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Section 1 Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP) is a comprehensive, multiple jurisdictiond

planning program designed to develop an ecosystem presarve in northwestern San Diego

County. Implementation of the regiond pressrve system is intended to protect viable
populations of key sendtive plant and anima species and their habitats, while accommodating
continued economic development and qudlity of life for resdents of the north county region.

The MHCP is one of severd large multiple jurisdictiona habitat planning efforts in San Diego
County (Figure 1-1), each of which congtitutes a subregiona plan under the State of Cdifornia's
Naturd Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act of 1991.

The current MHCP sudy aea (Figure 1-2) encompasses about 175 sguare miles
(111,908 acres) comprisng seven incorporated cities in northwestern San Diego County
(Carlsbad, Encinitas, Escondido, Oceanside, San Marcos, Solana Beach, and Vista). These
juridictions will implement their respective portions of the MHCP plan through citywide
“subared’ plans, which describe the specific implementing mechanisms each city will inditute for
the MHCP. The subarea plans will contribute collectively to the conservation of biologica
communities and species in the MHCP study area.  In turn, the MHCP plan, in concert with
other subregiona plans, will contribute to continued ecosystem viability in southern coastal
Cdifornia

The combination of the subregiond MHCP plan and city subarea plans will serve asamultiple
species Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the federd
Endangered Species Act (ESA), as wel as an NCCP plan under the NCCP Act and the
Cdifornia Endangered Species Act (CESA). The participating jurisdictions will submit these
plans to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and Cdifornia Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) in support of gpplications for permits and authorizations to incidentaly “take”

listed threatened or endangered species or other species of concern. “Take authorizations’ thus
issued by the wildlife agencies alow for otherwise lawful actions such as development that may
incidentaly take or harm individuas of a species or its habitat (generdly outsde of the preserve
system) in exchange for consarving the species indde the preserve system. A jurisdiction thet is
issued a take authorization, referred to as a “take authorization holder,” may share the benefits
of that authorization by using it to permit public or private projects that comply with the MHCP
and the city’s subarea plan. The conservation and management respongbilities, assurances of

implementation, and corresponding authorizations for dl partties will be contained in an
implementing agreement between each take authorization holder (city) and the wildlife agencies
(USFWS and CDFG).

1.1 GoALS

The overdl god of the MHCP is to maintain biodiversty and ecosystem hedlth in the region
while mantaining qudity of life and economic growth opportunities. More precisdy, the MHCP
has the fallowing gods:

Biological Goals. maintain the range of naturd biologica communities and pecies
native to the region, and contribute to regiona viability of endangered, threatened,
and key sengitive species and their habitats, thereby preventing local extirpation or
gpecies extinction.

314552000 11 FINAL MHCP VOL. |
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Section 1 Introduction

Economic Goals. create greater certainty for economic and urban development by
identifying where new development should and should not occur, and encourage
investment by establishing a lega and procedura framework that streamlines the
permitting process and provides a rdligble basis for economic decision making.

Social Goals. protect the qudity of life for loca residents by maintaining the area's
scenic beauty, naturd biologicd diversity, and recreationa opportunities.

The planning approach used by the MHCP is intended to replace the exigting project-by-
project biologicd mitigation process with comprehensive conservation planning.  The current
process results in fragmented biological mitigeation areas, which by themsalves do not contribute
adequatdly to the continued existence of sengtive species or maintenance of natural ecosystem
functions. Through a comprehensve conservation program, the MHCP will help resolve
problems associated with haphazard and widespread habitat loss and piecemed mitigation,
which have congtrained and increased codts for private and public development in northern San
Diego County. By identifying priority areas for conserveation and other areas for future
development, the MHCP will conserve the most biologicadly vauable areas, while increasing
certainty for development outside the preserve area.

Finaly, by preserving a network of habitat and open space, the MHCP will contribute to the
regiona qudity of life. When combined with other eements, such as clean air and an efficient
trangportation system, habitat and open pace can help retain and attract new businesses to the
region. In this way, the MHCP recognizes open space as an important component of regiona
infrastructure.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The San Diego region has more rare, threastened, and endangered species than any comparable
land area in the United States. On a nationd and globa scale, the region has been identified as
amaor “hot spot” for biodiversity and species endangerment (Dobson et a. 1997, Myers et d.
2000). San Diego County is aso one of the most rapidly growing regions of the country. This
combination of high biodiverdty, large numbers of rare and unique species, and rapid
urbanization has led to intense conflicts between economic growth and biologica conservation.
In particular, the 1993 liging of the California gnatcaicher (Polioptila californica californica)
as federdly threatened greetly complicated the region’s ability to accommodate future growth
and development in coadta habitats. The specid rule gpplied to the listing of the gnatcatcher,
under Section 4(d) of the ESA, dlows some development to continue with the commitment thet
HCPs would be prepared to comprehensively address the conservation of the gnatcatcher in an
ecosystem planning context.  Under the 4(d) rule, development during this interim planning
period was redtricted to removing no more than 5% of al coastd sage scrub habitat in the range
of the gnatcatcher.

The traditiona project-by-project process for resolving conflicts between species preservation
and development is costly and cumbersome. Moreover, this piecemed process results in the
uncoordinated preservation of scattered habitat areas set aside as mitigation for project impacts.
These generdly smdl, unconnected habitat areas do not necessarily guarantee the continued
viability of species populations or ecosysem functions, which generdly depend on large,
interconnected habitat areas designed and managed in a coordinated manner. The MHCP plan
replaces this piecemea approach to project gpproval and mitigation with a coordinated,
comprehensive approach based on the basic tenets of biological preserve design.  This
gpproach ensures that project mitigations are directed to those areas most critica to
maintenance of ecosystem function and species viability. The MHCP targets the highest quaity
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Section 1 Introduction

habitats and critica linkage areas for preservation, while dlowing development of lessimportant
habitat aress.

Completion of the MHCP and condtituent subarea plans will dlow the sate and federa wildlife
agencies to issue citywide take authorizations to the loca jurisdictions. Participating cities can
then provide take authorizations for public or private projects, so long as the projects comply
with subarea and subregiona plan guiddines. Hence, this plan can fulfill the current mandatory
requirements under the ESA and CESA, as summarized below. In addition, approva of the
MHCP plan and congtituent subarea plans will replace the current Section 4(d) restrictions on
impacts to coastdl sage scrub that were imposed with the listing of the gnatcatcher.

1.2.1 Federal Requirements

Each subarea plan prepared in compliance with this subregiond plan must fulfill the mandatory
requirements of an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA, as amended. Section
10(a) dlows the issuance of permits for the incidentd take of threatened or endangered species
and dlows the incluson of unlisted species in the permit (in anticipation of their potentid to be
listed in the future) so long as conservation actions for these species treat them as if they were
liged. To fulfill the equirements of an HCP, each subarea plan must include the following
information:

impacts likely to result from the proposed taking of one or more federdly listed
wildlife species including any nontlisted species proposed for coverage,

measures the gpplicant will undertake to monitor, minimize, and mitigate such
impects; the funding that will be made available to undertake such measures, and the
procedures to dedl with unforeseen circumstances;

dternaive actions the gpplicant consdered that would not result in take, and the
reasons why such dternatives are not being used; and

additional measures the USFWS may require as necessary for purposes of the plan.
In addition, the HCP Handbook Addendum, referred to as the “5-point policy,” provides
additiond guidance and recommendations for the development of HCPs. Under this policy,
each subarea plan prepared in compliance with this subregiond plan should include the
following:

defined biological gods and objectives;

an adaptive management Strategy;

compliance and effectiveness monitoring;

an established permit duration; and

opportunities for public participation.
1.2.2 State Requirements

The State of Cdifornia can authorize the take of a species listed by the state as rare, threatened,
or endangered under Section 2081 of the Caifornia Fish and Game Code. The date can dso
authorize take of listed or unlisted species under Section 2835 of the Code. Requirements of

314552000 1-5 FINAL MHCP VOL. |



Section 1 Introduction

gtate management authorizations are smilar to those required for afedera HCP. However, the
state NCCP Act aso requires that al covered species be treated as if they are listed pursuant to
the CESA, and that, within the plan areg, the plan should demongtrate that it contributes to the
recovery of listed species authorized for take. In addition, the impacts of the authorized take
must be minimized and fully mitigeted, and the plan must ensure adequate funding to implement
al required measures, to monitor plan compliance, and to monitor plan effectiveness in meeting
its conservation goals and standards.

The CDFG and Cdifornia Resources Agency prepared NCCP guidelines for the southern
Cdifornia coastd sage scrub region, which were recognized and incorporated by the USFWS
for liging the Cdifornia gnatcatcher as threatened (under the specid rule in Section 4(d) of the
ESA). This MHCP plan and congtituent subarea plans are being prepared pursuant to the
NCCP guidelines and meet requirements of the NCCP Act.

1.3 OVERVIEW OF PLANNING PROCESS

The MHCP began with the formation d a consortium of locd, regiond, and specia purpose
agencies in 1991 whose god was to exchange information on land planning issues and to
coordinate preparation of loca consarvation plans.  This North County Wildlife Forum
(NCWEF), with the assistance and sponsorship of the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG), developed a scope of work to prepare an MHCP plan for an area of
gpproximately 1,029 square miles. Thisorigind study area encompassed dl of the northwestern
portion of San Diego County, including the entirety of nine incorporated cities, portions of the
City of San Diego, unincorporated aress in the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego, and
Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton. Since that time, the planning area has been reduced as
various jurisdictions have withdrawn from the MHCP to prepare independent plans.

Military lands, including Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, were removed from
the planning areain 1994 when the Marine Corps began work on a comprehensive
habitat management plan for the Base.

The City of Poway completed a subarea HCP/NCCP plan in 1995 and hence no
longer needed to participate in the MHCP.

The City of San Diego's Subarea Plan of the Multiple Species Consarvation
Program (MSCP) was completed in 1997, so lands formerly in an MHCP/M SCP
“overlgp zone” were removed from the MHCP planning area.

The City of Del Mar completed a subarea HCP/NCCP in 1996 and hence no
longer needed to participate in the MHCP.

The County of San Diego withdrew from the MHCP in 1995. Portions of the
unincorporated county that were formerly in the MHCP study area are currently
being planned as a subarea of the MSCP. This north county subarea plan is
expected to prescribe how important biologica core areas and habitat linkages will
connect with those of the MHCP preserve, such as in the area between Carlsbad
and the San Dieguito River Vdley.

The saven incorporated jurisdictions that remain in the MHCP planning area continued the
planning process, in cooperation with adjoining jurisdictions. In 1995, the USFWS and CDFG
declared that this reduced seven-city sudy area comprised a functiona subregiona planning
areaunder the NCCP Act.
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Section 1 Introduction

1.3.1 Rolesof Participants

The MHCP Advisory Committee provides the forum for public discusson and consensus
building on issues and proposed policies. The Advisory Committee includes representatives
from the seven participating cities, the County and City of San Diego, federa and state wildlife
agencies, public facility providers, environmenta groups and organizations, property owners,
developers, and various citizen and specid interest groups (Attachment A lists current Advisory
Committee members). The Advisory Committee generdly met monthly in a public forum
throughout the process and discussed and approved for public review numerous “issue papers’
and other documents. The documents and issue papers approved for public review
subgtantially comprise the contents of this Find MHCP. The Advisory Committee also regularly
gppointed technica subcommittees to resolve particular issues.

SANDAG sponsors the MHCP and provides overdl project management. It dso administers
state and federa planning funds for the program and contributed mapping and economic
analyses to the process. SANDAG sarves as the lead agency for the MHCP Environmenta
Impact Report (EIR). Pursuant to an agreement with the north county cities, the SANDAG
Board has responsbility to adopt the subregiona plan and recommend to the participating cities
that they prepare take authorization applications based on their subarea plans and the
subregiond MHCP plan. The SANDAG Board may dso serve as the foca body for planning
asubregiond funding program.

An ad hoc Committee of Elected Officids has provided policy perspective and advice on
evolving plan recommendations since July 1997. Composed of one eected officia from each of
the seven participating cities, the ad hoc committee has focused on subregiond policy issues that
afect the dties, incduding MHCP inditutional gructure, funding for land acquistion and
management, governmental roles and respongbilities for plan implementation, and
intergovernmental coordination.

During 1997, the MHCP established a Scientific Review Pandl composed of experts on MHCP
Species, habitats, and associated biologica issues (see Section 9 for alist of participants). This
body was used on an individual, as-needed basis to provide data and to review and comment
on scientific content and interpretation for the MHCP. The pand first provided comments on
the MHCP Biologicd Gods, Standards, and Guidelines, which were findized based on ther
comments in 1998 (Ogden 1998). Since then, individuals on the pand have been used as a
continuing source of information and guidance during development of biologicd andyses and
management and monitoring recommendations.  In addition to the Scientific Review Pand,
numerous other scientists with loca knowledge concerning biologicd resources in the MHCP
area have been consulted throughout the process. Many of these individuds are dso listed in
Section 9, dthough there may be unintended omissons.

1.3.2 Preserve Planning Process

Biologicd, land use, and ownership data were collected for the study area and input into a
geographic information system (GIS) a a scde of 1:24,000. Biologica resources were
prioritized or ranked to increase the effectiveness of conservation efforts and the use of
acquistion funds, and a ggp andyss was performed to identify exiding protection of high
priority resources, based on public ownership and planned land use information. A habitat
evaluaion map was aso prepared based on vegetation communities, species locations,
elevation, dope, soils, drainages, and other physical parameters (Section 2).

The habitat evaduation map, dong with other specific information on biologica resources,
preserve design criteria, and development congraints, was used to define a biological core and
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linkage area (BCLA) map. This map delineates those areas consdered biologicaly vauable for
inclusion in the preserve sysem. Not dl portions of the BCLA are critical or are intended for
preservation; however, the BCLA defines those portions of the study area that would best
contribute to a viable preserve sysem, and hence the “envelope’ within which the ultimate
preserve systemn should be assembled. It aso hepsiillugtrate where larger biological core areas
can be linked to form an interconnected preserve system.

Using this information, participating cities prepared focused planning areas (FPA), which show
expected levels of conservation that could be achieved by applying avalable regulatory
mechanisms to consarve biologicaly vaudble areas (primarily but not exclusvely within the
BCLA). Crestion of the FPASs thus considered not only the biologica vaue of lands, but dso
economic, lega, and other condraints to preserving these lands. The FPAs and percent
conservation estimates were used to andyze the levels of biologica conservation expected
throughout the MHCP area, and the associated costs for acquiring and managing preserve
aress. Reaults of initid analyses were used to refine FPAs. This iterative process involved the
cities and the wildlife agencies, with recommendations and guidance from biologists, economists,
and public policy specidisgts. In some cities, FPAs were aso refined through direct negotiation
with landowners regarding likely development and open space configurations on ther

properties.

This Find MHCP Pan, Volume I, provides a framework for city subarea plans. Public review
draft subarea plans have been developed by individud jurisdictions, and development of find
subarea plans will be required in order for a city to obtain take authorization under the MHCP.

FINAL MHCP VOL. | 1-8 314552000



Section 2 Description of MHCP Study Area

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF MHCP STUDY AREA

This section describes the ecological and socioeconomic setting in which the MHCP must
accomplish its dated gods. The section briefly summarizes information on the geography,
biologica resources, land ownership, existing and planned land uses, and historical and forecast
human population growth in the study area. These conditions strongly influence opportunities
and congraints for implementing a viable subregiona preserve system.

2.1 SUBREGIONAL SETTING

The MHCP study area encompasses about 175 square miles (111,908 acres) comprising the
seven incorporated cities of northwestern San Diego County (Carlsbad, Encinitas, Escondido,
Oceansde, San Marcos, Solana Beach, and Vista). Unincorporated portions of the county,
including severd areas completely surrounded by incorporated cities, are excluded from the
study area and will be planned by the County as the North County Subarea of the MSCP. The
Pecific Ocean shordine defines the western border of the study area; Marine Corps Base
Camp Pendleton borders the study area on the north; and unincorporated San Diego County
borders most of the study area on the east and south.

This area of north coastd San Diego County is known for its naturd beauty and mild
Mediterranean climate, which make it a popular recregtiond and tourist destination. The arealis
largely developed, with approximately 27% conssting of vacant lands that still support naturdl
vegetation communities. Major land uses within the study area include residential, commercid,
and industrid development; parks, preserves, and golf courses; and agriculture. Larger areas of
undeveloped and naturally vegetated lands adjoin the study area, particularly on unincorporated
lands to the east and south, and on Camp Pendleton to the north.

Topography in the study area ranges from flat to hilly, with relatively gentle dopes on the coastd
terraces and in broad valeys. Steeper hills, ranging up to about 2,100 feet n devation, are
found in the south-centra portion of the study area (eastern Carlsbad and southern San
Marcos), and in northern portions of San Marcos and Escondido.  Steep canyons associ ated
with predominantly east-west drainages cut through some of the hills and mesas. Four coastal
lagoons are more or less evenly digtributed along the coast, each representing the terminus of
one or more loca drainages. One mgor river, the San Luis Rey, crosses the northern portion
of the study area through the City of Oceanside.

2.2 SUBAREA PLANNING AREAS

In generd, the subarea planning areas comprise the incorporated boundaries of the seven
MHCP cities (Figure 1-2). However, the participating cities have in many cases removed from
their planning areas lands over which they do not have land use authority. In other cases they
have included lands outside their current boundaries that they either own or intend to annex in
the near future. Lands omitted from jurisdictiona subarea plaming aress thus include Cdifornia
Depatment of Trangportation (Cdtrans) rights-of-way, some county-owned lands (eg.,
Pdomar Airport and Gugome Regiond Park), and some schoal didtrict or university lands.
Additions to subarea planning areas include water district lands owned by Escondido east of the
city’ sincorporated boundary, and severa parcels within the spheres of influence of San Marcos
and Encinitas that these cities intend to annex.
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As described in Section 5.3, cities can aso defer planning on portions of ther jurisdiction until
later, and then amend their subarea plan to include those areas.  Such action generdly requires
renvolvement of the wildlife agencies and completion of a Nationd Environmentd Policy
Act/Cdifornia Environmental Qudity Act (NEPA/CEQA) document for the amendment. The
City of San Marcos has chosen to defer conservation planning on some biologicaly important
parcels in the centra part of the city due to controversy over the dispostion of theselands. The
so-caled “San Marcos Mgor Amendment Ared’ includes severd parcels that support diverse
vernad pool complexes and critical populations of severa narrow endemic MHCP species. The
city intends to work with the landowners to plan conservation solutions for these parcels a a
later date.

2.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A comprehensive biologica database was developed for the MHCP study area using GIS
computer technology. The origina database, completed in 1992, has been updated periodicaly
as new informatiion became avalable. Daa layers were created for natural vegetation
communities (using a classfication system based on Holland 1986), sensitive species locations,
vernd pools, topography, soils, anima microhabitats, climate zones, and other pertinent
information.

2.3.1 Methods

The vegetation community layer was generated using data from a variety of sources, including
exiding digita (computer) vegetation files and hard copy data from biologica documents, EIRs,
and other technica reports. Infrared agrid photograph interpretation (at 1:24,000 scale) was
used to map areas not previoudy mapped, and limited fidd surveys were used for ground
truthing. In 1997, the vegetation data layer was systematicaly updated usng 1995 satdlite
imagery and a change detection dgorithm.  This method updated the previous database
primarily by detecting areas that had been developed (vegetation removed) during intervening
years. In addition, new vegetation maps from biologica technica reports and EIRs were
incorporated, where appropriate, in this systematic update.

A sendtive species data layer was created using the Cadlifornia Natura Diversity Database
(CNDDB), review of exiging environmental documentation for projects in the study area,
review of the scientific literature, persond communications from locad biologists, and limited field
reconnaissance. This layer has aso been updated as new information became available (eg.,
results of fidd surveys for environmental documents).  Species locations associated with areas
cleared of vegetation since 1992 have been coded in the GIS to indicate that the locations are
no longer extant. For some species recorded in multiple years a the same locations, the
redundant location points are coded in the GIS to avoid atificidly inflated population or location
edimates. For some birds, testing for duplicate points is based on approximate species- specific
territory radii. Thus, for Cdifornia gnatcatchers, older points within 200 feet of a newly
recorded point are coded as duplicates, for least Bdll’s vireos (Vireo bdlii puslius) older points
within 100 feet of new points are coded as duplicates.

The database was used to generate 1:24,000-scde U.S. Geologicd Survey (USGS)
quadrangle maps depicting vegetation communities, topography, sensitive species locations,
verna pools, and other pertinent base map features (e.g., roads, water bodies, and city
boundaries). These maps were reviewed in 1992 by loca biologists, the MHCP Advisory
Committee, the USFWS, the CDFG, environmentd groups, and other interested organizations
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and individuds. During February and March 1997, the updated database was again subject to
public review by dl interested parties. The revised biologicd quadrangle maps and regiond
maps of species digtributions were reviewed by over 30 individud biologids, city planners, land
owners, environmentalists, and other interested parties.  Written and mapped information
provided by these individuals was reviewed by the USFWS and used to refine and update the
MHCP GIS database.

This Find MHCP document is based on database information incorporated up to October
2002, including sgnificant new species location information that was not avallable for the Public
Review Draft. See MHCP Volumell for details.

2.3.2 Vegetation Communities

Figure 21 depicts the digtribution of mgor vegetation communities remaining in the MHCP
sudy area and vicinity, and Table 21 quantifies the acreage of these vegetation communities
within the sudy area.  This section briefly summarizes the didtribution and quality of vegetation
communities as they relate to preserve planning within the MHCP study area.

Approximately 29,962 acres (26.7%) of natura vegetation remain in the 111,908-acre study
area. The largest blocks of natura vegetation (grester than 1,000 contiguous acres each) occur
in northern Escondido (Dadey Ranch) and in the hilly areas of southeastern Carlsbad and
southwestern San Marcos. Other rdatively large blocks of habitat (et least several hundred
contiguous acres each) occur dong the northern boundary of Oceanside (adjacent to Camp
Pendleton), and in scattered areas in eastern and central Carlsbad, northern San Marcos, and
southern Escondido.  Otherwise, naturd habitats in the MHCP area are highly fragmented and
occur primarily in anal (less than 200 acres), scattered patches surrounded by devel opment or
agriculture.  The remnant natural vegetation occurs disproportionately on developmentally
congtrained lands, such as steep dopes and canyons, and lands at the periphery of incorporated
cities.

Approximately 8,656 acres (7.7% of sudy areq) of Diegan coastd sage scrub remain in the
study area. Prior to development, coastal sage scrub probably stretched in a nearly unbroken
swath across the study area, particularly on ®mastal terraces and on south- and west-facing
dopes. Coastd sage scrub nearer the coast and on lower, gentler dopes tends to be dominated
by Cdifornia sagebrush (Artemisia californica). Sage scrub on higher, steeper dopes,
especidly in more inland locales, tends to be dominated by black or white sages (Salvia spp.).
Chaparrd communities tend to replace coastd sage scrub on ill higher and more inland Sites,
and particularly on mesic (moist) north-facing dopes.

Today, the swath of coastd sage scrub in the western hdf of the study area has been
fragmented by development into a discontinuous band, with the largest remnant blocks in
southeastern Carlsbad (La Codta ared), centra Carlshad (Macario Canyon/Agua Hedionda
area), and northeastern Carlsbad (Lake Cdavera/Carlsbad Highlands areq). Smdler remnants
of coastal sage scrub are scattered across Oceanside to Camp Pendleton, and on steeper
dopes and canyons scattered throughout the coagtd cities. Outside of the study area, sage
scrub dretches in a more continuous band north dong the coastal dope on Camp Pendleton,
and south to the San Dieguito River Park and Lake Hodges in the MSCP study area. Other
ggnificant stands of coasta sage scrub in the study area are found in north Oceanside (near the
mouth of the San Luis Rey River and adjacent to Camp Pendleton), north San Marcos
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(predominantly black sage-dominated habitat near Twin Oaks Valley), and scatered aress
around the outskirts of Escondido.

Two senstive scrub communities are extremey rare in the MHCP dudy arear  maritime
succulent scrub and coagtd bluff scrub.  Only about 32 acres of maritime succulent scrub
remain in the study area, on steep, south-facing dopes near lagoons in Carlsbad. Only about 2
acres of coagtd bluff scrub are mapped in the City of Solana Beach.

Chaparrd communities, particularly southern mixed chaparrd and chamise chaparrd, dominate
on higher and steeper dopes in southern San Marcos, northeastern Carlsbad, and northern
Escondido. In addition, a rare chaparrd assemblage—southern maritime chaparra—occurs on
dopes and terraces in the coastal Cities of Encinitas and Carlsbad. This sengtive vegetation
community is associated with westhered sandstone formations in the coastd fog belt and
supports avariety of rare and endemic species.

Grasdand habitats in the sudy area are primarily dominated by annua grasses, dthough
scattered areas of native perennid grasdands remain, often as smdl inclusons within scrub
habitats (these native grasdands are not mapped as didinct from annuad grasdands in the
MHCP database). Grasdands are scattered throughout the study area, with the largest stands
in north Oceansde (adong the boundary with Camp Pendleton) and in centrd Carlsbad.
Significant grasdand areas are dso found in the valeys of Ddey Ranch (north Escondido).
Grazing, fire, and other disturbances have converted some areas of former scrub into annua
nonnative grasdands, conversdly, some grasdand areass are gradudly succeeding back to
coasta sage scrub following reductions in disturbance leves (e.g., dopes in Oceanside and
Carlshad). Annud grasdands are important to preserve design in helping to creste linkages
between other areas of native vegetation. They dso provide foraging habitat for raptors and
other MHCP anima species and support anumber of MHCP plant species.

The study area supports a variety of riparian, marsh, and other wetland communities. However,
in generd, wetland vegetation has been greeily reduced in extent and dtered in qudity by
development and associated changes in hydrology. The four coastdl lagoons support a mixture
of sdtmarsh and freshwater marsh habitats, dong with open water. Riparian forests,
woodlands, and scrub communities are found dong many of the drainages in the sudy area,
with the most sgnificant stands found associated with Pilgrim Creek, the San Luis Rey River,
Gugome Lake, and Loma Alta Creek in Oceansde; Buena Vigta Creek upstream from Buena
Vida Lagoon dong the Oceanside/Carlsbad border; Agua Hedionda Creek and Macario
Canyon, upstream from Agua Hedionda Lagoon in Carlsbad; Encinitas Creek near the
Carlsbad/Encinitas border; San Marcos Creek and Twin Oaks Valey in San Marcos; Kit
Carson Park in Escondido; and Escondido Creek in south Encinitas.

Vernd pools are a highly restricted, unique wetland habitat type in San Diego County. They
support high numbers of listed and “narrow endemic species.” In the MHCP study area, vernd
pools are highly restricted in distribution, with two important concentrations. (1) anarrow linear
configuration aong a ralroad right-of-way in western Carlsbad (the Poinsettia Lane pools) and
(2) scattered pools in central, urbanized San Marcos. Both of these areas are consdered
critical to the conservation of verna pools and associated MHCP species. A few other vernd
pools are scattered in central Carlsbad.
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Table2-1

ACREAGE OF VEGETATION COMMUNITIES
WITHIN THE MHCP STUDY AREA AND
BIOLOGICAL CORE AND LINKAGE AREA (BCLA)

Total MHCP Study BCLA

Vegetation Community Area (acres) (acres)
Southern coastal bluff scrub 2 -
Maritime succulent scrub 32 31
Coastal sage scrub 8,656 7,169
Chaparral 8,324 7,730
Southern maritime chaparral 968 V4
Coastal sage/chaparral mix 462 439
Grassland 5219 3,298
Southern coastal salt marsh 272 270
Alkali marsh 165 165
Freshwater marsh 518 42
Riparian forest 676 404
Riparian woodland 250 133
Riparian scrub 1,739 1191
Engelmann oak woodland 230 207
Coast live oak woodland 650 583
Other oak woodlands 1 1
Freshwater 444 39%
Estuarine 955 954
Disturbed wetland 202 87
Natural floodchannel/streambed 142 130
Beach 48 23
Saltpan/Mudflats 8 8
Verna pools* 2 17
Subtotal Natural Habitat? 29,962 24,565
Agriculture 10,438 1,262
Disturbed 4,071 1,127
Eucalyptus woodland 648 357
Subtotal Vacant Land? 15,157 2,746
Developed 66,789 677
Total® 111,908 27,987

[

Vernal poolswere mapped as an overlay to other vegetation communities and thus their
acreage is not included in thistotal. The MHCP study area does not include the San
Marcos Major Amendment Area.

Numbers may not sum to total as shown due to rounding and because vernal pool acreages
are excluded.
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Higoricdly, north San Diego County has been a mgor agricultura area, and dgnificant
agriculturd fields and orchards remain within the MHCP study area. However, recent decades
have seen much of the former agriculturd area converted to urban and suburban uses. Sizable
agriculturd areas remain in northeastern Oceansde, centrd and eastern Carlsbad, centra
Encinitas (Ecke Ranch), and around the margins of Escondido. Other smdl agriculturd fieds or
pastures are scattered throughout the study area.  In some places, these fields function as
foraging habitat or habitat linkages for a variety of MHCP species. They dso hdp buffer native
habitats and species againgt adverse effects from other land uses, such as edge effects from
resdentid development.

2.3.3 MHCP Species

Table 2-2 ligts the 77 MHCP species (48 animals and 29 plants) that were evauated for
adequacy of conservation (“coverage’) under the MHCP and subarea plans. This lis was
revised in 1997 to remove species consdered highly unlikely to occur within the study area or
to be affected by the MHCP plan.  The revised lig contans species known
or likey to occur in the study area that are listed as rare, threatened, or endangered,
or species otherwise conddered sengtive by the wildlife agencies or environmentd groups. The
list ds0 includes saverd more common or widespread species that are useful for evauating
presarve desgn and  ecosysem  function, such a  mountan  lion
(Felis concolor) and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus).

Volume Il of the Fina MHCP provides biologicd information on each of the species, including
their conservation datus, distribution, habitat requirements, locations of maor and criticd
populations or habitat aress, threats to pecies surviva, and special consderations for preserve
desgn and management. The species accounts dso include specific permit conditions and
guiddinesfor preserve management, monitoring, and research needs for each species.

This section briefly describes the status and distribution of the California gnatcaicher and other
priority species in the study area. Priority species are those listed as threatened or endangered,
or that have been proposed for ligting, as well as NCCP “target species’ (e.g., the orange-
throated whiptail). See Volume Il of this document for complete discussion of dl 77 MHCP
Species.

California Gnatcatcher

The Cdifornia gnatcaicher is closdly associated with its primary habitat, coastal sage scrub. In
particular, gnatcaichers are most abundant in Cdifornia sagebrush-dominated coastal sage
scrub that occurs in the western hdf of the study area, from southeast Carlsbad © Camp
Pendleton. Gnatcatchers are generdly less abundant in sage scrub communities in the more
inland, higher elevation, or black sage (Salvia mellifera)-dominated associations to the east.

Approximately 539 known gnatcatcher locations are mapped in the MHCP database. Given
that some areas of suitable habitat have not been surveyed for gnatcatchers, and that
gnatcatcher populations vay from year to year (typicd dendties vary from 4 to
10 pairs per 100 acres of suitable habitat), the total number of gnatcaicher pairs in the study
area probably ranges from about 400 to 600 in any given year (see the gnatcatcher species
evaduation in Volume Il for more detalls).
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MHCP SPECIESEVALUATED FOR COVERAGE

Scientific Name Common Name Status Habitat?

Plants

Acanthomintha ilicifolia San Diego thorn-mint FT/CE G, Css

Ambrosia pumila San Diego ambrosia FE/ CSs

Aphanisma blitoides Aphanisma FSC*/ MSS

Arctostaphyl os glandulosa ssp. crassifolia Del Mar manzanita FE/ SMC

Baccharis vanessae Encinitas baccharis FT/CE CHP

Brodiaea filifolia Thread-leaved brodiaea FT/CE VP, G, seeps, wet meadows
Brodiaea orcuttii Orcutt’ s brodiaea FSC */ VP, G, seeps, wet meadows
Ceanothus verrucosus Wart-stemmed ceanothus FSC*/ CHP, SMC

Chorizanthe orcuttiana Orcutt’s spineflower FE/CE SMC

Comarostaphylis diversifolia ssp. diversifolia Summer holly FSC*/ CHP
Corethrogynefilaginifolia var. linifolia Del Mar Mesa sand aster FSC 1/ CSS, CHP (openings), SMC
Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae Blochman's dudleya FSC*/ CBS

Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. brevifolia Short-leaved dudleya FSC 1/CE SMC

Dudleya variegata Variegated dudleya FSC*/ CSs

Dudleya viscida Sticky dudleya FSC */ CSS, CHP

Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii San Diego button-celery FE/CE VP (clay)

Euphorbia misera Cliff spurge None MSS, CBS

Ferocactus viridescens San Diego barrel cactus FSC*/ CSS, CHP, MSS
Hazardia orcuittii Orcutt’s hazardia FSC*ICT CHP

lva hayesiana San Diego marsh-elder FSC*/ AM, RP

Lotus nuttallianus Nuttall’s lotus FSC*/ Coastal strand/dune
Muilla clevelandii San Diego goldenstar FSC*/ G, CHP, CSS (openings)
Myosurus minimus ssp. apus Little mousetail FSC */ VP, AM

Navarretia fossalis Spreading navarretia FT/ VP

Orcuittia californica California Orcutt grass FE/CE VP

Pinus torreyana ssp. torreyana Torrey pine FSC*/ SMC, Torrey Pine forest
Quercus dumosa Nuttall’ s scrub oak FSC*/ SMC

Quercus engel mannii Engelmann oak None CHP, CLOW, G
Tetracoccus dioicus Parry’ s tetracoccus FSC*/ CHP, CSS
Invertebrates

Sreptocephal us woottoni Riverside fairy shrimp FE/ VP

Branchinecta sandiegoensis San Diego fairy shrimp FE/ VP

Cicindela hirticollis gravida Sandy beach tiger beetle FSC*/ Sandy beaches

Cicindela latesignata obliviosa Oblivioustiger beetle FSC */ M udflats




Table 2-2 (Continued)

MHCP SPECIESEVALUATED FOR COVERAGE

Scientific Name Common Name Status! Habitat?

Invertebrates (Continued)

Coelus globosus Globose dune beetle FSC*/ Coastal dunes

Euphyes vestris harbisoni Harbison’s dun skipper FSC*/ RW, RS, OW (rip)

Panoquina errans Salt marsh skipper FSC*/ M

Lycaena hermes Hermes copper FSC*/ CSS, CHP

Euphydryas editha quino Quino checkerspot FE/ CSS, VP, G

Amphibiansand Reptiles

Scaphiopus [ Spea] hammondii Western spadefoot toad FSC*/CSC Aquatic, G

Bufo californicus Arroyo toad FE/CSC CSS, CHP (along streams)
Rana aurora draytonii Californiared-legged frog FT/CSC Aquatic, RP

Clemmys marmorata pallida Southwestern pond turtle FSC*/CSC Aquatic, RP

Phrynosoma coronatum blainvillel San Diego horned lizard FSC */CSC CSS, CHP

Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi Orange-throated whiptail FSC */CSC CSS, CHP, G

Birds

Pelecanus occidentalis californicus California brown pelican FE/CE, FP Open water

Plegadis chihi White-faced ibis FSC */CSC FWM, estuaries, SM

Circus cyaneus Northern harrier /CSC G, SM, FWM, AG, open CSS
Accipiter cooperii Cooper’s hawk /CSC RW, OW (breeding)

Pandion haliaetus Osprey /CSC Open water, wetland

Aquila chrysaetos Golden eagle BEPA/CSC CSS, CHP, G

Falco peregrinus anatum Peregrine falcon /CE, FP G, AG fields, cliffs, coastal RP
Rallus longirostris levipes Light-footed clapper rail FE/CE, FP M

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus Western snowy plover FT/CSC Sdltflats, mudflats, sandy beach, dunes
Numenius americanus Long-billed curlew FSC */CSC SM, mudflats, G, fallow AG
Serna elegans Elegant tern FSC */CSC SM, shoreline, estuarine/intertidal
Serna antillarum browni Cdifornialeast tern FE/CE, FP Coastal strand, mudflats, saltflats
Athene cunicularia hypugaea Burrowing owl FSC*/CSC G, coastal strand, AG
Empidonax traillii extimus Southwestern willow flycatcher FE/CE RW

Vireo bellii pusillus Least Bell'svireo FE/CE RW

Campylorhynchus brunnei capillus cousei Coastal cactuswren FSC*/CSC CSS, cactus patches

Polioptila californica californica Coastal Cdlifornia gnatcatcher FT/CSC CSss

Salia mexicana Western bluebird None OW (edges), G

Icteria virens Y ellow-breasted chat /CSC RW

Aimophila ruficeps canescens Rufous-crowned sparrow FSC*/CSC Css

Passer culus sandwichensis beldingi Belding's savannah sparrow FSC */CE SM




Table 2-2 (Continued)

MHCP SPECIESEVALUATED FOR COVERAGE

Scientific Name Common Name Status? Habitat?
Birds (continued)
Passer culus sandwichensis rostratus Large-hilled savannah sparrow FSC */CSC M
Amphispiza belli belli Bell’' s sage sparrow FSC*/CSC CSS, CHP
Ammodramus savannarum Grasshopper sparrow None G
Agelaiustricolor Tricolored blackbird FSC*/CSC FWM, G, AG
Mammals
Corynorhinus townsendii pallescens Townsend’ s western big-eared bat FSC */CSC Caves, mines, buildings, OW, RW, CHP
Eumops perotis californicus California mastiff bat FSC*/CSC Cliffs, crevices, CHP, G, CSS
Dipodomys stephensi Stephens’ kangaroo rat FE/CT G, sparse CSS
Perognathus longimembris pacificus Pacific pocket mouse FE/CSC Sparse CSS, G, rudera
Chaetodipus fallax fallax Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse FSC*/CSC CSS, CHP, G
Lepus californicus bennettii San Diego black-tailed jackrabhbit FSC*/CSC CSS, G, CHP
Felis concolor Mountain lion CA protected CSS, CHP, RW
Odocoileus hemionus fuliginata Southern mule deer CA game species CHP, CSS, RW
IStatus (Feder al/State) ?Habitat (Holland 1986)

FE = Federally endangered AG = Agriculture

PE = Proposed for federal listing as endangered AM = Alkali marsh

FT = Federally threatened CBS = Coastal bluff scrub

PT = Proposed for federal listing as threatened CHP = Chaparra

C = Candidate for federal listing CLOW = Coast live oak woodland

BEPA = Bald Eagle Protection Act CSS = Coastd sage scrub

CE = State endangered FWM = Freshwater marsh

CT = State threatened G = Grassland

FP = State fully protected MSS = Maritime succulent scrub

CSC = State Species of Specia Concern OW = Oak woodland

FSC * = Federal Species of Concern; formerly Category 2 or RF = Riparian forest

Category 3 candidate or proposed for federal listing RP = Riparian

FSC 1 = Federal Species of Concern; proposed ruleto list as RS = Riparian scrub

endangered or threatened has been withdrawn RW = Riparian woodland

protected = moratorium on hunting SM = Salt marsh

none = no federal or state status SMC = Southern maritime chaparral

VP =Verna pool
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The digribution of these birds is highly patchy in the MHCP area, owing to the highly
fragmented date of ther habitat. Few habitat patches in the study area are large enough and
contiguous enough to be considered reliable core breeding aress for gnatcatchers. A core
breeding area should contain sufficient high quality habitat (e.g., Cdifornia sagebrush dominated
sage scrub on gentle dopes) to reliably support at least 25 pairs of gnatcatchers (50 adult birds)
each breeding season. This threshold population sze is based on theoretical and empiricdl

dudies regarding resstance to extinction for subpopulations of breeding songbirds in an
interconnected reserve system (e.g., see Laymon and Haltermann 1989; Shaffer 1981). Core
habitat should aso be contiguous enough that gnatcatchers can freely move about or disperseto
al portions of the habitat, and rdatively free of internd fragmentation or edge effects from

adjoining land uses. The only portion of the sudy area that clearly meets these requirementsis
the southeast Carlshad/southwest San Marcos (La CostalUniversity Commons) area. This area
represents the northwestern terminus of the relatively unbroken swath of sage scrub that reaches
north from the SanDieguito River Valey. Rdaively large and intact patches of contiguous
coasta sage scrub (approximately 1,200 total acres) remain in the La CostalUniversty
Commons area. However, much of the habitat there is gpproved for take under existing
Section 10(a) and 7 agreements with the wildlife agencies, and habitat linkages from this areato
gnatcatcher habitats farther north are fragmented by development and agriculture,

Other portions of the study area that may meet some, but not al, criteria for a reliable
gnatcaicher breeding core are in central Carlsbad (Macario Canyon/Agua Hedionda Lagoon)
and northeastern Carlsbad (Cadavera Heights/Carlsbad Highlands). Although these areas may
support enough gnatcatchers to qualify as core breeding areas, habitats there are fragmented
and are somewhat more disturbed and lower in qudity than in southeast Carlsbad. Much of the
northeast Carlshad coastd sage scrub is dominated by black sage and occurs on relatively
steep and rocky dopes. Sage scrub in the Macario Canyon area is recovering from ast
disturbance and supports a fairly high densty of gnatcatchers. However, it is more internaly
fragmented and relatively poorly connected with other habitat aress. Furthermore, it is unclear
whether these areas would support enough gnatcaichers to mest the criteria (25 breeding pairs)
during dl years, given the high degree of fragmentation and potentia for adverse edge effects.

Due to the small size of most other coastal sage scrub patches in the study area, and their
relative isolation from one another, most coasta sage scrub habitat in the study area is
conddered “gepping-stone’ linkage habitat for gnatcatchers. Many of these patches,
paticulaly in the coastd cities, serve as breeding habitat for reaively smdl numbers of
gnatcatchers each (athough cumulatively al patches together support many territories). Given
that fledglings are able to disperse from one breeding patch to another, these patches create a
series of stepping stones linking together the larger core population areas that occur north and
south of the MHCP cities (on Camp Pendleton and in the unincorporated area reaching to the
San Dieguito River Vdley). Thus, these stepping stones serve a critica function in geneticaly
linking together the regiond gnatcatcher “metgpopulation” (the interconnected network of
populations). Coastd sage scrub habitats farther east, in Escondido and north San Marcos,
may be less important to the regiond conservation of gnatcatchers, because they support
gnatcaichers a lower dengties than the coasta cities and do not appear to effectivey link
together core breeding areas.

Other High Priority Animals

The other high priority anima species in the study area are discussed in groups based on
frequency of occurrence in the sudy area and habitat affinities.
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Severd species have not been recorded in the study area in recent years, dthough potentia
habitat exists:

The Quino checkerspot butterfly Euphydryas editha quino) may be extirpated
from the MHCP area, but open vegetation communities that include patches of its
hogt plants (plantain species) likely occur in scettered locations. USFWS survey
guidelines do not require surveys for this species within the MHCP area.

The arroyo southwestern toad Bufo microscaphus californicus) has no known
populations within the study area, athough recent observations have been made
upstream of the study area along the San Luis Rey River, and one recent record
outsde the FPA in esstern Oceanside. Even if the arroyo toad is confirmed within
the study ares, its persistence could probably not be ensured given the historic loss
of upland habitat adjacent to riparian breeding areas and habitat degradation in
breeding habitat.

The red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytoni) is probably extirpated from the
county, and deep-water pools surrounded by thick riparian or marsh vegetation are
rare within the study area, or support nonnative species that are detrimenta to red-
legged frog populations (e.g., bullfrog, Rana catesbeiana).

The Pecific little pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris pacificus) was
higoricaly found on the coast in Oceandde and possbly Encinitas but is not
currently known to occur in the study area. Potentid habitat for the species-sparse
vegetation on fine sandy soils within about 4 miles of the coagt—is scattered
throughout the coadtd cities. One unverified observation was reported in 1989 in
Lux Canyon, Encinitas, but more recent surveys have failed to detect the species
there.

The American peregrine fdcon (Falco peregrinus anatum) has no nesting
locations in the study area, but has been infrequently observed foraging in the area.

Severd MHCP species are known from only one or afew restricted locations within the study

area

The coastal cactus wren Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus coues) is largey
restricted to the San Pasqua Valey area in Escondido, which represents a mgjor
and critical population of the species. One additiond location is on the north side of
Batiquitos Lagoon in Carlsbad.

The Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephensi) has been historicaly recorded
in grasdands and agricultural aress of northern and eastern Oceansde. The MHCP
database includes one location point in Gugome

314552000
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Regiona Park that may no longer be extant due to habitat changes (S. J.
Montgomery, pers. comm.). However, potentid habitat gill exigts in northern
Oceansde, and the species is found on nearby portions of Camp Pendleton and the
Fallbrook Nava Wegpons Station, from which it could disperse into the study area.

The Riversde fairy shrimp (Streptocephal us wootoni) is known from the Poinsettia
Lane verna pools in Carlsbad, which is considered a critica location for species
conservation. This species has not been recorded in the San Marcos verna pools.

The San Diego fary dhrimp (Branchinecta sandiegoensis) has been recently
recorded in the Poinsettia Lane vernd pools and San Marcos vernd pools. These
are consdered critical locations for the species.

Two priority bird species are associated with riparian habitats in the study areax

The least Bell’s vireo is represented by 181 location points in the MHCP database
and has been increasing in population in recent years (USFWS 1998). Mgjor and
critica populations of this species are dong the San Luis Rey River and Rilgrim
Creek in Oceanside.

There are 6 location points recorded for the southwestern willow flycatcher
(Empidonax traillii extimus), which is resricted to mature, willow-dominated
riparian woodlands and forests. Magor and critical habitat areas are listed as the
San Luis Rey River near Gugome Lake and Pilgrim Creek near Foss Lake, both in
Oceanside.

Severd priority bird species are associated with open water, estuarine, and marsh habitats dong
the coast or in the coastal lagoons:

The Cdifornia brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus) is not known
to breed in the county but is a regular post-breeding and winter resident in coastal
areas, harbors, and estuaries of the MHCP study area.

The light-footed clapper rail (Rallus longirostris levipes) is found in sdtmarsh
habitats in dl four of the coastd lagoons in the Sudy area, which are considered
major and critical locations for conservetion

The western snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus) is known to breed
at the mouth of the San Luis Rey River and at Agua Hedionda, Batiquitos, and San
Elijo Lagoons, which are consdered mgor and critica locations.

The Cdifornia leest tern (Sterna antillarum browni) breeds regularly at Batiquitos
Lagoon and occasondly at other lagoons within the study area. The mouth of the
San Luis Rey River and &l four lagoons are conddered critical locations for the
Species.

The Belding' s Savannah sparrow (Passer culus sandwichensis beldingi) isfound in
sdtmarsh habitats associated with the lagoons and adong the San Luis Rey River and
Filgrim Creek. Agua Hedionda, Batiquitos, and San Elijo Lagoons are considered
mgor and critical breeding locations.

314552000
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The orange-throated whiptal lizard (Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi) is widdy
digtributed within the study area, particularly in more open scrub and chaparrd habitais. No
magor or critica locations have been identified.

High Priority Plants

The high priority plant species in the MHCP are aso al consdered narrow endemic species.
Narrow endemics are those species consdered so redtricted in distribution and abundance that
subgtantia loss of their populations or habitat might jeopardize the species continued existence
or recovery. Severd MHCP plant pecies are associated with specific habitat types within the
sudy area. The following four species are ether entirdy or partidly associated with vernd

poals:

Thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) occursin heavy clay soilsin grasdands
within areas of Carlsbad, Oceanside, and centrd SanMarcos. Severd of these
locations are consdered mgor populations and critical for species conservation.

San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii) is known from the
Poinsettia Lane verna pools in Carlsbad, and from the San Marcos verna pools.
Both locations are consdered magor populations and critical for species
conservation.

Spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) is known from the Poinsettia Lane
vernd pools in Carlsbad, and from the San Marcos vernd pools. Both locations
are consdered mgjor populations and critical for species conservation.

Cdifornia orcutt grass Qrcuttia californica) is known from the Poinsettia Lane
vernd poolsin Carlsbad. Thislocation is consdered amgor population and critical
for species conservation.  This species has not been recorded in the San Marcos
vernd pools.

One priority plant speciesis associated with clay or gabbro-derived soilsin the sudy area:

San Diego thorn-mint (Acanthomintha ilicifolia) can be found in coastdl sage
scrub, chaparral, or grassands.  Within the study area, mgor populations of this
gpecies occur in Carlsbad (near the junction of El Camino Red and College
Boulevard, south of Pdomar Airport Road, north of Alga Road, north of
Olivenhain, west of San Marcos), Encinitas (Quail Botanica Gardens, Lux Canyon
and vidinity), San Marcos associated with the vernd pools, and south Visa. A
mgor population formerly found in northwest Escondido was transplanted to the
San Diego Wild Animal Park severd years ago.

Three priority plant species are typicaly associated with southern maritime chaparrd in the
study area:

Dd Ma manzanita (Arctostaphylos glandulosa ssp. crassifolia) occurs on
sandstone terraces and bluffs in Carlsbad and Encinitas. Mgor populations of this
gpecies in the study area occur in the vicinity of AguaHediondaand near the Green
Vdley-Olivenhain area in Carlsbad, in Lux Canyon and its vicinity, the Green
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Vadley-Olivenhain area, and Oak Crest Park in Encinitas. All of these populations
are consdered critical for species conservation.

