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Summary 

This biological technical report was prepared to provide the existing conditions of the Project site and evaluation of 

the proposed Armorlite Lofts Project. The Project site refers to the approximately 2.44--acre undeveloped Project 

site analyzed in this report. The Armorlite Lofts Project (Project) is located in the City of San Marcos, San Diego 

County, California Dudek has prepared this Biological Resources Technical Report (report) in support of Project 

review by the City of San Marcos (City). This report is also intended to support environmental review by other 

applicable regulatory resource agencies as needed. 

Dudek conducted an initial biological reconnaissance visit, habitat assessment, vegetation mapping, aquatic 

resources assessment, 24-hour post rainfall site visits, focused coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica 

californica) surveys, and focused special-status plant surveys between 2021  and 2023. This report documents the 

results of Dudekõs fieldwork and provides an analysis of the biological impacts related to the proposed project. 

Based on species composition and general physiognomy, Dudek mapped two vegetation communities and one land 

covers within the Project site in 2023: Diegan coastal sage scrub (2.13 acres), non-native grasslandñ broadleaf-

dominated (0.12 acres), and disturbed habitat (0.20 acres). No features were mapped during the aquatic resources 

assessment. 

Diegan coastal sage scrub makes up the majority of the Project site. Non-native grasslandñbroadleaf-dominated 

occupies a small patch in the center of the site, and disturbed habitat is present in two small areas near the western 

edge of the site. 

 

Focused surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher within the Project site were negative. Focused surveys special- 

status plants within the Project site were also negative. No additional special-status species were determined to 

have a moderate or high potential to occur within the Project site. No features were mapped during the aquatic 

resources assessment. 

The proposed project would result in 2.44 acres of on-site permanent impacts associated with the grading and 

development of the proposed project. 

 

Of the overall impacts, there are significant impacts from the permanent loss of 2.13 acres of Diegan coastal sage 

scrub and the permanent loss of 0.12 acres of non-native grassland: broadleaf dominated. 

 

No other significant direct and/or indirect effects on special-status wildlife species and their habitat, jurisdictional 

resources, and wildlife corridors/habitat linkages are anticipated. 

Mitigation to reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level includes the purchase of off-site mitigation credits, 

breeding season avoidance, pre-construction nesting bird surveys; biological monitoring during clearing, grubbing, 

and grading; best management practices; and prohibition of invasive species in planting palettes. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of the Report 

The Armorlite Lofts Project (Project) is being proposed on an undeveloped 2.44-acre private property in the City of 

San Marcos, San Diego County, California. Dudek has prepared this Biological Resources Technical Report (report) 

in support of Project review by the City of San Marcos (City). This report is also intended to support environmental 

review by other applicable regulatory resource agencies as needed. 

This purpose of this biological technical report is to (1) describe the conditions of biological resources associated 

with the Project in terms of vegetation communities, plants, wildlife, potential for special-status species, wildlife 

habitats and movement, and aquatic resources; (2) quantify potential direct impacts and qualitatively describe 

indirect impacts to biological resources that would result from implementation of the proposed Project; (3) discuss 

those impacts in terms of biological significance in view of federal, state, and local laws and policies; and (4) 

recommend measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate any significant impacts that would occur to biological 

resources as a result of Project implementation. 

1.2 Project Location and Description 

The Project site occupies approximately 2.44 acres and is located on Armorlite Drive, east of North Las Posas Road 

and south of West Mission Road in the City of San Marcos, California. The site is mapped in Section 10, Township 

12 South, Range 3 West of the San Marcos U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangle and is centered at 

longitude 117Á11õ17.60ó W and latitude 33Á8õ49.48ó N (Figure 1). The site comprises Tax Assessorõs Parcel 

Number (APNs) 219-162-57. The site is situated in a developed landscape with the Palomar Station and a mixed- 

use development to the east and south; a drive-thru restaurant and AT&T switch gear facility to the west; and the 

North County Transit District railroad right-of-way, West Mission Road, and additional commercial development to 

the north. 

The proposed development consists of 165 residential units, 5,600 square feet of commercial space and covered 

parking garage in a mixed-use building. The development will also include on-site surface parking, retaining walls, 

surface improvements for drive aisles and pedestrian walkways, and associated civil utility services. 
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2 Agency Consultation 

As discussed in this report, the Project site lacks state- or federally-listed species as well as jurisdictional aquatic 

resources, which would require resource agency permits and/or consultation. For this section, òresource agencyó 

refers to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 

or Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
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3 Environmental Setting 

The currently undeveloped, vacant site is enclosed by chain-link fencing along the north, south and western property 

boundary and open cable railing situated atop a small retaining wall along the eastern property boundary. A gated 

driveway onto the site is located on Armorlite Drive, and a second gated driveway in the northwestern portion of the 

property provides vehicular access via the adjacent AT&T facility to the west. Well-used foot paths and a hole in the 

chain-link fencing along the northern property limits indicate informal walk-through access across the property. 

Other signs of site disturbance include pet waste and miscellaneous trash and litter. The site is generally flat with 

two small, paved drive aisles and slopes downward along its edges. Elevations on site range from 560 to 578 feet 

above mean sea level. 

Two soils are identified on the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) 

soil survey within the proposed project area: Fallbrook sandy loam (FaC), 5 to 9% slopes; and Placentia sandy loam 

(PfA), 0 to 2% slopes. Most of the site is mapped as Fallbrook sandy loam (FaC) (Figure 2). This soil type is 

characterized by 5 to 9% slopes, and is a member of the fine-loamy, mixed, superactive, thermic Typic family of 

Haploxeralfs. Typically, Fallbrook soils have dark brown to yellowish brown A horizons, and dominantly reddish 

brown B2t horizons, and are slightly acidic or neutral (USDA 2023). Fallbrook soils are typically found on gently 

rolling hills to very steep and have slopes of 5 to 75%. Elevations are 200 to 3,000 feet. These soils formed in 

residuum weathered from granitic and closely related granitic rocks. Clay content increases at depth to 25% in 

the soil profile for Fallbrook sandy loam. 

Placentia sandy loam (PfA) is found as a small inclusion in the extreme southwestern corner of the site. It is 

characterized by 0 to 2% slopes, and is a member of the fine, smectitic, thermic Typic Natrixeralfs. Typically, 

Placentia soils have brown, medium acid, sandy loam A horizons, dark reddish brown, clay and heavy sandy clay 

loam B2t horizons with prismatic structure in the upper part and strong brown, gravelly sandy loam C horizons 

(USDA 2023). Placentia soils are nearly level to moderately sloping and are on fans and terraces at elevations of 

50 to 2,500 feet. They formed in alluvium from granite and other rocks of similar composition and texture. This soil 

type has a claypan (43% clay) approximately 16 inches below ground surface. 

3.1 Review of Historical Aerial Imagery 

Dudek conducted a review of historical aerial photographs of the Project site and general vicinity, to help determine 

if ephemeral basins or vernal pools may currently be on the Project site or may have been present in the past. 

