High Potential to Occur (Figure 11 and Figure 12). The project has the potential to directly impact
these species during construction activities and operation of the project through displacement of
individual wildlife or elimination of portions of their habitat (Figure 13). In addition, some of the
smaller species, such as reptiles and rodents, could be killed or injured by clearing, grading, and
other construction activities. Implementation of the project would result in both permanent and
temporary direct loss of habitat, including nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat, for the majority
of the sensitive wildlife species observed or with a high potential to occur in the project area
described in Sections 5.4.4 and 5.4.5. These sensitive wildlife species observed or with a high
potential to occur include the following: American peregrine falcon, Belding’s savannah sparrow,
black skimmer, black tern, brant, California brown pelican, California gull, California horned lark,
California least tern, Caspian tern, Clark’s marsh wren, common loon, Cooper’s hawk, Costa’s
hummingbird, double-crested cormorant, elegant tern, light-footed Ridgway’s rail, long-billed
curlew, monarch butterfly, northern harrier, osprey, reddish egret, redhead, rufous hummingbird,
Southern California legless lizard, wandering skipper, and white-tailed kite. Of the 27 sensitive
wildlife species observed in the project area during surveys conducted in 2016 and 2018, the
presence of six species, Belding’s savannah sparrow, California brown pelican, California gull,
osprey, double-crested cormorant, and monarch butterfly, were confirmed present during the 2022
biological surveys. In addition, two sensitive wildlife species, Mexican long-tongued bat and
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse, were not observed but determined to have a high potential
to occur in the project area.

Of these 27 sensitive wildlife species observed or determined to have a high potential to occur, nine
are covered by the MSCP SAP. These species include American peregrine falcon, Belding’s savannah
sparrow, California brown pelican, California least tern, Cooper’s hawk, light-footed Ridgway’s rail,
northern harrier, reddish egret, and wandering skipper butterfly. As described in Section 5.4.4,
Sensitive Wildlife Species Observed, the MSCP SAP requires ASMDs for six of the nine sensitive
wildlife species covered under the plan, including Belding’s savannah sparrow, California least tern,
Cooper’s hawk, light-footed Ridgway’s rail, northern harrier, and wandering skipper butterfly.
ASMDs are not required for American peregrine falcon, California brown pelican, or reddish egret
(City of San Diego 1997). As previously discussed under Section 6.1.1, Direct Impacts, conformance
with the MSCP SAP provides incidental take coverage for covered species such that impacts to those
species outside the City’s MHPA would not be considered significant (due to conservation of the
species provided by MSCP SAP implementation). Further, implementation of ASMDs for applicable
MSCP SAP covered sensitive wildlife species that occur in the project area would be required as a
condition of project approval. The project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management
Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is
demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3). Therefore, with conformance with the
MSCP SAP and the species-specific ASMDs as applicable, direct impacts to these nine sensitive
wildlife species would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Similarly, white-tailed kite is a CDFW fully protected species, and CESA does not allow take of fully
protected species. As a condition of future site-specific project approval, the project would be required
to avoid impacts to this species consistent with CESA. Therefore, with conformance with CESA, direct
impacts to white-tailed kite would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Potential direct impacts to the 17 sensitive wildlife species observed or determined to have a high
potential to occur that are not covered by the MSCP SAP or fully protected under CESA are
discussed below. An analysis of the exact acreage of impacts that would occur to these sensitive
wildlife species in the project area as a result of the project is not provided at the programmatic
level because such analysis would be speculative in nature since future site-specific projects are
not known at this time. As future site-specific projects come forward, project-specific analysis
would be conducted in the review phase of the project, and any impacts to these sensitive wildlife
species would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project approval prior to the
implementation of the future site-specific projects.

Approximately 219.49 acres of aquatic and wetland vegetation communities and land cover types
occur in the project area (Table 9a) and provide suitable nesting and foraging habitat for sensitive
bird and raptor species (not covered by the MSCP SAP) observed using these habitats in the project
area. These observed species include redhead, brant, Costa’s hummingbird, black tern, common
loon, Caspian tern, California gull, long-billed curlew, double-crested cormorant, black skimmer,
rufous hummingbird, and elegant tern.

The 0.02 acre of disturbed wetland (Arundo) and 0.38 acre of disturbed freshwater marsh that
occur along Rose Creek and within the MBTAG in the central and northeastern portions of the
project area, respectively, may be limited or low quality, but these communities provide some
suitable foraging habitat for sensitive bird species due to their proximity to the ornamental trees
within Campland and the MBTAG that may provide suitable nesting habitat for these species.
Further, common species of waterfowl, including mallard ducks (Anas platyrhynchos) and greater
white-fronted geese (Anser albifrons), were observed congregating around the artificial water
features of the MBTAG adjacent to the disturbed wetland (Arundo) and disturbed freshwater
marsh, indicating the potential use of these areas as foraging habitat by sensitive waterfowl
observed in the project area as well, including redhead. Direct impacts to disturbed wetland
(Arundo) and disturbed freshwater marsh could result in direct impacts to these sensitive birds in
the form of permanent and temporary habitat loss. Potential impacts to these sensitive wildlife
species would be potentially significant without mitigation.

The 45.64 acres of southern coastal salt marsh and 35.84 acres of salt panne/mudflat that occur
within the KFMR/NWP and Mission Bay in the western portion of the project area provide suitable
nesting and foraging habitat for sensitive wildlife species observed in the project area. Specifically,
the marsh and mudflats that occur in the western portion of the project area provide suitable
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foraging habitat for sensitive long-billed curlew. Direct impacts to southern coastal salt marsh and
salt panne/mudflat could result in direct impacts to sensitive wildlife species in the form of
permanent and temporary habitat loss. Potential impacts to sensitive wildlife species would be
potentially significant without mitigation.

Approximately 107.12 acres of open water and 2.57 acres of tidal channel occur in the project area
and provides suitable foraging habitat for many of the sensitive wildlife species observed in the
project area. These species include redhead, brant, black tern, Caspian tern, California gull, double-
crested cormorant, black skimmer, and elegant tern. Specifically, the approximately 83.74 acres
of eelgrass beds that occurs as the substrate of much of the open water of the project area provides
suitable foraging habitat for sensitive redhead, brant, and double-crested cormorant observed in
the project area. Direct impacts to open water, tidal channel, and eelgrass beds could result in direct
impacts to these sensitive birds in the form of permanent and temporary habitat loss. Potential
impacts to these sensitive wildlife species would be potentially significant without mitigation.

Although the vegetated upland habitats, including 1.35 acres of southern foredunes, 2.38 acres of
Diegan coastal sage scrub, and 0.04 acre of non-native grassland, in the project area are limited to
the northwestern and western edges, these communities provide suitable foraging habitat for
sensitive wildlife species observed or with a high potential to occur in the project area. The
sensitive wildlife species potentially supported by these upland communities include Costa’s
hummingbird, rufous hummingbird, and potentially occurring Blainville’s horned lizard and
northwestern San Diego pocket mouse. In addition, the southern foredunes provide limited suitable
habitat for Southern California legless lizard. Direct impacts to southern foredunes, Diegan coastal
sage scrub, and non-native grassland could result in direct impacts to these sensitive wildlife
species in the form of permanent and temporary habitat loss. Potential impacts to these sensitive
wildlife species would be potentially significant without mitigation.

The 3.40 acres of disturbed habitat and 222.71 acres of developed land throughout the project area
provides little to no suitable habitat value for the sensitive species observed or with a high potential
to occur in the project area. However, a large number of ornamental trees are present within and
along the edges of the developed land of Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG that could
provide suitable nesting habitat for birds, including Costa’s hummingbird and rufous hummingbird.
As described in Section 2.2, Project Description, the majority of the land uses currently in the
MBTAG would remain in place, and no impacts would result to the potential nesting and foraging
habitat provided within that area. As discussed in Section 3, the project is required to comply with
all federal, state, and local regulations applicable to biological resources as a condition of approval,
including the CFGC and MBTA which protect sensitive nesting birds. Implementation is ensured
through conditions of subsequent project-level approval. Due to known presence of federal and state
endangered avian species, potential direct impacts to these sensitive wildlife species would be
potentially significant without mitigation.
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The abandoned structures and mobile homes within De Anza Cove provide suitable bat roosting
habitat, specifically for Mexican long-tongued bat which was determined to have a high potential
to occur in the project area. Direct impacts to the developed land in the project area, particularly
the structures that provide potential bat roosting habitat in Campland and De Anza Cove, could
result in direct impacts to roosting bats, specifically Mexican long-tongued bat, in the form of
permanent and temporary habitat loss. Potential direct impacts to these sensitive wildlife species
would be potentially significant without mitigation.

Adult monarch butterflies were observed flying through the project area during the 2022 surveys.
However, no milkweed patches, the monarch caterpillar host plant, were observed on the project
area. Pine and eucalyptus trees that are present in and along the edges of the developed land of
Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG provide potentially suitable overwintering habitat for
monarch butterfly. Direct impacts to the mature trees in the developed land of the project area,
including Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG, could result in direct impacts to monarch
butterfly in the form of permanent and temporary overwintering habitat loss. Potential impacts to
this sensitive species would be potentially significant without mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Temporary construction-related and long-term operational indirect impacts to wildlife generally
include lighting, increased human activity, hydrologic quality (increased turbidity, excessive
sedimentation, flow interruptions, and changes in water temperature), noise, vibration, and trash
and garbage, which can attract both introduced terrestrial and native terrestrial and avian predators
(such as American crows [Corvus brachyrhynchos], common ravens [Corvus corax], coyotes
[Canis latrans], domestic dogs [Canis familiaris], raccoons [Procyon lotor], and striped skunks
[Mephitis mephitis]). These indirect impacts in the form of habitat disturbance and potential
predation could have a significant impact on the sensitive wildlife species observed or determined
to have a high potential to occur in the project area, identified in Sections 5.4.4 and 5.4.5. As
previously discussed in Section 6.2.2, Impact Analysis, the project and subsequent project
approvals would be required to be in compliance with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB
Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and
NPDES regulations, through implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of
construction and permanent BMPs. The project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General
Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design
Guidelines is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3). In addition, because the
project and subsequent project approvals would be within and adjacent to the MHPA and could
result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, the project and subsequent project approvals
would be required to demonstrate consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGS. The
project’s consistency with the MHPA LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4).
Consistency with the MHPA LUAGs ensures minimization of adverse edge effects from

Biological Resources Technical Report 92 March 2023
De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan



implementation of the project. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive wildlife during construction
activities and operation of the project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Project construction activities within the waters of Mission Bay could result in the generation of
sound exposure levels (SELs) high enough to cause hydroacoustic effects on these marine species,
including marine fish, marine mammals, and green sea turtles, with potential to occur in the project
area (Merkel & Associates 2017). Table 14, Summary of Potentially Significant In-Water Sound
Exposure Level Indirect Impacts, provides the estimated hydroacoustic impact thresholds for marine
species with potential to occur in the project area.

Table 14. Summary of Potentially Significant In-Water Sound Exposure Level
Indirect Impacts

Impact Threshold SEL Impact Threshold | SEL Impact Threshold for Marine SEL Impact Threshold for
Type for Marine Fish (dB)’ Mammals (dBrms)" Green Turtles (dBrms)'
Peak 206 — —
Accumulated? 187 — —
Impact — 160 166
Vibratory — 120 166

Notes: dB = decibels; dBms = decibel root mean square; SEL = sound exposure level

' Source: Merkel & Associates 2017.

2 Accumulated SEL is derived from the number of pile strikes (SELcumuiative = SEL + 10*log][#strikes) as such, the starting SEL would dictate the
number of pile strikes possible prior to exceeding the threshold of 187dB SELcumuiative

The potential indirect impacts to sensitive marine wildlife species from the exposure of high sound
and vibration levels are considered potentially significant without mitigation.

Nesting Birds

As previously discussed, the project area provides suitable nesting habitat for sensitive birds and
raptors protected under the CFGC and MBTA. Although no active nests or nesting behavior were
observed during any of the biological surveys, focused nest surveys were not conducted due to the
programmatic nature of the project.

