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The no action alternative is in conflict with the purpose of the HMGP, which is to provide funds to state 

and local governments to implement long-term hazard mitigation measures after a major disaster 

declaration. The purpose of the HMGP is to reduce the loss of life and property due to natural disasters and 

to enable implementation of mitigation measures during the immediate recovery from a declared disaster.  

 

  

 

The following components would be included (see Figure 3): 

 Approximately 90 linear feet of 10-foot by 8-foot rectangular channel 

 Approximately 1,800 linear feet of dual 15-foot by 5.5-foot reinforced concrete box (RCB) culvert 

Approximately 190 linear feet of 10-foot by 5-foot RCB culvert 

 Approximately 365 linear feet of dual 10-foot by 5-foot RCB culvert (240 linear feet would be jacked 

and bored under SR-67) 

 Two concrete transition structures 

- -

- -

-

- - - -

- - - -  
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Relocation of Utility Lines  
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No Action Alternative  

 

Proposed Project 
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Table 1 
General Conformity Rule Emission De Minimis Thresholds in the San 

Diego Air Basin 
Pollutant Federal Area Designation GCR De Minimis 

Threshold (tons/yr) 

CO Maintenance 100 
NOx Nonattainment, Marginal

1
 100 

PM10 Attainment n/a 
PM2.5 Attainment n/a 
SO2 Attainment n/a 
VOC Nonattainment, Marginal 100 
Lead Attainment n/a 
Source: 40 CFR Part 81; EPA 2012 

1Area designation based on NOx as an O3 precursor. San Diego County is designated as 

an attainment area for the NO2 NAAQS. 
n/a = not applicable 

 

No Action Alternative  

 

Proposed Project 
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Table 2 
Estimated Emission Rates of Proposed Project 

Year ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

2013 0.24 1.73 1.26 <0.01 5.15 0.12 
2014 0.44 3.18 2.44 <0.01 10.13 0.21 
Maximum Emissions 0.44 3.18 2.44 <0.01 10.13 0.21 
De Minimis Threshold 100 100 100 n/a n/a n/a 
Exceeds Threshold? No No No n/a n/a n/a 
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No Action Alternative  

 

Proposed Project 

- -  

  

No Action Alternative  

 

Proposed Project 

-

 

  

Executive Order (EO) 11988 requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the short- and long-

term adverse impacts associated with occupancy and modification of floodplains. If there is no practicable 

alternative to undertaking a proposed project in a floodplain, any potential adverse impacts must be 

mitigated. FEMA’s regulations for complying with Executive Order 11988 are found in 44 CFR Part 9.  

No Action Alternative  

 

Proposed Project 

A portion of the proposed project area is in the 100-year floodplain, and therefore has the potential to affect 

the floodplain. The proposed project area is shown on FIRM panels 06703C1652G and 06703C1656G, 

revised May 16, 2012 (Figures 4 and 5). The proposed outfall to the San Diego River is the only portion of the 

proposed project area within Zone AE, defined as areas that have a 1% probability of flooding every year 

(the 100-year floodplain), and where predicted flood water elevations above mean sea level have been 

established. The proposed drainage is designed to facilitate a 100-year design storm, and the velocity during 

this 100-year storm is not considered to be an erosive velocity. Therefore, discharge during the 100-year 

storm is not anticipated to affect downstream features. For smaller storms where there would be no 

backwater effects of the San Diego River to slow the water, an energy dissipater designed to meet the design 
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criteria set forth in the 2005 San Diego County Drainage Design Manual would be constructed at the outfall 

to protect the area between the outfall and the San Diego River when it is not inundated by the San Diego 

River. 

FEMA has completed the e - -

-

 

The results of the eight-step decision-making process are presented in Appendix A. 

  

 

 

No Action Alternative  
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-

- -

 

-

-

-
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No Action Alternative  

Under the no action alternative, there would be no impact on water quality as current conditions would not 

change.  

Proposed Project  

 

 

 

  

-

-

-

 



Final Environmental Assessment: HMGP 1884-18-09  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
November 2013  Page 15 
 

No Action Alternative  

 

Proposed Project 

 

 

-

 

 

-

-

 

 

 

-

 

 



Final Environmental Assessment: HMGP 1884-18-09  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
November 2013  Page 16 
 

 

–  

 

 

-  

-

-

-

- -

 

-

- -  

 

  



Final Environmental Assessment: HMGP 1884-18-09  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
November 2013  Page 17 
 

 

-

-

 

 

-

-

-

 

 

  

 

 

  

 

-

 



Final Environmental Assessment: HMGP 1884-18-09  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
November 2013  Page 18 
 

Table 3 
Federally Listed Species (and  Habitat Requirements) Potentially Present in the Vicinity of the Woodside 

Avenue Flood Control Improvements Project 
Species Federal Status Habitat Requirements Potential to Occur 

Acanthomintha ilicifolia 

San Diego thorn-mint 

FT Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley 

and foothill grassland, vernal 

pools. 

