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Summary
This biological resource report was prepared for the County of San Diego (County) Lindo

Lake Restoration Project (project) to (1) document existing biological resources within the

project site; (2) evaluate the project site and the vicinity for the potential to support

sensitive biological resources; (3) assess direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to these

biological resources; and (4) recommend measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate

significant impacts.

Project Location and Description

The project site is located at 12660 Lindo Lane in the unincorporated community of

Lakeside, in southwestern San Diego County. It lies within Assessor’s Parcel Number

39418003-00 and totals approximately 57.46 acres. The project proposes to enhance public

access to Lindo Lake and the amenities of Lindo Lake County Park, restore the natural

aquatic functions of the lake, and improve habitat for aquatic and avian species.

Construction activities would include dewatering, excavation, and grading silt and

sediment to deepen the lake basins and provide retention basins. Following recontouring,

both basins would be lined with bentonite clay up to one foot below the water level in the

west basin and two feet below the water level in the east basin. A natural substrate would

remain in the upper portions of each basin to support native wetland vegetation. The banks

of the basins would be stabilized by the placement of a layer of cobble rock extending from

the water line in the majority of the west basin and two feet below the water line in the east

basin, down to a depth of approximately five feet. Following construction, both basins would

hold water to a depth of 10 feet, with the upper level of inundation occurring at an elevation

of 394 feet above mean seal level. Work would be phased, with the Phase 1 occurring in the

east basin, followed by Phase 2 in the west basin. After construction, both lake basins

would be revegetated with native wetland plants and the surrounding uplands areas would

be revegetated with a combination of native trees and shrubs.

Methods

RECON Environmental (RECON) biologists Brian Parker, JR Sundberg, and Kevin Israel

conducted biological field investigations of the project site, including a general biological

survey, plant and animal inventories, and a delineation of jurisdictional wetlands and

waters. Supplemental site visits were conducted to refine the mapping of jurisdictional

areas.

Biological Resources

A total of 12 vegetation communities and land cover types occur within the park:

freshwater marsh, cismontane alkali marsh, southern willow scrub, southern riparian

woodland, open water, non-vegetated channel, saltgrass grassland, non-native grassland,

non-native woodland, eucalyptus woodland, disturbed habitat, and urban/developed land.

Eight of these vegetation communities are considered sensitive by the County: freshwater
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marsh, cismontane alkali marsh, southern willow scrub, southern riparian woodland, open

water, non-vegetated channel, saltgrass grassland, and non-native grassland. Sixty-five

plant and 42 animal species were detected during the biological investigations. No sensitive

plant species were detected, but two sensitive wildlife species were detected: American

white pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchos) and double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax

auritus albociliatus). In addition, four other sensitive wildlife species have high potential to

occur within the site: great blue heron (Ardea Herodias), western least bittern (Ixobrychus

exilis hesperis), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), and tricolored blackbird (Agelaius

tricolor).

All areas mapped as open water and non-vegetated channel within the project site are

anticipated to be considered U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) nonwetland waters of

the U.S, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Lake/Streambed, and

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Waters of the State. Four vegetation

communities within the project site meet the criteria for wetlands (hydrophytic vegetation,

hydric soils, and hydrology): freshwater marsh, cismontane alkali marsh, southern willow

scrub, and southern riparian woodland. These areas are expected to be concurrently

identified as ACOE Wetland Waters of the U.S, CDFW Riparian, and RWQCB Wetlands. A

total of 25.88 acres of jurisdictional areas were mapped on-site (7.52 acres likely considered

ACOE wetland waters, RWQCB wetlands, and CDFW riparian habitat and 18.36 acres

expected to be ACOE and RWQCB non-wetland waters and CDFW lake/streambed).

Project Effects and Mitigation

Special Status Species

No special status plant species occur on the project site; therefore, none would be impacted.

However, the project is expected to cause temporary loss of suitable foraging and potential

breeding habitat for two County Group 1 wildlife species: Cooper’s hawk and tricolored

blackbird. If vegetation clearing would occur during the breeding seasons for Cooper’s hawk

(February 1 to July 15) or the general bird breeding season (January 15 to August 31),

Cooper’s hawk and/or tricolored blackbird would have potential to be directly impacted.

Direct impacts would be considered significant and require implementation of avoidance

measures. In addition, the project design includes revegetation that would result in an

increase of available habitat for both species throughout the project area. As a result,

impacts from temporary loss of foraging habitat are not anticipated to have a substantial

adverse effect on the local long-term survival of these species. Therefore, this impact would

be considered less than significant and no species-specific mitigation measures would be

required.

Four County Group 2 wildlife species have moderate to high potential to occur within the

survey area: American white pelican, double-crested cormorant, great blue heron, and

western least bittern. The project is not expected to cause direct impacts to nesting

American white pelican, double-crested cormorant, or western least bittern because these

species are not expected to breed within the project site. Great blue heron individuals are

known to occasionally nest in gum trees (Eucalyptus sp.) north of the west basin and have
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potential to nest in riparian trees within and around the lake basins. If vegetation removal

occurs within the general bird breeding season (January 15 to August 31) and herons are

present, the project would have potential to directly impact this species. Direct impacts

would be considered significant and require implementation of avoidance measures.

Temporary loss of suitable habitat for these species would be offset by revegetation of

suitable habitat throughout the site. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to adversely

affect the local long-term survival of these species.

Sensitive Vegetation Communities

The project would cause direct impacts to 25.41 acres of sensitive vegetation communities

(Tiers I, III, and unvegetated aquatic habitats). This impact would be considered significant

and require mitigation.

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would occur through a

combination of on-site revegetation and off-site preservation. In total, the project would

result in a decrease in unvegetated aquatic habitats (open water and non-vegetated

channel; -0.53 acre), an increase in Tier I marsh communities (freshwater marsh and

cismontane alkali marsh; +2.24 acre), an increase in Tier I riparian habitats (southern

willow scrub and southern riparian woodland; +0.18 acre), a decrease in Tier I saltgrass

grassland (-0.09 acre), and a decrease in Tier III non-native grassland (-0.99 acre). Though

there would be a reduction of the surface area of unvegetated aquatic habitats, the basins

would be deeper and hold approximately five times as much water year-round. In addition,

the revegetation of freshwater marsh in the east basin would occur in permanently

inundated areas, so the overall area of inundation would not decrease. With the proposed

on-site revegetation, impacts to unvegetated aquatic habitats, marsh habitats, and

woodland/scrub habitats would be reduced to below a level of significance. In compliance

with the Biological Mitigation Ordinance (County 2010a), impacts to saltgrass grassland

would be mitigated off site at a 2:1 ratio, and impacts to nonnative grassland would be

mitigated off site at a 1:1 ratio. With the recommended offsite mitigation, impacts to

saltgrass grassland and non-native grassland would be reduced to below a level of

significance.

Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters

The project is expected to result in impacts to wetlands (6.05 acres) and non-wetland

waters/lake/streambeds (18.35 acres) as defined by ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB. Impacts to

these jurisdictional areas would be considered significant.

Project revegetation is expected to provide a total of 9.80 acres of ACOE and RWQCB

jurisdictional wetlands, and 10.13 acres of CDFW jurisdictional riparian habitat within the

project site. Accounting for jurisdictional areas that would be avoided, the project is

anticipated to result in an increase of 2.28 acres of ACOE and RWQCB jurisdictional

wetlands and 2.61 acres of CDFW riparian habitat. As a result, the impacts to likely

jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat would be considered temporary and there

would be no-net-loss of wetlands.
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Following construction, the lake basins are expected to support a total of 17.83 acres of

ACOE and RWQCB non-wetland waters and CDFW lake/streambed. This reflects a

reduction of 0.53 acre in surface area of the basins. The recontoured lake basins would have

smaller surface areas than the current basins, but they would be substantially deeper and

hold more water. This increased depth would provide additional habitat for fish and other

aquatic animals, which in turn would support the bird population present at Lindo Lake.

The inner portions of the basins would have a bentonite clay liner to reduce water loss

through infiltration. The west basin currently has a bentonite liner; however, it has

degraded over time and allows for water infiltration into the groundwater. Replacement of

this liner is expected to reduce infiltration within the west basin increasing water retention

within the basin. The east basin does not currently have a liner, but one would be installed

in the deeper portion of the basin, and a natural substrate would remain in the upper two

feet of the basin. This natural substrate would be revegetated with freshwater marsh

vegetation. The new liner would reduce infiltration during the winter and spring, when the

basin would be naturally fully inundated, thereby allowing the east basin to be

permanently inundated. Infiltration would continue to occur in the outer portion year-

round, including during the summer and fall after which the basin would have dried up

under current conditions).

The additional volume of water supported and the revegetation of marsh and riparian

habitats are expected to reduce project impacts to ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFW

jurisdictional areas to a level of less than significant. Nonetheless, the project would require

wetland permits under Sections 401 and 404 of the federal Clean Water Act and Section

1602 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC).

Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites

The project site is not a part of any local or regional wildlife movement corridors and is

surrounded on all sides by suburban commercial and residential development. Therefore,

there would be no impacts to wildlife corridors.

The project would cause a temporary reduction in potential breeding habitat for native

species during the phased draining and construction of the lake basins; however, the project

would result in a long-term improvement in overall wildlife access to foraging habitat and

potential nesting sites. As a result, impacts to wildlife nursery sites would be less than

significant.

Local Policies, Ordinances, and Adopted Plans

The project has potential to impact Cooper’s hawk, great blue heron, tricolored blackbird,

and other birds protected by the CFGC if vegetation clearing occurs during the breeding

season (February 1 to July 15 for Cooper’s hawk and other tree-nesting raptors, and

January 15 to August 31 for other protected birds). Although the Migratory Bird Treaty Act

is no longer interpreted to protect migratory birds and raptors from incidental take (U.S.

Department of the Interior 2017), CFGC 3503 and 3503.5 still provide such protections.

Therefore, any impacts to nesting migratory birds would be considered significant. These
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impacts would be mitigated through implementation of avoidance and minimization

measures, including a pre-construction nesting bird survey and biological construction

monitoring.

1.0 Introduction
This biological resources report was prepared for the County of San Diego (County) Lindo

Lake Restoration Project (project).

1.1 Purpose of the Report

The purpose of this report is to (1) document existing biological resources within Lindo

Lake County Park (project site); (2) evaluate the project site and the vicinity for the

potential to support sensitive biological resources; (3) assess direct, indirect, and

cumulative impacts to these biological resources; and (4) recommend measures to avoid,

minimize, and/or mitigate significant impacts consistent with federal, state, and local

regulations and ordinances (including California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA], the

County of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program [MSCP] Subarea Plan (1997),

and Biological Mitigation Ordinance [BMO]). The report has been prepared according to the

County of San Diego Report Format and Content Requirements for biological resources

(County 2010a).

1.2 Project Location and Description

The project is located at 12660 Lindo Lane in the unincorporated community of Lakeside, in

the southwestern portion of San Diego County, approximately 1.5 miles east of Santee and

2.5 miles north of El Cajon (Figure 1). The project is within the El Cajon Landgrant on the

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute El Cajon quadrangle (Figure 2). The project site

lies within Assessor’s Parcel Number 39418003-00 and is approximately 57.46 acres,

bounded by Vine Street and Chestnut Street to the west, Lakeshore Drive to the north,

Petite Lane to the east, and Lindo Lane and Julian Avenue to the south (Figures 2 and 3).

Figure 3 also shows the site on an aerial photograph.

Lindo Lake is divided into an east and west basin that are similarly sized and separated by an

approximately 30-foot-wide causeway running north-south through the middle of the lake

area. Water flow between the east and west basin is facilitated by a metal pipe and valve

underneath the causeway. The lake was originally fed by the waters of Quail Canyon Creek;

however, the creek has since been dammed up to create nearby Lake Jennings. Water supply

to Lindo Lake is now limited to urban and surface runoff within the immediate vicinity of the

lake, frequently leaving the shallower east basin of the lake in a dry state.

Over time, the basins fill with silt and sediment as they collect runoff from the surrounding

drainage area. This raises the lakebed elevation, resulting in shallow water depth and

seasonal drying of the east basin. The proposed project would restore and enhance the lake

basins by excavating accumulated sediment, and then grading and recontouring the

lakebeds to deepen the basins and allow the basins to fill with a greater volume of water.



FIGURE 1

Regional Location

kj
USMC

AIR STATION

MIRAMAR

USMC
AIR STATION

MIRAMAR

Los Penasquitos
Canyon Presv

Mission Trails
Regional

Park

Cleveland NF

Sutherland
Lake

Lake Hodges

El Capitan
Reservoir

San Vicente
Reservoir

Loveland
Reservoir

Barrett
Lake

Sweetwater
Reservoir

Lower Otay
Reservoir

S
a

n
D

i e
g u i t o

R
i

v
e

r

P
i

n
e

V
a

l
l

e
y

C
r

e
e

k

S

a
n

D
i
e

g
u

i t o

R
i
v

e
r

S
a n t a Y s a

b
e

l
C r e e k

S w e e
t w a t e r

R
i v e r

C
o

t t o n

w
o

o

d

C r e
e

k

D
u

l z
u

r a C
r e

e
k

S
a

n
D

i
e

g
o

R
i

v
e

r

O
t a y R i v e r

E s

c
o

n

d
i d

o

C
r

e
e

k

S
a

n t a
Y s a b e l

C r e e k

S
w

e
e

t

w
a t e

r
R

i
v

e

r

S a n D i e g o
R

i v e

r

Inaja and

Cosmit
Reservation

Mesa

Grande
Reservation

Jamul

Indian
Village

Viejas Reservation

Cuyapaipe

Reservation

Sycuan

Reservation

Capitan Grande

Reservation

Santa

Ysabel
Reservation

Barona

Reservation

Alpine

Bonita

Bostonia

Casa
de Oro-Mount

Helix

Crest

Fairbanks
Ranch

Granite Hills

Harbison
Canyon

Jamul

La Presa

Ramona

Rancho
San Diego

San Diego
Country

Estates

Spring Valley

Winter
Gardens

UV163

UV282

UV78

UV54

UV79

UV75

UV125

UV67

UV94

UV52 §̈¦8

§̈¦805

§̈¦5

§̈¦15

S A N  D I E G O

C O U N T Y

Chula Vista

Coronado

El Cajon

Encinitas

Escondido

Imperial Beach

La Mesa

Lemon
Grove

National
City

Poway

San Diego

San Marcos

Santee kj
USMC

AIR STATION

MIRAMAR

USMC
AIR STATION

MIRAMAR

Los Penasquitos
Canyon Presv

Mission Trails
Regional

Park

Cleveland NF

Sutherland
Lake

Lake Hodges

El Capitan
Reservoir

San Vicente
Reservoir

Loveland
Reservoir

Barrett
Lake

Sweetwater
Reservoir

Lower Otay
Reservoir

S
a

n
D

i e
g u i t o

R
i

v
e

r

P
i

n
e

V
a

l
l

e
y

C
r

e
e

k

S

a
n

D
i
e

g
u

i t o

R
i
v

e
r

S
a n t a Y s a

b
e

l
C r e e k

S w e e
t w a t e r

R
i v e r

C
o

t t o n

w
o

o

d

C r e
e

k

D
u

l z
u

r a C
r e

e
k

S
a

n
D

i
e

g
o

R
i

v
e

r

O
t a y R i v e r

E s

c
o

n

d
i d

o

C
r

e
e

k

S
a

n t a
Y s a b e l

C r e e k

S
w

e
e

t

w
a t e

r
R

i
v

e

r

S a n D i e g o
R

i v e

r

Inaja and

Cosmit
Reservation

Mesa

Grande
Reservation

Jamul

Indian
Village

Viejas Reservation

Cuyapaipe

Reservation

Sycuan

Reservation

Capitan Grande

Reservation

Santa

Ysabel
Reservation

Barona

Reservation

Alpine

Bonita

Bostonia

Casa
de Oro-Mount

Helix

Crest

Fairbanks
Ranch

Granite Hills

Harbison
Canyon

Jamul

La Presa

Ramona

Rancho
San Diego

San Diego
Country

Estates

Spring Valley

Winter
Gardens

UV163

UV282

UV78

UV54

UV79

UV75

UV125

UV67

UV94

UV52 §̈¦8

§̈¦805

§̈¦5

§̈¦15

S A N  D I E G O

C O U N T Y

Chula Vista

Coronado

El Cajon

Encinitas

Escondido

Imperial Beach

La Mesa

Lemon
Grove

National
City

Poway

San Diego

San Marcos

Santee

0 5Miles [

M:\JOBS5\8545\common_gis\fig1.mxd   3/15/2017   sab 

SAN DIEGO

RIVERSIDE

SAN BERNARDINO

ORANGE

MEXICO

Project Locationkj



FIGURE 2

Project Location on USGS Map
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FIGURE 3

Project Location on Aerial Photograph

TO
PAHILLC

R

LAKESHORE DR

R
E

O
L

A
D

R

A
S

H
W

O
O

D
 S

T

C
YP RESS ST

W
H

IT
E

H
IL

L
S

R
D

LINDO LN

LO
S

CO
CHES

RD

MAPLEVIEW ST

WOODSIDE AV

LAUREL ST

PARKSIDE ST

LAUREL ST

T
A

T
E

W
O

O
D

 A
V

V
IN

E
 S

T

CHRISSY WY

P
IN

O
 D

R

H
IR

A
M

 W
Y

M
A

IN
E

A
V

P
A

T
T

Y
 L

O
U

 D
R

CARAWAY ST

C
A

R
A

W
A

Y
 S

T

L
E

M
O

N
C

R
E

S
T

D
R

L
IN

D
O

 L
A

K
E

 P
L

CH
E

S
T

N
U

T
S

T

P
E

T
IT

E
 L

N

E
L
 G

R
A

N
D

E
 P

L

T
A

M
IL

R
D

R
IV

E
R

 S
T

A
C

A
C

IA

ST

VINE ST

CASTLE COURT DR

BEECHTREE ST

PAM LN

JULIAN AV

C
A

C
T

U
S

 S
T

S
R
-6

7
S
B

SR
-6

7
N

B

S MOUNTAIN DR

SHENANDOAH DR

LINDO LN

UV67

TO
PAHILLC

R

LAKESHORE DR

R
E

O
L

A
D

R

A
S

H
W

O
O

D
 S

T

C
YP RESS ST

W
H

IT
E

H
IL

L
S

R
D

LINDO LN

LO
S

CO
CHES

RD

MAPLEVIEW ST

WOODSIDE AV

LAUREL ST

PARKSIDE ST

LAUREL ST

T
A

T
E

W
O

O
D

 A
V

V
IN

E
 S

T

CHRISSY WY

P
IN

O
 D

R

H
IR

A
M

 W
Y

M
A

IN
E

A
V

P
A

T
T

Y
 L

O
U

 D
R

CARAWAY ST

C
A

R
A

W
A

Y
 S

T

L
E

M
O

N
C

R
E

S
T

D
R

L
IN

D
O

 L
A

K
E

 P
L

CH
E

S
T

N
U

T
S

T

P
E

T
IT

E
 L

N

E
L
 G

R
A

N
D

E
 P

L

T
A

M
IL

R
D

R
IV

E
R

 S
T

A
C

A
C

IA

ST

VINE ST

CASTLE COURT DR

BEECHTREE ST

PAM LN

JULIAN AV

C
A

C
T

U
S

 S
T

S
R
-6

7
S
B

SR
-6

7
N

B

S MOUNTAIN DR

SHENANDOAH DR

LINDO LN

UV67

M:\JOBS5\8545\common_gis\fig3.mxd   6/7/2017   sab 

0 400Feet

Image source: NearMaps (flown Jan 2017)

[

Project Boundary



Biological Resources Report

Lindo Lake Restoration Project
Page 9

The project objectives are as follows:

1. Enhance public access to the lake and the amenities of the park

2. Restore and enhance the natural aquatic functions of the lake

3. Improve habitat for aquatic and avian species

Proposed improvements include dewatering, excavation, and grading of approximately

235,000 cubic yards of silt and sediment to re-contour the lakebed, deepen the east and

west lake basins, and provide retention basins. Approximately 10,000 cubic yards of the

excavated lake material would be used to stabilize the banks of the lake basins, to create

graded mounds surrounding the basins, and for landscaping and habitat creation. The

balance of the material (approximately 225,000 cubic yards would be exported off-site. The

grading would be designed to create shallow areas in the east lake basin for nesting birds

and fledgling young. The project would also install underwater features to provide shelter

for fish. Following recontouring and deepening, both basins would be lined with bentonite

clay up to one foot below the water level in the west basin and two feet below the water

level in the east basin to improve the water-holding capacity and reduce the need for

additional water inputs. A natural substrate would remain in the upper portions of each

basin. The banks of the basins would be stabilized by the placement of a layer of cobble

rock. The cobble would extend from the water line in the majority of the west basin and two

feet below the water line in the east basin, down to a depth of approximately five feet.

Following construction, both basins would hold water to a depth of 10 feet, with the upper

level of inundation occurring at an elevation of 394 feet above mean seal level.

The lake dewatering, accumulated sediment removal, and deepening would be conducted in

two phases, with Phase 1 focused on the east basin, and Phase 2 focused on the west basin.

Phase 1 would include dewatering of the east basin by pumping any existing water to the

west basin, the removal of accumulated sediment from the east basin; excavation and

recontouring of the east basin, including creation of a sediment basin on the east side of the

east basin; creation of mounds; off-site export of the remaining excavated material;

drainage improvements; new wells; water aeration; water circulation; and landscape and

irrigation improvements. Once construction within the east basin is complete, the basin will

be inundated to an elevation of 394 feet above mean sea level.

Phase 2 would include dewatering of the west basin, which would allow for drying of the

accumulated sediment in the west basin. After drying, the sediment would be removed from

the west basin, used for contouring and creation of upland mounds, and the remainder would

be exported off-site. A sediment basin would be created on the north side of the west basin.

Some mature trees would need to be removed or relocated to allow for the grading of the

basins. New plantings and irrigation would occur around both basins. Following Phase 2

construction, the west basin would be inundated to 394 feet above mean seal level.

Raw water from the Helix Water District pipeline would be used for the initial fill of the

deepened lake. Post-construction water levels would be maintained by using groundwater

from on-site wells.
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1.2.1 Drainage Improvements

Drainage improvements include extension of existing storm drain pipes; adding storm drain

inlet and outlet protection or energy dissipaters; and creating sediment basins. Protection

would be added to curb inlets along roads located within and adjacent to the park land to

capture sediment and reduce flow rates and erosion. There is an existing shallow bottom

box culvert underneath the causeway that allows water to flow between the basins during

flood events only when the east basin is inundated. The project proposes to replace this

shallow bottom box culvert with a new culvert at a lower elevation, and add two additional

48-inch culverts through the causeway to enhance hydrology and water circulation between

the two basins. This improved connectivity will also allow fish and other aquatic life to

move more freely between the basins.

Sediment basins are also being added to reduce future sediment accumulation within the

main lake basins. Ongoing maintenance of the lake basins would require annual

monitoring of sediment levels and regular removal of sediment on an as-needed basis to

maintain the proposed basin depths and water volumes. Each basin shall include markers

to identify sediment depths. When accumulated sediment reaches a depth of 12 inches in

any part of the lake bottom, it would be removed.

1.2.2 Park Landscaping Improvements

Basin recontouring would produce excavated silt and sediment that would be used to create

landscaped mounds surrounding the basins. In addition to these mounds, other park

landscaping improvements include: removal and replacement of an existing pedestrian bridge

on the north side of the west basin; installation of two new floating fishing piers extending

from the west and east sides of the causeway, two bird watching stations, decorative boulders,

and Americans with Disability Act improvements. Picnic tables, benches, decorative boulders,

fencing, and access gates near sediment basin areas will also be installed.

All areas disturbed by construction would also be revegetated. A total of 101 trees are

proposed to be removed (82 native and 19 non-native species), and would be replaced by

approximately 725 new native riparian trees. Landscaping throughout the park would

include native wetland, riparian, and upland plant species. Additionally, the park’s

irrigation system would be modified to provide for temporary irrigation of new plantings,

seasonal and ongoing drought condition irrigation.