As previously discussed under Direct Impacts, the project would be required to implement
regulations protecting sensitive nesting birds and raptors, including the CFGC and MBTA.
Implementation is ensured though conditions of subsequent project-level approval. Due to known
presence of federal and state endangered avian species, potential direct impacts to these sensitive
wildlife species are considered potentially significant without mitigation.

Roosting Bats

As previously discussed, suitable roosting habitat for sensitive bat species, including Mexican
long-tongued bat, hoary bat, western red bat, and western yellow bat, occurs in the structures and
ornamental trees within the developed land of Campland, De Anza Cove, and the MBTAG in the
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central and eastern portions of the project area. Although roosting bats were not observed during
the biological surveys, no focused nighttime mist-netting or acoustic surveys were conducted and
the availability of suitable roosting with nearby foraging habitat suggest roosting is likely
occurring in the project area. As described in Section 2.2, the majority of the land uses currently
in the MBTAG would remain in place, and no impacts would result to the potential roosting habitat
provided by the trees that area. Direct impacts to the developed land in the project area, particularly
removal of the structures and ornamental trees in Campland and De Anza Cove, could result in
direct impacts to sensitive bats in the form of permanent and temporary roosting habitat loss.
Potential impacts to sensitive roosting bat species during construction and tree removal are
considered potentially significant without mitigation.

6.2.2.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Sensitive Plant Species
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 2.3, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative differs from the
project in creating an additional 32.1 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and
uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the
developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Bay open waters to wetlands.

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and
hydrologic restoration in the KFMR/NWP as the project. Potential direct impacts to sensitive plant
species observed or with a high potential to occur in the suitable habitat in the KFMR/NWP,
including California seablite, Palmer’s frankenia, and estuary seablite, would occur under the
Wetlands Optimized Alternative (Figure 14, Impacts to Biological Resources — Wetlands
Optimized Alternative). Therefore, potential impacts to sensitive plant species would be
potentially significant without mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be largely the same
compared to the project; therefore, the same potential indirect impacts to sensitive plant species are
expected to occur. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the project, would be required to be in
compliance with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater
Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through implementation of site
design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent BMPs. The project’s
consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and
General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2
and 3.3.3) and as applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. In addition, because the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect
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impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate consistency with the MSCP SAP Section
1.4.3, LUAGs. The project’s consistency with the MHPA LUAGS is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section
3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. Consistency with the LUAGs would
ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive plant species during construction activities and
operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Sensitive Wildlife Species
Direct Impacts

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in similar impacts to suitable habitat for the 27
sensitive wildlife species observed and the two sensitive wildlife species with a high potential to
occur in the project area.

Like the project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would conform with the MSCP SAP and the
ASMDs as applicable to the nine sensitive wildlife species covered by the MSCP SAP (see
Sections 5.4.4, Sensitive Wildlife Species Observed, and 6.2.2, Impacts Analysis). Similarly, the
Wetlands Optimized Alternative would conform with CESA and avoid impacts to the CDFW fully
protected white-tailed kite. Therefore, direct impacts to these MSCP SAP covered and CDFW
fully protected species are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Similarly, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be required to be in compliance with
regulations protecting sensitive nesting birds and raptors, including the CFGC and MBTA.
Implementation is ensured through conditions of subsequent project-level approval. Due to known
presence of federal and state endangered avian species, potential direct impacts to these sensitive
wildlife species would be considered potentially significant without mitigation.

Implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in both permanent and
temporary direct loss of habitat for sensitive wildlife species not covered by the MSCP SAP or fully
protected under CESA, including roosting bats. This alternative would result in similar direct impacts
to sensitive wildlife species as identified for the project, and impacts would be potentially significant
without mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be similar
compared to the project; therefore, potential indirect impacts to sensitive wildlife species would
occur. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the project, would be required to comply with
the City’s MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards
Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through implementation of site
design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent BMPs. The project’s
consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and
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General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2
and 3.3.3) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. In addition, because the
Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in
potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate consistency with the
MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGs. The project’s consistency with the MHPA LUAGS is
demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative.
Consistency with the LUAGs would ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from
implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive
wildlife species during construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative
are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Nesting Birds

As previously discussed under Direct Impacts, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result
in direct impacts to nesting birds and raptors protected under the CFGC and MBTA, including
those observed or with a high potential to occur in the project area. The Wetlands Optimized
Alternative would be required to implement regulations protecting sensitive nesting birds and
raptors, including the CFGC and MBTA. Implementation is ensured though conditions of
subsequent project-level approval. Due to known presence of federal and state endangered avian
species, potential direct impacts to these sensitive wildlife species would be considered potentially
significant without mitigation.

Roosting Bats

As previously discussed under Direct Impacts, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result
in direct impacts to sensitive bats in the form of permanent and temporary roosting habitat loss.
The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would not change the amount or type of potential indirect
impacts to sensitive roosting bats analyzed for the project, and impacts would be potentially
significant without mitigation.

6.2.3 Mitigation Measures
6.2.3.1 Sensitive Plant Species

As previously discussed in Section 6.1, Significance Thresholds and Definition of Impacts, direct
impacts to sensitive plant species, including those not covered by the MSCP SAP, state-listed or
federally listed species, or CRPR 1B.1, 1B.2, or 2B.2 species, are considered significant. Impacts
to plant species ranked CRPR 3 or 4 would not be considered significant since any populations
identified on the project area would not represent a significant percentage of the population in
terms of the ability for the species to persist (i.e., CRPR 4 species are not considered “rare” from
a statewide perspective).
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In the event sensitive plant species are identified within the potential impact area, including MSCP
SAP covered and narrow endemic plant species, non-MSCP SAP covered federally and/or state-
listed plant species, or non-MSCP SAP covered CRPR 1B.1, 1B.2, or 2B.2 species, potential
impacts are considered potentially significant without mitigation. Implementation of MM BIO-1,
Focused Sensitive Plant Species Surveys, would reduce potential direct impacts to sensitive plant
species by requiring that subsequent project-level evaluations and focused surveys be conducted
prior to any construction associated with the project.

Direct Impacts

Significant direct impacts could occur to the sensitive plant species observed or with a high potential
to occur, California seablite, Palmer’s frankenia, and estuary seablite, during project construction,
enhancement, and hydrologic restoration activities in these species’ suitable habitat the KFMR/NWP.
Implementation of MM BI0O-1 and MM BIO-2 would reduce potential indirect impacts to sensitive
plant species through conducting sensitive plant species focused surveys prior to construction and
monitoring by a qualified biologist throughout construction of the project.

MM BIO-1 Focused Sensitive Plant Species Surveys. Prior to subsequent project-level
approval and prior to any construction or grading activities, focused surveys for
future site-specific development shall be conducted, as applicable, in suitable
habitat, in order to determine presence/absence of sensitive plant species previously
observed or with high potential to occur within the proposed project area, including
California seablite, Palmer’s frankenia, and estuary seablite. For these species,
focused surveys shall be conducted during their specific blooming periods to
determine presence/absence. If sensitive species are mapped within any proposed
construction, access, or staging areas, these areas shall be modified to avoid direct
impacts to mapped sensitive plant species. If significant impacts to these species
are unavoidable, the take of these species shall be reduced to a less than significant
level through implementation of one or a combination of the following actions, in
accordance with a City of San Diego approved Conceptual Restoration Plan or
acquisition of mitigation credits:

e Impacted plants shall be salvaged and relocated to suitable habitat in the on-site
restoration area in Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve
within the Multi-Habitat Planning Area boundary, if possible. If relocation to this
site is not practical, the plants shall be relocated off-site to an appropriate (nearby)
location determined by a qualified biologist.

e Seeds from impacted plants shall be collected for use at a local off-site location.
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MM BIO-2

e Off-site habitat that supports the species impacted shall be enhanced and/or
supplemented with seed collected on site.

e Comparable habitat at an approved off-site location shall be determined by a
qualified biologist and preserved for relocation, enhancement, or transplant of
the impacted sensitive plants.

Mitigation that involves relocation, enhancement, or transplant of sensitive plants
shall include all of the following:

e Conceptual planting plan prepared by a qualified biologist including grading and,
if appropriate, temporary irrigation

e Planting specifications and fencing and signage to discourage unauthorized
access of the planting site

e Monitoring program including success criteria

e Long-term maintenance and preservation plan

Qualified Monitoring Biologist. Prior to subsequent project-level approval and prior
to the start of construction activities, the project biologist shall submit a letter to
City of San Diego Development Services Department Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination that confirms a qualified monitoring biologist, as defined in the City
of San Diego’s Municipal Code, Biology Guidelines, has been retained to
implement required monitoring. This letter will also include the names and resumes
of all people involved in the biological monitoring of the proposed project, a
schedule for the proposed work, and the facility’s pre-approved Facility
Maintenance Plan.

The qualified monitoring biologist shall be responsible for the following
monitoring and reporting tasks:

a. Documentation. Prior to the issuance of any construction or grading plans in any
proposed project area within, or immediately adjacent to, a Multi-Habitat Planning
Area, the qualified monitoring biologist shall verify and submit proof to Mitigation
Monitoring Coordination that all Multi-Habitat Planning Area boundaries and
limits of work have been delineated on all maintenance documents.

b. Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit. Prior to the start of
construction within the future site-specific proposed project area, the qualified
monitoring  biologist shall submit a Biological Construction
Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit, which includes limits of work, proposed
monitoring schedule, avian, focused sensitive species, or other wildlife
surveys/survey schedules (including general avian nesting and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife protocol), timing of surveys, avian construction avoidance areas/noise
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buffers/barriers, other impact avoidance areas, species-specific Multiple
Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan Area-Specific Management
Directives, and any subsequent requirements determined by the qualified
monitoring biologist and the Mitigation Monitoring Coordination. The
Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit shall include the
construction site plan, written and graphic depiction of the project’s biological
mitigation/monitoring program, and a schedule for construction activities.
Where the potential for impacts to biological resources is limited (e.g.,
construction within a footprint that consists entirely of previously developed or
disturbed lands), the Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit
may be limited to a pre- and post-maintenance verification inspection. For
highly sensitive resource areas, full-time biological monitors may be required.
The Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit shall be approved
by Mitigation Monitoring Coordination prior to the start of construction.

C. Avian Protection. In order to prevent impacts to California least tern and other
sensitive nesting shorebirds, the qualified monitoring biologist and Mitigation
Monitoring Coordination shall ensure that no clearing, grubbing or grading or
active wetland creation/restoration shall take place within or adjacent to the
Multi-Habitat Planning Area, California least tern preserves, and coastal salt
marsh habitats during the City of San Diego’s general avian breeding season of
February 1 to September 15. Activities must comply with the City of San
Diego’s Biology Guidelines, Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea
Plan, Land Use Adjacency Guidelines, and applicable state and federal law
(e.g., appropriate follow-up surveys, monitoring schedules, construction and
noise barriers/buffers). Additionally, the following requirements from the
Mission Bay Park Natural Resource Management Plan and Mission Bay Park
Master Plan for the California least tern shall be met:

e In-water construction or dredging shall not be permitted in Mission Bay
from April 1 through September 15, unless otherwise approved in writing
by the City of San Diego, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Any exception would have to meet the
following criteria to preserve least tern nesting and foraging: use of silt
curtains or similar devices around in-water construction activity, use of
noise reduction or low noise equipment, and use of timing and location
restrictions on activity to avoid interfering with breeding sites or major least
tern foraging areas.

e Direct impacts to permanently designated least tern nesting sites shall not
be permitted.
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e The 150-foot buffer zone for each least tern nesting site shall be free of
structures with heights over 6 feet, including fencing, to avoid providing
raptors perches from which to prey on least tern chicks.

e Any existing noise attenuation berms to prevent any significant noise from
reaching the Multi-Habitat Planning Area and least tern preserve shall
remain in accordance with the Mission Bay Park Natural Resource
Management Plan and Mission Bay Park Master Plan.

e If construction or wetland creation/restoration construction activities take
place during the California least tern breeding season, significant impacts
may occur to least tern in the Multi-Habitat Planning Area. To avoid
significant noise impacts to breeding least terns, construction within 500
feet of least tern preserves shall take place outside the least tern breeding
season, which ranges from April 1 to September 15.

