved. Participating jurisdictions’ guidclines and ordinances and statc and federal
wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net loss of wetlands.

Conditions: Maintain and manage areas with 1500 feet around known locations within preserve lands for the species. Within this impact avoidance area, human impacts
will be minimized, non-native species detrimental to pond turtles will be controlled/removed, and habitat restoration/enhancement measures will be implemented.
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME

STATUS (Federal/State)"

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING
METHOD(S)

(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR

MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Phrynosoma coronatum
blainvillei
San Diego homed lizard
FSC*/SSC

60% of potential
habitat (132,000+
acres) ~ 64% of
coastal sage scrub,
54% of chaparral,
44% of coastal
sage/chaparral, 80%
of riparian scrub -
63% of known point
occurrences

40% of potential habitat
(89,700+ acres) - 37%
of known point
occurrences

Preserve desigi/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Site
Specific (pit traps at 12
locations)

YES

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 60% of its potential habitat and 63% of known point occurrences will be conserved. Habitat linkages between large
blocks of protected lands are conserved in a functional manner. Monitoring of populations and adaptive management of preserves will occur as a result of plan

implementation.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include specific measures to maintain native ant species, discourage the Argentine ant, and protect against

detrimental cdge effects to this species.”
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Table 3-S (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/Statc)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

In coastal ocean waters
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT P1LANS/
(MSCP AN DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Egretta rufescens 92% of potential 8% of potential habitat Preserve design/landscape | Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Reddish egret
FSC*/

habitat (2,700+
acres)- 93% of
southern coastal
saltmarsh, 99% of
saltpan, 88% of
natural flood channel

(230+ acres) - wetlands
are subject to no net loss
of function and value
and 404(b)1 guidelines

level

Based

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 90% of its potcntial habitat will be conserved.

Notes: Additional important habitat occurs in waters under Port Authority and military jurisdiction which are not included as part of the MSCP. Participating jurisdictions’
guidelines and ordinances and state and federal wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net loss of wetlands. This specics forages in
shallow lagoons, mud flats, tidal channels, and salt marsh. This species is a rare visitor in fall and winter and a casual visitor in spring and summer but does not nest in San

Diego County.

Plegadis chihi 80% of potential 20% of potential habitat | Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
White-faced ibis habitat (1,200+ (3004 acres) - wetlands | level Based
FSC*/SSC acres) - 68% of are subject to no net loss
freshwater marsh, of function and value
88% of natural flood | and 404(b)1 guidelines
channel; additionally
1,800+ acres of
agricultural land will
be conserved
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)’

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE,
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 78% of its potential habitat will be conserved. Participating jurisdictions’ guidelines and ordinances and state and federal
wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net loss of wetlands. The preserve management plan for the City of San Dicgo corncrstone
lands must include protection and management of potential nesting habitat at Lake Hodges.

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives must include specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to this species.*

Branta canadensis
Canada goose
nonce

8,200+ acres of
potential habitat

1,100+ acres of
potential habitat -
wetlands are subject to
no net loss of function
and value and 404(b)1
guidelines

Prescrve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based

YES

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

Although not considered sensitive, this species has aesthetic and intrinsic values and is a regulated game species, thereby being an important species to protect. This spccics
will be covered by the MSCP because 8,200+ acres of its potential habitat will be conserved, including open water areas for loafing. Participating jurisdictions’ guidelines
and ordinances and state and federal wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net loss of wetlands.
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING
METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Circus cyaneus 42% of potential 58% of potential nesting | Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Northern harrier nesting habitat habitat (16,300+ acres) - | level with site-specific Based and Management

/SSC (12,0004 acres) - wetlands are subject to consideration(s)/ Plans/Directives (nest sites)
93% of saltmarsh, no net loss of function management
68% of frecshwater and value and 404(b)1
marsh, and 38% of guidelines
grasslands - 85,000+
acres of potential
foraging habitat
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This spccies is an uncommon migrant, winter visitor, and rare summer resident/breeder. This species will be covered by the MSCP because 42% of its potential nesting
habitat and 85,0001 acres of its potential foraging habitat will be conserved. The plan will not adversely affect the species’ long-term survival.

Notes: Harriers tolerate patchiness in their habitat, exhibit nest area fidelity, and forage within 4 miles of their nests. Additional conservation of grassland habitats should
be a priority and one of the primary factors in the design of preserves in the major amendment areas. Participating jurisdictions’ guidelines and ordinances and statc and
federal wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net loss of wetlands. Active nesting areas include:

Tijuana River Valley - The City of San Diego Subarea Plan includes conservation of two known nesting sites in the Tijuana River Valley and maintenance of some
agricultural lands (available for foraging harriers) within the Tijuana River Valley Regional Park. The Tijuana National Estuarine Sanctuary will continue to ecnhance
marshlands and manage for nesting harriers. Some existing grasslands and agricultural lands at the outer limits of the foraging distance for nesting harriers will be
developed. With the addition of over 4,000 acres of agricultural and disturbed lands to the City of San Diego’s preserve (in comparison with the March 1995 preserve
design), adcquate foraging areas within this area are conserved. Food production for harriers on preserve lands can be enhanced.

South San Diego Bay/Sweetwater Marsh - The City of San Diego Subarea Plan includes conservation of one known nesting site in the Sweetwater Marsh arca. All nesting
and foraging habitat within 4 miles of the known nesting site will be conserved. Upland habitat enhancement opportunities exist at the D Street fill arca.