1.2.3 Access and Circulation Improvements

Proposed park access and circulation improvements include the following: removal and

replacement of a pre-fabricated bridge on the north side of the west basin; a new pedestrian

bridge from the Lakeside Community Center to the existing Historic Boat House; a

simulated boardwalk to connect from behind the community center to the north parking lot;

and construction of a stabilized decomposed granite path around the basins to improve

Americans with Disabilities Act-compliant access.
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1.2.4 Construction Activities

The removal of accumulated sediment and lakebed deepening activities (Phases 1 and 2)

are anticipated to take approximately 36 months. Equipment to be used for both phases

includes excavators, backhoes, dozers, loaders, and semi-end dump trucks. The project

would include measures to address temporary construction-related runoff, as well as

existing and anticipated storm water and/or landscaping irrigation runoff that flows from

adjacent properties and roads into the lake. Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be

used for erosion control during project construction and would include temporary

construction fencing, fiber rolls, silt fence, gravel bags, and storm drain inlet protection.

The remaining project improvements (e.g., storm drainage system, irrigation system, public

access, traffic circulation, public amenities) will be implemented as part of Phase 2, which

is anticipated to take 16 months.

1.3 Survey Methodologies

1.3.1 Literature Review

Prior to conducting field work, RECON Environmental, Inc. (RECON) conducted a review

of reports previously prepared for the project site, a database query for sensitive plant and

animal species reported within one mile of the project site, and a review of the site’s

physical characteristics (e.g., location, elevation, soils/substrate, topography). Sources

included the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; California Department of

Fish and Wildlife [CDFW] 2017), the All Species Occurrences Database (U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service [USFWS] 2017), the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) online

database (CNPS 2017), and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Conservation

Service maps and descriptions (USDA 1973 and 2017).

An Environmental Impact Report for improvements to Lindo Lake County Park, which

included deepening and lining of the lake basins, was certified by the Board of Supervisors

on May 27, 1976. A Supplement to that Environmental Impact Report was prepared in

January 1983 for improvements at the park in conformance with a Park Master Plan.

Those improvements also included draining and deepening of the lake basins with

relocation of dredged material throughout the site. A biological report was prepared in

December 2001 (HDR 2001).

1.3.2 General Biological Resource Surveys

RECON biologists Brian Parker and JR Sundberg conducted a general biological survey on

February 23, 2017 (Table 1). Mr. Parker and RECON biologist Kevin Israel conducted a

supplemental biological survey on May 3, 2017 to assess changes in site conditions after a

period without precipitation. For purposes of this report, the survey area includes all of

Assessor’s Parcel Number 394180-03-00 and a 100-foot buffer. The biologists conducted the

survey on-foot and mapped vegetation communities according to the County’s biological
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resource mapping requirements (County 2010a). Vegetation communities used in this

report follow Holland (1986), as revised by Oberbauer et al. (2008). Survey dates, types,

personnel, times, and weather conditions are shown on Table 1.

All plant and animal species apparent at the time of the survey were recorded. Plants were

visually identified in the field, and wildlife species were identified visually with the aid of

binoculars or aurally based on identification of calls. Mammals were identified by direct

visual observation or observation of scat, tracks, or burrows. Nomenclature in this report

follows the Jepson Online Interchange (University of California 2016) and Rebman and

Simpson (2014), for common plants, Sunset Western Garden Book (Brenzel 2001) for

ornamental species, CNDDB (CDFW 2017) for sensitive plant species, San Diego Natural

History Museum (2002) for moths and butterflies, Page et al. (2013) for fishes, Crother et

al. (2012) for amphibians and reptiles, American Ornithologists’ Union (2016) and Unitt

(2004) for birds, and Bradley et al. (2014) and Baker et al. (2003) for mammals. Based on an

assessment of habitat available within the survey area, additional focused surveys for

sensitive species were determined not to be necessary and were not conducted.

Table 1
Survey Dates, Personnel, Times, and Weather Conditions

Date Survey Type Surveyor
Beginning Time and

Conditions
Ending Time and

Conditions
2/23/2017 General biological

survey and
jurisdictional
delineation

Brian Parker and
JR Sundberg

9:13 a.m.; Temp 50ºF;
Wind 0–2 mph;
Cloud Cover 15%

4:30 p.m.; Temp 63ºF;
Wind 3–5 mph;
Cloud Cover 0%

2/24/2017 Jurisdictional
delineation

JR Sundberg 1:00 p.m..; Temp 65ºF;
Wind 0–3 mph;
Cloud Cover 100%

4:30 p.m.; Temp 63ºF;
Wind 0–3 mph;
Cloud Cover 100%

5/3/2017 Supplemental
biological survey

Brian Parker and
Kevin Israel

12:00 p.m.; Temp 91ºF;
Wind 0–6 mph;
Cloud Cover 0%

1:30 p.m.; Temp 94ºF;
Wind 3–5 mph;
Cloud Cover 0%

10/23/2017 Jurisdictional
delineation–
Supplemental data
collection

JR Sundberg and
Brian Parker

7:45 a.m.; Conditions
not recorded

9:15 a.m.; Conditions
not recorded

1/2/2018 Jurisdictional
delineation –
Supplemental data
collection

JR Sundberg 8:30 a.m.; Conditions
not recorded

12:15 p.m.;
Conditions not
recorded

ºF = degrees Fahrenheit; mph = miles per hour; % = percent

1.3.3 Jurisdictional Wetlands/Waters Delineation

Mr. Sundberg conducted a routine jurisdictional wetlands/waters delineation of the survey

area following the guidelines set forth by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE; 1987,

2008) and the CDFW (Vyverberg and Brady 2013). The survey area was examined to

determine the presence of the three wetland parameters: hydrophytic vegetation, hydric

soils, and wetland hydrology.
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The initial delineation field work was conducted on February 23 and 24, 2017 (see Table 1).

Supplemental field work was conducted on October 23, 2017, and January 2, 2018, to refine

the delineation based on seasonal and regular annual changes to the conditions on-site.

Prior to conducting the delineation, aerial photographs and USGS topographic maps of the

site were examined. Potential federal, state, and county jurisdictional areas were examined

on-site to determine the presence and extent of any jurisdictional waters. Sample points

were selected within potential wetland areas and adjacent upland areas that appeared to be

representative of conditions throughout the survey area. At each sample point, vegetation

was assessed based on dominant species found in each stratum. At non-inundated sample

points, soil pits were examined for hydric soil indicators. Hydrology indicators were

recorded and the locations of jurisdictional wetlands/waters were mapped with the aid of a

sub-meter-accurate Global Positioning System unit. Based on the determinations at the

sample points, the boundaries of wetlands and non-wetland waters were delineated

following changes in the topography, hydrology, and composition of the vegetation.

1.3.3.1 Wetland Parameters

Hydrophytic Vegetation. Hydrophytic vegetation is defined as “the sum total of

macrophytic plant life growing in water or on a substrate that is at least periodically

deficient in oxygen as a result of excessive water content” (ACOE 1987). The wetland

indicator status of each species recorded on-site was determined by using the list of wetland

plants for California provided by the USFWS (Lichvar et al. 2014). The wetland indicator

status of a plant can be one of the following:

Obligate (OBL) – Plants that have a 99 percent probability of occurring in wetlands

under natural conditions.

Facultative-Wet (FACW) – Plants that occur in wetlands (67–99 percent probability)

but are occasionally found in non-wetlands.

Facultative (FAC) – Plants that are equally likely to occur in wetlands or non-

wetlands (estimated probability 34–66 percent).

Facultative Upland (FACU) – Plants that are most often found in upland sites

(estimated probability 67 –99 percent).

Upland (UPL) – Plants that almost always occur in upland sites (estimated

probability greater than 99 percent).

No Indicator (NI) – Plants for which insufficient data are available to determine an

indicator status for the local region. These are considered upland species unless

other data to support a different status are available.

Hydric Soils. A hydric soil is a soil that is saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough

during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions that favor the accumulation of

visible indicators of extended saturation (ACOE 1987). Information on the soil types

sampled in the project site is summarized from the Soil Survey for San Diego County



Biological Resources Report

Lindo Lake Restoration Project
Page 14

(USDA 1973) and the March 2014 Hydric Soils list obtained from the USDA’s Natural

Resources Conservation Service (USDA 2017).

Hydrology. Wetland hydrology indicators are used to determine if inundation or

saturation has occurred on a site. These indicators are features that suggest current or

recent flows through an area but do not provide information about the timing, duration, or

frequency of the event. Hydrology features are generally the most ephemeral of the three

wetland parameters (ACOE 2008).

1.3.3.2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jurisdictional Waters

Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the ACOE regulates the dredging or

discharge of fill material into Waters of the U.S. including wetlands (as defined above) and

non-wetland Waters of the U.S.

ACOE jurisdictional non-wetland waters include vegetated or unvegetated streams, open

water, and other aquatic areas with strong hydrology indicators such as the presence of

seasonal flows and an ordinary high water mark (OHWM). An OHWM is defined as:

. . . that line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and

indicated by physical characteristics such as [a] clear, natural line impressed

on the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soil, destruction of

terrestrial vegetation, the presence of litter and debris, or other appropriate

means that consider the characteristics of the surrounding areas (33 Code of

Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 328.3).

Areas delineated as non-wetland waters may lack wetland vegetation or hydric soil

characteristics. Hydric soil indicators may be missing, because topographic position

precludes ponding and subsequent development of hydric soils. Absence of wetland

vegetation can result from frequent scouring due to rapid water flow.

1.3.3.3 California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Waters of the State

Under Sections 1600–1607 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), the CDFW

regulates activities that would divert or obstruct the natural flow or substantially change

the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake that supports fish or wildlife. The

CDFW also has jurisdiction over riparian habitats associated with watercourses.

1.3.3.4 Regional Water Quality Control Board
Waters of the State

The jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) includes all Waters

of the State and all Waters of the U.S. as mandated by both Section 401 of the federal CWA

and the California Porter–Cologne Water Quality Control Act. State waters generally

include, but are not limited to, all waters under the jurisdiction of ACOE.
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1.4 Environmental Setting

The 57.46-acre project site consists of two lake basins surrounded by undulating parkland,

which comprises naturally vegetated areas and developed land including several structures,

paved paths, and maintained landscaping. Elevations within the site range from

approximately 390 to 420 feet above mean sea level. The site lies within the San Diego

River watershed. There are three main hydrologic inlets that discharge storm water into

Lindo Lake. Two inlets discharge to the west basin, and one discharges to the east basin.

Additionally, a flood control channel occurs along the north side of the West Basin, allowing

excess water to flow to the San Diego River. A 4-inch soil-cement liner was installed in the

1960s in the southwestern portion of the west basin to reduce percolation, but there is no

liner under the remainder of the west basin or the entire east basin (NV5 2017).

The Mediterranean climate of San Diego County consists of cool, wet winters, warm, dry

summers, and an increasing frequency of drought. Biological surveys were conducted during

and after an exceptionally wet winter following several years of drought, producing inundation

of vegetation communities in the east lake basin that had grown in unsaturated soil.

Five soil types occur within the survey area (Figure 4). Placentia sandy loam (two to nine

percent slopes) occurs in the majority of the upland areas, with smaller portions of Chino

silt loam (zero to two percent slopes), Grangeville fine sandy loam (zero to two percent

slopes), Placentia sandy loam (five to nine percent slopes), and Visalia sandy loam (two to

five percent slopes). Chino silt loam (zero to two percent slopes) is the dominant soil type

within the lake basins, with a smaller portion of Grangeville fine sandy loam (zero to two

percent slopes; USDA 1973).

The survey area encompasses all of Lindo Lake County Park, including the Lakeside

Community Center, the Lakeside Library, the Lakeside Skate Park, and the Carter-Smith

Veterans of Foreign Wars Post 5867. Amenities and equipment in the park include

approximately 1.5 miles of trails for hiking, running, and walking; fishing areas and

stocked fish; tennis courts; ball fields; horseshoe pits; and shaded picnic tables. Land uses

to the north and west include commercial operations, residential apartments, single-family

residences, and Lindo Park Elementary School. To the east and south, the primary land use

is single-family residential development (see Figure 3).

1.4.1 Regional Context

Subsequent to the certification of the Lindo Lake Park Environmental Impact Report (EIR),

the County adopted the BMO and the MSCP County of San Diego Subarea Plan. The

project site is located within the Metro-Lakeside-Jamul segment of the MSCP County of

San Diego Subarea Plan. The majority of the project site is within a Biological Resource

Core Area (BRCA), because it was mapped as a Pre-Approved Mitigation Area (PAMA) on

the wildlife agencies' preapproved mitigation map (Attachment F of Document No. 0769999

on file with the Clerk of the Board). Several other PAMAs and one hardline preserve have

been mapped within two miles of the project site (Figure 5). The project site is not within or

adjacent to national forests or Bureau of Land Management land.
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1.4.2 Habitat Types/Vegetation Communities

The survey area supports a total of 12 vegetation communities and land cover types as

identified in Oberbauer et al. (2008): freshwater marsh, cismontane alkali marsh, southern

willow scrub, southern riparian woodland, open water, non-vegetated channel, saltgrass

grassland, non-native grassland, non-native woodland, eucalyptus woodland, disturbed

habitat, and urban/developed land (Table 2, see Figure 6). For analysis purposes, these

communities are combined into six habitat classifications based on habitat values and

services, wildlife use, and species composition. These classifications include unvegetated

aquatic habitats (open water and non-vegetated channel), marsh habitats (freshwater marsh

and cismontane alkali marsh), riparian habitats (southern willow scrub and southern riparian

woodland), native grassland (saltgrass grassland), non-native grassland, and disturbed and

developed areas (non-native woodland, eucalyptus woodland, disturbed habitat, and

urban/developed land).

Table 2
Vegetation Communities/Land Cover Types within the Survey Area

Type or Community Tier
Project Site

(acres)
Survey Area*

(acres)
Unvegetated Aquatic Habitat

Open water --** 18.29 18.29
Non-vegetated channel --** 0.07 0.07

Marsh Habitats
Freshwater marsh I 0.82 0.82
Cismontane alkali marsh I 5.19 5.19

Riparian Habitats
Southern willow scrub I 0.02 0.02
Southern riparian woodland I 1.67 1.67

Native Grassland
Saltgrass grassland I 0.10 0.10

Non-native Grassland
Non-native grassland III 1.13 1.13

Disturbed and Developed Areas
Non-native woodland IV 0.40 0.54
Eucalyptus woodland IV 0.35 0.35
Disturbed habitat IV 15.12 15.30
Urban/developed land --** 14.30 31.37

TOTAL 57.46 74.85
*Survey area includes project site plus 100 feet.
**No assigned tier.

1.4.2.1 Unvegetated Aquatic Habitats

Unvegetated aquatic habitats generally include bodies of water, such as marine areas, bays,

and lakes; as well as rivers, streams, and other non-vegetated channels. Two forms of

unvegetated aquatic habitats are present within the survey area: the open water of the lake

basins and two areas of non-vegetated channel. These habitats are considered sensitive

and regulated by the CDFW, ACOE, RWQCB, and the County (County 2010b).
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Open Water

Open water consists of generally perennial bodies of fresh water in the form of lakes,

streams, ponds, or rivers (Oberbauer et al. 2008). This includes areas covered by water and

with generally less than 10 percent vegetation cover. This is the dominant land cover

within the west and east lake basins of the project site. Habitat quality is considered

moderate, as the open water supports a substantial population of waterfowl, including

American white pelican (Pelecanus erythrorhynchos), a CDFW species of special concern

and a County Group 2 species. However, there are also a number of non-native species, as

the west basin is stocked with rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) for fishing, and red-

eared slider (Trachemys scripta elegans) released from the pet trade have successfully

colonized the site. Additionally, the open water sustains stands of freshwater marsh at the

edges of each lake basin as described in Section 1.4.2.2 (see Figure 6).

Non-vegetated Channel

Non-vegetated channels consist of ephemeral streams and drainages, as well as sandy,

gravelly, or rocky edges of waterways and flood channels. Water flows inhibit the growth of

vegetation, although some weedy species may grow along the outer edges. Typically,

vegetation is below 10 percent cover (Oberbauer et al. 2008). Two non-vegetated channels

are present at the northern edge of the west basin (see Figure 6). These channels transport

water flows south from culverts beneath Lakeshore Drive and terminate at the lake. The

habitat quality of non-vegetated channels is low, as they primarily consist of sand and

rocks, only intermittently supporting vegetation pioneering from adjacent disturbed habitat

and cismontane alkali marsh.

1.4.2.2 Marsh Habitats

Marshes are wetland habitats that occur in either fully or partially inundated areas. They

are considered sensitive by the CDFW and ACOE, and are classified as MSCP Tier I

vegetation communities (County 1997). Two forms of marsh habitats are present within the

survey area: freshwater marsh and cismontane alkali marsh.

Freshwater Marsh

Freshwater marshes are composed of perennial emergent monocots typically forming a

closed canopy. This vegetation community occurs in open bodies of permanent fresh water

with little current flow, such as ponds, lakes, seeps, or springs (Oberbauer et al. 2008).

Freshwater marsh has been greatly reduced throughout its entire range and continues to

decline as a result of urbanization and drought conditions. Within the project site,

freshwater marsh is present primarily in the northeast portion and in fragments along the

southeastern and northern shorelines of the west basin as well as a single location in the

northeast portion of the east basin (see Figure 6). The freshwater marsh in the west basin

would be considered moderate quality, as it is a persistent patch of vegetation that provides

refuge and habitat for a number of native wildlife species. The habitat characteristics

within the east basin vary depending on the location and level of the water, as the east
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basin dries during the summer, and remains dry during drought years. This seasonal

drying prevents freshwater marsh or other emergent wetland habitats from spreading

further into the east basin. As such, the habitat quality for marsh birds is highly seasonal.

Historical aerial images of the project site suggest a substantially greater presence of

freshwater marsh was present prior to 2013 (Google Earth 2018). The dominant species in

the freshwater marsh on-site is common tule (Schoenoplectus acutus), which forms dense

monotypic coverage in most areas. Other species associated with this vegetation community

observed within the survey area include yerba mansa (Anemopsis californica) and

Goodding’s black willow (Salix gooddingii; Attachment 1).

Cismontane Alkali Marsh

Cismontane alkali marsh is a wetland vegetation community that occurs in areas with

standing water or saturated soil during much of the year. High evaporation or infiltration

of these areas results in salty conditions, particularly during dry periods (Oberbauer et al.

2008).

At the time of the initial general biological survey on February 23, 2017, both lake basins

were fully inundated, and cismontane alkali marsh was present in narrow strips along the

fringe of the east basin and in a small patch near a drainage inlet in the west basin. At the

time of the May 3, 2017 supplemental biological survey, winter rains had ended, and the

water level in the east basin had greatly receded. As a result, low-growing herbaceous

cismontane alkali marsh vegetation spread into the previously submerged areas of the east

basin. This temporal transition from open water to cismontane alkali marsh is evident in

historical aerial photographs (Google Earth 2018; Nationwide Environmental Title

Research LLC 2018). During the winter and spring, when the east basin is inundated, it is

visited by various marsh birds and waterfowl, including red-winged blackbird (Agelaius

phoeniceus), double-crested cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus albociliatus), and American

coot (Fulica americana americana). During summer and fall, when the east basin is dry,

the basin functions more as an upland, used by rodents and upland birds. During these dry

periods, park visitors can access the flat bottom of the east basin is for recreation purposes.

The extent of cismontane alkali marsh mapped on-site reflects a combination of field

observation and interpretation of aerial imagery (see Figure 6). During the first visit,

vegetation cover within cismontane alkali marsh areas along the sloped outer area fringing

the east basin was over 75 percent but during the second visit, water had receded, and the

exposed areas had noticeably lower cover at approximately 40 percent. The outer area

consisted primarily of yerba mansa and salt grass (Distichlis spicata), with lesser

components such as salt marsh fleabane (Pluchea odorata), Mexican rush (Juncus

mexicanus), mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia), Goodding’s black willow, and western ragweed

(Ambrosia psilostachya). The portion of the cismontane alkali marsh that developed when

the water receded (i.e., inner areas) was dominated by salt marsh fleabane and Dallis grass

(Paspalum sp.), with lesser amounts of yerba mansa and salt grass.

The habitat quality within this vegetation community varies based on location within the

lake basin. As a whole, the cismontane alkali marsh is part of a lake basin with highly
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variable water levels and only seasonal limited surface connectivity to the west basin and

other downstream wetlands. While the outer fringe areas have high native herbaceous

wetland cover, the inner areas have lower native and higher non-native cover, and are

subject to regular maintenance and recreational use. In total, the cismontane alkali marsh

has low to moderate habitat value.

1.4.2.3 Riparian Habitats

Riparian habitats are generally dominated by broadleaved, winter-deciduous tree species

typically found along drainages or rivers. These riparian vegetation communities are

considered sensitive and are regulated by CDFW and ACOE, and are classified as MSCP

Tier I vegetation communities (County 1997). Two riparian habitats are present within the

survey area: southern willow scrub and southern riparian woodland.

Southern Willow Scrub

Southern willow scrub is a broadleaved, winter-deciduous riparian vegetation community

typically found along drainages. The willows are often very dense, preventing development

of a substantial understory (Oberbauer et al. 2008). The representative species typically

grow in loose, sandy, or fine gravelly alluvium deposited near stream channels during flood

flows. This community requires repeated flooding to prevent succession to a woodier

community dominated by sycamores and/or cottonwoods (Holland 1986). Southern willow

scrub occurs as a single small patch of Goodding’s black willow with little understory

located in an area where sediment has collected at the mouth of a storm drain inlet in the

west basin (see Figure 6; Attachment 1). Although it is a wetland vegetation community,

the southern willow scrub on-site provides low habitat quality, because it is a small patch

represented by a single species isolated from other larger patches of willows or other native

riparian vegetation.

Southern Riparian Woodland

Southern riparian woodland is a moderately dense riparian woodland community that

contains a majority of small trees and shrubs with a sparse density of tall, riparian trees

(Oberbauer et al. 2008). This community typically occurs in larger river and tributary

systems throughout southern California, often in areas with moderate levels of flooding or

scour. Southern riparian woodland occurs in several patches within the survey area: one

patch along a drainage inlet in the west basin, several patches inside the seasonally flooded

east basin and several more outside but within approximately two horizontal feet of the

flooded areas (see Figure 6). There are a large number of riparian trees, including arroyo

willow (Salix lasiolepis), red willow (Salix laevigata), and Fremont cottonwood (Populus

fremontii), within the survey area. As the survey area consists primarily of a public park

with maintained grounds, this report considers riparian trees growing inside or within

approximately two horizontal feet of the lake basins to be southern riparian woodland.

Trees that are rooted outside this range, or that occur beyond (i.e., on the upland side of)

established trails, appear to be planted landscaped features, have an understory of non-

native grasses and herbs associated with the surrounding park, and are subject to year-
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round recreational activity. These trees are considered part of the upland parts of the park

and are included as disturbed habitat. Within the lake basin, the understory consists of

species typical of the surrounding cismontane alkali marsh, such as yerba mansa, salt

marsh fleabane, salt grass, and Dallis grass. As the survey area is an active public park,

the southern riparian woodland trees are affected by ongoing recreational activities, and

nearby park maintenance. Based on these factors, the southern riparian woodland is

considered low to moderate quality habitat.

1.4.2.4 Native Grassland

Native grassland habitats are open habitats generally dominated by native perennial grass

species. These communities may have a substantial portion of non-native grasses and/or

forbs, native grass species make up a substantial component. Within the survey area, one

native grassland community is present: saltgrass grassland.

Saltgrass Grassland

Saltgrass grassland is a native perennial grassland dominated by salt grass (Oberbauer et

al. 2008). It is typically found on fine-textured alkaline soils and can intergrade with other

riparian or wetland communities. This vegetation community is considered a sensitive

wetland habitat by CDFW and ACOE, and is an MSCP Tier I vegetation community

(County 1997). Saltgrass grassland occurs southeast of the east basin and intergrades with

cismontane alkali marsh within the basin and disturbed habitat in the upland (see Figure

6). It is situated on either side of a dirt path. The dominant species in this vegetation

community is salt grass, with substantial proportions of yerba mansa and non-native

grasses. The habitat quality of this vegetation community is low due to the presence of non-

native species and periodic disturbance from recreational foot traffic.