d. Resource Marking/Protection. Prior to the start of construction activities within
the future site-specific proposed project area, the qualified monitoring biologist
shall supervise the placement of orange construction fencing or similar visible
marker, staking, or flagging along the limits of the construction area adjacent
to sensitive biological habitats, as shown on the Biological Construction
Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit to ensure crews remain within the approved
construction limits. These demarcations shall not be required for areas with
existing barriers, such as chain-link fencing, along the limits or facilities that
are within and/or adjacent to developed and non-sensitive habitat areas. This
task shall include flagging plant specimens and delineating buffers to protect
sensitive biological resources (e.g., habitats, sensitive plant and wildlife
species, including nesting birds and raptors) prior to construction.

e. Cover Trenches. The qualified monitoring biologist shall oversee the
construction site so that cover and/or escape routes for wildlife from excavated
areas shall be provided daily. All steep trenches, holes, and excavations during
construction shall be covered at night with backfill, plywood, metal plates, or
other means, and if plastic sheeting is used, the edges must be covered with
soils such that small wildlife cannot access the excavated hole. Soil piles shall
be covered at night to prevent wildlife from burrowing in. The edges of the
sheeting shall be weighed down by sandbags. These areas may also be fenced
to prevent wildlife from gaining access. Exposed trenches, holes, and
excavations shall be inspected twice daily (i.e., each morning and before sealing
the exposed area) by the qualified monitoring biologist to monitor for wildlife
entrapment. Excavations shall provide an earthen ramp to allow for a wildlife
escape route. The qualified monitoring biologist shall verify that the contractor
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has covered all steep-walled trenches or excavations prior to the end of
construction daily. If wildlife species are encountered within any trenches or
excavated areas, the qualified monitoring biologist shall remove them, if
possible, or provide them with a means of escape (e.g., a ramp or sloped surface
at no greater than a 30-degree angle) and allowed to disperse. In addition, the
qualified monitoring biologist shall provide training to construction personnel
to increase awareness of the possible presence of wildlife beneath vehicles and
equipment and to use best judgment to avoid killing or injuring wildlife (see
MM BIO-2f).

f. Structure Clearance. Prior to the issuance of any permit to allow for the removal
or demolition of trees and existing structures within the project area
(particularly the ornamental trees and existing buildings in Campland on the
Bay, De Anza Cove, and the Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and
Golf Course), the qualified monitoring biologist shall conduct clearance
surveys to flush out any wildlife species nesting, roosting, or otherwise
occupying the trees or structures. If wildlife species are encountered within any
of the trees or structures (outside the general bird nesting season), the qualified
monitoring biologist shall remove them, if possible, or provide them with a
means of escape and allowed the species to disperse. If tree-roosting bats are
suspected, slow removal by gently pushing the tree over with heavy equipment
is required.

g. Pre-Construction Meeting/Education. Prior to the start of any construction
activity where the site plan for the construction area indicates that significant
impacts to biological resources may occur, a pre-construction meeting shall be
held on site with the following in attendance: City of San Diego’s project
manager, Mitigation Monitoring Coordination representative, the construction
contractor (if applicable), and the qualified monitoring biologist. At this
meeting, the qualified monitoring biologist shall identify and discuss the
construction protocols that apply to the proposed activities and the sensitive
nature of the adjacent habitat with appropriate project personnel.

At the pre-construction meeting, the qualified monitoring biologist shall submit
to the Mitigation Monitoring Coordination and construction contractor a copy
of the Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit that identifies
areas to be protected, fenced, and monitored. This data shall include all buffer
limits, if applicable.

Prior to the start of construction activities, the qualified monitoring biologist
shall meet with the construction contractor and crew and conduct an on-site
educational session regarding the need to avoid impacts outside the approved
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6.2.3.2

Direct Impacts

construction footprint and to protect sensitive plants and wildlife that may occur
at the specific facility. This may include but not be limited to explanations of
the avian and wetland buffers, the flag system for removal of invasive species
or retention of sensitive plants, and clarification of acceptable access
routes/methods and staging areas.

Biological Monitoring and Reporting. The qualified monitoring biologist shall
inspect/monitor the proposed project construction area in accordance with the
approved Biological Construction Mitigation/Monitoring Exhibit. This may be
limited to pre- and post-maintenance inspections, weekly visits, or full-time
monitoring, as determined by the qualified monitoring biologist and Mitigation
Monitoring Coordination.

The qualified monitoring biologist shall document monitoring events via a
Consultant Site Visit Record. This record shall be sent to the project manager each
month, and the project manager shall forward copies to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination. However, if weekly reports are submitted as part of a separate
agency permit requirement, these reports may be forwarded to Mitigation
Monitoring Coordination in place of Consultant Site Visit Record submittals.

If no deviations from the construction site plan occur during maintenance, no
additional documentation is required. However, if deviations from the site plan
do occur, such as unanticipated impacts to sensitive vegetation communities or
unanticipated discharge of pollutants, a Final Monitoring Report shall be
prepared within 3 months following the completion of mitigation monitoring
detailing maintenance and monitoring that occurred and any remedial or
compensatory measures taken.

Sensitive Wildlife Species

Per the SDBG, direct impacts to vegetation communities used by sensitive wildlife species would be
conserved or restored through the implementation of MM B10-3 through MM BIO-5. These mitigation
measures provide mitigation or revegetation for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and
jurisdictional aquatic resources that support sensitive wildlife species in the project area.

MM BIO-3

Sensitive Vegetation Communities and Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources Impacts
Mitigation. Any direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities or jurisdictional
aquatic resources would require mitigation to comply with City of San Diego, state
and/or federal authorizations, in accordance with the City of San Diego’s ratios
described in the following table (Mitigation Ratios for Potential Impacts to Sensitive
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Vegetation Communities and Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources within the Proposed
Project), as well as the ratios defined in any state and/or federal permit(s) issued for
the project.

Mitigation Ratios for Potential Impacts to Sensitive Vegetation Communities and

Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources within the Proposed Project

Project
Component where | SDBG Required
General Vegetation Type SDBG Vegetation Resource is Mitigation Ratio

(Holland/Oberbauer Code) Community Jurisdiction Present (inCOZ)
Disturbed Freshwater Marsh | Freshwater Marsh U/R/CICC MBTAG 4:1
(52410)
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh | Salt Marsh U/R/CICC KFMR/NWP 4:1
(52120)
Open Water Natural Flood U/R/CICC Expanded 2:1
(64100) Channel/Marine Marshland Habitat,

Habitat De Anza Cove area
Eelgrass Beds Eelgrass beds! U/R/CICC Expanded 2:1
(64122) Marshland Habitat,

De Anza Cove area

Tidal Channel Marine Habitat U/R/C/CC KFMR/NWP 21
(64112)
Salt Panne Salt Panne U/R/CICC KFMR/NWP 4:1
(64300)
Mudflat Marine Habitat U/RICICC KFMR/NWP 2:1
(64300)
Disturbed Wetland (Arundo) | Disturbed Wetland U AIR/CICC MBTAG 21

(11200)

Notes: C = CDFW Jurisdictional; CC = CCC Jurisdictional; COZ = Coastal Overlay Zone; KFMR/NWP = Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife
Preserve; MBTAG = Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course; R=RWQCB Jurisdictional; SDBG = San Diego Biological Guidelines;

U = USACE Jurisdictional

T Atleast 1:1 creation mitigation for impacts to eelgrass must occur within Mission Bay (the remaining 1:1 mitigation may occur outside Mission

Bay, if necessary).

1. Potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, including
jurisdictional aquatic resources, resulting from project implementation shall be
mitigated through one of the following three options:

a. Project compensatory mitigation for proposed impacts to sensitive vegetation
communities, including jurisdictional aquatic resources, shall be provided
through in-kind and on-site creation, enhancement, and/or restoration.

b. Compensatory mitigation requirements that are not able to be satisfied
through on-site creation, enhancement, and/or restoration shall be satisfied
through the acquisition of mitigation bank credits via a resource agency-
approved mitigation site within the Pefiasquitos Watershed or by acquisition
of other approved off-site mitigation credits. Prior to implementation of
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project construction impacts that would require compensatory mitigation,
documentation demonstrating the availability of mitigation credits (i.e., credit
ledger) at the approved mitigation site must be submitted to the Assistant
Deputy Director Environmental Designee for confirmation.

c. If credits are not available at a resource agency-approved mitigation site

within the Peflasquitos Watershed or through other approved off-site
mitigation credits, implementation of habitat creation, restoration,
enhancement, and/or preservation would occur through an approved Habitat
Mitigation and Monitoring Plan. Under this option, as well as under option
a, a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be provided and prepared
in accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal Code, Land
Development Code—Biology Guidelines. Mitigation shall conform with
the Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines, including definitions
for creation, restoration, enhancement, and acquisition identified under
Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations; satisfaction of no net loss;
timing in relation to proposed project impacts; and generally, with federal
and state mitigation requirements.

When proposed mitigation involves habitat enhancement, restoration or creation, the
Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall include all of the following information:

Conceptual planting plan including planting zones, grading, and irrigation
Seed mix/planting palette

Planting specifications

Monitoring program including success criteria

Long-term maintenance and preservation plan

For mitigation that involves habitat acquisition, the Habitat Mitigation and
Monitoring Plan shall include all of the following:

Location of proposed acquisition

Description of the biological resources to be acquired, including support for the
conclusion that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific maintenance impact
Documentation that the mitigation area would be adequately preserved and
maintained in perpetuity

The identification of mitigation site credits shall be provided to the Environmental
Designee and shall include the following:

Location of approved mitigation site
Description of the mitigation credits to be acquired, including support for the
conclusion that the acquired habitat mitigates for the specific maintenance impact
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MM BI10-4

MM BIO-5

e Documentation of the credits that are associated with a mitigation bank, which
has been approved by the appropriate resource agencies
e Documentation in the form of a current mitigation credit ledger

Eelgrass Beds Creation. Potential direct impacts to eelgrass beds caused by
placement of fill material within Mission Bay shall be mitigated in accordance with
the requirements of the resource agencies and the City of San Diego. The City of San
Diego shall require a mitigation ratio of 2:1, in accordance with the City of San
Diego’s Municipal Code, Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines (see table
in MM BIO-3). In addition, at a minimum, the no net loss creation mitigation (1:1)
for eelgrass beds habitat shall be required to occur within Mission Bay itself per the
Mission Bay Park Natural Resources Management Plan. The remaining 1:1
mitigation required may occur outside Mission Bay, if necessary.

Creation mitigation for potential direct impacts to eelgrass beds resulting from
project implementation shall be achieved through replanting of the submerged areas
surrounding the expanded marshland habitat in Mission Bay where, as a result of
project fill activities to create the marshland habitat, water levels shall be raised to
depths suitable for eelgrass establishment.

An associated Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan shall be provided or
prepared in accordance with the Land Development Code—Biology Guidelines for
this creation mitigation and shall include all of the following information:

e Planting specifications, including channel bottom elevations

e Planting would be scheduled during low energy tides (late summer—early fall)
e Monitoring program, including post-project surveys and success criteria

e Long-term maintenance and preservation plan

Habitat Restoration in Temporary Impact Areas. Temporary direct impact areas shall
be restored to pre-construction topographic contours and conditions, including the
revegetation of native plant communities, where appropriate. Habitat restoration and
erosion control treatments shall be installed within these short-term impact areas, in
accordance with the City of San Diego’s Municipal Code, Land Development
Code—Biology Guidelines, Multiple Species Conservation Program Subarea Plan,
and the City of San Diego’s Municipal Code, Land Development Code—Landscape
Standards. Habitat revegetation shall feature native species that are typical of the
area, and associated erosion control best management practices shall include silt
fence and microplastic- and weed-free straw fiber rolls, where appropriate. The
revegetation areas shall be monitored and maintained for 25 months to ensure
adequate establishment and sustainability of the plantings/seedings.
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Where a proposed project activity involves potential disturbance of non-native
invasive plant species (as identified by the California Invasive Plant Council), these
plants shall be entirely removed where feasible, and the removal shall be monitored
by the qualified monitoring biologist to ensure that dispersal of propagules (e.g.,
seeds, stems, etc.) are avoided or minimized. Where removal of plant roots is not
feasible (e.g., where erosive flows are predicted), aboveground plant material shall
be fully removed and monitored by the qualified monitoring biologist. Where
aboveground plant material cannot be removed (e.g., due to limited access),
herbicides shall be applied by a licensed pest control advisor, using chemicals
permitted as safe within aquatic environments.