Proctor Valley - Proctor Valley includes a historical nesting location (1970s). Over 80% of the Proctor Valley arca will be conserved, with most of the development
occurring in the upper portion of the valley, away from the more likely nesting areas.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must: (1) manage agricultural and disturbed lands (which become part of the preserve) within 4 miles of nesting habitat
to provide foraging habitat; (2) include an impact avoidance area (900 feet or maximum possible within the preserve) around active nests; and (3) include measures for
maintaining winter foraging habitat in preserve areas in Proctor Valley, around Sweetwater Reservoir, San Miguel Ranch, Otay Ranch cast of Wueste Road, Lake Hodges,
and San Pasqual Valley. The preserve management coordination group shall coordinate efforts to manage for wintering northern harriers’ foraging habitat within the MSCP
preserve.
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Table 3-S (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PILANS/
(MSCP AN DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Accipiter cooperii 59% of potential 41% of potential Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Cooper's hawk foraging habitat foraging (93,900+ level with site-specific Based and Management
/8SC (133,400+ acres) acres) and 48% of consideration(s)/ Plans/Directives
(47% of oak potential nesting habitat { management (site-specific nest territories)

woodland, 58% of
oak riparian, 64% of
coastal sage scrub,
54% of chaparral,
44% of coastal sage
scrub/chaparral -
57% of known
localities) and 52%
(5,705+ acres) of
potential nesting
habitat (58% of oak
riparian and 47% of
oak woodland)

(5,200+ acres)

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 59% of potential foraging habitat, 52% of potential nesting habitat, and 57% of known occurrences will be conscrved.

Conditions: In the design of future projects within the Metro-Lakeside-Jamul segment, preserve areas shall conserve patches of oak woodland and oak riparian forest of
adequate size for nesting and foraging habitat. Arca-specific management dircctives must include 300-foot impact avoidance areas around active nests and minimization of

disturbance in oak woodlands and oak riparian forests.*
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

ecause more that

imary factors

Buteo regalis
Ferruginous hawk
FSC*/SSC

22% of foraging
habitat (11,600+
acres) - 38% of
grassland, 6% of
agricultural fields

78% of foraging habitat
(42,000+ acrcs)

Preserve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based (10 grassland
locations)

YES

and agricultural fields.

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered because 11,600+ acres of potential foraging habitat will be conserved. This species is an uncommon winter visitor which forages in grasslands

Notes: The plan will not adversely affcct the species’ long-term survival. Additional conservation of grassland habitats should be a priority and onc of the primary factors
in the design of preserves in the major amendment arcas. This species is not known to nest within the MSCP study area.
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)’

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING
METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Aquila chrysaetos
Golden eagle
BEPA/SSC

53% of potential
foraging/nesting
habitat (coastal sage
scrub, chaparral,
grassland and oak
woodland)
(139,000+ acres) -
large blocks of
habitat conserved in
the eastern portion of
the plan area where
active nesting
territories exist. Of
the 11 active nesting
ferritories (based on
information from the
Golden Eagle Survey
Project, San Diego)
which are fully or
partially within the
MSCP plan area, 7
nesting territories
should remain
viable.

Viability of 4 of the 11
active nesting territorics
(partially or fully within
the plan area)

Preserve design/landscape
level with site-specific
consideration(s)/
management

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based and Management
Plans/Directives
(site-specific nest territorics)

YES
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/Statc)" MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This specics will be covered by the MSCP because 53% of potential foraging and nesting habitat will be conserved. Local populations are not critical to, and the plan will
not adverscly affect, the species’ long-term survival.

Notes: Fourteen active nesting territories occur primarily outside of the MSCP arca (cast and northeast of the plan area). Plans developed for thesc arcas should include
measures o conserve adequate habitat to maintain their viability. The following is an analysis of the plan’s effects on each nesting territory within the MSCP study arca:
1. Rancho San Diego- development under the plan will result in <10% loss of habitat in the nesting territory; nesting territory should remain viable.

2. East Otay Mountain- development under the plan will result in <5% loss of habitat in the nesting territory; nesting territory should remain viable.

3. Sequan Peak- between 30% and 40% of the habitat in the nesting territory could be developed; the nesting territory may not remain viable, but the steepness of the arcas
that could be developed may preclude enough development to kecp the territory viable.

4. Loveland Reservoir- development under the plan will result in <20% loss of habitat in the nesting territory; nesting territory should remain viable.

5. Lake Jennings- between 40% and 60% of the habitat in the nesting territory could be developed under the plan; the nesting territory may not remain viable.

6. El Capitan- development under the plan will result in <15% loss of habitat within the nesting territory; the territory should remain viable.

7. San Vicente Reservoir- development under the plan will result in <30% of the high quality golden cagle habitat being developed, although low quality habitat (steep
chaparral) could be developcd, resulting in greater habitat loss within the nesting territory (although high density development is not likely to occur because of the steep
slopes); the nesting territory may not be viable.

8 and 9. San Pasqual (two nesting territories)- development under the plan will result in <20% loss of habitat in the nesting territory; both nesting territories should remain
viable.

10. Santee- development under the plan could result in 30%-40% loss of habitat in the nesting territory; nesting territory may not remain viable, although a significant

amount of foraging habitat (Miramar and Mission Trails) occurs just outside of the territory and within normal foraging distances.