1.4.2.5 Non-native Grassland

Non-native grassland is characterized by a sparse to dense cover of annual grasses reaching

up to three feet in height. Typically, non-native grasses comprise at least 50 percent of the

herbaceous layer, often intermixed with other native or non-native annual forbs. Generally,

vegetation in non-native grasslands is dead through the summer and fall (Oberbauer et al.

2008). Although it is dominated by non-native species, this vegetation community is

considered a sensitive MSCP Tier III habitat (County 1997), because it can be potential

habitat for numerous native wildlife invertebrates, reptiles, and mammals, and can provide

foraging habitat for raptors.

Two areas of non-native grassland occur along the southern project site boundary, south of

the east basin (see Figure 6). The habitat quality is considered low to moderate. These

areas are part of the recreational upland areas of the park and as such are used by park

visitors and periodically maintained by park staff. The non-native grassland is dominated

by slender wild oat (Avena barbata) with other species present, including red brome

(Bromus madritensis), rye grass (Festuca perennis), common chickweed (Stellaria media),
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common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris), and short-pod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana; see

Attachment 1).

1.4.2.6 Disturbed or Developed Areas

Disturbed or developed areas include areas planted with non-native and/or ornamental

vegetation, as well as urban and disturbed land. These areas have been created, planted,

constructed, or disturbed by human activities. Within the survey area, these areas include

non-native woodland, eucalyptus woodland, disturbed habitat, and urban/developed land.

These are not considered sensitive by CDFW or ACOE, and are classified as MSCP Tier IV

vegetation communities (or no tier) by the County (County 1997).

Non-native Woodland

Non-native woodland is dominated by exotic trees, which may have been intentionally

planted but do not require maintenance or artificial irrigation (Oberbauer et al. 2008).

Although characterized by exotic species, this community can include trees that provide

suitable nesting habitat for raptors and other birds. One area of non-native woodland is

present in the southwest corner of the project site where non-native trees form a dense

canopy (see Figure 6). The habitat quality is considered low for most wildlife species, given

the close proximity to the adjacent roadway and regular maintenance of the undergrowth;

however, these areas still have potential to provide habitat for raptors and migratory birds.

The primary species present on-site is Peruvian pepper tree (Schinus molle), and there are

also two gum trees (Eucalyptus sp.), a single Canary Island palm (Phoenix canariensis), a

Mexican fan palm (Washingtonia robusta), and a Canary Island pine (Pinus canariensis;

see Attachment 1).

Eucalyptus Woodland

Eucalyptus woodland is characterized by tall, exotic, gum trees that originated in Australia.

It is common in urban areas and the coastal plains. It often forms monotypic stands with

little or no shrubby understory due to the frequent shedding of bark and large amounts of

leaf litter, which have chemical characteristics that can limit growth of other plants in the

understory (Oberbauer et al. 2008). Naturalized eucalyptus woodland can be harmful to

native vegetation because it can displace native species (County 1997). Although gum trees

also occur mixed in with the non-native woodland, only one patch in the north-central

portion of the survey area consists predominantly of gum trees (see Figure 6). The quality of

the habitat is low to moderate because, while it can provide good raptor perching and

nesting opportunities, this community is characterized by an invasive non-native species, is

located in close proximity to a roadway, and has a thick mulch layer consisting of chipped

wood, which hinders understory plant growth. Sparse species present in the undergrowth

are generally non-native and include cheeseweed (Malva parviflora), wall barley (Hordeum

murinum), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), common sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus),

castor bean (Ricinus communis), and redstem filaree (Erodium cicutarium; see

Attachment 1).
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Disturbed Habitat

Disturbed habitat consists of areas that have been previously disturbed and no longer

function as a native or naturalized vegetation community. Vegetation is dominated by

opportunistic non-native species. Disturbed habitat can also include previously graded

lands such as fire breaks, off-road vehicle trails, and construction staging sites (Oberbauer

et al. 2008). Within the survey area, disturbed habitat is mapped throughout much of the

park property within the survey area, particularly in the elevated areas around the east

basin (see Figure 6). It consists primarily of open areas surrounding the lake basins, where

passive recreational activities occur. Disturbed habitat within the survey area often

intergrades with urban/developed areas and southern riparian woodland. These areas

appear to be periodically maintained but are not irrigated. The habitat quality in these

areas is generally low to moderate due to the preponderance of exotic vegetation and high

level of recreation and maintenance activities, although there was some evidence of rodent

burrows and suitable trees for nesting birds. Dominant species include slender wild oat,

Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), red brome, western ragweed, prickly sow thistle

(Sonchus asper), short-pod mustard, radish (Raphanus sativus), and cheeseweed. Tree

species observed include Peruvian pepper with scattered arroyo willows and gum trees (see

Attachment 1).

Urban/Developed Land

Urban/developed land is the most common land cover within the survey area and is mapped

where there are paved roads, buildings, or maintained, ornamental, or landscaped

vegetation. This includes the library, community center, and skate park in the western

portion of the project site; a ball field, picnic areas, and maintenance buildings south of the

west lake basin; a paved path south of the east basin; as well as numerous roads and

parking areas north, west, and south of the west basin (see Figure 6). Vegetation in the

western portion of the project site consists primarily of ornamental grass, shrubs, and trees.

In the picnic areas, vegetation is dominated by Peruvian pepper trees with scattered gum,

shamel ash (Fraxinus uhedi), and Mexican fan palm trees over bare ground or non-native

grass. The ball field in the southwest corner of the project site is vegetated primarily by

various non-native grasses, and the parking lot in the northwest corner of the site has

several western sycamore trees (Platanus racemosa; see Attachment 1). Very few native

plant species occur within this land cover type, although some birds use and likely nest in

the trees closer to the lake. Overall, the habitat quality within the urban/developed land is

considered low.

1.4.3 Flora

A total of 65 plant species, comprising 17 native and 48 non-native species, was recorded

within the survey area. As discussed in Section 1.4.2, the majority of the vegetation within

the project site occurs in developed or disturbed areas. Typical species include non-native

grasses such as slender wild oat and Bermuda grass with ornamental trees such as

Peruvian pepper and gum trees. The most prominent native plant species are arroyo

willow, yerba mansa, and salt grass. The overall floral diversity of the project site is low,
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which would be expected due to the site’s urban setting and high level of recreational uses.

A list of all plant species observed within the survey area is included as Attachment 1.

1.4.4 Fauna

A total of 43 animal species, comprising one fish, two reptile, 36 bird, and three mammal

species, was recorded during biological surveys or reviews of biological references of the site (i.e.,

Unitt 2004 and Tremor et al. 2017). No large mammals were observed nor are expected to occur

within the project site, though the presence of a substantial population of small mammals,

including Botta’s pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae) and California ground squirrel

(Otospermophilus beecheyi), is evident by burrows within disturbed habitat. Additionally, long-

tailed weasel (Mustela frenata) has also been reported at the park (Tremor et al. 2017).

However, none of these small mammal species are considered sensitive. The site also provides

nesting and foraging habitat for migratory birds and raptors. A list of all animal species detected

within the survey area is included as Attachment 2.

1.4.5 Sensitive Plant Species

No sensitive plant species were observed within the survey area. Three sensitive plant

species have been historically recorded within one mile of the site (CDFW 2017) and are

discussed in Attachment 3. However, given the urban setting and frequent recreational use

of the park, no sensitive plant species are expected to occur within the project site.

1.4.6 Sensitive Animal Species

The following two sensitive wildlife species were observed during the general biological survey:

American white pelican and double-crested cormorant (see Figure 6). Four additional sensitive

wildlife species (great blue heron [Ardea herodias], western least bittern [Ixobrychus exilis

hesperis], Cooper’s hawk [Accipiter cooperii], and tricolored blackbird [Agelaius tricolor]) were

not observed during RECON’s 2017 or 2018 surveys but have been regularly reported at Lindo

Lake County Park (CDFW 2017; San Diego Audubon Society 2017) and have high potential to

occur. Including these six species, a total of 23 sensitive wildlife species observed, detected, or

with moderate to high potential to occur within the survey area are addressed in Attachment 4.

Records for sensitive species detected by RECON on-site were reported to the CNDDB.

1.4.6.1 American White Pelican

American white pelican is a CDFW species of special concern (breeding) and a County Group 2

Species (CDFW 2018c; County 2010b). This species occurs in lagoons, bays, estuaries, and

freshwater ponds, as well as inland lakes during spring migration. It is a winter visitor to the

San Diego coast and from early October to mid-March in varying numbers, with spring

departure occurring generally between February and May (Unitt 2004). This species may nest

on the ground, using earthen, sandy, and rocky islands for nesting sites, and also has been

known to nest on floating tule-mat islands, particularly in the Klamath Basin in northern

California. Nests may be in open areas of sand or interspersed with or adjacent to tall weeds and

open low-stature shrubs. Threats to the American white pelican are primarily the loss of



Biological Resources Report

Lindo Lake Restoration Project
Page 27

foraging and nesting habitat due to changing water levels, land reclamation for agriculture, and

human disturbance (Shuford and Gardali 2008). American white pelican is not believed to nest

in San Diego County (Unitt 2004).

Four adult American white pelicans were observed in the shallow open water within the

northern portion of the west basin, within the project site (see Figure 4). This species is

expected to occur seasonally throughout suitable open water, freshwater marsh, and

cismontane alkali marsh habitat within the project site; however, no confirmed nesting has

been reported in San Diego County (Unitt 2004), but no suitable nesting conditions are

present so no nesting is expected to occur within the survey area.

1.4.6.2 Double-crested Cormorant

Double-crested cormorant is a CDFW watch list species (nesting colonies) and is a County

Group 2 species (State of California 2015b; County 2010b). This species occurs on the coast

and inland waters, including bays, lagoons, estuaries, and reservoirs, and was once only a

non-breeding visitor in San Diego County. The double-crested cormorant breeds in isolated

colonies along the coast and interior from Alaska to northern Belize (Hatch and Weseloh

1999). As of 2002, only two nesting colonies were known to occur within the county of San

Diego: one in the salt works at the south end of San Diego Bay and one at the upper end of

Sweetwater Reservoir (Unitt 2004). In San Diego County, breeding has been reported

between mid-March and mid-August (Unitt 2004). This bird is far more common in the fall

and winter in San Diego County than in the spring and summer (Unitt 2004). This species’

diet consists primarily of schooling fish species but expands to aquatic insects, crustaceans,

and amphibians (Hatch and Weseloh 1999). The double-crested cormorant suffered a

population decline from direct removal as a pest and from nesting failure due to the

presence of pesticide residues in marine food chains in the 1950s and early 1960s. Since the

suspension of Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) use, population recovery has been

increasing (Hatch and Weseloh 1999).

A single double-crested cormorant was observed flying over the open water and developed

areas of the project site. The species is likely to feed on fish within the lakes and to perch on

the trees surrounding the basins. However, there are no known nesting colonies reported at

the project site, so there is no potential for breeding on-site.

1.4.6.3 Great Blue Heron

Great blue heron is a County Group 2 Animal species (County 2010b). It is a non-migratory

water bird and occurs within the region year-round. It forages in wetlands and uplands

surrounding uplands. Great blue heron nests either as isolated pairs or in small to

moderate colonies from early January to early June (Unitt 2004). Stick nests are generally

built in tall trees surrounding lakes and wetlands, though some nesting has been reported

on dry land far from permanent water. In San Diego County, this species is generally

known to nest in large gum (Eucalyptus spp.) or pine (Pinus spp.) trees.
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Great blue heron was not observed during the biological surveys of the site; however, the

San Diego County Bird Atlas identifies nesting in the patch of eucalyptus woodland at

Lindo Lake, with up to five nesting pairs in 2001 (Unitt 2004). Additionally, the eBird

database has numerous records of this species at Lindo Lake (Cornell Lab of Ornithology

2018). Based on the abundance of observations at Lindo Lake, great blue heron is expected

to occur throughout suitable foraging habitats within the project site. There is a high

potential for nesting to occur in the eucalyptus woodland, but low potential to nest in

southern riparian woodland or other trees within the disturbed habitat adjacent to the lake

basins. The project site is not a reported great blue heron rookery site.

1.4.6.4 Western Least Bittern

Western least bittern is a CDFW species of special concern and a County Group 2 species

(CDFW 2018c; County 2010b). This species is an uncommon to rare and localized resident

in San Diego County, although more numerous (or conspicuous) during summer months

(Unitt 2004). This species inhabits reedy wetland vegetation and is quite difficult to spot

due to the effective camouflage of its coloring. Habitat for the western least bittern occurs

largely in the coastal lowland, at brackish lagoons, and in lakes, ponds, and streams inland

(Unitt 2004). In San Diego County this species has been known to nest at O’Neill Lake,

Camp Pendleton, the San Diego River between Santee and Lakeside, and Lake Murray

(Unitt 2004). Nesting generally occurs between early May and late August (Gibbs et al.

1992). The diet of the least bittern consists primarily of small fish and insects (Gibbs et al.

1992). The decline of this species in San Diego County is directly attributed to loss of

freshwater and brackish marshes (Unitt 2004).

Though this species was not detected during the biological surveys, it has a high potential

to occur. Suitable freshwater marsh is present, and this species has been previously

recorded onsite (San Diego Audubon Society 2017, Cornell Lab of Ornithology 2018). The

San Diego County Bird Atlas does not identify nesting at Lindo Lake; however, this species

hides its nests within dense vegetation, so nesting can be difficult to detect. Given the small

size of freshwater marsh habitats on-site, there is moderate potential for this species to

nest within the survey area (Unitt 2004).

1.4.6.5 Cooper’s Hawk

Cooper’s hawk is a CDFW Watch List species (nesting) and is a County Group 1 species

(CDFW 2018b; County 2010b). The Cooper’s hawk’s year-round range extends throughout

most of the United States. Its wintering range extends south to Central America, and its

breeding range extends north to southern Canada (Rosenfeld and Bielefeldt 1993).

Breeding birds are widespread over San Diego County’s coastal slope and most abundant in

lowland and foothill canyons and in urban areas. It is a common breeder in both oak and

willow riparian woodlands and urban environments, with eucalyptus trees used nearly as

often as oaks (Unitt 2004). Additionally, this species has been known to nest within planted

trees including pine, redwood, and avocado (Unitt 2004). Breeding occurs from March to

June, and nests are typically located high in the tree but under the canopy. This hawk

forages primarily on medium-sized birds but is also known to eat small mammals such as
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chipmunks and other rodents (Rosenfeld and Bielefeldt 1993). Although urbanization and

loss of habitat have contributed to the decline of this species, the Cooper’s hawk acclimation

to city living has generously increased their numbers (Unitt 2004).

Although not detected during RECON’s biological surveys, this species was reported within

the project site in 1999 (County 2017). The disturbed habitat mapped throughout much of the

park may provide suitable habitat for rodents and other prey species, so Cooper’s hawk is

considered to have high potential to forage on-site. Additionally, this species has moderate

potential to nest in mature trees within eucalyptus woodland, southern riparian woodland,

non-native woodland, disturbed habitat, or urban/developed areas within the project site.

1.4.6.6 Tricolored Blackbird

Tricolored blackbird is a CDFW species of special concern and is a County Group 1 species

(CDFW 2018b; County 2010b). Tricolored blackbirds are permanent residents in California,

and during the nonbreeding season, populations move extensively throughout their range

(Shuford and Gardali 2008). They are typically found in large flocks in freshwater marsh

habitat dominated by cattails (Typha spp.) and forage in nearby upland vegetation including

grasslands, agricultural and disturbed areas, and in irrigated pastures (Unitt 2004). This

species utilizes larger, denser marshes than the red-winged blackbird, but may nest within

the same areas dominating the center of the marshes (Beedy and Hamilton 1999). Breeding

generally occurs between late March and mid-July (Beedy and Hamilton 1999). Requirements

for a successful breeding colony site include accessible water, protection for nests (spiny or

thorny vegetation and/or flooded conditions), and suitable nearby foraging areas providing

adequate insect prey within a few kilometers of nesting colonies (Beedy and Hamilton 1999).

During the non-breeding season this species forages readily in artificial habitats like dairies,

lawns, dumps, and parking lots (Unitt 2004). Tricolored blackbirds are opportunistic feeders,

consuming a diet of grasshoppers, grains, snails, small clams, and agricultural resources.

Populations of this species are declining as a result of the elimination of freshwater marsh

breeding habitat, as well as nest destruction due to agricultural activities, poisoning by

pesticides, and abandonment of nests as a response to human disturbance (Beedy and

Hamilton 1999). Loss of upland foraging habitat to development is also a major contributor to

this species’ decline (Unitt 2004). Due to the tricolored blackbirds’ colonial nesting behavior,

this species is particularly vulnerable to nesting failure when mosquito pesticides and other

contaminants, such as selenium from agricultural runoff, are used in or applied to occupied

marshes (Beedy and Hamilton 1999; Shuford and Gardali 2008).

Tricolored blackbird was not observed or detected during RECON’s surveys of the site.

However, Unitt (2004) consistently identified the species nesting at Lindo Lake from 1999 to

2001, and the CNDDB has a 2009 record within the project site (CDFW 2017). Therefore, this

species has a high potential to occur and nest within the freshwater marsh, cismontane alkali

marsh, saltgrass grassland, non-native grassland, disturbed habitat, and urban/developed

areas within the project site.
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1.4.7 Wetlands/Jurisdictional Waters

1.4.7.1 Field Survey Results

Descriptions of the hydrophytic vegetation units, soil types, and hydrology observed in the

survey area are presented below. Copies of the field data forms summarizing information

collected in the field on vegetation, soils, and hydrology observed at each sample site are

provided in Attachment 5.

a. Hydrophytic Vegetation

The following four vegetation communities within the project site contain hydrophytic

vegetation: freshwater marsh, cismontane alkali marsh, southern willow scrub, and

southern riparian woodland. See Section 1.4.2 for more detailed descriptions of these

vegetation communities.

Freshwater marsh is dominated largely by common tule (OBL).

Cismontane alkali marsh is characterized by yerba mansa (OBL) and salt grass (FAC). In

some areas, salt marsh fleabane (FACW) and Dallis grass (FAC) are co-dominant

constituents of this vegetation type.

Southern willow scrub consists of a patch of Goodding’s black willow (FACW).

The southern riparian woodland canopy is dominated by arroyo willow (FACW) with scattered

Fremont cottonwood (NI). The understory of the southern riparian forest differs depending on

proximity to the lake basins and drainage inlets. The patches within the east basin and the

patch associated with the drainage inlet to the west basin have an understory of native

hydrophytic species, including yerba mansa (OBL), salt grass (FAC), and salt marsh fleabane

(FACW), and were determined to be wetlands. The patches outside the basins have an

understory dominated by upland species: redstem filaree (NI), Bermuda grass (FACU), red

brome (UPL), and cheeseweed (NI), and were not determined to be wetlands.

b. Hydric Soils

One soil type, Chino silt loam, saline, is mapped at the wetland sample point locations in

the survey area (USDA 1973). Chino silt loam is on the hydric soil list. Hydric soil

indicators, sandy redox and redox dark surfaces, were observed at the wetland sample

points. Wetland determination data forms are included as Attachment 5. Upland areas

have extensive gopher burrows and lack hydric soil indicators.

c. Hydrology

At the time of first biological survey, both basins were full, and some of wetlands in the east

basin were inundated. In addition to clear evidence of surface water within the east and

west basins, two drainages leading into the west basin showed evidence of wetland
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hydrology, including high water table, soil saturation, drift deposits (nonriverine), and

sediment deposits (nonriverine).

Lindo Lake is a naturally occurring seasonal lake primarily fed by local urban runoff. The lake

was originally fed by flows from Quail Canyon Creek, which was dammed to create Lake

Jennings (NV5 2017). Subsequently, it was also fed by urban runoff and regulated flow from

Lake Jennings. Originally, the configuration of Lindo Lake consisted of just a small basin

located in the southwest corner of the current west basin. This was separated from two,

largely dry, basins by earthen berms. In the late 1960s a 4-inch soil-cement liner was

installed in the original southwest basin. Between 1975 and 1985, the County deepened

and enlarged the southwest basin, merging it with one of the adjacent dry basins. They also

deepened the east basin and connected it with the west basin via a 42-inch corrugated

metal pipe (later replaced with a concrete pipe) under an approximately 30-foot-wide

earthen berm.

The water level of the east basin fluctuates throughout year based on precipitation and

runoff. At the time of the wetland delineation and first biological survey, both the east and

west basins were fully inundated. By the time of the May 3, 2017 survey, the water level in

the east basin had receded greatly as a result of evaporation and infiltration.

During significant rain events, water from the west basin can drain off site to the northwest

via a culvert, which flows into the San Diego River approximately 0.5 mile to the northwest.

The San Diego River flows in a westerly direction and joins the Pacific Ocean (a Traditional

Navigable Waterway as defined by the CWA) approximately 20 miles downstream of the

project site.

1.4.7.2 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters

Based on the three wetland criteria discussed above, all areas mapped as open water and
non-vegetated channel within the project site are expected to be concurrently identified as
ACOE Nonwetland Waters of the U.S, CDFW Lake/Streambed, and (RWQCB Waters of
the State. All wetland areas within the site are expected to be concurrently identified as
ACOE Wetland Waters of the U.S, CDFW Riparian, and RWQCB Wetlands. The locations
of jurisdictional areas and wetland sample points are shown on Figure 7, and the acreages
are provided in Table 3. Nonwetland waters are located in the center of each basin, in the
inlet channel in the southeast corner of the east basin, and in the outlet channel for the
west basin. The wetlands are found in the northern part of the west basin and surrounding
the open water of the east basin.
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Table 3
Jurisdictional Waters within the Project Site

Jurisdictional Areas Acreage
ACOE Jurisdictional Areas

Wetland Waters of the U.S. 7.52
Non-wetland Waters of the U.S. 18.36

ACOE Total Jurisdictional Area (404)1 25.88
CDFW Jurisdictional Areas

Riparian Habitat 7.52
Lake/Streambed 18.36

CDFW Total Jurisdictional Area (1602)1 25.88
RWQCB Jurisdictional Areas

State Wetlands 7.52
Lake/Streambed 18.36

RWQCB Total Jurisdictional Area (401)1 25.88
1CDFW/RWQCB area of jurisdiction includes all ACOE jurisdictional waters.

Water levels in the east basin exhibit substantial seasonal fluctuation. Following winter
rains, the basin fills, and the water level gradually recedes as a result of infiltration and
evaporation until it is dry, generally during early to mid-summer. Given this seasonal
fluctuation, the lower limit of the wetlands was determined based on a combination of
sample point data and recent historic aerial photograph review (Google Earth 2018;
Nationwide Environmental Title Research LLC 2018). The typical high water limit and
apparent shift in vegetation was used to define the boundary between the wetlands and
non-wetland waters.

The lake basins provide for groundwater recharge, especially during the early portion of the
dry season, as water in the east basin slowly infiltrates. The wetland vegetation may help
remove toxins from urban runoff, thereby reducing discharge of toxins downstream. This
vegetation functions to uptake nutrients in these sediments and recycles them through the
deposition of litter and decomposition of the resultant organic matter, thereby maintaining
a healthy nutrient cycle. Additionally, the basins provide flood control functions, slow
downstream flows and reduce downstream sedimentation.

1.4.8 Habitat Connectivity and Wildlife Corridors

Wildlife movement corridors are defined as habitat linkages that connect suitable wildlife

habitat areas in a region otherwise fragmented by rugged terrain, changes in vegetation, or

human disturbance. Natural features such as canyon drainages, ridgelines, or areas with

vegetation cover provide corridors for wildlife travel. Wildlife movement corridors are

important, because they provide access to mates, food, and water; allow the dispersal of

individuals away from high population density areas; and facilitate the exchange of genetic

traits between populations (Beier and Loe 1992). Wildlife movement corridors are

considered sensitive by the USFWS, the CDFW, and the County.

The entire project site is bounded by suburban development, which restricts regional

wildlife movement. As a result, the project site would not be considered a part of any

regional habitat linkage or wildlife movement corridor.
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1.5 Applicable Regulations

Biological resources are subject to regulatory oversight at three levels: federal, state, and

local (County of San Diego).