Indirect Impacts

MM BIO-6 would be implemented to minimize and avoid indirect impacts to sensitive marine wildlife
species that may occur from new sources of noise and vibration during construction of the project.

MM BIO-6

Pre-Construction Hydroacoustic Study. Prior to subsequent project-level approval and
prior to any construction activities within the waters of Mission Bay, a hydroacoustic
study would be required to determine if the activities have potential to generate sound
exposure level exceeding the thresholds described in the following table, Summary of
Potentially Significant In-Water Sound Exposure Level Indirect Impacts.

Summary of Potentially Significant In-Water Sound Exposure Level

Indirect Impacts

Impact Threshold SEL Impact Threshold | SEL Impact Threshold for Marine SEL Impact Threshold for
Type for Marine Fish (dB)" Mammals (dBrms)! Green Turtles (dBms)!
Peak 206 — —
Accumulated? 187 — —
Impact — 160 166
Vibratory — 120 166

Notes: dB = decibels; dBms = decibel root mean square; SEL = sound exposure level

T Source: Merkel & Associates 2017.

2 Accumulated SEL is derived from the number of pile strikes (SELcumuiative = SEL + 10*log[#strikes) as such, the starting SEL would dictate
the number of pile strikes possible prior to exceeding the threshold of 187dB SELcumutative

1. If evidence from the study determines that construction activities would result in
sound exposure level that would cause indirect hydroacoustic impacts on marine
species through exceedance of approved thresholds in the table above,
implementation of the measures below would reduce the potential impacts to levels
less than significant:

a. A City of San Diego biologist would monitor for the presence of marine
species, including green sea turtles, within 500 feet of the work site during
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construction activities in Mission Bay with potential to generate sound
exposure level above the impact thresholds (e.g., pile driving) in order to
limit the potential for exposure of the animals. If a marine species subject
to the thresholds described above is identified within the 500-foot buffer
during construction activities, the biologist will direct crews to halt work
until the animal has moved outside the buffer.

b. To the extent feasible, sound exposure level reduction measures shall be
utilized during all work in Mission Bay with potential to generate
hydroacoustic effects on marine resources. These measures would include
placing a nylon or wooden block between the impact hammer and piles
during pile driving to reduce sound exposure level generated by the hammer
strikes or “soft start” approaches to encourage marine species to leave the
area surrounding work before full sound exposure level are generated.

2. If evidence from the study determines that no significant exceedances of sound
exposure level that would affect marine resources are anticipated from the
proposed construction activities, no mitigation measures would be necessary.

6.2.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.2.4.1 Proposed Project
Sensitive Plant Species

Direct Impacts

Implementation of MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitive
plant species to below a level of significance through conducting sensitive plant species focused
surveys prior to construction and monitoring by a qualified biologist throughout construction of
the project.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to sensitive plant species were determined to be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Sensitive Wildlife Species

Direct Impacts

Implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM BIO-3 through MM BIO-5 would mitigate potential direct
impacts to sensitive wildlife species and their habitats to below a level of significance through
monitoring by a qualified biologist, providing mitigation ratios for acreage impacts and the
creation and restoration of impacted vegetation communities.
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Implementation of MM BIO-2 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitive roosting bats to
below a level of significance. This mitigation measure would require monitoring by a qualified
biologist who is responsible for identifying and flushing any roosting bats from ornamental trees
and/or structures prior to removal.

Indirect Impacts

Implementation of MM BIO-6 would reduce potential indirect impacts to sensitive marine wildlife
species to below a level of significance. This mitigation measure would require a pre-construction
hydroacoustic study to determine if the activities have potential to generate SEL exceeding the
thresholds and apply measures to reduce those levels to minimize impacts to marine wildlife.

6.2.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Sensitive Plant Species
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 6.2.2 for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative, this alternative
would not change the potential direct impacts to sensitive plant species analyzed for the project or
the mitigation required. Implementation of MM BIO-1 and MM BIO-2 would mitigate potential
direct impacts to sensitive plant species from development of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative
to below a level of significance. These mitigation measures would require that sensitive plant
species focused surveys be conducted prior to construction and monitoring by a qualified biologist
throughout construction of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to sensitive plant species were determined to be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.

Sensitive Wildlife Species
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 6.2.2 for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative, this alternative
would not change the potential direct impacts to the sensitive wildlife species, including roosting
bats, that were analyzed for the project, or the mitigation required. Implementation of MM BIO-1
and MM BIO-2 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitive wildlife species from
implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative to below a level of significance. These
mitigation measures would require monitoring by a qualified biologist throughout construction of
the Wetlands Optimized Alternative.
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Indirect Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 6.2.2 for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative, this alternative
would not change the potential indirect impacts to sensitive marine wildlife species analyzed for
the proposed project or the mitigation required. Implementation of MM BI10-6 would reduce
potential indirect impacts to sensitive marine wildlife species to below a level of significance. This
mitigation measure would require a pre-construction hydroacoustic study to determine if the
activities have potential to generate SEL exceeding the thresholds and apply measures to reduce
those levels to minimize impacts to marine wildlife.

6.3 Threshold 2: Sensitive Vegetation Communities
6.3.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

Significant impacts could result if the project would have a substantial adverse impact on any Tier
| Habitats, Tier Il Habitats, Tier I11A Habitats, or Tier 11I1B Habitats as identified in the SDBG or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by
the CDFG or USFWS.

6.3.2 Impact Analysis
6.3.2.1  Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

A total of 13 vegetation communities and/or land cover types occur in the project area (Tables 9a
and 9b) that cover a total of 505.2 acres. Construction of the project could result in potential
impacts to 11 sensitive vegetation communities (Figure 13). As previously mentioned, the entire
project area is within the COZ.

Of the total project area, approximately 91.17 acres are located within the MHPA boundary. Direct
impacts would occur within the MHPA boundary in the KFMR/NWP from the restoration of
disturbed land to marshland habitat and from the implementation of hydrologic restoration
activities, which would include trenching of tidal channels to ensure that sufficient tidal influence
reaches in the newly established marshland habitat to allow it to establish and be sustainable long-
term. Additional short-term direct impacts within the MHPA may also occur from enhancement
activities (e.g., hand removal of invasive species).

The potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and land cover types within each
of the project areas (KFMR/NWP, existing Campland, MBTAG, and De Anza Cove) are described
in the following subsections. An analysis of the exact acreage of impacts that would occur to the
sensitive vegetation communities in the project area as a result of the project is not provided at the
programmatic level because such analysis would be speculative in nature since future site-specific
projects are not known at this time. As future site-specific projects come forward, project-specific
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analysis would be conducted in the review phase, and any impacts to sensitive vegetation
communities would be avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project approval prior to
the implementation of the future site-specific projects.

Kendall-Frost Marsh Reserve/Northern Wildlife Preserve Area

Implementation of the project, which includes restoration of marshland habitat within existing
disturbed land and enhancement and hydrologic restoration activities in the KFMR/NWP, could
potentially result in up to 87.74 acres of direct impacts to southern coastal salt marsh, salt panne,
mudflats, eelgrass beds, open water, tidal channel, Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern foredunes,
and disturbed land that occur in the KFMR/NWP. Implementation of marshland and hydrologic
restoration activities that result in impacts to southern coastal salt marsh, salt panne, mudflats,
open water, or tidal channels, which are considered wetlands by the SDBG (City of San Diego
2018a), are potentially significant without mitigation. Similarly, southern foredunes (Tier I) and
Diegan coastal sage scrub (Tier Il) are considered sensitive vegetation communities by the SDBG
(City of San Diego 2018a), and impacts would be potentially significant without mitigation.

Potential impacts to disturbed and developed land from proposed activities associated with
expansion of marshland habitat within KFMR/NWP would not be significant, and no mitigation
is required since disturbed and developed land are both considered Tier 1V habitats according to
the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a).

Existing Campland

The project would follow the existing MBPMP recommendation to convert the existing Campland
recreational site to contiguous marshland habitat with connection to KFMR/NWP. Implementation of
this recommendation would result in up to 46.25 acres of direct impacts to disturbed and developed
land, both of which are Tier IV land covers according to the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a).
Therefore, these impacts to disturbed and developed land would not require mitigation.

The project would also implement the MBPMP recommended expansion of marshland habitat
extending from the existing Campland into Mission Bay, as shown on Figure 3. Implementation
of this recommendation would result in up to 181.73 acres of direct impacts to open water and
eelgrass beds. These communities are considered wetlands and sensitive communities according
to the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a); therefore, impacts to open water and eelgrass beds would
be potentially significant without mitigation.

Mission Bay Tennis Center, Athletic Fields, and Golf Course

Implementation of the project, which includes upgrades to the existing tennis center and athletic
fields, installation of water quality design features within the existing golf course, and expansion
of pedestrian access along Mission Bay Drive, could potentially result in up to 63.47 acres of direct
impacts to the vegetation communities and land cover types in the MBTAG. The majority of the
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direct impacts (61.65 acres) would occur to the developed land in the MBTAG. Impacts to Tier IV
developed and disturbed land in the MBTAG land would not require mitigation, in accordance
with the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a).

Project activities, as discussed above, in the MBTAG would result in a small amount of impacts (1.82
acres) to mudflat, open water, disturbed wetland (Arundo), disturbed freshwater marsh, and developed
land. Mudflat, open water, disturbed wetland (Arundo), and disturbed freshwater marsh are considered
wetlands and sensitive communities according to the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a). Therefore,
impacts to these sensitive communities would be potentially significant without mitigation.

De Anza Cove Area

Implementation of the project could result in impacts of up to 5.12 acres of open water, 0.49 acre
of eelgrass beds, and 0.63 acre of mudflats within the De Anza Cove area. These communities are
considered wetlands and sensitive communities according to the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a);
therefore, impacts to open water, eelgrass beds, and mudflats would be potentially significant
without mitigation.

Impacts to Tier 1V developed and disturbed land in the De Anza Cove area would not require
mitigation, in accordance with the SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a).

Indirect Impacts

Most of the indirect impacts to sensitive plant species described in Section 6.2, Threshold 1:
Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species, also result in potentially significant indirect impacts to sensitive
vegetation communities. As previously discussed in Section 6.2.2, Indirect Impacts, the project
would be required to be in compliance with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal
Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations
through implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of construction and
permanent BMPs. The project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives,
species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in
Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3). In addition, because the project would be within and
adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be
required to demonstrate consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGs. The project’s
consistency with the MHPA LUAGS is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4). Consistency with
the LUAGS ensures minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the proposed
project. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation communities during construction
activities and operation of the project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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6.3.2.2  Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 2.3, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative differs from the
project in creating an approximately 32.1 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and
uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the
developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Cove open waters to wetlands.

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative includes the same construction, enhancement, and hydrologic
restoration as the project. This alternative would remove approximately 30.7 acres of developed land
in exchange for additional wetlands and transitional uplands (Figure 14). Although the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative would result in increased natural area compared to the project, this alternative
would not change the potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities during
construction, and impacts would be potentially significant without mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be largely the
same compared to the project; therefore, the same potential indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation
communities would potentially occur. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the project,
would be required to be in compliance with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal
Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES
regulations, through implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of
construction and permanent BMPs. The project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General
Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design
Guidelines is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3) and is applicable to the
Wetlands Optimized Alternative. In addition, because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is
located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could result in potential indirect impacts to the
preserve, it would be required to demonstrate consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3,
LUAGs. The project’s consistency with the MHPA LUAGS is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section
3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. Consistency with the LUAGs
ensures minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative. Therefore, indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation communities during construction
activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

6.3.3 Mitigation Measures
6.3.3.1 Direct Impacts

Development of the project would result in potentially significant direct impacts to sensitive vegetation
communities, including those located within the MHPA boundary. Implementation of MM BIO-2

Biological Resources Technical Report 112 March 2023
De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan



(described under Sensitive Plant Species Direct Impacts Mitigation) and MM BIO-3 through MM
BI10O-5 (described under Sensitive Wildlife Species Direct Impacts Mitigation) would reduce direct
impacts to sensitive vegetation communities through monitoring by a qualified biologist, providing
mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, and creating and restoring impacted vegetation.