Historical aerial photographs of the Project site were available from as far back as 1938 to the present (Google 

Earth 2023). No evidence or aerial signatures of vernal pools or ephemeral basins were documented during these 

years. Note that the lack of evidence or aerial signatures of vernal pools and ephemeral basins does not necessarily 

mean that these features were never present on the Project site during these years, but it is likely that if these 

features were present for a sustained period of time that they would have most likely been detected during this 

analysis. 

The available historical aerial photographs prior to 2012  showed a significant amount of disturbed land (primarily 

disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub and bare ground) across the Project site. The parcel may have been used as 

an informal dirt parking area or subject to off-road vehicle use as aerial photographs show bare areas and dirt roads 

becoming established over time. An aerial from 1994 shows commercial development immediately west of the 
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Project site. By late 2005, it appears the Project site was at least partially fenced, coinciding with a steady increase 

of new coastal sage scrub habitat from that point onwards likely resulting from diminished human disturbances on 

the site. Construction of Palomar Station, abutting the east side of the Project site began in 2013. A retaining wall 

constructed along the eastern boundary of the Project site as part of the Palomar Station development suggests 

the existing topography of the site is at least partially, if not entirely, natural and comprised of native rather than 

imported soils. By 2021, aerial photographs show the majority of coastal sage scrub habitat in the Project site to 

be disturbed. However, the aerial photograph from July 2021  shows more evidence of Project site disturbance, with 

two intersecting, perpendicular lines having been graded within the Project site, exposing more soil and creating 

more bare ground. The Project site remains undeveloped to the present. 
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4 Regulatory Context 

4.1 Federal 

4.1.1 Federal Endangered Species Act 

The federal Endangered Species Act of 1973  (16 USC 1531 et seq.), as amended, is administered by the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for most plant and animal species, and by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration National Marine Fisheries Service for certain marine species. This legislation is intended to provide 

a means to conserve the ecosystems upon which endangered and threatened species depend, and provide 

programs for the conservation of those species, thus preventing extinction of plants and wildlife. The federal 

Endangered Species Act defines an endangered species as òany species that is in danger of extinction throughout 

all or a significant portion of its range.ó A threatened species is defined as òany species that is likely to become an 

endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.ó Under the 

federal Endangered Species Act, it is unlawful to take any listed species, and òtakeó is defined as, òharass, harm, 

pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.ó 

The federal Endangered Species Act allows for the issuance of incidental take permits for listed species under 

Section 7, which is generally available for projects that also require other federal agency permits or other approvals, 

and under Section 10, which provides for the approval of habitat conservation plans on private property without 

any other federal agency involvement. Upon development of a habitat conservation plan, USFWS can issue 

incidental take permits for listed species. 

4.1.2 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) was originally passed in 1918  as four bilateral treaties, or conventions, for the 

protection of a shared migratory bird resource. The primary motivation for the international negotiations was to stop 

the òindiscriminate slaughteró of migratory birds by market hunters and others. Each of the treaties protects 

selected species of birds and provides for closed and open seasons for hunting game birds. The MBTA protects 

more than 800 species of birds and prohibits the take of any migratory bird or any part, nest, or eggs of any such 

bird. Under the MBTA, òtakeó is defined as pursuing, hunting, shooting, capturing, collecting, or killing, or attempting 

to do so (16 USC 703 et seq.). Additionally, Executive Order 13186,  Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect 

Migratory Birds, requires that any project with federal involvement address impacts of federal actions on migratory 

birds with the purpose of promoting conservation of migratory bird populations (66 FR 3853ð3856). The executive 

order requires federal agencies to work with USFWS to develop a memorandum of understanding. USFWS reviews 

actions that might affect these species. 

Two species of eagles that are native to the United States, bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden eagle 

(Aquila chrysaetos), were granted additional protection within the United States under the Bald and Golden Eagle 

Protection Act (16 USC 668ð668d) to prevent the species from becoming extinct. 
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4.1.3 Clean Water Act 

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates the discharge 

of dredged and/or fill material into òwaters of the United States.ó The term òwetlandsó (a subset of waters of the 

United States) is defined in Title 33 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 328.3(c)(1), as òthose areas that 

are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that 

under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 

conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.ó In the absence of wetlands, the 

limits of USACE jurisdiction in non-tidal waters, such as intermittent streams, extend to the ordinary high-water mark 

(OHWM), which is defined in Title 33 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Section 328.3(c)(4). 

4.2 State 

4.2.1 California Endangered Species Act 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) administers the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), 

which prohibits the òtakeó of plant and animal species designated by the California Fish and Game Commission as 

endangered or threatened in California. Under CESA Section 86, take is defined as òhunt, pursue, catch, capture, 

or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.ó CESA Section 2053 stipulates that state agencies may 

not approve projects that will òjeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species, 

or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence of those species, 

if there are reasonable and prudent alternatives available consistent with conserving the species or its habitat 

which would prevent jeopardy.ó 

CESA defines an endangered species as òa native species or subspecies of a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, reptile, 

or plant which is in serious danger of becoming extinct throughout all, or a significant portion, of its range due to 

one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, overexploitation, predation, competition, or 

disease.ó CESA defines a threatened species as òa native species or subspecies of a bird, mammal, fish, amphibian, 

reptile, or plant that, although not presently threatened with extinction, is likely to become an endangered species 

in the foreseeable future in the absence of the special protection and management efforts required by this chapter. 

Any animal determined by the [California Fish and Game] Commission as rare on or before January 1, 1985, is a 

threatened species.ó A candidate species is defined as òa native species or subspecies of a bird, mammal, fish, 

amphibian, reptile, or plant that the Commission has formally noticed as being under review by the department for 

addition to either the list of endangered species or the list of threatened species, or a species for which the 

Commission has published a notice of proposed regulation to add the species to either list.ó CESA does not list 

invertebrate species. 

CESA authorizes the taking of threatened, endangered, or candidate species if take is incidental to an otherwise 

lawful activity and if specific criteria are met. These provisions also require CDFW to coordinate consultations with 

USFWS for actions involving federally listed species that are also state-listed species. In certain circumstances, 

CESA allows CDFW to adopt a CESA incidental take authorization as satisfactory for CEQA purposes based on finding 

that the federal permit adequately protects the species and is consistent with state law. 

On July 10, 2023, Senate Bill 147 (SB147) was signed into law and amends the Fish and Game Code to allow a 

10-year permitting mechanism for a defined set of projects within the renewable energy, transportation, and water 
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infrastructure sectors. Currently, this project does not fall within those categories and therefore would not be 

authorized to take of òfully protectedó species that are protected under the provisions of the California Endangered 

Species Act California Fish and Game Code. 

4.2.2 California Fish and Game Code 

Sections 3511 (Birds), 4700 (Mammals), 5050 (Reptiles and Amphibians), and 5515 (Fish) of the California Fish 

and Game Code provide that designated fully protected species may not be taken or possessed without a permit. 

Incidental take of these species is not authorized by law. 

Pursuant to Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code, it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any 

birds of prey; or to take, possess, or destroy any nest or eggs of such birds. Birds of prey refer to species in the 

orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes. 

Nests of all other birds (except English sparrow [Passer domesticus] and European starling [Sturnus vulgaris]) are 

protected under Sections 3503 and 3513 of the California Fish and Game Code. 