11. Lake Hodges- development under the plan will result in <20% loss of habitat in the nesting territory; nesting territory should remain viable.

Conditions: Arca-specific management directives for areas with nest sites must include measures to avoid human disturbance while the nest is active, including cstablishing
a 4,000-foot disturbance avoidance area within preserve lands." Arca-specific management directives must also include monitoring of nest sites to determine usc/success.
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Table 3-S (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING

COMMON NAME (BASED ON TIIE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S)

STATUS (Federal/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS
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Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/Statc)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS

MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

CASUES 10
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Numenius americanus 24% of potential 76% of potential Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Long-billed curlew foraging habitat foraging habitat level Based
FSC*/SSC 13,500+ acres) - (42,800+ acres) -
93% of southern wetlands are subject to
coastal saltmarsh, no net loss of function
99% of saltpan, 38% | and value and 404(b)1
of grassland, 6% of guidelines
agricultural ficlds
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)’

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR

MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This specices is a fairly common migrant and winter visitor.

Notes: This specics will be covered by the MSCP because more than 13,500 acres of potential foraging habitat will be conserved. The plan will not adversely affect the
species’ long-term survival. Additional conservation of grassland habitats should be a priority and one of the primary factors in the design of preserves in the major
amendment areas. Additional habitat occurs on military lands (Silver Strand, San Diego Bay) which are not part of the MSCP.  Participating jurisdictions’ goidelines and

ordinances and statc and federal wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net loss of wetlands.

Sterna elegans
Elegant tcm
FSC*/SSC

93% of potential
habitat (650 acres)
- 99% of saltpan, 90-
95% of beach
outside of
intensively used
recreational beaches

7% of potential habitat
(46+ acres) - wetlands
are subject to no net loss
of function and value
and 404(b)1 guidelines

Preserve design/landscape
level with site-specific
consideration(s)/
management

Area-specific Management
Directives

YES

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 93% of its potential habitat will be conserved.

Notes: All breeding activity of elegant terns in the county occurs in saltpan habitat. No new development of beaches is authorized, which will result in 90-95% protection
of beach habitat that is outside of intensively used beach arcas. Additional important foraging habitat (bay waters) is under the jurisdiction of the Port Authority and military
and is not part of the MSCP. Participating jurisdictions’ guidelincs and ordinancces and state and federal wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection
resulting in no net loss of wetlands.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include protection of nesting sites from human disturbance during reproductive season and specific measures to
protect against detrimental edge effects to this species.” Incidental take (during the breeding season) associated with maintenance/removal of levees/dikes is not authorized

except as specifically approved on a case-by-case basis by the wildlife agencies.
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Table 3-S (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S)

STATUS (Federal/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
(MSCP AN DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Speotyto cunicularia hypugaea 4 known locations 8 known locations (Otay | Site-specific preserve Monitoring Plan (10 YES

Burrowing owl
FSC*/SSC

(Spring Canyon,
northeast of Brown
Field, Lake Hodges),
8 known locations
within major
amendment area
(South County
segment), 4,000+
acres of known
habitat

Ranch, San Pasqual
Valley, and South
County at border),
5,000+ acres of known
habitat

design and special
measurcs/management

grassland locations) and
Area-specific Management
Directives

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 5,770+ acres of potential and 4,000+ acres of known suitable habitat (grassland vegetation community) will be conserved,
including portions of Spring Canyon, San Pasqual Valley, Lake Hodges, Otay Mesa northeast of Brown Field, Otay Ranch, Otay River Valley, and Futurc Urbanizing Area
4,

Notes: Habitat enhancement opportunities for the species occur in the Spring Canyon, San Pasqual Valley, Lake Hodges, Otay Mesa northeast of Brown Field, Otay Ranch,
Otay River Valley, and Future Urbanizing Area 4. The wildlife agencies will enhance and manage lands within their ownership to allow for relocation of burrowing owls,
particularly in conjunction with burrowing owl removal programs in areas where their presence conflicts with nesting of California least terns. The wildlife agencies will
attempt to achieve additional conservation of occupied burrowing owl habitat or habitat suitable for restoration using state and federal acquisition resources. Persistence of
the species in San Diego County is also dependent on adequate conservation of known concentrations in the Santa Maria Valley in the vicinity of Ramona.

Conditions: During the environmental analysis of proposed projects, burrowing owl surveys (using appropriate protocols) must be conducted in suitable habitat to
determine if this species is present and the location of active burrows. If burrowing owls are detected, the following mitigation measures must be implemented: within the
MHPA, impacts must be avoided; outside of the MHPA, impacts to the species must be avoided to the maximum extent practicable; any impacted individuals must be
relocated out of the impact area using passive or active methodologics approved by the wildlife agencies; mitigation for impacts to occupied habitat (at the subarea plan
specified ratio) must be through the conscrvation of occupied burrowing ow! habitat or conservation of lands appropriate for restoration, management, and enhancement of
burrowing owl nesting and foraging requirements.
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)’ MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR  AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON TIIE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
sce PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS

Management plans/directives must include: enhancement of known, historical, and potential burrowing owl habitat and management for ground squirrels (the primary
excavator of burrowing owl burrows). Enhancement measures may include creation of artificial burrows and vegetation management to enhance foraging habitat.
Management plans must also include: monitoring of burrowing owl nest sites to determine use and nesting success; predator control; and establishing a 300 foot-wide impact
avoidance arca (within the preserve) around occupied burrows.*

Eight known burrowing owl locations occur within major amendment arcas of the South County Segment of the County Subarca Plan, and the conservation of occupied
burrowing owl habitat must be one of the primary factors in preserve design during the permit amendment process.
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN ANDIOR  AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/
(MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)’

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE

MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Sialia mexicana 59% of potential 41% of potential habitat | Preserve design/landscape | Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES
Western bluebird habitat (15,500+ (12,1004 acres) - level Based
none acres) - 58% of oak | wetlands are subject to
riparian forest, 47% | no net loss of function
of oak woodland, and value and 404(b)1
38% of grassland guidelines
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
(BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/ STANDARDS
MSCP PLAN) DIRECTIVES)

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED
This species will be covered by the MSCP because over 15,000 acres of habitat will be conserved.

Notes: Persistence of this species in San Diego County depends largely on conservation of existing large populations on public lands east of the MSCP Plan arca.
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PI.LANS/
(MSCP AN DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Aimophila ruficeps canescens 61% of potential 39% of potential habitat |} Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

California rufous-crowned
sparrow
FSC*/SSC

habitat (73,600+
acres) - 64% of
coastal sage scrub,
60% of maritime
succulent scrub, 44%
of coastal
sage/chaparral - 71%
of mapped localities

(46,600+ acres) - 29%
of mapped localitics

level

Based

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 61% (73,600+ acres) of potential habitat (including 71% of mappcd localitics) will be conserved.

Notes: This species is tolerant of edge effects, small habitat patches, low shrub volume, and short-term habitat disturbance.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include maintenance of dynamic processes, such as fire, to perpetuate some open phases of coastal sage scrub with

herbaceous components.*
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COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)’

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Passerculus sandwichensis

rostratus
Large-billed Savannah sparrow
FSC*/SSC

93% of potential
habitat (1,700+ acres
of southern coastal
saltmarsh) - 50% of
mapped localities

7% of potential habitat
(120+ acres) - wetlands
are subject to no net loss
of function and value
and 404(b)1 guidelines

Preserve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based and Management
Plans/Directives

YES

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 93% (1,700+ acres) of potential habitat (including 50% of mapped localitics) will be conserved, and the remaining acres
(120+) are subject to no net loss of value and function.

Notes: Additional important habitat is found on military lands (Silver Strand, North Island, etc.) which are not part of the MSCP. Participating jurisdictions’ guidelines and
ordinances and state and federal wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net loss of wetlands.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to this species.”
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &
COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE
STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/

(M:Z}C ]))1( )AN)' DIRECTIVES) STANDARDS
Ammodramus savannarum This spccies will not be covered by the MSCP because insufficient information is available NO
Grasshopper sparrow to determine if adequate habitat is conserved.
none
Agelaius tricolor 77% of breeding 23% of breeding habitat | Preserve design/landscape Management Plans/ YES
Tricolored blackbird habitat (4,800+ (1,400+ acres) level Directives
FSC*/SSC acres) - 68% of

freshwater marsh,
80% of riparian
scrub - 59% of
known localities

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 77% of potential habitat (including 59% of mapped localitics) will be conserved. Breeding colonics move from season to
season, and with a goal of no net loss of wetlands, most of the suitable breeding sites will continue to be available. This species forages in grasslands and agricultural ficlds
near its brecding habitat. Foraging habitat near the known nesting colonies will be conserved at 70-100%. Additionally, foraging opportunities will continue to be provided
and created in turfed areas such as golf courses and cemeteries. Jurisdictions will require surveys during the CEQA review process in suitable breeding habitat proposed to
be impacted. Participating jurisdictions’ guidelines and ordinances and state and federal wetland regulations will provide additional habitat protection resulting in no net

loss of wetlands.

Conditions: Project approvals must require avoidance of active nesting areas during the breeding season. Area-specific management directives must include measures to

avoid impacts to breeding colonies and specific measures to protect against detrimental edge effects to this species.”
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING

METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PI.LAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

Corynorhinus townsendii
pallescens

Townsend’s western big-eared
bat

FSC*/SSC

Unknown/Insufficient data on distribution and life history.

NO

Eumops perotis californicus
California mastiff bat
FSC*/SSC

Unknown/Insufficient data on distribution and life history.

NO

Taxidea taxus
American badger

58% of potential
habitat (82,500+

42% of potential habitat
(58,300+ acres)

Preserve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based

YES

/SSC acres) - 38% of
grassland, 64% of
coastal sage scrub,
44% of coastal
sage/chaparral
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SCIENTIFIC NAME
COMMON NAME
STATUS (Federal/State)'

Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

CONSERVED?
(BASED ON THE
MSCP PLAN)

POTENTIALLY
IMPACTED/

DEVELOPED
(BASED ON T1IE
MSCP PLAN)

GENERAL BASIS FOR
ANALYSIS OF
COVERAGE

MONITORING
METHOD(S)
(MONITORING PLAN AND/OR
MANAGEMENT PLANS/
DIRECTIVES)

MEETS STATE &
FEDERAL TAKE
AUTHORIZATION
STANDARDS

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 82,500+ acres (58%) of its potential habitat will be conserved.