6.3.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.3.4.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

Implementation of MM BIO-2 through MM BIO-5 would reduce potential direct impacts to
sensitive vegetation communities to below a level of significance through monitoring by a
qualified biologist, adhering to required mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, and creating and
restoring impacted vegetation communities.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation communities were determined to be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.

6.3.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 6.3.2 for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative, this alternative
would not change the potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities analyzed for the
project or the mitigation required. Implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM BI0O-3 through MM
BIO-5 would mitigate potential direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities from
development of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative to below a level of significance. These
mitigation measures would require monitoring by a qualified biologist, adhering to required
mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, and creating and restoring impacted vegetation communities.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to sensitive vegetation communities were determined to be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.

6.4  Threshold 3: Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources
6.4.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impact could result if the project would have a substantial adverse impact on wetlands
(including but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, riparian, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means.
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6.4.2 Impact Analysis
6.4.2.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

As discussed in Section 5.2, Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources, a total of approximately 275.36
acres of wetlands and non-wetland waters potentially under the jurisdiction of the USACE and
RWQCB, CDFW and/or wetlands regulated by the City of San Diego occur in the project area.
These potentially jurisdictional aquatic resources in the project area include approximately 165.67
acres of wetlands and riparian areas (southern coastal salt marsh, salt panne, mudflats, eelgrass,
disturbed wetland [Arundo], and disturbed freshwater marsh) and 109.69 acres of non-wetland
waters (open water and tidal channels). As discussed in Section 6.3, Threshold 2: Sensitive
Vegetation Communities, the project would result in direct impacts to the aquatic and wetland
vegetation communities also potentially under the jurisdiction of the USACE, RWQCB, and
CDFW and regulated by the City of San Diego (Figure 15, Impacts to Potentially Jurisdictional
Agquatic Resources — Proposed Project). An analysis of the exact acreage of impacts that would
occur to wetlands in the project area as a result of the project is not provided at the programmatic
level because such analysis would be speculative in nature since future site-specific projects are
not known at this time. As future site-specific projects come forward, project-specific analysis
would be conducted in the review phase of the project, and any impacts to wetlands would be
avoided, minimized, or mitigated as conditions of project approval prior to the implementation of
the future site-specific projects.

For development in the COZ, the City requires a 100-foot-wide avoidance buffer surrounding
wetland resources to reduce indirect impacts and ensure the value and function of the wetland is
maintained. Since large portions of the project necessarily occur within wetlands and the project is
confined by existing development in the surrounding area, impacts to the wetland buffers in these
areas would be unavoidable and necessary reductions to the width of the wetland buffers would be
determined in coordination with the USACE, RWQCB, CDFW, and USFWS prior to project
implementation, in accordance with the requirements in SDBG (City of San Diego 2018a). Although
wetland buffers may be reduced in some areas, the project would result in expansion and
enhancement of wetlands in the De Anza Cove area and KFMR/NWP project component areas
through establishment of mudflat and marshland habitat (Figure 3) such that the project would result
in a net benefit to these habitats and associated wildlife species by providing an overall increase in
wetland area following project implementation. In these locations, the proposed restoration/creation
activities would be considered a compatible use within COZ wetland buffers (i.e., restoration), in
accordance with the allowed uses listed in Section 143.0130 of City’s LDC, ESL regulations. In
addition, to the extent feasible, the project would be designed to minimize the extent of construction
activities within and adjacent to wetlands, including the number of access routes and the size of
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staging areas. As a result, impacts to wetland buffers would be minimized to the maximum extent
practicable and would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

As previously discussed in Section 3, the project would be required to be in compliance with all
federal, state, and local regulations protecting biological resources as a condition of subsequent
project-level approvals. This includes complying with applicable federal and state regulations that
ensure no net loss of aquatic resources, such as Section 404 of the federal CWA, Sections 9 and 10
of the Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 1600 of the CFGC, and Porter-Cologne. The project would
be required to obtain regulatory permits from the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW and provide
compensatory mitigation for impacts prior to the start of construction that would ensure no net loss
of resources would result from implementation of the project. Therefore, direct impacts to
jurisdictional aquatic resources would be potentially significant without mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Most of the indirect impacts to sensitive plant species and sensitive vegetation communities described
in Sections 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 also result in potentially significant indirect impacts to jurisdictional aquatic
resources. As previously discussed in Section 6.2.2, Impact Analysis, the project would be required to
be in compliance with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s
Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through
implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent BMPs.
The project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, species-specific
ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5
(Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3). In addition, because the project is within and adjacent to the MHPA and
could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate
consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGs. The project’s consistency with the MHPA
LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4). Consistency with the LUAGS ensures
minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the project. Therefore, indirect impacts
to jurisdictional aquatic resources during construction activities and operation of the project would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

6.4.2.2  Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 2.3, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative differs from the
project in creating approximately 32.1 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and
uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the
developed De Anza “boot” and the De Anza Bay Cove waters areas to more wetlands.

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and hydrologic
restoration as the project. This alternative would remove approximately 30.7 acres of developed land
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in exchange for additional jurisdictional aquatic resources, including wetland and non-wetland waters
(Figure 16, Impacts to Potentially Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources — Wetlands Optimized
Alternative). Although the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in increased jurisdictional
aquatic resources area compared to the project, this alternative, like the project, would be considered a
compatible use within COZ wetland buffers (i.e., restoration), in accordance with the allowed uses
listed in Section 143.0130 of City’s LDC, ESL regulations. In addition, like the project, the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative would be designed to minimize the extent of construction activities within and
adjacent to wetlands, including the number of access routes and the size of staging areas. As a result,
impacts to wetland buffers would be minimized to the maximum extent practicable and would be less
than significant. Further, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be required to obtain regulatory
permits from the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW and provide compensatory mitigation for impacts
prior to the start of construction for subsequent projects that are implemented under the proposed
project to ensure that no net loss of resources would occur. Therefore, direct impacts to jurisdictional
aquatic resources would be potentially significant without mitigation.

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would the same
compared to the project; therefore, indirect impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources would occur.
The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the project, would be required to be in compliance with
the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards
Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through implementation of site
design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent BMPs. The proposed
project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, species-specific
ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5
(Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. In addition,
because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and could
result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate consistency
with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGs. The project’s consistency with the MHPA LUAGS is
demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative.
Consistency with the LUAGs would ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from
implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. Therefore, indirect impacts to
jurisdictional aquatic resources during construction activities and operation of the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative are less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

6.4.3 Mitigation Measures
6.4.3.1 Direct Impacts

Development of the project would result in potentially significant direct impacts to jurisdictional
aquatic resources. Implementation of MM BIO-2 (described under Sensitive Plant Species Direct
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Impacts Mitigation) and MM BIO-3 through MM BI0O-5 (described under Sensitive Wildlife Species
Direct Impacts Mitigation) would reduce direct impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources through
monitoring by a qualified biologist, providing mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, and creating and
restoring temporary impact areas.

6.4.3.2 Indirect Impacts

No mitigation is required.

6.4.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.4.4.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

Implementation of MM BIO-2 and MM BIO-3 through MM BIO-5 would mitigate potential direct
impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources to below a level of significance through monitoring by
a qualified biologist, adhering to required mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, and creating and
restoring temporary impact areas.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources were determined to be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

6.4.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

Implementation of MM BI0O-2 through MM BI0O-5 would mitigate potential direct impacts to
jurisdictional aquatic resources to below a level of significance through monitoring by a qualified
biologist, adhering to required mitigation ratios for acreage impacts, and creating and restoring
temporary impact areas.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources were determined to be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

6.5 Threshold 4: Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages
6.5.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impact could result if the project would interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, including linkages identified in the MSCP SAP, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites.
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6.5.2 Impact Analysis
6.5.2.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

As discussed in Section 5.4.8, Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages, the project area is likely
to be used as a wildlife movement corridor because it provides suitable nesting, foraging, and
dispersal areas for both sensitive and common wildlife species because of the presence of native
vegetation communities (among the last remaining marshland in this part of the City), its
connection to Mission Bay, and proximity to the Pacific coast and open waters to the west. Further,
the western portion of the project area, partially within the KFMR/NWP and Campland areas, is
identified in the MSCP SAP as a biological core and linkage area. This core and linkage area
borders Mission Bay, which functions as a wildlife movement corridor for resident and migratory
birds, marine mammals, and fish species both locally and regionally. The dense residential and
commercial development immediately surrounding the project area has the potential to limit
wildlife movement through the project area. However, the open space within the western portion
and immediately to the south of the project area has been designated as important habitat
connectivity areas by the MSCP SAP and is documented as supporting a wide variety of both local
and migratory species.

Project impacts are proposed primarily within an existing developed setting (e.g., Campland, De
Anza Cove, and MBTAG) or would only be short-term impacts that occur during construction
activities to restore and expand wetland habitat within the project area (Figure 13). All existing
wildlife corridors would remain in place after implementation of the proposed project. Further, the
proposed project would provide an overall enhancement of wildlife movement opportunities
throughout much of the project area by establishing native wetland habitat in areas that were
previously developed, disturbed, or underwater, which would provide additional foraging habitat
and cover for wildlife movement. Therefore, significant direct long-term impacts to wildlife
corridors and habitat connectivity provided by the project area are not expected to occur.

The KFMR/NWP does intersect the MHPA and contains sensitive habitat suitable for wildlife
movement and foraging (Figure 2). However, the impacts proposed within this area are limited to
restoration and other habitat improvements including enhancement and hydrologic restoration,
which would provide a long-term benefit for wildlife movement through the project area. While
project activities may temporarily disrupt wildlife movement through the project area, the project is
not expected to have a significant impact on habitat linkage over the long-term because the overall
habitat quality of the existing corridors would increase as a result of project implementation.
Therefore, impacts to wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.
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Indirect Impacts

Wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity would be impacted by many of the other
indirect effects discussed in Section 6.2.2 for impacts to sensitive wildlife species. As previously
discussed in Section 6.2.2, Impact Analysis, the project would be required to be in compliance
with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards
Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through implementation of site
design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent BMPs. The project’s
consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, species-specific ASMDs, and
General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines, is demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5 (Sections
3.3.2 and 3.3.3). In addition, because the project is located within and adjacent to the MHPA and
could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate
consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGSs. The project’s consistency with the MHPA
LUAGs is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4). Consistency with the LUAGS ensures
minimization of adverse edge effects from implementation of the proposed project. Therefore,
indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity during construction
activities and operation of the project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

6.5.2.2 Optimized Wetland Alternative
Direct Impacts

As previously discussed in Section 2.3, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative differs from the
project in creating approximately 32.1 acres of wetlands and associated transitional zones and
uplands (low-mid-high wetland/salt marsh and mudflats) by converting the southern portion of the
developed De Anza ‘boot’ and the De Anza Bay Cove waters areas to more wetlands.

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and
hydrologic restoration as the project. This alternative would remove approximately 30.7 acres of
developed land in exchange for additional wetlands and transitional uplands (Figure 14). The
Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in increased natural areas, potentially expanding the
wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity in the area, compared to the project, this
alternative would not change the potential direct impacts to wildlife movement during
construction, and impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Indirect Impacts

Construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be similar
compared to the project; therefore, indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors would
potentially occur. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative, like the project, would be required to be
in compliance with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s
Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, through
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implementation of site design, source control, and incorporation of construction and permanent
BMPs. The project’s consistency with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives, species-
specific ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines is demonstrated in Tables
4 and 5 (Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized Alternative. In
addition, because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is located within and adjacent to the MHPA
and could result in potential indirect impacts to the preserve, it would be required to demonstrate
consistency with the MSCP SAP Section 1.4.3, LUAGSs. The project’s consistency with the MHPA
LUAG:Ss is demonstrated in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4) and is applicable to the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative. Consistency with the LUAGs would ensure minimization of adverse edge effects from
implementation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative by addressing issues of drainage, toxics,
lighting, noise, barriers, invasive species, brush management, and grading/development.
Therefore, indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat connectivity during
construction activities and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

6.5.3 Mitigation Measures
6.5.3.1  Direct Impacts

No mitigation is required.