 

Pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, CDFW regulates all diversions, obstructions, or 

changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports fish or wildlife. 

Diversion, obstruction, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that 

supports fish or wildlife requires authorization from CDFW by means of entering into an agreement pursuant to 

Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. 

4.2.3 PorterςCologne Water Quality Control Act 

The PorterðCologne Water Quality Control Act (PorterðCologne Act) protects water quality and the beneficial uses 

of water. It applies to surface water and groundwater. Under this law, the State Water Resources Control Board 

(SWRCB) develops statewide water quality plans, and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) develop 

regional basin plans that identify beneficial uses, water quality objectives, and implementation plans. The RWQCBs 

have the primary responsibility to implement the provisions of statewide plans and basin plans. Waters regulated 

under the PorterðCologne Act include isolated waters that are not regulated by USACE. RWQCBs regulate 

discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, within any region that could affect a òwater of the stateó 

(California Water Code, Section 13260[a]). Waters of the state are defined as òany surface water or groundwater, 

including saline waters, within the boundaries of the stateó (California Water Code, Section 13050[e]). 

Developments with impacts on jurisdictional waters must demonstrate compliance with the goals of the Porterð 

Cologne Act by developing Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans, Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans, 

and other measures to obtain a Clean Water Act Section 401 certification. If a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit 

is not required for a project, the RWQCB may still require a permit (i.e., Waste Discharge Requirement) for impacts 

to waters of the state under the PorterðCologne Act. 

4.2.4 California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et  seq.) 

require identification of a projectõs potentially significant impacts on biological resources and feasible mitigation 

measures and alternatives that could avoid or reduce significant impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b)(1) 

defines endangered animals or plants as species or subspecies whose òsurvival and reproduction in the wild are in 
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immediate jeopardy from one or more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, overexploitation, 

predation, competition, disease, or other factorsó (14 CCR 15000  et seq.). A rare animal or plant is defined in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15380(b)(2) as a species that, although not currently threatened with extinction, exists òin such 

small numbers throughout all or a significant portion of its range that it may become endangered if its environment 

worsens; or é [t]he species is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a 

significant portion of its range and may be considered ôthreatenedõ as that term is used in the federal Endangered 

Species Act.ó Additionally, an animal or plant may be presumed to be endangered, rare, or threatened if it meets 

the criteria for listing, as defined further in CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(c). CEQA also requires identification of 

a projectõs potentially significant impacts on riparian habitats (such as wetlands, bays, estuaries, and marshes) and 

other sensitive natural communities, including habitats occupied by endangered, rare, and threatened species. 

In Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 1.72 (14 CCR, Section 1.72), CDFW defines a 

òstreamó (including creeks and rivers) as òa body of water that flows at least periodically or intermittently through a 

bed or channel having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. This includes watercourses having surface or 

subsurface flow that supports or has supported riparian vegetation.ó 

In 14 CCR 1.56, CDFWõs definition of òlakeó includes ònatural lakes or [human-built] reservoirs.ó Diversion, 

obstruction, or changes to the natural flow or bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports fish 

or wildlife requires authorization from CDFW by means of entering into an agreement pursuant to Section 1602 of 

the California Fish and Game Code. 

CDFW recognizes that all plants with a California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) of 1A, 1B, or 2, and some ranked 3, of 

the California Native Plant Societyõs Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants in California (CNPS 2021) may meet 

the criteria for listing as threatened or endangered and should be considered under CEQA. Some of the CRPR 3 and 

4 plants meet the criteria for determination as òrareó or òendangeredó as defined in Section 1901, Chapter 10 

(Native Plant Protection Act), Division 2, of the California Fish and Game Code, as well as Section 2062  and Section 

2067, Chapter 1.5 (CESA), Division 3. Therefore, consideration under CEQA for these CRPR 3 and 4 species is 

strongly recommended by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS 2021). 

For purposes of this report, animals considered òrareó under CEQA include endangered or threatened species, Birds 

of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2021a), California Species of Special Concern (CDFW 2021a), and fully protected 

species. 

Section IV, Appendix G, Environmental Checklist Form, of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000  et seq.) requires an 

evaluation of impacts to òany riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 

plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.ó 

 

The criteria used to determine the significance of impacts to biological resources under CEQA are provided in 

Chapter 6, Project Impacts and Significance Determination. 

4.2.5 California Native Plant Protection Act 

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (CFGC Sections 1900ð1913) directed CDFW to carry out the legislatureõs 

intent to òpreserve, protect and enhance rare and endangered plants in this State.ó The Native Plant Protection Act 

gave the Fish and Game Commission the power to designate native plants as òendangeredó or òrare,ó and 

prohibited take, with some exceptions, of endangered and rare plants. When CESA was amended in 1984, it 
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expanded on the original Native Plant Protection Act, enhanced legal protection for plants, and created the 

categories of òthreatenedó and òendangeredó species to parallel FESA. The 1984  amendments to CESA also made 

the exceptions to the take prohibition set forth in Section 1913  of the Native Plant Protection Act applicable to plant 

species listed as threatened or endangered under CESA. CESA categorized all rare animals as threatened species 

under CESA, but did not do so for rare plants, which resulted in three listing categories for plants in California: rare, 

threatened, and endangered. The Native Plant Protection Act remains part of the California Fish and Game Code, 

and mitigation measures for impacts to rare plants are specified in a formal agreement between CDFW and project 

proponents. 

4.3 Regional Resource Planning Context 

The City of San Marcos Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (Subarea Plan) 

has not been finalized or implemented, and the City is no longer an active participant in the Natural Community 

Conservation Plan program or the subregional Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP) conservation 

planning effort (City of San Marcos 2001). However, it is the Cityõs policy to comply with the conservation policies 

identified in the Draft San Marcos Subarea Plan, including an assessment of designated Biological Core Linkage 

Areas and MHCP Focused Planning Areas in the context of proposed projects. In addition, the Project will be 

evaluated to ensure consistency with CEQA. 

The City of San Marcos Municipal Code contains additional environmental standards for the City environmental 

review process in Title 18, which outlines how the City defines environmental protection and the steps thereafter. 

The Project site is zoned as Public/Institutional in the General Plan (City of San Marcos 2023). 

4.4 Local 

4.4.1 North County Multiple Habitat Conservation Program 

The North County Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP) is a long-term regional conservation plan 

established to protect sensitive species and habitats in northern San Diego County. The MHCP is divided into seven 

Subarea Plansñone for each jurisdiction within the MHCPñthat are permitted and implemented separately 

from one another. The City of Carlsbad is the only city under the MHCP that has an approved and permitted Subarea 

Plan. The City of San Marcos Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Commun ity Conservation Plan (San 

Marcos Subarea Plan) (City of San Marcos 2001) has not been finalized or implemented, and the City is no 

longer an active participant in the Natural Community Conservation Plan program or the subregional MHCP 

conservation planning effort. However, it is the City õs policy to comply with the conservation policies identified 

in the draft San Marcos Subarea Plan, including an assessment of a designated Biological Core and Linkage Area 

or MHCP Focused Planning Area in the context of a proposed project and the preservation of sensitive biological 

resources. 