Encinitas baccharis Baccharis vanessae) occurs in the study area in Carlsbad,
Encinitas, and southern Escondido.  The population on dopes above Green Vdley
(Carlshad, Encinitas) is considered both mgjor and critical for species conservation
Smdller populations in the study area occur near Alga Road to the north (Carlshad),
and in Lux Canyon to the south (Encinitas). The Lux Canyon population is dso
considered critica for species conservation.

Orcutt's spineflower (Chorizanthe orcuttiana) appears to be restricted to
sandstone bluffs where it occurs in association with southern maritime chaparrdl.
The only confirmed, presumably extant locality for this Speciesin the Sudy areaisin
Oak Crest Park in Encinitas. Thissmdl population is considered critical for species
conservation. It should be noted that additiona, potential habitat for this species
occurs within the study area.

At least one MHCP species has not been recorded in the study area, although potentia habitat
exigs and it is known from the vicinity of the sudy areax

Short-leaved dudleya (Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. brevifolia) is restricted to
sandgtone bluffs in southern maritime cheparrd.  Within this habitat, this subspecies
is further redricted to areas characterized by thin soils, reddish ironstone
concretions, and sparse vegetation.  The entire known digtribution of this species
lies between Dd Mar and La Jolla. Any individuas detected in the MHCP study
areawould be consdered critica for species conservation.

2.4 HABITAT QUALITY EVALUATION

The biological database was used in a Gl S-based habitat evaluation modd designed to assess
and rank the relative biologica vaue of lands within the MHCP study area. The modd was
used as a tool to help ddineate and prioritize lands for inclusion in the preserve sysem Itis
essentialy the same mode as that applied to the MSCP study area, but with a dightly different
st of goecific vegetation communities and target species ad some modifications to the
Cdifornia gnatcatcher component of the model. See Appendix A of Volumell for detalls.

2.4.1 Methods

In the absence of adequate and systematicaly collected data for the entire study area, the model
uses biologicad and physica information reating to the potentia presence of MHCP species and
habitat dtributes  that foster biodiversity to axs the  rdative
biologicd vdue of areas within the subregion The “compogte’ habitat evduation modd
includes four separate modd components. (1) priority Cdifornia gnatcatcher habitat, (2) a
habitat value index, (3) high priority target species and verna pool habitat, and (4) wildife
corridors. Figure 2-2 presents the moded as a flowchart.
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A. California Gnatcatcher Habitat Evaluation (3 map layers)

C. High Prioirity Target Species and Vernal Pool Habitat (4 map layers)
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The parameters of the priority California gnatcatcher habitat modd are minimum habitat patch
gze (25 acres minimum patch sze for coastd populations and 50 acres for inland populations),
elevationd digribution of gnatcatchers (more than 90% of sightings occur below 950 feet), and
dope preferences (more than 90% of sightings occur on dopes less than 40%). Note that this
modd was later refined based on new information, as discussed in Appendix A of Volume I1.

The habitat vaue index model included seven data layers as inputs.  soils known to support
sengtive plant species, adverse edge effects, micro-habitat features (e.g., presence of dliffs,
Springs, or ponds), ecotone index, habitat diversity index, rarity of naturd habitats, and potential
to support MHCP species. These layers were weighted and combined to assgn the relative
biologica vaue of naturd habitat in the MHCP study area, and specificdly to identify aress
having potentia for high biological vaue,

The high priority MHCP species and vernd pool habitat modd included dl federdly and Sate-
listed species, federd candidate species (former Category 1 species), species proposed for
ligting, and verna pool complexes. In addition, historic, current, and potentiad nesting sites of
golden eagles were plotted, because the eagle represents a top carnivore important to preserve
design.

The wildlife corridor modd used riparian vegetation communities as a preiminary indicator of
potentid wildlife corridors.  Riparian woodland, riparian forest, oak riparian forest, and riparian
scrub were identified as vegetation types most likely to be used as wildlife corridors. It should
be noted thet this andlysis was therefore limited in scope to movement corridors for species that
use riparian corridors (e.g., mule deer, mountain lion, and bobcat). As such, this modd does
not necessarily address the issue of dispersal and movement by other species. The broader
issue of habitat linkages, which is not addressed in this model, requires that the core preserve
areasfirgt be identified and that species-specific habitat linkage requirements be eva uated.

The composite habitat evaluation modd map was updated in 1998 by removing dl hebitat value
from those areas known to have been devel oped between 1992 and 1997 (based on the 1997
revised vegetation communities map). However, the modd was not rerun to account for more
subtle changes in input parameters that may have occurred.

2.4.2 RESULTS

Figure 2-3 illudtrates results of the compodte habitat evauation modd for the sudy area. The
largest aress of very high and high habitat vaue are concentrated in a swath extending from
southeast Carlsbad, southwest San Marcos, and north Encinitas up to north Carlsbad. Much of
this acreage coincides with large blocks of predominantly
coastal sage scrub, grasdands, and southern maritime chaparral communities. Other large areas
of high vaue are found aong the north boundary of Oceanside (mostly coasta sage scrub and
grasdands), portions of north San Marcos (coastd sage scrub), and north Escondido (multiple
habitats at Daley Ranch). Smdler areas that rate very high include verna pool complexesin
San Marcos, areas supporting concentrations of MHCP species or rare vegetation communities
(e.g., southern maritime chaparrad in Encinitas), and riparian corridors and other wetland
vegetation. Many of the stepping-stone patches of habitat in Oceanside are dso rated as very
high in vaue, reflecting their importance to preserve design in spite of their rdatively smal size.
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Section 2 Description of MHCP Study Area

2.5 BioLoOGICAL CORE AND LINKAGE AREA

The habitat evaluation mode map, dong with the MHCP database of target species
information, vegetation communities, field survey results, and basic tenets of preserve design,
were used to identify a BCLA for the study area.  The BCLA is roughly equivaent to a
biologicdly preferred preserve dternative because it identifies dl large contiguous areas of
habitat, all areas supporting major and critica species populations or habitat aress, and all
important functiona linkages and movement corridors between them. The BCLA isdso a
darting point and an andyticd tool for desgning the preserve sysem  Conservation of large
habitat areas and functiond linkages and corridors should be maximized within the find
preserve. However, the boundaries of the BCLA are generd and require site-specific review
during subarea planning for more precise definition

The BCLA corresponds fairly closdy with those areas shown as high and very high on the
habitat evaluation map (Figure 23); however, it aso includes areas of lower vaue, such as
agriculturd fidds and disturbed habitats, where they may serve as linkages between higher vaue
core areas. Figure 24 shows the vegetation communities within the BCLA, and Table 21
summaxrizes acreeges of these vegetation communities.

2.6 LAND OWNERSHIP

The study area contains about 111,908 acres, of which about 71% is in private ownership.
Figure 2-5 presents a breakdown of ownership by public and private entities (SANDAG
2002). Figure 2-6 maps the digtribution of these land ownership categories. Of the 19,584
acres that are publicly owned (about 17% of totd), the largest proportion (16,843 acres, or
86% of the public ownership) is owned by locd jurisdictions. The state government owns 417
acres in the study area, mostly naturd habitats at the coastal lagoons. The federd government
administers only about 169 acresin the study area.

2.7 LAND USE

Figure 27 shows a breakdown of the exigting and planned land uses within the study area
(SANDAG 2002) and Figure 2-8 maps the digtribution of existing land uses. Exigting land uses
in the dudy aea ae predominantly resdentid, road rightsof-way, and other
urban uses. About 8% of the areaiisin agriculturd use. Only about 10,814 acres (about 10%)
are classfied as parks and preserves, which include some active parks not supporting natural
habitat. About 23,195 acres (21%) ae cdassfied as vacant. The
planed land uses include over 53,008 acres of resdentid (47% of tota area) and
16,600 acres of planned gpen space (15%). The baance of the acreage is planned for other
forms of development or agriculture.

A key palicy is to maximize incluson of existing and planned open space and other publicly
owned lands in the preserve. The planning gpproach treated these existing open space areas as
building blocks that needed to be substantialy added to and linked using awide array of other
consarvation planning tools,

Figure 2-9 shows SANDAG'’s 2020 Regiona Transportation Highway Plan. Two key projects
in the Highway Plan are the widening and addition of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanesto
Interstate 5 (1-5) north of 1-805, and the widening and addition of HOV/managed lanesto I-15
between State Route (SR) 163 and SR 78. Additional projects include the widening of SR 76
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between Oceanside and I-15. The Plan aso includes numerous interchange improvements as
well asthe addition of auxiliary lanes where needed.

Figure 2-10 shows SANDAG's 2020 Trangt Plan. Mgor improvements to the coadtd rail line
will permit Coaster service to be expanded from 18 to 48 one-way trips per day, reducing
travel time between Oceangde to Centre City San Diego from 60 minutes to 50 minutes. The
Oceandde to Escondido light rail line, a TransNet project, will be completed by 2008. In
addition, the Plan identifies a series of regiona bus corridors and transitways.

2.8 HisTORICAL AND FORECAST GROWTH
2.8.1 Higorical Growth

Between 1990 and 2002, total population in the San Diego region grew by 420,300 persons to
2,918,300, or an average growth of 1.3% per year. Due to a prolonged effect of the 1991
recession, population grew by an average of 0.8% per year from 1990 to 1996. Average
annual growth increased to 1.8% per year for the period from 1996 to 2002.

Tota housng in the region increased by 116,600 units between 1990 and 2002, to 1,062,870
units. This represents an average housing growth of dightly less than 1% per year, or less than
the growth in population. As a result, average household sze has increased from 2.69 persons
in 1990 to 2.77 persons in 2002.

The seven cities participating in the MHCP grew more rapidly than the region asawhole. Totd
population of the MHCP cities grew by 23%, or 1.7% per year, between 1990 and 2002, and
housing grew by 14%, or 1.1% per year. San Marcos saw the most rapid population growth at
an average of 2.9% per year, followed by Oceanside and Vista at 1.9% per year, Carlsbad at
1.8% per year, Escondido at 1.7% per year, and Encinitas and Solana Beach at less than 1%
per year.

2.8.2 Forecast Growth

SANDAG and local jurisdictions of San Diego County periodicaly prepare forecasts of
regiona growth and projected alocations of this growth to cities, unincorporated communities,
and other geographic subdivisons. Forecasts include population, housing, employment, land
use, and other demographic and economic data. The preliminary 2030 Regionwide Forecast
was redessed in November 2002 According to this forecast, the
region’s population is projected to grow 38% from 2.8 million in 2000 to 3.9 million in 2030,
while the number of housing unitsis projected to grow 33% from 1.0 million unitsin 2000 to 1.4
million unitsin 2030.

Locd jurisdictions and SANDAG are currently (through 2004) preparing a regiond
comprehensive dan (RCP) to integrate land uses, trangportation systems, infrastructure needs,
and public investment drategies for the San Diego region. The RCP addresses a number of
chalenges faced by the region, including a serious housing shortage, congested roadway's, and
continuing sprawl into its rurd aress. A key feature of the RCP is emphags on "smart growth”,
which would limit urban Sorawl and improve exiging
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Public Versus Private Ownership

Total Public
19,584 acres
(17%)

Road Right of Way*
13,086 acres

(12%)
Private
79,239 acres
(71%)
Breakdown of Public Ownership
State (Caltrans) ~ State Park Federal
22 acres 169 acres
349 acres
<1% (1%)
State (CDFG) (2%)
417 acres
(2%)
Other State
1,784 acres
(10%)
Water Districts
(local)
263 acres
(1%)
Other Local .
1,120 acres City (local)
(6%) 12,337 acres
(71%)

County (local)
1,220 acres
(7%)

*Both public and private road rights-of-way
Note:[Btudy area total acreages differ between raster-based GIS calculations (vegetation) [J

and vector-based GIS calculations (land use/ownership).

Source: SANDAG Land Layers, 2002
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Figure 2-6
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Existing Land Uses

Vacant
23,195 acres
21% Water
(21%) 1,568 acres
(1%)

Agriculture

Residential
8,9610acres 37,134 acres
(8%) (33%)

Commercial and Office
3,852 acres
(3%)

Parks and Open Space
10,814 acres
(10%)

Commercial Recreation
4,224 acres
(4%)

Industrial
4,066 acres
(4%)

TCPU*
Education - Institutional 14,904 acres
3,191 acres (13%)
(3%)

Planned Land Uses

Water
1,568 acres
(1%)

Agriculture

Parks and Open 3,609 acres
Space (3%)

16,600 acres

(15%)

Commercial
Recreation
5,169 acres
(5%)
Residential
53,008 acres

Education - (48%)

Institutions
4,089 acres
(4%)

TCPU*
15,041 acres
(13%) Industrial
6,924 acres
(6%)

Commercial and
Office

5,900 acres
(5%)

*TCPU = Transportation, Communications, and Public Utilities

Note:[Btudy area total acreages differ between raster-based GIS calculations (vegetation) [J
and vector-based GIS calculations (land use/ownership).

Source: SANDAG Land Layers, 2002
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Section 2 Description of MHCP Study Area

neighborhoods, directing future development away from rurd areas and closer to existing and
planned job centers, education and hedlth ingtitutions, and transportation corridors. Focus areas
for future development should (1) accommodate higher residentid and/or employment densties
and (2) be located in one of the following:

key activity centersthat could be connected to other activity centers by trangit;

areas within walking distance of the region's existing or planned light rail Sations,
commuter rail gations, or mgor bus corridors; or

pedestrian-friendly town and village centers.

It may be noted that the gods of the MHCP are consstent with and support the implementation
of smart growth by limiting urban sprawl and conserving currently undeveloped aress. Both the
MHCP and smart growth will require a careful balance between conservation and development,
particularly on vacant land zoned for resdentid use. In particular, the MHCP needs to be
complemented by strategies to increase housing supply in areas that have exigting transportation
and other infrastructure services.
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Section 3 Consarvation Planning

3.0 CONSERVATION PLANNING

This section describes the planning and andyses that have guided development of the
jurisdictions subarea plans. The subarea plans describe how each city will implement its
portion of the subregional MHCP (Section 3.1).

The heart of the conservation planning process is the physical design of the preserve boundaries.
MHCP preserve design began with the gpplication of biologica and land use guidelines to
identify the FPA for each city, within which conservation will be concertrated (Section 3.2).
Biologica andyss of the FPAs conssted of quantifying the targeted conservation of MHCP
habitats and species, relative to the habitats and species locations proposed for devel opment,
and evduating the configuration of the FPAs relative to the species habitat needs. The results
of thisanayss, dong with an outline for conducting future biological anayses, are summarized in
Section 3.3 and fully detailed in Volume I1. The following sections describe the covered species
ligts and take authorizations that will be issued once subarea plans are approved (Section 3.4),
the implications for dealing with species that are not covered by the plan (Section 3.5), and the
requirements for wetlands permitting (Section 3.6). Sections 3.7 and 3.8 provide guidelines for
development planning and biological preserve design.

3.1 THEMHCP PLAN ASAN UMBRELLA DOCUMENT

The MHCP plan serves as an umbrella document to guide the preparation of subarea plans by
each participating city and does not itsdf receive any permits. To be approved, subarea plans
must be congstent with the conservation and policy guideines of the MHCP plan.

3.1.1 Role of the Subregional Plan

The MHCP subregiond plan documents the processes, guiddines, and other features that are
common to dl subarea plans. The MHCP plan contains the overal conservation strategy for
the subregion and documents the conservation actions that collectively will guarantee the
protection of species covered by individud subarea plans. The subregiona plan aso describes
the cooperative inditutional mechaniams through which participants will coordinate MHCP
implementation. The MHCP subregiond plan does not authorize the taking of biologica
resources or otherwise serve as the sole basis for any permits or authorizations.

3.1.2 Role of the Subarea Plans

Subarea plans included in the MHCP plan, or prepared subsequent to its completion, describe
the specific conservation, management, facility Sting, land use, and other actions each city will
take to implement the goals, guiddines, and standards of the subregiond plan. Subarea plans
aso describe how the cities will use ther existing plan review and gpproval processes to
guarantee implementation of the plans. When MHCP guiddines are followed, each subarea
plan would meet the requirements for state and federd permits and authorizations for take of
species included on the covered species list.  Section 5.1 describes how these plans are
consstent with federd and State requirements and legd authority. Subarea plans will be the
subject of implementing agreements between the individud cities, the CDFG, and the USFWS,
The agreements will convey take authorizations to the individua cities so that they may permit
public or private actions based on their approved subarea plans.

Five MHCP cities have prepared subarea plans, which were submitted smultaneoudy with the
Public Review Draft MHCP: Carlsbad, Encinitas, Escondido, Oceanside, and San Marcos.
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Section 3 Consarvation Planning

3.2 FOCUSED PLANNING AREAS

The MHCP jurisdictions have worked cooperatively with the wildlife agencies, property
owners, environmental groups, and other members of the Advisory Committee to identify FPAs
within which some lands will be dedicated for open space and habitat preservation (Figure 3-1).
The FPAs are represented by a combination of “hardling’ preserves, indicating lands that will be
consarved and managed for biological resources, and “softling” planning areas, within which
preserve aress will ultimately be ddinested based on further data and planning. Each
jurisdiction’s subarea plan must contain written guidelines for preserve design and planning of
development and other land uses in the soft line areas, as wdl as guiddines for habitat
management, mitigation, interim protection during the planning period, and a process for
establishing permanent protection of preserved lands.

Severa objectives were incorporated into the process of designing the MHCP FPAs.

Conserve as much of the biologicaly most important habitat lands remaining in the
subregion (BCLA) as possible, in a system that minimizes preserve fragmentation.

Maximize theincluson of public lands within the preserve,

Maximize the incluson of lands dready conserved as open space, where
appropriate.

Maintain individua property rights and economic viahility for the subregion.

In addition to the hardline and softline FPA aress, Figure 31 illustrates two other important
preserve planning condderations. (1) hardline open space aress (and development areas)
aready designated under existing HCPs or Section 7 agreements and therefore not subject to
MHCP preserve planning, and (2) ared circle indicating a generd area within which additiona
consarvation of core breeding habitat for California gnatcatchers has been required by the
wildlife agencies to ensure long-term viability of the species. The purpose and goals for this
“USFWS circle” which includes some lands outside the MHCP cities in the unincorporated
county, are described in more detail in Sections 3.3.2 and Section 5.3.9.

The consarvation targeted within the FPAs will be achieved by the implementing measures
documented in each city’s subarea plan. Each plan will demondtrate how conservation in its
FPA can be achieved through regulation (avoidance of lands based on land-use policies),
minimization of impacts, mitigation, and, after these measures have been exhausted, acquisition
of parcesfrom willing sdlers

Some hardline areas and softline areas not dready permitted may changein configuration during
consultation with the USFWS and CDFG when the respective City requests a 10(a)1(B) permit
and Section 2835 of the NCCP for their subarea plan. Such changes are expected to be minor
or result in an improved preserve design and/or increased preserve acreage. If the changes are
not minor or do not result in an improved preserve design, subsequent environmental review
maybe required pursuant to CEQA Section 21166 and
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Section 3 Consarvation Planning

NEPA Section 1502.9 to process the subarea plan and the implementing agreement in order to
issue the incidentd take permits.

A revisad subarea plan, dong with an urgency ordinance and draft implementing agreement will
be available for public review. The public will be notified through the City's public hearing
natification process and through natification published in the federd regigter.

3.3 CONSERVATION ANALYSIS

This section briefly summarizes the expected levels of conservation and take of biologica
resources under the MHCP, given the October 2002 FPA and assumptions about how
consarvation will occur under city subareaplans. Thefull andyssisincluded in Volume Il. This
analysis does not incorporate adjustments to the FPA since October 2002, athough the FPA
has continued to evolve through policy review and negatiations with the wildlife agencies.
Results of the conservation andysis (Volume I1), which reflects public comment on the andyss
performed for the Public Review Draft MHCP, will be used by the wildlife agenciesto evduate
species coverage for the issuance of take authorizations.

3.3.1 Methods

The overdl process for analyzing the MHCP preserve involved severd mgor steps, each of
which has had severd iterations during the planning and andys's process:

1. Review avalable data, and refine and update the GIS database for biologicd
resources and preserve aress.

2. Use the GIS database to quantify expected levels of conservation and take for
vegetation communities and species throughout the study area and within each

participating city.

3. Evauate preserve viability for each of the 77 MHCP species, guided in large part
by the MHCP Biologicd Gods, Standards, and Guidelines (Ogden 1998) as
updated by information provided in Volume I of this document.

4. Specify management actions that must be implemented to assure adequate
conservation.

Updated vegetation maps and species digtribution maps were used to cadculate levels of
conservation and take within the FPA, the BCLA, and the seven-city study area as a whole.
Each city provided a map outlining land areas within which some conservation is expected to
occur. Each portion of this FPA was labeled with a percent conservation level (FPA%). This
FPA% represents the expected proportion of currently mapped natural vegetation to
ultimately be conserved within that area, or averaged across smilar areas throughout the study
aea. Further assumptions and interpretation were necessary to determine likely levels of
conservation for specific habitat types and species and to determine the configuration of
preserve aress that will ultimately be protected and managed within them. The assumptions
used in caceulating conservation leves for vegetation communities, ecologicd communities, and
MHCP species based on the FPA, MHCP policies, subarea plan policies, and other factors are
fully described in Volume Il and briefly summarized below.
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Section 3 Consarvation Planning

Conservation of Vegetation Communities

Vegetation communities were grouped into wetland and upland communities due to differences
in policies and guiddines that apply. Wetland vegetation communities (coastd salt marsh, dkali
marsh, freshwaer marsh, estuarine, sdt pan/mudflats, riparian forest, riparian woodland,
riparian scrub, vernd pool, disturbed wetland, flood channel, freshwater) were calculated as
100% conserved both inside and outside of FPAs, based on the MHCP no net loss palicy.
This cdculation assumes 100% conservation of existing vegetation acreage as well as 100%
conservation of biological functions and values as they pertain to MHCP species using these
habitats. Upland vegetation communities occurring insde the FPA were generdly caculated at
the FPA conservation percent in which they occur. Outside of the FPA, upland vegetation
communities were cdculated as 0% consarved.  Although some naturd vegetation will remain
undeveloped outsde the FPA, the conservation level is caculated at 0%, because these areas
will not be actively managed as part of the MHCP preserve and their long-term conservation
vaue cannot be assured. Areas of nonhabitat (developed, disturbed, and agricultura areas)
were caculated as 0% conserved both indde and outside the FPA. See Appendix F of
Volume Il for definitions to digtinguish annud grasdands from disturbed or agriculturd lands.

Conservation of Ecological Communities

For purposes of andyss, the MHCP animd and plant species were aso grouped into
ecological communities based on shared habitat requirements or co-occurrence within smilar
environments, such as those species associated with verna pools or with riparian habitats (see
Volume Il for tables and descriptions of the ecologica communities and species using each
community for one or more life requistes). This community-level analysis was performed to
illugrate how consarvation and management actions within each ecologicad community may
affect its member pecies as a group. However, because this andyss overlooks biological
differences among the species comprising a community, it is not sufficient by itsef to determine
effects of MHCP implementation on any particular species.  The value of community-level
andysisisto illustrate how groups of species may be affected in concert by certain aspects of
the preserve design, implementation policies, or management actions.

Preserve Configuration

The configuration of the preserve system expected to result under MHCP implementation was
assessed both quantitatively and qualitatively. Because the BCLA was delineated to capture the
best remaining habitat areas, induding al the largest remaining blocks of habitat and criticd

linkages between them, the analysis used the proportion of the BCLA that would be preserved
by the FPA as one relevant measure to assess preserve configuration.  The andyss dso
consdered some measures of fragmentation and edge effects, including the size didtribution of
preserve patches and the amount of preserve area greater than 50 meters and 200 meters from
apresarve edge. Preserve configuration was also assessed qualitatively, at a landscape scale,
by assessing the expected effects of MHCP implementation on wildlife movement between core
preserve areas.  This andyss looked specificaly at linkages between the coastd lagoons and
inland habitat areas (generdly east-west corridors associated with riparian habitats), as well as
north-south linkages to alow wildlife movement between the larger habitat blocks thet lie north
and south of the study area. Most importantly, preserve configuration was assessed separately
for eech MHCP species based on its particular space requirements, dispersa abilities,
susceptibility to adverse edge effects, and so on. Each species evduation in Volume |1 includes
a subsection on expected preserve configuration effects on the species continued viability in the
study area.
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Section 3 Consarvation Planning

Conservation of Species

Numerous caculation rules, modds, and guidelines were gpplied to estimate expected effects of
MHCP implementation on species populations or locations in the study area, as detailed in
Volume Il and summarized briefly here. For most species locations or populations, smilar FPA
cdculaion rules were gpplied as for the vegetation community andyss. However, more
gringent rules gpply to certain species based on MHCP policies for avoidance and minimization
of impacts, asfollows.

Obligate Wetland Species (Table 3 1)—These are species for which dl life requistes
provided in the MHCP area are expected to be within open water or wetland vegetation
communities, which are subject to the MHCP no net loss policy (Section 3.6).
Consequently, ingde the FPA, dl MHCP database observation points for obligate wetland
species were caculated as 100% conserved. This assumes 100% conservation of the
habitat, and active habitat management o ensure no loss of habitat vaue to support the
goecies.  Although wetland habitats outside the FPA are dso 100% conserved by the no
net loss policy, associated wetland species are calculated as 0% conserved, because active
management to ensure habitat value will not be guaranteed outside the FPA.

Narrow Endemic Species (Table 3-2)—These are MHCP species that are highly
restricted by their habitat affinities, edaphic (soil) requirements, or other ecological factors,
and that may have limited but important populations within the MHCP area, such that
subgtantiad loss of these populations or their habitat within the MHCP area might jeopardize
the continued existence or recovery of that species. In hardline FPA aress, location points
for narrow endemics were caculated as 100% conserved by impact avoidance. In softline
areas, narow endemic points were caculated as 95% conserved by avoidance,
minimization, and species-specific mitigation. Outside of the FPA, narrow endemic points
were calculated as 80% oconserved based on avoidance, minimization, and species-gpecific
mitigation.

Other Species—For species that are not wetland obligates or narrow endemics, dl points
that fadl outsde of the FPA were cdculated as 0% conserved.  All points
fdling indde hardline FPA areas were calculated as 100% conserved, based on impact
avoidance. In softline FPA aress, points were generdly cdculated as conserved a the FPA
percent level for the area the point falswithin.

California gnatcatcher—Additiond andyses were peformed for the Cdifornia
gnatcatcher due to the abundance of data on the species, its wide digtribution in the sudy

aea, and its high priority as a preserve planning species and conservation target. The
purpose of these additional analyses was to better quantify expected levels of conservation
and take and the effects of the MHCP preserve on species viahility than is possible with the
MHCP gnatcatcher point data done. The point database may be biased in showing more
gnatcatcher locations in aeas subject to development than in areas dready conserved or

proposed for consarvation by the MHCP, because surveys are generdly carried out in

areas proposed for development. Consequently, various modeling approaches were used
to calculate expected dendties and consarvation levels in areas tha have not been
aufficiently surveyed for gnatcatchers (see Volume I for details).
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Consarvation Planning

Table3-1

MHCP SPECIESCONS DERED WETLAND COMMUNITY
OBLIGATES FOR PURPOSES OF ANALYSIS

Scientific Name Common Name Habitat
Plants

Eryngium aristulatum var. San Diego button-celery Verna pools
parishii

Myaosur us minimus apus Little mousetail Verna pools
Navarretia fossalis Spreading navarretia Verna pools
Orcuttia californica California Orcutt grass Verna pools
Animals

Streptocephal us woottoni Riverside fairy shrimp Vernal pools
Branchinecta sandiegoensis San Diego fairy shrimp Vernal pools
Panoquina errans Saltmarsh skipper Salt marsh

Clemmys marmorata pallida
Pelecanus occidentalis
californicus

Plegadis chihi

Pandion haliaetus
Ralluslongirostrislevipes
Sterna elegans
Empidonax traillii

Vireo bellii pusillus
Icteriavirens

Passerculus sandwichensis
beldingi

Passer culus sandwichensis
rostratus

Southwestern pond turtle
Californiabrown pelican
White-faced ibis

Osprey

Light-footed clapper rail
Elegant tern

Southwestern willow flycatcher
Least Bell’svireo

Y ellow-breasted chat
Belding’s Savannah sparrow

Large-billed Savannah sparrow

Aquatic, riparian

Open water

Fresh water marsh, estuaries, salt
marsh

Open water, wetlands

Salt marsh

Salt marsh, shoreline, estuarine/
intertidal

Riparian woodlands

Riparian woodlands

Riparian woodlands

Salt marsh

Salt marsh
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Section 3 Consarvation Planning
Table 3-2
MHCP NARROW ENDEMIC SPECIESLIST*?
Scientific Name Common Name
Plants

Acanthominthailicifolia (s)

Ambrosia pumila (g)

Arctostaphylos glandul osa spp. crassifolia (Q)
Baccharis vanessae (g)

Brodiaeafilifolia (s)

Chorizanthe orcuttiana (g)

Corethrogyne filaginifoliavar. linifolia (g)
Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. brevifolia (g, s)
Dudleya variegata (s)

Eryngium aristulatumvar. parishii (v, s)
Hazardia orculttii (g)

Lotus nuttallianus(g)

Muilla clevelandii (s)

Myosurus minimusspp. apus(v, s)
Navarretia fossalis (v, S)

Orcuttia californica(v, s)

Animals

Streptocephal us woottoni (v)

Branchinecta sandiegoensis (v)

Cicindela latesignata obliviosa (Q)

Euphyes vestris har bisoni

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus cousei (Q)
Perognathus longimembris pacificus (g, S)

San Diego thorn-mint

San Diego ambrosia

Del Mar manzanita

Encinitas baccharis

Thread-leaved brodiaea

Orcutt’ s spineflower

Del Mar Mesa sand aster

Short-leaved dudleya

Variegated dudleya

San Diego button-celery

Orcutt’s hazardia/Orcutt’ s gol denbush
Nuttall’ s lotus/Prostrate | otus

San Diego goldenstar/Cleveland’ s goldenstar
Little mousetail

Spreading navarretia

California Orcutt grass/Southern Orcutt grass

Riversidefairy shrimp

San Diego fairy shrimp
Oblivioustiger beetle

Harbison’s dun skipper butterfly
Coastal cactuswren

Pacific little pocket mouse

1

Specieson thislist are highly restricted by geographical or ecological factorsand may have important

populations within the MHCP area, such that substantial loss of these populations or their habitat
within the MHCP area might jeopardize the continued existence or recovery of that species.

Lettersin parentheses indicate the nature of the endemism: g = geographic endemic; v = vernal pool

endemic; s = edaphic (soil) endemic. Note that some species classified as geographic endemics for
purposes of the MHCP study are more widespread in Bagja California.
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Based on dl these assumptions for quantifying levels of conservation and teke, the MHCP
Biologica Gods, Standards, and Guiddines (Ogden 1998), and basic preserve design and
conservation biology principles, biologists a AMEC (formerly Ogden) and Conservation
Biology Inditute (CBI) evauated the expected effects of the plan on each of the 77 MHCP
gpecies. Effects of the plan reflect not only the levels of conservation and take projected for
each species or its habitat, but also how preserve configuration, management, and other factors
are expected to influence the ability of the MHCP to sustain viable populations.

The following genera evduation steps were followed for eech species. This systematic
approach to reviewing available information ensures that al species are aufficiently evauated
relative to basic principles of preserve design and conservetion biology.

1. Review available data, including the following:

Legal status of the species—Species status determines the regulatory requirements for
each species, dthough al MHCP species are assessed relative to state and federa take
authorizetion standards as well as the MHCP Biologicd Gods, Standards, and
Guiddines (Ogden 1998).

Accuracy and completeness of the MHCP database—Where little is known about a
species biology or its digtribution and abundance in the study area, extra caution is
required in assessing plan effects. An understanding of the accuracy and completeness
of the database a so helps identify research and monitoring priorities.

Overall distribution of the species—Species that are widespread or more abundant
outside the MHCP study area may not be as strongly affected by the plan as species
narrowly restricted to the sudy area (e.g., narrow endemics). Nevertheless, the god of
the MHCP is to ensure perastence of dl species within the seven-city study area.
Species that are rare or locdized throughout their range may require more intensive
management to ensure persistence than more abundant or widespread species.

MHCP distribution of the species—Speciesthat are extremely rare or localized within
the study area may require more intensive management than others to ensure persistence
within the sudy area.

Locations of major or critical populations—Major and critical populations, as listed
in Ogden (1998) and this document, must be substantialy conserved to meet the
MHCP biologicd gods and state and federa take authorization standards.

Locations or populations known to occur but not represented in the MHCP
database—Not al species locations are recorded in the database, athough al relevant
data should be consdered in evauating the preserve system.

Estimates of population decline—Population declines suggest that active management
intervention may be necessary to ensure species viability and recovery in the plan area.

Habitat requirements—All life requisites for a species (e.g., habitats and microhabitats
needed for reproduction, cover, and feeding) must be met within a contiguous area of
the preserve, or within areas that can be covered by the norma ranging abilities of
individuas of the species.

Threats to the species—Identified or suspected threats to species viability of recovery
should be monitored and countered by management actions.
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Information from local experts—Locad experts offer a vauable resource for
unpublished species and habitat information on species digtribution, habitat needs, and
management recommendations.

2. Caegorize species according to the most appropriate scale for conservation planning and
andys's (not necessarily mutudly exclusive):

Rangewide—Broad ranging species or species not likely to occur in study area.

Landscape or habitat based—Species best conserved by protecting habitat according
to preserve design principles (e.g., wetland habitats, grasdands, and vernd pools).

Fecies-specific management actions—Conservation requires Ste- or species
specific population management (eg., transplantation, reintroduction), protection of
particular Sites (e.g., nest Stes or roogting areas), or other specific actions to control
limiting factors (e.g., control of predators, competitors, or parasites).

3. Evaduate levd of conservation for each vegetation community based on the FPA and other
calculaion assumptions listed above.

4. Evduate levd of consarvation for ecologica communities, based on conservation of the
vegetation communities comprising an ecologicad community (eg., the coastd scrub
ecologicd community is comprised of coastd sage scrub, maritime succulent scrub,
southern coastd  bluff scrub, and mixed coastd sage scrub/chaparrd  vegetation
communities). Evauate levels of conservation and management for anima species reliant on
these ecological communities as part of the landscape- and habitat- based analysis.

5. Evduate level of consarvation and management for each species, reldive to date and
federd take authorization standards and MHCP standards and guidelines (Ogden 1998).
For covered species, these levels of conservation and management will be incorporated into
the Implementing Agreement. The species judtifications induded in Volume Il of this
document present conservation levels in various ways, including whichever of the following
measures seem most appropriate for a particular species.

acres of preferred habitat conserved and impacted;

acres of BCLA conserved and impacted;

number and proportion of location points conserved and impacted;

number and proportion of maor and critical populations conserved and impacted;
number and proportion of estimated population carrying capecities, and

acres and proportion of modeled habitat val ues conserved.

6. Compare the amount and configuration of habitat proposed for preservation to species
breeding, foraging, and other reeds. Determine if critical locations (e.g., habitat linkages)
are adequately conserved.

7. ldentify specific management or enhancement conditions or other specific measures needed
for coverage, including restoration and enhancement of habitats. Identify those actions
assumed by the andys's to be implemented or considered conditions for coverage of that
Species.

8. Identify monitoring requirements for covered pecies.

9. For species not covered, identify additiona information or additional conservation measures
needed to provide coverage.
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These steps were followed for each of the 77 MHCP species to determine what conditions
appear to be necessary for the MHCP and constituent subarea plans to adequately conserve
the species and meet state and federa take authorization requirements. However, the find
determination of whether a species is adequately conserved, and therefore quaifies for take
authorizations, is made by the USFWS and CDFG for each city requesting such authorizations.
Each city must emsure via their subarea plan implementing agreement that dl necessary
conditions are met for the full list of species granted authorizations. For many species, granting
of atake authorization to a particular city may be contingent on adequate conservetion of that
gpeciesin one or more other cities, asillustrated in Figure 3-2.

Population Viability Analyss (PVA) for the Califor nia Gnatcatcher

PVA isatoad for investigating (1) the likelihood of extinction — or conversely, the continued
vighility — of a gpecies or population, and (2) the reative influence of various factors on these
probabilities. PVA models require extensve and detailed data on a species’ life history, such as
seasond or annud reproduction and mortdity rates, population genetic traits, and dispersa
capabilities. PVA modds aso require data on how these characteristics vary with habitat
qudity, the age and sex of individuas comprisng the population, and other factors. Findly,
confidence in modd results requires sengtivity analyses of the input parameter vaues, which
help identify those parameters of the mode that most influence modd results and must therefore
be most carefully estimated.

The data required to determine the modd parameter values and to perform reliable andyses are
avallable for very few species and are especidly lacking for rare and poorly studied species.

Due to lack of sufficient data and potentia abuses of PVA modds, PVYA mode results are
generdly not appropriate measures of preserve adequacy. A PVA was conducted for the
Cdifornia gnatcatcher and used as a heurigtic tool that asssted in the integration of knowledge
of the gnatcatcher biology (e.g., reproductive rates, dispersd, and territory sze) with the
geographic digtribution of habitat in the regiond vicinity of the MHCP study area. The PVA
was not used to test the ability of the MHCP to ensure the species persistence within the study
area for the reasons stated under “Appropriate Use of PVA” in Appendix A of Volume II.

Additiond details of the PVA are d o provided in Appendix A of Volumell.

3.3.2 Reaults

This section briefly summarizes results of the consarvation andysis. Full results are contained in
Volumell.
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Section 3 Consarvation Planning

Conservation of Vegetation Communities

Table 33 summarizes the level of consarvation by vegetation community estimated using the
October 2002 FPA. It summarizes total acreages and percentages (relative to tota acreage in
the study areq) by each vegetation community type within the FPA. It dso summarizes the
acreages and proportion of the BCLA that would be conserved by vegetation community. The
BCLA consarvation figures represent conservation of the biologically most vauable lands.

Overdl conservation of wetland vegetation communities is very high due to the MHCP no net
loss policy (Section 3.6). However, only those wetland vegetation communities ingde of the
FPA are presumed to be managed as part of the preserve system, so habitat values and species
conservation in wetlands outside the FPA are not assured.

Overdl conservation of upland vegetation communities varies from alow of 16% for beachto a
high of 90% for maritime succulent scrub.  Consarvation of grasdands is generdly low, with
32% of totd grasdands and 47% of grasdands in the BCLA estimated to be conserved.
Conservation of chaparra and woodland communities ranges from 71% to 79% of the totd
acreage in the study area and from 73% to 85% of the acreage within the BCLA, depending on

community type.

FPA conservation of coastal sage scrub is estimated at 62% of the total in the study area, and
69% of the coastd sage scrub inthe BCLA. However, other significant contributions to coastal
sage scrub conservation are not included in this minima estimate based on the FPA. Once the
following contributions are more carefully estimated and accounted for, coastd sage scrub
consarvation will be higher than estimated via FPA cdculations done:

Restoration—Approximately 338 acres of expected coastal sage scrub restoration have
been identified within the FPA. Provided that these areas are eventudly restored to
functiond coastd sage scrub communities; this will incresse the consarvation vadue of the
MHCEP to coastal sage scrub species, such as the Cdifornia gnatcatcher.

Unincorporated Core Area—Approximately 400 to 500 acres of additiona coasta sage
scrub will be conserved by MHCP contributions within the unincorporated area southeast
of the MHCP boundary. These represent offsite ontributions from adready permitted
projects within the dudy areq, exiding offdte mitigation obligations for projects, or
additiond acquigtions usng date, federd, or regiond funding sources.

Unquantified Offsite Mitigation or Acquisition—Some additiond coastd sage scrub
may be conserved ingde the FPA as aresult of offsite mitigation for project impacts outsde
the FPA or additiond acquidtion using state, federd, or regiona funds (see Section 4.1).
The amount and locetion of the offste mitigation component has not been fully quantified,
and may result in increased conservation of habitat ingde the FPA in some cities (see
Section 4.4.3). Likewise, if additiona public funding sources become available, certain
sage scrub-dominated areas have been identified by the cities as priorities for acquistion
from willing sdllers, which would increase overdl conservation of this community.

Table 34 summarizes the level of conservation expected for coastal scrub vegetation types
(including coastd sage scrub, southern coagta bluff scrub, maritime succulent scrub, and mixed
coasta sge scrub-chaparrd vegetation) once the restoration and
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Table3-3

CONSERVATION ACREAGESOF NATURAL
VEGETATION COMMUNITIESIN THE MHCP

STUDY AREA FOCUSED PLANNING AREA (FPA)

Total Net
Total Conservation
Total Existing Conservation  Conserved in insidethe
Vegetation Community in Study Area  inside FPA Study Area BCLA®
Southern coastal bluff scrub 2 0 0(0%) 0 (0%)
Maritime succulent scrub 32 29 29 (90%) 29 (93%)
Coastal sage scrub 8,656 5334 5,334 (62%) 4,948 (69%)
Chaparra 8,324 5,806 5,806 (70%) 5,615 (73%)
Southern maritime chaparral 968 748 748 (77%) 717 (79%)
Coastal sage/chaparral mix 462 246 246 (53%) 237 (54%)
Grassland 5,219 1,687 1,687 (32%) 1,565 (47%)
Southern coastal salt marsh 272 251 272 (100%) 270 (100%)
Alkali marsh 165 157 165 (100%) 165 (100%)
Freshwater marsh 518 428 518 (100%) 442 (100%)
Riparian forest 676 533 676 (100%) 404 (100%)
Riparian woodland 250 180 250 (100%) 133 (100%)
Riparian scrub 1,739 1,283 1,739 (100%) 1,191 (100%)
Engelmann oak woodland 230 188 188 (82%) 185 (89%)
Coast live oak woodland 650 511 511 (79%) 483 (83%)
Other oak woodlands 1 1 1 (100%) 1 (100%)
Freshwater 444 401 444 (100%) 396 (100%)
Estuarine 955 A7 955 (100%) 954 (100%)
Disturbed wetland 202 121 202 (100%) 87 (100%)
Natural floodchannel/streambed 142 142 142 (100%) 130 (100%)
Beach 48 7 8 (16%) 8(33%)
Saltpan/Mudflats 8 7 8 (100%) 8 (100%)
Vernal pool? 2 9 22 (100%) 17 (100%)
Total 29,962 19,007 19,928 (67%) 17,966 (73%)

Note: Numbers may not sum to total as shown due to rounding and because vernal pool acreageis

excluded.

Source: Vegetation acreage calculations from October 2002 SANDAG GI S calculations.

'Acreage and percentage of each vegetation community inside the biological core and linkage area that
will be conserved.

Vernal pools were mapped as an overlay to other vegetation communities and thus their acreage is not
included in thistotal. The MHCP study area does not include the San Marcos Major Amendment
Area
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Table3-4

CONSERVATION OF COASTAL SCRUB HABITAT
INCLUDING RESTORATION AND
UNINCORPORATED CORE AREA CONTRIBUTIONS

Coastal Scrub Additional Habitat
Coastal Scrubin  Conservation ~ Expected Habitat  Contribution in the
MHCP! in FPA? Restoration’ Unincorpor ated Core*

City Acres Acres % Acres %’ Acres %
Carlsbad 2,298 1,499 65% 104 70% -- --
Encinitas 943 631 67% 0 67% - -
Escondido 2,304 1576 68% 0 68% -- -
Oceanside 1,348 692 51% 164 64% -- --
San Marcos® 1,990 1,065 53% 70 57% -- --
Solana Beach 13 6 46% 0 46% -- --
Vista 255 140 55% 0 55% -- --

Total, Low Egtimate 9,152 5609 61% 338 65% 400 66%

Total, High Egtimate 500 67%

Note: Numbers may not sum to totals as shown, and percentages may not cal culate as shown, due to
rounding.

! Includes coastal sage scrub, southern coastal bluff scrub, maritime succulent scrub, and mixed coastal
sage scrub/chaparral vegetation, but does not distinguish habitat quality.

2 Net conservation in the FPA based on October 2002 FPA maps.

% Adds assumed restoration of coastal sage scrub in key locations within the FPA identified by consultants
and the cities.

* Adds 400 (low estimate) to 500 (high estimate) acres of coastal sage scrub conservation in the
unincorporated core area, including conservation contributions from already permitted projects, offsite
mitigation obligations, or wildlife agency acquisition contributions. These contributions are not yet
apportioned by city.

® Assumes 1:1 credit for conversion of annual grasslands or disturbed land to coastal sage scrub within the
FPA. Assumesthat restored coastal sage scrub eventually will constitute moderate- to high-value coastal
sage scrub habitat.

® Restoration estimate in San Marcos includes 30 acres on private lands within the southwestern portion of
the city plus 40 acres on the San Marcos Landfill that are not the obligation of the city or MHCP. The
County of San Diego isobligated to restore 79.3 acres of coastal sage scrub on the landfill. Thisanalysis
assumes that approximately 50% of this (about 40 acres) will ultimately meet the biological criteriafor
gnatcatcher breeding habitat once restored by the County.
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unincorporated core contributions are counted. The table does not attempt to account for
additiond offgte mitigation or acquisition contributions, which cannot be estimated &t thistime.

Conservation of Ecological Communities

Table 3-5 summarizes overd|l levels of conservation esimated for MHCP ecologicd
communities. Wetland ecologicad communities, such as the lagoon and marsh community and
riparian community, will be highly conserved due to the no net loss policy. Consequently,
gpecies comprigng those communities should be relatively well conserved by the plan, provided
that species-specific or Ste-gpecific conservation and management needs are adequatdly
addresed. In contradt, the grasdand community is conserved a a relaively low leve (32%
overdl and 47% of grasdands within the BCLA). Consequently, it is more difficult to judtify
coverage for grasdand-dependent species, and more intensive monitoring and species-specific
management may be required to ensure persstence of some grasdand residents in the study
area.

Other upland communities will be conserved at intermediate levels, with chaparrd and oak

woodland ecological communities conserved at about the 71% and 79% levels, respectively

(73% and 85% of these communities within the BCLA). The coagta scrub community will be
conserved by the FPA at about the 61% leve, including about 68% of the community within the
BCLA. As discussed above, some additional conservation, not accounted for in these
estimates, will occur for the coastal scrub community via restoration of coasta sage scrub in key
locations, conservation of lands in the unincorporated area to the southeast (the * unincorporated
core ared’), and additiona conservation expected through acquisitions and offsite mitigation

requirements. These contributions are not yet fully accounted for, but will increase coasta scrub
community conservation over the levd shown in Table 3-5. Volume Il of this document details
the effects of these conservation levels and other factors on the resdent plant and anima species
within each of these ecologicd communities

Preserve Configuration

Given the exising high degree of habitat fragmentation in the Sudy aregq, it is not possible to
achieve a biologicdly ided preserve design conggting of large contiguous blocks of habitat
connected by broad, unbroken landscape linkages. However, the MHCP will conserve as
contiguous and functional a preserve sysem as possible given dl of the legd, financid, and
physica congraints to preserve design. In particular, the MHCP will (1) conserve and manage
the mgority (cumulatively, approximately 71%) of remaining BCLA; (2) hdp conserve a large
core area contiguous with but outside the study area boundary in aregiondly sgnificant location;
(3) conserve most east-west movement corridors between upland aeas and coastal lagoon
gysems, (4) consrve a regiondly sgnificant north-south stepping stone corridor for bird
gpecies, expecidly the Cdifornia gnatcaicher; (5) preserve sgnificant landscape linkages
between the study area and adjoining jurisdictions; and (6) restore and enhance linkage function
in some critical locations. Nevertheless, many of these linkages and other habitat areas will be
narrow and subject to severe edge effects. Consequently, active management to control edge
effects and ensure ecosystemn function will be required to achieve MHCP biologica godls.

Conservation of the BCLA—Because the BCLA was delinested to capture the best remaining
habitat aress, including al the largest remaining blocks of habitat and critica linkages between
them, it isarelevant modd againgt which to quantitatively compare the
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Table3-5

LEVEL OF CONSERVATION EXPECTED FOR
PRIMARY ECOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES
OCCURRING IN THE MHCP STUDY AREA

Acres (and % of Gross) Conserved

GrossAcres
Ecological in MHCP InsdeFPA®  OutsideFPA’ InsdeBCLA® Total
Community Study Area acres (%) acres (%) acres (%) acres (%)
Lagoon and marsh* 2,362 2,192 (93%) 170 (7%) 2,235(100%) 2,362 (100%)
Riparian 2,806 2,137 (76%) 669 (24%) 1,858 (100%) 2,806 (100%)
Grasslands 5,219 1,687 (32%) 0(0%) 1,565 (47%) 1,687 (32%)
Coastal scrub® 9,152 5,609 (61%) 0 (0%) 5214 (68%) 5,609 (61%)
Oak woodland* 881 700 (79%) 0 (0%) 669 (85%) 700 (79%)
Chaparral® 9,292 6,554 (71%) 0 (0%) 6,331 (73%) 6,554 (71%)
Vernal pools® 22 9 (41%) 13 (59%) 17 (100%) 22 (100%)
Total 29,734 18,888 (64%) 839 (3%) 17,635(72%) 19,740 (66%)

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

Source: Aggregation of vegetation acreages from October 2002 SANDAG GIScalculations.

i

Southern coastal salt marsh, alkali marsh, freshwater marsh, freshwater, estuarine, and saltpan/mudflat.
Riparian forest, riparian woodland, riparian scrub, and natural flood channel/streambed.