Not present. No CNDDB 

occurrences near the proposed 

project action area. Designated 

critical habitat is not present in or 

near the proposed project action 

area. 

Ambrosia pumila 

San Diego ambrosia 

FE Chaparral, coastal scrub, valley 

and foothill grassland. 

Not present. No CNDDB 

occurrences near the proposed 

project action area. Designated 

critical habitat is not present in or 

near the proposed project action 

area. 

Polioptila californica 

californica 

Coastal California 

gnatcatcher 

FT Obligate, permanent resident 

of coastal sage scrub below 

2,500 feet in southern 

California. 

Low potential to occur transiently in 

the proposed project action area. 

Nearest CNDDB occurrence was 0.3 

miles southwest of the proposed 

project action area in the early 

1990s. Designated critical habitat is 

not present in or near the proposed 

project action area. 

Vireo bellii pusillus 

Least Bell's vireo 

FE Summer resident of southern 

California in low riparian in 

vicinity of water or in dry river 

bottoms; below 2,000 feet. 

Low potential to occur transiently 

near the proposed project action 

area. Known to nest at the San 

Diego River. Designated critical 

habitat is not present in or near the 

proposed project action area. 

FE- Federally endangered 

FT- Federally threatened 

 

- -

-

 

 

- -

-
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Invasive species were identified 

within the proposed project area during the Arundo 

donax  is present a area. Ricinus 

communis itigation measures would be implemented to 

avoid the introduction or spread of invasive plant species in the proposed project area, as described in 

Section 5.4.  

As discussed in Section 4.3.4, -

- -

 

  

 

4.5.1 Summary 
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4.5.2 Literature Search 
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4.5.3 Survey 
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4.5.4 Native American Consultation 
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No Action Alternative  
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Table 4 

Demographic Data for the Proposed Project Area from the 2010 Census 

Parameter 
San Diego County 

Census Tract 169.01 
San Diego County 

Census Tract 167.02 
Lakeside San Diego County 

Total Population in 
2010 

6,909 6,9442 20,648 3,095,313 

Total Minority 
Population

1
 

1,526 2,025 4,922 1,595,266 

22% 29% 24% 52% 
1
Persons not “white alone” plus Hispanics and Latinos who are “white alone.” 

 

Table 5 
Demographic Data for the Proposed Project Area from the 2010 Census 

Parameter 
Block Group 1, San 

Diego County Census 
Tract 167.02 

Block Group 2, San 
Diego County Census 

Tract 167.02 

Block Group 4, San 
Diego County Census 

Tract 167.02
1
 

Block Group 4, San 
Diego County Census 

Tract 169.01
2
 

Total Population in 
2010 

1,806 2,659 1,591 2,612 

Total Minority 
Population

1
 

491 958 369 749 

27% 36% 23% 29% 
1Persons not “white alone” plus Hispanics and Latinos who are “white alone.” 

 

Table 6 
Demographic Data for the Proposed Project Area from the 2000 Census

1
 

Parameter 
San Diego County 

Census Tract 169.01 
San Diego County 

Census Tract 167.02 
Lakeside San Diego County 

Total Population
1
 6,861 7,059 19,475 2,722,408 

Households in which 
English Is Not the 
Primary Language 

280 425 981 328,259 

12% 16% 14% 33% 

People over 25 with 
Less Than a High 
School Education 

529 748 1,753 308,839 

12% 17% 14% 17% 

Median Household 
Income 1999 

$52,993 $37,728 $48,910 $47,067 

Median Family $58,265 $41,679 $55,336 $53,438 
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Income 1999 
People below 
Poverty Level in 
1999 

281 824 1,651 338,399 

4% 12% 8% 12% 

1From Summary File 3 

 
Table 7 

Demographic Data for the Proposed Project Area from the 2000 Census
1
 

Parameter 
Block Group 1, San 

Diego County Census 
Tract 167.02 

Block Group 2, San 
Diego County Census 

Tract 167.02 

Block Group 4, San 
Diego County Census 

Tract 167.02 

Block Group 4, San 
Diego County Census 

Tract 169.01 

Total Population
1
 1,886 2,723 878 2,739 

Households in which 
English Is Not the 
Primary Language 

186 149 34 76 

19% 16% 11% 8% 

People over 25 with 
Less Than a High 
School Education 

211 341 46 180 

16% 22% 7% 11% 

Median Household 
Income 1999 

$28,268 $39,349 $61,029 $38,784 

Median Family 
Income 1999 

$35,366 $39,583 $76,684 $38,491 

People below 
Poverty Level in 
1999 

258 276 96 185 

14% 10% 11% 7% 

1From Summary File 3 
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No Action Alternative  
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 - - - - -  

 - -  

  

 -  

No Action Alternative  

 

Proposed Project 

 

  

-  

No Action Alternative  

Under the no action alternative, flooding would be more likely, with associated potential temporary adverse 

impacts on area transportation.  