4.4.2 City of San Marcos Conservation and Open Space Element 

The purpose of the Conservation and Open Space Element is to identify natural, cultural, historic, and open space 

resources. It provides goals, policies, and programs related to open space and conservation, and addresses climate 

change and practices related to water conservation, energy conservation, air quality, and protection of watersheds and 

water quality. Below is an outline of the Cityõs Conservation and Open Space Easement Goals within the City of San 

Marcos Genera Plan. 
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Goal 1: Identify, protect, and enhance significant ecological and biological resources within San Marcos and its 

adaptive Sphere of Influence. 

Goal 2: The City is committed to conserving, protecting, and maintaining open space, agricultural, and limited resources 

for future genera- tions. By working with property owners, local organizations, and state and federal agencies, the City 

can limit the conversion of resource lands to urban uses. 

 

Goal 3: Protect natural topography to preserve and enhance the natural beauty of San Marcos. 

 

Goal 4: Improve regional air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change. 

 

Goal 5: Reduce water consumption and ensure reliable water supply through water efficiency, conservation, 

capture, and reuse. 

 

Goal 6: Protect and restore appropriate surface water and groundwater beneficial uses through prioritizing the 

improvement of locally impaired water bodies within the City of San Marcos subwatersheds. 

 

Goal 7: Achieve sustainable watershed protection for surface and ground water quality that balances social, 

economical, and environmental needs. 

 

Goal 8: Focus watershed protection, surface and groundwater quality management on sources and practices that 

the City has the ability to affect. 

 

Goal 9: Support the development of a regulatory framework and organizational structure that facilitates the 

implementation of the most effective and efficient watershed protection programs for surface water and 

groundwater quality and beneficial use programs. 

 

Goal 10: Establish and maintain an innovative, sustainable solid waste collection, recycling, and disposal delivery 

system for present and future generations. 

 

Goal 11: Continue to identify and evaluate cultural, historic, archeological, 

paleontological, and architectural resources for protection from 

demolition and inappropriate actions. 
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5 Methods 

5.1 Literature and Database Review 

To assess biological resources and potential constraints, Dudek biologists reviewed available relevant literature 

and data on sensitive habitats and species distribution to determine those resources that have the potential for 

occurrence within the San Marcos USGS 7.5-Minute Quadrangle Map and the eight Quadrangle Maps surrounding 

the Project site. The review included the following: 

Á California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database (CDFW 2023a) 

including the Morro Hill, Bonsall, Pala, San Luis Rey, Valley Center, Encinitas, Rancho Santa Fe, and 

Escondido USGS Quadrangle Maps. 

Á California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (CNPS 2023) for the 

San Marcos and surrounding 7.5-minute USGS quadrangles 

Á U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Critical Habitat and Occurrence Database (USFWS 2023b) including 

USGS 7.5-minute San Marcos and surrounding 7.5-minute USGS quadrangles 

Á U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey (USDA 2023a) to 

identify soil types occurring within the Project site 

Á Google Earth (2023) 

Á USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2023c) 

Á USGS National Hydrography Dataset (USGS 2023a, 2023b) 

Á San Diego County Bird Atlas (Unitt 2004) 

Á San Diego Natural History Museumõs Plant Atlas (SDNHM 2023) 

 

5.2 General Biological Survey 

A general field survey for the Project site was conducted by Dudek biologist Shana Carey on June 11, 2023 and 

included a biological reconnaissance survey and general habitat assessment (Table 1, Schedule of Surveys). 

5.3 Focused Surveys 

Focused surveys for the Project site were conducted by Dudek biologists between 2022-2023  and included focused 

surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), an aquatic resources assessment, 24-

hour post rainfall site checks, and rare plant surveys. Table 1, Schedule of Surveys, lists the dates, conditions, 

personnel, and focus of each survey. All focused surveys planned have been conducted to date, the methods of 

which are provided below. 
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Table 1. Schedule of Surveys 
 

Date Hours Focus Personnel Conditions 

6/11/2021  1500ð1700 Biological Reconnaissance 

Survey, Habitat 

Assessment, and 

Vegetation Mapping 

SC 70°Fð71°F;  0% cloud cover; 

2ð7 mph winds 

10/28/2022  0900ð1059 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #1 

KM 62°Fð67°F;  0%ð100% cloud 

cover; 0ð2 mph winds 

11/4/2022  0600ð0700 Aquatic Resources 

Assessment and 24-hour 

post rain site visit 

BO 59°Fð61°F;  0% cloud cover; 

0ð1 mph winds 

11/8/2022  1300ð1400 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

KM 67°Fð70°F;  10% cloud cover; 

1ð2 mph winds 

11/10/2022  1245ð1345 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

KM 68°F;  0% cloud cover; 1ð2 

mph winds 

11/11/2022  1000ð1145 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #2 

KM 66°Fð69°F;  30% cloud cover; 

1ð4 mph winds 

11/25/2022  0713ð0908 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #3 

KM 56°Fð67°F;  0% cloud cover; 

0ð2 mph winds 

12/9/2022  0835ð1032 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #4 

KM, SC 51°Fð58°F;  0% cloud cover; 

0ð1 mph winds 

12/13/2022  1500ð1600 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 50°Fð49°F;  50% cloud cover; 

0ð2 mph winds 

12/23/2022  0700ð0854 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #5 

KM 47°Fð52°F;  0% cloud cover; 

0ð2 mph winds 

12/30/2022  1300ð1400 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 48°Fð48°F;  100% cloud 

cover; 0ð2 mph winds 

1/6/2023  0900ð1114 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #6 

KM 50°Fð52°F;  0% cloud cover; 

1ð2 mph wind 

1/7/2023  1600-1700 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 50°F  ð49°F;  10% cloud cover; 

0ð1 mph winds 

1/18/2023  0900-1000 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 50°F  ð51°F;  10% cloud cover; 

0ð1 mph winds 

1/20/2023  0845ð1055 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #7 

KM 48°F  ð59°F;  0% cloud cover; 

0ð1 mph winds 

1/21/2022  1300ð1400 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 66°Fð67°F;  0% cloud cover; 

1ð4 mph winds 

2/1/2023  1300ð1400 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 69°F  ð70°F;  0% cloud cover; 

2ð5 mph winds 

2/6/2023  0838ð1100 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #8 

KM 53°F  ð60°F;  0% cloud cover; 

0ð2 mph winds 

2/16/2023  1630ð1730 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 56°F  ð54°F;  20% cloud cover; 

1ð5 mph winds 

2/20/2023  0930ð1127 California Gnatcatcher 

Survey #9 

KM 63°F  ð65°F;  0% cloud cover; 

1ð6 mph winds 
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Table 1. Schedule of Surveys 

 

Date Hours Focus Personnel Conditions 

2/27/2023  1645ð1745 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 53°F  ð52°F;  90% cloud cover; 

1ð10 mph winds 

3/3/2023  1015ð1115 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 63°F  ð64°F;  0% cloud cover; 

1ð5 mph winds 

3/17/2023  1715ð1815 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 64°F  ð63°F;  20% cloud cover; 

1ð3 mph winds 

3/25/2023  1530ð1630 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 65°F  ð66°F;  40% cloud cover; 