% Southern coastal bluff scrub, maritime succulent scrub, coastal sage scrub, and coastal

sage/chaparral mixed.

Engelmann oak woodland, coast live oak woodland, and other oak woodland.

Chaparral and southern maritime chaparral.

Habitat conserved inside the FPA will be managed for biological value.

Wetland habitat conserved outside the FPA per the no net loss policy will not necessarily be
managed for biological value.

Acreage and percentage of each vegetation community inside the biological core and linkage
areathat will be conserved.

® Includes approximately 5 acres of vernal pool habitat mapped in Carlsbad and 17 acres of vernal pool
habitat mapped in San Marcos, but excludes approximately 29 acres mapped in the San Marcos Major
Amendment Area.
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proposed preserve configuration. Overal, the MHCP will conserve about 73% of the natura
habitats within the BCLA. This includes 100% of the remaining wetland vegetation
communities, aong with 8% of the extant coastd sage scrub vegetation community, 73% of
chaparral, 47% of grasdands, and 85% of oak woodlands remaining within the BCLA (Table
3-3).

Core Habitat Areas—The Volume Il species evauations discuss conservation of core habitat
aress, including critical breeding, foraging, or shdtering aress, for each of the 77 MHCP
species. In generd, the largest remaining blocks of habitat (more than a few hundred acres
each) will be subgantidly conserved, particularly in northeast Escondido (Daey Ranch and
Escondido Water Digtrict lands), north Oceanside (adjacent to Camp Pendleton), northeast
Carlsbad (the Carlsbad Highlands areq), and in northern and southwestern San Marcos. In
addition, the relatively large blocks of wetland habitats associated with the coastal lagoons are
substantially conserved. However, the mgjority of preserve areas conssts of amal and edge-
effected habitat patches. Only about 4,473 acres of conserved habitat, or about 24% of the
total conserved habitat, will lie more than 200 meters from preserve boundaries or habitat
edges. In other words, over 75% o the preserve acreage is expected to experience edge
effects that can penetrate 200 meters from adjoining areas, such as nonnative predators, exotic
ants, and trampling. For edge effects expected to penetrate only 50 meters from edge, about
34% of the preserve areais expected to be affected.

Mog large remaining blocks of habitat that will not be subgtantialy conserved are in aress
dready authorized for take under existing Section 10(a) or Section 7 agreements (e.g., the
former Fieldstone HCP lands) or lands holding development agreements with locd cities (eg.,
San Elijo Ranch, University Commons). On some other large blocks of habitat, the MHCP or
Subarea plans cannot guarantee conservation due to existing lega development agreements
(e.g., Palos Viga Neighborhood 3, formerly known as the Escondido Highlands ares, in
northwest Escondido).

Few portions of the study area contain sufficiently large and contiguous blocks of coasta sage
scrub to qualify as core breeding areas for the California gnatcatcher, and the largest such area
(the La Costa area of southeast Carlshad) is aready subject to a Section 10(a) agreement that
will decrease and fragment this core habitat. Largely due to this Stuation, the MHCP will help
conserve a core gnatcatcher breeding area outside of the MHCP boundary, in unincorporated
San Diego County, south of San Marcos and east of Encinitas and Carlsbad (the red circle on
Figure 3-1). Consarvation of this offste core area of 400 to 500 acres of high qudity
gnatcatcher breeding habitat is expected to contribute to persistence of the gnatcatcher within
the MHCP study area by providing a supply of dispersaing birdsin most years. This should dso
help maintain the functiondity of the regiondly important stepping-stone corridor across the
sudy area. Camp Pendleton is expected to continue providing a supply of dispersing birds.

Landscape Linkages and Movement Corridors—The adequacy of habitat linkages and
movement corridors must be assessed on a species-by-species basis. Most exigting landscape
linkages that connect the larger preserve blocks, ether to each other or to core areas outside of
the study area, will be subgtantiadly conserved, and some will be enhanced through habitat
retoration. However, some important linkages will be further congtrained by development
outside the FPA, notably in southwest and southeast San Marcos.

East-west linkages, primarily along narrow riparian corridors, will be maintained to most of the
coadtal lagoons. These linkages are important to maintaining ecologica baance in these lagoon
and marsh ecosystems by dlowing access by larger predators, especidly coyotes. These large
predators help control populations of smadler predators that otherwise prey heavily on rare
birds, mammals, and reptiles, including many MHCP priority species.
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North-south connectivity across the study area is currently only functiona for birds due to
intervening areas of development. The MHCP plan will dlow for continued stepping-stone
connectivity northrsouth across the study area for bird species, including the Cdifornia
gnatcatcher. Restoration of coastal sage scrub in some critical stepping-stone areas is expected
to improve functiondity of this regiondly important north-south linkage.

Linkages for smal mammas, reptiles, amphibians, and invertebrates are nonexistent between
many habitat blocks due to exigting roads and urban and agriculturd areas. However, some
large blocks of habitat indde the study area (e.g., south SanMarcos, north Escondido, and
north Oceanside) are contiguous with larger blocks beyond the MHCP boundaries. These
preserve areas are expected to sustain populations of many MHCP species that will otherwise
be logt from more isolated portions of the MHCP preserve system. For example, San Diego
horned lizards may be extirpated from interior preserve areas in the coadtd cities, but are
expected to perdst on Daey Ranch, southern San Marcos, and northern Oceanside due to
more extensdve populaions in adjacent habitats, outside of MHCP boundaries.

Small and Isolated Preserve Areas—The MHCP preserve system will include alarge number
of smaler preserve areas that are surrounded by urban lands or otherwise isolated from
biological core areas. Many of these tiny preserves are nevertheless critical to coverage of
MHCP species, particularly narrow endemic species. For example, vernal pool preserves and
their associated watersheds in western Carlsbad and centra SanMarcos (in the Magjor
Amendment Ared) are critica to conserving fairy shrimp species and a number of narrow
endemic plant species, and a large number of plant preserves are scattered throughout the
coadtd cities. Despite their smdl Sze, these “postage-stamp” preserves include many of the
major and critica populations of priority MHCP species and are expected to sustain these
populations 0 long as they are adequatdy managed to protect the functiondity of ther
watersheds and to minimize edge effects. Population monitoring and active management
intervention will be necessary to sustain many of these species.

Conservation of an Additional Core Areafor California Gnatcatchers

A preiminary biologicd andlysis conducted in 1997 (Ogden 1997a) concluded that without
subgtantial conservation of unfragmented, re nesting habitat for Caifornia gnatcatchers, the
MHCP could not ensure the continued viability of the species in the study area.  Subsequent
andyses, including the current anadlysis included in Volume 11 of this document, substantiated that
concluson. The wildlife agencies therefore recommended conserving a large, contiguous, core
area of coada sage scrub to meet the MHCP preserve design objectives.  They initidly (in
1997) recommended conserving 400 to 500 additional acres of coastal sage scrub, capable of
supporting 16 to 23 pairs of gnatcatchers, in the general area illustrated by the red circle on
Figure 3-3. Thiscircle (the “USFWS circle’) encompasses gpproximately 5,000 total acres of
habitat (over 2,700 acres of coastd sage scrub) within the cities of Carlshad, San Marcos and
Encinitas, as well asin adjacent unincorporated portions of the county.

In January 1998, the MHCP cities opted to conserve the additional 400 to 500 acres of coastal
sage sorub  primarily  within - the  unincorporated  portion of the cirde This

FINAL MHCP VOL. | 3-20 314552000



a

>

. Hardline Areas
(90% to 100% Conservation)

D Softline Areas
(Less than 90% Conservation)

D Hardline Preserves on Already

~ ‘ /
— an Marcos ..
rlsbad . /
/ - - ®
-—J :-1’ L y :
G e . .
, Encinitas

Figure 3-3
Gnatcatcher Core Conservation

D Natural Habitats (Outside FPA) @ MHCP Conservation

Coastal Sage Scrub
(Outside FPA)

D Agricultural Land

E Other Conservation

N General Area for Core

Gnatcatcher Conservation

N Projects Already Permitted

e Sphere of Influence

®
N MHCP Boundary

Known Gnatcatcher

Permitted Properties D Developed/Disturbed Land (USFWS Circle) Locations
‘ m”DAG Feet s} 2,000 4,000
February 21, 2003 Motors 450 om0 Source: MHCP




Section 3 Consarvation Planning

“unincorporated gnatcatcher core ared’ encompasses the northwestern haf of alarge swath of
high-quality gnatcatcher habitat that extends southeast from the Villages of La Costa property in
southeastern Carlsbad to the Del Diog/Lake Hodges areain the unincorporated county, beyond
the USFWS circle.  Aside from Camp Pendleton to the north, this swath of sage scrub
represents the largest remaining paich of core gnatcatcher breeding habitat in or near the
MHCP.

Since 1998, sgnificant progress has been made toward achieving the biologicad gods for the
gnatcatcher core area (Figure 3-3 and Section 4.4.3). Approximately 777 acres of land have
been conserved by various entities in the area since 1998 (in addition to lands aready included
in the FPA at that time) or are planned for conservation by the MHCP. This additiond
conservation includes about 552 acres mapped as coastal sage scrub, of which about 510 acres
are predicted to be high quaity gnatcatcher habitat by the habitat evauation modd. The
MHCP is directly or indirectly responsible for contributing about 532 acres of this additiond

core conservation (including existing as well as planned conservation), of which about 414 acres
is coadtd sage scrub. Other entities (including the County of San Diego and Olivenhain Water
Didtrict; Figure 3-3) have dso conserved lands in the unincorporated core area, further adding
to its biologica value for gnatcatchers and other species (see Section 4.4.3 for a more detailed
accounting of conserved acres and MHCP acquigition priorities in the areq).

The overdl amount and configuration of lands being conserved in this area achieve the biologicd
gods established for the MHCP gnatcatcher core area. In concert with adjacent conserved
areas within Carlsbad and San Marcaos, a fairly contiguous block of high-qudity coastd sage
scrub habitat is being conserved in alocation conducive to supplying dispersing gnatcetchers
into the MHCP stepping-stone corridor, thereby helping ensure the integrity of this regiondly
important species linkage. Existing conservation has substantialy connected conserved coastd

sage scrub on the Villages of La Costa property in eastern Carlsbad to reserve areas in San
Marcos a Universty Commons and near the San Marcos Landfill. It has dso established a
nearly continuous connection from the MHCP stepping-stone corridor into the more contiguous
coastal sage scrub habitats of the Del Diog/Lake Hodges area. The mgjority of these conserved
lands (about 510 acres) is vegetated with coastd sage scrub ranked as high vaue by the
gnatcatcher habitat evauation mode (MHCP Volume I, Appendix A). Although a smdl

proportion of the unincorporated lands conserved by the MHCP are outside the origind
USFWS circle (Figure 3-3), these properties support highly sgnificant biological resource
values, comprise part of the larger core gnatcatcher area that stretches to Lake Hodges, and
were determined by the wildlife agencies to contribute to the MHCP conservation requirements
for the unincorporated core area.

The number of gnatcatchers currently nesting in the core area is unknown, and will be
determined by the MHCP monitoring program. The MHCP database contains 29 gnatcatcher
location points within conserved aress of the core, of which 16 are on lands conserved by the
MHCP (Figure 3-3). Note that nearly this entire area burned in the 1997 Harmony Grovefire,
and coastd sage scrub is gradually recovering via natural successon. This coasta sage scrub is
expected to reach pesk gnatcatcher breeding habitat vaue 20 years or more after the fire
(Atwood et d. 2002). Thus, dthough the area may not currently support the required 16 to 23
pairs of gnatcatchers, the areais expected to exceed this requirement in the future.

Future conservation in this area is expected to decrease the amount of reserve edge and
continue buffering and improving the contiguity of the core area.  Neverthdess, like
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nearly al of the MHCP reserve system, this unincorporated core areawill be subject to adverse
edge effects and will require active management to ensure its continued habitat vaue.

3.4 COVERED SPECIES

Once the wildlife agencies have gpproved a subarea plan and signed the corresponding
implementing agreement, that jurisdiction will receive permits and management authorizetions to
directly impact or “take” species deemed to be adequately conserved by the plan, if such taking
isincidentd to otherwise lawful activities. The term “take’ means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, and includes any adverse modification to the
goecies habitat. These permits or management authorizations are referred to as “teke
authorizations”

The implementing agreements will ensure that consarvation and mitigetion identified in the
subarea plans and implementing regulations are implemented, and that the take authorization
holders would not be required to commit additiond land, land redtrictions, or financia
compensation, beyond that described in the subarea plan, for the protection of any covered
species If, in the future, a covered but unlisted species becomes listed as endangered or
threatened by the federd or dtate governments, the take authorization will become effective
concurrent with its listing.

For many species, “take’ will be restricted to remova or adverse impacts b the species
habitat, and lethd take of individuals or populations is not expected to be permitted or to occur
under the MHCP. For Cdifornia Fully Protected Species (Cdifornia brown pelican, American
peregrine falcon, light-footed clapper rail, and Cdifornia leest tern) lethd take of individuds is
forbidden, and MHCP subarea plans will only alow habitat dteration or disturbance that will
not affect breeding individuas. For some very rare and narrow endemic species, no take of
individuas, populations, or habitat may be alowed until a certain regiona conservation threshold
has been achieved in support of species recovery. For example, no take of the narrow
endemic, Orcutt's spineflower, will be dlowed until a least five didinct, sdf-sustaining
populations are conserved within the species’ geographic range.

3.4.1 Covered SpeciesLists

Based on the conservation andyss included as Volume |1 of this document, the EIS/EIR for the
MHCP, the contents of subarea plans and their implementing agreements, and any additiona
information they deem necessary, the wildlife agencies will prepare lists of species adequately
conserved by the MHCP and by each subarea plan. Table 3.6 presents a proposed list of
species consdered at this time to be adequately conserved by the MHCP, provided that
participants meet dl conditions listed in this document and in Volume Il. Fina determination of
adequate conservation and therefore “coverage’” for MHCP species can only be made by the
wildlife agencies fallowing completion of the USFWS' interna Section 7 consultation process.
For cities submitting subarea plans, the wildlife agencies will atach the city-specific covered
gpecies lig to the subarea plan implementing agreement.  City-specific covered species
determination will rely in part on the decison rules illugrated in Figure 3-2. The requirements
and process for amending covered species lists are addressed in Section 5.4.1.
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Table 3-6

PROPOSED MHCP COVERED SPECIESLIST

(see Species Conditionsin Volumell)

Scientific Name Common Name Status'
Plants

Acanthomintha ilicifolia San Diego thorn-mint FT/CE
Ambrosia pumila San Diego ambrosia FE/
Arctostaphylos glandulosa ssp. crassifolia Del Mar manzanita FE/
Baccharis vanessae Encinitas baccharis FT/CE
Ceanothus verrucosus Wart-stemmed ceanothus FSC*/
Chorizanthe orcuttiana Orcutt’ s spineflower FE/CE
Comarostaphylis diversifolia ssp. diversifolia  Summer-holly FSC*/
Corethrogyne filaginifolia var. linifolia Del Mar Mesa sand aster FSC 1/
Euphorbia misera Cliff spurge None
Ferocactus viridescens San Diego barrel cactus FSC*/
Hazardia orcuittii Orcutt’s hazardia FSC*/
Iva hayesiana San Diego marsh-elder FSC*/
Lotus nuttallianus Nuttall’s lotus FSC*/
Myosurus minimus ssp. apus Little mousetail FSC*/
Navarretia fossalis Spreading navarretia FT/
Orcuttia californica California Orcutt grass FE/CE
Pinus torreyana ssp. torreyana Torrey pine FSC*/
Quercus dumosa Nuttall’ s scrub oak FSC*/
Quercus engel mannii Engelmann oak None
Tetracoccus dioicus Parry’ s tetracoccus FSC*/
Invertebrates

Sreptocephal us woottoni Riverside fairy shrimp FE/
Euphyes vestris harbisoni Harbison’s dun skipper FSC*/
Panoquina errans Salt marsh skipper FSC*/
Amphibians and Reptiles

Scaphiopus [ Spea] hammondii Western spadefoot toad /CSC
Clemmys marmorata pallida Southwestern pond turtle FSC*/CSC
Cnemidophorus hyperythrus beldingi Orange-throated whiptail FSC*/CSC
Birds

Pdecanus occidentalis californicus California brown pelican FE/CE, FP
Plegadis chihi Whitefaced ibis FSC*/CSC
Accipiter cooperii Cooper’s hawk /CSC
Pandion haliaetus Osprey /CSC
Falco peregrinus anatum Peregrine falcon /CE, FP
Rallus longirostris levipes Light-footed clapper rail FE/CE, FP
Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus Western snowy plover FT/CSC
Serna elegans Elegant tern FSC*/CSC
Serna antillarum browni Cadlifornialeast tern FE/CE, FP
Empidonax traillii extimus Southwestern willow flycatcher FE/CE
Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus cousei Coastal cactuswren FSC*/CSC
Polioptila californica californica Coastal Cdlifornia gnatcatcher FT/CSC
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Table 3-6 (Continued)

PROPOSED MHCP COVERED SPECIESLIST
(see Species Conditionsin Volumell)

Scientific Name Common Name Status'
Birds (continued)

Salia mexicana Western bluebird None
Vireo bellii pusillus Least bell’ s vireo FE/CE
Icteriavirens Y ellow-bresasted chat ICSC
Aimophila ruficeps canescens Rufous-crowned sparrow FSC*/CSC
Passer aulus sandwichensis beldingi Belding’ s savannah sparrow FSC */CE
Passer culus sandwichensis rostratus Large-billed savannah sparrow FSC*/CSC
Amphispiza belli belli Bell’ s sage sparrow FSC*/CSC
Mammals

Dipodomys stephensi Stephens’ kangaroo rat FE/CT
Chaetodipus fallax fallax Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse FSC*/CSC
Lepus californicus bennettii San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit FSC*/CSC
Felis concolor Mountain lion CA protected
Odocoileus hemionus fuliginata Southern mule deer CA game species

Istatus (Feder al/State)
FE = Federally endangered

PE = Proposed for federal listing as endangered

FT = Federally threatened

PT = Proposed for federal listing as threatened

C = Candidate for federal listing
BEPA = Bald Eagle Protection Act
CE = Sate endangered

CT = State threatened

FP = State fully protected

CSC = State Species of Specia Concern

FSC * = Federal Species of Concern; formerly Category 2 or Category 3 candidate or proposed for federal listing
FSC 1 = Federa Species of Concern; proposed rule to list as endangered or threatened has been withdrawn

protected = moratorium on hunting
none = no federal or state status
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3.5 SPeEciIESNOT COVERED BY THE MHCP

Through the conservation and management actions implemented for the covered species, the
MHCP will aso benefit many species not on the covered specieslist.

Listed species not on the covered species list will continue to be regulated under the ESA and
CESA. Take of listed species can be authorized separately from the MHCP under separate
Section 7 consultations, Section 10 HCPs, and state management authorizations under Section
2081 of the Cdifornia Fish and Game Code. Alternatively, species can be added to the
MHCP covered species list using the federd and Sate take authorization amendment process.
This process for adding species to the covered species lis may involve additiona or
reprioritized management practices or habitat acquisition, as discussed in Section 5.4.1.

At the juridiction’s discretion, sgnificant impacts to unlisted sengitive species that are not
covered may require additiona protection or mitigation under CEQA or according to city-
specific guiddines.

3.6 WETLANDS

Wetland communities (verna pools, sdtpan, sdt marsh, akai marsh, freshwater marsh, riparian
forest, riparian woodland, riparian scrub, freshweter, estuarine, marine, disturbed wetlands, and
naturd flood channdl) within the MHCP study areainclude areas subject to Cdifornia Fish and
Game Code Section 1600 et seg. and Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. These
wetland communities that occur within the Coastal Zone dso include areas subject to Section
30233 of the Cdifornia Coastal Act and applicable Loca Coastdl Plan regulations. Such areas
are expected to continue to be regulated by these state and federd dtatutes. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) is expected to continue to consult with the USFWS pursuant to
Section 7 of the ESA on projects that may affect federdly listed species within ACOE
juridictiond wetlands or nonwetland waters of the U.S. The CDFG will work closdly with the
ACOE, USFWS, and local jurisdictions to ensure that Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et
Seq. agreements are consstent with (1) the mitigation required for MHCP covered species by
Section 404 permits (including ESA Section 7 consultations) and (2) the MHCP plan.

Subarea plans and associated implementing mechanisms will address avoidance, minimization,
and mitigation measures for wetland habitats subject to development impacts. Development
projects that affect wetland vegetation communities will be required to comply with the following
measures and any additiona terms included in the locd jurisdiction’s subarea plan. These terms
are consgent with the federa policy of no net loss of wetland functions and vaues, and the
Environmental  Protection Agency’s (EPA) 404(b)(1) Guiddines (40 CFR Pat 230).
Compliance with these terms will condtitute the full extent of mitigation measures for the take of
covered species required or recommended by the USFWS pursuant to the ESA, NEPA, and
CDFG pursuant to the CESA, NCCP Act, and CEQA.

3.6.1 Wetland Avoidance and Mitigation Criteria

Any project that proposes to directly or indirectly impact wetlands or wetland vegetation
communities (whether insde or outsde of the FPA) shdl fully disclose and andyze such impacts
in a CEQA document or in findings prepared under a locd MHCP implementing ordinance.

The CEQA document or findings document must fully anadyze and factudly subgstantiate that
impacts to wetlands were avoided and minimized to the maximum extent possible while
maintaining some economic or productive use of the property. Feasible dternaivesto avoid the
impacts shdl be described and analyzed, and reasons that these dternatives were not pursued
shdl be fully described and factudly substantiated.
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If impacts cannot be avoided, dl feasible means of minimizing encroachment into wetlands shdl
be fully addressed. Road or utility projects that must cross a wetland and that are to be
permitted under an MHCP subarea plan will be required to demondtrate that the crossing will
occur a the leest overdl biologicaly sendgtive location and that dl feesble minimization
measures have been employed. In making this determination, dignment planning must consider
whether avoidance of wetland impacts would result in more significant upland impacts. The
least overdl biologicaly impactive dternative is that which has the least impact on sengtive
biologica resources and preserve configuration, consdering both wetland and upland impacts
together.

Private projects that propose to impact awetland must demonstrate with adequate facts that the
impact is essentiad to maintaining some economic or productive use of the property and that no
feesble dternative would eiminate or minimize the impact or otherwise result in grester
biologicd vaue If impacts to wetlands cannot be avoided while retaining economic or
productive use of the property, an evauation of biologica functions and vaues shdl be made
based on the best available science. This evauation shall consider rarity of the wetland type
(e.g., vernd pools), support of MHCP species, proportion of natural to exotic vegetation,
exiding levels of habitat disturbance, connectedness or isolation relaive to other natura habitats
and preserve aress, date of natura groundwater recharge, water qudity, and other relevant
ecologica factors (see US ACOE General Regulatory Policies [33 DFG 320-330] for criteria
to be congdered in determining wetland functions and vaues). If the wetlands to be impacted
are determined to have low biological vaue, then they need not be avoided so long as mitigation
for the impacts will result in higher biologica vaue than the existing condition. The determination
of reative biologica vaue with and without the project shdl require USFWS and CDFG
written concurrence within 30 days of a receipt of written request for concurrence by the loca
jurisdiction. If no written reply is received or a written concurrenceis received by the city from
the wildlife agencies during the CEQA public review process, the mitigation ratio reduction may
be approved by the city. If the wetlands to be impacted are of high biologicd vaue, then
acquisition of the property for conservation purposes shal be pursued as a high priority, but
only from willing slers

Any unavoidable impacts to wetlands must be mitigated to result in no net loss of wetland
vegetation acreege and biologica function and vadue within the MHCP subregion and
preferably, but not necessarily, within the same drainage and city (see Section 4.4.2). Subarea
plans may apply stricter avoidance standards for wetlands inside the FPA than outside the FPA.
However, the no net loss standard must be achieved regardiess of location. To achieve the no
net loss gandard ingde of the FPA, mitigation for unavoidable impacts (eg., wetland habitat
creetion) should preferably occur inside the FPA (preferably on the project site).  Alternatively,
mitigation may occur outdde of the FPA if such mitigation demongrably contributes to the
MHCP preserve design and biologica vaue. Mitigation for wetland impacts outside the FPA
may occur anywhere that furthers biologica goas of the MHCP and the subarea plan. In any
case, Wetland mitigation sites must be added to the MHCP preserve system and managed for
biologica functions and vaues, regardless of whether they are located indde or outside of the
FPA.
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3.7 REQUIREMENTS FOR SUBAREA PLANS TO PROTECT BIOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

Subarea plans will demongtrate how take authorization holders will achieve consstency with the
MHCP plan and its conservation targets in the following ways.

1. Methods of Meeting Conservation Targets. Each subarea plan will specify how the take
authorization holder will achieve the conservation targets of the MHCP plan and subarea
plan. The conservation targets will be achieved through avoidance and minimization of
impacts and through preservation, restoration, and enhancement of habitat. Subarea plans
will specify how the conservetion targets are achieved using combinations of encroachment
alowances, zoning, biological mitigation or sengtive land ordinances, acquistion, and other
mechanisms.

2. Avoidance of Impacts and Allowed Encroachment. Subarea plans and their
implementing regulations and ordinances will emphasize avoidance of impacts to biologicaly
sengtive resources (including narrow endemic species and vernd pools) and will identify
areas and circumstances where take of covered species and ther habitats is authorized.
Projects proposing to directly or indirectly impact covered species or ther habitats must
factudly substantiate in a CEQA document or in findings prepared under a locd MHCP
implementing ordinance that such impacts could not be avoided while alowing for some
economic or productive use of the property. Feasble dternatives to avoid the impacts shall
be described and analyzed, and reasons that these dternatives were not pursued shdl be
fully described and supported by adequate facts. If impacts cannot be avoided, al feasble
means of minimizing encroachment into sengtive habitats shal be fully addressed. Road or
utility projects that are to be permitted under an MHCP subarea plan will be required to
demondtrate that cossngs of sengtive habitat will occur a the least overdl biologicaly
sengtive location and that al feasble minimization measures have been employed. Private
projects that propose to impact a sendtive resource must factualy substantiate that the
impact is essentia to maintaining some economic or productive use of the property and that
no feasble dternative would diminate or minimize the impact. If impacts to biologicaly
sengdtive lands cannot be avoided while retaining economic or productive use of the
property, then acquisition of the property for conservation purposes shal be pursued as a
high priority, but only from willing sdllers  Mitigation for unavoidable impacts shal occur
pursuant to specific mitigation criteria defined in the subarea plan, but shall be at ratios no
less than those contained in Table 4-6 (see Section 4.4).

3. Major Populations. Certain locations within the MHCP are designated as supporting
Magor Populations of particular species. Major Populations were defined by the MHCP
Biologicd Goas Standards and Guideines (Ogden 1997a) as those “sufficiently large to be
sf-sugaining with a minimum of active or intensve management intervention (epecidly for
plants) or that at least support enough breeding individuas to contribute reliably to the
overdl metapopulation gability of the species (especidly for animds).” Pursuant to this
definition, some species location points, or clusters of location points, are coded as Mgor
Populations in the MHCP database and mapped on the species distribution mapsin MHCP
Volume Il.  Although MHCP policies have not comprenensvely established higher
conservation standards for Mgor Population areas relative to other occupied habitat areas
(except for Narrow Endemics—see below), subarea plans are expected to substantialy
conserve dl Mgor Population areas. Consequently, the process described in the preceding
paragraph (Avoidance of Impacts and Allowed Encroachment) must be followed for any
project in or adjacent to a Maor Populaion ste to document adequate avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation actions. In addition, the species-specific permit conditions
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liged in MHCP Volume Il may reference specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
standards for selected Major Population aress.

4. Critical Locations. Some Mgor Population areas, dong with other areas that are
consdered essentia to reserve design, are designated as Critical Locations, which are
defined as “areas that must be subgtantiadly conserved for that Species [or vegetation
community] to be consdered adequately conserved by the MHCP.” Examples of Critica
Locations include population Stes expected to contribute sgnificant genetic diverdty for a
gpecies, aress that provide essentid nesting, roosting, or wintering Stes or gructures
(especidly for birds); essentid wildlife movement corridors (especidly for large mammals
and sdected amphibians, reptiles, and birds), or currently unoccupied habitat needed to
accommodate population expanson (especidly for narrow endemic species whose
populations must be increased as a hedge againg extinction). The MHCP Critical Location
Policy (Appendix D of MHCP Volume Il) gpplies to dl locations listed and mapped as
critical in MHCP Volume 11, or that are found to meet the definition of criticd in the future.
The policy dictates that subarea plans will require maximum avoidance of impacts,
minimization of impacts, and species-pecific mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts,
regardless of whether the critica locetion is indde or outsde of the FPA. Maximum
avoidance and minimization shal be interpreted as avoidance of impacts to the degree
practicable while maintaining some economic or productive use of the property, as
supported by adequate facts. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts and management
practices must be designed to achieve no net lossin viahility of critica populations, including
no net loss in ecologica functions for habitat areas, wildlife movement corridors, and
linkages. In no case ddl a city permit more than 20% gross cumulative loss of criticd
populations or occupied habitat acreage (whichever is most appropriate for the species).

5. Narrow Endemics. Both indgde and outsde of the FPA, impacts to narrow endemic
populaions shdl be avoided to the maximum extent practicable while maintaining some
economic or productive use of the property, as supported by adequate facts. Insde of
FPAs, mitigation for unavoidable impacts and management practices must be designed to
achieve no net loss of narrow endemic populations, occupied acreage, or population
viability within the FPA. In no case shdl a city permit more than 5% loss of narrow
endemic populations or occupied acreage within the FPA (whichever measureis biologicaly
most appropriate for the species based on the best available science). Outside of FPAS,
subarea plans must require maximum avoidance of impactsto critica and mgor populations
as liged in Table 3-7 and mapped in Volume Il, and, in priority order, avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation for impacts to any populations. In no case shdl a city permit
more than 20% loss of narrow endemic locations, population numbers, or occupied acreage
within the city (whichever measure is biologicdly most gppropriate for the species).
Unavoidable impacts should be mitigated based on species pecific criteria defined in
subarea plans.  Such mitigation should be designed to minimize adverse effects to species
viahility and to contribute to subarea plan biologica objectives. Any bnd conserved for
mitigation that supports narrow endemic species must be added to the MHCP preserve
sysem and managed for the continued viability of the population. Mitigation for
unavoidable impacts must be designed to achieve no net loss of narrow endemic population
locations, occupied acreage, or population viability in the MHCP subregion and preferably,
but not necessaily, within  each  subarea If  mitigation is
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Table 3-7
KNOWN CRITICAL LOCATIONS OF MHCP
NARROW ENDEMIC SPECIESBY SUBAREA?
Species Critical L ocation Subarea
Plants
San Diego thorn mint El Camino Real/College Blvd. Carlshad
South of Palomar Airport Road
North of AlgaRoad
Olivenhain-La Costa
San Marcos West
Olivenhain-La Costa Encinitas
Lux Canyon and vicinity
Quail Botanical Gardens
Escondido Northwest Escondido
San Marcos West San Marcos
San Marcos West Vista
San Diego ambrosia Near Mission Ave., east Oceanside Oceanside
Del Mar manzanita AguaHedionda Carlsbad
Green Valley-Olivenhain
Green Valley-Olivenhain Encinitas
Lux Canyon
Oak Crest Park
Encinitas baccharis Green Valey-Olivenhain Carlsbad
Green Valley-Olivenhain Encinitas
Lux Canyon
Mt. Israel Escondido
Thread-leaved brodiaea CalaveraHeights Carlsbad
Carlsbad Highlands
El Camino Real
East Oceanside Oceanside
San Marcos San Marcos
Orcultt’ s spineflower Oak Crest Park Encinitas
Del Mar Mesa sand aster No critical locations identified
Short-leaved dudleya No critical locationsidentified
Variegated dudleya No critical locationsidentified
San Diego button-celery PoinsettiaLane Carlsbad
San Marcos San Marcos
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Table 3-7 (Continued)
KNOWN CRITICAL LOCATIONS OF MHCP

NARROW ENDEMIC SPECIESBY SUBAREA"

Species Critical L ocation Subarea
Plants (continued)
Orcutt’ shazardia Lux Canyon (Manchester) Encinitas
Nuttall’ s lotus Batiquitos Lagoon Carlshad
San Elijo Lagoon Encinitas
San Luis Rey River Oceanside
San Diego goldenstar San Marcos Creek Carlsbad
Encinitas Creek
Little mousetail PoinsettiaLane Carlsbad
Spreading navarretia PoinsettiaLane Carlsbad
San Marcos San Marcos
Cdlifornia Orcutt grass PoinsettiaLane Carlshad
Animals
Riverside fairy shrimp PoinsettiaLane Carlsbad
San Diego fairy shrimp PoinsettiaLane Carlsbad
San Marcos San Marcos
Oblivioustiger beetle AquaHedionda Lagoon Carlsbad
Batiquitos Lagoon
BuenaVistaLagoon
San Elijo Lagoon Encinitas
BuenaVista Oceanside
Harbison’ s dun skipper Daley Ranch and east Escondido Escondido
Coastal cactuswren San Pasgual Valley and Lake Hodges, Escondido

southern Escondido

Pacific pocket mouse No critical locationsidentified

This table lists locations defined as critical to conservation of MHCP narrow endemic species based on
current information. Any additional populations of narrow endemic species found in the future must be
evaluated relative to the MHCP Narrow Endemic and Critical Location policies (MHCP Volume I1, Appendix
D). Any new populations determined to meet the definition of a critical location must abide by the critical
location policy and must be maximally avoided, regardless of location inside or outside of the FPA (MHCP
Volumel, Section 3.7).
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proposed to occur outside the subarea plan boundary, such that a net loss would result
within the subarea, then the sdected mitigation dternative must be demongrated with
adequate facts to produce greater benefit to the species than would feasible mitigation
dterndives insde the subarea.

Regardless of location, narrow endemic populations listed as “ Criticd” in Table 3-7 must be
totally avoided, and any populations that are later discovered and determined to meet the
criteriafor acritica population must be maximaly avoided while alowing some economic or
productive use of property as supported by substantia factud evidence. If impacts to
narrow endemics cannot be avoided while retaining economic or productive use of the
property, then acquisition of the property for conservation purposes shall be pursued as a
high priority, but only from willing selers.

6. Wetlands. The conservation of wetland-dependent species is based on the MHCP palicy
of no net loss of wetland habitats (see Section 3.6). Subarea plans will aso incorporate the
no net loss policy. Jurisdictiond wetlands are expected to continue to be regulated under
the federd Clean Water Act (Section 404) and the Cdifornia Fish and Game Code Section
1600 et seq.

7. Mitigation Requirements

a. Eachjurisdiction will implement the mitigation standards specified in its subarea plan and
implementing agreement.  Mitigation measures in subarea plans may include avoidance
of impacts, preservation, retoration, or enhancement of habitat; or some combination
of the above condggtent with achieving the gods of the subarea plan.

b. Because habitat within the BCLA or FPA generaly has greater conservation vaue than
habitat occurring in fragmented or isolated patches, subarea plans can incorporate
incentives (e.g., reduced mitigation requirements) to encourage conservation within the
BCLA or FPA.

c. Subarea plans require site-specific andysis of biologica resources, for projects where
agreements do not dready exigt, to determine appropriate mitigation measures and Sting
of the project.

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

e. Mitigation may be required for impacts to uncovered species, to the extent required
through CEQA, Coastal Zone Management Act, and other applicable federal and Sate
regulations or loca regulations.

f. Excduding land avoided during the land use process, land acquired for mitigetion in
excess of the jurisdiction’s mitigation requirements may be used for mitigetion credits or
to establish a conservation bank.

0. Subarea plans dso may use “in lieu” feesto accomplish dl or some of the conservation
gods of the plan.

h.  Subarea plans will specify the mechanism for permanent protection of lands used for
mitigation. These mechanisms include conservation easements; fee title trandfer to a
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public agency, conservancy, or land trugt; or other mechanisms mutudly agreed to by
the jurisdiction and the wildlife agencies.

i.  Subareaplanswill provide for consstency in mitigation for public and private projects.
j. Subarea plans will use definitions for grasdand vegetaion, disturbed land, and

agricultura lands that are provided in Appendix F of Volume Il when project impacts
and mitigation requirements are determined.

3.8 BioLOGICAL PRESERVE DESIGN CHECKLIST

The following checklist should be used as a tool to direct and support the preparation of
subarea plans, to ensure that they are consstent with the MHCP plan, and to ensure that the
protection of species on the covered species lis meets issuance criteria for a
Section 10(8)(1)(B) permit and CESA standards and NCCP guidelines for Section 2835
management authorizations. This checklist incorporates the badc tenets for conservation
planning identified in the NCCP guiddlines. A complete description of the subarea plan process
isin Section 5.3.

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

an anaysis of biologica data gaps for the subarea;

detalled fidldwork using generdly accepted fidld and andyticd techniques and
mapping to fill data gaps,

refinement of the vegetation and species databases,

prioritization of biologica resources for consarvation, using the criteria checklist
below;

gap andysis to identify which of the most important resources in the subarea are
currently protected and where there are ggpsin protection;

andyss of exiging and planned land uses to evaduate management feasbility and
compatibility (Section 6);

development of a preserve design consistent with the criteria checklist below; and
ongoing evauation of preserve management effectiveness.

To be consstent with the MHCP, a subarea plan’s conservation strategy must include or
address the following checklist:

Gengrd Presarve Design

High biodiverdty lands as indicated by spaiadly representative examples of
extengve paiches of sengtive vegetation communities ranked as very high and high
biological vaue by the MHCP Composite Habitat Vaue map (Figure 23) or as
identified through subsequent fieldwork.
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Large blocks of unfragmented habitet, following natura topography (ridges and
watersheds).

Large, interconnected blocks of habitat that contribute to the preservation of wide-
ranging species.

Key exigting linkage areas between core habitat blocks; restoration or enhancement
as necessary to forge connections to other open space lands and to other subareas
or habitat patches outside the subarea plan area.

Configuration that minimizes edge effects between habitat preserves and
development and edge-to-preserve-arearatio.

Habitat Criteria

Tota acreages and vegetation communities equivaent or better in consarvation
vaue to those conservation targets listed in the MHCP plan (pending complete
anayses for subarea plans).

Representation of sendtive vegetation communities and their  geographic
subassociations containing priority speciesin large, functioning ecosystems.

High qudity vernd pools (primarily but not excdlusively supporting sengitive species);
no net loss of wetland vegetation communities.

High habitat quality and microhabitats (eg., soil type, host plant, drainages, rock
outcrops) important to sustaining long-term viable populations of individua covered
Species.

Species Criteria

For covered species, all species-pecific permit conditions included at the beginning
of each speciesevduationin Volumell.

Key regiond populations of proposed covered species within the subarea, including
locations identified as mgjor or critical by the MHCP, Volume Il. Coverage for the
entire MHCP sudy area depends on retention and maintenance of adequate
populations of these species and their habitats within the subarea and protection of
al criticd locations.

Management and Biological Monitoring Criteria (see also Sections 6.3 and 6.4)

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

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

Biologica monitoring of habitats and species that reflects priorities as determined in
categories listed above.
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4.0 ASSEMBLING THE MHCP PRESERVE

The MHCP is designed to create an efficient and economica framework for complying with
date and federd endangered species laws while accommodating future growth in the region.

While the responsibility for habitat conservation under the MHCP regts initidly with those public
and private entities whose activities directly affect declining species and their habitats, benefits
from successful implementation are shared by a broader group of individuas and organizations.
This broader group includes the existing communities and residents of the San Diego region as
well as other residents throughout Cdifornia and the United States.  Accordingly, the following
groups of beneficiaries should share responsibility for implementing the MHCP:

*  Federd and gate governments, representing the interests of communities outsde the
San Diego region.  These governments and the communities they represent benefit
from the surviva and continuation of species that their laws are designed to protect.
Federd and state governments should also mitigate impacts of public projects that
they undertake by conserving habitat in the MHCP preserve system.

 Locd governments with jurisdiction in the MHCP study area, representing the
interests of communities in this aea  Exiding communities benefit from the
preservation of ther naturd heritage and the visud and recregtiond vaues of
regiona open space. Locd governments should also mitigate impacts of public
projects that they undertake by conserving habitat in the MHCP preserve system.

*  Private landowners and developers of projects that require mitigation for impacts to
protected species and their habitats. Landowners and developers benefit from the
MHCP because it identifies an agreed upon location to Ste project mitigation,
provides guidance on where biologica resources may be impacted and where they
should be conserved, and establishes a permit authorization process, diminating
uncertainty and duplication of agency review that often accompany project
proposals. To the extent that development costs are passed on to future residents
and businesses, private landowners and developers dso represent ther interests
indirectly.

The MHCP preserve will be assembled by conserving (i.e., preserving and managing) habitet in
the FPAs, which are specific habitat areas with target levels of conservation. The target levels
are expressed as percent of upland habitat that would be protected under the MHCP.
(Wetland habitat is assumed to be subject to the no net loss god.) This section discussses
habitat ownership in the FPAs and actions, including onsite conservation, offste mitigation, and
public acquisition, that would assemble habitat areas into aregiond preserve.

4.1 SUMMARY OF POLICIES AND ACTIONS TO ASSEMBLE THE MHCP
PRESERVE

The MHCP preserve will be assembled through a combination of the following methods:
consarvation of lands dready in public ownership; public acquigtion of private lands with
regiond habitat vdue from willing sdlers and private actions to conserve habitat, in
conformance with development regulations and mitigetion of impacts. The MHCP Advisory
Committee has reviewed the rdative contributions of these methods and the equitable
digribution of costs among the groups of beneficiaries discussed above and has made the
following recommendations regarding preserve assembly:
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 Consavation of Exiging Public Lands. The MHCP preserve system will
incorporate public lands to the grestest extent possible to minimize the need to
conserve privately owned habitat.

*  Public Acquistion of Private Lands. Privately owned habitat lands may need to be
acquired when adequate protection of resources cannot be achieved through
development regulation or mitigation of impacts. Where public funds are used to
acquire habitat lands for the MHCP preserve, private property rights will be fully
regpected and upheld, and land will be acquired only from willing sdlers at far
market vaue or upon terms mutuadly satisfactory to the buyer and <dler.
Condemnation proceedings will not be used unless specificdly requested by a

property owner.

*  Private and Public Development Participation Private development exactions that
contribute to the preserve system will not be increased beyond what is authorized
under exigting law. Conservation of habitat as a condition of development gpprova
will occur in accordance with locd jurisdictions land use and environmentd
regulaions, that is, through avoidance or minimization of habitat impacts and
compensatory mitigation of unavoidable impacts. A specific policy of the MHCP
will be to direct land development to areas outsde the FPA in exchange for
consarvation insde,

4.1.1 Sources of Preserve Assembly

Upon completion, it is assumed for this anayss that the MHCP preserve will condst of
approximately 19,928 acres of naturd habitat located in the boundaries of participating loca
jurisdictions and 400 to 500 acres of coastal sage scrub capable of supporting 16 to 23 pairs of
gnatcatchers in the unincorporated area of San Diego County near the cities of Carlsbad,
Encinitas, and SanMarcos (Table 4-1 and Figure 4-1). While find consarvation in the
unincorporated core may vary, depending on the mix of private mitigation and public acquisition,
over 600 acres of undeveloped land in the unincorporated core (much of which supports
coadtal sage scrub habitat) is expected to be conserved (see Section 4.4.3). (Note: Acreage
figures for habitat conservation within the MHCP cities refer to natural habitat, unless
otherwise noted. Natural habitat excludes agricultural and disturbed lands. Acreage
figures for previous and potential future acquisition refer to total land area. Acres of
natural habitat conserved through acquisition are generally less than total acres, though
specific figures vary. Acreage figures for the unincorporated core refer to either total or
habitat acres. Acquisition estimates are in total acres, and contribution to gnatcatcher
habitat isin habitat acres.)

Under the MHCP, the federd and state governments will contribute to the preserve 1,944 acres
of natura habitat lands that they currently administer in the Sudy area.  The seven cities
comprising the MHCP study area will contribute to the preserve 7,142 acres of habitat lands
that they currently own in the study area. Other loca agencies own 1,056 acres of habitat.
Together, publicly owned habitat lands proposed to be included in the MHCP preserve tota

10,143 acres (Table 4-2 and Figure 4-2).
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Table4-1

SUMMARY OF PRESERVE ASSEMBLY

Conserved Conserved
Habitat in Landin
Owner ship / Preservation M ethod MHCP Cities Uninc. Core
Federal and State Govenments
0 Manage and maintain existing federal and state habitat lands located in the 1,944 -
FPAs accordina to MHCP quidelines.
0 Assumed to acquire up to 609 acresin MHCP cities and the unincorporated 389 220
core” through purchase or noncash methods.”
Total acres conserved by federal and state aovernments 2,334 220
Cities
0 Manage and maintain currently owned habitat lands located in FPAs 7,142 -
accordina to MHCP auidelines.
O Acquire up to 738 acresin MHCP cities and the unincorporated core’ 633 100
through purchase or by noncash methods.” Manage, maintain, and monitor
the acquired lands.
0 Ensure conservation of natural habitat on privately owned lands and - -
appropriate mitigation in accordance with local land use regulations and
environmental review.
Total acres conserved bv MHCP cities 7.781 100
Other Local Agencies’
0 Manage and maintain currently owned habitat lands located in FPAs 1,056 -
accordina to MHCP auidelines.
Total acres conserved bv other local acencies 1.056 -
Private Landowners/ Development
0 Manage and maintain existing private mitigation banks and approved 946 345
mitication areas.
0 Manage and maintain future mitigation areas conserved in accordance with 2,054 -
MHCP auidelines and local land use policies.
0 Maintain habitat areas as project open space, either by homeowners 6,785 -
associations or under open space easements.
O Saleof habitat for conservation’ (1,028) '
Total acres conserved bv private devel ooment 8758 345
Total Acres Conserved in MHCP Cities 10,928 665

Source: Tables 4-2 through 4-9.
Figures, in acres, have been rounded and may not add to totals as shown.
' Priority 1 conservation areas; assumed to be acquired by state or federal governments from willing sellers, if the MHCP cities
would establish endowment to manage and monitor those landsin perpetuity (see Section 4.1.2).
Public projects will also conserve habitat lands for offsite mitigation, in addition to acquisition solely for conservation purposes.
Priority 2 conservation areas; to be acquired by the MHCP citiesif funding is available from aregional funding program or from
alternative funding sources (see Section 4.1.2).

MHCP cities will implement local land use policies and environmental guidelines to mitigate impacts of future devel opment
through conservation (i.e., preservation and management) of natural habitat.
Lands owned by special districts; also includes selected open space lands owned by the County of San Diego, such as portions
of San Elijo Lagoon.

Total of Priority 1 and 2 conservation areas, if acquired.
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Table4-2

NATURAL HABITAT INMHCP CITIES
PLANNED OR NOT PLANNED FOR CONSERVATION

Habitat in MHCP Cities®

Total Conserved Potential Total Not

Ownership Habitat® on-Site’ Acauisition? Conserved® Conserved®

Federal / State 1,984 1,944 389 2,334 40
Cities 8,785 7,142 638 7,781 1,642
Other Local Agencies 1,324 1,056 - 1,056 268
Subtotal Public 12,093 10,143 1,028 11,170 1,950
Private 17,869 9,786 (1,028) 8,758 8,084
Total MHCP 29,962 19,928 - 19,928 10,034

Source: 2002 MHCP GIS Data.

In acres; figures have been rounded and may not add to totals as shown.
' Excludesthe uni ncorporated core.
Natural habitat in MHCP cities; excludes agricultural, disturbed, and other vacant lands. Only habitat areasin

MHCP cities are shown; excludes the unincorporated core.

2

Planned for conservation as shown in the focused planning area (FPA) or as aresult of the no net loss goal for

wetland and riparian vegetation communities; excludes potential public acquisition. Total for the cities includes
the Daley Ranch Conservation Bank, covering approximately 2,842 acres of 3,058-acre Daley Ranch property
acquired by Escondido in January 1997.

Potential acquisition in MHCP cities only; excludes the unincorporated core. It is assumed that onsite conservation
of privately owned habitat is reduced by the amount of public acquisition. However, some acquisition may occur
outside of the areas planned for private onsite conservation, and actual acquisition of natural habitat will likely
be less than the potential shown in thistable.

Sum of on-site conservation plus potential acquisition.