Proposed Project 

-
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No Action Alternative  

Under the no action alternative, there would be no impact on noise as current conditions would not change.  

Proposed Project 

 

 

-

-

 

-

-

-
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No Action Alternative  

 

Proposed Project 

 

 

  

 

 

Table 8 
Cumulative Projects List 

Project County Number 

Silver Sage Condominiums Site Plan 05-054 
Tentative Map (TM ) TM 5536 
Riverview Tentative Parcel Map (TPM) TPM 20639 
Lakeside Commercial Center Major Use Permit (MUP) MUP Modification 02-010-014 
Lakeside Hand Car Wash Major Use Permit MUP 06*053 
Woodside at Winder Garden Condos Site Plan Site Plan 06-046 
Lakeside iver Park Reclamation Plan  Reclamation Plan 84-004 
CA Investment Bankers Tentative Parcel Map TPM 20807 
Riverview Tentative Parcel Map TPM 20864 
Schafer Plaza Site Plan Site Plan 05-039 
Nextel Rockcrest Site Plan Site Plan 06-008 

Source: San Diego County, 2013 
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6.  

-

 

-  

 

7. Irreversible Or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources and 
Short-Term Uses of the Environment and Maintenance and 
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 

  
7.1 Irreversible Or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

The no action alternative would not require the commitment of resources. However, continued flooding risk 
and its potential to damage facilities with resulting loss of resources would remain in the project area. 
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The proposed project would require the commitment of resources. The expenditure of labor for this 
alternative would occur predominantly during construction. However, maintenance would occur throughout 
the life of the alternative. Funding for the proposed project would not be available for other uses and would 
therefore be irretrievable. 
 
Nonrenewable and irretrievable fossil fuel use by construction equipment would be required. Labor and 
materials would also be irretrievably committed during project construction. However, the proposed project 
would not require a large amount of these materials, the materials are commonly available, and their use 
would not result in a material impact on the availability of these resources. 
 
Although the proposed project would result in the commitment of resources as described above, 
the proposed project would reduce the risk of loss to facilities and properties in the project area. 

. 

7.2 Short-Term Uses of The Environment and Maintenance and Enhancement of 
Long-Term Productivity 

The proposed project would require short-term uses of the environment, as documented in Sections 4.1 
through 4.11. However, the uses of the environment would be offset by the long-term reduction in the risk of 
flooding and resulting damage to facilities and residential properties. The drainage improvements would 
enhance the long-term productivity of resources by reducing flooding risks. 
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http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/scenic_hwy.htm
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/mapsanddata.asp
http://www.projectcleanwater.org/
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http://www.epa.gov/oaqps001/greenbk/
http://www.lakesideriverpark.org/Projects/projects.html
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/countySearch!speciesByCountyReport.action?fips=06073
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Floodplain Management and Protection of Wetlands 

Summary of 8-Step Decision-Making Process 

San Diego County--Woodside Avenue Flood Control Improvements Project 

 

FEMA-1884-DR-CA  

The Department of Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

proposes to provide federal financial assistance, through the Governor’s Office of Emergency 

Services, to the County of San Diego Department of Public Works (Subapplicant) for 

construction of flood control improvements in the community of Lakeside in unincorporated 

San Diego County, California. The assistance would be provided through the Hazard Mitigation 

Grant Program. This document is a summary of the results of the eight-step decision-making 

process that was completed for the proposed project to comply with Executive Order (EO) 

11988 (Floodplain Management), EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands). The analysis follows the 

steps prescribed in 44 CFR Part 9 (Floodplain Management and Protection of Wetlands), 

specifically 44 CFR 9.6. 

The proposed project would prevent or reduce the risk of damage from future flooding to 

Woodside Avenue and surrounding properties by constructing reinforced concrete box (RCB) 

culverts to convey stormwater from the 100-year storm to the San Diego River. Most sections of 

the proposed culverts would be dual box culverts.  

The proposed drainage system would begin at the downstream (western) end of an existing 18-

foot by 8-foot rectangular concrete channel that runs parallel to Woodside Avenue, 

approximately 600 feet to the south. Improvements would extend the existing open channel 

approximately 88 feet and divert its flow to the north without increasing its width or depth. A 

transition structure would then widen the channel by fourteen 14 feet over a distance of 

approximately 20 feet, creating a 32-foot by 8-foot channel. The 32-foot- wide channel would 

then continue north for approximately 50 feet, where it would transition to a dual 15-foot-wide 

by 5.5-foot- deep RCB culvert. The proposed alignment would continue north for approximately 

540 feet under the existing water quality basin. Once the dual RCB culvert reached Woodside 

Avenue, it would turn west under Woodside Avenue for approximately 800 feet before turning 

north for approximately 250 feet, where it would split into two channels.    