1ð4 mph winds 

4/1/2023  1500ð1600 24-hour post rainfall site 

check 

SC 66°F;  0% cloud cover; 2ð5 

mph winds 

5/25/2023  1436ð1719 Spring Rare Plant Survey 

and Vegetation Mapping 

KD 63°F  ð66°F;  30ð90% cloud 

cover; 0ð3 mph winds 

7/12/2023  0730ð0916 Summer Rare Plant Survey 

and Vegetation Mapping 

KD 76°F;  0ð10% cloud cover; 0ð3 

mph winds 

Notes: mph = miles per hour 

Personnel: SC = Shana Carey, KM = Kamarul Muri, KD= Katie Dayton, BO= Brock Ortega 

 

All native and naturalized plant species encountered in the Project study area were identified and recorded. Latin 

and common names for plant species with a California Rare Plant Rank follow the California Native Plant Society 

Rare Plant Inventory (CNPS 2023). For plant species without a California Rare Plant Rank, Latin names follow the 

Jepson Online Interchange for California Floristics (Jepson Flora Project 2023) and common names follow the 

California Natural Community List (CDFW 2023) or the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural 

Resources Conservation Service Plants Database (USDA 2023). A list of plants observed during the site visit is 

included in Appendix A. 

All wildlife species observed or detected during the surveys were recorded. Binoculars (10 × 50 magnification) were 

used to aid in the identification of wildlife. Latin and common names of animals follow Crother (2012) for reptiles 

and amphibians, American Ornithological Society (AOS 2023) for birds, Wilson and Reeder (2005) for mammals, 

and North American Butterfly Association (NABA 2016) or San Diego Natural History Museum (SDNHM 2002) for 

butterflies. In addition to species actually detected during the surveys, expected wildlife use of the site was 

determined by known habitat preferences of local species and knowledge of their relative distributions in the area. 

5.3.1 Vegetation Community and Land Cover Mapping 

Vegetation communities and land covers on site were mapped in the field directly onto a digital aerial photographð 

based field map of the Project study area. Following completion of the fieldwork, all vegetation polygons were 

transferred to a topographic base and digitized using ArcGIS, and a geographic information system (GIS) coverage 

was created. Once in ArcGIS, the acreage of each vegetation community and land cover present in the Project study 

area was determined. 

Vegetation community classifications followed the Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities 

of California Holland (1986), as modified for San Diego County in Draft Vegetation Communities of San Diego 

County (Oberbauer et al. 2008). 
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Vegetation mapping was originally conducted within the Project site on June 11, 2021. Vegetation mapping was 

updated on May 25 and July 12, 2023, in conjunction with the botanical surveys. 

5.3.2 Botanical Surveys 

On May 25, 2023 and July 12, 2023, focused surveys for special-status plants were conducted on site by Dudek 

biologist Kathleen Dayton. This survey was conducted at the appropriate phenological stage to detect and identify 

target species. Reference checks were conducted for key target species. Thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) 

and Orcuttõs brodiaea (Brodiaea orcuttii) were observed just starting to bloom on May 10, 2023 in San Marcos. 

Orcuttõs brodiaea (Brodiaea orcuttii) was observed again in early bloom on May 17, 2023 and still in bloom on June 

27, 2023. Southern tarplant (Centromadia parryi ssp. Australis) was observed in full bloom on July 11, 2023. Prior 

to special-status plant surveys, Dudek evaluated plant records in the U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute San Marcos 

quadrangle and the surrounding Morro Hill, Bonsall, Pala, San Luis Rey, Valley Center, Encinitas, Rancho Santa Fe, 

and Escondido quadrangles (CDFW 2023; CNPS 2023) to determine target species. In addition, Dudekõs knowledge 

of biological resources and regional distribution of each species, as well as elevation, habitat, and soils present 

within the Project site were evaluated to determine the potential for various special-status plant species to occur. 

Field survey methods conformed to CNPS Botanical Survey Guidelines (CNPS 2001); Protocols for Surveying and 

Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (CDFW 2018); 

and General Rare Plant Survey Guidelines (Cypher 2002). Surveys were conducted by walking meandering transects 

throughout the Project site to detect special-status species. All plant species were identified and recorded in 

Appendix A. 

5.3.3 Wildlife Surveys 

Focused surveys for the coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica) (a federally listed 

threatened species and a California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Species of Special Concern) were 

conducted within the Project site between October 2022 and February 2023 by Dudek biologist Kamarul Muri 

(Permit # TE-813545).  The surveys were conducted in conformance with the currently accepted protocol of the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 1997) for projects that are not within an NCCP jurisdiction. 

A tape of recorded california gnatcatcher vocalizations played approximately every 50 to 100 feet was used to 

induce responses from potentially present gnatcatchers. If a gnatcatcher was detected, the recorded playback 

would be immediately terminated to minimize potential for harassment. Aerial coverage of the area in the ESRI Field 

Maps mobile application was used to navigate the site and map any gnatcatchers detected. Binoculars (10 x 42) 

were used to aid in detecting and identifying bird species. Weather conditions, time of day, and season were 

appropriate for the detection of gnatcatchers. 

Due to lack of suitable habitat, no other focused special-status wildlife species surveys were conducted within the 

Project site. All wildlife species were identified and recorded in Appendix B. 

5.3.4 Survey Limitations 

All surveys and assessments within the Project site were done during the daylight hours under climactic and weather 

conditions that allowed for thorough biological observations (e.g., surveys were not conducted during rain). Because 

surveys were only conducted during the day, the lists of species identified are not necessarily comprehensive 
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accounts of all species that utilize the site. For example, birds represent the largest component of the vertebrate fauna 

detected as diurnal surveys maximize the number of observations of this portion of the fauna. Daytime surveys usually 

result in few observations of mammals such as bats, many of which may be active at night. In addition, many species of 

reptiles and amphibians are nocturnal or cryptic in their habits and are difficult to observe using standard meandering 

transects. Dudek did not conduct focused surveys for special-status wildlife species other than the coastal California 

gnatcatcher because no other listed species have a moderate to high potential to occur on site. 

Focused surveys for potentially occurring special-status plant species were conducted for the Project site during 

two passes in May and July 2023. The timing of the survey was intended to capture the blooming period of those 

plant species with a more moderate to high potential to occur on site. Rainfall in the region was above average 

(NOAA 2023) so the odds of detecting annual species was higher than average. In addition, all perennial, 

conspicuous shrubs would have been identified during the survey if present. 

5.4 Aquatic Resource Assessment 

A jurisdictional aquatic resource assessment was conducted within the Project site on November 4, 2022  by Dudek 

biologist Brock Ortega to determine the extent of aquatic resources that may be under the jurisdiction of USACE 

pursuant to Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act, RWQCB pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 401 and the 

PorterðCologne Act, and CDFW pursuant to Sections 1600ð1603 of the California Fish and Game Code. The 

assessment was conducted in accordance with the methods prescribed in the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland 

Delineation Manual (USACE 1987), the 2008 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 

Manual: Arid West Region (Version 2.0) (USACE 2008a), and the Field Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary 

High Water Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the Western United States: A Delineation Manual 

(USACE 2008b). 