Total habitat |ess conserved (onsite) habitat. Actual loss of habitat to development may be less, due to physical
constraints (e.g., steep slopes) that may exist onsite.
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Section 4 Assembling the MHCP Preserve

There are currently 946 acres of naturd habitat in privatedly owned mitigation banks or wildlife
agency-approved mitigation aress in the MHCP gudy area.  Through the cities power to
regulate land use, an additiond 2,054 acres will be conserved (i.e., preserved and managed in
perpetuity) in conjunction with future private development, through impact avoidance or
compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts. In addition, there are 6,785 acres of natura
habitat which are currently or are anticipated to be retained and managed as open space, but
which would require new funding to conduct management for biologica resources as
recommended in this plan. Up to 1,028 acres of open space lands (though fewer acres of
naturd habitat) may be publicly acquired as part of MHCP implementation. Even without
public acquisition, 9,786 acres of natural habitat currently in private ownership would be
conserved under this plan (Table 4-2).

Based on preiminary discussions between the wildlife agencies and the MHCP cities, it is
assumed in this plan that the state or federd government would purchase up to approximately
609 acres of Priority 1 conservation areas (described below), which support important
biologica resources, if there are willing sdllers and if the cities agree to establish an endowment
for habitat management and monitoring. The endowment, or endowments, must be sufficient to
manage and monitor Priority 1 conservation areas plus 94 acres in the City of Carlsbad
purchased in 2002 by the state Wildlife Conservation Board. In turn, the MHCP cities would
acquire up to 738 acres of Priority 2 conservation aress, which aso support important
biologica resources or which are important to the configuration of the MHCP preserve system,
if funding is avalable from aregiond funding program or from dternative funding sources.

4.1.2 Public Acquisition of Private Habitat Land

Public acquisition of habitat may become key to plan implementation when the gods of resource
conservation conflict with the private owner’'s intended use of the property. This may occur
when a large portion of a propety must be set asde for habitat use or when habitat
conservation that can reasonably be exacted as a condition of development is insufficient to
meet biological objectives. As noted above, however, public acquistion would occur only
when there is a willing sdler. In the MHCP study area, the following types of parcels are
identified as priority conservation areas and candidates for public acquistion:

e parcesthat comprise essentid stepping stones in the linkage across the study area
or that are located in important corridors for the movement of Cdifornia
gnatcatchers and other species intended to be covered by the MHCP,

* parces that are substantidly covered with very rare natural habitats representing
unique resource vaue, such as southern maritime chaparrd,

* parcesthat are substantially covered by narrow endemic species or that support a
critical population or habitat of a species proposed for coverage; or

*  parcesthat contain important vernal pool or riparian habitats.
For the MHCP, locd jurisdictions have identified two categories of priority conservation aress.
Priority 1 Areas that are highly constrained by narrow endemic species, mgor or critica
locations of MHCP species, or wildlife corridors. Approximately 609 acres fdl in this category,
including 389 acres in the MHCP cities and 220 acres in the unincorporated core.

Priority 2. Aress that, if acquired, would significantly improve the biologicd vaue or the
configuration of the MHCP preserve system and that would adso meet other open space
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objectives of the cities. Approximately 738 acresfdl in this category, including 638 acresin the
MHCP cities and up to 100 acres in the unincorporated core, which would provide additiond
means to achieve conservation godsfor thisarea.

The MHCP cities anticipate that the plan's biological goals for the priority conservetion aress
can be met through the gpplication of land use policies and regulations. However, acquisition of
those lands would avoid any potentid conflict between the goas of the MHCP and the goals of
private development and would provide the cities with important flexibility in achieving ther
conservation targets. Thus, Priority 2 conservation areas would be acquired only if funding is
available from aregiond funding program (described in Section 7) or from an dternative funding
source. The cities generd funds are not pledged for this acquisition.

The priority conservetion areas and estimated acquisition costs are summarized in Table 4-3.
Edtimated costs are based on recorded sdes of smilar, undeveloped vacant land in north San
Diego County, together with information on exiging generd plan land use or zoning and
presence of physica congtraints, such as steep dopes.

4.2 ACTIONSBY FEDERAL AND STATE GOVERNMENTS

4.2.1 Existing Federal and State Habitat Landsin the Study Area

Locations of federd- and state-owned habitat lands to be managed for the MHCP are
summarized in Table 4-4 and described below.

U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The BLM administers gpproximately 125 acres of
habitat land in the Escondido subarea % aparcel surrounded by the Daley Ranch property and
another parcd east of the city. In amemorandum of understanding executed with the Cdifornia
Executive Council on Biologicd Diversty (now the Cdifornia Biodiversty Council), the
USFWS, the CDFG, City of SanDiego, County of San Diego, and SANDAG, the BLM has
committed to conserve and permanently maintain and manage habitat on its lands in the county
in accordance with loca conservetion grategies, including the MHCP. The City of Escondido
has submitted an application to the BLM to acquire the property in Daey Ranch for
conservation purposes under the “protective disposa” policies of the Recreation and Public
Purposes Act.

Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game. CDFG lands include ecological reserves a Buena
Vida Lagoon, San Elijo Lagoon, and a part of the former Carlsbad Highlands Conservation
Bank. In 2002 CDFG acquired, through the Wildlife Conservation Board, 94 acres of the
Holly Springs property in Carlsbad. CDFG dso manages mitigation sSites established by
Cdtransin the Cities of Oceanside and Carlsbad.

Univergty of Cdifornia (UC). The universty administers the Dawson Los Monos Canyon
Reserve n Carlsbad and Vida as part of the UC Naturd Reserve System. The reserve is
managed for habitat use and research.
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Table4-3

POTENTIAL PUBLIC ACQUISITION OF HABITAT LANDS
AND ESTIMATED COST

In MHCP Cities In Unincorporated Core Total Est. Cost
Potential Acauisition® bv: Acres Est. Cost ($ M) Acres  Est. Cost ($M) ($M)
MHCP Cities
Priority 2 conservation areas 638 23 - 274 100 2 36 -44 259 - 318
Contingency (25%)° 6.2 10 7.2
Total MHCP Cities 285 - 33.6 46 - 54 33.1 - 390
Avgrage of High and Low $36.1 M
Fstimates
Federal / State Governments
Prioritv 1 conservation areas 389 174 - 21.3 220 7.9 - 9.7 25.3 - 310
Continaency (2506) 48 22 Z0
Total Federal / State 22 - 26.1 10.1 - 119 32.3 - 380
A .
vgrage of High and Low $35.2 M
Fstimates

Total Potential Acquisition 1,028 acres 320 acres Im

Source: MHCP Cities; City of Carlsbad's HMP; Onaka Planning & Economics; Douglas Ford and Associates.
Figures have been rounded and may not sum to totals as shown. Low and high estimates of acquisition costs are shown.

' MHCP's conservation goals can be met without acquisition of habitat lands (except for acquisition commitments included
in the City of Carlsbad's HMP). However, the MHCP plan identifies priority conservation areas, where acquisition
would substantially increase the biological value of the preserve system and provide the cities flexibility in meeting the
goals of the program. Two priority areas have been identified, as described in the text. The state or federal governments
would acquire the Priority 1 areas, and the MHCP cities, the Priority 2 areas, both under certain conditions as described in
the text. Actua acquisition may differ from the potential shown in thistable, depending on the availability of funding
and willing sellers.

Potential acquisition of 100 acres in the unincorporated core could include the remaining acquisition need of the City of
Carlshad's HMP (68.6 acres) and other needs which may occur.

® Continaencv is calculated at the mid-noint of hiah and low estimates.
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Table4-4

SUMMARY OF CONSERVED HABITAT BY OWNERSHIP IN MHCP CITIES

Federal/ Other Local
City State Agencies Private Total
Carlsbad 485 1,231 39 2,687 4,441
Encinitas 103 284 564 1,263 2,214
Escondido 4,957 126 242 1,866 7,191
Oceanside 1,145 185 63 1,439 2,832
San Marcos 251 2 117 2,226 2,595
SolanaBeach 0 7 26 7 41
Vista 201 110 5 298 614
Total MHCP Cities 7,142 1,944 1,056 9,786 19,928

Source: 2002 MHCP GIS Data; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics
Note: Figures, in acres, have been rounded and may not sum to totals as shown. This table summarizes current
(2002) ownership of natural habitat lands proposed for conservation, prior to public acquisition.
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Other State Agencies. The State Lands Commission owns Batiquitos Lagoon and dtate
beaches in Carlsbad and Encinitas. Batiquitos Lagoon is managed for habitat use and passve
recregtion. State beaches are active recreation aress.

4.2.2 Financial Contributions by Federal and State Gover nments

The MHCP Advisory Committee adopted the following recommendations concerning financia
contributions by federa and state governments toward implementation of the MHCP plan. Itis
understood that in some cases these actions may not be within the discretionary authority of a
government agency and would require federd or state legidative changes.

e The federd government should gppropriate funds from the Land and Water
Conservation Trust Fund for the conservation purposes for which the fund was
origindly established and direct such funds to the purchase of habitat lands in
support of the preserve system.

*  Thefederd and state governments should gppropriate categorica grant funds from
currently established and dedicated sources for open space and habitat acquisition.
Examples include the Cdifornia Wildlife Conservation Board, Nationd Fish and
Wildlife Chalenge Grants, and the Cdifornia Environmental License Plate Fund.

e The federa and state governments should consider expangon of tax preference
programs that encourage below-market sdes or donations of private lands for
habitat conservation. Examples include reduction of capital gains and income taxes
on revenues generated by the sde of habitat lands and dlowance of tax credits
corresponding to the market value of habitat lands donated for conservation.

e The federd and state governments should gppropriate funding for environmenta
mitigation and habitat conservation as part of infrastructure improvement programs,
such as the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21).

*  The federd government should consder establishment of a habitat acquistion fund
from the revenues generated from the sale, lease, or conversion of public agency
lands.

*  The state government should consider adoption of statewide bond measure(s) for
habitat, open space, and park acquisition (e.g., Propositions 12, 40, and 50).

4.2.3 Nonfinancial Contributions by Federal and State Gover nments

The MHCP Advisory Committee dso recommended that the federd and state governments
should undertake one or more of the following actions in support of MHCP implementation. It
is understood that in some cases these actions will require federd or sate legidative changes.

* Federd and date agencies should, when possible, work with private nonprofit
organizations to fund ecologicd activities on public land managed for habitat
pUrposes.

* Feded and date agencies should appropriately manage, maintain, and enhance
habitat |lands under their contral.
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Federa and dtate land management agencies should work together to ensure that
land management practices are consisent with habitat management policies of the
MHCP.

Federd and state agencies should consder habitat vaue and the gods of the
MHCP preserve system before undertaking any land exchange, purchase, or sale.

Federal and state public works projects should mitigete impacts consistent with the
purpose of the MHCP preserve system and approved loca subarea plans.

Habitat restoration programs undertaken in response to natural disasters, such as
fires or floods, should enhance the preserve system.

4.2.4 Habitat Acquisition by Federal and State Gover nments

Federd and dtate governments could acquire habitat lands for the MHCP using a variety of
methods, including:

direct purchase from willing sellerslandowners using appropriated funds;

cooperdtive federal/state programs for the conservation of endangered or
threatened species,

land exchanges, including bundling lands for sdle or exchange;
grants and matching funds; and
tax credits, where gpplicable.

Although there is currently no program in the MHCP study area, such as a nationd wildlife
refuge, to provide a framework for directly agppropriating federd funds toward habitat
acquigition, the federa government can provide funds to the State of Cdifornia, for example,
through the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund, to support acquisition. Some
gate funds may be used to acquire habitat in areas where a conservation program has not yet
been adopted; however, adoption of the MHCP plan will enable additiona funds to be used.

4.3 ACTIONSBY LocAL GOVERNMENTS

4.3.1 Habitat Lands Owned by L ocal Gover nments

Loca, publicly owned lands proposed to be incorporated in the regiond preserve system are
adso summarized in Table 4-4. They include portions of natura habitat in the following locations:
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 Carlshad
Lake Cdaveraand surrounding area
Macario Canyon and adjacent areas
Squires Dam and surrounding area
Agua Hedionda

* Endnitas
Indian Head Canyon, east of Saxony Road
San Elijo Lagoon
Magdalena Ecke Park
Quall Botanicd Gardens
Oak Crest Park
ESD Park Site

»  Escondido
Daey Ranch Consarvation Bank
Dixon Lake Recreation Area
Kit Carson Park
Areaaong Valey Center Road, north of Lake Wohlford Road
Lake Wohlford and surrounding area
Portions of Jesmond Dene Park, Ryan Park, and MacLeod Park

* Oceansde
El Corazon de Oceanside
Whean Lake and surrounding area
San Luis Rey River and adjacent areas

*  San Marcos
North San Marcos, east of Agua Hedionda Creek
South Lake and surrounding area
San Marcos County Landfill

»  SolanaBeach
Southern extension of San Elijo Lagoon Ecologica Reserve

+ Vida
Buena Vigta Park
South branch of Agua Hedionda Creek, south of Park Center Drive

4.3.2 Funding for Local Public Acquigtion

Potential funding sources for locd jurisdictions to acquire, restore, and manage habitat lands are
described in Section 7. Acquidition to satisfy mitigation obligation for impacts of public or
private projects will not be funded through a regiona funding program. Habitat lands may be
purchased in fee or as less than fee interest, such as a permanent conservation easement
recorded in favor of a public agency or qudified nonprofit conservation organization. Private
habitat lands that are preserved through development regulations by means of avoidance of
impacts may be transferred in fee title to a government or nonprofit agency if the landowner
voluntarily dedicates the land. Lands may dso be acquired by means of exchanges of locd
government lands or through atransfer of development rights program.

Following the modd of the south San Diego County MSCP, in the event that adequeate regional
funding is not provided, the wildlife agencies would assess the impact of the funding deficiency
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on the scope and validity of the take authorizations. The wildlife agencies and the jurisdictions
would meet and confer to develop a strategy to address the funding shortfal and undertake all
practicable efforts to maintain the level of coverage afforded by the authorizations under the
program until the Stuation can be remedied.

4.3.3 Development Regulations and Mitigation Guidelines

Locd jurisdictions have adopted palicies, ordinances, and standards to regulate the use of land
and conserve public resources, including open space and biologica resources. The policiesand
standards are contained in the jurisdictions general and community plans, zoning ordinances,
loca coadstd programs, hillsde development ordinances, guiddines for environmenta review,
and other regulations. As described in Section 5, to implement the MHCP the loca
juridictions will review exiding policies, sandards, and regulations for compatibility with
MHCP gods, modify them where gppropriate, and adopt new goa's and standards.

Loca jurisdictions will employ the following or smilar methods of implementing the conservation
and mitigation guiddines

e adopting or amending aresource protection ordinance;

* incorporating limitations on encroachment to habitat in zoning or other land use
regulations, or

e adopting conservation or mitigation guidelines as council policies or as adminidrative
guiddlines, such as CEQA guiddines.

Development regulations and mitigation guiddines will be gpplied uniformly to both public and
private devel opment projects.

4.4 MITIGATION GUIDELINESAND RATIOS

441 General Guiddines

To andyze presarve assambly, this plan assumes that locd jurisdictions will adopt mitigetion
guiddines smilar to those described below. Individua jurisdictions may adopt different policies
and guidelines or may choose not to use mitigation ratios as a method of preserve assembly, if
they demondrate that the dternative policies and guidelines contained in the jurisdictions
subarea plans would achieve equivaent or greater levels of conservation.

For this discusson, “ondte conservation” means the protection of natural habitat located within
the boundaries of a public or private project and within the boundaries of an FPA. Onste
consarvation is accomplished through avoiding or limiting encroachment to habitat; protecting
the habitat by appropriate means, for example, through grant of conservation or open space
easement to a public agency or to a consarvation organization approved by the wildlife
agencies, and managing and monitoring the habitat for biologica resources, or establishing an
endowment to fund such management and monitoring, in perpetuity by a qudified organization.

“Offdte mitigation” means mitigation for unavoidable impact to sengtive species or habit,

where the impacted habitat is located ether ingde or outside an FPA and the mitigation areaiis
outside of the project area, but indde an FPA. Offgte mitigation may be accomplished through
a set-adde of existing habitat ingde the FPA, purchase of mitigation credits in an gpproved
mitigation bank ingde the FPA, or enhancement or restoration of habitat areas insde the FPA.
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Offgte mitigation adso requires management and monitoring for biologica resources, or an
endowment to fund such management and monitoring, in perpetuity by a qudified organization.

Biologicd mitigation under the MHCP should be consgtent with federa and state guiddines
(e.g., NEPA and CEQA guiddines) and include the following measures, in order of priority:

1. Avoiding impacts by not taking a proposed action or by modifying the location or
characterigtics of the action

2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of an action

3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted
environment

4. Reducing or eiminaing the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
actions during the life of an action

5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing subgtitute resources or
environments

Emphads given to specific mitigation measures could differ, however, depending on the habitat
area impacted and other factors such as size, location, and relationship to the proposed regiond
preserve system.

Habitat conservation in the FPAs will be achieved primarily through avoidance of impacts to
ongte biologica resources. Any unavoidable impacts will be minimized, with development sited
on the least sengitive habitat areas of a property under consideration. Natura habitat areas that
are not impacted will be preserved in perpetuity through a conservation easement or other
smilar method.

In implementing the MHCP and subarea plans, the jurisdictions land use policies and mitigeation
guiddines should confirm the primary role of impact avoidance and ondte conservation of
biologica resources in the FPAS, applying higher ratios of compensatory mitigation (mitigetion
ratios) for impacts to vegetation communities insde an FPA (or the BCLA) than outsde; and
“crediting” the ondte conservation and management of habitat areas indde the FPA (or the
BCLA) toward meeting the mitigation obligations of unavoidable impacts.

If requested by a property owner, ajurisdiction could choose to adjust the boundaries of FPAs
to include additiond aress, if those areas support or contribute to the long-term surviva of
sengtive species or if they condtitute part of an important regiona habitat linkage or corridor
(see Section 5.3.6). Flexihility to adjust the FPA boundaries may be desirable when it would
further preserve design goas or when important biological resources are found outside the FPA.
The property owner would benfit by receiving mitigation credit to offset mitigation obligation
for impacts to other habitat aress.

Habitat Groups

Vegetation communities are combined into habitat groups for purposes of assgning mitigation
ratios (Table 45). For further discusson of vegetation communities, see Section 2.2.1 and
Volumell. Mitigation policies assumed for specific habitat groups are described below.

Group A: Wetland/Riparian Impacts to these vegetation communities may require review and
permit under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act and Section 1600 of the state Fish
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and Game Code. Consgtent with existing federd and state regulations, these communities are
subject to the god of no net loss in acreage, function, and vaue. It is assumed that the highest
priority would be given to impact avoidance and minimization and that replacement of habitat
subject to unavoidable impact would occur through restoration or creation of subgtitute habitat
aress, generdly of the same kind and in the vicinity of the impacted habitat. Due to difficulties
associated with successful habitat creation and to difference in timing between impact and
mitigation, replacement habitat will generdly be larger in area than the impacted habitat, in order
to achieve the no net loss god.

Group B: Rare Upland. These are important and rare vegetation communities in the MHCP
sudy area. The MHCP god for these communities is to avoid impact as much as possible and
to conserve ondte exiging habitat areas. Except for areas that do not have important biologica
vaue, such as smdl and isolated aress, it is assumed that most areas with group B communities
would be conserved, whether they are located insde or outside the FPAS.

Group C: Coadtd Sage Scrub. Due to the importance of these vegetation communities to
MHCP species, including the California gnatcatcher, impact to habitat located in an FPA should
be minimized as much as possble Locd jurisdictions may choose to adopt mitigation
requirements other than those assumed in this plan for impacts to coada sage scrub
communities located outside the FPAS.

The state NCCP guiddines and the Section 4(d) Specid Rule of the ESA pertaining to the
Cdifornia gnatcatcher apply to coasta sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, maritime succulent scrub,
and coastd sage/chaparrd scrub.  Upon approva and adoption of subarea plans and
accompanying implementing agreements by the USFWS, CDFG, and a locd jurisdiction, the
limitation of interim habitat loss to 5% will no longer gpply to that jurisdiction.

Group D: Chapara. Chapard vegetation communities, with the exception of southern
maritime chaparrd, are generaly more widespread and abundant than communities included in
groups A, B, and C. However, chaparrd communities support a variety of species addressed
by the MHCP and are important to the overal habitat mosaic and ecosystem function of the
preserve sytem.  MHCP gods incdlude minimizing impacts to these communities within the
FPAs, which support MHCP species or which form part of wildlife movement corridors or
habitat linkages, and compensating for any impacts by conservation dsawhere in the FPASs.
City subarea plans may require higher ratios for chaparra impacts outsde of an FPA when the
habitat area supports MHCP species.
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Table4-5

VEGETATION COMMUNITY AND HABITAT GROUP

Habitat Group Vegetation Community

A. Wetland/Riparian Coastal salt marsh Salt pan/mudflats Vernal pool
Alkali marsh Riparian forest Disturbed wetland
Freshwater marsh Riparian woodland Flood channel
Estuarine Riparian scrub Fresh water

B. Rareupland Beach Southern marine chaparral Native grassland
Southern coastal bluff scrub ~ Engelmann oak woodland
Maritime succulent scrub Coast live oak woodland

C. Coastal sagescrub  Coastal sage scrub Coastal sage/chaparral mix

D. Chaparral Chaparral (excluding southern maritime chaparral)

E. Annual grasslands' Annual (nonnative) grassland

F. Other lands' Disturbed land (including Agricultural land Eucalyptus
ruderal)

! See Appendix F of Volume I1 for definitions discriminating between annual grasslands, disturbed land, and
agricultural land.
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Group E: Annud (Nonnative) Grasdands. Directly and indirectly, annua grasdands are key to
conservaion of a large number of MHCP species, including a variety of narrow endemic
gpecies and the Cdifornia gnatcatcher. They provide foraging habitat for rgptors and provide
movement corridors and habitat linkages that are criticd to the MHCP preserve configuration.
Over time, grasdands may aso be succeeded naturaly by coasta sage scrub or other native
habitats, so they are important to the long-term dability and function of the conserved
ecosystem. It is assumed that impacts to annual grasdands that support MHCP species within
an FPA or that contribute to a habitat linkage or wildlife corridor will be avoided or minimized
as much as possble.  Although not traditionaly imposed, mitigation for impacts to grasdands
both ingde and outsde the FPASs is required to build a functiond, multiple-species preserve
system under the NCCP and to meet the conservation goals of grasdand-dependent species.
Appendix F of Volume Il provides definitions to discriminate between annud grasdands,
disturbed lands, and agricultura land for mitigation purposes.

Group F:  Other Lands. In the past, development and impacts to disturbed and agricultura
lands or eucdyptus have not been subject to compensatory mitigation, except for certain
species-specific impacts, dthough disturbed and agricultura lands have historicaly supported
naturd habitat and may do so in the future if active uses are discontinued. It may adso be
necessary to protect portions of group F lands located in the FPAS, in order to meet the
preserve design gods of the MHCP plan or the subarea plan. Such a need may arise, for
example, when disturbed or agriculturd lands comprise important links or corridors for wildlife
movement. A locd jurisdiction may require mitigetion or levy an in-lieu mitigation fee for
impacts to this habitat group when such actions are needed to achieve the preserve design
gods.

Mitigation Obligation

Impacts to Vegetation Communities. Unavoidable impacts to habitat will be mitigated by
restoration or conservation of other habitat areas. For impacts to group A (wetland or riparian)
communities, mitigation shal consst of restoration or creetion of new habitat areas to meet the
no net lossgod. It isassumed that restored or new areas would not displace nor convert other
natural habitat areas to wetland vegetation, but would replace disturbed or nonhabitat aress.

Restored habitat areas are assumed to be in-kind and located in an FPA, generdly in the same
watershed and in the relative vicinity of the impacted habitat. For additiona discussion of

wetlands protection, see Section 4.4.2 below.

For impacts to vegetation communities in groups B, C, D, and E, mitigation will congst of
permanent conservation of habitat in an FPA. In some cases, habitat creation or restoration
may aso qudify as mitigation. Assumed ratios of conserved to impacted habitat are described
in Table 46. For group B communities, restored or conserved habitat will be in-kind. For
communities in groups C, D, and E, conserved habitat may be out-of-kind, if the conserved
habitat is located in an FPA, or outsde an FPA, if it is shown to be a viable addition to the
regiona preserve system. If the proposed mitigation requires a boundary adjustment, such
adjustment will follow the procedure described in Section 5.3.6.

Impacts to Species. In generd, as a habitat-based plan, the MHCP does not address mitigation
requirements for impacts to individua species. For impacts to certain species, however, the
subregiond MHCP plan or the locd jurisdictions subarea plans may describe mitigation
guiddines in addition to those for impacts to habitals or vegetation
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RATIOSOF MITIGATION OBLIGATION TO
IMPACTED AREA BY HABITAT GROUP!

Table 4-6

Habitat Group

L ocation of | mpacted Habitat

Inside Focused
Planning Are&’

Outside Focused

Planning Area

Group A. Wetland/Riparian

No net loss (see Table 4-7)

Group B. Rareupland 31 21
Group C. Coastal sage scrub 21 11
Group D. Chaparrd 11 051
Group E. Annual grasslands 051 051
Group F. Other lands None® None®

! These assumptions have been developed for the purpose of analyzing preserve assembly and financing
of MHCP implementation. Jurisdictions participating in the MHCP could use different mitigation ratios, if
they demonstrate that the methods of preserve assembly proposed in the subarea plan would achieve
equivalent or greater levels of conservation than those described in the MHCP plan.

It is also assumed that jurisdictions would independently determine, through the process of reviewing
and approving project plans, the appropriate balance of land development and habitat conservation. For
purposes of analysis, mitigation ratios for unavoidable impacts as shown in this table are assumed to be
applied separately from the determination of onsite conservation through impact avoidance. The
mitigation ratios neither require nor limit the avoidance of impacts to biological resources addressed by
the MHCP plan.

Primary conservation actions for natural habitat inside a FPA are assumed to be impact avoidance and
minimization of unavoidable impacts. Inside a FPA, habitat that is conserved through impact avoidance
may be used, subject to the jurisdiction's mitigation guidelines, to satisfy the mitigation obligation
associated with habitat impacts of development el sewhere onsite.

A local jurisdiction may require mitigation or levy of an in-lieu mitigation fee for impact to this habitat
group if it finds that such actions are necessary to meet the goals of the MHCP or the subarea plan.
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communities.  Such guidelines are included in the conservation requirements listed for each
gpeciesin Volumell.

Both indgde and outsde the FPAS, impacts to narrow endemic species should be avoided as
much as possible; that is, it is assumed that existing populations will be conserved and managed
ondte. For andyss purposes, the MHCP plan assumes that 100% of location points,
population, or acreage with narrow endemic species within hardline FPAs will be conserved,
95% within softline FPASs, and at least 80% outside FPAs. Mitigation for unavoidable impacts
could include, in addition to mitigation for vegetation communities noted above, specid
management or restoration requirements, as specified in ajurisdiction’s subarea plan.

If there are impacts to federaly or Sate-listed species that are not covered by the MHCP plan
or gpplicable subarea plan, specia mitigation measures would be determined in accordance with
gpplicable ESA, CESA, and wildlife agency policies and regulaions.

Rdationship of Mitigation Retios to Ondte Conservation It is assumed that jurisdictions will
independently determine, through the process of reviewing and approving project plans, the
appropriate balance of land development and habitat conservation. For purposes of andysis,
mitigation ratios for unavoidable impacts as shown in Table 46 are assumed to be applied
separatey from the determination of ondte conservation through impact avoidance. The
mitigation ratios by themsdlves neither require nor limit the avoidance of impacts to biologica
resources addressed by the MHCP plan.

L ocation of Mitigation Site

Mitigation obligation could be satisfied by permanent consarvation of “ondte’ or “offgte”’
habitat, relative to the project site or location of the activity that causes habitat impact.

Ongte Mitigation As noted above, it is assumed that impact avoidance and conservation of
habitat onste would be credited toward satisfaction of a mitigetion obligation, if the habitat is
located ingde an FPA. No mitigation credit is assumed for onsite conservation of habitat
located outsde an FPA; however, mitigation credit may be warranted if the conserved habitat
supports narrow endemic species or group B communities and if the area is added to the
preserve system and managed for biologica vaue.

Since wetland habitat is subject to the no net loss requirement, ongite conservation of this habitat
type would not be credited toward mitigation of impacts to upland habitats.

Offdte Mitigetion It is assumed that any mitigation obligation for upland habitat that remains
after ongite conservation is credited would be directed to conservation of habitat ingde an FPA.
Such offgte mitigation may occur through conservation of other habitat lands owned by the
project proponent, through the purchase of mitigation credits from an approved conservation
bank, or through the purchase and permanent conservation of habitat lands indgde an FPA.
However, a locd jurisdiction may impose conditions or preferences for oecific mitigation
measures.

In-lieu Mitigation Fee or Conservaion Bank. A locd jurisdiction may levy in-lieu feesas an
optiond method of satisfying mitigation obligation for impact to habitat or open space. If
adopted, a mitigation fee program should be designed to ensure equity, provide incentives to
consrve habitat lands of high biologicd vdue, and provide funding for
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habitat maintenance and management. Locd jurisdictions could dso establish conservation
banks in conjunction with or separate from a mitigation fee program.

4.4.2 Wetlands Protection Program

Each subarea plan must provide protection to wetlands (group A habitat) as a part of the
project review and approval process described in Section 3.6.1 and Section 5 and the
associated CEQA process. The process should provide for an evauation of wetland impact
avoidance and minimization and should ensure compensatory mitigation through the subarea
plan for unavoidable impacts to wetlands, thereby achieving no overdl net loss of wetlands.

As part of the CEQA review, development projects on properties supporting wetlands will be
required to demonstrate that impacts to wetlands have been avoided to the greatest extent
practicable and, where impacts are nonetheless proposed, that such impacts have been
minimized. For unavoidable impacts to wetlands, a city will apply wetlands replacement
mitigation ratios identified in a table in the subarea plan. Potentid wetland mitigation ratios are
shown in Table 4-7. The wetlands mitigation ratios should provide a standard for each habitat
type but may be adjusted depending on the functions and vaues of both the impacted wetlands
as well as the wetlands mitigation proposed by the project. The city may aso consder the
types of wetland habitat being impacted and utilized for mitigation in establishing whether these
standards have been met.

The wildlife agencies will review the mitigation program as part of a project’'s CEQA public
review process. Projects that document highly degraded habitat value may request a reduced
mitigation ratio from those shown in the subarea plan. If a reduced mitigation ratio has been
proposed, the wildlife agencies may submit a letter of concurrence or non-concurrence to the
city. If aletter of non-concurrence is received by the city from the wildlife agencies during the
CEQA public review period, the city will not approve the mitigation ratio reduction. If no
written reply is received or a written concurrence is recaived by the city from the wildlife
agencies during the CEQA public review process, the mitigation ratio reduction may be
approved by the city.

Written Definitions and Conservation Projections

Each subarea plan must incorporate a comprehensive set of wetland definitions for al wetland
vegetation/habitat types found in the city. These definitions should be consgtent with existing
definitions in use by the ACOE, CDFG, and other entities judged appropriate by the city.

Subarea plans must dso provide a section andyzing the anticipated result of gpplying the
wetland protection program within the city. Results should include both overdl percentage of
anticipated protection (including wetlands aready protected as a result of prior conservation)
and adescription of any key wetland areas that will be afforded protection by the program.

Compliance with Existing Federal and/or State Wetlands Regulations

In addition to a city’s wetlands protection program, wetlands are afforded protection under
existing federad and State law and regulatory programs. The federa Clean Water Act, the state
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and the state Fish and Game Code provide
protection to wetland habitats and species through federd and date
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Table4-7

REPLACEMENT MITIGATION RATIOSFOR IMPACTSTO
WETLAND VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

Wetland Vegetation Community Mitigation Ratic’
Coastal salt marsh 4:1
Alkali marsh 4:1
Estuarine 4:1
Saltpan / mudflats 4:1
Oak riparian forest 3:1
Riparian forest 3:1
Riparian woodland 3:1
Riparian scrub 11to2:1
Fresh water 1:1
Freshwater marsh 11to2:1
Flood channel 11to2:1
Disturbed wetlands 11to2:1
Verna pool 2:1to4:1

1 These communities are subject to the goal of no net lossin acreage, function, and
biological value (see Section 3.6.1). The highest priority will be given to impact
avoidance and minimization. Replacement of habitat subject to unavoidable impact

will occur through restoration or creation of substitute habitat areas, generally of the
same kind and in the vicinity of the impacted habitat.

Mitigation ratios applicable in areas subject to review by the California Coastal

Commission will be addressed in the cities' respective subarea plans. Such ratios
may differ from those noted here.
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regulatory permitting and agreements. Where gpplicable, project proponents must submit an
gpplication for and receive federal Section 404 and state Section 1600 permits prior to
impacting most wetlands.  Applicants must dso apply to Regiond Water Quaity Control
Board for waste discharge requirements prior to any discharges, including discharges from land
that may affect any waters of the date. Waste discharge requirements must implement basin
plans that designate beneficid uses and water qudity criteria for water-bodies, including
wetlands.

Mitigation for impact to wetlands must be consstent with the federd policy of no overdl net loss
of wetland functions, and vaues, and with Section 404(b)(1) guiddines (40 C.F.R. Part 230).
Habitats and species that are the subject of this policy require, as conditions of their approva,
consarvation and/or mitigation resulting in avoidance or functiond equivadent vaue mitigation.

State guiddines for wetland permitting aso adhere to a no net loss policy for wetland acreage,
functions, and values. The date Fish and Game Code (Section 1600 et seq.) Sates that

projects that substantialy dter the flow or bed, bank, or channd of any river, stream, or lake
designated by the CDFG should firgt notify the CDFG, which may determine that a Streambed
Alteration Agreement isrequired. As part of acity’s wetlands protection program, compliance
with conditions of the federa Section 404 and date Section 1600 permits must be
demongtrated prior to issuance of a grading permit.

Projects that are regulated by federd agencies will continue to be subject to Section 7
consultation under the ESA. Those projects that are subject to a Section 7 consultation will be
evauated to ensure that the project is consistent with the subarea plan and wetlands mitigation
program. The level of conservation afforded by the provisons of the subarea plan to species
proposed for coverage will have been established through extensive consultation with, and
review by, the wildlife agencies. Therefore, projects undergoing Section 7 consultation that are
congstent with the provisons of the subarea plan will receive take authorizations for covered
gpecies through the take authorization permit issued to the city.

It is further expected that, once a subarea plan incorporating a wetland protection program is
aoproved, the wildlife agencies will acknowledge the definitions and mitigation ratios and
advocate their use in dl Clean Water Act consultations with the ACOE, and that these
definitions and mitigation ratios will be used uniformly in the sate Section 1600 permits.

4.4.3 Egimated Conservation of Privately Owned Habitat

The FPAs identify target levels of conservation defined as percentages of upland habitat to be
conserved.  Wetland habitats would be conserved in full, or any impacted wetland habitat
would be replaced at aratio of at least 1.1, s0 that the preserved areawould be at least aslarge
asthe origind habitat.

Table 48 shows by city, acres of privaidy owned naturd habitat in (&) mitigation banks and
other existing mitigation areas gpproved by the wildlife agencies, (b) future mitigation areas for
project impacts (much of those are “hardling’ areas), and (c) habitat areas located in open
gpaces owned by homeowners associations (HOAS) and other areas. HOA open spaces
generdly have minimad maintenance functions and are usudly not managed for the biologicad
resources that may be found ongte. “Other” habitat refers to privatey owned habitat without
any existing or planned management program. Within the MHCP cities atotal of gpproximately
9,786 acres of privately owned habitat will be
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Table4-8

NATURAL HABITAT ON PRIVATE LANDS PLANNED FOR CONSERVATION

Mitigation Future Homeowners
Bank / Area®’ Mitigation Area® Association® Other* Total®

Carlsbad 198 1,209 567 713 2,687
Encinitas 156 - 538 569 1,263
Escondido 9 237 879 742 1,866
Oceanside 516 170 26 728 1,439
San Marcos 68 438 887 833 2,226
Solana Beach - - - 7 7
Vista - - 12 286 298
Subtotal 946 2,054 2,908 3,877 9,786
Less Potential Acquisition® (1,028)

Total 8,758

Source: 2002 MHCP GIS Data; MHCP cities; data compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics.
Figures, in acres, have been rounded and may not sum to totals as shown.

1 Includes both mitigation banks, whose credits may be sold to other devel opers seeking mitigation, and
approved mitigation areas, which are established for specific projects. Of the total, mitigation banks
comprise 304 acres, and approved mitigation areas, 642 acres. Figures refer to acres of natural habitat only.

2 Areasidentified by the MHCP cities with hardlines (i.e., target conservation of 90% or more), representing

future mitigation areas to be established as a condition of approval of development projects.

Areas that have been, or are anticipated to be, preserved and maintained as open space by homeowners

associations, but not necessarily managed for biological value.

All other privately owned habitat lands proposed for inclusion in the MHCP preserve system; these lands

lack any existing or planned management or maintenance programs. Acreages shown for this category

are calculated as residuals, based on total private habitat areas planned for conservation.

5 Total of priority conservation areas; see Table 4-2.
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conserved, including 946 acres of habitat in existing mitigation banks and areas, 2,054 acres of
habitat in future mitigation areas, 2,908 acres in homeowners associations, and 3,877 acres of

other open spaces.

Within the MHCP cities, up to 1,028 acres of privately onvned habitat may be acquired by
public agencies — 389 acres of Priority 1 and 638 acres of Priority 2 conservation aress. (In
addition, up to 320 acres may be acquired in the unincorporated core) It is assumed in Table
4-8 tha public acquistion will reduce the aggregate area of habitat to be conserved in
conjunction with private development a the rate of one acre for each acre of acquistion.
However, since the priority conservation arees are generdly "softling' aress, totd acres
conserved through hboth the development process and public acquisition will likely be greater
than that shown in the table, as discussed below. For example, public acquisition of a 10-acre
parce with habitat would conserve 10 acres. |If the parcel were located in an FPA with target
conservation of 50% and were not acquired, 5 acres would be conserved through the process
of development review and gpprova. Thus, acquisition of a 10-acre parcel would reduce the
total amount of habitat conserved through the development process by 5 acres, while adding 10
acresto the preserve system.

Future Offsite Mitigation

Acres of private habitat conservation shown in Table 4-8 primarily reflect avoidance of impact
to ongdte habitat. It is not known how much additional conservation would result from offgte
mitigation for impacts to habitat from future development in the MHCP cities, for the following
reasons.

*  Much of the mitigation for impact from future development is dreedy included in the
"hardling" areas and some of the HOA and other open spaces. In such a case, there
will not be any need for additiond offste mitigation.

» Some “developable’ lands may not be developed for reasons other than presence
of physical congraints (e.g., lack of access or public services), or alandowner may
choose to develop less habitat than would be dlowed by the FPA, if the cost of
offdte mitigation exceeds the incrementa gain in development vaue.

* A landowner may petition, and the local jurisdiction may agree, to place habitat
lands that were previoudy outside an FPA into an FPA, thereby obtaining credit for
ongdte conservation and reducing the need for offsite mitigation.

A locd jurigdiction may accept out-of-kind or out-of-group mitigation, where
impacts to habitat in one group may be mitigated by conservation of habitat in
another group, which would increase credits for onste mitigation and therefore
reduce the need for offSte mitigation.

* A locd jurisdiction may choose to levy an in-lieu mitigation fee, Smilar to that
proposed by Carlsbad, which would reduce the need for physica mitigation.

Since there is uncertainty about the amount of offste mitigation that would occur under the
MHCP and since there is a large supply of mitigation bank credits in the MHCP sudy ares,
epecidly at Daey Ranch Conservation Bank, this plan does not rely upon offsite mitigetion to
meet the acreage goas of the MHCP preserve. Ingtead, the plan relies pimarily upon a
combination of exiging public lands and mitigation aress, land use regulation, and ongdte
avoidance to preserve sufficient acres of habitat for the MHCP preserve.
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Consarvation of Core California Gnatcatcher Habitat

Offdte mitigation has an important role in assembling the core gnatcatcher habitat in the
unincorporated portions of SanDiego County. Much of this mitigation is assured through
previous agreements or through the City of Carlsbad' s Habitat Management Plan (HMP). The
god of the MHCP plan is to conserve from 400 to 500 acres of core gnatcatcher habitat
through a combination of the following actions (Table 4-9):

» Conservation under the City of Carlshad’'s HMP — atotd of gpproximately 308
acres of land to be conserved through a combinaion of offgte mitigation and
acquigtion. Of the total, 12 acres of conservation occurs in an area of the city
previoudy permitted for development, and 69 acres would be acquired.

* During the last severd years, exclusve of parces acqured under the City of
Carlsbad’ s HMP, approximately 118 acres of habitat land or easements have been
purchased for conservation.

» Priority conservation aress, which may be acquired depending on funding
availability. Up to 320 acres are candidates for priority conservation.

» Dedggnation of the core gnatcatcher habitat as a recommended gte for the offgte
mitigation of impacts to coastal sage scrub.

If dl priority conservation areas are acquired and added to the areas previoudy purchased for
mitigation, a total of 665 acres (including 520 acres of coastd sage scrub habitat) would be
conserved in the unincorporated core. Even if priority conservation areas are not acquired,
ondite avoidance and offgte mitigation will likely conserve more than 400 acres of natura habitat
in the unincorporated area.

4.5 CONSERVATION BANKING

A mitigation or conservation bank is land that is permanently conserved and managed for its
natural resource values, with the intent of sdling conservation credits to ether private or public
parties requiring mitigation. Conservation banks are intended to protect resources in large,
connected areas in advance of the need for mitigation, and therefore are considered a valuable
tool for assembling the MHCP preserve.

Conservation banks may be established by public or private parties. Proposed banks should
follow the officid policy adopted by the Cdifornia Resources Agency and the Cdifornia EPA
and the supplementd policy issued by the USFWS and CDFG for banks in the NCCP region
of southern Cdifornia. For a private conservation bank, the owner of habitat would voluntarily
conserve habitat or purchase habitat lands in anticipation of the future sde of mitigeation credits
to project proponents requiring offsite mitigation. Conservation banks could aso be established
by public agencies, private nonprofit organizations, or private parties in conjunction with a
mitigation fee program, where impacts to habitat may be mitigated by payment of a fee rather
than provison of offste
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Table 4-9
ESTIMATED COASTAL SAGE SCRUB CONSERVATION
IN THE GNATCATCHER CORE
Approximate
Total Land Area of Coastal
Area (acres) Sane Seruh?

A.

Conserved or Planned for Conservation by
City of Carlsbad Habitat Management Plan

(1) Villanes of | A Cnsta--Additional Onsite (‘.nnﬁr—*er\/.:ﬂinn2 12 12
(2 Parce 1 114 81
(3) Parcel 2 113 75
(@ Other (Plannedt®* 69 48
Subtotal Carlsbad HMP 308 216
Previoudv Purchased for Consrvation” 118 114
Priaritv Consarvation Areas (Plannad)’ 220 250 ©
Qihtract Area in Gitv and Patential Dunlication” 81 (60)
Total Unincorporated Core--Existing and Planned 665 520

Total Gnatcatcher Core

Exclude Prioritv Conservation Areas from Above’ (320) (250)

Add: Areas Previously Conserved by Other Agencies 245 138
Not Particinatina in MH(‘.F9

Add: Existing Core Habitat Conserved in the Cities of 187 144

Carlshad. Fncinitas and San Marnnslo

Total Gnatcatcher Core-Existina™ 777 552

Source:  Citv of Carlshad's HMP (Draft. 1999): 2002 MHCP GIS Datahase.

10

11

From MHCP GIS database.

Located in a previously permitted area of City of Carlsbad.

Additional conservation described in Carlsbad HMP.

It is assumed that about 70% of the land would support coastal sage scrub.

Excluding lands conserved or planned to be conserved under the Carlsbad HMP, 6 other parcels were purchased
and conserved in the unincorporated area near the Cities of Carlsbad and San Marcos, and easements were
dedicated for 4 parcels as mitigation for MHCP projects.

If properties |ocated in the sphere-of -influence of the City of Encinitas are annexed to the city prior to
development, they would be subject to the city's mitigation guidelines. In such a case, approximately 165 of
coastal sage scrub may be conserved onsite, even if priority conservation areas are not acquired.

Exclude onsite conservation in Carlshad and potential duplication of 69 acres (HMP-Other), assuming that
priority conservation areas are acquired first.

Subtract priority conservation areas that are currently planned for conservation.

Unincorporated core gnatcatcher habitat conserved by local agencies not participating in the MHCP.

Add areas conserved in the MHCP cities, in support of the gnacatcher core, including onsite conservation

in Carlsbad, areas recently annexed to Encinitas, and mitigation areasin San Marcos.

Excluding areas conserved by others, MHCP directly or indirectly caused 532 acres of land to be conserved
in the core. supportina 414 acres of coastal saoe scrub.
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mitigation lands. The fees collected by jurisdictions could then be paid to the owners of the
conservation bank. The cogt of offgte mitigation, whether or not a bank is used, will depend on
the demand for and supply of mitigation lands.

45.1 Existing Conservation Banksin the MHCP Study Area

Currently (December 2002), the following conservation banks are active in the MHCP study
area. Ddey Ranch Consarvation Bank in Escondido, Manchester Avenue Conservation Bank in
Encinitas, and Whelan Ranch Consarvation Bank in Oceansde.  Carlsbad Highlands
Conservation Bank (operated by Tech-Bilt Corporation) is currently inactive, with conservation
credits held in reserve by the bank owner. Caltrans owns and operates a conservation bank in
Oceandde and a mitigation ste in Carlsbad; however, those credits are for use by Cdtrans
projects only and cannot be sold to private development projects. In this plan, Cdtrans

conservation bank and mitigation Site are assumed to be conserved for habitat purposes as part
of publicly owned habitat.

Ddey Ranch Consarvation Bank. This bank was established in January 1997 by an agreement
between the City of Escondido (bank owner and operator) and the USFWS and CDFG.

There are 2,842 conservation credits in the bank: chaparral and coasta sage scrub (2,252
credits), coast live oak woodland (156 credits), Engelmann oak woodland (84 credits), water-
dependent habitat (wetlands; 18 credits), and nonnative grasslands (332 credits). Except for
200 credits transferred to the former owner of the Daley Ranch property, the remaining credits
are avaladle for @ther in-kind or out-of-kind mitigation for public and private development
projects within western San Diego County, including the MHCP study area. This*“Credit Ared’

extends from the coast to the inland mountain ranges and from the internationd border to
Riversde County. Escondido is respongble for the management of bank lands, to be financed
initidly from city funds and later from an endowment to be established with a portion of
revenues from the sale of conservation credits.

Manchester Avenue Consarvation Bank. This 123-acre bank was established in September
1997 by an agreement among Tech-Bilt Corporation (owner), Center for Natural Lands
Management (manager), and the USFWS and CDFG. The bank contains gpproximately 168
credits — 52 credits for southern maritime chaparral and 116 credits for coastd sage scrub or
comparable upland habitats. The Center for Natura Lands Management manages the bank
lands, with funds generated by a portion of revenues from the sde of conservation credits. The
bank’s conservation credits may be used to mitigate impacts to endangered, threatened, or
senditive species and biologicaly sendtive habitats in western San Diego County, consstent with
an approved NCCP, HCP, or subarea plan. Credits may aso be used to meet CEQA
mitigeation requirements.

Whelan Ranch Conservation Bank. This 136-acre bank, owned by the Bank of America and
located in north Oceandde, was edtablished in 1997. The operationd features of this
conservation bank are smilar to those of Manchester Avenue Conservation Bank. It has 136
credits that may be used to mitigate impacts to coastd sage scrub and other upland habitats,
except that impacts to southern maritime chaparrd may not be mitigated at this bank. The
Center for Naturd Lands Management is respongible for the management of bank lands.

4.6 NONFINANCIAL METHODS OF HABITAT ACQUISITION

Privately owned habitat may be acquired for the MHCP preserve using dternative methods that
do not require the expenditure of public funds, including land exchange, trandfer of development
rights, and private land donation, which could be supported by tax credits.
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4.6.1 Land Exchange

Public agencies that own developable lands without important habitat can exchange those lands
for private lands with important habitat. The BLM has used this method in San Diego County
to acquire habitat lands. Additiondly, public agencies with developable lands could exchange
lands with other public agencies or nonprofit organizations owning habitat lands.

4.6.2 Transfer of Development Rightsor Credits

A trandfer of development rights or credits program involves the transfer of development from a
sending Site to a receiving Ste and has been used in Cdiforniain the Lake Tahoe basin, Santa
Monica Mountains, Monterey County, and other aress.  Frequently, the chalenge in
implementing such a program is in locating acceptable recelving Stes for added development
intendty and in maintaining a market that economicaly judtifies the sde of development rights as
an dternative to actual development. A transfer of development rights or credits program can
be established by alocd jurisdiction, using private lands within the FPAs as sending Sites and
addressing the development of receiving sitesin local land use plans and palicies.

4.6.3 Private Land Donation

Private owners can donate habitat lands to wildlife agencies, locad governments, or qudified
nonprofit conservetion organizations. Alternative forms of donation include:

e outright gift of feetitle

e donation of a remainder interest, where the donor or a family member retains the
right to use or live on the property for a specified period,

e donation by will, where the donation occurs as a bequest; or

* sdea less than fair market vaue and donation of the remainder of the fair market
vaue

Outright donation has the greatest tax advantages, while other forms of donation continue
specified rights for use of the property by the donor or others and redize smdler tax
advantages.