6.5.3.2 Indirect Impacts

No mitigation is required.

6.5.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.5.4.1 Proposed Project
Direct Impacts

Direct impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages within the project area were
determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages within the project area were
determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

6.5.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative
Direct Impacts

Direct impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages within the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative area were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts to wildlife movement corridors and habitat linkages within the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative area were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

6.6 Threshold 5: Habitat Conservation Plans
6.6.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impact could result if the project would conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan, either within the MSCP SAP area or in the
surrounding region.

6.6.2 Impact Analysis
6.6.2.1 Proposed Project

As previously discussed, the western portion of the project area that occurs in the KFMR/NWP is
within the MHPA, and other potential impacts would occur within and adjacent to the MHPA,
including hydrologic restoration, expanded marshland habitat (Figure 2). When land is developed
adjacent to the MHPA, there is potential for indirect impacts to occur that would result in detrimental
effects related to drainage, toxics, lighting, noise, human intrusion, and invasive species. Indirect
impacts from the proposed project could occur adjacent to the MHPA from the demolition of the
existing Campland and the installation of expanded marshland habitat. The project would be required
to document compliance with the General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines provided in
Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP SAP, General Management Directives outlined in Section 1.5.2 of the
MSCP SAP, and species-specific ASMDs provided in the MSCP SAP Appendix A (City of San
Diego 1997). Table 4 in Section 3.3.2, City of San Diego MSCP SAP, demonstrates the project’s
compliance with the MSCP SAP General Management Directives and species-specific ASMDs.
Table 5 in Section 3.3.3, Multi-Habitat Planning Area, demonstrates the project’s compliance with
the MSCP SAP General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines. The project would be consistent
with the policies and requirements of the MSCP, including mitigation requirements.

6.6.2.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and
hydrologic restoration in the same development footprint as the project. Like the project, the
Wetlands Optimized Alternative is subject to the same MSCP SAP General Management
Directives, ASMDs, and General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines consistency analysis
provided in Tables 4 and 5. As discussed in Sections 6.2.2, 6.3.2, 6.4,2, and 6.5.2 for the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in similar impacts to
sensitive plant and wildlife species, and sensitive vegetation communities compared to the project,
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and would implement the same mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to below a level of
significance. Because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative occurs in the same location, results in
similar impacts to biological resources, and implements the same mitigation measures as the
project, the MSCP SAP consistency analyses provided in Tables 4 and 5 are applicable to this
alternative. The Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be consistent with the policies and
requirements of the MSCP SAP, including mitigation requirements.

6.6.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

6.6.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.6.4.1 Proposed Project

Impacts to conservation planning were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.

6.6.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative

Impacts to conservation planning were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.

6.7 Threshold 6: Multi-Habitat Planning Area Adjacency
6.7.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impact could result if the project would introduce land use within an area adjacent to
the MHPA that would result in adverse edge effects.

6.7.2 Impact Analysis
6.7.2.1  Proposed Project

The MHPA occurs along the western section of the project area within portions of the
KFMR/NWP. Implementation of the proposed project would introduce new land uses adjacent to
the MHPA through the demolition of the existing Campland and installation of expanded
marshland habitat, thereby increasing the amount of marshland within Mission Bay. As
demonstrated in Tables 5 and 6 (in Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 respectively), the project would be a
compatible land use within the MHPA and follows the General Planning Policies and Design
Guidelines outlined in Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP SAP. Because a portion of the project occurs
within the MHPA, the project is required to document compliance with the MHPA LUAGs. Table
6 in Section 3.3.4 documents the project’s compliance with the MHPA LUAGs. As demonstrated
in Table 6, the project would be compliant with the MHPA LUAGS, and impacts would be less
than significant.
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6.7.2.2  Optimized Wetland Alternative

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and hydrologic
restoration in the same development footprint as the project, which includes lands within and
immediately adjacent to the MHPA. Like the project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is subject
to the same MHPA LUAGS consistency analysis provided in Table 6 (Section 3.3.4). As discussed
in Sections 6.2.2, 6.3.2, 6.4,2, and 6.5.2 for the Wetlands Optimized Alternative, the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative would result in similar impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species and
sensitive vegetation communities as the project and would implement the same mitigation measures
to reduce those impacts to below a level of significance. Because the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative would occur in the same location, results in similar impacts to biological resources, and
would implement similar mitigation measures as the project, the MHPA LUAGS consistency
analysis provided in Table 6 is applicable to this alternative. Therefore, the Wetlands Optimized
Alternative would be compliant with the MHPA LUAGS, and impacts would be less than significant.

6.7.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

6.7.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.7.4.1  Proposed Project

Impacts from conflicts with the MHPA LUAGs were determined to be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

6.7.4.2  Wetlands Optimized Alternative

Impacts from conflicts with the MHPA LUAGs were determined to be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.

6.8 Threshold 7: Local Policies or Ordinances
6.8.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impact could result if the project would conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources.

6.8.2 Impact Analysis
6.8.2.1 Proposed Project

As discussed in Section 3.3.7, City of San Diego General Plan, the project is located in the City of
San Diego; therefore, is subject to the goals and policies in the City’s General Plan. The City’s
General Plan Elements applicable to biological resources includes the Conservation and
Recreation Elements. Table 7 (Section 3.3.7) documents the project’s consistency with the
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Conservation and Recreation Elements goals and policies applicable to biological resources. As
demonstrated in Table 7, the project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan goals and
policies, including mitigation requirements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

6.8.2.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and
hydrologic restoration in the same development footprint as the project within the City of San
Diego General Plan area. Like the project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative is subject to the
same General Plan Conservation and Recreation Elements consistency analysis provided in Table
7 in Section 3.3.7. As discussed in Sections 6.2.2, 6.3.2, 6.4,2, and 6.5.2 for the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would result in similar impacts to
sensitive plant and wildlife species and sensitive vegetation communities compared to the project
and would implement the same mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to below a level of
significance. Because the Wetlands Optimized Alternative occurs in the same location, results in
similar impacts to biological resources, and implements the same mitigation measures as the
proposed project, the General Plan Conservation and Recreation Elements consistency analysis
provided in Table 7 (Section 3.3.7) is applicable to this alternative. The Wetlands Optimized
Alternative would be consistent with the City’s General Plan goals and policies, including
mitigation requirements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

6.8.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation is required.

6.8.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.8.4.1 Proposed Project

Impacts from conflicts with the City’s General Plan Conservation and Recreation Element goals and
policies were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

6.8.4.2  Optimized Wetland Alternative

Impacts from conflicts with the City’s General Plan Conservation and Recreation Element goals and
policies were determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

6.9 Threshold 8: Invasive Species Introduction
6.9.1 Guidelines for Determination of Significance

A significant impact could result if the project would introduce invasive species of plants into a
natural open space area.
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6.9.2 Impact Analysis
6.9.2.1 Proposed Project

As discussed in Sections 6.2 and 6.3, implementation of the project has the potential to introduce
non-native invasive plant species into the natural open space areas and MHPA of KFMR/NWP
and Mission Bay. However, as demonstrated in Sections 3.3.2 through 3.3.4, the project would be
in compliance with the MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB Municipal Permit, the City’s
Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES regulations, and comply
with the Landscape Regulations (LDC 142.0400 and per Table 142-04F, Revegetation and
Irrigation Requirements) requiring all plant species installed within 100 feet of the MHPA be non-
invasive. Further, the project incorporates invasive plant species removal into habitat restoration
(MM BIO-5) and includes the restoration of the existing Campland site, which currently contains
a high number of invasive ornamental species. The restoration of Campland to native marshland
habitat would further reduce potential for invasives, particularly ornamentals, from spreading into
the MHPA. Habitat restoration per MM BIO-5 would establish a native plant community within
any temporarily disturbed areas of native habitat, thus minimizing the potential for invasive plant
species. Therefore, impacts from the introduction of invasive species of plants into a natural open
space area would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

6.9.2.2  Wetlands Optimized Alternative

The Wetlands Optimized Alternative proposes the same construction, enhancement, and hydrologic
restoration in the same development footprint as the proposed project. Further construction activities
and operation of the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would be largely the same compared to the
project; therefore, the same potential for the introduction of invasive species would result. Therefore,
the Wetlands Optimized Alternative has the same potential to introduce non-native invasive species
of plants into the natural open space areas of KFMR/NWP and Mission Bay compared to the
proposed project. This alternative would comply with MSCP SAP, the San Diego RWQCB
Municipal Permit, the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (City of San Diego 2012a), and NPDES
regulations, and Landscape Regulations (LDC 142.0400 and per Table 142-04F, Revegetation and
Irrigation Requirements) requiring all plant species installed within 100 feet of the MHPA be non-
invasive. Further, similar to the proposed project, the Wetlands Optimized Alternative would
incorporate invasive plant species removal into habitat restoration (MM BIO-5). Therefore, impacts
from the introduction of invasive species of plants into a natural open space area would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.

6.9.3 Mitigation Measures

Implementation of MM BIO-5 would reduce potentially significant impacts from the introduction
of invasive species of plants into a natural open space area.
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6.9.4 Significance After Mitigation
6.9.4.1 Proposed Project

The potential impacts from introduction of invasive species would be avoided through compliance
with the Landscape Regulations (Land Development Code 142.0400 and per Table 142-04F,
Revegetation and Irrigation Requirements) requiring all plant species installed within 100 feet of
the MHPA be non-invasive and mitigated through implementation of MM BIO-5.

6.9.4.2 Wetlands Optimized Alternative

Implementation of MM BIO-5 would mitigate the potential impacts from the introduction of
invasive species of plants into a natural open space area during development of the Wetlands
Optimized Alternative to below a level of significance.

6.10 Cumulative Impacts
6.10.1 Cumulative Threshold 1: Sensitive Plant and Wildlife Species

The cumulative project area specific to biological resources was defined by nearby surrounding
areas with similar biological resources. Cumulative projects in the vicinity of the project area
would have the potential to result in impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species, including loss
of habitat. All projects proposed in the City are required to comply with CEQA. Two projects
proposed in the cumulative project area include the Fiesta Island Amendment to the Mission Bay
Park Master Plan and Mission Bay Park Improvement Plan. Similar to the project, these
cumulative projects are primarily within previously developed areas and include portions of
undeveloped open space in Mission Bay. Implementation of these two cumulative projects have
the potential to result in impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species. However, like the project,
these cumulative projects are within the MSCP SAP and are required to limit impacts and comply
with the biological resource conservation goals of the MSCP.

The MSCP is a long-term regional conservation plan established to protect sensitive species and
habitats in San Diego County. The MSCP is divided into subarea plans that are implemented separately
from one another. The project area is within the MSCP SAP and partially inside the MHPA.

In an effort to eliminate cumulative impacts to sensitive biological resources throughout San Diego,
the City is participating in a regional conservation planning effort, MSCP SAP. This planning effort is
designed to address cumulative impacts through development of a regional plan that addresses impacts
to covered species and habitats in a manner that assures their conservation despite impacts of
cumulative projects over the long-term. The ultimate goal of this plan is the establishment of biological
reserve areas in conformance with the State of California Natural Community Conservation Planning
Act. In addition to being signatory to the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act, the MSCP
SAP is also an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan under Section 10 of FESA.
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As previously discussed in Section 3.3.2, the project lies within the urban area of the MSCP SAP
boundary. The MHPA is a “hard line” preserve developed by the City in cooperation with the wildlife
agencies, property owners, developers, and environmental groups. The MHPA identifies biological
core resource areas and corridors targeted for conservation, in which only limited development may
occur (City of San Diego 1997).