During the assessment, the site was walked and evaluated for evidence of an OHWM, surface water, saturation, 

wetland vegetation, and nexus to a traditional navigable water of the United States. In addition, any aquatic 

resources were anecdotally identified using the Cowardin method of wetlands classification, which defines wetland 

boundaries by the presence of at least one parameter (i.e., hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, or hydrology) 

(Cowardin et al. 1979). Aquatic resources were documented by visually assessing and mapping any hydrophytic 

vegetation and/or the presence or absence of surface hydrology indicators (e.g., drift lines, drainage patterns, scour 

etc.). Soil samples were not taken during this effort. 

In addition, site visits to check for the presence of surface water or ponding of at least 3 cm were conducted within 

24 hours after each rain event (approximately 15 visits) during the 2022-2023 wet season (Table 1, Schedule of 

Surveys). Visits to a nearby reference site (within 1-mile of the Project site) where vernal pools were present were 

also conducted. 
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6 Results 

6.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types 

The Project site consists of mostly undeveloped lands, with a mix of native and non-native vegetation communities. 

In total, three (3) vegetation communities and/or land cover types were identified within the Project site based on 

general physiognomy and species composition, including two native or naturalized vegetation types and one non-

natural land cover (Figure 3, Vegetation Communities and Land Covers) (CDFW 2023b). The Multiple Habitat 

Conservation Program (MHCP) organizes vegetation into habitat group types: Wetland Communities, Rare Upland, 

Coastal Sage Scrub, Chaparral, Annual Grassland, and Other (Table 2) (SANDAG 2003). Only the habitat groups that 

were identified during the vegetation mapping within the study area are discussed in detail in the following sections. 

Table 2. Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types 
 

Vegetation Community/Land Cover Approximate Acreage 

Group C ð Coastal Sage Scrub 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 2.13 

Group D ð Annual Grasslands 

Non-Native GrasslandñBroadleaf-Dominated 0.12 

Group F ð Other Lands 

Disturbed Habitat 0.20 

Total* 2.44 

Note: *  Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

 

6.1.1 Group C ς Coastal Sage Scrub 

6.1.1.1 Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 

Diegan coastal sage scrub is a native vegetation community that, according to Oberbauer et al. (2008), is composed 

of a variety of soft, low, aromatic shrubs, characteristically dominated by drought-deciduous species such as 

California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), and sages (Salvia 

spp.), with scattered evergreen shrubs, including lemonade berry (Rhus integrifolia) and laurel sumac (Malosma 

laurina). The average height of coastal sage scrub reaches 3 to 4 feet. 

Diegan coastal sage scrub occurs throughout most of the Project site. In the northern portion of the site, the Diegan 

coastal sage scrub is dominated by California sagebrush (Artemisia californica). Other shrubs include black sage 

(Salvia mellifera), white sage (S. apiana), coyotebrush (Baccharis pilularis), and California buckwheat (Eriogonum 

fasciculatum). The Diegan coastal sage scrub is disturbed by the presence of non-native species, such as black 

mustard (Brassica nigra), horehound (Marrubium vulgare), and some anthropogenic trash. The Diegan coastal sage 

scrub in the southern portion of the site includes a higher cover of black sage and white sage and is generally 

denser than the northern portion of the site. Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat occupies 2.13 acre on site. 
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6.1.2 Group E ς Annual Grasslands 

6.1.2.1 Non-Native GrasslandςBroadleaf Dominated 

Non-native grassland consists of dense to sparse cover of non-native invasive broadleaf species (Oberbauer et al. 

2008). This designation is used when non-native, invasive broadleaf species make up more than 50% cover of the 

vegetation community. In San Diego County, the presence of black mustard and shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia 

incana) are common indicators of this community. In some areas, depending on past disturbance and annual 

rainfall, some mustards are more abundant than others (Oberbauer et al. 2008). 

Non-native grasslandðbroadleaf dominated is disturbed on site and consists mostly of black mustard. Less 

commonly occurring species include stinkwort (Dittrichia graveolens) and red brome (Bromus madritensis). Non- 

native grasslandñbroadleaf dominated habitat occupies 0.12 acre on site. 

6.1.3 Group F ς Other Lands 

6.1.3.1 Disturbed Habitat 

Disturbed habitats are areas that have been physically disturbed and are no longer recognizable as a native or 

naturalized vegetation association (Oberbauer et al. 2008). These areas may continue to retain a soil substrate. If 

vegetation is present, it is almost entirely composed of non-native vegetation, such as ornamentals or ruderal exotic 

species. Examples of these areas may include graded landscapes, graded firebreaks, graded construction pads, 

temporary construction staging areas, off-road-vehicle trails, areas repeatedly cleared for fuel management, and 

areas that are repeatedly used in ways that prevent revegetation (e.g., parking lots, worn trails that have persisted 

for years). 

Disturbed habitat occurs in the fenced off portion in the northwestern portion of the site that consists of gravelly 

substrate, as well as mulch. There are a few scattered immature shrubs and non-native forbs still present in this 

area. The other area of disturbed habitat is the road that extends from the southwestern edge of the site north 

through about half of the property. Some gravel has been applied and the road is maintained enough to prevent 

significant plant development. Disturbed habitat occupies 0.20 acre on site. 

6.2 Aquatic Resources 

The site has been extensively disturbed over the years by anthropogenic influences such as past construction 

grading as well as utility excavation and exploration, and historic aerial photographs show that the parcel may have 

been used as an informal dirt parking area or subject to off-road vehicle use in the past. While some minor ponding 

was observed within the Project site during visits with 24 hours after rainfall events, during none of the visits did 

ponding meet the 3 cm threshold that would trigger initiation of wet-season protocol surveys for San Diego fairy 

shrimp. Therefore, observations show that the site is not suitable for ponding or fairy shrimp, and that there are no 

other aquatic resources that would be under the jurisdiction of aquatic resource agencies. 

By comparison, the rainfall was sufficient to establish inundation (pools greater than 3 cm deep) at the nearby 

reference site where known vernal pools have filled and remained inundated beyond the 24-hour post-rainfall 

assessment period. 
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6.3 Observed Plants 

Seventy-five vascular plant species consisting of 35 native species (47%) and 40 non-native species (53%) were 

recorded during rare plant surveys conducted for the Project study area. A list of all plant species observed during 

2022 and 2023 surveys is presented in Appendix A, Plant Compendium. 

6.4 Observed Wildlife 

A total of 16 wildlife species were observed at the Project site, all of which consisted of native species. A cumulative 

list of wildlife species observed during 2022 and 2023 surveys is provided in Appendix B, Wildlife Compendium. 

6.5 Sensitive Species 

6.5.1 Critical Habitat 

Critical habitat, as defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, are (1) specific areas that are either occupied by a 

species at the time of its listing that contain the physical or biological features that are essential to the conservation 

of endangered and threatened species and that may need special management or protection and/or (2) include 

areas that were not occupied by the species at the time of listing but are essential to its conservation. 