Financid incentives are available to landowners who donate land or easement for conservetion
purposss. The vaue of the property interest that is donated may qudify as a charitable
contribution for federd and date income tax purposes. Donding land with sgnificant
conservation vaue, but limited development value, can aso reduce the total vaue of an estate
subject to inheritance tax. Grant of conservation easement or an “enforceable redtriction” for
conservation purposes qualifies a property to be assessed for property tax based on current
use, which is often subgtantidly lower than market vaue. Tax credits directly reduce tax
obligations and are financially more attractive than tax deductions, which reduce taxable income.
In recent years, severa proposas have been made in the Cdlifornia Legidature to provide tax
credits for qudified donations of property for conservation purposes.

In July 2000, the Natural Heritage Preservation Tax Credit Act (SB 1647) became law. The
new law directs the state Wildlife Conservation Board to implement a program under which
property may be contributed b the state or local governments, or non-profit organizations
designated by a locad government, in order to provide for the protection of wildlife habitats,
open space, or agricultura lands. Specified criteria must be met for program digibility. Thelaw
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authorizes a tax credit againg the Cdifornia Persond Income on Corporation Tax Laws in an
amount equa to 55% of the fair market value of any qualified and contributed land. The credit
may be taken in the tax year the contribution of land is made.

4.6.4 Additional Methods

Participating jurisdictions, other agencies, and nonprofit organizations could undertake programs
to encourage charitable donations for conservation purposes. Nature walks, bird watching, and
other activities could be organized in conjunction with fund raising for habitat acquisition. Tralls,
benches, and other improvements may be funded by individuds or corporate sponsors, in
exchange for public recognition of financia contribution. Generd conservation activities, such as
recycling, could be promoted in the community with proceeds directed to habitat conservation.
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5.0 POLICIESAND IMPLEMENTATION STRUCTURE

This section describes the implementation policies and structure of the MHCP, which require
coordinated actions among the loca jurisdictions, the wildlife agencies, and the private sector.
Generdly, locd juridictions will implement the MHCP through their normd land use planning
and approva process and through management of contributed loca public lands, as specified in
city subarea plans. Specific implementation measures contained in city subarea plans ad
implementing agreements may vary somewha from the subregiona guiddines described here,
50 long as they meet dl legd requirements described in this section, as well as dl gpplicable
MHCP biologica goas and standards.

5.1 FEDERAL AND STATE REQUIREMENTSAND LEGAL AUTHORITY

The MHCP subregiona plan addresses requirements for obtaining take authorizations under
two Cdifornia and federd environmentd laws. As such this plan dong with the subarea plans is
an HCP pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA of 1973, asamended (16 U.S. C. 1531 et
seg.), and an NCCP subregiond plan pursuant to the California NCCP Act of 1991.

5.1.1 Federal Requirementsand Legal Authority

The USFWS has the legd authority to enter into subarea plan implementing agreements based
on this subregiona plan pursuant to the ESA, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16
U.S.C. Sections 661-666¢), and the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. Sections 742(f)
et seg.). Section 10(8)(1)(B) of the ESA, 16 U.S.C. Section 1539(a)(1)(B), expresdy
authorizes the USFWS to issue a Section 10(a) permit to alow the incidental take of species
listed as threstened or endangered under the ESA. The legidative higory of Section
10(a)(1)(B) clearly indicates that Congress aso intended that the USFWS would approve
HCPsthat protect unlisted species as if they were listed under the ESA, and that in doing so the
USFWS would provide Section 10(a)(1)(B) assurances for such unlisted species (H.R. Rep.
No. 97-835, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 30-31, 1982. Conference Report on 1982 Amendments to
the ESA). The USFWS routinely approves HCPs that address both listed and unlisted species.

The Secretary of the Interior's August 11, 1994, “Habitat Conservation Plan Assurances
Policy” sets forth how the USFWS plans to implement the intent of Congress regarding both
listed and unlisted species. This policy was amended and superseded by the “No Surprises’
rule, which became a Final Rule for federd purposes on March 25, 1998. It provides that, as
long as the HCP is being properly implemented, the federd government will not require
additiona lands or money from the permittee in the event of unforeseen changed circumstances
and that additional measures to mitigate reasonably unforeseesble changed circumstances will
be limited to those changed circumstances specificdly identified in the HCP (and only to the
extent of the mitigation specified).

5.1.2 California Requirementsand Legal Authority

Cdifornia law (Section 2800 et seg. of the Cdifornia Fish and Game Code) establishes the
NCCP program “to provide for regiona protection and perpetuation of naturd wildlife diversity
while alowing compatible land use and appropriate development and growth.” With regard to
the state NCCP Act, the MHCP has been recognized as an Ongoing Mullti-Species Plan,
pursuant to a March 1993 agreement signed by loca agencies and the wildlife agencies, which
acknowledges that the program may differ in detail but is consistent with the process described
in the non-regulatory NCCP Process Guiddines. The NCCP Act cdls for the preparation of
subregiona and subarea plans that address habitat conservation and management on an
ecosystem basis rather than one species or habitat a atime.
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The CDFG and Cdifornia Resources Agency prepared “Southern Cdlifornia Coasta Sage
Scrub NCCP Process Guidelines’ (November 1993). Based on the definition established by
the guidelines, and the precedent established through acceptance of subregiona plans prepared
by loca genera purpose agencies, the MHCP meets the requirements as a subregiona NCCP.

The Cdifornia Coastd Act was enacted in 1976 and edtablished policies that guide
development in the coastd zone. Portions of Carlsbad, Encinitas, Solana Beach, and
Oceanside lie within the Coagta Zone. The coasta palicies require provison of public access
and protection of marine and land resources (particularly wetlands, rare and endangered habitat
aress, environmentaly sengtive aress, tide pools, and stream channdls). Coadtd policies dso
are designed to maintain productive agriculture, direct new housing and other development to
urbanized areas with adequate service, protect scenic beauty of the coastal landscape, and
locate needed coadtd energy and indudtrid facilities. Although the MHCP has been prepared
to provide protection of habitat for endangered and threatened species, as well as species that
could become endangered in the future, it is not intended to override the requirements of the
Coastd Act. Each development project in the Coastd Zone must be evaluated at the project
level for conformance with requirements of the Coagtd Act, including the acquistion of
individua Coastd Development Permits. Each coagtd city will review their adopted Locd
Coadtd Plan (LCP) and make any necessary revisions to that LCP for condgstency with their
subarea plan.

5.1.3 Compliance with Mandatory Requirements

This document, together with its condtituent subarea plans and associated NEPA/CEQA
document, is intended to meet the mandatory requirements of an HCP as listed below. These
same requirements aso apply for a state authorization for take of state-listed species.

Requirement Where Addressed

1. Impactslikdy to result from the proposed taking of one NEPA/CEQA document
or more listed wildlife species

2. Messures the gpplicant will undertake to monitor, Volumes| through 111 of

minimize, and mitigate such impacts MHCP plan; subarea plans
3. Funding that will be made available to undertake such Section 7 of MHCP plan;
measures subarea plans
4. Procedures to deal with changed and unforeseen Subarea plan implementing
circumstances agreements

5. Alterndtive actions the applicant consdered that would NEPA/CEQA document
not result in take, and the reasons why such aternatives

are not being used
6. Additiond measures the USFWS may require as Subarea plan implementing
necessary or agppropriate for purposes of the plan agreements
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This plan was dso prepared in full compliance with al applicable standards and guiddines of the
NCCP Act, including the NCCP Process Guidelines (November 1993) for the southern
Cdifornia coastd sage scrub NCCP region, and with the federal 5-point policy.

5.2 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION POLICIESAND ASSURANCES

The MHCP relies on cooperation between local, state, and federd governments for successful
implementation. This section documents policies and assurances between these parties that are
essentid to this cooperative process. The MHCP will be implemented through application of
locd land use authority, including endangered species permitting as authorized by sate and
federal agencies upon gpprova of subarea plans.

5.2.1 Cooperative Implementation Structure

The following assurances regarding the structure and process for implementing the MHCP have
been implicit throughout development of this plan and will continue guiding implementation of the
plan:

Locd Implementation Locd jurisdictions may implement the MHCP directly through localy

prepared and adopted subarea plans. These planswill be the subject of individud implementing
agreements between each city, the CDFG, and the USFWS.

No New Inditutiona Structures. The MHCP will not create a new regiond regulatory structure
or authority for itsimplementation.

Phased Loca Implementation Revisions to land use plans, regulations, and ordinances to
implement and fund the MHCP and subarea plans can be phased, provided that adequate
regulations, ordinances, and land use plans are used in the interim to achieve the gods of the
MHCP. Grubbing, clearing, and grading ordinances or smilar regulations will be used to ensure
that habitat is not destroyed prior to local approval of habitat loss. No development
moratorium is required during subarea planning and implementation.

Sequential Adoption Loca jurisdictions may prepare subarea plans and execute implementing
agreements on separate schedules. Subarea plans are, however, interdependent, because they
mugt form a collective conservation strategy when combined in a subregiond plan. For
example, the coverage of some speciesin an individud jurisdiction may depend on conservation
actionsin another.

5.2.2 TakeAuthorizationsfor Covered Species

The wildlife agencies will issue long-term (50-year) take authorizations for covered species to
cities that implement legdly adequate subarea plans pursuant to the MHCP. These
authorizations are permits to take listed threatened or endangered species or their habitats, so
long as those resources are found to be adequately conserved by the MHCP and subarea plan.
Species that are not listed as threatened or endangered at the time the subarea plan
implementing agreement is Sgned, but that are listed in the future, will be amended to the take
authorizetion agreement a the time of  liding, as  described  in
Section 54. All species, both listed and unlisted, that are considered to be adequately
conserved by the combination of actions contained in the MHCP and the subarea plans are
caled “covered species.”

Jurisdictions recelving federd and state take authorizations for covered species receive certain
assurances from the wildlife agencies through the implementing agreements described in Section
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5.2.3. Among other benefits, completion and gpprova of a subarea plan diminates the 5% limit
on interim take of coastal sage scrub applied under specid rule 4(d) as a part of the NCCP
planning agreement.

The benefits of take authorizations held by the cities can be shared with individuas or projects
within those cities. Thus, proponents of projects approved by a city, consstent with the
provisons of its subarea plan and take authorizations, become “third-party beneficiaries’ to
those authorizations.  Proponents thus receive assurances that their mitigation obligations for
covered species wil not be dtered once development approvas have been granted by the
jurisdiction and mitigation has been assured.

5.2.3 Implementing Agreements

An implementing agreement is the binding contract Sgned by a participating locd jurisdiction, or
other participant, and the wildlife agencies. It identifies responghbilities to implement the subarea
plan, binds the parties to ther respective obligations, and specifies remedies should any party
fal to perform its obligations. The key assurances in the modd implementing agreement are
summarized here:

Locd Land Use. Issuance of take authorizations to participating cities will diminate most
wildlife agency involvement in project-specific review and approvad. Cities holding take
authorizations thus maintain their local land use planning and approva authority, including the
ability to dlow take of dtate and federdly listed, covered species. Impacts to wetlands are
expected to continue to be regulated through the Clean Water Act, Fish and Game Code
Section 1600 et seq., and loca regulations.

New Development. Those undertaking land development will be dlowed to take covered
gpecies incidental to project congtruction, operation, and maintenance based on the take
authorizations, which are extended to the project through the loca project permitting process.

Improved Regulatory Process. A primary purpose of the MHCP is to smplify the project
goprova process by diminating duplicative regulatory and mitigation processes, including
project-by-project take authorizations for each listed species.  Upon recalving its teke
authorization, each city will have land use authority over lands supporting habitat and covered
Species.

Streamlining Environmentd Review. Environmental compliance with CEQA and NEPA will be
accomplished through joint environmenta documentation for the MHCP and dl concurrently
submitted subarea plans.

Equitable Allocation of Codts. Each take authorization holder will contribute its fair share to the
MHCP preserve, as specified in its subarea plan, through development regulations, mitigation
requirements, contributions of public land, and participation in an implementation financing
program.

Pan Implementation Monitoring. The MHCP plan and subarea plans include criteria for the

wildlife agencies to monitor plan implementation and to ensure that habitat conservetion
proceedsin step with development.

Private Property Rights. The MHCP and subarea plans are designed to respect private
property rights. The acquigtion of lands to implement the MHCP will be based on purchases
fromwilling sHlers at far market vaue.
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Phased Implementation and Severability. The wildlife agencies have agreed to phased
implementation of the MHCP plan and subarea plans. The take authorizations granted by the
wildlife agencies dso are severable from those granted to other jurisdictions or entities,
protecting each take authorization holder from noncompliance by others. However, coverage
of some peciesin some cities is contingent upon implementation of acceptable subarea plans by
other cities (see Figure 3-2).

Criticd Habitat. If in the future Critical Habitat is desgnated for a federaly listed, covered
species, no additiond land, mitigation, restrictions, or compensation will be required of the locd
jurisdiction, s0 long as the subarea plan is being implemented in compliance with the teke
authorization conditions for that species.

Future Ligtings of Non-covered Species. If a species not on the covered species lig is
subsequently proposed for liging under the ESA or CESA, the wildlife agencies will identify the
conservation measures, if any, that are necessary to adequately protect the species, and will
determine whether such conservation measures are beyond those prescribed by the MHCP and
subarea plans. If MHCP subarea plans dready contain sufficient conservation measures for the
species, that species shal be amended to the city’ s take authorization.

Contributions to Species Recovery. The MHCP and component subarea plans may contribute
specificaly to the recovery of species proposed for coverage. Thisisduein part to systemetic
conservation of key biologica aress, cores, and linkages, and to the proactive habitat
management actions described in this plan. A description of how MHCP Subarea Plans may
contribute to the recovery of each covered speciesis contained in MHCP Volume 11, Section 4.

5.24 Changed and Unforeseen Circumstances

The “No Surprises’ Rule (50 CFR, Part 17, 1998) generally providesthat aslong asan HCPis
being properly implemented, the federa government will not require additiona land or money
from the permittee. The Find Rule added a description of Changed and Unforeseen
Circumstances, which defines potentia future respons b|||t|6 based on whether future impacts
to covered species could be reasonably foreseen.

Changed Circumstances are those events that may affect a species covered by a subarea plan
that can reasonably be anticipated by the city and the wildlife agencies during planning, including
reasonably foreseegble flood, fire, or other events. Such occurrences are anticipated by
subarea plans and are mitigated for via the ongoing monitoring and adaptive management
program. |If additional conservation and mitigation measures are deemed necessary to respond
to changes in circumstances that are described in the subarea plan, the city will be expected to
implement the messures specified in the subarea plan, but only those measures and no other.

Unforeseen Circumstances are events affecting a species or geographic area covered by the
subarea plan that could not reasonably have been anticipated by the city or the wildlife agencies
during planning, and that result in a substantial and adverse change in the Satus of a gpecies
covered by the subarea plan. Unforeseen circumstances include future unanticipated conditions,
which are ether not defined as changed circumstances, or which exceed the definitions
developed for changed circumstances particularly in terms of severity or extent, for example, in
the case of flood or fire affecting the preserve sysem. The wildlife agencies bear the burden of
demondtrating that unforeseen circumstances exigt, using the best scientific and commercia data
available and consdering certain specific factors. The wildlife agencies will not require the
commitment of additiona land or financial compensation, or additiona redtrictions on the use of
land, water, or other natura resources, even upon afinding of unforeseen circumstances, unless
the city consents. Upon afinding of unforeseen circumstances, the wildlife agencies are limited
to modifications within conserved habitat areas or reprioritization of conservation actions in the
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Subarea plan’s conservation program. Additiona conservation and mitigation measures will not
involve the commitment of additional land, water, or financid compensation or additiona
restrictions on the use of land, water, or other natural resources.

Each subarea plan prepared under the MHCP must comprehensively address changed and
unforeseen circumgtances, including identifying categories of changed circumstances, that are
included in the subarea plan, and clear definitions of conditions or events that qudify as changed
circumgtances.  All other conditions or events not defined as changed circumstances are by
definition unforeseen.

Categories and Definitions of Changed Circumstances. The city and wildlife agencies may
jointly determine which categories of changed circumstance should apply to an individud
subarea plan. It is anticipated that these categories may vary from city to city based on
resources protected by the subarea plan, and the size and composition of the preserve area. In
determining categories of changed circumstances the city and wildlife agencies should use the list
provided in this section, and determine if any additiona category should be evauated for
incluson based on aspecid circumgtance in an individud city.

In defining a changed circumgtance, the city must determine what leve of impact within a
changed circumstance category is a norma occurrence and what leve, intengity, or extent is
unforeseen. Where possible, subarea plans should also describe locations where some of these
events would likely occur. For example, a changed circumstance flood evert could be defined
for a particular river valey as a flood “greater than a 50-year event up to and including a 100-
year event as defined by Federd Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).” Occurrences
“between” these definitions will be identified as changed circumstances and are the respongibility
of the city to address through evauation, monitoring, and potentidly adaptive management
actions.

It may be necessary for the city to undertake a risk analyss to define a changed circumstance
based on the historic extent of past events. This is a particular possibility in defining changed
circumstances like fire or flood. It may dso prove vauable to analyze preventative measures
that have dready been undertaken or that would occur as a pat of subarea plan
implementation, which could limit the severity of future events. In consdering gppropriate
categories of changed circumstances the city and wildlife agencies should evauate:

» wildfiresthat impact the preserve system;
» flood events,
» dimatic drought;
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* increase of invasive pecies, and
» futureliding of anon-covered species.

Defining Planned Responses in the Event of Changed Circumstances. The subarea plan
must clearly define how the city will respond to changed circumstances should they accur.
Responses to changed circumstances will have been identified in the required city preserve
management, monitoring, and maintenance plan, and relying on that plan, or an adaptation of its
recommendations, will describe the primary response to a changed circumstance. Normally, the
annua budget established by a city for preserve monitoring and management will be adequate to
provide appropriate responses to changed circumstances. In defining planned responses, the
subarea plan should address.

» noatification of partiesin the event of a changed circumstance;

e an appropriate monitoring program to determine severity of impacts,

»  adaptive management actions that could be taken if determined necessary;
»  gpecid budgetary requirements or sources,

» joint measures that could be taken by a city and the wildlife agencies to address a
changed circumstance; and

* adminigrative and permit review actions a city could take to reduce impacts of a
changed circumstance event.

5.3 SUBAREA PLANS

This section describes the requirements of a subarea plan and the process for plan gpprova and
implementation. Subarea plans for the Cities of Carlsbad, Encinitas, Escondido, Oceanside,
and San Marcos are submitted for approva concurrent with the MHCP. Vida is expected to
submit a subarea plan a a later date. Solana Beach does not expect to require take
authorizations and is therefore not expecting to submit a plan.

5.3.1 Subarea Plan Approval Process

Issuance of take authorizations is based on successful completion of the MHCP plan, city-
prepared subarea plans, implementing agreements, and environmental documentation. Loca
jurisdictions may submit subarea plans with the MHCP or prepare and submit them in advance
of the MHCP, so long as the plans are coordinated and contain complementary conservetion
and implementation drategies. Subarea plans may aso be prepared after submission of the
MHCP if they comply with al relevant dements of the MHCP, but they do not benefit from
incluson in the MHCP environmental document.

The MHCP includes a joint EISEIR prepared in accordance with CEQA and NEPA. The
dreft EISEIR is avalable for public review concurrent with the Public Review Draft MHCP
plan. Subarea plans submitted with the MHCP document are included in the EISEIR, but
subarea plans prepared and submitted independent of the MHCP must be accompanied by
their own environmental compliance documents.

Table 5-1 describes steps for subarea plan approval and implementation.
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Table5-1
APPROVAL AND IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS FOR SUBAREA PLANS

For participants preparing a subarea plan and opting to participateprior to release of the
Draft Joint EIS/EIR:

Step

1. Thedraft subarea plan is submitted for inclusion in the MHCP plan and Draft Joint EISEIR.

2. Anindividua implementing agreement is prepared in consultation with the wildlife agencies,
including language pertaining to the subarea plan and substantialy conforming to the Model
Implementing Agreement included in the MHCP. Tentative apProvaI of the draft
implementing agreement is obtained from the wildlife agencies.

3. The MHCP plan and Draft Joint EIS'EIR analyzing al submitted subarea plans and covering
the entire MHCP study area are completed. SANDAG isthe lead agency for the EIR. The
USFWS isthe lead agency for the EIS. Other participating locd jurisdictions, upon their
declaration, are responsible agencies for the EIR. SANDAG and the wildlife agencies will
circulate the Draft Joint EIS/EIR for a 90-day public review period. For the USFWS,
circulation involves announcing its availability and dates of the comment period in the Federa
Register and document distribution. After the wildlife agencies and participants respond to
comments, the Fina Joint EISEIR is published for subsequent decision making.

4. The subarea plan and implementing agreement are authorized to be submitted to the wildlife

agencies, and the Final EIR is certified by the lead agency. A Notice of Determination is
filed.

5. Thefina subarea plan and implementing agreement are forwarded with a federal permit
application and covered species list to the USFWS and CDFG.

6. The USFWS publishes the Notice of Availability of the Record of Decision for the Final EIS
and the permit applications in the Federal Register and announces a 30-day review period.

7. After close of the 30-day review period, presuming no lega or technical issues, the USFWS
signs the Record of Decision and the respective implementing agreements and issues a
Section 10(a)(1)(B) incidentd take permit. Concurrently, the CDFG signs the implementing
agreement, issues Cdifornia State Fish and Game Code Section 2835 management
authorizations, and files a Notice of Determination.

8. Participants with take authorizations implement the MHCP plan, subarea plans, and
implementing agreements incrementally through:

incorporation into loca genera plans and, if necessary, zoning ordinances,
interim protection of habitats, if required;
local project review and approval process,
management of local portion of preserve system and provision of acreage
information for preserve development accounting process,; and
participation in design, formation, and implementation of loca habitat acquisition
funding program.
9. Wildlife agencies and take authorization holders cooperatively monitor subarea plan
implementation through an annual coordination meeting, annual preserve devel opment
accounting process, and biologica monitoring reports.
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Table 5-1 (Continued)

APPROVAL AND IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS FOR SUBAREA PLANS

For participants preparing a subarea plan and opting to participate following r el ease of
the Final EIS/EIR, follow the steps on previous page, except as noted below:

At Step 3. The USFWS will reguire the preparation and submittal of an environmental
assessment (EA) to address impacts of the proposed subarea plan. The EA will
tier off the certified Joint EISEIR for the MHCP plan. Subsequent subarea
plans could require separate federal environmental documentation if impacts are
sgnificant and substantially different from the MHCP Joint EISEIR analysis.

At Step 4. If afinding is not or cannot be made that the environmental impacts of the
subarea plan are consistent with those identified in the certified EIR, an Initia
Study leading to a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or
Supplemental EIR will be required. Any required subsequent environmental
analysis may use the certified EIR for information and data.

At Step 6. The USFWS will publish a Notice of Availability for a 30-day review of the EA
and permit gpplication in the Federal Register.

! Jurisdictions may forward afederal permit application, implementing agreement, and subarea plan to the
USFWS and CDFG for publication in the Federal Register with the Draft Joint EIS/EIR, or wait until after
the Final EIS/EIR iscertified. In either case, the availability of the permit application and associated
documents and dates of the comment period must be announced in the Federal Register.
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5.3.2 Subarea Plan Contents

Subarea plans specify how the take authorization holder will conserve habitat and build the
MHCP preserve using, in part, itslocal land use gpprova authority. Subarea plans must contain
criteria, such as conservation targets, mitigation standards, and encroachment limits, to ensure
that habitat preservation proceeds in step with development. The following dements are
necessary for a subarea plan to obtain take authorizations from the wildlife agencies:

»  description of how the proposed preserve design is consistent with the MHCP plan;

e description and mapping of the subarea and subarea plan's preserve, and
demongration of how the subarea plan's preserve achieves the biologica
conservation gods of the MHCP,

* proposed covered specieslist;

» decription of how locd regulaions will implement the MHCP, including an interim
and permanent protection strategy and a project mitigation strategy;

* presarve management plan or a schedule for its preparation; and

e commitment to participate in developing a loca funding source for MHCP
implementation.

Each subarea 6s)lan establishes conservation requirements for covered habitat types and Sﬁ&jes.
A fundamenta policy intention of the subarea plan is to dlow take of smdl or isolated habitat
aress that do not contribute to the subregiona conservation srategy, in exchange for mitigation
and conservation in aress thet do contribute. Implementation of the subarea plan must ultimately
result in conservation and management of a minimum, threshold acreage of natura habitat lands.
This overdl acreage requirement includes an additiond requirement for conservetion of a
minimum number of acres by gspecific habitat types. This habitat- gpecific requirement is
necessary to ensure meeting coverage conditions for species associated with those habitats.

While these requirements establish minimum acreage thresholds for conserved habitats, they do
not place a maximum cap on the future taking of habitat lands in the event that naturd
succession converts non-habitat to habitat over time.

5.3.3 Subarea Plan Implementation Actions

Each ity will enter into an implementing agreement with the wildlife agencies following an action
by the city council adopting the subarea plan and authorizing the agreement. The duration of the
agreement will be 50 years and is renewable if required. The implementing agreement will
ensure that the subarea plan will be continuoudy implemented over the next 50 years, and that
date and federa take authorizations will be in effect for the same time period. Key assurances
for dl parties described in the MHCP will be incorporated into the implementing agreement.

Each city will guarantee implementation of the subarea plan through interim and permanent
regulatory measures, including codes, ordinances, and policies contained in the Generd Plan
and other city policy documents. A city will develop and schedule action on a Generd Plan
amendment or new city ordinance that will codify any new or modified city policies required to
implement the subarea plan. This action will assure conggtent implementation of the subarea
plan through city policy, private and public project review and gpprova, and guiddines for
operaions and management of public lands. Actions to assure locd implementation of the
subarea plan may vary from city to city, due to differencesin locd plans, codes, and ordinances.
Each city mugst stisfactorily assure, however, that required implementation actions will be
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comprehensively amended into loca land use plans in a way that guarantees implementation of
subarea plan policies. The city will o provide interim protection for habitat lands addressed in
the take authorizations through the process described below.

Loca Regulatory Actions

Upon signing of the subarea plan implementing agreement, a city will implement the plan
provisons viathe following actions.

1.  Concurrent with approving the subarea plan, the city will enact an urgency ordinance as
permitted by Cdifornia Government Code Section 65858, to require interim compliance
with the plan while permanent regulatory measures are being drafted and approved.

2. The city will amend appropriate eements of the Generd Plan (eg., land use, resource
management, recregtion, and community facilities eements) to incorporate the subarea
plan by reference. Open space and land use maps contained in the dements will be
amended to show existing and proposed hardline preserve areas as open space. If
applicable, existing gods, objectives, or policies contained in the dements may aso be
amended for congstency with the subarea plan to darify and strengthen the city’s intents
for resource protection under the plan.

3. Ifacity hasan LCP, it will be amended by reference to address conserved habitat lands
identified in the subarea plan or during plan implementation, as undevel opable open space
lands.

4.  The city will amend its municipa code by reference to require lands addressed by the
subarea plan to comply with applicable subarea plan conservation standards.

5. The city will adopt or amend as required, zoning adinances, codes, and guidelines,
potentialy including creetion of overlay zones, to be consstent with the generd plan. The
city will dso review and modify other development regulations, as needed, to ensure that
approva of private and public development projects is consistent with the subarea plan.

6. The city will comply with dl terms and conditions of the subarea plan implementing
agreement.

Asaurance of Long-Term Biologica |ntegrity

The long-term biologica integrity of lands conserved by the subarea plan will be assured as
follows

1. Lands set adde as mitigation for development, whether ongite or offste, and lands
acquired for the preserve system with public funds, will be protected with biologicd
conservation easements or, a the landowner’s option, dedicated in fee to the city or
another governmentd or nonprofit agency, which will take over management
respongibilities and ligbility. Whichever option is sdlected, the city will require the project
proponent to identify a method to pay for management of the property in perpetuity.

2. Public lands (federd, state, and local) committed to conservation will be protected with
open space easements, dedications, zoning, genera plan designations or other protective
measures to ensure that such lands are managed and preserved consstent with the
MHCP and the subarea plan in perpetuity.
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3. Both private and public facility development will be regulated as described below.
Development will be directed toward the least biologicaly sengtive portion of the site by
loca ordinance usng the hardlined project plans and other standards and criteria
edablished in the subarea plan. Agreements or permits implementing these land
regulations will be recorded with the County Recorder. The indirect impacts of the
development will be addressed in the agreements or permit(s) to ensure protection of the
sengitive resources remaining on the premises outside of the development area.

I nterim Resource Protection

The of interim protection is to prevent habitat areas covered by the take authorizations
from being logt to dearing, converson, or development in the time period between signing of the
implementing agreement and a city action to adopt the necessary and gppropriate amendments
to Implement the subarea plan. This applies to lands intended to be conserved by the subarea
plan as wel as lands outsde the FPA. Existing city regulations and ordinances, as wel as
project-specific plans, will provide both interim and permanent protection. Once an
Implementing agreement is Signed, no project requiring discretionary qurovd by the city will be
Spproved without a determination of conformance with the subarea plan. No grading will be
lone within the city without a determination of conformance by the gppropriate city agency.

The city will act on the urgency ordinance described above to require review of any clearing,
brushing, grubbing, or grading of vacant lands, or converson of nonagriculturd lands to active
agriculture. If these lands are not directly addressed by the subarea plan, but contain resources
covered by the plan, an gppropriate permit and leve of mitigation conggtent with the plan will
be required. If such lands are directly addressed in the subarea plan, the plan’s requirements
must be met asif the city had fully incorporated the subarea plan into the generd plan.

Deve opment Review and Approva Process

The city will implement the subarea plan’s land conservation policies through the normd project
review and gpproval process, which appliesto al private and public projects where the city has
jurisdictiond land use authority. The same process gpplies for both hardlined project areas and
softlined project areas that are governed by criteria and standards.

» Hardlined Project Plans — Subarea plans may incorporate or reference hardlined
project plans on specific properties within their jurisdiction. Such hardlined project
plans include a map showing where conservation and development will occur on a
project Ste, dong with specific project design guiddines that must be met under
plan implementation. The city must assure that &l subarea plan requirements have
been met before granting approvas for project development. Project design
guiddines incorporated into the subarea plan must aso be consdered when
developing fina detailed plans for hardlined areas. Taken together, these condtitute
the “ Subarea Plan Compliance’ step included in Figure 5-1.

» Softlined Project Plans — In areas where it is not possible to prepare project level
plans prior to gpproval of the subarea plan, conservation requirements are
described as specific standards and criteria for preserve design and project
goproval. In these aress, the city will assure that the standards and criteria
incorporated into the subarea plan are fully satisfied before any project approvals
are issued.
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5.3.4 Subarea Plan Amendments

Subarea plan amendments are not anticipated on any regular basis. However, certain events
may require amending a subarea plan, such as accommodating mgor changes in conservation
levels or presarve design, or in the case of large annexations of land. Consultation with the
wildlife agencies is required for a plan amendment, and these agencies must be notified as soon
asthelocd jurisdiction confirms that a plan amendment is warranted.

CEQA and NEPA documentation must be prepared for any project that triggers the
amendment process. The document(s) must address project impacts, impacts on subarea plan
implementation, and any effects on take authorizations held by the city.

Examples of required amendments to a subarea plan include:

1. Removd of lands from conservation, or reconfiguration of project plans resulting in a
decrease in the amount or quality of habitat conserved that could not be addressed by a
boundary adjustment (See Section 5.3.6).

2. A large annexation of land that requires take authorizations for development, and that is
not covered by an existing NCCP subarea plan; or a mgor variation in desgn or
implementation from an existing NCCP plan.

3. Land excluded from a subarea plan at the time of gpproval, and therefore not covered by
take authorizations, that is later planned for development or conservation purposes.

5.3.5 Subarea Annexations

Future annexations of land by a city must be consstent with subarea plan requirements,
including interim resource protection and conformance with the project review and approva
process (see Figure 5-1) if development is proposed in the annexed area. The status of other
NCCP plan(s) in areas to be annexed prescribes the city’ s actions as follows:

1. If no approved county or other subarea plan exists for the area being annexed, the city
must assure tha any development project design is consstent with the overal
conservation directives and preserve design Strategy of the subarea plan and the MHCP.

2. If an approved county or other subarea plan exigts for the area being annexed, the
exiging, approved subarea plan gpplies and may be modified through the boundary
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adjustment process. This gpproach aso applies to deannexation or reannexation of
lands from another incorporated city. The city will dso apply the following guideines
to annexations whether or not a county or other subarea plan exists for the areax

» For smdl annexations of less than 40 acres, or where little habitat is present, the city
will require that general subarea conservation and project design guideines be
addressed by any project plan proposed in the annexation area. No consultation with
the wildlife agencies is required for this process, and natification will occur through the
annua interagency meeting described in Section 5.3.8.

* In the case of annexaions of land greater than 40 acres that require take
authorizations for development, the wildlife agencies must be consulted. The city and
the wildlife agencies will work cooperatively with the county or other entity to assure
consistency een the subarea plan, county MSCP, or other applicable
conservation standards. If any existing county or other subarea plan will not be
modified, or is modified in a way consstent with the boundary adjustment process,
the resulting project design will be appended to the subarea plan and no plan
amendment Is required. If a mgor variation from a county or other subarea plan is
proposed, the subarea plan must be amended following the procedures described in
Section 5.3.4, including the CEQA and NEPA requirements.

* The city and county, or other responsible jurisdiction, may agree on which will issue
the take authorizations, but the city will be respongble for assuring that any project-
level conservation plan isimplemented following annexation to the city.

5.3.6 Boundary Adjustmentsand Equivalency

Adjustments to the approved subarea plan preserve boundaries may be desirable under some
circumstances that do not require plan amendment. Such adjustments may be necessary, for
example, when new biologicad information is obtained through sSte-specific sudies, when
unforeseen design opportunities or congdraints are identified during project design, or when a
landowner requests that a portion or al of hisgher property be included within the preserve
boundary.

Such adjustments to preserve boundaries can be made without the need to amend the subarea
plan or MHCP if the adjusment will result in the same or higher biologicd vaue to the preserve
system and the same or greater total conserved acreage of natural habitat. The determination of
biologicd vaue of the proposed change is made by the loca jurisdiction and must have the
written concurrence of the wildlife agencies. The comparison of biologica vaue will be based
on the following biologica factors

» effects on conserved habitats (i.e., the exchange maintains or improves the amount,
configuration, or qudity of conserved habitats);

o ¢ffects on covered species (i.e, the exchange maintains or increases the
conservation of covered species);

» effects on habitat linkages and function of preserve aress (i.e., the exchange results
in  dmilar  or improved hebitat connectivity, wildlife  movement
corridor function, management efficiency, or protection of biologica resources); and

» effectsto species of concern not on the covered species list (i.e., the exchange does
not sgnificantly increase the likelihood that an uncovered species will meet the
criteriafor lisging under either the ESA or CESA).
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Mogt adjustments to the boundaries will be in areas immediately adjacent to identified preserve
areas. Any agreed upon modification of preserve boundaries should be reported to the entity
responsible for regiona preserve system accounting, and to adjacent jurisdictions if the
modification might affect their portion of the preserve.

In the evert that Section 7 or 10(a) consultations are undertaken between a property owner and
the USFWS outside the structure of the subarea plan, the result of these consultations should be
documented using the same listing and recording process described in Section 5.3.7, but it
would not be a cause for amendment.

5.3.7 Wildlife Agency Consultation

Once the implementing agreement is Sgned, the city need not consult with the wildlife agencies
during the norma project review and approva process. The wildlife agencies will receive
notification of a project through a CEQA Notice of Preparation (or Initid Study in the event of
a Negdive Declaration), and may request a voluntary consultation within 30 days of ther
receipt of notice. Likewise, the city is free to request agency involvement in a project where
consultation would help address key issues, or might help to streamline the process. These
conaultation requirements may be varied in individud implementing agreements if mutudly
agreed to by the city and the wildlife agencies.

The city will maintain alis and map of dl take authorizations they grant under the subarea plan.
The list and map will be updated at least annudly. The list will describe the project, the amount
of acres taken or conserved by the project, and the physical location of the tentative map or
other record of project approval produced by the city. All project gpprovals issued over the
course of ayear must be documented and discussed &t the required annual meeting described in
Section 5.3.8. The primary exception to this generd procedure is if a project requires an
amendment to the subarea plan. Otherwise, the city will follow the project review and approva
process depicted in Figure 5-1.

5.3.8 Annual Implementation Coordination M eetings

An annua meeting will be held between the city and wildlife agencies to review and coordinate
subarea plan implementation. It is the city’s responshility to schedule this meeting within 60
days of each anniversary of execution of the implementing agreement. To meet the dipulations
of the implementing agreement, the subarea plan must be implemented in away that issuance of
authorizations for taking of species and habitats is roughly proportiona with implementation of
the conservation srategy in the plan. The annud accounting of habitat acreage within the
subarea will include land conserved through land use regulations, acquisitions, and loss of habitat
acres. Progress toward achieving conservation requirements will be reviewed, and habitat
management issues will be discussed dong with areview of project gpprovas issued by the city
over the course of the year. If the wildlife agencies determine that the subarea plan is not being
implemented as required, the wildlife agencies and the dty will take the actions specified in the
subarea plan and implementing agreement to remedy the dtuation. These actions
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may include additional management activities, modification of the project compliance process,
or redirection of acquistion funds, o long as they are consigent with the provisons of the
implementing agreement.

5.3.9 Rdationship of Subarea Plan Approval to MHCP Core Conservation

The Biologicd Andyss (Volume Il) concluded that without substantial conservation of at lesst
one core breeding area for Cdifornia gnatcatchers, the MHCP could not ensure the continued
viability of the species in northwestern San Diego County. The wildlife agencies therefore
recommend conserving a large, unfragmented core area of coastal sage scrub © meet the
MHCP preserve design objectives and to assure species coverage for the MHCP.

Given exiding development patterns in the saven cities, there are only two remaining aress
where large blocks of high quaity coastal sage scrub remain:  southeast Carlsbad and southwest
San Marcos. The large block of habitat in the city of Carlsbad is dready subject to a Section
10a permit resulting from an HCP completed in 1995 (the former Fidldstone HCP). This permit
sarves to “entitle’ the property for endangered species taking purposes. Therefore, this
property is not a viable option for the MHCP core area. The large block of habitat located in
southwest San Marcos has received entitlements through a development agreement with the city
of San Marcos, and thus this property is aso not a viable option.

Since there are no other large, contiguous blocks of high qudity gnatcatcher breeding habitat in
the study ares, the seven cities determined that the gnatcaicher core must be secured in the
unincorporated area adjacent to the MHCP. The wildlife agencies suggested, and the biological
andysis for gnatcatchers confirmed, that the core area be secured generaly between southeast
Carlsbad and south of San Marcos. The wildlife agencies estimated that gpproximately 400 to
500 acres of high qudity gnatcatcher breeding habitat capable of supporting 16 to 23 pairs of
gnatcatchers should be conserved in this target area, in addition to habitat already proposed for
consarvation in the cities FPAs. The actud acreage required will be determined by habitat
qudity, the gspecific location and configuration of the conserved area, the degree of
fragmentation by existing or proposed development within the target area, the number of
gnatcatcher territories that could potentidly be supported, and other preserve design
congderations consstent with the NCCP Conservation Guidelines.

The Cities of Encinitas and San Marcos will include language in their subarea plans that will

ensure conservation d lands that are annexed in this area. This conservation level must be
consgtent with the MHCP mitigation ratio of 2:1 for coastal sage scrub, and may be located
ether ongte or offste so long as the conserved land contributes to the core area described
above. Also, the City of Carlsbad will include language in their subarea plan that will effectuate
the conservation and conveyance of 300 acres of land within the MHCP core area to constitute
the full participation of the city in any MHCP land acquigtion obligation.

Therefore, the MHCP preserve system will be supplemented by approximately 400 to 500
acres of unincorporated land. An accounting of the conservation of core gnatcatcher habitet is
provided in Section 4.4.3.
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5.4 MHCP AMENDMENT AND UPDATE

The MHCP provides guidance for subarea planning and, while not adopted by the cities, is
submitted as part of the take authorization gpprova package. Policy changes in plan
implementation are reflected in the subarea plans and not the subregional MHCP. If changes to
the covered species lig are necessary, the ligt will be updated annudly by the wildlife agencies
and presented to the cities at an annua meeting. Plants or animas will be added to the MHCP
covered species ligt based on whether they are adequately conserved in the region by the
MHCP and other subregiona plans. Additiona subarea plans may be prepared, but this action
would not require amending the subregiona plan.

5.4.1 Processfor Adding Speciesto Covered SpeciesList

If agpeciesthat is not on the covered species list is proposed for listing pursuant to the ESA or
CESA, the wildlife agencies will determine whether additiona conservation measures, beyond
those prescribed by the MHCP and congtituent subarea plans, are necessary to adequately
protect the species. If no such measures are necessary and coverage is requested, the wildlife
agencies will process an amendment to the permit subject to both CEQA and NEPA review
and the requirements of the ESA.

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

*  management practices and enhancement opportunities within the preserve system,
provided these measures do not adversdly affect any covered species; and

» habitat acquidtion through the redlocation of federd, sae, and regiond funds
identified for MHCP implementation, provided such redlocation does not adversdy
affect any covered species.

If these options are not adequate to meet the gpecies conservation requirements, the wildlife
agencies will determine the additiond measures necessary to add the species to the covered
pecies lig, with preference given to conservation means that do not require additiona mitigation
or dedication of land. Although conservation measures necessary to add the species to the
covered species list may be identified when or after the species is proposed for listing, the take
authorization holders will not be required to approve or implement these conservation measures
until such time as the Soeciesisligted.

5.4.2 Critical Habitat Designation

Some species may have critica habitat designated under the ESA ether before or after
goproval of MHCP subarea plans. Critical habitat identifies areas, both occupied and
unoccupied, that are essentia to the conservation of alisted species and thet may require specid
management considerations or protections to support species recovery. The criteria used to
designate criticd habitat are smilar to the criteria used to identify preserve lands in the MHCP
and subarea plans.

Once critica habitat for covered species is designated, the USFWS must continue to address
gpecific management recommendations through the Section 10 HCP and Section 7 consultation
processes. Cities that have aready adopted subarea plans and received incidental take permits
from the USFW'S should not be affected by existing or proposed designations.
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Likewise, cities participating in the MHCP that are in the process of preparing and negotiating
subarea plans will continue to work closely with the USFWS to ensure that the subarea plan
addresses the same issues considered when designating critical habitat. These plans will reflect
permanent conservation of key habitat for al covered species and consequently should preclude
the need for any additiona designation of critica habitat for those species.

5.5 IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING

The MHCP must be monitored over time to determine if the implementation measures are
achieving the goas and objectives of the plan. Two tracking processes need to be undertaken:

» Habitat and Species Tracking. GIS accounting of the acreage, type, and location of
habitat (vegetation communities) and covered species conserved and destroyed by
permitted land uses and other activities, tabulated annudly for each subarea and
every 3 yearsfor the MHCP asawhole.

» Biologicad Monitoring. Collection of field data to assess whether permit conditions
are being met for number of populations, distribution, and condition. See Section
6.4 for a description of the biologica monitoring program, which s more fully
described in the MHCP Monitoring and Management Plan.

5.5.1 Habitat and Species Tracking

Each city will be respongble for the annud accounting of the acreage, type, and location of
vegetation communities and selected covered species conserved and destroyed by permitted
land uses and other activities within its subarea. Habitat accounting will dso be used to track
conservetion of vernd pools. Records will be maintained in ledger and digitd map (GIS)
format. A committee of City of San Diego, County of San Diego, SANDAG, and wildlife
agency daff has developed a GIS-based tool for this purpose (HabiTrak) that will be used for
habitat accounting by the MHCP cities. Each subarea plan will describe the accounting process
to be used to ensure that habitat conservation proceeds in rough proportion with habitat 1osses
to devdopment. This information will be submitted to the wildlife agencies as part of an annud
public report to demongtrate compliance with the terms and conditions of the subarea plan,
implementing agreement, and take authorization. Annud public workshops will dso be held by
each city to brief interested citizens on the progress of preserve assembly.

The loss of habitat will be accounted for when the project accrues the benefits of the take
authorization. For conserved lands, the conservation of habitat and sdlected covered species
will be accounted for when habitat is permanently conserved (e.g., date of recordation of title
transfer, recordation of a conservation easemern, or executior/
recordation of any other ingrument that confers third-party beneficiary status to the project or
property). The accounting information for conserved acres will dso identify the protection
mechanism, owner, and agency or person responsible for conservation and management, and
other related information.

In addition to the annual accounting for each subarea, a consolidated MHCP gtatus report will
be prepared annualy by the wildlife agencies, with input from the cities. The report will
describe the amount of land currently within the preserve, the amount of land added to the
preserve in the previous year, and the total expenditures to date.

Additiondly, a biologica monitoring report will dso be prepared every 3years by the wildlife
agencies to present data on the habitats and species monitored (see Section 6.4.1). Also, every
3 years the managers of each preserve area will submit a report to the wildlife agencies that
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summarizes management activities, describes management priorities for the next 3-year period,
reports on restoration activities, and evauates funding and the ability to meet resource
management gods.

5.5.2 Biological Monitoring

Whereas habitat and species tracking is a rdatively smple accounting of acres and population
locations taken or conserved, biological monitoring involves a variety of more complex and
interrelated questions concerning the condition and function of the conserved ecosystem, and
how wel the plan is meeting its biologicd gods. The biologica monitoring component of
implementation monitoring will assess the status of compliance with conditions for coverage that
will be identified in each individud City s take authorizations. The efficacy of the conditions for
coverage will dso be determined. Biologicd monitoring alows preserve managers to assess,
for example, trends in species population sizes and ditributions, invasons by exotic species, or
use of wildlife corridors.  As such, biological monitoring is an essentiad component of the
adaptive management program to ensure continued viability of MHCP covered species and
habitats. It requires coordinated collection of field data at multiple locations and scdes, and
assmilation of those data to be useful to preserve managers and others. Section 6.4 of this
document outlines primary gods for biological monitoring at multiple scales by the NCCP and
MHCP. Seedsothe MHCP Volumelll.

5.6 FEDERAL AND STATE PARTICIPATION IN MHCP IMPLEMENTATION

The benefits of gpecies protection and habitat conservation under the MHCP accrue to the
United States and the State of Cdifornia generdly, as wel as to the San Diego region.
Consequently, the federa and state governments should participate in the implementation of this
program by managing federd and state lands to conserve flora and fauna as part of federal and
date agency land stewardship responsbilities and should acquire and maintain privately owned
habitat lands for integration into the preserve system.

The wildlife agencies, as partners in implementing the MHCP plan and subarea plans, will
therefore undertake the following actions.

e axu4 locd jurigdictions in preparing subarea plans and implementing agreements,
and issue take authorizations for covered species based on these documents,

» contribute to preserve assembly by managing identified federd and state lands and
acquiring lands as described in Section 4.2;

e assume primary responghility for evauaing regiond and subregiond  biologica
monitoring programs, maintain the regiond and subregiond biological database, and
monitor biological resources on federd and state lands in the preserve;

*  monitor implementation of subarea plans,

e megt annudly with take authorization holders to discuss their progress in
implementing their subarea plans,

e enaure tha conaultations and permit actions, including those required under
Section404 of the Clean Water Act; Sections 7 and 10(a) of the ESA; and
Cdifornia Fish and Game Code Sections 2081, 2090, and 2835, are coordinated
and cong stent with the MHCP plan and subarea plans,
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+ work with the committee structure described in Section 5.7 to furnish information
and advice on habitat management and biologica monitoring;

* provide technicd assstance on subarea plan implementation issues,

* review proposed subarea plan amendments or preserve boundary adjustments
(Section 5.3.4 and Section 5.3.6);

* determine conservation measures needed and conservation responghilities for both
newly listed species and species proposed for listing that are not on the covered

pecieslig;
e include, within annua budget proposds, funding to carry out federd and Sate
obligations for MHCP implementation;

» assg locd juridictions, agencies, and other organizations in developing a regiona
funding source; and

e a4 locd jurigdictions, agencies, and other organizations in developing and
implementing MHCP focused public education and outreach programs.

5.7 CoOOPERATIVE MHCP IMPLEMENTATION STRUCTURE

State and federa approva of the MHCP requires a locad structure to assure successful
implementation. Implementation is defined as executing coordinated subarea plan policies,
managing and monitoring preserve lands consstently across political boundaries, and raising and
digributing necessary funds. Responsibility for most MHCP implementation fdls to the cities
that enter into implementing agreements with the wildlife agencies. The structure described in
this section isilludrated in Figure 5-2.

The implementation structure for the MHCP has severd gods:

» coordinate implementation of preserve assembly, management, and monitoring
among the cities,

* meset the requirements of the ESA, CESA, and the NCCP Act;

» coordinate regiond planning and infrastructure development among the MHCP
cities;

» coordinate locd land use and consarvation activities on shared municipa
boundaries;

» guaranteelocd flexibility in MHCP implementation; and
* raseand manage the loca funds required for MHCP implementation.