1.5.1 Federal Regulations

1.5.1.1 Endangered Species Act

The federal Endangered Species Act provides the legal framework for the listing and

protection of species (and their habitats) identified as being endangered or threatened with

extinction. Actions that jeopardize endangered or threatened species and the habitats upon

which they rely are considered a “take” under the Endangered Species Act. Take of a

federally listed threatened or endangered species is prohibited without a special permit.

The Endangered Species Act allows for take of a threatened or endangered species

incidental to development activities once a habitat conservation plan has been prepared to

the satisfaction of the USFWS and an incidental take permit has been issued. The

Endangered Species Act also allows for the take of threatened or endangered species after

consultation has deemed that development activities will not jeopardize the continued

existence of the species. The federal Endangered Species Act also provides for a Section 7

Consultation when a federal permit is required, such as a CWA Section 404 permit.

“Critical Habitat” is a term within the federal Endangered Species Act designed to guide

actions by federal agencies (as opposed to state, local, or other agency actions) and defined

as “an area occupied by a species listed as threatened or endangered within which are

found physical or geographical features essential to the conservation of the species, or an

area not currently occupied by the species which is itself essential to the conservation of the

species.”

1.5.1.2 Section 404 Clean Water Act Regulations

The CWA provides wetland regulation at the federal level and is administered by the

ACOE. The purpose of the CWA is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and

biological integrity of all Waters of the U.S. Permitting is required for filling waters of the

U.S. (including wetlands). Permits may be issued on an individual basis or may be covered

under approved nationwide permits.

1.5.1.3 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA; 16 United States Code 703 et seq.) is a federal

statute that implements treaties with several countries on the conservation and protection

of migratory birds. The number of bird species covered by the MBTA is extensive and is

listed at 50 CFR 10.13. The regulatory definition of “migratory bird” is broad and includes

any mutation or hybrid of a listed species and any part, egg, or nest of such birds (50 CFR

10.12). Migratory birds are not necessarily federally listed endangered or threatened birds

under the Endangered Species Act. The MBTA, which is enforced by USFWS, makes it
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unlawful “by any means or in any manner, to pursue, hunt, take, capture, [or] kill” any

migratory bird, or attempt such actions, except as permitted by regulation. The take,

possession, import, export, transport, sale, purchase, barter, or offering of these activities is

prohibited, except under a valid permit or as permitted in the implementing regulations (50

CFR 21.11).

Pursuant to U.S. Department of the Interior Memorandum M-37050, the federal Migratory

Bird Treaty Act is no longer interpreted to cover incidental take of migratory birds (U.S.

Department of the Interior 2017). Therefore, impacts that are incidental to implementation

of an otherwise lawful project would not be considered significant.

1.5.2 State of California

1.5.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act

The CEQA requires that biological resources be considered when assessing the

environmental impacts that are the result of proposed actions. The lead agencies determine

the scope of what is considered an impact and what constitutes an “adverse effect” on a

biological resource.

1.5.2.2 California Fish and Game Code

The CFGC regulates the taking or possession of birds, mammals, fish, amphibians, and

reptiles, as well as natural resources such as wetlands and Waters of the State. It includes

the California Endangered Species Act, Streambed Alteration Agreement regulations, and

California Native Plant Protection Act. CFGC Section 3503 states that “it is unlawful to

take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise

provided by this code or any regulation made pursuant thereto,” and Section 3503.5 states

that “it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes or

Strigiformes (birds-of-prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird”

unless authorized.

1.5.2.3 California Endangered Species Act

The California Endangered Species Act, similar to the federal Endangered Species Act,

contains a process for listing of species and regulating potential impacts to listed species.

State threatened and endangered species include both plants and wildlife but do not

include invertebrates. The designation “rare species” applies only to California native

plants. State threatened and endangered plant species are regulated largely under the

Native Plant Preservation Act in conjunction with the California Endangered Species Act.

State threatened and endangered animal species are legally protected against “take.” The

California Endangered Species Act authorizes CDFW to enter into a memorandum of

agreement for take of listed species to issue an incidental take permit for a state-listed

threatened and endangered species only if specific criteria are met.
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1.5.2.4 Streambed Alteration Agreement Regulations

The CFGC (Sections 1600 through 1603) requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement with

CDFW for projects affecting riparian, wetland habitats, and all other Waters of the State.

1.5.2.5 California Native Plant Protection Act

Section 1900-1913 of the CFGC contains the regulations of the Native Plant Protection Act

of 1977. The intent of this act is to help conserve and protect rare and endangered plants in

the state.

1.5.2.6 Porter Cologne Act

The RWQCB not only regulates impacts to water quality in Waters of the U.S. under

Section 401 of the CWA, but also regulates the isolated waters that are impacted under the

state Porter Cologne Act utilizing a Waste Discharge Requirement. Discharge of fill

material into Waters of the State not subject to the jurisdiction of the ACOE pursuant to

Section 404 of the CWA may require authorization pursuant to the Porter Cologne Act

through application for waste discharge requirements or through waiver of waste discharge

requirements, despite the lack of a clear regulatory imperative.

1.5.2.7 Natural Community Conservation Planning Act of 1991

The Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act is designed to conserve

natural communities at the ecosystem scale while accommodating compatible land use.

CDFW is the primary state agency that implements the NCCP. The NCCP plan provides

for the comprehensive management and conservation of multiple wildlife species. It

identifies and provides for regional protection of natural wildlife diversity while allowing

for compatible and appropriate development and growth.

1.5.3 County of San Diego

1.5.3.1 Multiple Species Conservation Program and Biological
Mitigation Ordinance

The County’s MSCP Subarea Plan is designed to identify lands that would conserve habitat

for federal and state endangered, threatened, or sensitive species. It provides a process for

the local issuance of permits under the federal and state Endangered Species Acts for

impacts to threatened and endangered species. Also included in the MSCP are

implementation strategies, preserve design, and management guidelines.

Biological Resource Core Area (BRCA) lands are those that have been included within the

County’s MSCP Subarea Plan for habitat conservation. These lands have been determined

to provide the necessary habitat quality, quantity, and connectivity to sustain the unique

biodiversity of the San Diego region. These lands are considered by the County to be a

sensitive biological resource.
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The MSCP generally does not designate an exact preserve boundary, but instead designates

large PAMAs within which conservation efforts are to be concentrated and a preserve will

be assembled. The MSCP generally provides incentives for development to occur outside a

PAMA. The majority of the project site is within a PAMA.

The BMO provides criteria for the avoidance of impacts to BRCAs and sensitive biological

resources, and establishes mitigation requirements for projects requiring discretionary

permits. It generally directs preservation or biological resources toward land that can be

combined with larger areas of contiguous habitat or linkages (County 2010a).

2.0 Project Effects
This section of the report discusses the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to biological

resources from the project.

Direct Impacts

Direct impacts are incurred when project activities result in the loss of biological resources.

They may result from vegetation removal, grading, or other habitat modification. Direct

impacts are classified as temporary or permanent. The project proposes to replace much of the

lake basin area with open water, and revegetate the majority of existing vegetation in an

effort to replace or improve the habitat quality of the site. In areas where the current and

proposed habitat classifications are the same, the impacts are considered temporary. Areas

where there will be a type conversion (i.e. from riparian to marsh, or from unvegetated aquatic

habitat to disturbed or developed), the impact is considered permanent. As such most of the

impacts to vegetation communities are considered temporary.

For assessment of impacts to nesting birds, this report assumes a general bird breeding

season of January 15 to August 31, based on the following breeding season dates:

Species Breeding Season

 Tree-nesting raptors (including

Cooper’s hawk)

 February 1 – July 15 (based on

County 2010b)

 Tricolored blackbird  March 15 – July 15 (based on

Beedy and Hamilton 1999)

 Upland birds (including most

general migratory birds)

 February 15 – August 15 (based on

County 2010b)

 Riparian birds (including great

blue heron, western least bittern,

and double-crested cormorant)

 January 15 – August 31 (based on

combined seasons for species

reported on-site, per Unitt 2004

and Gibbs et al. 1992)
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Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts are effects on vegetation communities or species from actions that may be

separated temporally or spatially from primary construction activities. Examples of these

are discussed below.

Fugitive dust: Dust generated during construction or as a result of post-construction

activities or conditions can impact the vigor of adjacent vegetation by impairing plants’

ability to photosynthesize, decreasing respiration and transpiration, increasing penetration

of phytotoxic gaseous pollutants, and increasing incidence of pests and diseases. Excessive

dust may also impact wildlife by decreasing visibility and damaging foraging habitat.

Habitat Fragmentation: Habitat fragmentation and isolation of plant and wildlife

populations may cause extinction of local populations as a result of two processes:

(1) reduction in total habitat area, reducing effective population sizes; and (2) insularization

of local populations, affecting dispersal rates (Wilcox and Murphy 1985). In addition,

habitat fragmentation can reduce diversity of species, spread invasive species, and reduce

access to important habitats (Lovich and Ennen 2011).

Hydrology alteration: Hydrologic alterations include changes in water levels, flow rates,

and patterns in waterways and dewatering, each of which may affect resources and

vegetation communities within and adjacent to the lake basins. Adverse water-quality

impacts include chemical-compound pollution (discussed below), erosion, increased

turbidity, and excessive sedimentation. Removal of native vegetation and increased runoff

from roads and other paved surfaces can result in increased erosion and transport of

surface matter into areas that support sensitive biological resources. Altered erosion,

increased surface flows, and underground seepage can allow for the establishment of non-

native plants. Changed hydrologic conditions can also alter seed bank characteristics and

modify habitat for ground-dwelling fauna that may disperse seed.

Chemical and particulate pollution: The release of fuels, oils, sediment, and other

construction related chemicals into adjacent areas has the potential to impact downstream

sensitive natural resources. Accidental spills of hazardous chemicals could contaminate the

lake water and groundwater and indirectly affect wildlife species through poisoning or

alteration of suitable habitat.

Invasive species: Invasive species have the potential to displace and dominate native

species, hybridize with native plant species, provide food and habitat for invasive animal

species, and disturb normal ecosystem functions such as nutrient cycling, wetland

hydrology, sedimentation, fire frequency, and erosion (Brossard et al. 2000). Disturbances

adjacent to natural open space, such as grading and vegetation management, create

opportunities for non-native species to invade and establish themselves.

Increased Human Activity: Increased human activity could result in the potential for

trampling of vegetation and soil compaction outside the impact footprint and could affect

the viability of plant communities and the suitability of habitat for wildlife species.

Trampling can damage individual native plants, including special-status species; create
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gaps in native vegetation, leading to an increase in soil erosion; and introduce or spread non-

native, invasive plant species. Trampling may also affect the rate of rainfall interception and

evapotranspiration, soil moisture, water penetration pathways, and surface flows. Increased

human presence increases the risk for the collection of and damage to plant species, and thus

the risk of damage to suitable habitat for wildlife species. In addition, increased human

activity can deter wildlife from using habitat areas in the project vicinity.

Noise: Noise impacts can have a variety of indirect impacts on wildlife species. These

indirect impacts may include increased stress and weakened immune systems, altered

foraging behavior, interference with adult birds communicating with fledglings,

displacement due to startle, degraded communication with conspecifics, and increased

vulnerability to predators (Lovich and Ennen 2011; Brattstrom and Bondello 1983, as cited

in Lovich and Ennen 2011).

Impact Neutral

Following the County guidelines (County2010a), areas that are not directly or indirectly

impacted but cannot be counted toward mitigation will be considered impact neutral.

Generally, impact neutral areas include habitat that is outside the development footprint of

a project but that is not preserved in an open space easement.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are those that may occur at a landscape or regional level as a result of

past, current, and foreseeable projects within the cumulative study area. While impacts

from one project may not be significant, when analyzed in concert with multiple projects in

the area, impacts may compound and reach a level of significance.

2.1 Impacts to Habitats and Vegetation
Communities

As shown in the site plan on Figure 8, the project includes grading most of the project site,

including dredging, deepening, and recontouring both lake basins and grading of several

small mounds within the upland areas of the park, and revegetation of most of the affected

areas outside the lake basins.

In the east basin, the upper two feet would be left ungraded and would not have a bentonite

layer. This area would form a shallow, flat, shelf with a natural substrate. This shelf would

be inundated, which likely would create wet conditions that will support freshwater marsh.

Therefore, this inundated area is included in the direct impact footprint, with the

cismontane alkali marsh area considered a temporary impact and the southern riparian

woodland area considered a permanent impact.

Following construction, both basins would be filled such that most of the open water areas

would be returned to open water. Because this area would be dredged and graded before

being re-inundated, it is considered directly and temporarily impacted.
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The project plans identify several avoidance areas (designated as “Protected in Place” in

County 2018) where no grading or vegetation removal is proposed (see Figure 8). In general,

most of these areas are considered sufficiently protected (i.e. impact neutral) as the proposed

changes in the surrounding areas are not anticipated to result in a vegetation community type

conversion. Each of these avoidance areas is briefly described below:

 A patch of eucalyptus trees would be avoided in the upland portion of the park just

south of Lakeshore Drive and north of the west basin.

 An area of marsh (freshwater marsh and cismontane alkali marsh), and riparian

(southern willow scrub) habitat would be protected in place within the northern edge

of the west basin, where an existing drainage empties into the lake.

 Numerous individual riparian trees outside the east basin are designated to be

preserved in place. Any of those trees that fall within mapped patches of southern

riparian woodland are not considered impacted.

However, although no direct removal of vegetation is proposed within the avoidance areas,

some of these areas are included in the project impact footprint due to anticipated indirect

impacts. Based on the proposed changes in topography and hydrology in surrounding

and/or adjacent areas, a vegetation community type conversion is likely to occur. Each of

these avoidance areas that is included in the impact footprint is briefly described below:

 Several patches of southern riparian woodland in the east basin are designated to be

protected in place, but are in an area that would be inundated and expected to

convert to freshwater marsh; therefore, permanent direct, impacts are assessed.

 Several patches of cismontane alkali marsh in the east basin were designated to be

protected in place. Many of those areas are either (1) within the inundated limit of

the basin, (2) within the grading footprint, or (3) would have riparian trees planted

that are expected to form a southern riparian woodland canopy. The portions within

the limits of inundation are expected to support freshwater marsh species following

revegetation. As these areas would remain marsh habitats, the impact is considered

temporary. The portions to be revegetated with riparian trees would revert to

riparian habitat and are considered permanently impacted riparian.

Following completion of work within the lake basins, all impacted land would be

revegetated with a combination of native wetland and upland plants, replacing most of the

impacted areas with in-kind habitats (Figure 9). Lastly, the upland areas mapped as

disturbed habitat surrounding both lake basins would be graded and planted as part of the

project. The plant palette for these areas consists of native trees and shrubs. Following

construction, these trees and shrubs would be situated in publicly accessible portions of the

park and would require periodic maintenance and are shown as ornamental on Figure 9.

This is treated as a temporary impact because both the pre- and post-construction

conditions would be classified as disturbed or developed areas.

Implementation of the project would impact a total of 39.37 acres of vegetation communities

and/or land cover types (Table 4; Figure 10).
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Post-construction Vegetation
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Table 4
Impacts to Vegetation Communities/Land Cover Types

Vegetation Community/
Land Cover Type

Acreage

Project
Site

Avoided/
Impact-
Neutral

Impacts

Revegetated
Post-

ConstructionTemporary Permanent Total
Unvegetated Aquatic Habitats

Unvegetated Aquatic Habitats
Open water 18.29 – 16.78 1.51 18.29 17.82 17.82
Non-vegetated channel 0.07 0.01 – 0.06 0.06 – 0.01

Open Water/Channel Subtotal 18.36 0.01 16.78 1.57 18.35 17.82 17.83
Tier I Communities

Marsh Habitat
Freshwater marsh 0.82 0.55 – 0.27 0.27 4.09 4.65
Cismontane alkali marsh 5.19 0.44 3.42 1.34 4.76 3.16 3.60*

Marsh Subtotal 6.01 0.99 3.42 1.61 5.03 7.25 8.25
Riparian Habitat
Southern willow scrub 0.02 0.02 – – – 0.10 0.12
Southern riparian woodland 1.67 0.71 – 0.96 0.96 1.04 1.75

Riparian Subtotal 1.69 0.73 – 0.96 0.96 1.14 1.87
Native Grassland
Saltgrass grassland 0.10 0.02 – 0.08 0.08 – 0.02

Native Grassland Subtotal 0.10 0.02 – 0.08 0.08 – 0.02
Tier III Communities

Non-native Grassland
Non-native grassland 1.13 0.14 – 0.99 0.99 – 0.14

Non-native Grassland Subtotal 1.13 0.14 – 0.99 0.99 – 0.14
Tier IV Communities or No Tier

Disturbed or Developed Areas
Non-native woodland 0.40 0.40 – – – – 0.40
Eucalyptus woodland 0.35 0.35 – – – – 0.35
Disturbed habitat 15.12 1.17 9.65** 4.30 13.95 – 2.05
Ornamental landscaping – – – – – 10.75 10.75**
Urban/developed land 14.30 14.29 – 0.01 0.01 1.58 15.79

Disturbed or Developed Subtotal 30.17 16.21 9.65 4.31 13.96 10.87 29.34

TOTAL 57.46 18.09* 29.85 9.52 39.37 37.08 57.46*

* Sums differ due to rounding.
**Most of the areas mapped as disturbed habitat on Figure 6 will be planted as part of the project and maintained with other park features,

so under post-project conditions, they are considered ornamental landscaping. Both communities are considered disturbed or developed
areas, so the impact is shown as temporary.



FIGURE 10

Impacts to Vegetation Communities
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2.2 Impacts to Wetlands/Jurisdictional Waters

The project would impact nearly all of the wetlands, riparian habitats, and other waters

(i.e., non-wetland waters, streambed) under the jurisdiction of the ACOE, RWQCB, and

CDFW within the project site (Table 5; Figure 11). Impacts to these resources would result

primarily from the draining, sediment removal, and recontouring of the lake basins.

Following recontouring, both lake basins would be re-inundated and hydrophytic plants

would be revegetated within and surrounding the basins to enhance and re-establish

aquatic and wetland vegetation at the park. See Section 2.1 for a detailed discussion of

impacts and avoidance areas.

Table 5
Impacts to Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters

Jurisdictional Areas
Acreage

Project
Site

Impacts Post-
Construction

Net
ChangeTemp. Perm. Total

ACOE Jurisdictional Areas
Wetland Waters of the U.S. 7.52 0.24 5.81 6.05 9.80 +2.28
Non-wetland Waters of the U.S. 18.36 16.78 1.57 18.35 17.83 -0.53
ACOE Total Jurisdiction (404)* 25.88 17.02 7.38 24.40 27.63 +1.75

CDFW Jurisdictional Areas
Riparian Habitat** 7.52 0.24 5.81 6.05 10.13 +2.61
Lake/Streambed 18.36 16.78 1.57 18.35 17.83 -0.53
CDFW Total Jurisdiction (1602)* 25.88 17.02 7.38 24.40 27.962 +2.08

RWQCB Jurisdictional Areas
State Wetlands 7.52 0.24 5.81 6.05 9.80 +2.28
Lake/Streambed 18.36 16.78 1.57 18.35 17.83 -0.53
RWQCB Total Jurisdiction (401)* 25.88 17.02 7.38 24.40 27.63 +1.75

*CDFW/RWQCB area of jurisdiction includes all ACOE jurisdictional waters.
**Includes area of riparian canopy following construction that will extend beyond the limit of

ACOE/RWQCB jurisdiction.

2.3 Impacts to Sensitive Species

This section discusses the direct and indirect impacts the project would have on sensitive

species present or with high potential to occur on-site. Impacts to sensitive plants and

sensitive wildlife are discussed separately below.

2.3.1 Impacts to Sensitive Plants

No sensitive plant species were observed or are expected to occur within the survey area;

therefore, no impacts to sensitive plant species would occur from project implementation.

2.3.2 Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife

As discussed in Section 1.4.6, six sensitive wildlife species were detected or have high

potential to occur within the project site. Each of these is discussed below.



FIGURE 11

Impacts to Jurisdictional Resources
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2.3.2.1 American White Pelican

As construction would be phased, with dewatering beginning with Phase 1 in the east

basin, and Phase 2 beginning in the west basin only after the east basin is re-inundated,

the temporary loss of American white pelican foraging habitat would occur in only one

basin at a time. However, no nesting is anticipated to occur within the project site, so there

would be no impacts to pelican breeding.

2.3.2.2 Double-crested Cormorant

Non-breeding cormorants could be affected by temporary loss of foraging habitat during the

phased dewatering within the lake basins during construction activities. No breeding or

rookery sites have been observed or are expected to occur on-site. As a result, the project

would cause temporary loss of foraging habitat, but would not result in impacts to double-

crested cormorant nesting colonies.

As both lake basins would be permanently inundated with water following construction, a

long-term effect of the project would be an increase in available foraging and feeding

habitat for this species. Additionally, there would be a net increase in southern riparian

woodland on the site (see Table 4 and Figure 9), and approximately 725 native riparian

trees would be planted throughout the park (County 2018). Thus, suitable perching and

feeding habitat for this species is expected to increase as a result of the project.

2.3.2.3 Great Blue Heron

Non-breeding great blue herons would be affected by temporary loss of foraging and

perching habitat during the phased dewatering of the lake basins and removal of southern

riparian woodland during construction. Removal of native trees within the southern

riparian woodland, as well as removal of ornamental trees within the disturbed habitat and

urban/developed land surrounding the lake basins, would temporarily reduce the

availability of trees potentially suitable for great blue heron nesting during construction.

The reports of nesting activities on-site are within the eucalyptus woodland (Unitt 2004),

which would be protected in place. As a result no direct impacts to great blue heron nesting

are expected. However, construction noise does have potential to disrupt heron nesting

behavior, which would be considered an indirect impact.

The planting plan would increase the acreage of southern riparian woodland (see Table 4

and Figure 9) and includes approximately 725 native trees, including Fremont cottonwood,

western sycamore, Goodding’s black willow, and arroyo willow. This planting is expected to

result in a net increase of southern riparian woodland within the project site. These trees

may be suitable for nesting herons and would provide additional habitat structure and

serve as a buffer from ongoing recreational activities at the lake. Thus, the project may

have a long-term positive effect on the extent and quality of great blue heron breeding

habitat.
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If vegetation removal were to occur during the general bird breeding season January 15 to

August 31), the project would have potential to directly impact breeding great blue herons.

2.3.2.4 Western Least Bittern

Western least bittern is anticipated to occur as a regular visitor within both basins and has

moderate potential to nest, so there may be a temporary loss of foraging habitat and

nesting opportunities during the phased draining and dredging of the lake basins. If

vegetation removal occurs during the general bird breeding season (January 15 to August

31), nesting western least bitterns could be directly impacted. Revegetation following

construction likely would result in a net increase of freshwater marsh (see Table 4 and

Figure 9), increasing the overall habitat available for the species within the project site.

2.3.2.5 Cooper’s Hawk

The project would include removal of southern riparian woodland, as well as a number of

native and ornamental trees throughout the disturbed habitat and urban/developed land

surrounding the lake basins. If vegetation removal occurs during the breeding season for

tree-nesting raptors (February 1 to July 15), the project would have potential to cause

direct impacts to nesting Coopers’ hawk.

Although the project includes removal of suitable nesting trees, the project would protect

the cluster of large eucalyptus trees in the northern portion of the site, the non-native

woodland in the southwest portion of the site, and a large number of native riparian trees

(see Figures 8 and 9). Additionally, the planting plan (County 2018; see Figure 7) includes

installation of approximately 725 native trees throughout the park and would result in a

net increase of southern riparian woodland (see Table 4). As a result, the loss of suitable

nesting habitat would be temporary.

Grading of the upland areas of the park would temporarily impact suitable foraging habitat

for Cooper’s hawk. However, there is additional suitable foraging habitat off site within

approximately 2,000 feet to the north and 1,000 feet to the south, which are well within the

foraging range of this species.

2.3.2.6 Tricolored Blackbird

Dredging of the lake basins and installation of a sediment pond in the west basin are

expected to remove 0.27 acre of the freshwater marsh that currently provides suitable

nesting and foraging habitat for tricolored blackbird (see Figure 9). If vegetation removal

occurs during the general bird breeding season (January 15 to August 31), this project

would have potential to cause direct impacts to tricolored blackbirds nesting on-site.