Notes: This species has a wide range, and the plan will not adversely affect the species’ long-term survival. Additional conservation of grassland habitats should be a

priority and one of the primary factors in the design of preserves in the major amendment areas.

Conditions: Area-specific management directives must include measures to avoid direct human impacts to this species if it is present or likely to be present.”

Felis concolor
Mountain lion
/protected

81% of core areas S,
6,7,8,9, 11, and 12
(105,000+ acres) -
connected by
linkages C, D, N

19% of core areas
(24,0004 acres)

Preserve design/landscape
level

Monitoring Plan - Habitat
Based and Corridor Sites

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 81% of the core areas (105,000+ acres) that support its habitat will be conserved.

Notes: Although not considered sensitive, this species has aesthetic and intrinsic values, thereby being an important species to protect. This species has a wide range, and
the plan will not adversely affect the species’ long-terin survival. The criteria used to define core and linkage areas involve maintaining ecosystem function and proccesscs,
including large animal movement. Each core area is connected to other core arcas or to habitat arcas outside of the MSCP ecither through common boundarics or through
linkages. Core areas have multiple connections to help ensure that the balance in the ecosystem will be maintained. An extensive monitoring program will be implemented
by the wildlife agencies to detect unanticipated changes in ecosystem function and allow for adaptive management of the preserve system. Specific design criteria for

linkages and road crossings/undercrossings are included in subarca plans.
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Table 3-5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

SCIENTIFIC NAME CONSERVED? POTENTIALLY GENERAL BASIS FOR MONITORING MEETS STATE &

COMMON NAME (BASED ON THE IMPACTED/ ANALYSIS OF METHOD(S) FEDERAL TAKE

STATUS (Federal/State)' MSCP PLAN) DEVELOPED COVERAGE (MONITORING PLAN AND/OR AUTHORIZATION
BASED ON THE MANAGEMENT PLANS/

Odocoileus hemionus fuliginata 81% of core areas 5, | 19% of core arcas Preserve design/landscape Monitoring Plan - Habitat YES

Southern mule deer
noneg

6,7,8 9, 11,and 12
(105,000+ acres) -
connected by
linkages C, D, N

(24,000+ acres)

level

Based and Corridor Sites

DETAILS OF RATIONALE FOR IDENTIFYING SPECIES AS COVERED

This species will be covered by the MSCP because 81% of the core areas (105,000+ acres) that support its habitat will be conserved.

Notes: Although not considered sensitive, this broadly distributed species has aesthetic and intrinsic values, and is the only large native herbivore in the plan area, thercby
making it an important species to protect. The criteria used 1o define core and linkage areas involve maintaining ecosystem function and processes, including large animal
movement. Each core area is connected to other core areas or to habitat arcas outside of the MSCP either through common boundaries or through linkages. Core areas have
multiple connections to help ensure that the balance in the ecosystem will be maintained. An extensive monitoring program will be implemented by the wildlifc agencics to
detect unanticipated changes in ecosystem function and allow for adaptive management of the preserve system. Specific design criteria for linkages and road crossings/

undercrossings are included in subarea plans.
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Table 3-S5 (Continued)

SPECIES EVALUATED FOR COVERAGE UNDER THE MSCP

! Status (Federal/State)

FE=Fedcrally Endangered BEPA Bald Eagle Protection Act protected = moratorium on hunting
PE=Proposed for federal listing as Endangered CE State Endangered none = no federal or state status
FT=Federally Threatened CR State Rare

PT=Proposcd for federal listing as Threatened CcT State Threatened

C=Candidate for federal listing SSC State Specics of Special Concern

FSC* = Federal species of concern; formerly Category 2 or Category 3 candidate for federal listing.
FSCt = Federal species of concern; proposed federal rule to list as Endangered or Threatened has been withdrawn.
Shading indicates federally and state listed species, species proposed for listing, candidate species, and NCCP target species.

This column indicates the conservation level for the species. Not all major populations are in the GIS database, i.c., if specific locality data are lacking. In
these cascs, the percentage of major populations preserved is determined or estimated from the percentage of associated habitat in the MHPA.

Measures to conserve population of species on the MSCP Plan’s narrow endemic list must be incorporated into the subarea plans that do not have
preserve/development areas specifically delineated based on site-specific surveys. The City of San Diego’s and the County of San Diego’s Subarea Plan
arcas arc primarily where this requirement is applicable, and both subarea plans specify MSCP narrow endemic species conservation measures. Within the
City of San Diego’s MHPA, populations of MSCP narrow endemic species will be avoided.

The County will conserve MSCP narrow endemic species using a process that: (1) requires avoidance to the maximum extent possible; (2) allows for a
maximum 20% encroachment into a population if total avoidance is not possible; and (3) requires mitigation at a 1:1 to 3:1 ratio (in-kind) for impacts if
(1) avoidance and (2) minimization of impacts would result in no reasonable use of the property. The County requirements for (1) avoidance,

(2) minimization, and (3) mitigation are specifically described in the County’s proposed Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO).

Area-specific management directives for preserve areas will include specific guidelines for managing and monitoring covered species and their habitats,
including following best management practices. Edge effects may include (but are not limited to) trampling, dumping, vehicular traffic, competition with
invasive species, parasitism by cowbirds, predation by domestic animals, noise, collecting, recreational activities, and other human intrusion.