Preservation and restoration of habitat, planning in accordance with the biological resource
conservation goals of the MSCP SAP, and limitation of impacts in accordance with the MSCP SAP
are intended to mitigate cumulative biological resource impacts. Although sections of the proposed
project area include wetland buffers within the COZ and inside the City’s designated MHPA boundary,
the restoration and enhancement activities proposed in these areas would be considered compatible
uses within COZ wetland buffers (i.e., wetland restoration project) and inside the MHPA boundary, in
accordance with the City’s SDBG and Section 143.0130 of City’s LDC ESL regulations. The proposed
project’s demonstrated consistency with the MSCP SAP through project design and incorporation of
mitigation measures is provided in Section 6.6.2. In addition, since construction would occur within
and adjacent to the MHPA, the proposed project is required to demonstrate consistency with the MSCP
SAP and MHPA LUAGsS (provided in Sections 3.3.2 through 3.3.4). Therefore, the project would be
consistent with the MSCP SAP, and cumulative impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species would
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

6.10.2  Cumulative Threshold 2: Sensitive Vegetation Communities

As discussed above in Section 6.10.1, the proposed project’s demonstrated consistency with the
MSCP SAP, MHPA LUAGsS, the City’s SDBG, and City’s LDC ESL regulations (provided in
Sections 3.3.2 through 3.3.4) ensures the project, in combination with other cumulative projects within
the City, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources. In fact, the
proposed project would provide a net benefit to the vegetation communities in the project area by
restoring and expanding natural wetland and aquatic habitats. Therefore, because the project
minimizes impacts to sensitive vegetation communities and demonstrates consistency with the
MSCP SAP requirements, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to
sensitive vegetation communities.

6.10.3  Cumulative Threshold 3: Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the project’s demonstrated consistency with the MSCP SAP,
MHPA LUAGsS, the City’s SDBG, and City’s LDC ESL regulations (provided in Sections 3.3.2
through 3.3.4) ensures the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative projects within the
City, will not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources. In fact, the project
would provide a net benefit to the functions and values of the aquatic resources in the project area
by restoring and expanding the wetland and non-wetland waters. In addition, all cumulative
projects with potential impacts to jurisdictional aquatic resources would be required to comply
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with applicable federal and/or state regulations that ensure no net loss of resources, such as Section
404 of the federal CWA, Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 1600 of the CFGC,
and Porter-Cologne. Therefore, because the proposed project minimizes impacts to jurisdictional
aquatic resources, demonstrates consistency with the MSCP SAP requirements, and would comply
with federal and state permitting regulations, the project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable impact to sensitive vegetation communities.

6.10.4  Cumulative Threshold 4: Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the project’s demonstrated consistency with the MSCP SAP,
MHPA LUAGsS, the City’s SDBG, and City’s LDC ESL regulations (provided in Sections 3.3.2
through 3.3.4) ensures the project, in combination with other cumulative projects within the City,
would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources. In fact, the project would
provide a long-term benefit for wildlife movement through the project area. Therefore, because the
project minimizes impacts to wildlife movement and demonstrates consistency with the MSCP
SAP requirements, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to wildlife
corridors and habitat linkages.

6.10.5 Cumulative Threshold 5: Habitat Conservation Plans

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the project’s demonstrated consistency with the MSCP SAP (provided
in Tables 4 and 5 in Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3) ensures the project, in combination with other cumulative
projects within the City, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources.
Therefore, because the project minimizes impacts to biological resources covered by the MSCP SAP
and demonstrates consistency with the MSCP SAP requirements, the project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact associated with a conflict with a Habitat Conservation Plan.

6.10.6  Cumulative Threshold 6: Multi-Habitat Planning Area Adjacency

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the project’s demonstrated consistency with the MHPA LUAGs
(provided in Table 6 in Section 3.3.4) ensures the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative
projects within the City, will not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources.
Therefore, because the project minimizes impacts to biological resources adjacent to and within the
MHPA and demonstrates consistency with the MHPA LUAGS, the project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact associated with a conflict with the MHPA Adjacency Guidelines.

6.10.7 Cumulative Threshold 7: Local Policies and Ordinances

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the project’s demonstrated consistency with the MSCP SAP
(provided in Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3) ensures the project, in combination with other cumulative
projects within the City, would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological
resources. Further, the project demonstrates consistency with the City of San Diego General Plan
Conservation and Recreation Elements goals and policies applicable to the project. Therefore,

Biological Resources Technical Report 128 March 2023
De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan



because the project minimizes impacts to biological resources and demonstrates consistency with
both the MSCP SAP requirements and City General Plan Conservation and Recreation Elements,
the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact associated with a conflict with
local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources.

6.10.8  Cumulative Threshold 8: Invasive Species Introduction

As discussed in Section 6.10.1, the project’s demonstrated consistency with the MSCP SAP,
MHPA LUAGsS, the City’s SDBG, and the City’s LDC ESL regulations (provided in Sections 3.3.2
through 3.3.4) ensures the project, in combination with other cumulative projects within the City,
would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources. In fact, the project
would provide a net benefit to the biological resources in the project area by removing invasive
plant species and restoring temporary impacts using native plant communities, thus minimizing
the potential for invasive plant species in the project area. Therefore, because the project minimizes
impacts from invasive species and demonstrates consistency with the MSCP SAP and MHPA
LUAGs requirements, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact from
invasive species introduction.
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Plant Species Observed

Scientific Name

Common Name

Vascular Species

Dicots
Acanthaceae Acanthus Family
Avicennia marina’ Gray mangrove
Aizoaceae Fig-Marigold Family
Carpobrotus chilensis? Sea fig
Carpobrotus edulis? Ice plant
Malephora crocea’ Coppery mesemb

Mesembryanthemum crystallinum?

Common iceplant

Mesembryanthemum nodiflorum?

Slenderleaf iceplant

Anacardiaceae

Sumac or Cashew Family

Malosma laurina

Laurel sumac

Rhus integrifolia

Lemonade berry

Schinus molle?

Peruvian pepper tree

Schinus terebinthifolius?

Brazilian pepper tree

Apiaceae

Carrot, Celery, or Parsley Family

Foeniculum vulgare?

Fennel

Asteraceae

Sunflower Family

Ambrosia chamissonis

Beach bursage

Artemisia californica

California sagebrush

Baccharis pilularis ssp. pilularis

Coyote brush

Baccharis sarothroides

Broom baccharis

Encelia californica

California brittle bush

Erigeron canadensis

Horseweed

Glebionis coronaria’

Crown daisy

Isocoma menziesii

Coastal goldenbush

Iva hayesiana CRPR 28.2

San Diego marsh-elder

Jaumea carnosa

Marsh jaumea

Pseudognaphalium luteoalbum’

Jersey cudweed

Sonchus asper subsp. asper?

Prickly sow-thistle

Xanthium strumarium

Rough cockleburr

Bataceae

Saltwort Family

Batis maritima

Turtleweed

Boraginaceae

Borage Family

Heliotropium curassavicum

Salt heliotrope

Heliotropium curassavicum var. oculatum

Seaside heliotrope

Brassicaceae

Mustard Family

Brassica nigra’

Black mustard

Cakile maritima?

European searocket
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Plant Species Observed

Scientific Name

Common Name

Cactaceae

Cactus Family

Cylindropuntia prolifera

Coast cholla

Opuntia littoralis

Coastal prickly pear

Caryophyllaceae

Pink Family

Bougainvillea’

Bougainvillea

Limonium sp.

Sea lavender

Spergularia macrotheca

Sticky sandspurry

Chenopodiaceae

Goosefoot Family

Arthrocnemum subterminale

Parish’s glasswort

Atriplex lentiformis Big saltbush

Atriplex leucophylla Beach saltbush
Atriplex semibaccata’ Australian saltbush
Bassia hyssopifolia’ Fivehorn smotherweed

Salicornia bigelovii

Dwarf saltwort

Salicornia depressa

Virginia glasswort

Salicornia pacifica

Pickleweed

Salsola australis?

Russian thistle

Suaeda californica FE CRPR 1B.1

California seablite

Suaeda nigra

Bush seepweed

Cleomaceae

Spiderflower Family

Peritoma arborea

Bladderpod spiderflower

Convolvulaceae

Morning-glory Family

Cressa truxillensis Alkali weed
Cuscuta nevadensis Veatch's dodder
Euphorbiaceae Spurge Family
Ricinus communis? Castorbean
Fabaceae Legume Family
Acacia sp.! Acacia
Acmispon glaber Deer weed
Frankeniaceae Frankenia Family
Frankenia palmeri CRPR 2B.1 Palmer’s frankenia
Frankenia salina Alkali heath
Malvaceae Mallow Family
Malva parviflora® Cheeseweed
Moraceae Mulberry Family
Ficus carica’ Common fig
Myrtaceae Myrtle family
Eucalyptus camaldulensis? Red gum
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Plant Species Observed

Scientific Name

Common Name

Oleaceae

Olive Family

Olea europaea’

Olive

Onagraceae

Evening Primrose Family

Camissoniopsis cheiranthifolia

Beach suncup

Phrymaceae

Lopseed Family

Diplacus puniceus

Red bush monkeyflower

Plumbaginaceae

Leadwort Family

Limonium californicum

Marsh rosemary

Polygonaceae Buckwheat Family
Eriogonum fasciculatum California buckwheat
Persicaria lapathifolia Common knotweed
Rumex crispus? Curly dock
Rosaceae Rose Family
Heteromeles arbutifolia Toyon
Salicaceae Willow Family
Salix lasiolepis Arroyo willow
Solanaceae Nightshade Family
Nicotiana glauca’ Tree tobacco
Verbenaceae Vervain Family
Verbena scabra Sandpaper vervain
Monocots
Arecaceae Palm Family
Syagrus romanzoffiana’ Queen palm
Washingtonia filifera California fan paim
Washingtonia robusta’ Mexican fan palm
Agavaceae Agave Family
Agave americana’ American century plant
Cyperaceae Sedge Family
Carex sp. Sedge
Cyperus papyrus? Papyrus

Schoenoplectus californicus

California bulrush

Juncaceae

Juncus Family

Juncus acutus CRPR 4.2

Southwestern spiny rush

Juncaginaceae

Arrow-Grass Family

Triglochin maritima

Seaside arrowgrass

Poaceae

Grass Family

Arundo donax!

Giant reed

Avena barbata’

Slender wild oat

Avena fatua’

Wild oat
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Plant Species Observed

Scientific Name

Common Name

Bromus diandrus? Ripgut brome
Cortaderia selloana’ Pampas grass
Cynodon dactylon’ Bermuda grass
Distichlis littoralis Shoregrass

Distichlis spicata Salt grass

Festuca perennis? Perennial rye grass
Leymus condensatus Giant wild rye
Polypogon monspeliensis ! Rabbit foot beard grass

Spartina foliosa

California cordgrass

Stipa lepida Foothill needle grass
Typhaceae Cattail Family
Typha latifolia Broad-leaved cattail
Zosteraceae Seagrass Family
Phyllospadix torreyi Surfgrass
Zostera marina Eelgrass
Gymnosperms and Gnetophytes
Pinaceae Pine Family
Pinus halepensis? Aleppo pine
Non-Vascular Species
Ulvaceae Green Algae Family

Chaetomorpha spiralis?

Spaghetti algae

Enteromorpha sp.

Hallow-green nori

Ulva lactuca

Sea lettuce

Rhodophyta Red Algae Family

Gracilaria pacifica Red seaweed

Plocamium cartilagineum Red algae
Notes:
1 = Non-native
CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank
FE = Federally Endangered
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Wildlife Species Observed

Family

‘ Common Name

‘ Scientific Name

Reptiles

Squamata (Lizards and Snakes)

Anguidae . Southern alligator lizard Elgaria multicarinata
Alligator Lizard Family
Anniellidae San Diegan legless lizard? Anniella stebbinsi

California Legless Lizards

Colubridae
Colubrid Snakes

San Diego Gophersnake

Pituophis catenifer annectens

Iguanidae

American Arboreal Lizards,
Chuckwallas, and Iguanas

Great Basin fence lizard

Sceloporus occidentalis longipes

Accipitridae
Hawk, Eagle, Kite, and Allies

Birds

Accipitriformes (Hawks, Kites, Eagles, and Allies)
Cooper’s hawk34 Accipiter cooperii
Northern harrier24 Circus hudsonius
Osprey? Pandion haliaetus
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis
White-tailed kite® Elanus leucurus

Anseriformes (Ducks, Geese, and Swans)

Anatidae
Ducks, Geese, and Swans

American wigeon

Mareca americana

Brant? Branta bernicla
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola
Cinnamon teal Spatula cyanoptera
Gadwall Mareca strepera
Greater white-fronted goose Anser albifrons
Green-winged teal Anas crecca
Lesser scaup Aythya affinis
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos
Northern pintail Anas acuta
Northern shoveler Spatula clypeata
Red-breasted merganser Mergus serrator

Redhead?