Both basins would be permanently inundated with water following construction, and a

shallow shelf with a natural substrate would remain in both basins. This shallow shelf

would be revegetated with native freshwater marsh species, resulting in a net increase in

freshwater marsh (see Figure 9), and therefore in potential nesting habitat for tricolored
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blackbird. As a result, impacts to tricolored blackbird breeding habitat are expected to be

temporary.

2.3.2.7 Nesting Birds

In addition to those sensitive species discussed above, other birds protected by the MBTA

and CFGC have potential to occur and nest in trees within the project site. As described in

Section 1.5.1.3, the MBTA is no longer interpreted to protect migratory birds and raptors

from incidental take (U.S. Department of the Interior 2017); however, CFGC 3503 and

3503.5 still provide these protections. If vegetation clearing would occur during the bird

breeding season (February 1 to July 15 for raptors and January 15 to August 31 for other

birds), direct impacts to nesting birds could occur.

2.4 Impacts to Habitat Linkages and Wildlife
Corridors

As discussed Section 1.4.8 the project site does not serve as a wildlife linkage or corridor. As

a result, the project would not cause impacts to these resources.

3.0 Special Status Species
Plant or wildlife species are considered sensitive if they meet certain special status criteria,

such as being (1) on List A, B, C, or D of the County Sensitive Plant List or in Group 1 or 2

of the County Sensitive Animal List (County 2010b); (3) listed by state or federal agencies

as threatened or endangered or are proposed for listing; (4) included in Rank 1B (considered

endangered throughout its range) or Rank 2 (considered endangered in California but more

common elsewhere) of the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants (2017); or (5)

considered rare, endangered, or threatened by the CNDDB (CDFW 2018a, b, and c) or local

conservation organizations or specialists.

Raptors (birds of prey) and active raptor nests are protected by the CFGC 3503.5, which

states that it is “unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds of prey or to take, possess,

or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird” unless authorized.

A determination of the significance of direct and indirect impacts on sensitive species is

presented in this section of the report. Guidelines for the determination of significance are

applied to the proposed impacts to sensitive species anticipated by the project to determine

significance under CEQA and County Guidelines for Determining Significance (2010b).

3.1 Guidelines for the Determination of
Significance

The project would have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat

modifications, on one or more species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
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species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS if any

of the following conditions are met:

A. The project would impact one or more individuals of a species listed as federally or

state endangered or threatened.

B. The project would impact an on-site population of a County List A or B plant species,

or a County Group 1 animal species, or a species listed as a state Species of Special

Concern. Impacts to these species are considered significant; however, impacts of

less than 5 percent of the individual plants or of the sensitive species’ habitat on a

project site may be considered less than significant if a biologically-based

determination can be made that the project would not have a substantial adverse

effect on the local long-term survival of that plant or animal taxon.

C. The project would impact the local long-term survival of a County List C or D plant

species or a County Group 2 animal species.

D. The project may impact arroyo toad (Bufo californicus) aestivation, foraging or

breeding habitat. Any alteration of suitable habitat within 1 kilometer (3,280 feet) in

any direction of occupied breeding habitat or suitable stream segments (unless very

steep slopes or other barriers constrain movement) could only be considered less

than significant if a biologically-based determination can be made that the project

would not impact the aestivation or breeding behavior of arroyo toads.

E. The project would impact golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) habitat. Any alteration of

habitat within 4,000 feet of an active golden eagle nest could only be considered less

than significant if a biologically-based determination can be made that the project

would not have a substantially adverse effect on the long-term survival of the

identified pair of golden eagles.

F. The project would result in the loss of functional foraging habitat for raptors.

Impacts to raptor foraging habitat is considered significant; however, impacts of less

than 5 percent of the raptor foraging habitat on a project site may be considered less

than significant if a biologically-based determination can be made that the project

would not have a substantial adverse effect on the local long-term survival of any

raptor species.

G. The project would impact the viability of a core wildlife area, defined as a large block

of habitat (typically 500 acres or more not limited to project boundaries, though

smaller areas with particularly valuable resources may also be considered a core

wildlife area) that supports a viable population of a sensitive wildlife species or

supports multiple wildlife species. Alteration of any portion of a core habitat could

only be considered less than significant if a biologically-based determination can be

made that the project would not have a substantially adverse effect on the core area

and the species it supports.
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H. The project would cause indirect impacts, particularly at the edge of proposed

development adjacent to proposed or existing open space or other natural habitat

areas, to levels that would likely harm sensitive species over the long term. The

following issues should be addressed in determining the significance of indirect

impacts: increasing human access; increasing predation or competition from

domestic animals, pests or exotic species; altering natural drainage; and increasing

noise and/or nighttime lighting to a level above ambient that has been shown to

adversely affect sensitive species.

I. The project would impact occupied burrowing owl habitat.

J. The project would impact occupied cactus wren habitat, or formerly occupied coastal

cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus) habitat that has been burned by

wildfire.

K. The project would impact occupied Hermes copper (Lycaena hermes) habitat.

L. The project would impact nesting success of sensitive bird species (as listed in the

Guidelines for Determining Significance) through grading, clearing, fire fuel

modification, and/or other noise generating activities such as construction.

3.2 Analysis of Project Effects

The project may result in impacts under the following conditions for the reasons discussed

below. Each letter listed below corresponds to the specific condition listed in Section 3.1

above.

B. The following two wildlife species that are County Group 1 species and/or CDFW

Species of Special Concern occur or are likely to occur within the survey area:

Cooper’s hawk and tricolored blackbird.

If vegetation clearing would occur within the breeding seasons for Cooper’s hawk

(February 1 to July 15) or tricolored blackbird (January 15 to August 31, based on

the general bird breeding season discussed in Section 2.0), the species have potential

to be directly impacted. These impacts would be considered significant and require

implementation of avoidance measures.

Although there would be temporary loss of suitable habitat for both species, the

project proposes revegetation that would result in an increase of available habitat

for both species throughout the project area. As a result, impacts from temporary

loss of habitat are not anticipated to have a substantial adverse effect on the local

long-term survival of these species. Therefore, this impact would be considered less

than significant and require no species-specific mitigation measures.

No County List A or B plant species were observed or are likely to occur within the

project site.
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C. The following four County Group 2 wildlife species occur or have high potential to

occur within the survey area: American white pelican, double-crested cormorant,

great blue heron, and western least bittern. As discussed above, the project is not

expected to cause direct impacts to nesting American white pelican, or double-

crested cormorant because these species are not expected to breed within the project

site. Great blue heron is known to nest in trees within and around the lake basins

and western least bittern has moderate potential to nest in the freshwater marsh.

Therefore, if vegetation removal occurs within the general bird breeding season

(January 15 to August 31), the project would have potential to directly impact this

species. This impact would be considered significant and requires implementation of

avoidance measures.

Although there would be temporary loss of suitable habitat for these species, the

project would revegetate suitable habitat to support these species throughout the

site. Therefore, the project is not anticipated to adversely affect the local long-term

survival of these species.

The project would not result in significant impacts under the following conditions for the

reasons discussed below.

A. No state or federally listed species occur or have moderate to high potential to occur

within the project site. Therefore, none would be impacted by the project.

D. No arroyo toads occur or are expected to occur within the project site, so no impacts

would occur for this species.

E. The project site does not provide suitable habitat for golden eagle, so no impacts

would occur to this species.

F. Although project grading would occur within suitable raptor foraging habitat, all

affected areas would be revegetated. Thus, there would be no permanent loss of

functional foraging habitat for raptors.

G. No core wildlife areas occur within the survey area, so the project would not impact

the viability of any core wildlife areas.

H. The entire survey area consists of a public park with moderate to high daily

recreational activity and is bounded on all sides by suburban development. This

current land use will continue following project construction. The project includes

revegetation of the existing park with native trees, shrubs, and herbs, which are

anticipated to improve the overall value of the site for native wildlife. As a result,

the project would not increase human access; increase predation or competition from

domestic animals, pests, or exotic species; or increase noise and/or nighttime lighting

to a level above ambient.

The project would include alterations to existing Lindo Lake. While Lindo Lake was

a naturally occurring lake, it has been substantially altered over the years, with
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construction of a boathouse, installation of a causeway to separate two lake basins,

installation of a liner to reduce infiltration in the west basin, redirection of natural

upstream water flows to reduce water flows into the lake, and regular vegetation

maintenance. The project would redesign the lake basins, and both would remain

permanently inundated. The revegetated areas mapped as ornamental landscaping

throughout the existing park (see Figure 9) would be improved by the installation of

native trees, shrubs, and herbs (County 2018) and are expected to provide suitable

foraging habitat for raptors. Overall, the project would improve the habitat value of

the project site for native wildlife, including the value of foraging habitat for

Cooper’s hawk and other raptors. Thus, the project would not alter the project site in

such a way that would adversely affect these species over the long term.

I. No burrowing owls occur or are expected to occur within the project site due to a lack

of suitable habitat, so no impacts would occur to this species.

J. No coastal cactus wrens occur or are expected to occur within the project site due to

a lack of suitable habitat, so no impacts would occur to this species.

K. No Hermes copper butterflies occur or are expected to occur within the project site

due to a lack of suitable habitat, so no impacts would occur to this species.

L. As discussed in Section 2.3.2, the project is not expected to result in impacts that

would adversely affect the nesting success of sensitive bird species.

3.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

Cumulative impacts from the project were evaluated with regard to past, present, and

future projects within the project vicinity.

While there would be temporary loss of habitat for special status wildlife species during the

phased draining of the lake basins, the project includes revegetation of habitat to support

these species throughout the impact area. With the proposed revegetation, there would be

no cumulative loss of habitat for these species.

3.4 Mitigation Measures and Design
Considerations

Mitigation measures recommended to reduce significant impacts to sensitive species to

below a level of significance are presented in this section of the report.

B and C. As described above, the project has potential to cause significant direct

impacts to Cooper’s hawk, tricolored blackbird, great blue heron, western least

bittern, and other CFGC–protected species if vegetation clearing occurs during these

species’ respective breeding seasons. To prevent such significant impacts to breeding

birds, all vegetation clearing should occur outside the breeding season (February 1

to July 15 for Cooper’s hawk and January 15 to August 31 for other birds). If
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vegetation clearing must begin during the breeding season, the following measures

should be implemented:

Before Construction:

 A qualified biologist shall attend the pre-construction meeting to discuss

biological resource issues of the project and identify measures to avoid

impacts to sensitive species during construction.

 A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys to determine if active nests are

present in the impact area or within 300 feet (500 feet for Cooper’s hawk or

other tree-nesting raptors). If active nests are found, a no-activity buffer zone

shall be established at the discretion of the biologist in consultation with the

County, until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, and there is no

evidence of a second attempt at nesting. If no nests are found, no mitigation

will be needed.

During Construction:

 On the first day of construction, the qualified biologist shall attend the

tailgate meeting and conduct training for contractors and construction

personnel, including explaining the purpose for protecting biological

resources and any avoidance measures that should be implemented during

project construction.

 The qualified biologist shall monitor construction activities full time during

vegetation clearing and grubbing, and weekly thereafter to direct crews on

avoidance measures. The biological monitor shall verify the following:

o Any installed construction fencing or silt fencing shall remain intact,

and movement of construction personnel, vehicles, and equipment

shall be confined to existing roads and areas within the defined project

footprint.

o Equipment maintenance, staging, and fuel dispensing areas shall be

situated such that runoff from these areas remains outside of the lake

basins or any other areas of sensitive habitat.

o All trash (including, but not limited to, food scraps, wrappers, and

beverage containers) shall be removed from work sites or completely

secured in a wildlife-proof container at the end of each workday.

o Pets of project personnel shall not be allowed in the work area.

After Construction:

The biological monitor shall provide a letter to the County describing monitoring

activities and any biological issues identified.
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3.5 Conclusions

Potential direct and indirect impacts to sensitive animal species on-site would be

considered significant and would require mitigation. Mitigation would reduce impacts to

sensitive animals to a level below significance.

4.0 Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural
Community

As discussed in Section 2.1, project implementation would result in impacts to 39.37 acres,

including 25.41 acres of sensitive vegetation communities (see Table 4). All impacted areas

would be either restored as part of the lake basins or revegetated with native vegetation. As

a result, the overall quality of the vegetation within the survey area would be improved

following completion of the project.

4.1 Guidelines for the Determination of
Significance

An adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community is

considered significant if any of the following conditions are met:

A. Project-related construction, grading, clearing, or other activities would temporarily

or permanently remove sensitive native or naturalized habitat on or off the project

site.

B. Any of the following will occur to or within jurisdictional wetlands and/or riparian

habitats as defined by ACOE, CDFW, and the County: removal of vegetation;

grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation,

volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction

of a road crossing; placement of culverts or other underground piping; any

disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that may cause an adverse

change in native species composition, diversity, and abundance.

C. The project would draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of

groundwater-dependent habitat, typically a drop of three feet or more from historical

low groundwater levels.

D. The project would cause indirect impacts, particularly at the edge of proposed

development adjacent to proposed or existing open space or other natural habitat

areas, to levels that would likely harm sensitive habitats over the long term. The

following issues should be addressed in determining the significance of indirect

impacts: increasing human access; increasing predation or competition from

domestic animals, pests, or exotic species; altering natural drainage; and increasing
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noise and/or nighttime lighting to a level above ambient that has been shown by the

best available science to adversely affect the functioning of sensitive habitats.

E. The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the functions and

values of existing wetlands. If the project is subject to the Resource Protection

Ordinance (RPO), buffers of a minimum of 50 feet and a maximum of 200 feet to

protect wetlands are required based on the best available science available to the

County at the time of adoption of the ordinance.

4.2 Analysis of Project Effects

The project may result in impacts under the following conditions for the reasons discussed

below. Each letter listed below corresponds to the specific condition listed in Section 4.1.

A. The project would permanently inundate both lake basins and revegetate the

surrounding areas (see Table 4).

In total, the project would cause direct impacts to 25.41 acres of sensitive vegetation

communities (Tiers I, III, and unvegetated aquatic habitats; see Table 4). Permanent

impacts would occur to 1.57 acre of unvegetated aquatic habitats, 1.61 acre of marsh

habitat, 0.96 are of riparian habitat, 0.08 acre of native grassland, and 0.99 acre of

non-native grassland. Temporary impacts would occur to 17.82 acres of unvegetated

aquatic habitats, and 4.76 acres of marsh habitat. These impacts are detailed below.

Unvegetated Aquatic Habitats. The permanent impact to unvegetated aquatic

habitats would occur primarily from recontouring of the west basin. Two small

portions at the west end of the basin would be converted to uplands, and the

drainage inlet at the north end of the basin would be widened into a sediment basin.

The temporary impacts would occur as both lake basins would be drained and re-

graded before being subsequently re-filled.

Marsh Habitats. The permanent impact to marsh habitats would occur in two

areas. The first is loss of freshwater marsh in the north of the west basin, which

would be graded as part of a sediment basin. The second is at the main inlet at the

east end of the east basin, where a permanently-inundated area of open water would

be created. While there would be conversion of cismontane alkali marsh to

freshwater marsh, these are both marsh habitats and the impact would be

considered temporary.

Riparian Habitats. The permanent impact to riparian habitat would consist of

southern riparian woodland north of the west basin, which would impacted by

grading of the sediment basin, and several patches in the east basin that would be

within the inundated area and would convert to freshwater marsh.

The native and non-native grassland would be impacted as they are outside the east

basin, within upland areas of the park that are treated as ornamental vegetation.



Biological Resources Report

Lindo Lake Restoration Project
Page 57

Permanent and temporary impacts would be considered significant and would

require mitigation.

B. The project includes vegetation clearing, grading, and dredging within wetlands and

waters as defined by ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB (see Table 5 and Figure 11).

Impacts to ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB jurisdictional areas would be considered

significant and would require permits.

The project would not result in significant impacts under the following conditions for the

reasons discussed below.

C. The project is not expected to result in a long-term drawdown of groundwater (NV5

2017). While the bentonite lining is expected to slow infiltration of water, the lining

would not cover the entirety of the basins, leaving a natural soil substrate in the

upper foot of the west basin and the upper two feet of the east basin. The upper

portions of both basins would support wetland vegetation and allow some

groundwater recharge to occur to support groundwater-dependent habitat.

D. The project site is a suburban public park and has been managed by the County for

recreational use since 1920. This project would not modify the current land use and

is not adjacent to proposed or existing open space or other natural habitat areas. It

would not increase human access to undeveloped natural areas or increase the

presence of domestic animals, pests, or exotic species. Additionally, the project would

not introduce any additional night lighting. As a result, no significant impact from

these factors would occur. The project includes moderate changes to the upland

topography within the project site. However, all surface drainage through the project

site would continue to collect within the lake basins. Therefore, the potential impact

to the natural drainage system would be less than significant.

E. As discussed above, the project would not result in a substantial change to the

existing use of the lake basins, so there would be no change to existing wetland

buffers. No new habitable structures would be constructed as part of the project.

Furthermore, the project does not fall under any of the categories of discretionary

action subject to the RPO (per Section 86.603), so the RPO is not applicable.

Therefore, there would be no impacts associated with wetland buffers.

4.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

Cumulative impacts from the project were evaluated with regard to past, present, and

future projects within the cumulative study area. As discussed above in Section 4.2, the

project would impact 25.41 acres of riparian habitats or other sensitive communities. At the

same time, it would increase the overall water volume of the lake basins and as shown in

the planting plan (County 2018), would increase the cover by native vegetation.

The County’s MSCP Subarea Plan was designed to compensate for the regional loss of

biological resources throughout the region. Projects that conform to the Subarea Plan and
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implementing ordinances, (i.e. the BMO) are not expected to result in a significant

cumulative impact to sensitive riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities.

Therefore, with the proposed combination of on-site revegetation and off-site habitat-based

mitigation the project is expected to conform to the BMO and, no significant cumulative

impacts to riparian habitats or other sensitive communities would occur.

4.4 Mitigation Measures and Design
Considerations

Impacts to riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities would be considered significant,
because significance criteria A and B would be met. The following mitigation measures would
be required to reduce these impacts to below a level of significance. The mitigation ratios
provided in this discussion are estimates; the final ratios will be determined in negotiation
with the ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB.

A. Direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would be offset with a combination
of on-site revegetation and off-site preservation, as shown in Table 6.

Unvegetated Aquatic Habitats

In total, the project would result in permanent impacts to 1.57 acre of unvegetated

aquatic habitats. Following grading and re-filling of the lake basins, the project

would provide a total of 17.83 acres of unvegetated aquatic habitats. This reflects a

reduction of 0.53 acre in surface area. However, the basins will be deeper, resulting

in a nearly fivefold increase in the water capacity (from 9.9 million gallons to 48.3

million gallons). Revegetation of marsh habitats is expected to result in an excess of

0.61 acre beyond that required to mitigate those habitats (see Table 6). While

revegetated freshwater marsh would not be considered open water, it would be

permanently inundated with up to two feet of water and provide improved aquatic

habitat for wildlife, including fish, birds, and invertebrates. In addition, the

freshwater marsh would be both vegetated and permanently inundated, so it would

be expected to provide wetland functions, including filtration of toxins, water

storage, and groundwater recharge throughout the year.

As the combined area of freshwater marsh plus unvegetated aquatic habitats would

increase overall, the impact to unvegetated aquatic habitats would be considered

temporary and reduced to below a level of significance.
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Table 6
Mitigation and Revegetation for Impacts to Vegetation Communities/Land Cover Types

(acres)

Vegetation Community/
Land Cover Type

MSCP
Tier

Existing
On-site

Project Effects
Mitigation/

Revegetation
Post-

Construction
Net

ChangeAvoided
Temp.

Impacts
Perm.

Impacts
Total

Impacts
Ratio (Acreage)* Reveg-

etation Off-siteTemp. Perm.
Unvegetated Aquatic Habitat
(open water and non-
vegetated channel)

None 18.36 0.01 16.78 1.57 18.35
1:1

(16.78)
1:1

(1.57)
17.82 0.00** 17.83 -0.53

Marsh Habitat
(freshwater marsh and
cismontane alkali marsh)

I 6.01 0.99 3.42 1.61 5.03
1:1

(3.42)
2:1

(3.22)
7.25 0.00 8.25 +2.24

Riparian Habitat
(southern willow scrub and
southern riparian woodland)

I 1.69 0.73 0.00 0.96 0.96 N/A
2:1

(1.92)
1.14 0.78 1.87 +0.18

Native Grassland
(saltgrass grassland)

I 0.10 0.02 0.00 0.08 0.08 N/A
2:1

(0.16)
0.00 0.16 0.02 -0.08

Non-native Grassland
III 1.13 0.14 0.00 0.99 0.99 N/A

1:1
(0.99)

0.00 0.99 0.14 -0.99

Disturbed or Developed Areas
(non-native woodland,
eucalyptus woodland,
disturbed habitat, and
urban/developed land)

IV or
None

30.17 16.21 9.65 4.31 13.96 N/A N/A 10.87 N/A 29.34 -0.83

Total 57.46 18.09† 29.85 9.52 39.37 37.08 1.93 57.46† 0.00†
*Assumes mitigation site meets criteria for a BRCA. The presented mitigation ratios are estimates; final mitigation ratios will be determined in consultation with the
resource agencies.

**Permanent impacts to unvegetated aquatic habitats would be mitigated with the excess of 0.61 acre of on-site revegetation of marsh habitats within the upper 2 feet
of the inundated basins.

†Sums may differ due to rounding.
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Marsh Habitats

Permanent impacts to 1.61 acres of marsh habitats would be mitigated at an

estimated 2:1 ratio (3.22 acres), while temporary impacts to 3.42 acres would be

mitigated at a 1:1 ratio (3.42 acres), for a total of 6.64 acres. The proposed on-site

revegetation of 7.25 acres of marsh habitat would exceed this requirement by

0.61 acre. A portion of this excess would be applied to the unvegetated aquatic

habitat mitigation described above. As mentioned above, these mitigation ratios are

estimates and the final ratios will be determined during wetland permit negotiations

with the resource agencies.

Permanent inundation and revegetation of the east basin is expected to result in a

conversion of much of the existing cismontane alkali marsh to freshwater marsh. As

the upper levels of both basins would have a natural substrate, allowing water from

the lake to infiltrate into the surrounding areas, saturating the soil within an area

extending approximately 1 foot above the water line. The landscaping plan identifies

this revegetation area as “transitional native” and includes hydrophytic plants

characteristic of alkali marsh (County 2018). Thus, this area is expected to be

cismontane alkali marsh following construction. Overall, the reduction in

cismontane alkali marsh (-1.58 acres) would be offset by a larger increase in

freshwater marsh (+3.83 acres), resulting in a net increase of marsh habitats

(+2.24 acres). With revegetation of the areas identified on Figure 9, impacts to

marsh habitats would be considered temporary and would be reduced to below a

level of significance.

Riparian Habitats

Project implementation would result in permanent impacts to 0.96 acre of riparian

habitats. The project would not impact southern willow scrub, which occurs just

above the water level in the west basin. However, creation of the sediment basin

north of the west basin and permanent inundation of the east basin would result in

loss of several patches of southern riparian woodland, totaling 0.96 acre. Although

the project site is an existing urban park with a high level of recreational use, it is

considered a PAMA. As a result, it would meet the definition of a BRCA per the

BMO, and impacts to riparian habitats would be mitigated at an estimated 2:1 ratio

(assuming the mitigation site also qualifies as a BRCA), or 1.92 acre.

RECON analyzed the planting plan (County 2018) and identified 1.14 acre of

riparian trees that would be planted within approximately 1 foot elevation of the

water line and in close proximity to patches of existing avoided southern riparian

woodland (see Figure 9). This revegetated riparian habitat would be applied as

mitigation for impacts to riparian habitat. The remainder of the mitigation

requirement would be met off site with preservation of 0.78 acre of riparian habitat.

In total, project implementation would result in a 0.18 acre increase of riparian

habitats on-site. With implementation of the proposed on-site revegetation and off-

site preservation, project impacts to riparian habitats would be reduced to below a

level of significance.
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Native Grassland

Project implementation would result in impacts to native grassland (saltgrass

grassland). No saltgrass grassland is included in the planting plan (County 2018), so

this impact would be considered permanent and would require off-site mitigation in

compliance with the County’s BMO (County 2010a). Impacts to native grasslands

would require mitigation at a 2:1 ratio (assuming the mitigation site also qualifies as

a BRCA). Thus, a total of 0.16 acre of saltgrass grassland mitigation would be

required off site (see Table 6).