The proposed structure facilitates cooperation among the cities, development of fisca support
for plan implementation, and assures consstent preserve management across jurisdictiona
boundaries. The dructure creates roles and responshilities for eected officids, staff, and
stakeholders, and includes the option of forming aloca nonprofit land conservancy to facilitate
preserve assembly, monitoring, and managemen.
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5.7.1 MHCP Elected Officials Committee

The Elected Officids Committee will be composed of a city council member from each of the
participaing cities (i.e., Permitees). The Committee must be formed once two or more cities
have entered into implementing agreements with the wildlife agencies  During any interim
period, when only one MHCP city has completed an implementing agreement, coordination of
MHCP implementation will be directly between that city and the wildlife agencies according to
the terms of that city’s subarea plan and implementing agreement. The Elected Officids
Committee can be organized as a subcommittee of the SANDAG Board with individud
members sdected by each participaing city, or the committee can be independent of the
SANDAG dructure.  In any event, the Elected Officids Committee must provide the primary
policy direction for the MHCP, ensure that dl MHCP preserve management and monitoring
responghilities are fulfilled, and provide opportunities for public access to the decision-making
processs. The Committee will aso serve as the board of directors of an MHCP land
consarvancy if such an entity isformed.

The MHCP Elected Officids Committee will have, at a minimum, the following responsibilities
» Devdop thefinancid support required by the cities for subarea plan implementation.
This is the Sngle most important responghility of the Committee and should be the
primary focus of its activities. A guaranteed source of funds is required for the
maor aspects of subarea plan implementation, including land acquisition, habitat
monitoring and management, and preserve system maintenance and operation.

»  Guarantee the financing and implementation coordination legally necessary to obtain
and hold federd and state take authorizations.

e Sponsor subregiona funding efforts required to implement the MHCP and
cooperate in development of any proposed regiond funding effort.

» Asaure the autonomy of participating cities.

* Appoint any required science advisors.

* Saveasthe Board of Directors of an MHCP land conservancy if one isformed.

* Assure that participaing dties with implementing agreements are fully coordinating

their management, monitoring, and maintenance plans through the activities of the
MHCP Staff Subcommittee. The Elected Officids

FINAL MHCP VOL. | 5-22 314552000



Elected Officials Committee

Support Subarea Plan Implementation
e Secure Funding Resources
e Direct Staff Subcommittee

e Ensure Coordinated Management and
Monitoring

e Serve as Board of Directors of MHCP
Land Conservancy, if One is Formed

Staff Subcommittee

Stakeholders Subcommittee MHCP L(%lgti%cr)]gls)ervancy

* Acquire Preserve Lands

* Assemble Science Advisors

* Develop and Refine Preserve
Management Strategy/Actions

* Coordinate Activities of all Preserve
Managers

Perform or Contract for on-the-Ground
Management and Monitoring Services
if Required

¢ Ensure Coordinated Subarea Plan
Implementation Among Cities
« Recommend Actions to Elected Officials
Committee
- Coordination and Management
- Operation of Conservancy
- Funding & Sources

¢ Coordinate Activities with Stakeholders
Subcommittees

* Implement Public Outreach and Education

« Recommend Actions to Elected Officials
Committee
- Funding Sources and Support Strategies
e Coordinate Activities with Staff
Subcommittee

FI GURE
ame@ MHCP Implementation Structure Primary Responsibilities 5 2

Graphics/Biology/MHCP/Figure 6-2.FH8




Section 5 Policies and Implementation Structure

Committee shal develop and sponsor a memorandum of agreement (MOA) or
other smilar and equaly effective process among the cities to assure coordination of
MHCP implementation actions.

The MOA is not required before take authorizations are issued. Once two or more
cities are holding take authorizations and the Elected Officids Committee has been
formed, an MOA describing the cities responsibilities and a process to coordinate
implementation including preserve monitoring and management must be developed
and sgned. The Elected Officids acting through the MOA must ensure that dl

implementation actions described in Section 5.7.2 occur through the activities of the
Staff Subcommittee and/or aland conservancy if oneis formed.

5.7.2 MHCP Advisory Committee

The MHCP Advisory Committee will be gppointed by the Elected Officiads Committee with the
overdl responghility of providing a forum for coordinating MHCP implementation. The
Advisory Committee must undertake implementation actions described in this section and work
at the direction of the Elected Officids Committee.

These indude developing funding opportunities and providing opportunities for community
outreach and involvement. As with the Elected Officids Committee, the MHCP Advisory
Committee structure described below must be initiated once two or more cities have entered
into implementing agreements with the wildlife agencies.

Membership of the MHCP Advisory Committee will be divided into two subcommittees. the
MHCP Staff Subcommittee and the MHCP Stakeholders Subcommittee. The subcommittees
have no discretionary powers and are advisory to the MHCP Elected Officids Committee.

Each subcommittee will sdlect a chairperson and vice-chairperson from among its membership.
They ae respongble for scheduling public noticed meetings, developing agendas, and
coordinating quarterly meetings where the two subcommittees meet together as a committee of
the whole. At these quarterly meetings, the chairpersons (or vice-chairpersons) from the
subcommittees serve as co-chairs. These quarterly meetings must aso be noticed and open to
the public, and, a a minimum, include on the agenda status reports from the Elected Officids
Committee and from a land conservancy if one is formed. Each subcommittee may meet
separately as required to address MHCP implementation and coordination respongbilities and
other issues asthey arise.

MHCP Saff Subcommittee—The Staff Subcommittee must address land use and public
facility planning, loca implementation, acquisition and management funding, preserve monitoring,
and smilar issues that will require coordination of public policies and actions among the cities.
Their role is to directly coordinate city implementation actions and issues, and to recommend
policy actions to the Elected Officids Committee. Membership of the Staff Subcommittee is
limited to the cities that ether have entered into, or anticipate entering into implementing
agreements.  One member of the Staff Subcommittee must serve as a liaison to the MHCP
Stakeholders Subcommittee and dso serve as a member of that group. The Staff
Subcommittee will dso have specific respongbilities that could gppropriately be transferred to a
land conservancy if such an entity isformed to aid MHCP implementation (see Section 5.7.3).

The MHCP Staff Subcommittee will have, a aminimum, the following primary responsibilities:
e coordinate implementation of subarea plans where jurisdictions have common
boundaries or issues;
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provide a regularly scheduled opportunity to discuss implementation requirements
and needs;

coordinate cities actions on preserve management and on maintenance iSsUes,
assure that required preserve sysem monitoring, reporting, and management is
coordinated among the cities, and that these activities employ the directives and
guidelines of the MHCP Biologica Monitoring and Management Plan (see Section
5.5);

develop recommendations on MHCP implementation and coordination for
condderation by the Elected Officias Committeg;

coordinate closdly with the CDFG and USFWS on MHCP implementation issues,

coordinate the annua accounting process to determine land conserved and permits
issued, and assigt in database maintenance;

cooperate with the Stakeholders Subcommittee to identify MHCP implementation
funding opportunities and develop joint recommendations on funding programs and
legidation;

cooperate with the Stakeholders Subcommittee to develop public outreach efforts;
work closdly with the MSCP Implementation Coordinating Committee; and

coordinate with the County of San Diego on both development and implementation
of the North County M SCP Subarea Plan.

The Staff Subcommittee must undertake additiona responghilities at the direction of the Elected
Officids Committee if an MHCP land conservancy is not formed. These respongbilities include:

provide or contract for on-the-ground manegement activities for portions of the
preserve system with one or more managers, if required;

coordinate the ongoing activities of dl preserve managers;

coordinate implementation of the Biologica Management and Monitoring Plan and
area-specific directives of the MHCP and subarea plans,

address the full range of preserve monitoring and management actions required to
benefit pecies and habitats so that permit requirements are met, including, for
example, remova of nonnative vegetation, habitat restoration and enhancement,
noxious species control, eroson management, fencing, interpretative facilities, and
security;

coordinate closdy with the CDFG and USFWS on preserve management and
monitoring iSsUes,

meke recommendations for adgptive management practices in response to
biologicd monitoring results
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* provide information on new management techniques that should be incorporated
into adaptive management programs, and identify future research needs as they
relate to management issues,

» coordinate digtribution of preserve management and monitoring reports;
» coordinate with the M SCP Habitat Management Technica Committee; and

» recommend to the Elected Officids Committee, as necessary, the gppointment of
science advisors.

As a collection of cities, there are potentid functions and responghilities that the Staff
Subcommittee could not perform because of limits placed on the actions of public generd
purpose agencies. These include some responghilities listed in Section 5.7.3, such as
negotiating land acquisitions through such innovative means as packaging of financia resources,
ingalment purchases, land swaps, and non-cash transactions.

If opportunities for preserve land acquistion or other conservation opportunities present
themsdlves in the absence of an MHCP land conservancy, the Staff Subcommittee will contact
exiging qudified land conservancies to determine if one or more of these can satisfactorily

conclude the degired transactions. If aquaified entity exists Staff Subcommittee representatives
will make agood fath effort to put the parties together and encourage conclusion of a successtul

transaction through means available to the city or citiesinvolved.

MHCP Sakeholders Subcommittee—The Stakeholders Subcommittee will provide a forum
for early and continuous involvement with issues of MHCP implementation, funding, and public
outreach. Members of the Stakeholders Subcommittee will be determined through appointment
by the Elected Officids Committee. The Elected Officids Committee will develop membership
section criteria that will provide a baance of skills, experience, abilities, geographic
representation, and other specid interests. Membership will be limited to 20 people.

Initidly, the MHCP Staff Subcommittee will be responsible for contacting qudified loca groups
to determine if they have an interest in senving on the Stakeholders Subcommittee. These
contacts will include groups that have been members of the MHCP Advisory Committee (see
Attachment A) that are il active. Based on the membership sdection criteria established by
the Elected Officids Committee, the Staff Subcommittee will present a lig of candidate
members for the Stakeholders Subcommittee to the Elected Officids Committee at their second
scheduled meeting. One member of the Staff Subcommittee must serve as a liaison to the
Stakeholders Subcommittee as well as a member of that group. The Elected Officids
Committee will review the Stakeholders Subcommittee membership annudly and make
adjusments to that membership accordingly. The Stakeholders Subcommittee may make
recommendations to the Elected Officids Committee to request changes in Subcommittee
membership.

The MHCP Stakeholders will have, & a minimum, the following responsibilities:
» provide aforum for involvement of interested partiesin MHCP implementation;
» cooperate with the Staff Subcommittee to develop public outreach efforts;
» dissaminate public information on MHCP implementation and issues,

* identify funding sources for plan implementation;
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» cooperate with the Staff Subcommittee to identify MHCP implementation funding
opportunities and develop joint recommendatiions on funding programs and
legidation; and

e deveop and implement actions to support funding requests and legidation in
cooperation with outsde groups established to support and encourage
implementation of habitat conservation and NCCP programs.

5.7.3 MHCP Land Conservancy

A localy based, nonprofit conservancy could play an important role in facilitating assembly and
management of the presarve sysem. The Elected Officials Committee will evauate
edtablishment of a land conservancy within one year of the Committee' s formation Clearly a
conservancy can offer advantages in a number of key areas of MHCP implementation
coordination including funding. A conservancy would aso be important if regiond funding for
MHCP implementation became available. As has been described the cities acting individualy
or collectively cannot perform certain functions which a conservancy can. If a conservancy is
formed actions described in Section 5.7.2 as respongbilities of the Staff Subcommittee in the
absence of aconservancy could appropriately be transferred to a conservancy. A Conservancy
could acquire habitat lands, finance the purchase of lands, and facilitate coordination among the
preserve managers. A land conservancy could adso work with a team of science advisors,
gppointed by its board of directors, with specid expertise in the species and habitats of the
preserve system. These advisors could be independent, associated with educationd inditutions
or public agencies, members of a nonprofit organization, or employees of biologica science
firms. A consarvancy could adso coordinate activities of the habitat managers hired specificaly
for the job of managing the preserve according to the subarea plan. These managers could be a
codition of city departments, state agencies, and private organizations.

An MHCP land conservancy should consder a aminimum the following responsibilities:
* acquire, assemble, and own land in tax-exempt datus;
» shdter the citiesfrom legd liability associated with ownership of habitat lands;

» negatiate land acquigtions through innovative means induding packaging of financid
resources, ingtallment purchases, land swaps, and non-cash transactions,

» focusthe efforts of other conservation organizations and trusts on MHCP needs;
» acoept gifts of land donated for conservation in exchange for tax credits;

e dructure and enter into agreements for conservation easements, living trusts, and
other |ess-than-fee agreements; and

» deveop preserve management recommendations for funding gpprova by a land
conservancy board of directors.

5.7.4 MHCP Preserve Manager

There may be a case where land is purchased for the preserve system that cannot be managed
by one of the exigting land managers, or a city decides to have the lands managed by another
entity. In this case, a conservancy if established may choose to hire a preserve manager with
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responsbilities as lisged below. The preserve manager would coordinate activities with other
preserve managers through the land conservancy structure.

* Implement actions required by the habitat management plan for each subares,
including area- specific directives as they are developed.

» Implement additional policies and actions approved by a MHCP land conservancy
board of directors.

» Peaform al “onthe-ground” management and monitoring actions.
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6.0 GUIDELINESFOR COMPATIBLE LAND USES,
PRESERVE MANAGEMENT, AND MONITORING

As an urban preserve plan for wildlife, the MHCP will enhance the region’s qudlity of life,

providing the North County cities with recregtional and educationa opportunities while
conserving the region’s unique biodiversity and maintaining populations of sensitive resources.

To succeed in these gods, the MHCP requires active management and land use redtrictions on
conserved lands that respond to the special interface between devel oped lands and open space.

Adaptive management measures and good land use planning will minimize impacts to individuas
or populations of covered species from development abutting the preserve. A process for

monitoring of the habitats and species in the preserve, described in the Biologica Monitoring
and Management Plan (MHCP Volume I11), will help to improve the effectiveness of individud
management plans. The following sections establish generd guiddines for compatible land uses
and development within and adjacent to the preserve and provide a framework for consistent
and coordinated management and monitoring of the preserve.

Exiging legd land uses within and adjacent to the preserve may continue, and exigting
ownerships will be maintained unless lands are otherwise obtained by public entities through
purchase, dedication, or donation. On private lands that become part of the preserve, public
access will be dlowed only on properties where access has been granted by the owner through
an appropriate easement or on property that has been voluntarily dedicated in fee title to a
public agency or nonprofit organization. The jurisdictions will review new public facilities for
congstency with the MHCP to maximize public safety and minimize management concerns and
biologica impacts.

6.1 ROLE OF SUBAREA PLANS

Subarea plans provide specific land use, Ste desgn, and management guiddlines to ensure
preserved lands are managed for the long-term conservation of biologica resources. Subarea
plans address which uses will be dlowed within and adjacent to the preserve; ensure tha
permitted uses are compatible with preserve objectives, and require that direct and indirect
impacts to sendtive habitats and covered species be reduced or eiminated by activity
redrictions, project design, and management practices. Land uses that have unavoidable direct
or indirect substantial impacts to preserve functions are consdered incompatible in preserve
aress.

Guidelines for land uses, Ste design, and management actions included in subarea plans should
consder the following factors:

type and location of resourcesto be protected;
sengtivity to disturbance of the species to be protected;
type of vegetation and topography;
type and intengty of land uses and cumulative impacts of a combination of uses; and
type and intensity of human activity adjacent to the preserve.
The subarea plans and implementing regulations include specific Ste design objectives to ensure
that development impacts on biologica resources in the preserve are gppropriately avoided or

minimized. Subarea plans dso prescribe guidelines to ensure that impacts from development
are contained within the development area and do not affect the preserve.  Incorporating
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gopropricte dte design measures into projects abutting the preserve will assigt in avoiding,
minimizing, and mitigating impacts to the preserve from new developmentt.

Where impacts to the preserve from development are unavoidable, specific management
measures may be required, especialy where individuals or populations of covered species are
located in preserve aress adjacent to development. Habitat linkages and corridors that abut
development may aso require specific management actions and activity redtrictions.

Preserve management measures needed to reduce impacts to individuas or populations of
covered species from development abutting the preserve will be incorporated into subarea plans
and associated management plans as described in Section 6.3.1.

6.2 GUIDELINES FOR LAND USES WITHIN AND ADJACENT TO THE
PRESERVE

This section assesses generad compatibility of land uses with preserve areas and provides
suggestions to reduce impacts.  Site-specific land use compatibility may differ between
individual subarea plans, depending o the factors noted in Section 6.1. In the event of any
inconggtencies between the generd guiddines in the MHCP plan and specific guidelines or
requirements in a subarea plan, the subarea plan shall take precedence.

6.2.1 Public Use

A key objective of the MHCP plan is to provide passve recregtion and educationa
opportunities within the preserve, while providing adequate protection for biological resources
and ensuring that private property rights are respected. Riding and hiking trails will be dlowed
within appropriate portions of the preserve to provide passive recregtiona opportunities for the
public. Other passve activities such as photography, bird watching, scientific research, and
public education programs are also encouraged. Sailing, svimming, and fishing can dso be
compatible with biologica objectives of the MHCP.

Individua subarea plans and management plans should address allowable uses and their location
to ensure protection of biologica resources. Tral systems must be clearly defined with
gopropriate sgns and regular maintenance. Exigting recreation facilities should be managed to
promote the improvement of habitat nearby. Mog importantly, the public should be
encouraged to assume pride of ownership in the preserve system.

Active recreationa uses, such as camping, athletic fields, and other organized sports activities,
are incompatible within preserve areas and linkages but may be compatible at the edges of
preserves, provided that light, noise, and trash impacts are controlled and do not adversdly
affect covered species. Off-highway vehicde useisincompatible within the preserve.

6.2.2 Agriculture

Agriculturad uses are generdly compatible with adjacent preserve areas. The MHCP recognizes
that agriculturd lands can be important to the needs of wildlife, providing linkages between
native habitats and providing foraging habitat for raptors. Furthermore, agriculturd lands may
serve as trangition areas between the preserve and intendve development.

An Agriculturd Issues Subcommittee of the MHCP Advisory Committee was formed to
address the specific needs of the agricultura community with respect to the benefits provided by
the MHCP. That subcommittee devel oped the following provisons.
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Incidental Take Provision for Ongoing Agricultural Activities

At the option of participating jurisdictions, take authorizations may apply to agriculturd activities
in the MHCP study area on lands outsde the FPA that are being actively and legally used for
agriculturd purposes on the effective date of the gppropriate implementing agreement
(agriculturd ectivities include crop, animd, and forage production; grazing; and falowing when
used as a necessary production technique). Take authorizations for ongoing agriculturd
activities become effective for such lands upon the participating jurisdiction’s issuance of a
“certificate of incluson,” or other smilar documentation, to the landowner. This certificate will
identify the parcdl number, acreage affected, and current landowner and will include a map
gpecifying the location of the parcd.

The CDFG, in cooperation with the Depatment of Food and Agriculture, agriculturd
commissoners, and agriculturists, has regulations to authorize voluntary programs for routine
and ongoing agriculturd activities on farms that encourage habitat for wildlife. The MHCP
encourages property owners to consder entering into conservation agreements with the CDFG.
These agreements will be considered congstent with the MHCP and subarea plans.

Safe Harbor Provison

The MHCP plan supports the formation of cooperative Safe Harbor agreements between the
wildlife les and agriculturigts, without requiring the involvement of locd jurisdictions. The
Safe Harbor policy provides assurances to private dndowners, who undertake voluntary
consarvation actions on their lands, that ther future land use activities will not be further
restricted by the presence of covered species becoming established on their land as a result of
these conservation efforts.  Thus, landowners who agree to manage their lands in a manner that
attracts endangered or threatened species or expands their presence will be guaranteed that, as
a result of their good stewardship, they will not be pendized with additiond regulatory
requirements for those lands. The policy is intended to create incentives for landowners to
engage in land use and management practices that benefit rare and endangered species.

Agricultureasa Compatible Land Use

As gated above, the MHCP recognizes the importance of some agricultura lands as wildlife
habitat and considers agricultura activities to be compatible adjacent to preserve areas. Neither
the MHCP nor its subarea plans impose new regulations on existing agricultural activities or
attempt to displace exiging agriculture. Use of fertilizers and pesticides will continue to be
governed by locd agriculturd commissions, the Cdifornia Department of Pegticide Regulation,
and through the use redtrictions placed on the container of the product by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture and EPA.

Voluntary Incorporation of Landsinto the Preserve System

Only agriculturd lands of biologica significance that are set aside as open space by the property
owner or are acquired from willing sdllers at far market vaue will be included in the preserve.

The Agriculturd Issues Subcommittee dso discussed deferrd of mitigation for agriculturd
impacts to habitat, but no agreement was reached on this issue by the subcommittee members.
Thus, converson of habitat to agriculturd production requires gppropriate mitigation at the time
of impact, Smilar to any development proposd.
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6.2.3 Development

Subarea plans identify permitted land uses and their location and design within and adjacent to
the preserve.  Through the subarea plans and regulations, the participating jurisdictions will

ensure that direct and indirect impacts of new development on the preserve will be minimized
using good land planning and design principles and preserve management provisons. These
issues will be addressed through the existing project review process and CEQA documentation,
asrequired.

The subarea plan and/or implementing regulations will address the following dte desgn
objectives.  avoidance and minimization of impacts to biologica resources within the preserve
from new development, and retention of core areas and functional linkages. Potential impacts
from new development on biologica resources within the preserve that should be considered in
the design of any project include:

authorized and unauthorized access,
introduced predators;

nonnative invasive species,
illumingtion;

drain water (point source);

urban runoff (nonpoint source); and
noise.

Subarea plans and associated regulations and ordinances should provide incentives to cluster
development away from core biological areas and sendtive resources in the preserve. Careful
planning of access, buildigg pads, utilities, fencing, brush management, and landscaping can
further minimize impacts of new development adjacent to the preserve. The determination of
the specific measures necessary to contain impacts from a new development project, and
thereby avoid, reduce, or mitigate edge effects on the preserve to less than significant levels, will
be the responghility of the take authorization holder through the gpplicable project and
environmental review process.

New resdential, commercid, and indudtrial uses and landfills are not compatible within the
preserve. Lower intengty uses, such as passive recreation and limited ility corridors, may be
compatible with certain redrictions. Resdential development can promote habitat loss and
fragmentation; degrade soil, ar, water, and visud qudity; promote brood parastism by
incressing cowbird populations, introduce nonnetive species, dter the composition of wildlife
communities; and increase predation by domegtic animals. Commercid development may have
fewer indirect impacts, dthough lighting impacts can be greater. Heavily used roads and rall
lines can isolate populations, increase mortdity, restrict wildlife movement, interrupt breeding
cycles, and affect runoff, among other impacts.

Exiging and planned regiond public fadilities identified in existing generd plans, such as utilities
and other infrastructure, are expected to be incorporated into subarea plansin amanner that will
dlow planned preserve areas to function. Such facilities, if subject to the discretionary authority
of the take authorization holder, must conform to the appropriate subarea plan with regard to
dte design criteria and mitigation. The following generd guidelines are designed to protect the
biologica resources in the MHCP preserve area while dlowing compatible development for
limited uses (as described above) in appropriate areas. More detalled Best Management
Practices are described in Appendix B of MHCP Volumelll.

Retain a biologist to review grading plans (eg., dl access routes and staging areas),
oversee dl aspects of congtruction monitoring, educate contractors about the biologicd
sengtivities associated with the area, and ensure compliance with mitigation measures.
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Design placement of new development in lower qudity or disturbed areas. Avoid areas
that have the potentia to be used as wildlife movement corridors or habitat linkages.

Avoid landform dteration of mgor naturd features. Configure development to existing
topography to minimize grading and land dteration.

Redtrict heavy equipment and congtruction activities, including disposa of excess fill, to
designated aress.

Use exigting access roads or aready disturbed areas to the degree feasble. Where
new access is required, al vehicles should use the same route, even if this requires
heavy equipment to back out of such areas. Clearly mark al access routes outside of
existing roads or congtruction aress.

When gockpiling topsoil, it should be placed in disturbed areas without netive
vegetation, areas to be impacted by project development, or in nonsensitive habitats.

Locate staging areas in disturbed habitat, to the degree feasible.

Desgnate no-fueing zones aminimum distance of 10 meters (33 feet) from dl drainages
and away from fire-sengitive aress.

Schedule congruction through sengtive areas to minimize potentia impactsto biologica
resources. Congruction adjacent to drainages should occur during periods of minimum
flow (i.e, summer through the firg dgnificant ran of fdl) to avoid excessve
sedimentation and eroson and to avoid impacts to drainage-dependent species.
Construction near riparian areas or other sendtive habitats should also be scheduled to
avoid the breeding season (March through September) and potentiad impacts to
breeding bird species.

Noise impacts are a concern around areas supporting breeding bird habitat. To avoid
or minimize noise impacts, limit condruction activities during the breeding season
(March through September) to those that will not produce significant noise impacts (i.e,
noise levels greater than 60 dB Le, [decibels, equivaent sound leve] at the edge of the
habitat of concern). Conduct preconstruction surveys at potential impact areas between
mid-May and mid-June.

Require sethack limitations from sengtive habitat areas, including a minimum setback
outside the root protection zone for dl trees to be preserved. Require specid
congtruction techniques such as concrete pumping to the site and on-grade construction
to protect tree roots.

Design placement of new utility corridors to minimize fragmentation and edge effects.

Encourage underground utilities and trenchless technology, where possible. Use narrow
congtruction easements, and when possible, use practices such as jacking pipdines
under drainages. Requiire restoration plans and congtruction monitoring plans for utility
corridor congtruction and repairs approved by the wildlife agencies.

Encourage greater flexibility in engineering design standards for park roads and
maintenance roads through preserve areas. Design these roads to minimize biologica

impacts while dill consdering safety standards (e.g., minimize road-bed width, diminate
shoulders on rurd roads and maintenance roads, and minimize the number and location
of maintenance roads).
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Use bridges, ingead of culverts, for dl mgor riparian crossings and regiona wildlife
movement corridors, and use 3meter chan-link fencing to direct wildlife movement
toward the wildlife underpass. The site of the riparian crossing and its importance as a
wildlife corridor should dictate the design. Noise within underpasses should be lessthan
60 dBA (decibels, A-weighted scae) during the time of day a which the animals use it.
Shidd corridors from atificid lighting. Use skylight openings within the underpass to
dlow for vegetative cover within the underpass. Design underpasses or culverts to be
a least 30 feet wide by 15 feet high with a maximum 2:1 length-to-width ratio. Avoid
co-locating human trails and wildlife movement corridors/crosangs.

Congtruct noise barriers for short sections of road that may impact wildlife breeding.
Minimize any materias Sidecasting during road congtruction and maintenance.

Site traffic controls such as stoplights and stop sgns away from sengtive habitat to
reduce the concentration of emissions and noise levels.

Future and currently unplanned regiona facilities (as of date of take authorization issuance) will
avoid preserve arees.  Any projects thus constructed cannot compromise overdl levels of
conservation in the preserve or adversdy affect preserve and species gods and must mitigate in
accordance with the applicable subarea plan. Mitigation must be directed into the preserve.

6.2.4 Mineral Extraction

In the MHCP sudy area, mining conssts primarily of sand, rock, and gravel extraction using
open pit and indream mining methods.  Mining causes long-term or permanent impacts to the
landscape, including the loss of habitat and topsoil; increased dudt, noise, and traffic; nonnative
gpecies invason; habitat fragmentation; and changes to the topography. In addition, instream
mining may dter, temporarily or permanently, hydrologic regimes and species habitat.

The MHCP plan does not impose any new regulaions on owners or operators of existing
mining operations. These owners/operators may obtain management authorizations or permits
directly from the wildlife agencies. Alterndively, participating jurisdictions may develop a
process to amend previoudy agpproved loca permits, subject to necessary mitigation and
goprovd from the wildlife agencies, to dlow owners/operators to avall themsdves of take
authorizations and third-party beneficiary status, pursuant to the MHCP.

New or expanded mining operations on lands conserved as part of the preserve are
incompatible with MHCP preserve gods for covered species and their habitats. New or
expanded rock, sand, and grave extraction facilities outsde of lands conserved as part of the
preserve must be designed and mitigated for, congstent with the subarea plan and implementing
regulations.

Land associated with abandoned mining operations within the preserve should be assessed for
reclamation potentid. Lands suitable for reclamation should be restored using native species. If
such lands are not suitable for restoration, a compatible second use should be identified, such as
trail access points, park headquarters, parking aress, interpretive centers, and research stations.

6.2.5 Itinerant Worker Camps

Trandents and migrant workers sometimes maintain shelters and living aress illegaly within
habitat areas. Such living areas have a detrimenta effect on ndive vegetation and wildlife use,
including an increase in refuse, poaching of wildlife, increased fires, and raw sewage disposd
that can pollute water resources. The volume of refuse generated attracts black rats, which
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contribute to the decline of retive rodent populaions. Although scattered living areas will be
difficult to contral, villages of trangents are incompatible with the preserve areas and linkages
and should be removed.

6.3 GUIDELINESFOR PRESERVE M ANAGEMENT

6.3.1 Preparation of Framework Monitoring and Management Plans

Each take authorization holder (city) will prepare aframework monitoring and management plan
as a condition of its implementing agreement with the wildlife agencies. The framework
monitoring and management plan will provide generd direction for al preserve management
issues within the subarea plan’s boundaries and will reference the subregiond MHCP Biologica
Monitoring and Management Plan (see Volume 1ll). The cities aso will develop area- pecific
management directives in accordance with the framework plan to address monitoring and
management issues a the dte-specific leve.  Area-specific management directives will be
prepared, as necessary, and coordinated with the wildlife agencies prior to adoption as lands
are conserved as part of the preserve.

Management on some of the preserve aress is expected to be minima, conggting primarily of
enforcing land use restrictions, such as offroad vehicle restrictions, no-hunting regulations, and
other exiging ordinances or regulations. Smaler, more fragmented preserve areas will require
more active management to achieve their biologica potentid as part of the preserve system.
The mgority of the preserve is currently constrained by adjacent development and disturbed
habitat areas. Some of these areas will require active habitat restoration or enhancement to
protect or improve their vaue as habitat linkages and wildlife movement corridors.

Framework Monitoring and Management Plans

Framework monitoring and manegement plans will identify and prioritize the specific species
populations and vegetation communities to be managed and will identify monitoring and
management activities, specific to individua regions, core areas, or linkages of the jurisdiction,
that address specific covered species requirements and the individua city’s preserve objectives.
Framework management and monitoring plans will establish a process to develop area-specific
management directives and describe how adaptive management will be undertaken based on
new information on species and ecosysem needs.  Exising management plans will be
incorporated into the framework plan. Unless otherwise included within the subarea plan, each
cty will submit to the wildlife agencies for review a draft framework monitoring and
management plan within
6 months of issuance of teke authorizetions. The draft framework plan will be available for
public review. The framework plan will be reviewed and approved by the wildlife agencies and
findized by the city within an additional 3 months.

Area-Specific Management Directives

Area-gpecific management directives will be developed and implemented to address species
and habitat management needs in a phased manner for individua parcels or project areas, once
consarved as pat of the preserve, including any species-specific management required as
conditions of the take authorizations. The project CEQA document, when necessary, will
include these area- specific management directives.

Both framework plans (generdly) and area- specific management directives (specificdly) will
address the following management and monitoring actions, as gppropriate:
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fire management . domestic anima access control
public access control . enforcement of property and/or
fencing and gates homeowner requirements

ranger patrol - removd of invasive species

trall maintenance . nonnative predator control
vigtor/interpretive services . gpecies monitoring

volunteer services - habitat restoration

hydrologica management - management for diverse age classes
sgnsand lighting . useof herbicides and rodenticides
trash and litter remova - biologicd surveys

access road maintenance . gpecies management conditions

Depending on the size and resources of the preserve unit, an area-specific monitoring and
management plan may be a separate document or a brief atachment to the city's subarea plan
that includes a map of resources on the preserve property, describes ste-specific threats to
resources, and identifies Ste-gpecific management and monitoring actions to address these
threats (see example attachment in Volume 111, Appendix B.8). Area specific monitoring and
management plans or directives must be developed and gpproved by the wildlife agencies for
preserve lands no later than 2 years after lands are dedicated to the preserve and implemented
immediately upon gpprova of the management plan.

The preparation and implementation of framework plans and area-pecific management
directives will be coordinated among subareas to ensure that the overal needs of species and
habitats are met on aregiona basis. Preserve managers will be required to review and update
management plans as necessary. A datus report shdl be submitted every 3 yearsto the wildlife
agencies. The report will summarize management activities, describe management priorities for
the next 3-year period, discuss restoration activities, and evauate funding and the ability to meet
resource management goals.

6.3.2 Responsbility for Preserve Management and Biological M onitoring

Each take authorization holder will be respongble (elther directly or through agreements with
other agencies or organizations) for the management and biologicd monitoring of the following:

its own public lands (including those with conservation easements);

lands obtained as mitigation (where those lands have been dedicated to the jurisdictions
or land management agency in feetitle or easement); and

lands within its jurisdiction that have been acquired through the regiond funding
program.

Likewise, the federd and state agencies will manage and monitor their present land holdings,
conggtent with the MHCP plan. To ensure uniformity in data gathering and andys's, the wildlife
agencies will assume primary responghility for coordinating the MHCP biological monitoring
program, andyzing data, and providing information and technica assstance to take authorization
holders (see Section 6.4.1).

6.3.3 Preserve Management on Private Lands

Private lands conserved through avoidance in compliance with a jurisdiction’ s regulaions may
be transferred in fee title, or easement managed in perpetuity, to a government or nonprofit
agency if the landowner voluntarily dedicates the land. Open space areas associated with
exiding resdentiad developments and governed by homeowners associations (HOA) will be
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maintained according to HOA guiddines. The HOAs will be responsible for contralling trash,
fire, and illegd encampments. HOA open space areas may receaive active biologica monitoring
and management pursuant to the MHCP if there is a regiond funding source for biologica
management activities and if there are no legd (i.e., HOA) impediments. New HOA open
gpace conserved after the subarea plan is adopted will be managed and monitored according to
the specifications in the subarea plan.

If land is used as mitigation for public or private project impacts, or if private land is purchased
with public funds or voluntarily dedicated in fee title, habitat management will be required
consgtent with the MHCP plan, subarea plan, and habitat management plan.

Private landowners within the preserve who are not third-party beneficiaries of the locd
jurisdiction’ s take authorizations will have no additiond obligations as a result of the MHCP for
management or biological monitoring of their lands. Private landowners who are third-party
beneficiaries will be responsible for habitat management of preserve lands they choose to retain
in private ownership to the extent required by the jurisdiction’s subarea plan and implementing
regi]ulations and as specified as conditions of development permits. However, no additiona fees
will be charged to landowners for biologica monitoring.

6.3.4 Fire Management
Management | ssues

Fire management can focus on two potentidly different objectives. achievement of biologica
resources goas, and hazard reduction for humans and their property. Biologica resources
goas recognize thet fireis anatura processin ecosystems. Many vegetation communitiesin the
study area depend on a regular cycle of burning for maintaining a baance of species, seed
viability, and reproduction. However, in urbanized portions of San Diego County, the natura
fire cydeis affected by human activities, both by increasing fire frequency in some locations and
decreasing it in others through fire prevention measures.

Fire management for human safety should continue in a manner that is compatible with
conservation of biologica resources. Fire management for human hazard reduction involves
reducing fud loads in areas where fire may threaten human safety or property, suppressing fires
once they have started, and providing access of fire suppression equipment and personndl.

Management Recommendations

The framework management plan should address brush management and whether use of fireis
necessay to manage the composition and age structure of vegetation communities. The small
gze of many MHCP preserve areas will make the use of fire difficult or impracticd for biologica
management. The locd fire department should be consulted so that both biologicd and safety
gods are met. Brush management to reduce fud and protect urban uses will occur where
development is adjacent to the preserve. Fire management should be consstent with the
recommendations of the Wildland/Urban Interface Task Force.

Fire Management Practices

Identify potential fuel reduction zones or firebreak locations as well as access routes for
fire equipment in the event of wildland fires that pose safety concerns.

To the degree feasble, Ste fuel reduction zones, firebreaks, and access routes to avoid
sengtive biologica resources, preferably at the top or bottom of a dope rather than
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across a dope.  Use exidting firebreaks (eg., natura ridge lines, roads, fire roads)
where available.

In amdler fragmented preserve areas, manage fuel loads primarily for human safety,
using mechanicd fud control measures such as chopping, crushing, disking and chaining,
removd, and herbicides. Additiond methods of vaue in smaler areas include mowing,
trimming, and hand clearing. In genera, chopping and crushing are the recommended
methods based on biologica and fud reduction values and safety concerns.  Crushing
with adevice cdled a*“shegp’s foot” may be an dternative form of fud control in some
Stuations.

In larger preserve areas, such as in northeast and southeast Carlsbad and Daley Ranch
in Escondido, manage both for biologica resources needs and for safety consderations.
Where chaparra or coastal sage scrub stands are more than 20 years old, evauate the
need for prescribed burning, where practicd, given safety and cost consderations. Fire
management practices should be based primarily on the risks of uncontrolled wild firein
proximity to developed aress.

Where preserve areas are planned adjacent to existing developed areas, the fud management
zone may encroach into the preserve. Where new development is planned, brush management
will be incorporated within the development boundaries and will not encroach into the preserve.
Subarea plans should identify what entities (e.g., land owner, city, or homeowners associations)
have responghbilities for brush management.

6.3.5 Habitat Restoration

M anagement | ssues

Regtoration is the process of reestablishing or enhancing historic biologica functions and values
to degraded habitats. Redtoration methods range from active revegetation to passve
management. Generdly, |abor-intengve restoration methods involving active revegetation take
less time to achieve biologicad gods but a greaster cost than more passve management
techniques, such asfencing to limit further disturbance.

Active revegetation and redtoration projects rely on techniques that encourage naturd
regeneration or use intengve horticultura methods such as planting, seeding, transplanting, and
sdvaging. The source of seeds and plants used for such projects has tremendous genetic
implications.  Non-local planting stock can introduce novel, undesirable, or maadapted
genotypes into the ecosystem. Use of non-loca stock may aso result in mortaity or problems
with growth and reproduction. Thus, active restoration programs should use propagules from
sources close to the restoration Ste. Planting stock must also be inspected for invasive pests,
such as Argentine and fire ants, and any infested stock must be removed from the vicinity of the
reserves and properly treated or disposed.

Management Recommendations

Redtoration is necessary to enhance linkages and disturbed habitats and should include
reintroduction of native species and eradication of nonnative ones. Project-oecific mitigation
plans should identify where restoration is most needed, and detailed restoration management
plans should be prepared, as part of area-specific management directives, according to the
following guiddines
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Evduate Restoration Needs and Feasihility

Identify and prioritize potentidly restorable areas based on subarea conservation
objectives, focusng on the need for connectivity, territory size, and the potentid to
enhance habitats of sengitive species.

Evauate potentidly restorable areas based on the level of effort and cost needed to
restore them as functiond habitat. Cogt etimates should include implementation and
monitoring efforts.

Assess exiding dte qudity, Ste access, adjacent land uses, difficulty of achieving
retoration goals, and cost of available restoration techniques appropriate to the dte
conditions.

Assess the physicd factors of the restoration sites, including topography, dope, aspect,
elevation, drainage, soils, hydrologic regime, and dimatic regime.

Assess exigting biologica conditions, past management practices, and sources of
disturbance.

Collect reference data from an adjacent or nearby habitat in good condition to serve as
a planning guide and as a subsequent comparison with monitoring data from the
restoration site.

Develop a Conceptual Restoration Plan

Develop a conceptud restoration plan, followed by forma plans and specifications for
those areas in which active revegetaion methods (inddlation or maintenance) are
proposed. Identify restoration goas and objectives, restoration design criteria, project
management and implementation respongbilities, scheduling condraints, planting
materids, equipment condraints, evauation criteria, and remedid measures. Most
resoration plans will be a combination of long-term management changes combined
with more active revegetation where feasble.

Develop forma congruction documents that address the specific responsibilities and
authorities of applicable personnd (e.g., the land manager, contractors, monitors, €tc.).
Specifications should include dl pertinent conditions, coordination requirements,
schedules, warranty periods, protected areas, and restricted activities. These plans will
be ingdled by a registered landscape contractor experienced with restoration of native
habitats, dthough volunteer help may be used if correctly supervised.

Specify seed and plant procurement procedures a year in advance of actua planting.
Use propagules only from sources near the restoration site. Do not alow species
substitutions  unless gpproved by the project restorationist.  Integrate genetic
conservation congderations into procurement specifications.

Re;t;i re exotic plant control and debris remova prior to restoration planting and during
esablishment of the plantings. Exotic plant control specifications should describe
techniques, target species, safety precautions, and compliance with laws and
regulations. Such specifications must be developed by alicensed pest control advisor if
chemical controls are recommended.

Use mycorrhiza fungi, where gppropriate. A mutudigtic relationship exists between
plant roots and mycorrhizae. Certain plant species benefit from increased ability to take
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up nutrients and withstand drought when mycorrhizae are present.  Site disturbances,
especidly the removd or disturbance of the topsoil layers, can cause mycorrhizae to die
out on a d9te. Weed invason can further lower mycorrhizal presence in the soil.
Mycorrhiza inoculation of the soil will reintroduce the fungi to Stes where it has been
log. Such inoculation can be accomplished through planting inoculated container plants
or the introduction of litter, duff, or soil from an infected Ste. The best source of
mycorrhiza fungi is salvaged topsoil taken from an infected Ste, dthough the fungi can
be killed if the soils are stored improperly. Topsoils may aso contain other essentid
ecosysten components such as humus and soil fauna.

Soecify irrigation necessary to edtablish regtoration plantings.  Irrigation operation
gpecifications should dso include sysem maintenance and coverage monitoring.
Irrigation of restoration projects differs from conventiond landscaping where irrigation is
provided indefinitely. In native restoration projects, the god isto aid plant establishment
to the point that the plants become sdf-sufficient on natura sources of precipitation.
Some types of restoration may not need irrigetion.

Delineate ste protection measures toth during congtruction and afterward during the
edtablishment period. Protection may include the use of fences, flagging, sgns, tralls,
patrols, and other barriers. Protection of the site often requires management of offgte
resources and contaminants, drainage, exotic plant species, vandaism, and trash.

Establish maintenance standards to ensure retoration success. Intensive maintenance at
least once a month during the first 2 years after planting is usudly required, and where
necessary, should include irrigation, weed control, debris removal, replanting, reseeding,
gaking, eroson control, fertilization, pest control, and sSite protection. Maintenance
should be conducted until the plants have demondtrated that they can sustain themselves
(generdly 3 to 5 years) without significant maintenance such asirrigation or weeding.

Deveop a Restoration Monitoring Program

Where any active revegetation is necessary to accomplish restoration goals, provide
clearly defined contractor education and construction monitoring programs to ensure
proper ingtdlation and maintenance and to protect sendtive resources adjacent to the
restoration area.

Egablish long-term  biologicd and horticultura  monitoring  programs  following
revegetation.

a.  Bidogicd monitoring: Collect field data to assess whether project gods are being
met, including species compostion, mortdity of plantings, cover a different
vegetaion leves, species digribution and divergty, and wildlife monitoring. Collect
smilar data from reference sites for comparison.

b. Horticulturd monitoring: Supervise the actions of the maintenance contractor, and
recommend remedia actions to ensure proper eroson control, debris removd,
weed and pest contral, irrigation scheduling and cessation, and protective fencing.

Specify performance sandards by which the restoration will be judged. These are
usualy developed from a combination of exigting reference Ste data and prior
measurements in other restoration endeavors. Design monitoring of restoretion Stesto
supply data to evaluate these standards. Develop remedia measures in advance of
project implementation should performance standards not be met.
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Exiging restoration and monitoring plans would be acceptable provided they meet the
objectives and gods of the MHCP. For example, enhancement plans dr have been
prepared for San Elijo Lagoon and Batiquitos Lagoon. The Sen Elijo plan provides
recommendations and methodology for increasing tidal circulation to the lagoon, restonng tidal
st marsh habitat, sabilizing brackish and freshwater marsh areas, removing exotic Sﬁe:l
revegetating degraded habitat areas, and closng unnecessary trails through sengtive habitat
aess. Some of these recommendations aready have been implemented. The Batiquitos
restoration plan has been completed, and a 10-year monitoring plan is underway.

6.3.6 Erosion Controal

M anagement | ssues

Erosion is promoted by the combination of erodible soils, steep dopes, soils with low water-
holding capacity, sparse to no vegetation, and hydrologic condition of the soils. Erosion can be
aggravated by human disturbance and fire-control activities. Eroson hazards to biologica

resources include pollution and sedimentation of important water sources and the loss of
vegetative cover from landdides.

Management Recommendations

|dentify and Prioritize Aress for Eroson Control

|dentify areas of moderate to severe erosion within and adjacent to the preserve.

Determine causes of eroson and current or potential adverse or beneficid effects on
habitat within the preserve.

Rank identified erosion areas according to threats to biologica resources. Include an
assessment of cost for erosion control measures.

Devedop Erosion Control Plans

As pat of area-pecific managemert directives, develop and implement an eroson
control plan for Edqh priority eroson control arees.  In generd, this will include
establlshlng physcd features to dow surface flow and dampen initid precipitetion
impact, and revegetation of eroded surfaces for long-term protection. In steep aress,
rock areas, and areas of high storm flow, permanent rock or concrete revetments may
be required to stabilize undesirable erosive forces.

Address Soope Stahilization and Surface Drainage

ePare contingency native seeding plans for highly erosive areas temporarily disturbed
ire

Prohibit bare surface grading for fire control on dopes. Ensure that dl techniques
|mr[:f)lemented for fire control leave (or replace) adequate vegetation cover to prevent
surface eroson.

Ensure that dl aress identified for revegetaion are adequately stabilized by ether a
binder or straw cover after planting to minimize surface erosion.

Ensure that no new surface drainage is directed into the preserve.
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6.3.7 Landscaping Restrictions

M anagement | ssues

Landscaping (i.e., the introduction of native or nonnative plant species around devel oped areas)
is often in direct conflict with biologica objectives. Of particular concern are (1) the
introduction of nonndive, invadve species that can displace naive species in naturd
communities; (2) horticulturd regimes (irrigation, fertilization, pest control, and pruning) that adter
gte conditions in naturd areas, thereby promoting shifts in species compaosition from a ndive to
a nonnative florg, and (3) genetic contamination from the introduction of netive cultivars not
collected ongite or in proximity to the site.

Management Recommendations

Because preserve lands are designated as biologica open space, active landscaping should be
absent or minima. However, where landscaping may be required, or where problems are
anticipated in preserve areas due to landscaping in nearby developed aress, the following
guiddines should be followed:

Control Exotic Plant Species

Prohibit the use of nonnative, invasive plant species in landscaping paettes in preserve
areas or for new public projects within 200 feet of the preserve. This includes container
stock and hydroseeded material.

Revegetate areas of exotic species remova with species appropriate to the biological
gods of the specific preserve area.

Control Exotic Anima Species

Control the spread of exatic invertebrate pests by ingpecting al planting stock before it
is delivered to any property in or adjacent to areserve. Argentine ants and red fire ants
are two highlz invasive and destructive pests that are known to be transported in
container stock. Any container stock to be imported into the FPA, or into any reserve
area or property adjacent to a reserve area, will be first inspected by qudified experts
to detect e51enti ne ants, fire ants, and any other invasive pests. No infected stock shdll
be permitted within 300 feet of natura habitats. Infected stock will be property treated
or dlsposed of by qualified experts based on Best Management Practices.

Monitor Horticultural Regimes

Contral irrigation of landscaping materid within 200 feet of the preserve boundary to
prevent runoff into the preserve. Irrigation runoff dters conditions in natural arees that
are adapted to xeric (dry) conditions, thereby promoting establishment of nonnative
plants and displacement of native species. In addition, irrigation runoff can carry
pesticides into natural aress, adversdly affecting both plants and wildlife.

Monitor and limit, to the degree feasible, fertilization of ornamenta plants on dl public
areas draining into the preserve, to reduce excess nitrogen runoff to areas of native
vegetation. Excess nitrogen is detrimental to plant mycorrhizal growth and fosters exotic
weed invasion. Initiate fertilizer management programs that apply the minima amount of
fertilization required for dl public horticultural aress adjoining the preserve.
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Limit ornamenta pest control activities adjacent to the preserve, to the degree feasible.

Avoid Genetic Contamination

Avoid genetic contamination of native plant species by prohibiting the introduction of
cultivars or native species from different geographic regions. If these introductions are
gmilar enough geneticdly to native species in the preserve, then cross-breeding or
hybridization could occur. All stock introduced into the preserve that has the potentia
for breeding with native species dready present ondgite should be propagated from
materid collected in the vicinity. Specid attention should be given to the dimination of
native plant landscaping cultivars of coastal sage scrub and chaparra pecies taken from
central or northern Cdifornia locations, or from idands off the coast of southern
Cdifornia

6.3.8 Recreation and Public Access

M anagement | ssues

Public access is gppropriate in selected areas of the preserve to dlow entry for passve
recreationa purposes and to promote understanding and appreciation of the natural resources.
Excessive or uncontrolled access, however, can result in habitat degradation through trampling
and erosion (eg., dong trails) and disruption of breeding and other critica wildlife functions at
certain times of the year.