The County’s proposed BMO includes a list of sensitive plant species (Groups A and B) that require special consideration in project design. The County
will conserve Groups A and B species using a process that: (1) requires avoidance to the maximum extent possible; (2) allows for a maximum 20%
encroachment into a population if total avoidance is not possible; and (3) requires mitigation at a 1:1 to 3:1 ratio (in-kind) for impacts if (1) avoidance and
(2) minimization of impacts would result in no reasonable use of the property.

Source: 1996 MSCP GIS database. Military lands excluded from analysis.
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Section 4 Assembling the MSCP Preserve

4.0 ASSEMBLING THE MSCP PRESERVE

4.1 SUMMARY OF POLICIES AND METHODS OF PRESERVE
ASSEMBLY

The MSCP preserve will be assembled through a combination of the following methods:
* Conservation of lands already in public ownership;

» Public acquisition of private lands with regional habitat value from willing
sellers; and

* Private development contributions through development regulations and
mitigation of impacts.

The relative contributions of these three methods of preserve assembly and the equitable
distribution of costs have been the subject of extensive discussion and consideration by
public elected officials. The MSCP Working Group, composed of private development
groups, environmental groups, local jurisdictions, and public agencies, made
recommendations through development of issue papers and financing and acquisition
strategy principles. These recommendations were considered by the MSCP Policy
Committee, composed of elected officials from the region, and by local city councils and
the County Board of Supervisors. As a result: of these discussions, an agreement was
reached among Mayor of San Diego Susan Golding, U.S. Secretary of the Interior Bruce
Babbitt, and California Undersecretary for Resources Michael Mantell. In addition, the
Board of Supervisors approved deal points or points of negotiation for the unincorporated
area, and the wildlife agencies provided responses to these points. This section
summarizes the policies for assembling the MSCP preserve. Subarea plans may include
policies different from or more detailed than those contained in this subregional plan.

Conservation of Existing Public Lands. The MSCP preserve system incorporates public
lands to the greatest extent possible, to minimize the need to acquire private lands and to
avoid increasing exactions on private land development beyond the existing requirements
of local, state, and federal regulations.

Public Acquisition of Private Lands. Private property rights will be fully respected and
upheld. Where public funds are used to acquire lands for the MSCP preserve, the lands
will be acquired only from willing sellers at fair market value or upon terms mutually
satisfactory to the buyer and seller. Condemnation proceedings will not be used unless
specifically requested by a property owner (i.e., "friendly condemnation"). The division
of acquisition, management, and monitoring costs among public agencies is described
below and in Section 7. For purposes of this discussion, lands acquired through public
purchase are in addition to and separate from lands acquired as mitigation for impacts of
public or private projects. ‘

Private and Public Development Contributions. Private development exactions should
not be increased beyond existing requirements. Development contributions should be
made in accordance with development regulations, where habitat impacts are avoided,
and through compensatory mitigation of unavoidable impacts. Mechanisms for
contributions from private and public development are specified in the jurisdictions'
subarea plans.

110921000 4-1 Final MSCP Plan



Section 4 Assembling the MSCP Preserve

4.1.1 Sources of Preserve Assembly

Upon completion, the MSCP preserve will contain approximately 171,920 acres,
including 167,670 acres of natural habitat and 4,250 acres of other vacant lands that
contribute to preserve design. (To simplify discussion, acreage figures are rounded to the
nearest 10 acres.) Of the total, public sources (federal, state, and local governments and
the general public in the MSCP study area) will contribute 81,750 acres of public lands to
the preserve and acquire approximately 27,000 acres of private lands. Approximately
63,170 acres of private lands will be conserved through the development process,
including mitigation for impacts to biological resources outside the preserve. In total, the
public sector will contribute 108,750 acres (63.3%) of the MSCP preserve, and private
sector development will contribute 63,170 acres (36.7%) (Figure 4-1 and Table 4-1).

Figure 4-1
Sources of Target Conservation
(Total Conserved = 171,920 acres)
Private Lands Conserved Through Existing Public Lands
the Development Process 81,750 acres
63,170 acres 47.6%
36.7%
A
~1
‘--.~~

Public Purchase Total Public Conservation

27,000 acres 108,750 acres

15.7% 63.3%

NOTE: Numbers have been rounded.

Public Sector Contributions

Public sector contributions to the MSCP preserve are divided into those of the federal and
state governments and those of local jurisdictions and special districts. Federal and state
governments will contribute 36,510 acres of existing public lands to the preserve and will
manage and monitor those lands in perpetuity for species and habitat protection. Local
jurisdictions and special districts will contribute 45,240 acres of currently owned habitat
lands to the preserve (Table 4-1). Some of these lands are already managed for habitat
protection; others will be committed to permanent habitat protection through
implementation of the MSCP. For purposes of this plan, preserve management includes
management of biological resources and field operation and maintenance (Section 6.3).

Over a period of 30 years, the federal and state governments, collectively, and local
jurisdictions and the general public in the MSCP study area, collectively, will each
contribute half of the approximately 27,000 acres (subject to no more than 10%
adjustment, upward or downward) to be acquired by public means. That is, the federal
and state governments have committed to acquire approximately 13,500 acres, and the
local jurisdictions will acquire approximately 13,500 acres. This division reflects the
partnership among federal, state, and local governments in assembling the MSCP
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Section 4

Assembling the MSCP Preserve

Table 4-1

SUMMARY OF PRESERVE ASSEMBLY

Acres Targeted for
Conservation in MHPA

1. Federal and State Governments

Manage existing federal and state lands located in
MHPA according to MSCP guidelines.