Non-native Grassland

Project grading would result in impacts to non-native grassland. No non-native

grassland is included in the planting plan (County 2018), so this impact would be

considered permanent and would require off-site mitigation. The project site meets

the criteria of a BRCA. Therefore, in compliance with the BMO, impacts to non-

native grassland would require off-site mitigation at a 1:1 ratio (0.99 acre; see

Table 6) at a location that also qualifies as a BRCA.

B. Impacts to wetlands and waters as defined by ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB would be

offset by the proposed restoration of the lake basins, as well as through

implementation of the planting plan (County 2018). As previously discussed, both

lake basins would be permanently inundated, and the surrounding land would be

planted with native vegetation. Additionally, the project would require permitting

under Sections 401 and 404 of the CWA and Section 1602 of the CFGC. These

permits are discussed in Section 5.4.

4.5 Conclusions

Project implementation would result in impacts to sensitive riparian and native or

naturalized habitat. Impacts to unvegetated aquatic habitats, marsh habitats, and riparian

habitats would be reduced to below a level of significance through (1) inundation of the lake

basins to increase the overall water volume of the lake, (2) implementation of the planting

plan (County 2018) to provide additional wetland and riparian habitats around the east

basin and install approximately 725 new native riparian trees throughout the park, and

(3) off-site mitigation. These activities are expected to provide a long-term improvement in

the habitat value for sensitive wildlife species, including American white pelican, double-

crested cormorant, great blue heron, western least bittern, Cooper’s hawk, and tricolored

blackbird. Impacts to native and non-native grassland would be mitigated off site in

accordance with the BMO. With the proposed lake basin replacement and revegetation

described in the grading and planting plans (County 2018) and off site mitigation, project

impacts to sensitive riparian and native or naturalized habitats would be reduced to below

a level of significance.
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5.0 Jurisdictional Wetlands and
Waterways

As discussed in Section 2.2, the project impact wetlands and non-wetland waters under the

jurisdiction of the ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB. An assessment of these impacts and

proposed mitigation are presented below.

5.1 Guidelines for the Determination of
Significance

The project would have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as

defined by Section 404 of the federal CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,

coastal, and so on) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other means.

These criteria correspond to Criteria B, C, and E in Section 4.2, above:

A. Any of the following will occur to or within jurisdictional wetlands and/or riparian

habitats as defined by ACOE, CDFW, and the County: removal of vegetation;

grading; obstruction or diversion of water flow; adverse change in velocity, siltation,

volume of flow, or runoff rate; placement of fill; placement of structures; construction

of a road crossing; placement of culverts or other underground piping; any

disturbance of the substratum; and/or any activity that may cause an adverse

change in native species composition, diversity, and abundance.

B. The project draws down the groundwater table to the detriment of groundwater-

dependent habitat, typically a drop of three feet or more from historical low

groundwater levels.

C. The project does not include a wetland buffer adequate to protect the functions and

values of existing wetlands.

5.2 Analysis of Project Effects

The project may result in impacts under the following conditions for the reasons discussed

below. Each letter listed below corresponds to the specific condition listed in Section 5.1

above.

A. As shown in Table 5 and Figure 11, the project would cause direct impacts to

24.40 acres of jurisdictional areas, including 6.05 acres expected to be considered

ACOE wetlands, CDFW riparian habitat, and RWQCB wetland Waters of the State

(1.23 acres of permanent impact and 4.76 acres of temporary impact), as well as

18.35 acres expected to be considered ACOE non-wetland Waters of the U.S., CDFW

lake/streambed, and RWQCB non-wetland waters of the state (0.53 acre of

permanent impact and 17.82 acres of temporary impact).
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Recontouring of both lake basins would improve the flood control function of the lake

basins, provide improved sediment catchment, and reduce erosion. Revegetation

within and around the lake basins (Figure 11) would provide a total of 9.80 acres of

ACOE and RWQCB jurisdictional wetlands (increase of 2.28 acres), and 10.13 acres

of CDFW jurisdictional riparian habitat within the project site (increase of

2.61 acres; see Table 5 and Figure 11). The area of CDFW riparian habitat is greater

than the area of ACOE and RWQCB wetlands because CDFW jurisdiction extends to

the riparian tree dripline, and includes areas that are not expected to meet the

wetland hydrology and/or soils criteria for ACOE and RWQCB. Impacts to

jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitat would be considered temporary.

Following construction, the lake basins are expected to support a total of 17.83 acres

of ACOE non-wetland Waters of the U.S., CDFW lake/streambed, and RWQCB

lake/streambed, for a reduction of 0.53 acre (see Table 5 and Figure 11). This

reduction is limited to the unvegetated portion of the lake basins. The upper 2 feet of

the east basin, which would be revegetated with freshwater marsh, would also be

fully inundated, increasing to the overall area of inundation in that basin. Overall,

with the deeper basins the water capacity of the lake basins would increase from

9.9 million gallons to 48.3 million gallons. As the basins would hold substantially

more water, they would provide additional habitat for fish and other aquatic

animals, in turn providing additional prey for the bird population at the lake. With

implementation of the proposed wetland revegetation, impacts to ACOE, RWQCB,

and CDFW jurisdictional areas would be less than significant. Nonetheless, the

project would require wetland permits under Sections 401 and 404 of the federal

CWA and Section 1602 of the CFGC.

The inner portions of the basins would have a bentonite clay liner to reduce water

loss through infiltration. The west basin currently has a degraded liner, which the

project would replace. Replacing this degraded liner is expected to reduce infiltration

within the west basin. The east basin does not currently have a liner, but one would

be installed in the deeper portion of the basin, leaving a natural substrate in the

upper two feet of the basin. This natural substrate would be revegetated with

freshwater marsh vegetation. The new liner would reduce infiltration during the

winter and spring, when the basin would be naturally full (i.e. under current

conditions without a liner). Since the east basin would be kept permanently

inundated, infiltration would continue to occur in the outer portion year-round,

including during the summer and fall, after the basin would have dried up under

current conditions.

The project would not result in significant impacts under the following conditions for the

reasons discussed below.

B. As discussed in the groundwater study (Dudek 2018), the project is not expected to

result in a long-term drawdown of groundwater to the detriment of groundwater

dependent habitats. While the clay lining is expected to slow infiltration of water,

the lining would not be completely permeable and it would only cover the bottom
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portions of the lake basins, leaving a soil substrate for the outer portions of the

basins. This would allow groundwater recharge and water percolation the

surrounding area and would continue to support on-site wetland habitat.

C. As discussed above, the project would not result in a substantial change to the

existing recreational use of the lake basins and does not include any additional

habitable structures. As a result, there would be no change to existing wetland

buffers.

5.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

Cumulative impacts from the project were evaluated with regard to past, present, and

future projects within the cumulative study area. All jurisdictional areas that would be

subject to direct temporary impacts are expected to be replaced through restoration of the

lake basins and implementation of the planting plan (County 2018), which includes

installation of native wetland species throughout the fringes of both basins, as well as

native riparian trees throughout the entire park.

The project is designed to have an overall positive effect on wetland functions and values,

through increased flood control and sediment catchment, and reduced erosion. While the

lake basins would have a decrease in surface area, they would be made substantially deeper

and would hold a greater volume of water in total, providing additional habitat for fish and

other aquatic species.

Additionally, the project includes wetland and riparian revegetation in the outer portions of

the lake basins, as well as in the immediate surrounding areas. This is expected to result in

a net increase in jurisdictional wetlands and riparian habitats.

Because there would be no net reduction in wetland functions and values from

implementation of the project, there would be no significant cumulative impact.

5.4 Mitigation Measures and Design
Considerations

Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and waterways would be considered significant, because

criterion A would be met. The following mitigation measures would be required to reduce

these impacts to below a level of significance.

A. The project would cause direct impacts to 24.40 acres of likely jurisdictional areas,

including 6.05 acres of ACOE wetlands, CDFW riparian habitat, and RWQCB

wetland Waters of the State (1.23 acres of permanent impact and 4.76 acres of

temporary impact), as well as 18.35 acres expected to be considered ACOE

nonwetland Waters of the U.S., CDFW lake/streambed, and RWQCB

lake/streambed (0.53 acre of permanent impact and 17.82 acres of temporary impact;

see Table 5 and Figure 11). Impacts to wetlands and waters as defined by ACOE,
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CDFW, and RWQCB would be offset by the proposed inundation and revegetation of

the lake basins, as shown in the planting plan (County 2018).

On-site revegetation would provide 9.80 acres of ACOE and RWQCB jurisdictional

wetlands (for an increase of 2.28 acres), and 10.13 acres of CDFW riparian habitat

(for an increase of 2.61 acres; see Table 5 and Figure 12). Additionally, recontouring

and inundation of the lake basins is expected to re-establish a total of 17.83 acres of

ACOE non-wetland Waters of the U.S., CDFW lake/streambed, and RWQCB

lake/streambed. This reflects a reduction of 0.53 acre in surface area of unvegetated

open water. However, a substantial portion of the inundated portions of the lake

basins contain wetland freshwater marsh vegetation. Taking this into account, the

project would result in an overall increase in total area of inundation (from the

current 19.11 acres to 22.47 acres after construction). Furthermore, the project

would increase overall water capacity from the current 9.9 million gallons to the

post-construction capacity of 48.3 million gallons. These increases in wetland and

non-wetland waters are expected to improve aquatic and wetland functions and

values within the park.

To comply with the state and federal regulations for impacts to Waters of the

U.S./State, the following agency permits may be required.

 CWA Section 401 and 404 permits issued by the California RWQCB and the

ACOE for all project-related disturbances of Waters of the U.S. and/or

associated wetlands would be required for this project. Nationwide Permit

(NWP)_27 under Section 404 should apply for this project. NWP 27 is

designed for projects that serve to rehabilitate and improve the function of

wetlands and riparian habitats and open waters. Under this NWP,

compensatory mitigation is not required since these activities result in net

increases in aquatic resource functions and values.

 A Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement issued by the CDFW for all
project-related disturbances of the lake/streambed would be required for this
project.

5.5 Conclusions

Impacts would occur to ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFW wetlands and waters and may require

agency permits. Project impacts would be reduced to below a level of significance though

restoration of the lake basins and wetland revegetation via the planting plan (County

2018). The project is expected to result in a net increase in aquatic functions and values

through removal of accumulated sediments from the lake, improved hydrology, flood

control, and sediment catchment, as well replacement of non-native exotic vegetation from

the basins and revegetation of native wetlands.
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6.0 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites
The project site is not a part of any local or regional wildlife movement corridors, and is

surrounded on all sides by suburban commercial and residential development. The project

site is known to provide nesting habitat for several sensitive bird species, including

Cooper’s hawk, tricolored blackbird, great blue heron, and western least bittern, as well as

other birds protected under the CFGC.

6.1 Guidelines for the Determination of
Significance

Project-related interference with the movement of any native resident, migratory fish, or

wildlife species, with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or with the

use of native wildlife nursery sites would be considered significant if any of the following

conditions are met:

A. The project would prevent wildlife access to foraging habitat, breeding habitat,

water sources, or other areas necessary for their reproduction.

B. The project would substantially interfere with connectivity between blocks of

habitat, or would potentially block or substantially interfere with a local or regional

wildlife corridor or linkage.

C. The project would create artificial wildlife corridors that do not follow natural

movement patterns.

D. The project would increase noise and/or nighttime lighting in a wildlife corridor or

linkage to levels proven to affect the behavior of the animals identified in a site-

specific analysis of wildlife movement.

E. The project does not maintain an adequate width for an existing wildlife corridor or

linkage and/or would further constrain an already narrow corridor through activities

such as (but not limited to) reduction of corridor width, removal of available

vegetative cover, placement of incompatible uses adjacent to it, and placement of

barriers in the movement path.

F. The project does not maintain adequate visual continuity (i.e., long lines-of-sight)

within wildlife corridors or linkage.

6.2 Analysis of Project Effects

The project would not result in significant impacts under the following conditions for the

reasons discussed below.

A. Project implementation would result in phased dewatering of each basin, which

would temporarily restrict wildlife access to a source of fresh water and food.

Additionally, grading and dredging of the lake basins would result in temporary loss

of vegetation, including riparian shrubs and trees. The impacted habitats provide
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suitable breeding habitat for native birds, including, Cooper’s hawk, tricolored

blackbird, great blue heron, western least bittern, and other nesting bird species.

Marsh birds, including tricolored blackbird and western least bittern, would be

temporarily affected by impacts to freshwater marsh. Most of the freshwater marsh

is outside the impact area, and is expected to survive temporary dewatering during

construction. Additionally, both basins would be permanently inundated following

construction, and freshwater marsh would be revegetated within both lake basins,

providing additional habitat for tricolored blackbird, western least bittern, and other

marsh birds.

Tree-nesting birds like Cooper’s hawk and great blue heron would be affected by loss

of riparian woodland and upland trees surrounding the lake basins. This loss would

be offset by installation of approximately 725 riparian trees. Additionally, the

surrounding upland areas would be revegetated with native upland trees and shrubs

to provide additional habitat value for native wildlife (County 2018).

While there would be a temporary reduction in potential breeding habitat during the

phased draining and construction of each of the lake basins, the project would result

in a long-term improvement in overall wildlife access to foraging habitat and

potential nesting sites. As a result, impacts associated with wildlife nursery sites

would be less than significant.

B. As discussed in Section 1.4.8, the project site is not a part of any wildlife corridor.

Furthermore, it would not change the land use within the project site. Therefore, it

would not interfere with connectivity of any existing blocks of habitat, wildlife

corridors, or linkages.

C. The project would not create any artificial wildlife corridors.

D. The project would not change the land use within the project site and would not

increase night lighting or noise within the surrounding habitat. Furthermore, as

discussed in Section 1.4.8, the project site does not serve as a regional wildlife

corridor or landscape level habitat linkage. Therefore, the project would not result in

significant impacts associated with noise or nighttime lighting.

E. As discussed in Section 1.4.8, the project site does not serve as a regional wildlife

corridor or landscape level habitat linkage. Therefore, the project would not restrict

or constrain any existing corridors.

F. As discussed in Section 1.4.8, the project site does not serve as a regional wildlife

corridor or landscape level habitat linkage. Therefore, the project would not alter or

restrict visual continuity within wildlife corridors or linkages.
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6.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

As discussed in Section 1.4.8, the project site does not serve as a regional wildlife corridor

or landscape level habitat linkage. Therefore, it would not contribute toward any

cumulative impacts to wildlife corridors or linkages.

6.4 Mitigation Measures and Design
Considerations

The project would not result in significant impacts to wildlife movement or nursery sites.

Therefore, no mitigation would be required. Methods to further avoid impacts to sensitive

bird species nesting on-site are addressed in Section 3.4.

6.5 Conclusions

Implementation of the project would not result in significant impacts to wildlife movement

or nursery sites.

7.0 Local Policies, Ordinances, and
Adopted Plans

This section addresses project compliance with local policies, ordinances, and adopted

plans.

7.1 Guidelines for the Determination of
Significance

If this project conflicts with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources

or with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan (HCP), NCCP, or other

approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, any of the following conditions

would be considered significant:

A. For lands outside of the MSCP, the project would impact coastal sage scrub

vegetation in excess of the County’s 5 percent habitat loss threshold as defined by

the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub NCCP Process Guidelines.

B. The project would preclude or prevent the preparation of the subregional NCCP

Process. For example, the project proposes development within areas that have been

identified by the County or resource agencies as critical to future habitat preserves.

C. The project will impact any amount of sensitive habitat lands as outlined in the

RPO.

D. The project would not minimize and/or mitigate coastal sage scrub habitat loss in

accordance with Section 4.3 of the NCCP Process Guidelines.
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E. The project does not conform to the goals and requirements as outlined in any

applicable HCP, Habitat Management Plan, Special Area Management Plan,

Watershed Plan, or similar regional planning effort.

F. For lands within the MSCP, the project would not minimize impacts to BRCAs as

defined in the BMO.

G. The project would preclude connectivity between areas of high habitat values, as

defined by the Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub NCCP Process Guidelines.

H. The project does not maintain existing movement corridors and/or habitat linkages

as defined by the BMO.

I. The project does not avoid impacts to MSCP narrow endemic species and would

impact core populations of narrow endemics.

J. The project would reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of listed species in

the wild.

K. The project would result in the killing of migratory birds or destruction of active

migratory bird nests and/or eggs (MBTA).

L. The project would result in the take of eagles, eagle eggs, or any part of an eagle

(Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act).

7.2 Analysis of Project Effects

The project may result in impacts under the following conditions for the reasons discussed

below.

K. The project has potential to impact Cooper’s hawk, great blue heron, tricolored

blackbird, western least bittern, and other birds protected by the CFGC if any

vegetation clearing occurs during the breeding season of February 1 to July 15 for

Cooper’s hawk and other tree-nesting raptors, and January 15 to August 31 for other

protected birds. Although the MBTA is no longer interpreted to protect migratory

birds and raptors from incidental take (U.S. Department of the Interior 2017), CFGC

3503 and 3503.5 still provide such protections. Therefore, any impacts to nesting

birds would be considered significant.

The project would not result in significant impacts under the following conditions for the

reasons discussed below.

A. The project site is located within the County’s MSCP boundary. Therefore, this

guideline does not apply.

B. The project site is a residential park and has been identified as a PAMA. However,

restoration of the lake basins and implementation of the planting plan (County

2018) would result in an improvement of the overall habitat value of the park. Thus,

the project would not affect the subregional NCCP Process or hinder the value of the

site as a preserve.
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C. The project does not fall under any of the categories of discretionary action subject to

the RPO (per Section 86.603), so the RPO is not applicable. Consequently, this

criterion does not apply.

D. No coastal sage scrub was identified within general biological survey area.

Therefore, this criterion does not apply.

E. The project would comply with the regulations under the County’s MSCP Subarea

Plan; however, no other HCP, Habitat Management Plan, Special Area Management

Plan, Watershed Plan, or similar regional planning effort would apply.

F. The project is located within a BRCA as identified in the MSCP Subarea Plan.

Impacts to sensitive biological resources have been minimized, and impacted native

habitat would be revegetated. In addition, the lake basins would be restored and

kept permanently inundated, and the surrounding areas would be revegetated per

the planting plan (County 2018). Therefore, the project would comply with the BMO,

and no significant impact would occur.

G. The project site does not support coastal sage scrub and would not preclude

connectivity between areas of high value habitat. Therefore, no significant impact

would occur.

H. The project site does not support any wildlife movement corridors or habitat

linkages as defined by the BMO. Therefore, the project would not impact these

resources, and no significant impact would occur.

I. Implementation of the project would not result in impacts to narrow endemic

species. Therefore, no significant impact would occur.

J. Implementation of the project would not result in impacts to listed species. Two

state species of concern, tricolored blackbird and western least bittern, have

potential to nest in areas that would be affected by the project; however, the

measures described in Section 3.4 are expected to avoid any impacts to these species.

Therefore, no significant impact would occur.

L. No bald or golden eagles were observed or are expected to occur within the project

site. Therefore, no impacts to these species would occur.

7.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis

The cumulative study area for local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans includes the

unincorporated areas of San Diego County. Through project design and project-specific

mitigation measures, the project would comply with local policies, ordinances, and adopted

plans to ensure that impacts to biological resources are avoided, minimized, and mitigated

according to guidelines established by these regulations. It is assumed that the present and

future projects within the cumulative impact analysis area would comply with all local

ordinances, policies, and adopted plans as well. As such, a cumulative analysis of each

policy and plan discussed in Section 7.2 is not necessary. Cumulative impacts would not be

considered significant.
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7.4 Mitigation Measures and Design
Considerations

With implementation of the mitigation measures recommended in Sections 3.4, 4.4, and 5.4,

the project would not conflict with any local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans. No

additional mitigation measures are recommended.

7.5 Conclusions

With implementation of the avoidance and mitigation measures described in Sections 3.4,

4.4, and 5.4, the project would be consistent local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans.

8.0 Summary of Project Impacts and
Mitigation

8.1 Special Status Species

The project has potential to cause significant direct impacts to great blue heron, Cooper’s

hawk, tricolored blackbird, western least bittern, and other CFGC protected species if

vegetation clearing occurs during the general bird breeding season (January 15 to August

31). To prevent such significant impacts to breeding birds, all vegetation clearing should

occur outside this period. If vegetation clearing must begin during the breeding season, the

following measures should be implemented:

Before Construction:

 A qualified biologist shall attend the pre-construction meeting to discuss biological

resource issues of the project and identify measures to avoid impacts to sensitive

species during construction.

 A qualified biologist shall conduct surveys to determine if active nests are present in

the impact area or within 300 feet (500 feet for Cooper’s hawk or other tree-nesting

raptors). If active nests are found, a no-activity buffer zone shall be established at

the discretion of the biologist in consultation with the County, until the nest is

vacated and juveniles have fledged, and there is no evidence of a second attempt at

nesting. If no nests are found, no mitigation will be needed.

During Construction:

 On the first day of construction, the qualified biologist shall attend the tailgate

meeting and conduct training for contractors and construction personnel, including

explaining the purpose for protecting biological resources and any avoidance

measures that should be implemented during project construction.
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 The qualified biologist shall monitor construction activities full time during

vegetation clearing and grubbing, and weekly thereafter to direct crews on

avoidance measures. The biological monitor shall verify the following:

o Any installed construction fencing or silt fencing shall remain intact, and

movement of construction personnel, vehicles, and equipment shall be

confined to existing roads and areas within the defined project footprint.

o Equipment maintenance, staging, and fuel dispensing areas shall be situated

such that runoff from these areas remains outside of the lake basins or any

other areas of sensitive habitat.

o All trash (including, but not limited to, food scraps, wrappers, and beverage

containers) shall be removed from work sites or completely secured in a

wildlife-proof container at the end of each workday.

o Pets of project personnel shall not be allowed in the work area.

After construction:

The biological monitor shall provide a letter to the County describing monitoring activities

and any biological issues identified.

8.2 Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural
Community

The project would cause temporary and permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation

communities (see Table 4). All impacted areas would be either restored as part of the lake

basins or revegetated with native vegetation. As a result, the overall quality of the

vegetation within the survey area would be improved following completion of the project.

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive vegetation communities would occur through a

combination of on-site revegetation and off-site preservation. In total, the project would

result in a decrease in unvegetated aquatic habitats (open water and non-vegetated

channel; -0.53 acre), an increase in marsh habitats (freshwater marsh and cismontane

alkali marsh; +2.24 acre), an increase in Tier I riparian communities (southern willow

scrub and southern riparian woodland; +0.18 acre), a decrease in Tier I saltgrass grassland

(-0.08 acre), and a decrease in Tier III non-native grassland (-0.99 acre). Though there

would be a reduction of unvegetated aquatic habitats, the basins would be deeper and hold

more water for a larger portion of the year. In addition, the revegetation of freshwater

marsh in the east basin would occur in permanently inundated areas, so the overall area of

inundation would not decrease and there would be a nearly fivefold increase in water

capacity of the lake basins. With the proposed on-site revegetation and off-site preservation,

impacts to unvegetated aquatic habitats, marsh habitats, and riparian habitats would be

considered temporary and reduced to below a level of significance. In compliance with the

BMO (County 2010b), impacts to saltgrass grassland would be mitigated off site at a 2:1
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ratio, and impacts to non-native grassland would be mitigated off site at a 1:1 ratio. With

the recommended off-site mitigation, impacts to saltgrass grassland and non-native

grassland would be reduced to below a level of significance.

8.3 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waterways

The project would cause direct temporary impacts to 24.40 acres of jurisdictional areas,

including 6.05 acres identified as ACOE wetlands, CDFW riparian habitat, and RWQCB Waters

of the Sate, as well as 18.35 acres identified as ACOE non-wetland Waters of the U.S., CDFW

lake/streambed, and RWQCB non-wetland waters of the state (see Table 5 and Figure 11).