Passive recreationa activities (e.g., hiking, bird watching) are anticipated within the preserve
and are generadly compatible with MHCP conservation goas. In generd, passive activities pose
asgnificant threat to biologica resources when the leve of recrestiond use becomestoo intense
or in aress of sengtive resources. Active recreationd activities such as picnicking, equestrian
use, and mountain biking may aso occur in or adjacent to the preserve, if restricted to sdected
aress. These activities are conditionally competible with biologica objectives of the MHCP.

Because of the rdatively smal size and fragmented nature of the MHCP preserve system, active
recregtiona uses that require new development, such as access roads, parking lots, service
fadilities, maintenance buildings, and landscaping, are not appropriate within the preserve.
Congtruction of these facilities can cause further habitat fragmentation and can result in increased
traffic, auto emissons, and petrochemica runoff; peticide and fertilizer runoff; use of invasive
nonnative plants in landscaping; use of outdoor lighting; and changes in loca drainage patterns.
These activities may have adverse impacts to air and water quaity as well as wildlife use of the
area and should not be sited within the preserve boundaries.

Adverse impacts of offroad vehicle use include reductions in air qudity due to automotive
exhaugt and creation of dust, soil erosion and sedimentation into local waters, noise, and habitat
degradation. Disturbance from offroad vehicles can dso disrupt breeding activities. For these
reasons, offroad vehicle use is not compatible in the preserve.

Management Recommendations

Recredtiond use of the preserve should be consstent with the protection and enhancement of
biologicd resources.  Exiging recregtiond facilities should be managed to promote the
maintenance of habitat value surrounding these facilities. Anticipated active recregtion projects
should be accommodated outside the preserve on land not required to meet covered species
habitat needs.
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Develop a Recreation Plan or Review Exiging Plans for Compliance

Determine gppropriate levels of passve and selected active recreetional activities within
the preserve, depending on the resources to be protected, season, and successiona
stage of the vegetation.

Prohibit recreationa activities that require construction of new facilities or roads.
Develop design standards for new trail construction that address the avoidance of
sendtive species, unique habitats, wildlife corridors, eroson control, and access to
magjor features.

Establish arecregtiond area patrol to regulate use of the preserve.

Emphasize the use of “fire-safé’ native plants in landscaping adong preserve edges.
Pronibit the use of invasive exctics, and adopt an exatic plant control plan.

Require lighting use redtrictions condstent with exiging city lighting guidelines within 200
feet of the preserve. Direct lighting in adjacent areas away from the preserve.

Specific Recredtiond Activities

Passive Uses

a. Limit or regrict passve usss in criticd wildlife areas during the breeding season, as
determined appropriate.

b. Minimize adverse effects of passive recredtion, such as trampling vegetation and
eroson.

c. Provide litter control measures, such as closed garbage cans and recycling bins, at
access points for the preserve.

Day Use

a. Stepicnic areas a the edges of the preserve.

b. Collect garbage frequently and ingtruct day users not to feed wildlife.
Equestrian Use

a. Prohibit horses in riparian areas.  Congtruct trails away from riparian or other
sengtive habitat. Provide dternative sources of water, where possible.

b. Mulch tral surfaces to minimize erodon. Do not use materids for tral mulch that
are asource of seed of invasive exotic species. Prohibit use of eucayptus chips that
could suppress native plant growth adjacent to trails.

c. Limit equedtrian use to specified trails that are wider than foot trails (minimum 8 feet
wide) to prevent trail edge disturbance and on grades no greater than 25%. If trails
become degraded due to heavy use, rotate or limit use during certain seasons to
minimize further degradation.
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d. Prohibit corrds, arenas, Sables, and other associated equestrian facilities within the
preserve. Locate staging areas for trailheads adjacent to existing roads and away
from sengitive resource arees.

Mountain Biking

a. Limit mountain bike trails to areas not highly susceptible to eroson and out of
wetlands and other senditive aress.

b. Congruct trals wider than foot trails (minimum 6 feet wide) to prevent trall edge
disturbance and on grades no greater than 25%.

c. Rotate bike use by cosng trals periodicdly to prevent trail degradetion if a
problem devel ops.

d. Construct barriers to restrict access to sensitive aress.
Public Access

Ensure that public access of the preserve is consstent with the protection and
enhancement of biologica resources. Monitor existing access aress to ensure that they
do not degrade or inhibit biologica vaues, and prioritize future access areas for
protection of biological resources.

a Seasondly redrict access to certain trals if deemed necessary to prevent
disturbance of breeding activities.

b. Close unnecessary trails to minimize biologicd impacts. Abandon and revegetate
dteep eroding trails.

c. Locate new trails away from senstive resources or restrict their use so that covered
species are not adversaly affected.

d. Condruct tralls to any prominent features or viewpoints that are likely to attract
hikers, thereby preventing extengve trampling and compaction.

e. Install water breaks on steep trails to prevent accelerated runoff and erosion.

f.  Edablish patrols to identify trail maintenance needs, garbage, vanddism, and habitat
degradation and to enforce land use restrictions.

6.3.9 Fencing, Signs, and Lighting
M anagement | ssues

Fencing plays an important role in the use of the landscape by humans, domegtic animals, and
wildlife.  Fencing can redtrict grazing and control human access, particularly off-highway
vehicles. Fencing can direct wildlife to road undercrossngs and prevent road kills. However,
fencing dso can restrict norma wildlife movement, restrict access to food and water, and guide
wildlife onto roads.

Signs educate, provide direction, and promote the sensitive use and enjoyment of natura aress,
but they can dso inadvertently invite vanddism and other destructive behavior. Signs that
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explain the rules of the preserve (campfires, firearms usage, camping, etc.) are mogt effective a
public entrance points. Signs for educationd nature trails and on roads near wildlife corridors
(to reduce road kills) aso should be posted at appropriate locations.

Artificd lighting adversdy impacts habitat vaue of the preserve, paticularly for nocturnd
gpecies. Therefore, lighting should not be permitted in the preserve except where essentid for
roadways, facility use, and safety. Along preserve edges, mgor highway lighting should be
limited to low pressure sodium sources directed away from preserve aress.

Management Recommendations
Fencing
Dismantle exiding fencing indde the preserve, except where needed to:

a. Redlrict grazing; use of 4-foot- high, 5-strand barbed wire fencing may be needed to
restrict livestock from riparian aress.

b. Limit road kills, fencing should be used to funnd wildlife awvay from a-grade road
crossings and toward undercrossings, fencing a wildlife undercrossings should be
10 feet high.

c. Protect particularly sendtive species or habitats, use perimeter fencing in linkage
areas where preserve widths are narrower and there is greater exposure to adverse
effects.

d. Redrict human access limit human access to dedgnated trails usng naurd
vegetation, topography, Sgns, and limited fencing.

e. Define or use private properties in the preserve at the desire of the owners.

Desgn and locate fences within the preserve so they do not impede wildlife movement.

Provide educationa brochures, interpretive centers, and sgns to educate the public
about the resources and goals of the MHCP.

Edtablish signs for access control and education at the periphery of the preserves that
are open to human access. Pogt signs to prohibit fireearms and pets.

Use signsfor educationa nature trails.

Limit the use of signs to attract attention to sengtive species, as such designation may
invite disturbance of their habitat.

Use temporary signsto indicate habitat restoration or erosion control arees.
Use barriers and informationa signs to discourage shortcuts.
Egtablish road signs near wildlife corridors to help reduce road kills.
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Lighti

Himinate lighting in or adjacent to the preserve except where essential for roadway,
facility use, and safety and security purposes.

Use low-pressure sodium illumination sources. Do not use low voltage outdoor or trail
lighting, spotlights, or bug lights. Shield light sources adjacent to the preserve so that the
lighting is focused downward.

Avoid excessve lighting in developments adjacent to linkages through appropriate
placement and shielding of light sources.

6.3.10 Predator and Exotic Species Control

M anagement | ssues

Native species are often at a disadvantage after exotic species or nonnative predators are
introduced, S0 specid management measures are needed to control exotic species and
nonnative predators. Nonnative plant and anima species have few natura predators or other
ecologica controls on their population sizes, and they thrive under conditions created by
humans. These species may aggressively outcompete native species or otherwise harm sengtive
gpecies. When top predators are absent, intermediate predators multiply and increase
predation on native bird species and their nests. Feral and domestic animals, particularly cats,
aso prey on smdl native wildlife species. Agriculturd aress, livestock holding aress, and golf
courses provide resources for increased populations of parasitic cowbirds, which adversely
affect native songbird populations. Litter and food waste from migrant worker camps and
picnickers can contribute to an increase in Argentinean ant populations, which outcompete
native ants, the primary food resource of San Diego horned lizards.

Management Recommendations

Fera and Domestic Anima Control

Document evidence of ferd or domestic anima use in the preserve.

Egtablish an education program for homeowners regarding responsible pet ownership.
The program should encourage (8) keeping pets indoors, especidly at night; (b) having
pets neutered or spayed to reduce unwanted reproduction and long-range wanderings,
(c) beling of cats to reduce their effectiveness as predators, (d) discouragng release of
unwanted pets into the wild; and (e) keeping dogs on leashes when waking them on
trailsin preserve aress.

Fence areas between selected areas of the preserve and adjacent housing to keep pets
out of particularly sengtive aress.

Egablishaferd anima removd program.

Cowhbird Trapping Program

Document and monitor the extent of cowbird parastism on target species nests in the
preserve.
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If necessary, establish a cowbird trapping program to increase nesting success of target
gpecies affected by cowbird paragitism.

Native Predator Control

Monitor population levels of selected native predators (bobcat, coyote).

Inditute an educationd program to explain the role and necesdty of large naive
predators within the ecosystem and the need to protect them from disturbance.

If key native predator species (coyote, bobcat) are extirpated from the preserve, initiate
aprogram to control mesopredators (gray fox, skunks, raccoon, and opossum).

Exotic Plant Control

Prioritize areas for exotic species control based on aggressiveness of invasve species
and degree of threat to the native vegetation. Refer to Table 61 for a partid list of
exotic plant species that could thresten native habitats.

Eradicate species based on biological desirability and feeshility.

Use an integrated pest management approach, i.e, use the least biologicdly intrusve
control methods, at the most appropriate period of the growth cycle, to achieve the
desired goals.

Congder both mechanical and chemicd methods of control. Only herbicides
competible with biologicad gods should be used. Only licensed pest control advisers
are permitted to make specific pest control recommendations.

Properly dispose of dl exotic plant materids that are removed from preserve lands
(eg., in offgte facilities).

Revegetate exotic weed removal areas with species appropriate to biologica goals.
6.3.11 Hydrology and Flood Control

Management | ssues

Native habitats have evolved based, in part, on the distribution and flow characteridtics of
water. Key water-relaed issues potentidly affecting the preserve include the magnitude,
quality, and duration of flows; episodic disturbances, and sediment transport.

The seasond and annud variations in the flows of many streams and coastd lagoons have
changed over the years as aresult of flow regulation, discharge of treated effluents, groundwater
pumping, channdlization, agricultura and urban runoff, mining, and
reservoir congruction.  Urban runoff and trested effluent discharges can contribute toxic
substances to surface waters, and channdlization can ater sediment transport regimes, which
can change certain habitat characterigtics and quality.

Episodic disturbance associated with floods, extensve wildfires, or large landdides are
characterigtic of channels and riparian corridors in coasta watersheds. These events
periodicdly establish new bed conditions and paterns of habitat dong drainages. The
frequencies and magnitudes of disturbance will often determine the composition and structure of
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habitets along drainages, and disturbance is integrd for maintenance of high wildlife qudity in
many habitats.

Sediment trangport in drainages can be dtered by factors such as minera extraction operations,
upland land uses, control structures, channelization, and habitat dteration.
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Table6-1

COMMON INVASIVE EXOTIC PLANT SPECIES

Acacia spp.
Acacia

Ailanthus altissima
Tree-of-heaven

Arundo donax
Giant reed

Atriplex semibaccata
Australian saltbush

Bambusa spp.
Bamboo

Brassica spp.
Mustard

Carduusspp.
Thistle

Carpaobrotus chilensis
I ceplant

Carpobrotus edulis
| ceplant

Centaurea solstitialis
Yellow starthistle

Chenopodiumspp.
Goosefoot, lambsquarter

Chrysanthemumspp.
Chrysanthemum

Cirsiumspp.
Thistle

Conium maculatum
Poison hemlock

Conyza canadensis
Horseweed

Cortaderia jubata
Andean pampas grass

Cortaderia selloana
Pampas grass

Cotoneaster pannosa
Cotoneaster

Cynara cardunculus
Artichoke thistle

Cynodon dactylon
Bermudagrass

Delairea odorata
German ivy

Dipsacusspp.
Teasel

Eucalyptusspp.
Gum, eucalyptus

Foeniculumvulgare
Fennel

Hedera helix
Englishivy

Lepidiumlatifolium
Perennial pepperweed

Melilotusspp.
Sweet clover

Muehlenbeckia complexa
Mattress vine

Myoporum laetum
Myoporum

Nicotiana glauca
Treetobacco

Pennisetum clandestinum
Kikuygrass

Penni setum setaceum
Fountain grass

Phoenix canariensis
Canary Island palm

Phragmites australis
Common reed

Pyracantha angustifolia
Pyracantha

Raphanus sativus
Wild radish

Ricinus communis
Castor bean

Robinia pseudoacacia
Black locust

Salsola tragus
Russian thistle

Schinus molle
Californiapepper

Schinus terebinthifolius
Brazilian pepper

Silybum marianum
Milk thistle

Spartiumjunceum
Spanish broom

Tamarix spp.
Tamarisk, salt cedar

Ulex europaeus
Gorse

Vinca major
Periwinkle

Washingtonia robusta
Fan palm

Xanthium strumarium
Cocklebur

Also refer to the California Exotic Pest Plant Council’ s Exotic Pest Plants of Greatest Ecological Concern in California.
Nonnative grassesin San Diego County are too numerous to list al of them individually.
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Management Recommendations

Magnitude, Qudity, and Duration of Flows

Maintain existing natural drainages and watersheds and restore or minimize changes to
natura hydrologica processes.

Evauate proposed structures and activities for effects on hydraulics, and implement
remedia actions as needed.

Use Best Management Practices both within and outside the preserve system to maintain

water quaity. Evauate the need for water quality control structures (e.g., Sltation
basins) in the preserve where water qudity is poor upstream of the preserve area.

Episodic Disturbances

Design congtruction within and adjacent to preserve areas to accommodate large floods
and debris flows.

Design detention basins with earthen berms to alow growth of naturd vegetation.

Sadiment Transport

Prohibit minerd extraction operations within and upstream of preserve aress.
6.3.12 Species Reintroduction

M anagement | ssues

Species reintroduction refers to relocating a sengitive plant or anima species into native habitat
within its higtoric range to enhance species survival. Reintroduction can be cogtly and is not yet
widdy conducted or overly successful. Although in situ conservation is aways more desirable
than reintroduction, reintroduction may be the only hope for species on the brink of extinction.

Management Recommendations

Reintroductions will require gppropriate federal and state permits and should only be conducted
a ther recommendation. The decison to reintroduce a species depends on a number of
gpecies-ecific and Ste-specific factors, and reintroduction requires detalled planning and
monitoring. Reintroduction efforts are gppropriate if the species is not likely to recover or
perdst on its own and its biology is known or being researched. The Site proposed for
reintroduction should be within the historic range of the species, ecologicdly appropriate, and
within the preserve, and threats to its persstence should be removed.

6.3.13 Enforcement
| ssues
Enforcement programs are needed to ensure compliance with land use plans and restrictions,

such as zoning, and to ensure that fire management and recreationd uses are compatible with
preserve gods. Thisisacriticad component of habitat management plans.
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Recommendations

Access control and other redtrictions within the preserve should be drictly enforced. The
jurisdictions and preserve managers should work together and with local community groups on
a public education program to explain gods and regulations as well as educate the public on the
ared sresources. The ultimate level of enforcement lies in the implementing agreement with the
wildlife agencies, because degradation of resources could result in loss or revocation of federd

and state take authorizations.

6.4 BIOLOGICAL MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

The NCCP process and conservation guidelines require regular monitoring of covered species
populations and their habitats. These surveys should supplement existing project-pecific
monitoring activities, such as at Batiquitos Lagoon. The MHCP preserve must be monitored to
assess the status and trends of resources within the preserve. Biologica monitoring will evauate
whether the preserve system is meeting subarea plan conservation targets for covered plant and
anima species and ther habitats, address specific questions regarding species population status
and ecosystem functions, identify threets to covered species and their habitats, and help identify
management needs. Monitoring $ould aso identify issues requiring focused research to meet
species-specific conservation gods and permitting conditions (see Section 4 of Volumelll). The
MHCP Biologica Monitoring and Management Plan (Volume 111) outlines the issues to be
addressed by the long-term monitoring program. In addition, area- specific habitat management
and monitoring plans must be prepared for individua preserve areas and should fully address
preserve-level monitoring and management (see Section 6.3.1).

Information gained through monitoring will inform management decisons. An adgptive
management program will provide correcting actions where monitoring shows that (1) resources
are threatened by land uses in and adjacent to the preserve, (2) current management activities
ae not adequate or effective, or (3) enforcement difficulties are identified.  Potentid
management actions are discussed in the preceding sections and in Volume 1l - MHCP
Biologicd Monitoring and Management Plan.

6.4.1 Responsbilitiesand Coordination

A criticd factor in the success of the MHCP biologicd monitoring program will be the
coordination of monitoring efforts throughout the MHCP dudy aea to (1) prioritize
management and monitoring efforts on a subregiond basis, (2) address management problems
a a subregiond levd, (3) incorporate management and monitoring informeation from preserve-
level monitoring into subregiona and regiona evauations and decison making, (4) ensure spatia
and tempord consstency in data collection and andyss performed across the subregion, (5)
dlow compilation of data from different sources into comprehensive monitoring reports every 3
years, (6) establish a centralized data storage repository, with data accessible to biologica

monitors, researchers, and reviewers, and (7) coordinate with monitoring programs in other
subregions.

Each city will be responsible for coordinating with other cities in implementing monitoring and
management (see Section 5.7). The USFWS and CDFG will provide oversght, including
review of surveys, preserve management projects, and approval of results and reports
generated by the monitoring program. Each city is respongble for preserve level monitoring and
management for its subarea.

FINAL MHCP VOL. | 6-24 314552000



Section 6 Preserve Management and Monitoring

6.4.2 Levelsof Monitoring and Biological Objectives

There are three mgjor spatial scaes of interest for monitoring in the South Coast NCCP
planning area. (1) ecoregion, (2) subregion, and (3) preserve area. Biological resources will be
monitored across dl of the spatid scales; however, the objectives and implementation
respongbilities of the monitoring efforts are scale-dependent.  The scales of monitoring and
respective objectives are described below. Ecoregiona monitoring is the respongbility of the
wildlife agencies and is currently in the planning phase.

NCCP Ecoregion

The South Coast NCCP Ecoregion includes portions of five counties in southern California (Los
Angees, San Bernardino, Riversde, Orange, and San Diego) that support coastdl sage scrub
habitats. The objective of NCCP ecoregion monitoring is to assess indicators of ecosystem
condition for which responses can be measured and used to assess trends at this regiond scae
using standardized methodologies at established locations. The ecoregion monitoring program
will, a a minimum, involve the aggregation of monitoring results from across NCCP subregions
to provide a comprehensive view of the NCCP region. To meet its objective, the ecoregion
monitoring program should have two basic components: (1) identify indicators for assessing the
hedlth and integrity of the ecoregion, and (2) provide a framework for integrating and evaluating
results of subregiona monitoring programs. Monitoring & the ecoregion scae is primarily the
respongbility of the wildlife agencies (i.e., CDFG and USFWS), with assistance from academic
and other entities (e.g., U.S. Geologica Survey).

Subregions

Subregions within the NCCP ecoregion are defined principaly by politica boundaries and are
the scde & which individud multiple species planning efforts are conducted. Subregions of the
South Coast NCCP include the North San Diego County MHCP, San Diego MSCP, Coastd
and Centrd Orange County NCCP, North San Diego County MSCP, Southern Orange
County NCCP, Western Riverside County MSHCP, Palos Verdes NCCP, and Western San
Bernardino County NCCP (not currently active).

Each city must implement actions to ensure that conservation goas are met in its subarea. The
MHCP has established specific conservation goas and strategies to ensure the persstence or
expanson of covered species, including key landscape or habitat attributes or ecosystem
processes deemed necessary for long-term regiond persistence (see Volumell). Implementing
actions to achieve the conservation gods or drategies by the MHCP cities is the badis for
issuance of take authorizations under the MHCP plan. These implementing actions include
monitoring and management of the preserve. The MHCP biologicd monitoring and
management program has been structured to dlow the wildlife agencies and take authorization
holders to (1) evauate compliance with MHCP conservation reguirements (i.e., “compliance’
or “implementation” monitoring) and (2) assess covered species population trends and
additiona key factors associated with species-specific conservation gods and strategies (i.e,
“effects and effectiveness’ monitoring) within the subregion and individua subaress.

Preserve Areas

The finest spatid scale of the NCCP ecoregion planning area encompasses the preserve areas
within subareas or subregions. These individua preserve areas are lands that vary with respect
to ownership and management responsbility and are the subject of area-specific management
plans.
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Each city is respongble for managing individud preserve areas to ensure that conservation goals
ae me. Monitoring a the preserve area scde is focused on obtaining information for
management purposes. Managers must monitor the status and trends of covered species and
collect data on key environmental resources within preserve areas to select, prioritize, and
measure the effectiveness of management activities. In most instances, the array of threats or
stressors of preserved habitats, their mechanisms of action, and the responses of the habitats
and associated species are not completely understood et this time.  Therefore, area- specific
management plans must comprehensively address management and monitoring issues for each
preserve area. Information collected within the preserve areas will be aggregated for andysis at
the subregion and ecoregion scales.
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7.0 FINANCING OF HABITAT ACQUISITION AND
MANAGEMENT

Implementation of the MHCP will require funding for the acquistion, restoration, and
management of natural habitat areas; biologicd monitoring; and adminigration, legd, and other
costs associated with habitat acquisition and management. This section describes the estimated
costs of program implementation and aternative sources of funds to pay for those cods.

7.1 FINANCING POLICIESAND ISSUES

Through the MHCP Advisory Committee and the ad hoc Committee of Elected Officids, loca
jurisdictions participating in the MHCP have adopted policies and recommended the use of
certain assumptions regarding the financing of plan implementation, as described below.

7.1.1 Financing Policies

Habitat Acquistion. It is assumed for andyss that the federd and dtate governments,
callectively, and the locd jurisdictions, collectively, will each be respongible for meeting one- half
of the habitat acquisition that may be needed for plan implementation. All acquistions will be
from willing sdlers, on terms acceptable to both the sdler and the buyer.

Habitat Management. Federd, state, and loca agencies will manage their respective public
l[ands committed to habitat conservation and other lands that are conserved as mitigation for

ublic projects. Management of mitigation lands that remain in private ownership will be funded
By the owners, with the stipulation that management functions be performed by quaified Saff or
organization, approved by the wildlife agencies. Other privately owned habitat proposed for
inclusion in the MHCP preserve, but not currently managed or anticipated to be managed in the
future for biologica resources, would be managed according to MHCP guiddines, if a regiond
funding program is established and if access is made available.

Biologicd Monitoring. Federd, state, and loca agencies that own habitat lands in the preserve
system will participate in a coordinated biologica monitoring program.

Regiond Funding Program. It is assumed that the local share of cogts to implement the MHCP
plan will be funded by a regiona inding program, to be established cooperatively by the
participating loca jurisdictions and submitted to the voters for gpprova. For purposes of this
plan, "regiond funding program” may refer to a countywide funding program, established in
cooperation with other subregiona habitat conservation programs, or to a more limited,
subregiond funding program, which is established for the MHCP study area only.

The MHCP Advisory Committee aso adopted policies regarding the use of a regiona funding
program to acquire and mantan the MHCP preserve sysem, as described in
Section 7.3.1.

Timing of Voter Approva. It isassumed for analysis that the regiona funding program will bein
effect for 30 years. Participating jurisdictions will agree to begin a process of establishing such a
program within 18 months of federa and state approva of the MHCP plan or the first subarea
plan in the MHCP and to place a measure on the balot within an additiond 18 months. This
schedule may be adjusted, if the participating jurisdictions demondrate that their good fath
efforts require additiond time. Even if the sdected funding program does not require voter
gpprovd, the jurisdictions have expressed an intention to seek an advisory vote.
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Defidency in Public Funds.  Implementing agreements for the MHCP subarea plans should
provide for the contingency that either federd/sate or loca funds may not be sufficient for full
implementation of the program. If federd/dtate funding is not provided as committed, the
MHCP pan will be reevduated with possible adjustments to take authorization coverage and
assurances.  If adequate loca funding is not provided, the wildlife agencies and loca
jurisdictions will develop a strategy to address the shortfal.

7.1.2 Additional I1ssues

The MHCP Advisory Committee has previoudy reviewed the following issues related to
financing of the MHCP plan implementation.

Consarvation of Core Cdifornia Gnatcatcher Habitat. In addition to habitat areas conserved
within  the jurigdictiond boundaries of the MHCP cities it is assumed that
400 to 500 acres of coasta sage scrub capable of supporting 16 to 23 pairs of gnatcatchers will
be conserved in the unincorporated county area east of Carlsbad and Encinitas and south of
San Marcos. This may be accomplished through a combination of methods, such as gpplication
of land use policies and regulations, mitigation for public and private projects, acquistion using
federa or state funds, and acquisition usng aregiond funding program.

Long-term Demand for Conservation or Mitigation Credits. A number of conservation banks
have been established in San Diego County, including Daey Ranch, Manchester Avenue, and
Whelan Ranch conservation banks. Potentid demand for conservation credits generated by
future development in the sudy areaiis discussed in Section 4.4.3.

MHCP Regiond Funding Program and Daley Ranch Consarvation Bank in Escondido. The
City of Escondido acquired the Daey Ranch property and established a conservation bank in
1997. Due to the sze and importance of Daey Ranch to the MHCP preserve system, the
management of its habitat areas is proposed to be funded by the regiond funding program.
However, the city will continue to be responsible for funding the management until the regiond
funding program is adopted.

Prior Commitment of Funds for Habitaa Management. Previoudy approved HCPs or
conservation bank agreements contain provisons for the management of protected habitat
aress, induding commitments of future funding for management activities.  This financing plan
assumes that these areas will continue to be managed by their owners. However, biologica
management of the Ddey Ranch Consarvation Bank in Escondido and San Luis Rey River
Hood Control project area are proposed to be financed by a regiona funding program,
because of the important biologica resourcesin these aress.

Edablishing an Endowment to Fund Recurring Codts in Perpetuity.  An endowment to fund
annua management and adminigrative costs in perpetuity may be established by setting asde a
portion of revenues generated by the regiond funding program. An dternative approach is to
renew or replace the regiond funding program at the end of itsinitid term. The latter gpproach
will reduce the required annua revenues of the regiond funding program.

Coordination of MHCP Financing Plan with the South County MSCP Plan When the City of
San Diego sgned an implementing agreement with the federd and state wildlife agencies on July
17, 1997, it initiated a 36-month schedule (which has been extended through commitment of
interim funding) for the establishment of a regiond financing program for the south county
MSCP. Although the MHCP and MSCP are separate programs, there are significant benefits
in coordinating the locad funding components of the two programs, especidly in obtaining voter
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goprova. Loca jurisdictions participating in the MHCP have the option of establishing a
regiond funding program cooperatively with the south county MSCP jurisdictions.

7.2 ESTIMATED COSTSOF PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

7.2.1 Habitat Acquisition

As discussed in Section 4.1.2, the MHCP cities identified two categories of priority
consarvation aress for potential habitat acquistion: (1) to dlow the cities flexibility in achieving
conservation targets on properties that are constrained by narrow endemic species, mgor or
critica locations of MHCP species, or wildlife movement corridors; and (2) to further the gods
of the MHCP while smultaneoudy meeting other open space objectives of the cities. Based on
preliminary discussions, it is assumed in this plan that state or federa government would acquire
the Priority 1 aress, totaling approximatey 609 acres, if the MHCP cities would establish
endowment funds to manage and monitor those lands in perpetuity. The endowment funds must
be established at the time of purchase, even if aregiona funding program has not been adopted.
The MHCP cities would acquire, manage, and monitor the Priority 2 aress, totaing
aoproximately 738 acres, if a regiond funding program has been adopted and if funds are
avalable. Interim financing program (see Section 7.4 below) will not include acquistion of
Priority 2 consarvation areas, though some areas may be acquired without a regiona funding
program if dternative funds become available.

Egtimated cost (in 2002 dollars) to acquire Priority 1 lands is $35.2 million, and that of Priority
2 lands is $36.1 million (Table 4-3). Thus gpproximately one-hdf of acquisition cost would be
borne by federal and state agencies, and approximately one-hdf by the locd jurisdictions
through the regiond funding program.

Note on Land Vdues. Since the location and type of potentid acquisition aress differ widely
across the study area, a single estimate of value per acre was not developed. Egtimates were
prepared separately by jurisdiction and for the types of lands thet contain important habitats for
the MHCP. The study area is largely urbanized. Codts of potentid acquisition areas were
estimated using prices of recent, comparable saes of vacant land, adjusted for the presence of
physicd congraints, such as steep dopes or floodplains, and other limitations imposed by land
use policies and environmentd regulations, such as requirements for offste mitigation.
Generdly, unconstrained vacant land in the study areais valued a $2.00 to $5.00 per square
foot, depending on location and dlowable use; however, presence of physica and planning
congraints can substantialy reduce the average value of aparced. Cost may aso be reduced by
acquiring open space easements on portions of private lands, rather than fee title. Etimates of
land vaue usad in this andyss reflect a varigty of Ste-gpecific conditions that could occur in
potential acquisition aress.

7.2.2 Habitat Restoration

Habitat quality has been degraded in many locations by past and present land uses and invasive
goecies. A review of habitat quality on potentid conservation aress indicated that
approximately 338 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat should be enhanced or restored in areas
critical to conservation of the Cdifornia gnatcatcher. This recommendation became a condition
for coverage of the gnatcatcher by the MHCP. Depending on site-pecific criteria, such efforts
can vary from limited enhancement (eg., weeding and broadcast seeding) to intensve
restoration (e.g., Ste grading, irrigation, planting/seeding, and maintenance and monitoring for up
to 5 years). Costs of these efforts range from about $18,000 to $76,000 per acre. Required
new funding for coastd sage scrub redtoretion totals approximaedy $3.79 million, with
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restoration sites located in Carlsbad ($1.33 million), Oceansde ($2.43 million), and San
Marcos ($34,000).

7.2.3 Habitat Management, Biological Monitoring, and Program Administration

Operation and management required for the MHCP preserve include the following activities.

* habitat management, or field operations, such as tral and fencing maintenance,
vegetation control, security, and visitor services,

. biolo%;icd monitoring, or biologicd field studies necessary to meet the conditions of
wildlife agency permits; and

* program adminigration required for preserve assembly and coordingtion, land
acquigtion, financing, legd, and adminigrative support.

Habitat Management. At buildout, the MHCP preserve will include over 20,000 acres —
19,928 acres ingde the MHCP cities and 400 to 500 acres in the unincorporated gnatcatcher
core. (All acreage figures are gpproximate, based on current GIS data for the MHCP in 2002,
see Table 71 and Figure 7-1.) Habitat acres to be managed by public agencies and private
organizations differ from habitat acres owned by those entities. For example, some loca agency
lands (such as portions of San Elijo Lagoon) are managed by a state agency, and some date
lands are managed by a city. Assuming no new management agreements and prior to any new
acquigtion, the MHCP cities would be responsible for managing 7,144 acres of conserved
habitat lands, federd and state agencies, 2,447 acres, and other local agencies, 1,181 acres.
Under the MHCP, 9,156 acres of privatey owned habitat lands will be managed for biologica
resources.

Of these, 946 acres are located in existing private mitigation banks and mitigation aress
approved by the wildlife agencies and managed for biologica resources, 2,054 acres of future
mitigation areas will be managed through private endowments or other mechanism to be
required by locd jurisdictions as a condition of development approva; 2,908 acres are
maintained (or anticipated to be maintained in the future) as open spaces by homeowners
asociaions, and the remainder, 3,248 acres, have no specified management or maintenance
programs. When the regiond funding program is established, the MHCP cities will seek to
manage habitat lands currently maintained by homeowners associations and other lands that are
not actively managed, if appropriate access agreements are obtained from the landowners (see
aso Section 6.3.3). Subarea plans will identify a process for integrating the HOA lands and
other private lands into the MHCP preserve syslem. When acquired, the MHCP cities would
as0 assume management respongibility for up to 1,028 acres of priority conservation aress in
the cities and up to 320 acres in the unincorporated core.
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Table 7-1

RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE MANAGEMENT OF
CONSERVED HABITAT (Acres)

Continuation Managed Managed With

of Existing With Private Interim or
Agency Responsiblefor Management of Funding Fundsinthe Per manent
Conserved Habitat Acresat Buildout® Commitments Future Financing Total
Inside MHCP Cities
Federal and State Agencies® 2,353 - % () 2,447
Cities® 261 - 6,833 (1) 7,144
Other Local Agencies 1,181 - - 1,181
Private
Mitigation Banks and Areas* 946 2,054 - 3,000
Homeowners Associ ations’ - - 2,908 (P) 2,908
Other® 7 - 3241 (P 3,248
Total Insde MHCP Cities 4,748 2,054 13,126 19,928
Unincorporated Core’ 118 227 320 (P 665
Total Including Unincorporated Core 4,866 2,281 13,446 20,593

Note: All figures are approximate and subject to change as subarea plans are finalized and as the MHCP is

implemented over time. Figures may not add to totals as shown due to rounding.

() Habitat areas managed under both interim and permanent financing programs.

(P) Habitat areas managed under permanent financing program. However, if Priority 1 conservation areas
are purchased by the state before a regional funding program has been established, they would be
managed under the interim financing program.

Management differs from ownership. For example, some local agency lands (such as portions of San Elijo

Lagoon) are managed by CDFG, and some state lands are managed by acity.

State agencies manage Buena Vista, Batiquitos, and San Elijo Lagoons and upland habitat areas in

northeast Carlsbad. BLM lands are located in Escondido. A property acquired by the state in 2002 may

be managed by the city, if Priority 1 areas are acquired by the state.

® Daley Ranch Conservation Bank and San Luis Rey River Flood Control area (total of approximately
3,518 acres) are proposed to be included among lands managed by the MHCP regional funding program.

* Includes both private mitigation banks and mitigation areas that have been approved by the cities or the
wildlife agencies and that have commitments for biological management in perpetuity.

> Homeowners' association (HOA) open spaces, including those created in the past and anticipated to be
created in the future.

® Privately owned habitat lands that do not or that are not anticipated to have an active management
program.

" In te unincorporated core habitat for the California gnatcatcher, 118 acres have been previously
purchased and currently managed for mitigation of projects in MHCP cities (including 19 acres of
conservation easement on coastal sage scrub habitat purchased for mitigation), and 227 acres have been
purchased under the Carlshad’s HMP and are committed to be managed for biological resources.
Additional 320 acres represent Priority 1 and 2 conservation areas and may be purchased and managed
under the MHCP regional funding program.
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Average management cost can vary widely, depending on the sze and shape of contiguous
habitat area, habitat type, adjacent uses, and species-specific requirements. Deta on annua
expenditures were obtained for 12 habitat preserves in San Diego County currently (2002)
managed by the Center for Naturd Lands Management. The data show a clear correlation of
average management cost per acre with preserve size and presence of wetland or riparian
habitats. The negative corrdation with preserve sze is likely due to location — larger preserves
are generdly located away from urbanized areas — and to the grester significance of edge effects
for smdler parcds. In addition, management of a wetland or riparian preserve cods
subgtantialy more than that of an upland preserve of comparable size. A regression mode fitted
to the data indicates that average cost to manage a 100-acre upland habitat areawill be around
$111 per acre per year, while cost to manage a 500-acre upland habitat area will be around
$53 per acre per year. Management of awetland habitat of comparable size would cost nearly
three times as much as an upland habitat.

The regresson model was used to estimate average management codts for habitat lands that
currently do not have a management program with a focus on biologica resources.
Representative sizes of preserves and average proportions of wetland or riparian habitats were
cdculated for habitat lands owned by the cities and by private individuds or organizations. In
the case of Dadey Ranch, the management budget stipulated in the conservation bank agreement
($80,000 per year in 1997) was updated to 2002 prices and included in the MHCP budget.

Excdluding aress that dready have dedicated funding sources for management, but including
costs to manage and monitor the Priority 1 conservation aress, if they are acquired, additiona
cost to manage and monitor habitat acres under the MHCP cities management respongiility is
$0.73 million per year (2002 dollars). Management and monitoring of the Priority 1 aress is
estimated to cost $89,000 per year. When Priority 2 aress are acquired, management of city-
owned habitat lands is estimated to cost $0.84 million per year (Table 7-2).

Among habitat areas under the management responsibility of privete organizations, existing
mitigation banks and mitigetion areas gpproved by the cities and wildlife agencies will continue
to be managed using independent funding sources. These areas generally have a management
agreement with a nonprofit organization specidizing in habitat management, funded by an
endowment. The cities have aso identified other privately owned habitat areas for which
management in perpetuity © protect biologica resources will be required as a condition of
development approva. Excluding habitat lands with exiging or future funding commitments,
edimated cogt to manage and monitor habitat acres under the mangement respongbility of
private organizations is $0.73 million aBglyeer. When costs of biologica monitoring activities not
included in management costs noted e are added, annual management and monitoring costs
total $0.88 million (Table 7-2). Altogether, total cost of habitat management and monitoring at
buildout of the preserve system is estimated to be $1.7 million per year.

It is assumed that federd and state governments and other local agencies will manage and
monitor habitat lands that they conserve in the MHCP preserve.

Habitat Management Contingency. A contingency budget (provisondly estimated at 15% of
annua management and monitoring costs) will be established to meet the needs of adaptive
management. The contingency budget may need to be accumulated over time; thet is, funds not
used during one fiscd year need to be saved and augmented with additional funds in subsequent
years. Funding for adaptive management and other special needs will be addressed in the cities
subarea plans and implementing agreements.

Program_Adminigration Adminigration of the MHCP, including habitat acquistion and
management, could be performed by a single office (such as the MHCP Land Conservancy
discussed in Section 5.7), with oversght by the MHCP cities, or separately by the cities.
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Adminigtrative cods cover gaffing, including a biologigt, and budgets for legd, insurance, public
information, and office support. Annual cog is estimated to be $200,000 during the interim
financing period, and $400,000 under the permanent financing program.

One-time Stat-up Cost. The experience of the Center for Natural Lands Management
(CNLM) and others indicates that there are one-time cods associated with initigting a
management program, such as equipment, fencing, and other improvements. It is assumed for
this plan that start-up costs, which may be expended over severa years, will totad 125% of
annud habitat management and monitoring costs, excluding contingency and adminigtration

Edtimated tota cost of management, monitoring, and program administration to be funded by
the regiond funding program is $2.39 million per year, with a start-up cost of $2.2 million
(Table 7-2). The start-up codt is caculated as 125% of estimated annua management cost of
$1.7 million, excdluding contingency and adminigtration The participating jurisdictions have a
reasonable expectation that these estimates of annua and start-up costs will suffice to perform
management, monitoring, and adminigtration functions consstent with the MHCP.

7.2.4 Endowment to Fund Recurring Costs

To fund annud costs to manage, monitor, and administer the preserve system in perpetuity, an
endowment may be established. Assuming net interest revenues of 2.5% per year after inflation,
the required endowment in year 2002 dollars is $95.5 million. The endowment may be
established, for example, over 30 years by annud deposts into a sinking fund.  If nomind
interest revenue is 5% (which would indicate that expected inflation rate, as well as net interest
rate, is 25%), congtant annua deposit of $3.01 million would edablish the necessary
endowment in 30 years. The future, 30th year, value of the endowment, after adjusting for
inflation, would be $200 million.

A condition for state or federa government purchase of the Priority 1 conservetion aress is that
the MHCP cities would establish endowments to manage and monitor those lands and the
date's recent acquisition in Carlsbad. Assuming net interest revenue of 2.5% per year, the
endowment required for dl Priority 1 areas is $5 million in 2002 dollars. Annud deposts of
$1.02 million over 5 years, with nomind interest rate of 5%, would accomplish this godl.

7.3 OPTIONSFOR REGIONAL OR SUBREGIONAL SOURCESOF FUNDS

7.3.1 Policiesfor Local Revenues and Sour ces of Funds

It is anticipated that implementation of the MHCP plan could result in subgtantia benefitsto the
regiona economy by improving the qudity of life establishing a congstent and efficient
framework for compliance with federd and dState laws protecting rare, threstened, or
endangered species and their habitats, and facilitating orderly growth in population, housing, and
employment. Such benefits may be redlized through increases in building congruction,
employment, and regiond and household income.  Accordingly, the following policies should be
gpplied to the use of loca revenues for the MHCP:

» The use of locd revenues for habitat acquistion and management is an important
component of the MHCP implementation and financing plan.

» Locd revenues should be used for habitat acquisition and management, because existing
development has higtorically digplaced habitat and because existing resdents and
businesseswill benefit from the preserve system.
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The region should commit an gppropriate share from loca revenues to implement the
regiond preserve system a the same time that the extent of federd and Hate
paticipation in the implementation and financing of the MHCP, or assumptions
regarding the extent of such participation, is agreed to and described in the MHCP plan.
Federd and date participation in the financing of the MHCP should be maximized as
much as possible.

Loca revenues should be collected from as broad a base as possible, covering many
types and locations of land uses and activities.

Locd revenues should be collected uniformly, if possble, throughout San Diego
County. If revenues are collected only in the MHCP subregion, they should be
coordinated with the revenue sources used in the other subregiona habitat conservation
programs (e.g., MSCP). As part of this coordination, the loca jurisdictions should
edtablish priorities and grategies for habitat acquisition and management.

Locd jurisdictions should have the option of supplementing the revenues collected in the
MHCP subregion with funds from other sources (e.g., mitigation funds) and using such
funds to meet the loca goals of the MHCP.

The MHCP financing program should contain flexibility and contingency to meet
unforeseen circumstances and should contain options for supplementa revenues.

One or more sources of ongoing, long-term revenue should be identified to fund the
acquisition of habitat lands. Such a revenue should be collected a a uniform rate over
the required term or with alimited rate of escdation.

One or more permanent sources of revenue should be identified to fund the
management of habitat lands.

The Advisory Committee should determine whether any loca revenue dterndive, which
would otherwise not be subject to voter approval (e.g., some types of fee and rate
increases), should be made subject to gpprova by an advisory vote.

7.3.2 Noteson Funding Options

The participating loca jurisdictions identified potential sources of funds to implement the MHCP
as summarized in Table 7-3. These sources may be grouped as follows:

Taxes. Anincrease in exiding tax may be goproved by the voters. Examples include
the sales tax and the property tax. The tax increase would be classified as a specia tax
if the revenues are intended to be used for a specia purpose, such as habitat
consarvation.
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Table 7-2

ESTIMATES OF ONE-TIME AND ANNUAL COSTS
OF MHCP IMPLEMENTATION

Permanent Interim
Financing® Financing®
(with Regional (prior to Regional
Funding Program) Funding Program)
One-time Cost of mplementation
Habitat Acquisition $36.1 M $19 M?3
Habitat Restoration 38 M -
Start-up Cost of Habitat Management* 22 M 09 M
Total One-time Cost $42.1 M $28 M
Annual Cost at Buildout
Management and Monitoring®
Areas Managed by Cities® $0.84 M $0.73 M
Areas Under Control of HOAs and
Other Private Entities’ 088 M -
Habitat Management Contingency® 026 M 011 M
Program Administration 040 M 020 M
Total Annual Cost $2.39 M $1.04 M
Endowment at Net I nterest Revenue of 2.5% ° $955 M $5.0 M
Annual Contribution to Endowment $3.01 M™ $1.02 M ™
Note: All costs in millions of 2002 dollars. Figures may not add to totals as shown due to
rounding.

! Annual cost at buildout, assuming establishment of aregional or subregional funding program.

2 Annual cost to be funded by MHCP cities prior to establishment of a regional or subregional
funding program; funding source to be identified in the implementing agreement. Interim financing
costs are included in permanent financing costs; they are not additional costs.

% Interim acquisition budget is from Draft Carlsbad Habitat Management Plan (HMP 1999), with

inflation adjustment of 10%. Permanent acquisition budget includes the interim budget plus

Priority 2 conservation areas that would substantially improve the MHCP preserve system. Priority

1 conservation areas are assumed to be acquired by state or federal governments and are not

included in these costs for the MHCP cities.

Estimated to be 125% of annual management and monitoring costs, excluding contingency and

administration.

Includes on-site management and biological monitoring.

Areas currently managed by MHCP cities, plus Priority 1 conservation areas, assuming purchase

by state or federal government and the cities' acceptance of management responsibility.

Areas maintained by homeowners associations (HOAS) and other privately owned habitat areas

without specified management programs. Also includes subregional biological monitoring.

Contingency budget (15%) for adaptive management.

Amount of endowment fund required to fund annual costs is perpetuity, assuming net interest

revenue of 2.5% per year, after adjustment for inflation.

19 Constant annual deposits into an endowment fund over 30 years, assuming 5% interest revenue
and inflation adjustment of 2.5% per year.

™ Similar to Note 10, but over 5 years.
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o Assessments. Specid assessments may be levied, subject to provisions of Proposition
218. Examples include benefit assessments, landscape and lighting maintenance
assessments, and habitat maintenance assessments.

* Fees. A locd juridiction may levy a development impact fee or in-lieu mitigation fee on
new development, subject to provisons of the Mitigation Fee Act.

For each potentia source, Table 7-3 provides the following informetion:

o goplicable method of debt financing, which would permit expenditures in advance of
revenue collection;

o datutory authority;

* requirement for voter gpprovd; and

* implementing agency (city, county, or specid didtrict) and required coordination with
other habitat programs.

Revenue Growth over Time. The revenue dterndives differ in terms of potentia growth over
time. Generd revenues, such as saes or property taxes, increase relatively quickly, reflecting
both growth in new development and price inflation. Parcel or property-based revenues, such
as parce taxes or benefit assessments, grow somewhat more dowly than generd revenues.
These revenues increase according to growth in the number of parcels, unless a provison for
annua escddion in tax rate has been made. Fees may be adjusted for inflation, but generdly
the revenues reflect the growth of new development, which can vary widdy from year to year.

Impacts to Residentia and Nonresidentid Land Uses. The dternative revenue sources have
different fiscad impacts on residentiad and nonresidential developments.  Parcel or property-
based taxes or assessments generate the majority of revenues from residentia uses. Typica
gpplications, based on benefit, collect from 80% to 85% of tota revenues from resdentid land
uses and the remainder from commercid and indudtria land uses. Ad valorem property tax
revenues reflect the rdatively fixed alocation that exidts in the assessed vadue base. In the
MHCP study area, assessed values of resdentid land uses are about 3.6 times those of
nonresidentia land uses (excluding agriculture and other uses). Sdles taxes tend to place the
lowest burden on resdentid land uses, with a Sgnificant amount paid by both businesses and
vigtors to the San Diego region. Fees for habitat purposes are caculated based on acres of
impact or sometimes total acres of project. Residential development generdly impacts the most
area, generating the most revenues in comparison with commercid or industrid development.

The following issues should be consdered in selecting aloca funding source:

» The use of any assessment, fee, or tax must meet the requirements of Proposition 218
passed by the voters in 1996. In paticular, implementing a new funding source
generdly requires two-thirds voter approva, dthough some may be gpproved by a

smple mgority.

* A funding source, or a combination of sources, must be flexible enough to address
different needs associated with habitat acquisition, restoration, management, and/or
cregtion of a permanent endowment to fund ongoing costs of management and
adminigration.
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Table7-3

POTENTIAL LOCAL FUNDING SOURCESFOR HABITAT ACQUISITION AND MANAGEMENT

Funding Source/ Statutory Required Voter Implementing Allowed Uses
Financing M echanism Authority Approva Agency of Revenues Notes
AdValorem Tax / Cdlifornia 2/3 Majority City or specid Habitat acquisition and
General Obligation Constitution, Art. district restoration; not management or
Bond XINA, XVI monitoring
Méelo-Roos Special Tax  Melo-Roos Act, 2/3 Majority City, specia Habitat acquisition, restoration,
/ Limited Obligation Gov. C. 53311 ff. district, or JPA management, monitoring, and
Bond administration
Sales Tax / Revenue Rev. & T. C. 7200 2/3 Majority County or special  Habitat acquisition, restoration, Countywide program, requires
Bond ff.; Gov. C. 50665.1 district management, monitoring, and coordination with MSCP and

ff. administration other habitat programs
Benefit Assessment / AB 2007, Pub. Res.  Magjority County; regional Primarily for habitat acquisition Countywide district, requires
Assessment Bond C. 5506.3ff. (Prop. 218) park and open and restoration; habitat coordination with MSCP and
space district management expenses limitedto  other habitat programs
20% of annual revenues

Habitat Maintenance SB 445, Gov. C. Majority City Habitat acquisition, restoration,
Assessment / 50060 ff. (Prop. 218) management, monitoring, and
Assessment Bond administration
Landscaping and Landscaping and Majority City or specia Habitat acquisition, restoration,
Lighting Maintenance  Lighting Act of (Prop. 218) district management, monitoring, and
Assessment / 1972, Sr. & H.C. administration
Assessment Bond 22500 ff.
Development Impact / Mitigation Fee Act, Novoter approval  City Primarily for habitat acquisition Primarily pay-as-you-go; limited
In-lieu Mitigation Fee Gov. C. 66000 ff. required and restoration bonding capacity

Gov. C. -- Government Code

JPA -- Joint Powers Authority

Pub. Res. C. -- Public Resources Code

Rev. & T. C. -- Revenue and Taxation Code
Str. & H. C. -- Streets and Highways Code
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» The program should provide funding for a sustained period (up to 30 years) and dlow
issuance of bonds.