San Diego fairy shrimp critical habitat designated in 2007 encompasses nearly the entire Project site as well as a 

large portion of the existing Palomar Station development to the east and south. There is also San Diego fairy shrimp 

critical habitat designated within a vernal pool reference site southeast of the Project site, as well as within two 

additional parcels west of South Las Posas Road, on opposite sides of Linda Vista Drive, within the 1-mile vicinity 

of the Project site, all designated in 2007. The closest critical habitat for thread-leaved brodiaea is located 

approximately 0.2-mile northwest of the Project site, between West Mission Road and North Las Posas Road, 

designated in 2011. Additional thread-leaved brodiaea critical habitat designated in 2011 overlaps the same two 

parcels containing critical habitat for San Diego fairy shrimp located on opposite sides of Linda Vista Drive within 

one mile of the Project site. Lastly, critical habitat for spreading navarretia was designated in 2010  within the same 

vernal pool mitigation area discussed above, as well as in the same parcels west of South Las Posas Road on 

opposite sides of Linda Vista Drive. There is no critical habitat for coastal California gnatcatcher within the site or 

within a 1-mile buffer (Figure 4). 

6.5.2 Sensitive Plant Species Observed or With Potential 
to Occur 

Endangered, rare, or threatened plant species, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15380(b) (14 CCR 15000  et 

seq.), are referred to as òspecial-status plant speciesó in this report and include (1) endangered or threatened plant 

species recognized in the context of the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and the federal Endangered 

Species Act (FESA), and (2) plant species with a CRPR 1 through 3 (CNPS 2023). This report also includes CRPR 4 

plant species. 

A special-status plant survey was conducted for the Project site on May 25 and July 12, 2023, to determine the 

presence or absence of plant species. No special-status plants were observed on site. A list of potentially occurring 

plants was generated as part of the literature review (Appendix C, Special-Status Plant Species Potential to Occur). 



ARMORLITE LOFTS PROJECT /  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

14875 
JULY 2024 

28 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C provides a list of all special-status plant species with their habitat requirements and potential to occur 

on the Project site. It also provides evaluations for each of the special-status speciesõ occurrence in the vicinity of 

the Project site and its potential to occur in the Project area based on known geographic range, habitat associations, 

preferred soil substrate, life form, elevation, and blooming period. Special-status plant species that have low 

potential or are not expected to occur on site are not further analyzed in this report because no direct, indirect, or 

cumulative impacts are expected based on the negative surveys and evaluation that these species do not have a 

moderate or high potential to occur on the Project site. 

No special-status plants were observed on site and none have a moderate or high potential to occur (Appendix C). 

 

6.5.3 Sensitive Wildlife Species Observed or With Potential 
to Occur 

Species defined as òspecial-status wildlife speciesó in this report include endangered and threatened wildlife 

species recognized in the context of the California and federal Endangered Species Acts; Species of Special Concern 

(SSC) assigned by CDFW to species whose population levels are declining, have limited ranges, and/or are 

vulnerable to extinction due to continuing threats; Fully Protected species protected by CDFW and Watch List 

species candidates for higher sensitivity statuses; and Birds of Conservation Concern designated by USFWS to 

migratory and non-migratory bird species that adhere to the 1988 amendment to the Fish and Wildlife Conservation 

Act that mandates USFWS to òidentify species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, 

without additional conservation actions, are likely to become candidates for listing under the Federal Endangered 

Species Act of 1973ó (USFWS 2023a). 

Appendix D, Special-Status Wildlife Species Potential to Occur, lists the special-status wildlife species known to 

occur within the USGS San Marcos 7.5-minute quadrangle map and the eight quadrangle maps surrounding the 

Project siteñMorro Hill, Bonsall, Pala, San Luis Rey, Valley Center, Encinitas, Rancho Santa Fe, and Escondido 

(CDFW 2023a; USFWS 2023b). Based on a review of the potential species to occur within the region, habitat 

conditions identified within Project site, as well as results of focused surveys, no special-status wildlife species have 

a moderate to high potential to occur within the Project site. 

Coastal California Gnatcatcher 

 
Although suitable coastal sage scrub habitat capable of supporting coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila 

californica californica) occurs throughout the study area, none were heard or observed during the focused, protocol- 

level surveys for this species. As such, this species is expected to not occur within the Project site. Appendix E 

includes the 2023 Focused California Gnatcatcher Survey Report for the Armorlite Drive Property, City of San 

Marcos, San Diego County, California. 

Nesting Birds 

 
The Project site contains habitat (disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, non-native grassland, and disturbed land), 

which could potentially provide opportunities for avian species to nest on site. Native nesting bird species with 

potential to occur within the project site are protected by California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503  and 3503.5, 

and by the federal MBTA (16 USC 703ð711). In particular, Section 3503 provides that it is unlawful to take, possess, 

or needlessly destroy the active nests or eggs of any bird in California; Section 3503.5  protects all raptors 
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and their eggs and active nests; and the MBTA prohibits the take (including killing, capturing, selling, trading, and 

transport) of native migratory bird species throughout the United States. A nesting bird survey should be conducted 

prior to the initiation of project construction activities, discussed in further detail in Section 7.3 (MM-BIO-6). 

Roosting Bats 

Due to its small size, location within an urbanized setting, and lack of suitable habitat including rocky outcrops and cliffs, 

caves, mines, trees, and structures such as buildings, bridges, or other anthropogenic features, the project site is not 

likely to provide suitable roosting habitat for special-status bats. Additionally, no active roosts or sign of active roosting 

(i.e., guano or staining) were detected during any of the site visits between 2021 ð 2023. 

 

6.6 Habitat Connectivity and Wildlife Corridors 

Wildlife corridors are linear features that connect large patches of natural open space and provide avenues for the 

migration of animals. Wildlife corridors contribute to population viability by ensuring continual exchange of genes 

between populations, providing access to adjacent habitat areas for foraging and mating, and providing routes for 

recolonization of habitat after local extirpation or ecological catastrophes (e.g., fires). 

Habitat linkages are small patches that join larger blocks of habitat and help reduce the adverse effects of habitat 

fragmentation. Habitat linkages provide a potential route for gene flow and long-term dispersal of plants and 

animals. They may also serve as primary habitat for smaller animals, such as reptiles and amphibians. Habitat 

linkages may be continuous habitat or discrete habitat islands that function as steppingstones for dispersal. To 

function effectively, a wildlife corridor must link two or more patches of habitat for which connectivity is desired, 

and it must be suitable for the focal target species to achieve the desired demographic and genetic exchange 

between populations. 

The 2.44-acre Project site is a predominantly undeveloped parcel surrounded by existing, high-density residential 

and mixed commercial development that likely does not provide large-scale regional wildlife movement or habitat 

connectivity value, but may provide small-scale, local value for small mammals, reptiles, and mesocarnivores. In 

addition, birds (especially those protected by the MBTA that are using the Pacific Flyway) and bats may use the site 

as foraging habitat. 