The project includes revegetation that is expected to provide a total of 9.80 acres of ACOE

and RWQCB jurisdictional wetlands, and 10.13 acres of CDFW jurisdictional riparian

habitat within the project site (see Table 5 and Figure 11). Thus, it is expected to result in

an increase of 2.28 acres of ACOE and RWQCB jurisdictional wetlands, and 2.61 acres of

CDFW riparian habitat. As a result, the impacts to likely jurisdictional wetlands and

riparian habitat would be considered temporary.

Following construction, the lake basins are expected to support a total of 17.83 acres of

ACOE non-wetland Waters of the U.S., CDFW lake/streambed, and RWQCB lake/streambed

(see Table 5 and Figure 11). This reduction of 0.53 acre is assumed to be offset by the

increase of wetland and riparian habitats described above. With implementation of the

proposed wetland revegetation, impacts to ACOE, RWQCB, and CDFW jurisdictional areas

would be less than significant. Nonetheless, the project would require wetland permits

under Sections 401 and 404 of the federal CWA and Section 1602 of the CFGC.

8.4 Wildlife Movement and Nursery Sites

Project implementation would not cause significant impacts to wildlife movement or

nursery sites.

8.5 Local Policies, Ordinances, and Adopted
Plans

The project has potential to impact Cooper’s hawk, great blue heron, tricolored blackbird,

western least bittern, and other birds protected by the CFGC if any vegetation clearing

would occur during their breeding season (February 1 to July 15 for Cooper’s hawk and

other tree-nesting raptors, and January 15 to August 31 for other protected birds).

Although the MBTA is no longer interpreted to protect migratory birds and raptors from

incidental take (U.S. Department of the Interior 2017), CFGC 3503 and 3503.5 still provide

such protections. Therefore, any impacts to nesting birds would be considered significant.

The mitigation measures recommended in Sections 3.4, 4.4, and 5.4 would ensure

consistency with local policies, ordinances, and adopted plans. No additional mitigation

measures are recommended.
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Attachment 1
Observed Species List – Flora

Scientific Name Common Name Habitat Origin

GYMNOSPERMS

PINACEAE PINE FAMILY

Pinus canariensis C. Sm. Canary Island pine DEV, NNW I

ANGIOSPERMS: MAGNOLIIDS-PIPERALES

SAURURACEAE LIZARD’S TAIL FAMILY

Anemopsis californica (Nutt.) Hook. & Arn. yerba mansa CAM, FWM, DH N

ANGIOSPERMS: MONOCOTS

AGAVACEAE AGAVE FAMILY

Agave americana L. American century plant DH I

ARECACEAE PALM FAMILY

Phoenix canariensis Chabaud Canary Island palm DH, NNW I
Washingtonia robusta H. Wendl. Mexican fan palm CAM, DH, DEV,

NNW
I

CYPERACEAE SEDGE FAMILY

Schoenoplectus [=Scirpus] acutus (Muhl. ex Bigelow) Á. Löve &
D. Löve var. occidentalis (S. Watson) S.G. Sm.

common tule FWM N

JUNCACEAE RUSH FAMILY

Juncus mexicanus Willd. [=Juncus arcticus var. mexicanus] Mexican rush CAM N

POACEAE (GRAMINEAE) GRASS FAMILY

Avena barbata Pott ex Link slender wild oat DH, DEV, NNG I
Bromus madritensis L. ssp. rubens (L.) Husn. red brome DH, DEV I
Cynodon dactylon (L.) Pers. Bermuda grass CAM, DEV, DEV I
Distichlis spicata (L.) Greene salt grass CAM, DH N
Festuca perennis (L.) Columbus & J.P. Sm. [=Lolium multiflorum
and Lolium perenne]

rye grass DH, DEV I

Hordeum murinum L. wall barley EW, DH I
Paspalum sp. dallis grass DH, CAM I
Poa annua L. annual blue grass DEV I

ANGIOSPERMS: DICOTS

ANACARDIACEAE SUMAC OR CASHEW FAMILY

Schinus molle L. Peruvian pepper tree DH, DEV, NNW I
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Scientific Name Common Name Habitat Origin

ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY

Amblyopappus pusillus Hook. & Arn. pineapple weed DH N
Ambrosia psilostachya DC. western ragweed CAM, DH, DEV N
Artemisia californica Less. California sagebrush DH N
Baccharis salicifolia (Ruiz & Pav.) Pers. ssp. salicifolia mule fat, seep-willow CAM, DEV N
Cotula australis (Sieber ex Spreng.) Hook. f. Australian cotula DEV I
Hypochaeris glabra L. smooth cat’s-ear DH, DEV I
Lactuca serriola L. prickly lettuce EW I
Pluchea odorata (L.) Cass. salt marsh fleabane CAM N
Pseudognaphalium [=Gnaphalium] californicum (DC.) Anderb. California everlasting, green

everlasting
DH N

Senecio vulgaris L. common groundsel DH I
Silybum marianum (L.) Gaertn. milk thistle CAM, DH I
Sonchus asper (L.) Hill ssp. asper prickly sow thistle DH I
Sonchus oleraceus L. common sow thistle EW, DH I

BRASSICACEAE (CRUCIFERAE) MUSTARD FAMILY

Capsella bursa-pastoris (L.) Medik. shephard’s purse DEV I
Hirschfeldia incana (L.) Lagr.-Fossat short-pod mustard DH I
Lepidium didymum lesser swine cress DH I
Raphanus sativus L. radish CAM, DH I
Sisymbrium altissimum L. tumble mustard, Jim Hill mustard DH, DEV I

CARYOPHYLLACEAE PINK FAMILY

Cerastium glomeratum Thuill. sticky mouse-ear chickweed DH I
Stellaria media (L.) Vill. common chickweed NNG, DH I

CHENOPODIACEAE GOOSEFOOT FAMILY

Atriplex semibaccata R. Br. Australian saltbush DH I
Beta vulgaris L. sea beet DH I
Chenopodium murale L. nettle-leaf goosefoot DH I

EUPHORBIACEAE SPURGE FAMILY

Euphorbia [=Chamaesyce] maculata L. spotted spurge DH I
Ricinus communis L. castor bean EW, DH I

FABACEAE (LEGUMINOSAE) LEGUME FAMILY

Acacia sp. acacia DH I
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Scientific Name Common Name Habitat Origin
Parkinsonia aculeata L. Mexican palo verde DH I
Trifolium sp. clover CAM, DH I
Trifolium repens white clover DH I

FAGACEAE OAK FAMILY

Quercus agrifolia Née var. agrifolia coast live oak, encina DH N

GERANIACEAE GERANIUM FAMILY

Erodium botrys (Cav.) Bertol. long-beak filaree DEV I
Erodium cicutarium (L.) L’Hér. ex Aiton redstem filaree EW, DH I

LAMIACEAE MINT FAMILY

Lamium amplexicaule L. henbit DH I

MALVACEAE MALLOW FAMILY

Malva parviflora L. cheeseweed, little mallow CAM, DH, EW, DEV I
Malvella leprosa (Ortega) Krapov. alkali-mallow, white-weed DH N

MYRTACEAE MYRTLE FAMILY

Eucalyptus sp. gum tree DH, EW I

MYRSINACEAE MYRSINE FAMILY

Lysimachia [=Anagallis] arvensis (L.) U. Manns & Anderb. scarlet pimpernel DH I

OLEACEAE OLIVE FAMILY

Fraxinus uhdei (Wenz.) Lingelsh. shamel ash DEV I
Olea europaea L. olive DH I

PLANTAGINACEAE PLANTAIN FAMILY

Plantago lanceolata L. English plantain CAM, DH I

PLATANACEAE PLANE TREE OR SYCAMORE FAMILY

Platanus racemosa Nutt. western sycamore DH, DEV N

POLYGONACEAE BUCKWHEAT FAMILY

Polygonum aviculare L. ssp. depressum [=Polygonum
arenastrum] (Meisn.) Arcang.

common knotweed, doorweed DH I

Rumex crispus L. curly dock CAM I
Rumex conglomeratus Murray. green dock CAM I

SALICACEAE WILLOW FAMILY

Populus fremontii S. Watson ssp. fremontii Fremont cottonwood, alamo CAM, , SRW, DH N
Salix gooddingii C.R. Ball. Goodding’s black willow CAM, FWM, SWS N
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Scientific Name Common Name Habitat Origin
Salix lasiolepis Benth. arroyo willow DH, SRW N

URTICACEAE NETTLE FAMILY

Urtica urens L. dwarf nettle CAM, DH, DEV I

VISCACEAE MISTLETOE FAMILY

Phoradendron sp. mistletoe DH, SRW N

HABITATS ORIGIN
CAM = Cismontane alkali marsh N = Native to locality
DEV = Urban/Developed I = Introduced species from outside locality
DH = Disturbed habitat
EW = Eucalyptus woodland
FWM = Freshwater marsh
NNG = Non-native grassland
NNW = Non-native woodland
SRW = Southern riparian woodland
SWS = Southern willow scrub
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Attachment 2
Observed Species List – Fauna

Scientific Name Common Name Occupied Habitat

On-site
Abundance/Seasonality

(Birds Only)
Evidence of
Occurrence

FISHES (Nomenclature from Page et al. 2013)

SALMONIDAE TROUT AND SALMON

Oncorynchus mykiss Rainbow trout OW – R

REPTILES (Nomenclature from Crother et al. 2012)

EMYDIDAE BOX & WATER TURTLES

Trachemys scripta elegans red-eared slider DH – O

PHRYNOSOMATIDAE SPINY LIZARDS

Uta stansburiana elegans western side-blotched lizard DH – O

BIRDS (Nomenclature from American Ornithologists’ Union 2016 and Unitt 2004)

ANATIDAE DUCKS, GEESE, & SWANS

Aix sponsa wood duck OW F/Y O

Anas americana American wigeon OW C/W O

Anas clypeata northern shoveler OW F/W O

Anas platyrhynchos platyrhynchos mallard OW C/Y O

Aythya americana redhead OW F/W, S O

Aythya marila greater scaup OW C/W O

Branta canadensis Canada goose DH C/W O

Oxyura jamaicensis rubida ruddy duck OW F/W, Y O

PELECANIDAE PELICANS

Pelecanus erythrorhynchos American white pelican OW F/W O

PHALACROCORACIDAE CORMORANTS

Phalacrocorax auritus albociliatus double-crested cormorant OW, DEV F/W O

ARDEIDAE HERONS & BITTERNS

Ardea alba great egret FWM, OW C/W O

Egretta thula candidissma snowy egret DH C/W O

Nycticorax nycticorax black-crowned night heron DH, DEV F/Y O

RALLIDAE RAILS, GALLINULES, & COOTS

Fulica americana americana American coot OW C/W O

Gallinula chloropus cachinnans common gallinule OW F/Y O

RECURVIROSTRIDAE STILTS & AVOCETS

Himantopus mexicanus black-necked stilt OW, DH C/Y O
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Scientific Name Common Name Occupied Habitat

On-site
Abundance/Seasonality

(Birds Only)
Evidence of
Occurrence

LARIDAE GULLS, TERNS, & SKIMMERS

Larus sp. Gull DH, DEV, OH C/W O, V

COLUMBIDAE PIGEONS & DOVES

Columba livia rock dove (I) DEV C/Y O

Streptopelia decaocto Eurasian collared-dove (I) DH F/Y O

Zenaida macroura marginella mourning dove DH, DEV C/Y O, V

TROCHILIDAE HUMMINGBIRDS

Calypte anna Anna’s hummingbird DEV, DH C/Y O, V

PICIDAE WOODPECKERS & SAPSUCKERS

Picoides nuttallii Nuttall’s woodpecker DEV F/Y V

TYRANNIDAE TYRANT FLYCATCHERS

Sayornis nigricans semiatra black phoebe DEV, DH C/Y O, V

CORVIDAE CROWS, JAYS, & MAGPIES

Aphelocoma californica California scrub-jay DEV C/Y O, V

Corvus corax clarionensis common raven F C/Y O

AEGITHALIDAE BUSHTIT

Psaltriparus minimus melanurus bushtit DH C/Y O, V

MIMIDAE MOCKINGBIRDS & THRASHERS

Mimus polyglottos polyglottos northern mockingbird DEV C/Y O, V

STURNIDAE STARLINGS & MYNAS

Sturnus vulgaris European starling (I) DH, DEV C/Y O, V

PARULIDAE WOOD WARBLERS

Geothlypis trichas common yellowthroat SRW F/Y V

EMBERIZIDAE EMBERIZIDS

Pipilo maculatus spotted towhee DEV C/Y V

ICTERIDAE BLACKBIRDS & NEW WORLD ORIOLES

Agelaius phoeniceus red-winged blackbird FWM C/Y O, V

Euphagus cyanocephalus Brewer’s blackbird DH, FWM F/Y V

Quiscalus mexicanus great-tailed grackle SRW, DH F/Y O, V

FRINGILLIDAE FINCHES

Haemorhous [=Carpodacus] mexicanus frontalis house finch DH, DEV C/Y O, V

Spinus [=Carduelis] psaltria hesperophilus lesser goldfinch DEV F/Y V
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Scientific Name Common Name Occupied Habitat

On-site
Abundance/Seasonality

(Birds Only)
Evidence of
Occurrence

PASSERIDAE OLD WORLD SPARROWS

Passer domesticus house sparrow (I) DH, DEV C/Y O, V

MAMMALS (Nomenclature from Bradley et al. 2014)

Mustela frenata long-tailed weasel DH, CAM – O

SCIURIDAE SQUIRRELS & CHIPMUNKS

Sciurus griseus western gray squirrel DH, DEV, NNG – O, B

Otospermophilus beecheyi California ground squirrel DH, DEV, NNG – O

GEOMYIDAE POCKET GOPHERS

Thomomys bottae Botta’s pocket gopher DH, NNG – B

(I) = Introduced species

HABITATS ABUNDANCE (birds only; based on Garrett and Dunn 1981)
CAM = Cismontane Alkali Marsh
DEV = Urban/Developed C = Common to abundant; almost always encountered in proper habitat, usually in
DH = Disturbed habitat moderate to large numbers
FWM = Freshwater marsh F = Fairly common; usually encountered in proper habitat, generally not in large numbers
OW = Open water
SRW = Southern riparian woodland SEASONALITY (birds only)
F = Flying overhead S = Spring/summer resident; probable breeder on-site or in vicinity
NNG = Non-native grassland W = Winter visitor; does not breed locally

Y = Year-round resident; probable breeder on-site or in vicinity

EVIDENCE OF OCCURRENCE
B = Burrow O = Observed
R = Reported (CDFW Stocks, or Tremor et al 2017)
V = Vocalization
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Attachment 3
Potential Sensitive Species Table – Flora

Species’ Common Name
Scientific Name

Sensitivity Code & Status

Habitat Preference/
Requirements

Verified
Onsite Yes/No
(direct/indirect

evidence)

Potential to
Occur On-Site
(Observed or

L/M/H/U)

Factual Basis for
Determination of

Occurrence Potential

State/
Federal
Status

CNPS
Rank

County of
San Diego

ANGIOSPERMS: DICOTS

ASTERACEAE SUNFLOWER FAMILY

San Diego ambrosia
Ambrosia pumila

–/FE 1B.1 NE,
MSCP
List A

Perennial herb (rhizomatous);
chaparral, coastal sage scrub,
valley and foothill grasslands,
creek beds, vernal pools, often in
disturbed areas; blooms May to
September; elevation less than
1,400 feet. Many occurrences
extirpated in San Diego County.

No U Previously observed within
a mile of the project site but
given the urban setting and
frequent recreational use of
the park, this species is not
expected to occur within the
site. It would have been
observed if present on-site.

Palmer’s goldenbush
[=Palmer’s ericameria]
Ericameria palmeri

var. palmeri [=E. palmeri
ssp. palmeri]

–/– 1B.1 MSCP
List B

Perennial evergreen shrub;
chaparral coastal sage scrub,
typically in mesic areas; blooms
July to November; elevation less
than 2,000 feet. Known in
California from sixteen
occurrences all of which are in
San Diego County. Additional
populations in Baja California,
Mexico.

No U Previously observed within
a mile of the project site but
no suitable chaparral or
coastal sage scrub habitat
is present within the site.

decumbent goldenbush
Isocoma menziesii

var. decumbens

–/– 1B.2 List A Perennial shrub; chaparral,
coastal sage scrub; sandy soils,
often in disturbed areas; blooms
April to November; elevation less
than 500 feet.

No U Previously observed within
a mile of the project site but
no suitable chaparral or
coastal sage scrub habitat
is present within the site.
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FEDERAL LISTED SPECIES
FE = Federally listed endangered

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY (CNPS): CALIFORNIA RARE PLANT RANKS (CRPR)
1B = Species rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. These species are eligible for state listing.
.1 = Species seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened; high degree and immediacy of threat).
.2 = Species fairly threatened in California (20-80% occurrences threatened; moderate degree and immediacy of threat).

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
NE = Narrow endemic
MSCP = Multiple Species Conservation Program covered species
List A = Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere
List B = Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California but more common elsewhere

POTENTIAL TO OCCUR ON-SITE
L = Low
M = Medium
H = High
U = Unexpected



Biological Resources Report

Lindo Lake Restoration Project

ATTACHMENT 4

Potential Sensitive Species Table – Fauna



Lindo Lake Restoration Project
Page 1

Attachment 4
Potential Sensitive Species Table - Fauna

Species’ Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing
Status

Habitat Preference/
Requirements

Detected
On-Site?

Potential to
Occur

On-Site?
Basis for Determination of

Occurrence Potential

AMPHIBIANS (Nomenclature from Crother et al. 2012)

BUFONIDAE TRUE TOADS

Arroyo toad
Anaxyrus californicus

FE, CSC,
MSCP

Open streamside sand/gravel
flats. Quiet, shallow pools
along stream edges are
breeding habitat. Nocturnal
except during breeding
season (March–July).

No U Previously observed within the
project site, though likely
extirpated. Marginally suitable
pool habitat within project site
but low habitat connectivity.

REPTILES (Nomenclature from Crother et al. 2012)

IGUANIDAE IGUANID LIZARDS

Coast horned lizard
Phrynosoma blainvillii [= P. coronatum coastal

population]

CSC,
MSCP,
Group 2, *

Chaparral, coastal sage scrub
with fine, loose soil. Partially
dependent on harvester ants
for forage.

No U Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but no
suitable chaparral or coastal
sage scrub habitat is present
within the project site.

SCINCIDAE SKINKS

Coronado skink
Eumeces skiltonianus interparietalis

CSC Grasslands, open woodlands
and forest, broken chaparral.
Rocky habitats near streams.

No U Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but given
the urban setting and frequent
recreational use of the park, this
species is not expected to occur
within the project site.

TEIIDAE WHIPTAIL LIZARDS

Belding’s orange-throated whiptail
Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi

CSC,
MSCP,
Group 2

Chaparral, coastal sage scrub
with coarse sandy soils and
scattered brush.

No U Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but no
suitable chaparral or coastal
sage scrub habitat is present
within the project site.
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Species’ Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing
Status

Habitat Preference/
Requirements

Detected
On-Site?

Potential to
Occur

On-Site?
Basis for Determination of

Occurrence Potential

ANNIELLIDAE LEGLESS LIZARDS

Silvery legless lizard
Anniella pulchra pulchra

CSC, Group
2

Herbaceous layers with loose
soil in coastal scrub,
chaparral, and open riparian.
Prefers dunes and sandy
washes near moist soil.

No U Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but no
suitable coastal scrub,
chaparral, or open riparian
habitat is present within the
project site.

BIRDS (Nomenclature from American Ornithologists’ Union 2016 and Unitt 2004)

PELECANIDAE PELICANS

American white pelican (nesting colony)
Pelecanus erythrorhynchos

CSC, Group
2

Lagoons, bays, estuaries,
freshwater ponds; inland
lakes during spring
migration. Migrant and
winter visitor.

Yes H Observed within the project site
and fairly common in the region
seasonally. Suitable open water
habitat is present within the
project site.

PHALACROCORACIDAE CORMORANTS

Double-crested cormorant (rookery site)
Phalacrocorax auritus albociliatus

WL, Group
2

Bays, lagoons, estuaries.
Non-breeding year-round
visitor.

Yes H Observed within the project site
and fairly common in the region
seasonally. Moderately suitable
wetland habitat is present
within the project site.

ARDEIDAE HERONS & BITTERNS

Great egret (rookery site)
Ardea alba

* Lagoons, bays, estuaries.
Ponds and lakes in the
coastal lowland. Winter
visitor, uncommon in
summer.

No M Previously observed within the
project site and a seasonal
visitor.
Moderately suitable pond and
wetland habitat is present
within the project site.

Great blue heron (rookery site)
Ardea herodias

Group 2, * Bays, lagoons, ponds, lakes.
Non-breeding year-round
visitor, some localized
breeding.

No H Reported to occur breed site
(Unitt 2004). Suitable pond and
wetland habitat for foraging and
trees for nesting are present
within the project site.
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Scientific Name

Listing
Status

Habitat Preference/
Requirements

Detected
On-Site?

Potential to
Occur

On-Site?
Basis for Determination of

Occurrence Potential
Western least bittern

Ixobrychus exilis hesperis
CSC, Group
2

Brackish and freshwater
marshes in the coastal
lowland. Rare summer
resident, rare in winter.

No H Recent records of this species
within the project site (San
Diego Audubon Society 2017,
Cornell Lab of Ornithology
2018) and a rare year-round
resident in the region.
Moderately suitable wetland
habitat is present within the
project site.

ACCIPITRIDAE HAWKS, KITES, & EAGLES

Cooper’s hawk (nesting)
Accipiter cooperii

WL, MSCP,
Group 1

Mature forest, open
woodlands, wood edges, river
groves. Parks and residential
areas.

No H Not observed within the project
site but a fairly common year-
round resident in the region,
and historically reported on site
(County 2017). Moderately
suitable, fragmented open
woodland habitat is present
within the project site.

VIREONIDAE VIREOS

Least Bell’s vireo (nesting)
Vireo bellii pusillus

FE, CE,
MSCP,
Group 1

Willow riparian woodlands.
Summer resident.

No L Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but and
fairly common in the region
seasonally. Only marginally
suitable, fragmented willow
riparian woodland habitat is
present within the project site.

TROGLODYTIDAE WRENS

Coastal cactus wren
Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus sandiegensis

CSC,
MSCP,
Group 1, *

Maritime succulent scrub,
coastal sage scrub with
Opuntia thickets. Rare
localized resident.

No U Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but no
maritime succulent scrub or
coastal sage scrub habitat is
present within the project site.
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Species’ Common Name
Scientific Name

Listing
Status

Habitat Preference/
Requirements

Detected
On-Site?

Potential to
Occur

On-Site?
Basis for Determination of

Occurrence Potential

SYLVIIDAE GNATCATCHERS

Coastal California gnatcatcher
Polioptila californica californica

FT, CSC,
MSCP,
Group 1

Coastal sage scrub, maritime
succulent scrub. Resident.

No U Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but no
maritime succulent scrub or
coastal sage scrub habitat is
present within the project site.

EMBERIZIDAE EMBERIZIDS

Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow
Aimophila ruficeps canescens

WL, MSCP Coastal sage scrub,
chaparral, grassland.
Resident.

No L Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but no
coastal sage scrub or chaparral
habitat is present within the
project site.
Moderately suitable grassland
habitat is present within the
project site.

ICTERIDAE BLACKBIRDS & NEW WORLD ORIOLES

Tricolored blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

CSC,
MSCP,
Group 1

Freshwater marshes,
agricultural areas,
lakeshores, parks. Localized
resident.

No H Not observed during RECON
surveys of the site, but there are
recent historical records of this
species at the park (Unitt 2004,
CDFW 2017a Suitable
freshwater marsh and lakeshore
habitat is present within the
project site.

MAMMALS (Nomenclature from Baker et al. 2003)

VESPERTILIONIDAE VESPER BATS

Pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus

CSC, Group
2

Arid deserts and grasslands.
Shallow caves, crevices, rock
outcrops, buildings, tree
cavities. Especially near
water. Colonial. Audible
echolocation signal.

No L Previously observed within a
mile of the project site and
moderately suitable grassland
habitat with buildings and tree
cavities near water is present
within the project site.
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Occur
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Basis for Determination of

Occurrence Potential
Western yellow bat

Lasiurus xanthinus
CSC Migratory during the warm

season. Roosts in palms,
cottonwoods, and yuccas (US
Department of the Interior
2012).