» Implementation of the program may require Sate legidation, asin the case of AB 2007,
to meet specid funding needs or to coordinate actions by multiple jurisdictions.

7.3.3 Local Funding Sources

Ad Vdorem Property Tax/Generad Obligation Bond Program. Subject to approva by two-
thirds of the voters, locd jurisdictions may issue generd obligation bonds and increase the ad
vaorem property tax above the statutory limit of 1% to pay principa and interest. Bond
proceeds may be used to acquire habitat lands and undertake restoration or other
improvements but cannot be used to purchase equipment or to pay for management. However,
generd obligation bonds could be combined with other sources, such as habitat maintenance
assessment, to fund the MHCP implementation costs.

The ad valorem tax rate must be gpplied uniformly to al assessed properties. Thus, there isno
flexibility to vary taxes according to land use. In 2001, total assessed vauation in San Diego
County was $199.9 hillion, of which residentid properties comprised 75.5%; commercia and
indudrid  properties, 20.8%; and fams, vacant lands, and  others
3.7% (County of San Diego, Property Tax Services, Fiscd Year 2001-2002).

Médlo-Roos Specid Tax. The 1982 Mélo-Roos Community Fecilities Act (Government Code,
Section 53311 et seq.) enables cities, counties, and specid didtricts to establish community
fecilities digricts (CFDs) and levy specid taxes to fund a variety of public services, including
open space acquistion and maintenance. A specid tax such as a Mélo-Roos tax must be
levied uniformly on classes of digible properties or taxpayers, but it cannot be based on
property values. It is not necessary for a specid tax to be directly related to benfit.
Establishment of a CFD and levy of a specid tax are both subject to approva by atwo-thirds

mgjority.

Sales Tax. State law permits a county to levy additiona salestax at arate of 0.25% or 0.5%.
Specid legidation is required to raise the sdles tax by 0.125%. Impostion of a sdestax for a
gpecid purposeis a“specid tax” and must be gpproved by two-thirds of the voters. Subject to
this approval, sdes tax increase may be used to fund habitat acquisition, preserve managemen,
monitoring, and establishment of an endowment. Sdes taxes are paid by residents, businesses,
and Jgtors. Rdative to other payers (e.g., nonresdentid development and visitors), resdents
of the sudy area would pay less under a sdes tax program than under other forms of loca

finanang.

In San Diego County, one option for an MHCP financing program would be an gpproach
based on sales tax revenues ether as a separate voter gpproved measure or in conjunction with
the extendgon of an existing program such as TransNet, a transportation financing program
based on Yzcent sdes tax, agpproved by the voters in 1987 and scheduled to expire in April
2008. SANDAG and member jurisdictions are working to reauthorize and continue TransNet
after April 2008. Legidation was passed in 2002 that enabled SANDAG to potentialy expand
the purposes of TransNet beyond trangportation and possibly include related improvements in
sorm water management and habitat conservation. These options, as wdll as others, will be
discussed as part of an overdl drategy to the extension of the existing saes tax.

Bendfit Assessment. AB 2007 enacted in 1993 (Public Resources Code, Section 5506.3 et
Seq.) provides that San Diego County can initiate proceedings for the formation of a regiona
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open space digtrict coterminous with the boundaries of the county. The law alows the regiond
open space didrict to levy assessments under the Landscaping and Lighting Act of 1972.
Procedures for notification and gpprova must comply with the requirements of Proposition 218.
Both the formation of the didrict and the levy of speciad assessments must be approved by a
mgority of the voters in the digtrict. This gpproach is modeled after that used by Los Angeles
County, where the voters approved “Proposition A” in November 1992 to fund $540 million of
park and recreation improvements and open space acquisition.

There are certain redrictions associated with the use of AB 2007. Since this is a funding
program for a countywide open space didtrict, the financing needs of the MHCP must be
coordinated with those of the other regiona habitat conservation programs in the county. The
law dso dipulates that for 20 years after assessments are firdt levied, 80% of dl assessment
proceeds must be used for capita outlay projects, which may include land acquisition. Under
the MHCP, however, expenditures for management, monitoring, and program administration
will exceed 20% of total annua expenditures.

The law provides that the assessment must be related to benefit, and benefits of open space
preservation accrue predominantly to residents. In Los Angdes County, 85% of totd
asessments are levied on resdential properties and 15% on commercid and industrid
properties. Similar distribution may be assumed for the MHCP.

Habitat Maintenance Assessment Didtrict (SB 445). SB 445 (Government Code, Section
50060 et seq.) provides for the establishment of an assessment didtrict to fund the maintenance
of naturd habitat for up to 30 years. Any city or county may initiate proceedings for the
formation of the assessment didrict. The law requires that al property ownersin the digtrict be
given notice of a public hearing. Under Proposition 218, the proposed assessment must be
approved by amgority of votersin an ection.

The law on habitat maintenance assessment digtrict establishes the principle that alot or parcd is
presumed specificaly to benefit from natura habitat, if past or proposed development or use of
the lot or parcd has adversdly affected or will adversdy affect the habitat. Historical impact is
thus an accepted basis for determining current benefit from habitat maintenance.

Authorized expenditures by the habitat maintenance assessment didtrict include habitat crestion,
resoration, enhancement, and maintenance; land acquistion; biologicd monitoring and
evauation; and related adminidtrative costs. The act dso authorizes issuance of bonds to
finance the estimated cost of habitat acquisition, cregtion, restoration, or other improvements.
Maximum assessment that may be levied by the didtrict on any lot or parcd islimited in 1994 to
$25 and in subsequent years to this amount increased by the Cdifornia Consumer Price Index.
Infisca year (FY) 2000-01, maximum allowable assessment is $28.20 for one parcdl.

Proposition 218. In November 1996, California s voters approved Propostion 218, known as
the “Right to Vote on Taxes Act.” The proposition requires that al taxes and most charges on
property owners be subject to voter approva and limits the use of specia assessments and
property-related fees, that are imposed as an incident of property ownership, to funding
services that provide specia benefits to parcels, not general governmenta services. To levy
assessments for habitat and open space purposes, a specia benefit must be identified for each
parcel to be assessed.

Proposition 218 establishes a common formation and ratification procedure for al assessment
digricts. In particular, a new assessment digtrict must be approved by a mgority of affected
property owners casting a ballot, where each balot is weighted according to the proportiona
financid obligation of the property.
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Development Impact Fee and In-lieu Mitigation Fee. A development impact feeis an exaction
that isimposed as a condition of gpprova for new development. AB 1600 of 1987 and various
court cases (Nollan v. California Coastal Commission; Dolan v. City of Tigard) require (1)
that a“nexus’ or link must exist between the fee and the purposes for which the fee will be used
and (2) that there must be a “rough proportionaity” between the fee and the impact that the fee
isintended to dlay.

An intlieu mitigation fee presupposes specific guideines that determine gppropriate mitigation
for impact to a public resource, such as purchase of land to protect species or habitat. Payment
of an in-lieu fee to alocd jurisdiction provides an optiond method of satisfying the mitigeation
obligation, where the jurisdiction would use the fee revenues to acquire and manage land.

If nexus and rough proportiondity requirements are met, a development impact fee or anin-lieu
mitigation fee can be used to acquire and restore habitat lands. A mitigation fee program was
adopted by the County of Riverside for the development, preparation, and implementation of an
HCP for the Stephens kangaroo rat, including acquisition and management of habitat reserves.
A mitigetion fee pr?ram opted by the City of Bakersfield and the County of Kern under the
Metropolitan Bakerstiedld HCP is intended for habitat acquisition, improvement, management
endowment, and adminigtration. A mitigation fee program has been approved by the City of
Carlsbad, though its implementation is conditioned on the approva of the city's Habitat

Management Plan (HMP).
7.4 PERMANENT AND INTERIM FINANCING

Implementation of the MHCP and the subarea plans will be financed through continuation of
existing funding commitments (for example, mitigation banks and approved mitigation aress) and
establishment of a voter-gpproved, regiond funding program (permanent financing program).
Prior to establishment of a regiond program, individua cities will adopt interim financing
programs, to be described in their respective subarea plans and implementing agreements.

Interim financing will support management of habitat |ands for which the cities have management
respongbility, generdly city-owned lands, together with associated start-up, contingency, and
adminigration codts. Interim financing adso indudes habitat acquisition described in the City of
Carlshad’'s HMP. If the state or federad government acquires Priority 1 conservation areas and
if thelocd jurisdictions accept the management responsibility, cost to manage and monitor the
acquired areas will be paid through interim financing until aregiond funding program is adopted.

If dl MHCP cities adopt inteim financing programs, one-time coss may totd
$2.8 million and on-going costs, $1.04 million per year (Table 7-2).

7.5 FEDERAL AND STATE FUNDING PROGRAMS

It isassumed in this plan that federd and state governments will participate in the acquisition and
management of habitat lands as part of the MHCP preserve. It isfurther assumed that federa
and dae governments will manage habitat lands that they currently own. The following
programs may be used to fund the federd/state share of implementation cogs.

7.5.1 Federal Programsfor Habitat Acquisition and Management

The principal federa funding source for acquiring new recreation lands, including habitat and
open space, is the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), created by the
U.S. Congress in 1964 and taking effect in 1965. The LWCF accumulates revenues from
federa outdoor recreation user fees, the federal motorboat fud tax, surplus property saes, and
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revenues from oil and gas leases on the outer continental shelf, with the last source accounting
for more than 90% of total revenues.

Appropriations are made to four federa agencies—National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service,
BLM, and USFWS—primaily for land acquistion but dso for assstance to states for
recregtion planning, facili% development, and conservation purposes. Appropriaions are
authorized up to million per vyea; however, over the

20 years, actud appropriations have averaged between $200 million and $300 million.
Appropriation for FY 2000 was $465 million, mosly for land acquisition, including
$265 million to the four agencies and $198 million for the Lands Legacy Program.

Some of the numerous programs of federal assistance for species and habitat conservation are
described below.

State Conservation Grants. This program funded from the LWCF provides grants to states on
a 50/50 matching basis to acquire and develop land for public recreation purposes, including
open space and wildlife habitat conservation. Although state grants were not funded from FY
1995 to FY 1999, $41 million was appropriated for FY 2000, included partly in appropriations
to the four federa agencies and partly in the Lands Legacy Program.

Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund. This fund provides federa assistance to
a sate through a cooperative agreement under the ESA to develop and implement HCPs,
candidate conservation agreements, and other species protection programs, such as animd,
plant, and habitat surveys, research; planning; monitoring; management; land acouisition;
protection; and public education. States may receive up to 75% of program codts. Federd
share could be 90% when two or more States with a common interest in one or more
endangered species enter into ajoint agreement.  Three programs are funded: Recovery Land
Acquisition Grants, Habitat Planning Consarvation Planning Grants, and HCP Land Acquisition
Grants. The last program is particularly relevant to the MHCP once it is adopted, since it
provides grants to states to acquire land associated with approved habitat conservation
programs (HCPs). Grants for dl three programs totaled $104.7 millionin FY 2001 and $96.2
million in FY 2002; estimated tota for FY 2003 is$91 million.

North American Wetlands Consarvation Fund. This fund provides assstance for voluntary
partnerships of state and locd governments, private landowners, and nonprofit conservation
groups to protect and restore important breeding and resting grounds for migratory species and
wetland-dependent wildlife.  Wetland restoration activities include revegetation, acquiring
conservation easements, and establishing water management programs.  Totad estimated funding
for FY 2002 was $79.6 million.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The USFWS receives annud appropriations for saffing and for
the management of the Nationd Wildife Refuge Sysem, which totds over
92 million acres in over 500 nationd wildlife refuges. The base budget of the Carlsbad Fish and
Wildlife office, which provides assstance to NCCP efforts in southern Cdifornia, was $3.62
millionin fisca year 1995, $2.77 million in 1996, $3.11 million in 1997, and $3.74 million in
1998. In addition, funding for the operations of Sweetwater Marsh, Sed Beach, and Tijuana
Sough Nationd Wildlife Refuges totaded $434,000 in 1995, $518,000 in 1996, ad $1.08
million in 1997. The additiona $562,000 budget for 1997 includes $400,000 for the operation
of the newly acquired San Diego Nationd Wildlife Refuge.

Nationd Fish and Wildlife Foundation Chalenge Grants. Grants under this program are
adminigered by the nonprofit Nationa Fish and Wildlife Foundation. Grants are funded by
federal appropriations to USFWS and are matched with nonfedera contributions. The Nationd
Fish and Wildlife Foundation has raised contributions from individuds, corporations, and
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foundations at an average of $2 for every $1 gppropriated. Programs funded by the chalenge
grants include the Wetlands Conservation Program and the Wildlife and Habitat Program,
intended for the preservation of biodiversty and the recovery of endangered and threatened
Species.

Other Federal Programs. Other federa programs for land acquisition include:

Nationa Coagtal Wetlands Conservation Grant Program (USFWS)
Pittman Robertson Program (USFWS)

Partnerships for Wildlife Program (USFWS)

Transportation Equity Act for the 21t Century (TEA-21; USDOT)

These programs, some of which emphasize protection of wetlands, require applications from
dtate and loca governments or other organizations engaged in conservation activities.

7.5.2 State Acquidgtion Programs

Wildlife Conservation Board (WCB). The WCB'’s mission isto dlocate funds for the purchase
of land and waters suitable for preservation, protection, and restoration of wildlife habitat; for
providing compatible recreationd facilities; and for sharing the cost of wetlands enhancement.
Statewide funding sources from which the WCB dlocates funds for land acquisition include:

Wildlife Restoration Fund

Environmenta License Plate Fund

Park and Recreationa Facilities Fund (Proposition 18)

gg)blic Resources Account, Cigarette and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund (Proposition
» Habitat Conservation Fund (California Wildlife Protection Act of 1990)

* Inland Wetlands Conservation Program (Proposition 117)

* Riparian Habitat Conservation Program.

Since 1989, the WCB has approved an average of $30 million per year in land acquisition, of
which gpproximately 60% has been spent in southern Cdifornia In the MHCP study ares, the
WCB has recently (2002) funded acquisition of gpproximately 94 acres in the northeast section
of Carlshad. The WCB is responsible for adlocating a portion of funds under Propositions 12,
40, and 50.

Proposition 12. In March 2000, the voters of California approved Proposition 12, “The Safe
Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000.”

Thelaw authorizes $2.1 billion in bonds, including $525 million for the State Park System; $825
million in local government grants administered by the Department of Parks and Recregtion; and
$751 million for other state agencies, including the WCB, state consaervancies, the CDFG, and
others. The law sats asde $100 million to fund the acquisition of red property in conjunction
with an NCCP plan approved by the CDFG. While the MHCP does not meet the requirement
that the NCCP plan be approved prior to January 1, 1999, an acquisition may aso be
approved by statute.

Propogition 40. "Cdifornia Clean Water, Clean Air, Safe Neighborhoods and Coadtd
Protection Act of 2002," approved by the voters in March 2002, authorizes issuance of bonds
totaling $2.6 billion for parks, open space, and preservation of historica and cultural resources.
Budget for parks and historical/cultura resources is $1.325 billion, and budget for land, air, and
water consarvation is $1.275 hillion, including $445 million for state conservancies, $300 million
for the WCB, and additiond sums for conservation corps, urban forestry, agriculturd land
preservation, and others.
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Proposition 50. "Cdlifornians for Clean Water and Coastd Protection,” approved by the voters
in November 2002, authorizes issuance of bonds totaling $3.44 billion to improve water qudity,
fund the CALFED Bay-Delta Program and other projects, and protect through acquisition
coadtd wetlands, coasta watersheds, and upland areas adjacent to those areas. The law
appropriates $750,000,000 to the WCB for acquisition, protection, and restoration of these
aress.
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ATTACHMENT B

SUPPLEMENTAL DATA ON HABITAT
CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT

The following tables and figure are included in this attachment:

Table

B-1. Habitat to Be Conserved or Potentially Developed - MHCP Total
B-2. Habitat to Be Conserved or Potentially Developed - Carlsbad

B-3. Habitat to Be Conserved or Potentially Developed - Encinitas
B-4. Habitat to Be Conserved or Potentially Developed - Escondido
B-5. Habitat to Be Conserved or Potentially Developed - Oceanside
B-6. Habitat to Be Conserved or Potentialy Developed - San Marcos
B-7. Habitat to Be Conserved or Potentially Developed - Solana Beach
B-8. Habitat to Be Conserved or Potentially Developed - Vista

B-9. Management of Conserved Habitat in MHCP Study Area

Figure
B-1. Plot of Annual Management Cost Per Acre by Habitat Type and Area

Acres of Conserved Habitat

Tables B-1 through B-9 summarize distribution of habitat acres by habitat type, conservation,
ownership, and management responsibility for each MHCP city. Raw acreage data were
generated by combining GIS data on vegetation communities, conservation plan (focused
planning ared), land ownership, physical constraints, and parcelization. Data were compiled and
then reconciled with vegetation totals inside and outside the focused planning area. Table B9
shows conserved habitat acres by city (summed over all natural habitat types) and includes
estimates of priority conservation areas.

Tables B-1 through B-8 also contain estimates of privately owned habitat lands which may be
impacted or lost through development and estimates of on or offsite mitigation which would be
required to compensate for such loss. Actual demand for offsite mitigation, however, is likely to
be substantialy less than the estimates cited, as discussed in Section 4.4.3 of the plan. A
preliminary, site-specific review of probable development impacts indicated that actual demand
for offsite mitigation may be from one-fourth to three-fourths of the amounts indicated in these
tables.

Management, Monitoring and Administration Costs

The following existing and planned conservation areas require new or additional funding for on
going management, monitoring and administration, as follows:
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City-owned habitat, proposed for inclusion in the MHCP preserve system, but which is not
currently managed for biological resources: Generally, these areas are currently maintained
as open space. Priority 2 conservation areas are added to this category, assuming that they
would be acquired through the regional funding program.

Priority 1 conservation areas. Costs to manage these areas are estimated separately, since
their acquisition is conditioned on the cities' acceptance of management responsibility and
establishment of one or more endowments to fund the required management and
monitoring.

Other areas which are proposed to be managed with funds from the regional funding
program:

(@ In Carlsbad, the 94-acre Holly Springs property acquired by the state Wildlife
Conservation Board in 2002. Although state-owned, management of this property by
the MHCP cities is a condition of the state's acquisition of Priority 1 conservation
areas.

(b) Daley Ranch Conservation Bank. The City of Escondido is currently managing this
property. However, due to the size and importance of Daley Ranch to the MHCP
preserve system, management and monitoring costs are proposed to be covered in the
future by the regional funding program.

(0 San Luis Rey Flood Control Project Area. The City of Oceanside, ACOE, and
USFWS are currently reviewing plans for management activities related to this area.
Due to the size and importance of this area to the MHCP preserve system, costs of
biological management (as distinct from flood control management) are proposed to
be covered in the future by the regiona funding program.

Privately owned habitat lands proposed for inclusion in the MHCP preserve system, but
which are not currently, nor are they anticipated in the future to be, managed for biological
resources. These include habitat lands owned or maintained by homeowners associations
and other habitat lands which have no current or anticipated maintenance program. It
should be noted that although this plan estimates costs to manage privately owned habitat
lands, additional issues such as access, liability, and supervision of management activities
must be addressed and resolved between the cities and property owners.

Most project-level biological monitoring is included in the estimated average management cost.
However, certain subregional (i.e., MHCP study area) or subarea plan level monitoring functions
will entail additional costs.
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Model of Management Cost

Data on management costs were obtained from the Center for Natural Lands Management
(CNLM) for 12 habitat preservesin San Diego County maintain. Management costs reported for
prior years were updated to 2002 prices by the consumer price index for San Diego.

The following were generated by a multiple regression of the natural logarithm of average cost
per acre per year on (a) logarithm of the preserve size in acres and (b) a variable indicating the
proportion of the preserve occupied by wetland or riparian vegetation communities:

Multiple R 0.86918
R Square 0.75547
Adjusted R Square 0.70113
Standard Error 0.55709
Observations 12
df MS F Sgnificance of F
Regression 2 8.62918 4.31459 13.9026 0.001768089
Residua 9 2.79311 0.31035
Total 11 11.4223
Dependent Variable: Coefficients Sandard  t-Satigtic P-value
Ln(Cost/Ac.) Error
| ntercept 6.85913 0.70938 9.66915 4.7E-06
Ln(Acres) -0.46587 0.12534 -3.71679 0.00479
Pct. Wetland / Riparian 1.06762 0.45881 2.32692 0.04497

Figure B-1 plots the following data:

1)
preserves in San Diego County.

)

Shown in solid squares, the size and average management cost per acre for 12 CNLM

Using the regression equation, graphs of estimated average management cost per acre for a

wholly wetland or riparian habitat (upper graph) and a wholly upland habitat (lower graph).

3

Shown in open squares, representative size and estimated management cost per acre for

city-owned habitat, Priority 1 conservation areas, and privately owned habitat that requires
funding for additional management for the MHCP cities (excluding Solana Beach) and the

unincorporated core.
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Table B-1

HABITAT TO BE CONSERVED OR POTENTIALLY DEVELOPED -- MHCP TOTAL

Habitat Acres by Ownership Total A. Wetland B. Rare Upland C. Coastal Sage Scrub D. Chaparral E. Grassland

Or by Management Responsibility in SAP Riparian | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const. | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const.

Total Natural Habitat 29,962 5,371 481 1,449 4,168 4,950 2,492 5,832 1,099 4,121
City 8,785 1,610 57 698 400 1,225 242 3,237 164 1,153
Other local agencies 1,324 441 5 70 163 289 141 48 0 166
Federal / state 1,984 1,237 12 42 249 43 56 180 95 71
Private 17,869 2,083 407 639 3,355 3,394 2,053 2,367 839 2,732

Conserved Habitat

Total by Ownership 19,928 5,371 391 1,094 3,366 2,214 1,880 3,926 682 1,005
City 7,142 1,610 25 542 349 895 195 2,895 88 543
Other local agencies 1,056 441 4 58 158 192 115 36 - 52
Federal / state 1,944 1,237 11 42 249 39 56 162 93 54
Private 9,786 2,083 351 452 2,611 1,087 1,514 832 500 356
Total by Management 19,928 5,371 391 1,094 3,366 2,214 1,880 3,926 682 1,005

City--Existing program 3,778 614 3 245 42 486 - 1,943 25 420
City--Future funding 3,365 1,016 26 296 251 422 203 949 64 138
Other local agencies 1,181 390 4 29 157 146 303 127 - 26
Federal / state 2,447 1,585 16 71 260 111 56 161 93 92
Private--Mitigation bank 304 3 63 - 83 - 6 - 148 1
Private--Existing mitigation area 642 283 1 - 179 34 32 3 60 50
Private--Future mitigation area 2,054 310 40 119 759 196 159 196 177 97
Private--Homeowners association 2,908 115 136 234 1,025 279 830 166 49 75
Private--Other 3,248 1,054 103 100 611 540 290 380 65 105

Not Planned for Conservation 10,034 - 90 355 801 2,736 612 1,906 417 3,116
City 1,642 - 32 156 51 330 a7 341 76 610
Other local agencies 268 - 2 12 6 97 26 12 - 113
Federal / state 40 - - - - 3 - 18 2 17
Private 8,084 - 57 187 744 2,307 540 1,535 339 2,376

Private--Potentially Developed [1] 7,244 - 215 2,679 1,805 2,545
Proposed mitigation ratio [2] Varies Varies Varies Varies
Estimated mitigation obligation [3] 6,542 [4] 519 3,778 973 1,273

Source:

In acres; figures may not sum to totals as shown due to rounding.
Constrained -- habitat is located on steep slopes, floodplains, or other physically constrained land.

1. All habitat not planned for conservation and located on unconstrained land, plus one-half of habitat on constrained land.

. Ratios vary by city.

MHCP GIS database; MHCP cities; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics

2
3. Based on mitigation ratio for habitat outside a FPA, where most habitat acres not planned for conservation are located.
4. Any impact to wetland / riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement to achieve no net loss.




Table B-2

HABITAT TO BE CONSERVED OR POTENTIALLY DEVELOPED -- CARLSBAD

Habitat Acres by Ownership Total A. Wetland B. Rare Upland C. Coastal Sage Scrub D. Chaparral E. Grassland

Or by Management Responsibility in SAP Riparian | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const. | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const.

Total Natural Habitat 6,337 1,754 163 253 1,200 1,066 366 238 408 891
City 861 121 3 23 99 164 83 45 81 241
Other local agencies 118 14 0 3 12 16 7 2 - 65
Federal / state 1,232 872 12 1 229 2 56 0 58 1
Private 4,127 746 148 226 859 885 219 190 268 585

Conserved Habitat

Total by Ownership 4,441 1,753 149 153 1,038 432 330 96 293 197
City 485 121 3 6 91 73 72 34 48 38
Other local agencies 39 14 - 1 12 4 7 1 - -
Federal / state 1,231 872 11 1 229 1 56 0 58 1
Private 2,687 746 134 145 706 354 195 60 187 159
Total by Management 4,441 1,753 149 153 1,038 432 330 96 293 197

City--Existing program 185 28 3 4 28 56 - 8 25 34
City--Future funding 398 123 3 1 68 47 79 25 25 26
Other local agencies 297 277 - - 3 16 - - - -
Federal / state 1,264 887 16 2 241 2 56 0 58 1
Private--Mitigation bank 66 - - - 22 - 6 0 38 -
Private--Existing mitigation area 132 22 0 - 72 1 32 3 1 1
Private--Future mitigation area 1,209 251 37 111 396 134 69 9 118 84
Private--Homeowners association 567 39 67 10 148 112 80 49 17 44
Private--Other 324 125 22 26 60 63 7 3 11 7

Not Planned for Conservation 1,895 - 14 100 162 633 35 142 114 694
City 375 - - 17 8 91 11 11 33 203
Other local agencies 79 - - 2 1 12 - 1 - 65
Federal / state - - - - - - - - - -
Private 1,440 - 14 81 153 531 24 130 81 426

Private--Potentially Developed [1] 1,304 - 88 607 142 467
Proposed mitigation ratio [2] 3:1/3:1 2:1/2:1 1:1/1:1 0.5:1/0.5:1
Estimated mitigation obligation [3] 1,853 [4] 263 1,214 142 233

Source:

In acres; figures may not sum to totals as shown due to rounding.
Constrained -- habitat is located on steep slopes, floodplains, or other physically constrained land.

1. All habitat not planned for conservation and located on unconstrained land, plus one-half of habitat on constrained land.

MHCP GIS database; MHCP cities; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics

2. First mitigation ratio applies to impacted habitat inside a focused planning area (FPA); second ratio applies to impacted habitat outside a FPA. The ratios vary by city.
3. Based on mitigation ratio for habitat outside a FPA, where most habitat acres not planned for conservation are located.
4. Any impact to wetland / riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement to achieve no net loss.




Table B-3

HABITAT TO BE CONSERVED OR POTENTIALLY DEVELOPED -- ENCINITAS

Habitat Acres by Ownership Total A. Wetland B. Rare Upland C. Coastal Sage Scrub D. Chaparral E. Grassland

Or by Management Responsibility in SAP Riparian | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const. | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const.

Total Natural Habitat 2,758 833 165 400 274 669 99 111 31 176
City 141 37 0 25 4 57 2 1 1 13
Other local agencies 600 361 5 52 6 103 5 9 - 58
Federal / state 284 252 - 4 - 15 - 4 - 9
Private 1,733 183 160 318 263 494 93 97 30 96

Conserved Habitat

Total by Ownership 2,214 833 140 343 202 429 74 84 18 91
City 103 37 - 17 4 37 2 1 1 5
Other local agencies 564 361 4 45 4 87 4 7 - 52
Federal / state 284 252 - 4 - 15 - 4 - 9
Private 1,263 183 136 276 194 290 68 72 17 25
Total by Management 2,214 833 140 343 202 429 74 84 18 91

City--Existing program - - - - - - - - -
City--Future funding 87 32 - 17 4 26 2 0 1 5
Other local agencies 116 43 4 16 4 25 4 7 - 14
Federal / state 754 583 - 33 - 87 - 4 - a7
Private--Mitigation bank 109 - 63 - 45 0 - - 1 0
Private--Existing mitigation area a7 46 - - - 1 - - - -
Private--Future mitigation area - - - - - - - - -
Private--Homeowners association 538 12 2 223 68 116 49 49 8 10
Private--Other 563 117 72 53 81 173 19 24 8 15

Not Planned for Conservation 544 - 25 57 72 240 25 27 13 84
City 38 - - 8 - 20 1 - 8
Other local agencies 36 - 2 7 2 16 1 1 - 6
Federal / state - - - - - - - - - -
Private 470 - 24 42 69 204 24 24 13 70

Private--Potentially Developed [1] 405 - 54 238 37 77
Proposed mitigation ratio [2] 3:1/2:1 2:1/1:1 1:1/0.5:1 0.5:1/0.5:1
Estimated mitigation obligation [3] 402 [4] 107 238 18 38

Source:

In acres; figures may not sum to totals as shown due to rounding.
Constrained -- habitat is located on steep slopes, floodplains, or other physically constrained land.

1. All habitat not planned for conservation and located on unconstrained land, plus one-half of habitat on constrained land.

MHCP GIS database; MHCP cities; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics

2. First mitigation ratio applies to impacted habitat inside a focused planning area (FPA); second ratio applies to impacted habitat outside a FPA. The ratios vary by city.
3. Based on mitigation ratio for habitat outside a FPA, where most habitat acres not planned for conservation are located.
4. Any impact to wetland / riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement to achieve no net loss.




Table B-4

HABITAT TO BE CONSERVED OR POTENTIALLY DEVELOPED -- ESCONDIDO

Habitat Acres by Ownership Total A. Wetland B. Rare Upland C. Coastal Sage Scrub D. Chaparral E. Grassland

Or by Management Responsibility in SAP Riparian | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const. | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const.

Total Natural Habitat 9,206 741 123 684 1,059 1,245 926 3,831 13 583
City 5,564 505 54 602 142 650 149 2,999 6 458
Other local agencies 270 26 - - 113 25 101 4 0 3
Federal / state 126 1 - 36 - 12 - 76 - 0
Private 3,246 209 69 45 805 559 677 752 7 122

Conserved Habitat

Total by Ownership 7,191 741 84 571 914 662 660 3,159 6 394
City 4,957 505 22 512 121 547 121 2,737 5 386
Other local agencies 242 26 - - 110 4 101 1 - -
Federal / state 126 1 - 36 - 12 - 76 - -
Private 1,866 209 61 22 683 98 438 345 1 9
Total by Management 7,191 741 84 571 914 662 660 3,159 6 394

City--Existing program 2,946 50 0 239 0 376 0 1,926 0 355
City--Future funding 1,948 455 23 274 59 170 121 810 5 30
Other local agencies 551 30 - - 119 6 299 97 - -
Federal / state 126 0 - 37 - 12 - 77 - -
Private--Mitigation bank - - - - - - - - - -
Private--Existing mitigation area 9 9 - - - - - - - 0
Private--Future mitigation area 237 8 - 8 14 26 0 178 - 3
Private--Homeowners association 879 44 52 0 641 27 105 5 1 4
Private--Other 495 145 9 14 81 45 134 67 0 1

Not Planned for Conservation 2,015 - 39 113 145 584 267 672 7 189
City 607 - 32 90 21 103 28 261 1 72
Other local agencies 28 - - - 2 20 - 3 - 3
Federal / state - - - - - - - - -
Private 1,379 - 8 23 122 461 239 407 6 114

Private--Potentially Developed [1] 1,192 - 27 522 527 117
Proposed mitigation ratio [2] 3:1/2:1 2:1/1:1 1:1/0.5:1 0.5:1/0.5:1
Estimated mitigation obligation [3] 897 [4] 54 522 263 58

Source:

In acres; figures may not sum to totals as shown due to rounding.
Constrained -- habitat is located on steep slopes, floodplains, or other physically constrained land.

1. All habitat not planned for conservation and located on unconstrained land, plus one-half of habitat on constrained land.

MHCP GIS database; MHCP cities; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics

2. First mitigation ratio applies to impacted habitat inside a focused planning area (FPA); second ratio applies to impacted habitat outside a FPA. The ratios vary by city.
3. Based on mitigation ratio for habitat outside a FPA, where most habitat acres not planned for conservation are located.
4. Any impact to wetland / riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement to achieve no net loss.




Table B-5

HABITAT TO BE CONSERVED OR POTENTIALLY DEVELOPED -- OCEANSIDE

Habitat Acres by Ownership Total A. Wetland B. Rare Upland C. Coastal Sage Scrub D. Chaparral E. Grassland

Or by Management Responsibility in SAP Riparian | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const. | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const.

Total Natural Habitat 4,705 1,542 1 46 501 847 17 27 529 1,195
City 1,446 796 - 43 109 176 - 15 67 239
Other local agencies 95 30 - 1 23 35 - - - 4
Federal / state 202 81 - 19 7 - - 37 57
Private 2,963 634 1 2 350 628 17 12 425 895

Conserved Habitat

Total by Ownership 2,832 1,542 1 7 362 330 10 11 323 247
City 1,145 796 - 6 91 118 - 10 33 91
Other local agencies 63 30 - - 23 10 - - - -
Federal / state 185 81 - - 19 5 - - 35 44
Private 1,439 634 1 1 230 196 10 1 254 112
Total by Management 2,832 1,542 1 7 362 330 10 11 323 247

City--Existing program 572 528 - 3 0 11 - - 0 30
City--Future funding 572 278 - 4 90 101 - 10 32 58
Other local agencies 76 29 - - 23 12 - - 0 12
Federal / state 186 83 - - 19 4 - - 35 44
Private--Mitigation bank 129 3 - - 16 - - - 109 1
Private--Existing mitigation area 386 206 1 - 56 28 - - 52 44
Private--Future mitigation area 170 12 - - 74 4 10 1 59 10
Private--Homeowners association 26 10 - - 2 13 - - - 0
Private--Other 715 392 - - 82 157 - - 36 48

Not Planned for Conservation 1,873 - - 39 138 517 7 16 206 948
City 300 - - 36 18 58 - 5 34 149
Other local agencies 31 - - 1 - 25 - - - 4
Federal / state 17 - - - - 2 - 2 13
Private 1,525 - - 2 120 432 7 11 170 783

Private--Potentially Developed [1] 1,376 - 2 492 14 868
Proposed mitigation ratio [2] 3:1/2:1 3:1/2:1 1:1/0.5:1 0.5:1/0.5:1
Estimated mitigation obligation [3] 1,428 [4] 3 984 7 434

Source:

In acres; figures may not sum to totals as shown due to rounding.
Constrained -- habitat is located on steep slopes, floodplains, or other physically constrained land.

1. All habitat not planned for conservation and located on unconstrained land, plus one-half of habitat on constrained land.

MHCP GIS database; MHCP cities; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics

2. First mitigation ratio applies to impacted habitat inside a focused planning area (FPA); second ratio applies to impacted habitat outside a FPA. The ratios vary by city.
3. Based on mitigation ratio for habitat outside a FPA, where most habitat acres not planned for conservation are located.
4. Any impact to wetland / riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement to achieve no net loss.




Table B-6

HABITAT TO BE CONSERVED OR POTENTIALLY DEVELOPED -- SAN MARCOS

Habitat Acres by Ownership Total A. Wetland B. Rare Upland C. Coastal Sage Scrub D. Chaparral E. Grassland

Or by Management Responsibility in SAP Riparian | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const. | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const.

Total Natural Habitat 5,337 225 18 9 1,056 935 1,070 1,322 79 624
City 426 59 - 1 46 127 7 95 6 86
Other local agencies 186 7 - - 9 99 28 27 0 15
Federal / state 9 - - - - - - 9 - -
Private 4,716 159 18 8 1,001 708 1,035 1,191 73 522

Conserved Habitat

Total by Ownership 2,595 225 18 4 793 272 804 389 39 52
City 251 59 - 0 42 79 - 64 - 7
Other local agencies 117 7 - - 8 77 3 21 - 0
Federal / state 2 - - - - - - 2 - -
Private 2,226 159 18 4 743 116 800 303 39 45
Total by Management 2,595 225 18 4 793 272 804 389 39 52

City--Existing program 76 8 - - 14 44 - 10 - -
City--Future funding 158 38 - 29 35 - 53 - 3
Other local agencies 109 8 - - 7 77 0 18 - 0
Federal / state - - - - - - - - - -
Private--Mitigation bank - - - - - - - - -
Private--Existing mitigation area 68 - - - 51 5 - - 8 4
Private--Future mitigation area 438 39 2 0 276 33 80 8 - 0
Private--Homeowners association 887 5 15 0 166 11 596 56 23 16
Private--Other 859 127 1 4 250 69 127 245 8 29

Not Planned for Conservation 2,742 - - 5 263 663 266 933 40 572
City 176 - - 1 4 48 7 31 6 79
Other local agencies 69 - - - 1 22 25 6 - 15
Federal / state 8 - - - - - - 8 - -
Private 2,489 - - 4 259 593 235 888 34 477

Private--Potentially Developed [1] 2,226 - 4 722 1,005 495
Proposed mitigation ratio [2] 3:1/2:1 2:1/1:1 1:1/0.5:1 0.5:1/0.5:1
Estimated mitigation obligation [3] 1,480 [4] 8 722 503 247

Source:

In acres; figures may not sum to totals as shown due to rounding.
Constrained -- habitat is located on steep slopes, floodplains, or other physically constrained land.

1. All habitat not planned for conservation and located on unconstrained land, plus one-half of habitat on constrained land.

MHCP GIS database; MHCP cities; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics

2. First mitigation ratio applies to impacted habitat inside a focused planning area (FPA); second ratio applies to impacted habitat outside a FPA. The ratios vary by city.
3. Based on mitigation ratio for habitat outside a FPA, where most habitat acres not planned for conservation are located.
4. Any impact to wetland / riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement to achieve no net loss.




Table B-7

HABITAT TO BE CONSERVED OR POTENTIALLY DEVELOPED -- SOLANA BEACH

Habitat Acres by Ownership Total A. Wetland B. Rare Upland C. Coastal Sage Scrub D. Chaparral E. Grassland

Or by Management Responsibility in SAP Riparian | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const. | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const.

Total Natural Habitat 96 11 5 45 - 11 - 25 - -
City 2 - - 1 - 0 - 1 - -
Other local agencies 29 2 - 14 - 6 - 6 - -
Federal / state 7 6 - - - - - -
Private 58 2 5 29 - 4 - 17 - -

Conserved Habitat

Total by Ownership 41 11 - 16 - 6 - 8 - -
City - - - - - - - - - -
Other local agencies 26 2 - 13 - 6 - 6 - -
Federal / state 7 6 - - - - - 1 - -
Private 7 2 - 3 - - - 2 - -
Total by Management 41 11 - 16 - 6 - 8 - -

City--Existing program - - - - - - - - - -
City--Future funding - - - - - - - - - -
Other local agencies 26 2 - 13 - 6 - 6 - -
Federal / state 7 6 - - - - - 1 - -
Private--Mitigation bank - - - - - - - - - -
Private--Existing mitigation area - - - - - - - - - -
Private--Future mitigation area - - - - - - - - - -
Private--Homeowners association - - - - - - - - - -
Private--Other 7 2 - 3 - - - 2 - -

Not Planned for Conservation 56 - 5 29 - 5 - 16 - -
City 2 - - 1 - - - 1 - -
Other local agencies 3 - - 1 - 1 - 1 - -
Federal / state - - - - - - - - -
Private 51 - 5 26 - 4 - 15 - -

Private--Potentially Developed [1] 48 - 29 4 15 0
Proposed mitigation ratio [2] 3:1/2:1 2:1/1:1 1:1/0.5:1 0.5:1/0.5:1
Estimated mitigation obligation [3] 69 [4] 58 4 7 0

Source:

In acres; figures may not sum to totals as shown due to rounding.
Constrained -- habitat is located on steep slopes, floodplains, or other physically constrained land.

1. All habitat not planned for conservation and located on unconstrained land, plus one-half of habitat on constrained land.

MHCP GIS database; MHCP cities; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics

2. First mitigation ratio applies to impacted habitat inside a focused planning area (FPA); second ratio applies to impacted habitat outside a FPA. The ratios vary by city.
3. Based on mitigation ratio for habitat outside a FPA, where most habitat acres not planned for conservation are located.
4. Any impact to wetland / riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement to achieve no net loss.




Table B-8

HABITAT TO BE CONSERVED OR POTENTIALLY DEVELOPED -- VISTA

Habitat Acres by Ownership Total A. Wetland B. Rare Upland C. Coastal Sage Scrub D. Chaparral E. Grassland

Or by Management Responsibility in SAP Riparian | Constrained| Not Const. | Constrained | Not Const. | Constrained| Not Const. [ Constrained| Not Const.

Total Natural Habitat 1,522 266 6 12 78 177 15 278 40 652
City 345 92 - 2 - 51 1 80 4 115
Other local agencies 26 1 - - - 5 - - - 20
Federal / state 125 25 - 0 6 0 89 - 5
Private 1,027 148 6 10 78 116 13 108 36 512

Conserved Habitat

Total by Ownership 614 266 - - 57 84 3 178 3 23
City 201 92 - - - 41 0 49 1 17
Other local agencies 5 1 - - - 4 - - - 0
Federal / state 110 25 - - 0 5 0 80 - 1
Private 298 148 - - 57 33 3 49 2 6
Total by Management 614 266 - - 57 84 3 178 3 23

City--Existing program - - - - - - - - -
City--Future funding 202 90 - - - 42 0 51 17
Other local agencies 4 1 - - - 4 - - -
Federal / state 111 25 - - 0 5 0 80 - 1
Private--Mitigation bank - - - - - - - - - -
Private--Existing mitigation area - - - - - - - - - -
Private--Future mitigation area - - - - - - - - -
Private--Homeowners association 12 4 - - 1 0 - 7 0 -
Private--Other 285 146 - - 56 33 3 40 2 6

Not Planned for Conservation 909 - 6 12 21 94 11 100 37 628
City 144 - - 2 - 9 1 31 2 98
Other local agencies 21 - - - - 1 - - - 20
Federal / state 14 - - - 1 - 10 - 4
Private 730 - 6 10 21 83 10 60 34 506

Private--Potentially Developed [1] 694 - 13 93 65 523
Proposed mitigation ratio [2] 3:1/2:1 2:1/1:1 1:1/0.5:1 0.5:1/0.5:1
Estimated mitigation obligation [3] 413 [4] 26 93 32 261

Source:

In acres; figures may not sum to totals as shown due to rounding.
Constrained -- habitat is located on steep slopes, floodplains, or other physically constrained land.

1. All habitat not planned for conservation and located on unconstrained land, plus one-half of habitat on constrained land.

MHCP GIS database; MHCP cities; compiled by Onaka Planning & Economics

2. First mitigation ratio applies to impacted habitat inside a focused planning area (FPA); second ratio applies to impacted habitat outside a FPA. The ratios vary by city.
3. Based on mitigation ratio for habitat outside a FPA, where most habitat acres not planned for conservation are located.
4. Any impact to wetland / riparian habitat will be mitigated through replacement to achieve no net loss.




Table B-9
MANAGEMENT OF CONSERVED HABITAT IN MHCP STUDY AREA

Total Without San Solana Unincorp. Total With
CGN Core Carlsbad Encinitas  Escondido Oceanside Marcos Beach Vista CGN Core CGN Core
Natural Habitat--Total [1] 29,962 6,337 2,758 9,206 4,705 5,337 96 1,522 665 30,627
Conserved Natural Habitat--Total 19,928 4,441 2,214 7,191 2,832 2,595 41 614 665 20,593
Conserved Habitat Managed by
Public Agencies--Total 11,799 2,417 1,084 5,783 1,619 545 33 317 320 12,119
City--Existing Funding [2] 3,778 185 - 2,946 572 76 - - - 3,778
City--New Funding [3] 3,365 398 87 1,948 572 158 - 202 - 3,365
Other Local Agencies 1,181 297 116 551 76 109 26 4 - 1,181
Federal and State Agencies 2,447 1,264 754 126 186 - 7 111 - 2,447
Add: Priority 1 Conservation [4] 389 134 50 50 117 39 - - 220 609
Priority 2 Conservation [4] 638 140 77 162 97 163 - - 100 738
Conserved Habitat Managed
Privately--Total 8,129 2,025 1,130 1,408 1,213 2,050 7 296 345 8,474
Private Mitigation Bank 304 66 109 - 129 - - - - 304
Other Mitig. Areas--Exist. Funding [5] 642 132 a7 9 386 68 - - 118 760
Other Mitig. Areas--Future Pvt. Funding [6] 2,054 1,209 - 237 170 438 - - 227 2,281
Homeowner Assoc. Open Space [7] 2,908 567 538 879 26 887 - 12 - 2,908
Other Private Open Space [8] 3,248 324 563 495 715 859 7 285 - 3,248
Less: Priority Conservation Areas [9] (1,028) (273) (127) (212) (213) (202) - - - (1,028)
Habitat Areas Requiring New Public
Funds for Management--Total 13,126 1,383 1,188 6,267 1,885 1,905 - 498 320 13,446
City--New Funding 3,365 398 87 1,948 572 158 - 202 - 3,365
Add: Priority 1 Conservation 389 134 50 50 117 39 - - 220 609
Priority 2 Conservation 638 140 77 162 97 163 - - 100 738
Total--City Future Funding 4,393 672 214 2,160 785 360 - 202 320 4,713
City--Other Areas to Be Managed with
New Funds [10] 3,612 94 - 2,946 572 - - - - 3,612
Homeowner Assoc. Open Space 2,908 567 538 879 26 887 - 12 - 2,908
Other Private Open Space 3,241 324 563 495 715 859 - 285 - 3,241
Less: Priority Conservation Areas (1,028) (273) (127) (212) (213) (202) - - - (1,028)
Total--Private Future Funding 5,121 618 974 1,162 527 1,544 - 296 - 5,121
Proportion of Wetland or Riparian Habitat
in Areas Requiring New Public Funds [11]
City--New Funding 26% 28% 25% 23% 49% 16% - 45% 19% 28%
Priority 1 Conservation 22% 57% 9% 0% 5% 0% - - 5% 16%
City--Other Areas to Be Managed
with New Funds 16% 3% - 2% 92% - - - - 16%

Private--Future Funding 18% 18% 12% 14% 54% 8% - 50% - 18%




Table B-9
MANAGEMENT OF CONSERVED HABITAT IN MHCP STUDY AREA

Total Without San Solana Unincorp.
CGN Core Carlsbad Encinitas Escondido Oceanside Marcos Beach Vista CGN Core

Total With
CGN Core

Ao pE

o

10.

11.

Total and conserved habitat acres include California gnatcatcher core habitat in unincorporated County.

Mitigation bank (Daley Ranch) and other areas for which management funding has been previously committed; however, see Note 10 below.

City-owned habitat lands which are not currently managed for biological value.

Priority conservation areas may be publicly acquired if funding is available. The state may acquire Priority 1 areas; MHCP regional funding program would be
used to acquire Priority 2 areas.

Privately conserved habitat areas which are currently managed for biological value.

Privately owned habitat areas which are anticipated to be conserved as mitigation for development impacts. Biological management in perpetuity will be
required for development approval.

Habitat areas which are dedicated as open space and maintained by homeowner associations, generally for brush management and litter control, but not for
biological value.

Privately owned habitat areas which are planned for inclusion in the MHCP preserve system, but which are not anticipated to be managed for biological value.
If acquired, these lands (except in the unincorporated area) would be removed from acres under private management.

Existing funding commitments for two areas, the state's Holly Springs purchase in Carlsbad, Daley Ranch Conservation Bank in Escondido and San Luis Rey
Flood Control Project in Oceanside, which have regionally important biological resoureces, are proposed to be superseded by the regional funding program.
Average percent of wetland or riparian habitat as a proportion of conserved natural habitat. For Priority 1 conservation areas, average percent of wetland /
riparian habitat for all private lands to be conserved in the future (i.e., future mitigation area and private--other, but not HOA lands) is used.
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Figure B-1
PLOT OF ANNUAL MANAGEMENT COST PER ACRE BY HABITAT TYPE AND AREA

[Lines indicate values estimated from log-log regression on existing preserves managed by CNLM.
Upper line indicates mean cost per acre for riparian or wetland habitats; lower line indicates
values for upland habitats. Filled squares indicate existing preserves; blank squares
indicate estimated values used in the MHCP financing analysis.
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