Contribute half of 27,000 acres of lands to be
acquired by public means (subject to no more than
10% adjustment, upward or downward) through
purchase or non-cash transactions, such as land
exchanges.! Manage and monitor those lands with
federal and state funds.

Total targeted for conservation by federal and state
QOVETTUMENTS ....centeeieteceerseseseneeseneesenseensenesesesssssnenes

2. Local Jurisdictions

Manage currently owned lands located in MHPA
according to MSCP guidelines.

Acquire privately owned habitat lands in MHPA by
purchase or by non-financial methods. Manage and

monitor lands acquired under the local program.!

Assure conservation of natural habitat on privately
owned lands and appropriate mitigation in accordance
with local land use regulations and environmental
review.

Total targeted for conservation by local jurisdictions .......

3. Private Development

Conserve through the development process habitat
lands currently in private ownership, and provide
offsite mitigation through purchase of privately
owned habitat lands inside MHPA, in accordance
with local land use regulations and environmental
review.

Total targeted for conservation by private development

Total Targeted for Conservation in MHPA ..................

36,510 ac

13,500 ac
50,010 ac

45,240 ac

13,500 ac

See below.

58,740 ac

63,170 ac
63,170 ac
171,920 ac

Numbers have been rounded.

I Public projects also will conserve habitat through offsite mitigation, in addition to acquisition solely for
conservation purposes.
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Section 4 Assembling the MSCP Preserve

preserve. Relative contributions of the federal/state and local governments are shown in
Figure 4-2. Existing public lands contributed to the preserve are shown in Figure 3-3.

Figure 4-2
Conservation by Federal/State and Local Governments

w 50.000
°
1~
[ acres
= 40000 36,510
&
&
>
© 30,000
-3
g
g
S 200 13,500
- F- 7> (- O
o
2 100004~
5
<

0

Federal/State Local
(50,010 acres) {58,740 acres)
P Existing Public Lands Public Purchase of Private Lands
% Contributed to Preserve {Total 27,000 Acres)
NOTE: Numbers have been rounded.

Private Sector Contributions

Privately owned habitat lands within the MHPA, totaling 63,170 acres, will be conserved
through the development process, either through avoidance of impacts or as
compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Local jurisdictions will establish a
framework for this conservation through land use regulations and through environmental
review required by the California Environmental Quality Act. To this end, local
jurisdictions will adopt policies, regulations, and procedures consistent with achieving the
conservation targets or goals of their subarea plans (see Section 3.2).

Balance of Conservation and Development in the MHPA

Participating local jurisdictions have identified the preserve planning areas of the MHPA
and conservation targets associated with those areas (see Figure 3-2 and conservation
targets in Tables 3-1 and 3-2). The MHPA excludes developed lands. In the City of San
Diego, the MHPA includes some disturbed and agricultural lands because these lands are
needed to maintain wildlife corridors and linkages. In portions of San Diego County’s
MHPA, there are no preserve planning area boundaries. Instead, there are conservation
goals and criteria for protecting biological resources, and habitat will be conserved
incrementally through mitigation for unavoidable impacts and public acquisition from
willing sellers. Table 4-2 and Figure 4-3 indicate how much public and private lands in
the MHPA will be conserved or developed.

In 1996, 85,190 acres (43.8%) of lands in the MHPA were owned by federal, state, and
local governments, including special districts, and 109,130 acres (56.2%) were owned by
private landowners. Of the MHPA lands currently in private ownership, 57.9% will be
conserved in conjunction with private development, according to local land use
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Section 4 Assembling the MSCP Preserve

regulations or through offsite mitigation; 24.7% will be publicly acquired; and 17.4% will
potentially be developed (Table 4-2).

Table 4-2
CONSERVATION OR DEVELOPMENT OF VACANT LANDS IN MHPA,
BY OWNERSHIP
Conserved
Conserved On- Through Public Potentially Total Vacant
Ownership or Offsite Acquisition Developed Lands in MHPA
(acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Public 81,750! —3 3,440 85,190
(96.0%) (4.0%) (100.0%)
Private 63,1702 27,000 18,960 109,130
(57.9%) (24.7%) (17.4%) (100.0%)
Total 144,920 27,000 22,400 194,320

Source: 1996 MSCP GIS database (Ogden, SourcePoint); Onaka Planning & Economics.
Numbers have been rounded. Percentages are calculated relative to total public or private land in MHPA.

1 Management of existing public lands for habitat use.
2 Conserved through the development process as avoidance or mitigation.
3 Federal, state, and local governments will acquire 27,000 acres from willing sellers.