No L Previously observed within a
mile of the project site and
moderately suitable palm and
cottonwood roosting habitat is
present within the project site.

MOLOSSIDAE FREE-TAILED BATS

Pocketed free-tailed bat
Nyctinomops femorosaccus

CSC, Group
2

Normally roost in crevice in
rocks, slopes, cliffs. Lower
elevations in San Diego and
Imperial Counties. Colonial.
Leave roosts well after dark.

No U Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but no
rock, slope, or cliff habitat is
present within the project site.

Big free-tailed bat
Nyctinomops macrotis

CSC, Group
2

Rugged, rocky terrain. Roost
in crevices, buildings, caves,
tree holes. Very rare in San
Diego County. Colonial.
Migratory.

No L Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but only
marginally suitable building
and tree roosting habitat is
present within the project site.

LEPORIDAE RABBITS & HARES

San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit
Lepus californicus bennettii

CSC, Group
2

Open areas of scrub,
grasslands, agricultural
fields.

No L Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but only
marginally suitable, fragmented
grassland habitat is present
within the project site.

MUSTELIDAE WEASELS, OTTERS, & BADGERS

American badger
Taxidea taxus

CSC,
MSCP,
Group 2

Grasslands, Sonoran desert
scrub.

No L Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but only
marginally suitable, fragmented
grassland habitat is present
within the project site.

CERVIDAE DEER

Southern mule deer
Odocoileus hemionus fuliginata

MSCP,
Group 2

Many habitats. No U Previously observed within a
mile of the project site but the
project site only contains
marginally suitable grassland
habitat and is disconnected from
suitable habitat.
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Listing
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On-Site?

Potential to
Occur

On-Site?
Basis for Determination of

Occurrence Potential

STATUS CODES

FE = Listed as endangered by the federal government
FT = Listed as threatened by the federal government
CE = Listed as endangered by the state of California
CSC = California Department of Fish and Wildlife species of special concern
WL = California Department of Fish and Wildlife watch list species
MSCP = City and County of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program covered species
Group 1 = County of San Diego Sensitive Animal List, Group 1
Group 2 = County of San Diego Sensitive Animal List, Group 2

* = Taxa listed with an asterisk fall into one or more of the following categories:
• Taxa considered endangered or rare under Section 15380(d) of CEQA guidelines
• Taxa that are biologically rare, very restricted in distribution, or declining throughout their range
• Population(s) in California that may be peripheral to the major portion of a taxon’s range but which are threatened with extirpation within California
• Taxa closely associated with a habitat that is declining in California at an alarming rate (e.g., wetlands, riparian, old growth forests, desert aquatic

systems, native grasslands)

POTENTIAL TO OCCUR ON-SITE
L = Low
M = Medium
H = High
U = Unexpected
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Feb. 24, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 1 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake edge Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0-1% 
Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.85706961060 Long: -116.91339537600 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No        
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes X    No        
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Sample area along the southeastern lake edge approximately 20 feet from the water's edge. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

2 

 
 
(A) 

2 

 
 
(B) 

100% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:       )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1.                             
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
          = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species        x 3 =        
FACU species        x 4 =        

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:        (A)       (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A =        

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
          = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1000 sq. ft. )        
1. Anemopsis californica   35  Yes  OBL  
2. Distichlis spicata  45  Yes  FAC  
3.                             
4.                              Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5.                              X Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   80  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 10  % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   Yes X No        
              

Remarks:  Plant debris 10% of herb stratum.   

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West – Version 2.0 



SOIL Sampling Point: 1 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-4  10 YR 3/1  100  -                       sandy loam         

 4-18  10 YR 3/1  90  10 YR 3/3  10  D  PL  sandy loam         

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) x Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Hydric soil indicators observed. Redox features observed as pore linings and masses.  

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
 X High Water Table (A2)    Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
 X Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
 X Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
 X Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes X No    Depth (inches): 6        
Saturation Present? Yes X No    Depth (inches): 3  Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area located along the margin of a seasonal pond.   

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West – Version 2.0 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Feb. 24, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 2 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake edge Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0-1% 
Subregion (LRR): LRR-California Lat: 32.85692969510 Long: -116.91320120700 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes       No X  
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes       No X  Yes          No X  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes       No X   
        

Remarks:  Sample area along the southeastern lake edge just outside of wetland. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

1 

 
 
(A) 

2 

 
 
(B) 

50% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:       )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1.                             
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
   5  = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species  3 x 1 = 3  

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species  30 x 3 = 90  
FACU species  5 x 4 = 20  

UPL species  35 x 5 = 175  
Column Totals:  73 (A) 288 (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.95  

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
   25  = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1000 sq. ft. )        
1. Bromus diandrus  35  Yes  NI  
2. Distichlis spicata  30  Yes  FAC  
3. Melilotus indicus  5  No  FACU  
4. Anemopsis californica   3  No  OBL   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5.                                  Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   73  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 17  % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   Yes       No X  
              

Remarks:  Plant debris covering 10% in herb stratum. Anemopsis spreading to area on stolons from adjacent area. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West – Version 2.0 



SOIL Sampling Point: 2 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-18  10 YR 3/3  100                              loam  Gopher burrows  

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)    Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes       No X  

    

Remarks:  No hydric soil indicators observed. 

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2)    Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
    Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
    Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes    No X  
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area just outside and approximately 2 feet elevation higher than adjacent wetland area. After 15 minutes, no saturation or water table 
were apparent in the soil pit. Aerial imagery does not show previous inundation.  

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West – Version 2.0 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Feb. 24, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 3 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake edge Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0-1% 
Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.85984193720 Long: -116.91773838900 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No        
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes X    No        
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Sample area a wetland along a lake edge. The lake levels are maintained artificially. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

5 

 
 
(A) 

5 

 
 
(B) 

100% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 2000 sq. ft. )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1. Populus fremontii  10  Yes  FAC  
2. Platanus racemosa  5  Yes  FAC  
3. Salix laevigata  2  No  FACW  
4.                             
   17  = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species        x 3 =        
FACU species        x 4 =        

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:        (A)       (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A =        

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
          = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1000 sq. ft. )        
1. Juncus balticus  30  Yes  FACW  
2. Ambrosia psilostachya  10  Yes  FAC  
3. Distichlis spicata  10  Yes  FAC  
4. Anemopsis californica   5  No  OBL   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5. Malva parviflora  5  No  UPL   X Dominance Test is >50% 
6. Rumex crispus  2  No  FAC       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   62  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 30  % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   Yes X No        
              

Remarks:  Plant debris covering remainder in herb stratum. Bare ground areas are mostly along the lake edge. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 3 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-6  10 YR 3/3  100  -                       loamy fine 
sand 

        

 6-18  7.5 YR 4/4  60  7.5 YR 3/2  40  D  M  sand         

 18-24  10 YR 3/2  95  10 YR 3/4  5  D  RC  loamy fine 
sand 

        

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1) x Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)    Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Sample area located near the lake edge and an inlet channel. Variable soil texture between layers may have been due to sediment flowing 
into the area from the inlet or from historic improvements to the holding capacity of the lake. Hydric soil indicators were observed. 

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2)    Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
 x Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine) x Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
 x Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
    Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes X No    Depth (inches): 19        
Saturation Present? Yes X No    Depth (inches): 15  Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area located along the edge of a lake which has artificially controlled hydrology. The lake level is maintained throughout the year with 
outflow controls, eathen berm, and supplemental water. The lake was a naturally occuring water body prior to human intervention.   

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West – Version 2.0 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Feb. 24, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 4 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake edge Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0-1% 
Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.85999392930 Long: -116.91755447600 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes       No X  
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes       No X  Yes          No X  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes       No X   
        

Remarks:  x. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

0 

 
 
(A) 

1 

 
 
(B) 

0% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:       )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1.                             
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
          = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species        x 3 =        
FACU species  3 x 4 = 12  

UPL species  75 x 5 = 375  
Column Totals:  78 (A) 387 (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A = 4.96  

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
          = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 2000 sq. ft. )        
1. Malva parviflora  35  Yes  NI  
2. Hirschfeldia incana  30  No  NI  
3. Urtica urens  5  No  NI  
4. Marrubium vulgare  3  No  FACU   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5. Sisymbrium irio  1  No  NI       Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   78  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 22  % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   Yes       No X  
              

Remarks:  Not hydrophytic vegetation. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 4 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-18  10 YR 3/2  100                              fine sandy 
loam 

 gopher burrows  

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)    Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes       No X  

    

Remarks:  No hydric soil indicators observed. Mammal burrows common in area. 

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2)    Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
    Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
    Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes    No X  
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area just outside and approximately 2 feet elevation higher than adjacent wetland area. After 15 minutes, no saturation or water table 
were apparent in the soil pit. Aerial imagery does not show previous inundation.  
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Feb. 24, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 5 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake 

 
Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0% 

Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.85980285470 Long: -116.91726407700 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No        
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes X    No        
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Sample area within inundated pond edge. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

1 

 
 
(A) 

1 

 
 
(B) 

100% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:       )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1.                             
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
   5  = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species        x 3 =        
FACU species        x 4 =        

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:        (A)       (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A =        

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
   25  = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1000 sq. ft. )        
1. Schoenoplectus acutus   85  Yes  OBL  
2. Typha domingensis   10  No  OBL  
3.                             
4.                              Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5.                              X Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   95  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0  % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   Yes       No X  
              

Remarks:  Remaining area in herb stratum is surface water. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 5 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 NA                                                          

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3) X Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)    Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Hydric soil assumed due to consistent inundation and strongly hydrophytic vegetation. 

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
 X Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2)    Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
    Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
    Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes X No    Depth (inches): 8        
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area within a lake which has artificially controlled hydrology. The lake level is maintained throughout the year with outflow controls, 
eathen berm, and supplemental water. The lake was a naturally occuring water body prior to human intervention.    
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Feb. 24, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 6 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake 

 
Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0% 

Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.85754701100 Long: -116.91357014000 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No        
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes X    No        
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Sample area within inundated pond edge. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

2 

 
 
(A) 

2 

 
 
(B) 

100% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 3000 sq. ft. )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1. Salix gooddingii  15  Yes  FACW  
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
   15  = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species        x 3 =        
FACU species        x 4 =        

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:        (A)       (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A =        

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
   25  = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 3000 sq. ft. )        
1. Schoenoplectus acutus   5  Yes  OBL  
2.                             
3.                             
4.                              Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5.                              X Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   5  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 0  % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   Yes X No        
              

Remarks:  Remaining area in herb stratum is surface water. During the dry season this area is typically above water. Aerial imagery shows dense 
herbaceous vegetation when this area is exposed. 

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West – Version 2.0 



SOIL Sampling Point: 6 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 NA                                                          

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3) X Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)    Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Hydric soil assumed due to consistent inundation and strongly hydrophytic vegetation. 

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
 X Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2)    Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
    Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
    Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes X No    Depth (inches): 36        
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area within a seasonal lake. The lake has several inlets which are fed primarily by stormwater runoff from  surround urban and 
suburban areas. The outflow is controlled by earthen berms and outlet devices. Aerial imergery shows this water body is seasonal and the lake level falls 
during the dry season. Some years the lake dries completely, other years some water remains.   
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Oct 23, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 7 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake 

 
Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0% 

Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.858436  Long: -116.915845 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes       No X  
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes          No X  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Sample area within previously inundated area near the center of the ponded area, but no surface water present at time of survey. Surrounded 
by an OHWM of a seasonal lake. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

1 

 
 
(A) 

2 

 
 
(B) 

50% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:       )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1.                             
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
          = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species  3 x 2 = 6  
FAC species  20 x 3 = 60  
FACU species  38 x 4 = 152  

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:  61 (A) 218 (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.57  

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
          = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1000 sq. ft. )        
1. Atriplex suberecta  38  Yes  FACU  
2. Eclipta prostrata  20  Yes  FAC  
3. Leptochloa fusca  1  No  FACW  
4. Sesuvium verrucosum  1  No  FACW   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5. Echinochloa crus-galli  0.5  No  FACW       Dominance Test is >50% 
6. Persicaria lapathifolia  0.5  No  FACW       Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   60  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 20  % Cover of Biotic Crust 0   Yes       No X  
              

Remarks:  Vegetation is dominated by non-native annual species. The surface has litter comprising 10% of the cover. Entire basin is regularly mowed 
during the dry season. Presence of hydrophytic vegeation in other portions of the basin that undergo similar mowing levels but are inundated for shorter 
periods suggest lack of hydrophytes at this location more likely due to prolonged seasonal inundation than occurrence of regular mowing. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 7 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-9  10YR3/2  95  2.5YR4/2  5  RM  M/RC  Clay loam  Many roots  

 9-18  10YR3/2  80  7.5YR4/4  15  RM  M  Clay loam  Few roots, strong mottling  

 9-18                7.5YR5/6  5  RM  M  Clay loam  Two colors of mottles  

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Area at bottom of seasonal lake. Subject to frequent and prolonged inundation. 

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2) X Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
    Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
 X Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
 X Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area within a seasonal lake. The lake has several inlets which are fed primarily by stormwater runoff from  surround urban and 
suburban areas. The outflow is controlled by earthen berms and outlet devices. Aerial imergery shows this water body is seasonal and the lake level falls 
during the dry season. Some years the lake dries completely, other years some water remains.   
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Jan 2, 2018 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 8 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake 

 
Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0% 

Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.858169 Long: -116.915216 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes       No X  
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes          No X  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Conditions at sample point were dry at time of survey, but sample area within OHWM of a seasonal lake and is annually inundated to a depth 
of approximately 2 feet during the wet portion of the growing season.  

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

1 

 
 
(A) 

2 

 
 
(B) 

50% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:       )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1.                             
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
          = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species  5 x 2 = 10  
FAC species  10 x 3 = 30  
FACU species  30 x 4 = 120  

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:  45 (A) 160 (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.56  

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
   25  = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 3000 sq. ft. )        
1. Atriplex suberecta  30  Yes  FACU  
2. Eclipta prostrata  10  Yes  FAC  
3. Echinochloa crus-galli  4  No  FACW  
4. Leptochloa fusca  1  No  FACW   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5.                                  Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   45  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 30  % Cover of Biotic Crust 10   Yes       No X  
              

Remarks:  Vegetation is dominated by non-native annual species. The surface has litter comprising 15% of the cover. Entire basin is regularly mowed 
during the dry season. Presence of hydrophytic vegeation in other portions of the basin that undergo similar mowing levels but are inundated for shorter 
periods suggest lack of hydrophytes at this location more likely due to prolonged seasonal inundation than occurrence of regular mowing. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 8 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-4  7.5YR4/1  98  2.5YR4/2  2  C  PL/M  Clay loam  Many roots  

 4-18  10YR3/1  95  GLEY1 6/10Y  5  D  M  Clay loam  Almost no roots. <1% 5YR 4/6 
mottles 

 

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C) X Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)    Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Hydric soil present. Not sufficient gley colors for loamy gleyed matrix. 

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2) X Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
    Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
 X Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
 X Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area within a seasonal lake. The lake has several inlets which are fed primarily by stormwater runoff from  surround urban and 
suburban areas. The outflow is controlled by earthen berms and outlet devices. Aerial imargery shows this water body is seasonal and the lake level falls 
during the dry season. Some years the lake dries completely, other years some water remains. Soil moist at 1" below surface even during dry season.   
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Jan 2, 2018 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 9 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake 

 
Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0-1% 

Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.858443 Long: -116.914921 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No        
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes          No X  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Sample area within OHWM of a seasonal lake and is annually inundated to a depth of 2 feet during the wet portion of the growing season, 
although conditions at sample area were dry during survey. Despite having wetland indicators, would be considered a non-wetland waters due to the 
long duration and frequency of inundation. The boundary between wetlands and non-wetlands was indicated by drift deposits, change in vegetation and 
historical aerials showing water level.  

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

1 

 
 
(A) 

1 

 
 
(B) 

100% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:       )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1.                             
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
          = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species        x 3 =        
FACU species        x 4 =        

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:        (A)       (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A =        

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
          = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 3000 sq. ft. )        
1. Leptochloa fusca  63  Yes  FACW  
2. Atriplex suberecta  3  No  FACU  
3. Crypsis schoenoides  3  No  FACW  
4. Eclipta prostrata  1  No  FAC   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5.                              X Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   70  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 10  % Cover of Biotic Crust 10   Yes X No        
              

Remarks:  Vegetation is dominated by non-native annual species and no perennial vegetation present. The area is subject to regular mowing and the 
surface has litter comprising 10% of the cover. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 9 _____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-4  7.5YR3/2  94  7.5YR4/4  6  C  PL/M  Clay loam  Many roots, redox apparent  

 4-18  7.5YR3/1  99  7.5YR4/4  1  C  M  Clay loam  Almost no roots.   

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Hydric soil present. Gopher burrows present in upper 6 inches 

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2) X Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
 X Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
 X Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area within a seasonal lake. The lake has several inlets which are fed primarily by stormwater runoff from  surround urban and 
suburban areas. The outflow is controlled by earthen berms and outlet devices. Aerial imagery shows this water body is seasonal and the lake level falls 
during the dry season. Some years the lake dries completely, other years some water remains. Soil moist at 1" below surface even during dry season.   
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Jan 2, 2018 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 10 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake 

 
Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0-2% 

Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.857966 Long: -116.914313 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No        
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes          No X  
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Sample area within OHWM of a seasonal lake and is annually inundated to a depth of 2 feet during the wet portion of the growing season, 
although no surface water was present at time of survey. Despite having wetland indicators, area would be considered a non-wetland waters due to the 
long duration and frequency of inundation. The boundary between wetlands and non-wetlands was indicated by drift deposits, change in vegetation and 
historical aerials showing water level.  

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

2 

 
 
(A) 

2 

 
 
(B) 

100% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size:       )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1.                             
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
          = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species        x 3 =        
FACU species        x 4 =        

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:        (A)       (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A =        

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
          = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1000 sq. ft. )        
1. Crypsis schoenoides  30  Yes  FACW  
2. Leptochloa fusca  15  Yes  FACW  
3. Echinochloa crus-galli  3  No  FACW  
4. Eclipta prostrata  2  No  FAC   Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5.                              X Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   50  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 20  % Cover of Biotic Crust 20   Yes X No        
              

Remarks:  Vegetation is dominated by non-native annual species. The area is subject to regular mowing and the surface has litter comprising 10% of the 
cover. No perennial vegetation is present. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 10 ____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-3  7.5YR3/1  95  7.5YR4/6  5  C  PL/M  Clay loam  Fine roots in layer  

 3-18  7.5YR3/1  100                              Clay loam  No roots.   

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Hydric soil present.  

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2) X Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
    Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
 X Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
 X Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area within a seasonal lake. The lake has several inlets which are fed primarily by stormwater runoff from  surround urban and 
suburban areas. The outflow is controlled by earthen berms and outlet devices. Aerial imagery shows this water body is seasonal and the lake level falls 
during the dry season. Some years the lake dries completely, other years some water remains. Soil moist at 3" below surface even during dry season.   

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West – Version 2.0 



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM – Arid West Region 
 
Project/Site: Lindo Lake City/County: Lakeside / San Diego County Sampling Date: Jan 2, 2018 

Applicant/Owner: County of San Diego State: CA Sampling Point: 11 
Investigator(s): J. R. Sundberg Section, Township, Range: El Cajon Land Grant, Unsectioned 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Lake 

 
Local relief (concave, convex, none): none Slope (%): 0-2% 

Subregion (LRR): LRR-C Lat: 32.85771 Long: -116.915862 Datum: WGS84 
Soil Map Unit Name: Chino silt loam, saline, 0-2% slopes NWI classification: Depressional 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes X No       (If no, explain in Remarks.) 
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       significantly disturbed? No Are "Normal Circumstances" present? Yes X No     
Are Vegetation      , Soil      , or Hydrology       naturally problematic? No (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS – Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
        

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No        
Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 

 
Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        Yes X    No        
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No         
        

Remarks:  Sample area outside annually inundated area of basin. The boundary between wetlands and non-wetlands was indicated by, change in 
vegetation and historical aerials showing water level.. 

VEGETATION – Use scientific names of plants. 
   Absolute  Dominant  Indicator  Dominance Test worksheet: 

Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 
Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 
Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 

2 

 
 
(A) 

2 

 
 
(B) 

100% 
 
(A/B) 

   
 

Tree Stratum (Plot size: 1000 sq. ft. )  % Cover  Species?  Status  
1. Salix gooddingii  40  Yes  FACW  
2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
   40  = Total Cover  
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size:       )        
1.                             Prevalence Index worksheet: 

Total % Cover of:  Multiply by:  
OBL species        x 1 =        

FACW species        x 2 =        
FAC species        x 3 =        
FACU species        x 4 =        

UPL species        x 5 =        
Column Totals:        (A)       (B) 

     
Prevalence Index = B/A =        

   
 

2.                             
3.                             
4.                             
5.                             
          = Total Cover  
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 1000 sq. ft. )        
1. Eclipta prostrata  20  Yes  FAC  
2. Leptochloa fusca  1  No  FACW  
3. Atriplex suberecta  1  No  FACU  
4.                              Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
5.                              X Dominance Test is >50% 
6.                                  Prevalence Index is ≤3.01 
7.                                  Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting  
8.                               data in Remarks or on a separate sheet) 

   22  = Total Cover      Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation1 (Explain) 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size:       )           
1.                              1Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must  

be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 2.                              
          = Total Cover  Hydrophytic 

Vegetation 
Present? 

     
              
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 1  % Cover of Biotic Crust 2   Yes X No        
              

Remarks:  Vegetation is dominated by overstory of willows. The area is subject to regular trimming in the sapling/shrub layer but the herbaceous layer is 
not mowed. The surface has a thick layer of leaf comprising 75% of the cover. 
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SOIL Sampling Point: 10 ____________  
 Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
 Depth  Matrix  Redox Features      
 (inches)  Color (moist)  %  Color (moist)  %  Type1  Loc2  Texture   Remarks  

 0-4                                            Organic  Color highly variable, very low 
mineral content. No redox. 

 

 4-12  10YR3/2  95  7.5YR4/6  5  C  PL  Loam         

 12-18  7.5YR3/1  98  7.5YR4/6  2  C  PL  Loam         

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                

                                                                
 1Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. 2Location: PL=Pore Lining, RC=Root Channel, M=Matrix.  
 Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils3: 
    Histosol (A1)    Sandy Redox (S5)    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR C) 
    Histic Epipedon (A2)    Stripped Matrix (S6)    2 cm Muck (A10) (LRR B) 
    Black Histic (A3)    Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)    Reduced Vertic (F18) 
    Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)    Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)    Red Parent Material (TF2) 
    Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)    Depleted Matrix (F3)    Other (Explain in Remarks) 
    1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D) X Redox Dark Surface (F6)   
    Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)    Depleted Dark Surface (F7)   
    Thick Dark Surface (A12)    Redox Depressions (F8) 3Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
    Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)    Vernal Pools (F9)  wetland hydrology must be present, 
    Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)    unless disturbed or problematic. 
       

Restrictive Layer (if present):   
Type: None   
Depth (inches):        Hydric Soil Present? Yes X No        

    

Remarks:  Hydric soil present.  

HYDROLOGY 
 Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) 
 Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)     Water Marks (B1) (Riverine) 
    Surface Water (A1)    Salt Crust (B11)     Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine) 
    High Water Table (A2) X Biotic Crust (B12)     Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine) 
    Saturation (A3)    Aquatic Invertebrates (B13)     Drainage Patterns (B10) 
 X Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)    Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)     Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
    Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)    Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3)     Thin Muck Surface (C7) 
    Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)    Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)     Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
    Surface Soil Cracks (B6)    Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)     Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
 X Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)    Thin Muck Surface (C7)     Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
    Water-Stained Leaves (B9)    Other (Explain in Remarks)     FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
        

Field Observations:              
Surface Water Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Water Table Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):           
Saturation Present? Yes    No X Depth (inches):     Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes X No     
(includes capillary fringe)              

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:  Historic aerial photos 

Remarks:  Sample area within the upper part of a seasonal lake. The lake has several inlets which are fed primarily by stormwater runoff from  surround 
urban and suburban areas. The outflow is controlled by earthen berms and outlet devices. Aerial imergery shows this water body is seasonal and the lake 
level falls during the dry season. Some years the lake dries completely, other years some water remains. Soil moist at 8" below surface even during dry 
season.   

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West – Version 2.0 
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