The Project site is also fenced on all sides (with chain-linked fencing on three sides and open cable railing on a 

single side) which would preclude its use in facilitating large wildlife movement through the urban landscape. In 

addition, the site is not located within a Biological Core Linkage Area (Ogden 2001). As such, the isolated Project 

site is not expected to provide for wildlife movement or serve as an important habitat linkage for wildlife traversing 

the region. 
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7 Project Impacts, Significance, and 
Mitigation Measures 

7.1 Significance Guidance/Criteria 

This chapter defines the types of impacts that would occur due to Project implementation, including direct, 

permanent impacts; direct, temporary impacts; and indirect impacts. 

Direct Impacts 

 
Direct, permanent impacts refer to the absolute and permanent physical loss of a biological resource due to 

clearing, grading, and construction of a project. Direct, permanent impacts are analyzed in four ways: (1) permanent 

loss of vegetation communities and land covers and general wildlife and their habitat; (2) permanent loss of or 

harm to individuals of special-status plant and wildlife species; (3) permanent loss of suitable habitat for special- 

status species; and/or (4) permanent loss of wildlife movement and habitat connectivity. 

Direct, temporary impacts refer to a temporal loss of vegetation communities and land covers resulting from 

vegetation and land cover clearing and grading associated with implementation of a project. The main criterion for 

direct, temporary impacts is that impacts occur for a short period of time and are reversible. 

Indirect Impacts 

 
Indirect impacts are reasonably foreseeable effects caused by a projectõs implementation on remaining or adjacent 

biological resources outside of the direct disturbance zone that may occur during grading activities (i.e., short-term 

construction-related indirect impacts) or later in time as a result of a project (i.e., long-term, or operational, indirect 

impacts). Short-term indirect impacts can include dust, human activity, pollutants, erosion, and noise that extend 

beyond the identified construction area. Long-term indirect impacts can include changes to hydrology, introduction 

of invasive species, dust, and noise that are operations related or occur over the long term. In most cases, indirect 

effects are not quantified, but in some cases, quantification might be included, such as using a noise contour to 

quantify indirect impacts to nesting birds. 

For each of the following impact sections, direct and indirect impacts for biological resources are identified and a 

significance determination is made for each impact. For each significant impact, mitigation measures that would 

reduce the impact to less than significant are proposed in the following section. 
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7.2 Impacts and Significance 

7.2.1 Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types 

Direct Impacts 

Direct impacts to vegetation as a result of the proposed project are shown in Table 3. All biological resources within 

the impact footprint are considered directly and permanently impacted. Figure 4 illustrates the distribution of 

biological resources on the Project site and the extent of the proposed impacts. 

Table 3. Proposed Impacts to Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types 
 

Vegetation Community/ 

Land Cover 

On-Site 

Acreage 

Direct Impact 

(acres) 

Mitigation 

Ratio 

Required Mitigation 

(acres) 

Group C ð Coastal Sage Scrub 

Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub 2.13 2.13 1:1 2.13 

Group D ð Annual Grasslands 

Non-Native GrasslandñBroadleaf- 

Dominated 

0.12 0.12 0.5:1 0.06 

Group F ð Other Lands 

Disturbed Habitat 0.20 0.20 N/A 0 

Total* 2.44 2.44 ñ 2.19 

Notes: *  Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 

N/A = not applicable 

 

The entire 2.44 acre Project site is expected to be permanently impacted. This would result in permanent impacts 

to 2.13 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub, permanent impacts to 0.12 acre of non-native grassland-broadleaf- 

dominated, and permanent impacts to 0.20 acre of disturbed lands. Permanent impacts to the disturbed habitat 

totaling 0.20 acre would not be significant because this land cover is not considered sensitive, it is non-native, and 

provides little biological resource value. 

Direct permanent impacts to native coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland communities would be significant 

absent mitigation. The proposed Project would result in the purchase of 2.19 acres of sensitive upland vegetation 

communities (Mitigation Measure [MM] BIO-1). Implementation of MM-BIO-1 would provide for the required 1:1 

mitigation ratio for impacts to coastal sage scrub and 0.5:1 mitigation ratio for non-native grassland. 

Implementation of MM-BIO-1 would reduce potential direct, permanent impacts to less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts during construction may include dust, anthropogenic trash, and accidental transport of non-native 

plant species into the Project site by vehicles, equipment, or foot traffic. Implementation of MM-BIO-2, which 

includes industry-standard construction best management practices (BMPs), including dust control, good 

housekeeping procedures, and measures to protect the site from establishment of invasive species would be 

required for the Project to obtain a grading permit. Implementation of these measures during construction, including 

consistency with the Construction General Permit Order 2009-009-DWQ, would reduce any potential short-term 

indirect impacts to a level that is less than significant. In addition, the implementation of MM-BIO-3, would ensure 



ARMORLITE LOFTS PROJECT /  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT 

14875 
JULY 2024 

34 

 

 

 

 

that the proposed Projectõs landscaping plan does not include exotic plant species that may be invasive and/or 

harmful to native habitats in the region, as well as prohibit the use of plants that require intensive irrigation, 

fertilizers, or pesticides. Implementation of MM-BIO-4 will ensure compliance with all Project-imposed mitigation 

measures with the presence of a biological monitor on site. 

7.2.2 Aquatic Resources 

No aquatic resources are present within the Project site; therefore no direct or indirect impacts to aquatic resources 

will occur. 

7.2.3 Critical Habitat 

San Diego fairy shrimp critical habitat designated in 2007  encompasses nearly the entire Project site. However, as 

discussed in Section 6.2, Aquatic Resources, field study observations in 2023  show that the site does not support 

suitable ponding or habitat for fairy shrimp. Therefore, the site does not contain the physical or biological features 

essential to the conservation of the species (i.e., primary constituent elements, such as vernal pools or supporting 

topographic features). In addition, at the time of this report the Project is not subject to federal agency actions and, 

as such, critical habitat designations alone do not affect activities by private landowners. 

7.2.4 Sensitive Plants 

The proposed Project site does not support any special-status plant species and none are considered as having a 

moderate or high potential to occur; therefore construction of the project will not result in direct or indirect impacts 

to any special-status plant species. 

7.2.5 Sensitive Wildlife 

The proposed Project site does not support any special-status wildlife species and none are considered as having 

a moderate or high potential to occur; therefore construction of the project will not result in direct or indirect impacts 

to any special-status wildlife species. Migratory Birds Protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Fish and 

Game Code 3503.5  have potential to nest on site; impacts to nesting birds would be significant, absent mitigation. 

Implementation of MM-BIO-5 and MM-BIO-6 will avoid potential impacts to nesting birds through breeding season 

avoidance and/or nesting bird survey(s). 

7.2.6 Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Linkages 

No wildlife corridors or habitat linkages occur within the site, therefore no direct or indirect impacts to wildlife 

corridors and habitat linkages will occur. 

 

The Project is not located within a designated Biological Core Linkage Area or Focused Planning Area, and therefore, 

it is consistent with the conservation policies of the Draft San Marcos Subarea Plan. In addition, the Project would be 

required to conform to the goals and policies in the City of San Marcos General Plan (City of San Marcos 2012) related 

to the protection of biological resources. Following implementation of proposed mitigation measures as discussed in 

Section 7.3 below, the Project is expected to be found to be in conformance with the Draft San Marcos Subarea Plan 

and the Cityõs General Plan. Therefore, no impacts related to regional resource planning are anticipated. 
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