Figure 4-3
Conservation and Development in MHPA
120,000
7

18,960

100,000 g 7 acres
3,440

80,000 4o 27.000 Pl acres

acres

Total Acres of Vacant Lands
8
8

63,170
\ acres 81,750
acres
. N
Private Lands Existing Public Lands
(109,130 acres) {85,190 acres)
Y On/Off-site % Potential
&\\ Preservation /////’ Development
ﬂ]]]] Conservation by e Existing Public Lands
Public Purchase Contributed to Preserve

NOTE: Numbers have been rounded.
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Section 4 Assembling the MSCP Preserve

4.1.2 Estimated Need for Acquisition by Public Means

Most of the privately owned habitat lands within the MHPA are located in five of the
jurisdictions participating in the MSCP: the cities of Chula Vista, Poway, San Diego, and
Santee and the County of San Diego. To assemble the MSCP preserve, some private
lands would need to be acquired by federal, state, or local governments in these
jurisdictions. The estimates of acquisition need were prepared by the jurisdictions and
reviewed by the wildlife agencies. The estimates, shown in Table 4-3, were based on
detailed, site-specific reviews of the following factors:

» Land ownership and parcel sizes;
» Presence of biological resources;

» Potential for private land development, including proposed and approved
projects and project designs negotiated between landowners and the wildlife
agencies; and

» Future applications of local land use regulations and impact mitigation
anticipated as a result of environmental review according to the California
Environmental Quality Act.

In estimating acquisition needs, the jurisdictions and wildlife agencies recognized that
each jurisdiction should contribute its fair share of the preserve lands through
development regulations and mitigation. Therefore, each jurisdiction's implementation
program incorporates a combination of mechanisms for conservation. The estimated
acquisition need shown in Table 4-3 reflects these implementation programs.

In the City of Chula Vista, the estimated acquisition need represents target conservation
on privately owned lands in Minor Amendment Areas. An undetermined amount of
habitat on these lands may be conserved through application of criteria and goals for
linkages and corridors as described in the City of Chula Vista Subarea Plan. In the cities
of Poway and Santee, the respective subarea plans indicate that all of the estimated
acquisition needs may be met by offsite mitigation for impacts of public or private
projects. In the City of San Diego, approximately 1,000 acres of the 2,400 acres of
estimated acquisition need may be met by offsite mitigation. Total offsite mitigation
estimated in the subarea plans of Poway, San Diego, and Santee is 4,550 acres.

It is assumed in this plan that all of the estimated acquisition needs, or 25,160 acres, will
be publicly purchased (Table 4-3). Actual need for public acquisition may be less than
this estimate if some of the habitat is acquired through offsite mitigation, as anticipated in
the cities' subarea plans. On the other hand, acquisition need may exceed the estimate if
both offsite mitigation and habitat conservation through the development process are less
than anticipated. A contingency has been added to deal with the latter possibility. For
planning purposes, the total need for public acquisition of privately owned habitat is
estimated to be 27,000 acres, subject to no more than 10% adjustment, upward or
downward.

Final MSCP Plan 4-6 110921000



Section 4 Assembling the MSCP Preserve

Table 4-3

ACQUISITION AND CONSERVATION OF PRIVATE
VACANT LANDS BY SUBAREA

Estimated Land Conserved Total
Acquisition Through the Private Land
Subarea/Segment Need! Development Process Conserved
(acres) (acres) (acres)

Chula Vista 3602 340 700
Poway 3,2003 3,170 6,370
San Diego 2,400 12,910 15,310
Santee 3503 1,460 1,810
County of San Diego

Lake Hodges 1,150 3,410 4,560

Metro-Lakeside- 13,000 11,5705 35,540

Jamul 10,9706

South County 4.700 20.620 25.320

Total County 18,850 46,570 65,420
Other Subareas 0 560 560
Total All Subareas

Estimated Total 25,160 65,010 90,170

With Contingency 27,000 63,170 90,170

Source: Cities of Chula Vista, Poway, San Diego, and Santee, and County of San Diego; Onaka Planning
& Economics.
Numbers have been rounded.

1
2

3

To be acquired by the federal and state governments and the regional funding program.

Target conservation (75%) of Minor Amendment Areas; an undetermined portion of this amount may
be conserved through application of criteria and goals for linkages and corridors.

According to the subarea plans of Poway and Santee, all of these needs may be met through offsite
mitigation of public or private projects.

According to the City of San Diego Subarea Plan, an estimated 1,000 acres of this need may be met
through offsite mitigation for public or private projects. :

Currently conserved in approved or negotiated projects.
To be protected.
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Section 4 Assembling the MSCP Preserve

4.2 PRESERVE ASSEMBLY BY FEDERAL AND STATE GOVERNMENTS

Sensitive species and their habitats are public resources, and the benefits of protecting
these resources accrue broadly to the citizens of the state and the nation. The federal and
state governments have acknowledged their role in habitat conservation and agreed to
assist the local jurisdictions and property owners in creating a preserve that reduces or
avoids the need to list additional species. The federal government and the State of
California have committed to meet a portion of the acquisition, management, and
monitoring requirements of the MSCP Plan. In fact, because there are important habitat
areas on federal and state lands, their participation is essential to the success of the
MSCP. Through the MSCP Plan and implementing agreements with participating
jurisdictions and special districts, the federal and state governments have agreed to be
partners with the participating local jurisdictions and the private sector in the creation and
management of the MSCP preserve.

The federal and state governments will take the following actions to contribute toward
assembly of the MSCP preserve:

1. Contribute 36,510 acres of existing federal and state lands, excluding military
lands, to permanent habitat conservation and management;

2. Acquire 13,500 acres of privately owned habitat lands in the MSCP preserve from
willing sellers; and :

3. Manage and monitor the federal and state share<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>