Aythya americana

Ruddy duck

Oxyura jamaicensis
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Wildlife Species Observed

Family

‘ Common Name

‘ Scientific Name

Caprimulgiformes (Nightjars)

Trochilidae
Hummingbirds

Allen's Hummingbird Selasphorus sasin
Anna’s hummingbird Calypte anna
Black-chinned hummingbird Archilochus alexandri

Costa's hummingbird?2

Calypte costae

Rufous hummingbird®

Selasphorus rufus

Charadriiformes (Gulls, Terns, Plovers, and other Shorebirds)

Charadriidae

Black-bellied plover

Pluvialis squatarola

Killdeer

Charadrius vociferus

Pacific golden-plover

Pluvialis fulva

Plover Family
Semipalmated plover Charadrius semipalmatus
Snowy plover Charadrius nivosus
Black tern2 Chlidonias niger
Black skimmer26 Rynchops niger
California gull® Larus californicus
California least tern45.7.:8 Sternula antillarum browni
Caspian terns Hydroprogne caspia
Elegant tern? Thalasseus elegans
Laridae Forster's tern Sterna forsteri
Gulls, Terns, and Skimmers
Glaucous-winged gull Larus glaucescens
Heermann’s gull Larus heermanni
Herring gull Larus argentatus
Royal tern Thalasseus maximus
Ring-billed gull Larus delawarensis
Western gull Larus occidentalis
Recurvirostridae American avocet Recurvirostra americana
Stilts and Avocets Black-necked stilt Himantopus mexicanus
Black turnstone Arenaria melanocephala
Dunlin Calidris alpina

Scolopacidae
Sandpipers, Phalaropes, and Allies

Greater yellowlegs

Tringa melanoleuca

Least sandpiper

Calidris minutilla

Lesser yellowlegs

Tringa flavipes

Long-billed curlew36

Numenius americanus

Long-billed dowitcher

Limnodromus scolopaceus

Marbled godwit Limosa fedoa
Red knot Calidris canutus
Ruddy turnstone Arenaria interpres
Sanderling Calidris alba
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Wildlife Species Observed

Family

Common Name

Scientific Name

Short-billed dowitcher

Limnodromus griseus

Solitary sandpiper

Tringa solitaria

Spotted sandpiper Actitis macularius
Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus
Western sandpiper Calidris mauri

Wilson’s shipe Gallinago delicata
Willet Tringa semipalmata
Coraciiformes (Kingfishers and Hornbills)
Q::::;:gsae Belted kingfisher Megaceryle alcyon
Falconiformes (Caracaras and Falcons)
Falconidae American kestrel Falco sparverius

Caracaras and Falcons

American peregrine falcon#56:9.10

Falco peregrinus anatum

Gaviiformes (Loons and Divers)

Gaviidae .
Common loon? Gavia immer
Loons
Gruiformes (Coots, Cranes, and Rails)
Rallidae American coot Fulica americana

Rails and Coots

Light-footed Ridgway’s rail#57:8

Rallus obsoletus levipes

Passeriformes (Perching Birds)

Alaudidae California horned lark? Eremophila alpestris

Larks

Bomb.yludae Cedar waxwing Bombycilla cedrorum

Waxwings

Columbiformidae Mourning dove Zenaida macroura

Dove Rock pigeon' Columba livia
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos

Corvidae

Jays, Magpies, and Crows

California scrub-jay

Aphelocoma californica

Common raven

Corvus corax

Cardinalidae
Cardinals and Grosbeaks

Black-headed grosbeak

Pheucticus melanocephalus

Blue grosbeak

Passerina caerulea

Lazuli bunting

Passerina amoena

American goldfinch

Spinus tristis

Frlng||||dae House finch Haemorhous mexicanus
Finches

Lesser goldfinch Spinus psaltria

Barn swallow Hirundo rustica
Hirundinidae Cliff swallow Petrochelidon pyrrhonota
Swallows Northern rough-winged swallow Stelgidopteryx serripennis

Tree swallow

Tachycineta bicolor
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Wildlife Species Observed

Family Common Name Scientific Name
Mimidae o .
Mockingbirds and Thrashers Northern mockingbird Mimus polyglottos
Motacillidae American pipit Anthus rubescens

Wagtails and Pipits

Passerellidae
New World Sparrows

Belding's savannah sparrow?8

Passerculus sandwichensis beldingi

California towhee

Melozone crissalis

Chipping sparrow

Spizella passerina

Dark-eyed junco

Junco hyemalis

Golden-crowned sparrow

Zonotrichia atricapilla

House sparrow

Passer domesticus

Lincoln’s sparrow

Melospiza lincolnii

Song sparrow

Melospiza melodia

Spotted towhee

Pipilo maculatus

White-crowned sparrow

Zonotrichia leucophrys

Regulidae

Kinglets Ruby-crowned kinglet Regulus calendula
Sturnidae
- .
Starlings European starling Sturnus vulgaris
American robin Turdus migratorius
Turdidae .
Hermit thrush Catharus guttatus
Thrushes
Western bluebird Sialia mexicana
Ash-throated flycatcher Myiarchus cinerascens
Black phoebe Sayornis nigricans
Cassin's kingbird Tyrannus vociferans
Tyrannidae - ; P
Pacific-slope flycatcher Empidonax difficilis
Tyrant Flycatcher
Say’s phoebe Sayornis saya
Western kingbird Tyrannus verticalis
Western wood-pewee Contopus sordidulus
Brewer's blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus
Brown-headed cowbird! Molothrus ater
Icteridae Bullock’s oriole Icterus bullockii
American Blackbirds, Orioles, and New ,
World Blackbirds Hooded oriole Icterus cucullatus
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus

Western meadowlark

Sturnella neglecta

Parulidae
Wood Warblers

Common yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas
Orange-crowned warbler Leiothlypis celata
Palm warbler Setophaga palmarum
Townsend’s warbler Setophaga townsendi
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Wildlife Species Observed

Family Common Name Scientific Name

Yellow-rumped warbler Setophaga coronata
Wilson's warbler Cardellina pusilla

Aegithalidae . . .

Bushtits Bushtit Psaltriparus minimus
Bewick’s wren Thryomanes bewickii

Troglodytidae

Wrens House wren Troglodytes aedon
Clark's marsh Wrenz6 Cistothorus palustris clarkae

Pelicaniformes (Pelicans, Ibises, and Herons)

Black-crowned night-heron Nycticorax nycticorax
California brown pelican® Pelecanus occidentalis californicus
Great blue heron Ardea herodias

Ardeidae
Great egret Ardea alba

Bitterns, Egrets, and Herons

Green heron

Butorides virescens

Reddish egret* Egretta rufescens
Snowy egret Egretta thula
Piciformes (Woodpeckers)
Picidae Northern flicker Colaptes auratus
Woodpeckers Nuttall's woodpecker Dryobates nuttallii
Podicipediformes (Grebes)
Clark’s grebe Aechmophorus clarkii
Eared grebe Podiceps nigricollis
Podicipedidae ; :
Horned grebe Podiceps auritus
Grebes
Pied-billed grebe Podilymbus podiceps
Western grebe Aechmophorus occidentalis
Procellariiformes (Albatrosses, Petrels, and Shearwaters)
Hydrobatidae ,
Northern Storm Petrels Leach's storm petrel Hydrobates leucorhous
Strigiformes (Owls)
Tytonidae
Barm Owls Barn owl Tyto alba
Strlgldae Great horned owl Bubo virginianus
Typical Owls

Suliformes (Cormorants)

Phalacrocoracidae

Double-crested cormorant3 Phalacrocorax auritus
Cormorants
Fregatidae Magnificent frigatebird Fregata magnificens
Frigtebirds g g 9 9
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Wildlife Species Observed

Family

‘ Common Name

Scientific Name

Mammals

Didelphimorphia (Opossums)

Didelphidae
New World Opossums

Virginia opossum'

Didelphis virginiana

Rodentia (Rodents)

Cricetidae
New World Rats and Mice, Voles, Roof rat' Rattus rattus
Hamsters, and Relatives
Geomyidae ,
Pocket Gophers Botta’s pocket gopher Thomomys bottae
Sciuridae

liforni irrel hil heyi
Squirels, Chipmunks, and Marmots California ground squirre Spermophilus beecheyi

Carnivora (Carnivores)

Procyonidae Raccoon Procyon lotor

Raccoons, Ringtails, and Allies

Fish

Atheriniformes (Silversides)

Atherinopsidae Jack smelt Atherinopsis californiensis

Silversides Top smelt Atherinops affinis
Chimaeriformes (Rat Fish)

g:ilg:rraldae Spotted ratfish Hydrolagus colliei
Myliobatiformes (Batoids)

Urotrygonidae California spotted stingray Urolophus halleri

Round Rays Round ray Urobatis halleri

Ovalentaria (Surfperches)

Embiotocidae
Surfperches

Shiner perch

Cymatogaster aggregata

Perciformes (Ray-finned Fish)

Serranidae
Groupers and Bass

Barred sand bass

Paralabrax nebulifer

Pleuronectiformes (Flatfish)

Pleuronectidae
Flatfish

California halibut

Paralichthys californicus

Rhinopristiformes (Shovelnose Rays)

Rhinobatidae
Guitarfish

Shovelnose guitarfish

Rhinobatos productus

w

corpaeniformes (Sculpins and Lionfishes)

Scorpaenidae
Scorpionfish

California scorpionfish (sculpin)

Scorpaena quttata

Biological Resources Technical Report

B-10

De Anza Natural Amendment to the Mission Bay Park Master Plan

March 2023


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Atheriniformes
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Myliobatiformes
https://www.fishbase.de/summary/OrdersSummary.php?Order=Ovalentaria/misc
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rhinopristiformes
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Scorpaeniformes

Wildlife Species Observed

Family

‘ Common Name

‘ Scientific Name

Invertebrates

Actiniaria (Sea Anemones)

Actiniidae
Sand Anemone

Sand anemone

Urticina columbiana

Cerianthidae
Tube-Dwelling Anemone

Tube-dwelling anemone

Pachycerianthus fimbriatus

Diadumenidae

Sea Anemone Ghost anemone Diadumene leucolena
Anostraca (Fairy Shrimp)
g::emsll:r?r:p Brine shrimp Artemia spp.
Cephalaspidea (Bubble Snails)
Aglajidae

Head Shield Slugs and Snails

California aglaja

Navanax inermis

Heterobranchia (Snails and Slugs)

g:;y:::!:: California sea hare Aplysia californica
Lepidoptera (Butterflies)

::;Egl:f:me”y Wandering skipper* Panoquina errans
Lycaenidae Acmon blue Plebejus acmon
Gossamer-Wing Butterflies Western pygmy blue Brephidium exilis
Nymphalidae Monarch butterfly!t Danaus plexippus
Brush-Footed Butterflies Painted lady Vanessa cardui
E::::L::;;asean d Swallowtails Western giant swallowtail Papilio rumiko

Cabbage white Pieris rapae
Pieridae ) Clouded Sulphur Colias philodice
True Butterflies

Cloudless sulphur Phoebis sennae

Littorinimorpha (Sea Snails)
g::g:;’l:e Slipper snail Crepidula spp.
Odonata (Dragonflies)
IE)IrZZt:If:;Ze Flame skimmer Libellula saturata
Pectinida (Scallops)
Pectinidae Rock scallop Crassedoma giganteum
Scallop
Notes:

L Non-native
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8

9

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Species of Special Concern
California Department of Fish and Wildlife Watch List species

City of San Diego MSCP Covered Species

CDFW Fully Protected

Bird of Conservation Concern

Federally Endangered

State Endangered

Federally Delisted

10 State Delisted
11 Under review for protection under the Federal Endangered Species Act
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