The western channel would transition to a dual 10-foot-wide by 5-foot-deep RCB culvert (line 

A) that would continue under SR-67 and discharge into the floodplain of the San Diego River. 

The eastern channel (line B) would transition to a 10-foot-wide by 5-foot-deep RCB culvert that 

would connect to an existing triple 6-foot-wide by 3-foot-deep concrete culvert that passes 

under SR-67 and discharges into the floodplain of the San Diego River. A headwall and 36-inch 

RCB culvert approximately 15 feet long would extend laterally from line B on the south side of 



   
 

SR-67 to capture local runoff. To avoid traffic problems, approximately 240 feet of culvert 

would be jacked under SR-67.  

In addition to conveying flows from the existing 18-foot by 8-foot channel, the proposed culvert 

would also collect flows from Woodside Avenue and Riverview Avenue via curb inlets and 

grate structures. 

Construction of the proposed culvert would require relocation of utilities. Wet utilities to be 

relocated are 21-inch and 12-inch sewer lines, a 6-inch water line and numerous storm drain 

inlets and pipes. In addition, 60-inch, 48-inch, 36-inch, and 8-inch water lines would be 

lowered. Dry utilities to be relocated include level 1 fiber-optic duct, AT&T communication 

line, Cox Cable lines, and San Diego Electric electrical lines, which are being undergrounded.  

Related improvements to Woodside Avenue, Riverview Avenue and adjacent properties would 

include new pavement; concrete curbs, gutters and sidewalks; chain link fence; and relocation of 

various other appurtenances. 

The results of the eight-step decision-making process are summarized below. 

Step 1. Determine whether the proposed action is located in a wetland and/or the 100-year 

floodplain (500-year floodplain for critical actions); and whether it has the potential to 

affect or be affected by a floodplain or wetland. 

 Floodplains  

A portion of the proposed project area is located in the 100-year floodplain, and 

therefore has the potential to affect the floodplain. The proposed project area is shown 

on FIRM panels 06703C1652G and 06703C1656G, revised May 16, 2012 (see attached 

figures).  

The proposed outfall to the San Diego River at the downstream end of the proposed 

project area is located within Zone AE, defined as areas that have a 1% probability of 

flooding every year (the 100-year floodplain), and where predicted flood elevations have 

been established. The proposed drainage is designed to facilitate a 100-year design 

storm, and based on design studies, the velocity during this 100-year storm is not 

considered to be an erosive velocity. Therefore, discharge during the 100-year storm is 

not anticipated to affect downstream features. For smaller storms where there would be 

no backwater effects of the San Diego River to slow the water, an energy dissipater 

designed to meet the design criteria in the 2005 San Diego County Drainage Design 

Manual would be constructed at the outfall to protect the area between the outfall and the 

San Diego River when it is not inundated by the San Diego River. 

  

  



   
 

Wetlands  

A site assessment and a wetland delineation within the study area were conducted on 

October 14, 2008, by URS Corporation. As requested by the County of San Diego and 

based on comments received by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) on the 

2008 wetland delineation, RECON, a San Diego County Contractor, conducted followup 

site visits to update the wetland delineation in October, November, and December 2010 

and in August 2011. In addition, RECON conducted a waters of the United 

States/wetlands delineation within the proposed project area in conjunction with a 

supplemental general biological survey on January 15, 2013. Based on this investigation, 

it was determined that wetlands occur within two locations of the proposed project area: 

at the water quality control basin and at the outfall to the San Diego River. Vegetation 

within the wetland areas consists of native wetland species such as black willow (Salix 

goodingii), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), and cattail (Typha latifolia). 

 A portion of the proposed project would occur within these wetland areas, as shown in 

Figure 2. Therefore, the proposed project would affect wetlands. 

Step 2. Notify the public at the earliest possible time of the intent to carry out an action in a 

floodplain or wetland, and involve the affected and interested public in the decision-

making process. 

 Floodplains and Wetlands 

FEMA published a cumulative Initial Public Notice that included information about 

FEMA’s proposal to fund actions in or affecting the 100-year floodplain and wetlands. 

No comments were received in response to the Initial Public Notice. 

Step 3. Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating the proposed action in a 

floodplain or wetland (including alternative sites, actions and the “no action” option). If 

a practicable alternative exists outside the floodplain or wetland FEMA must locate the 

action at the alternative site. 

Based on the constraints of the existing drainage in the proposed project area, there is no 

practicable alternative to construction within the 100-year floodplain at the proposed 

outfall location that would reduce flooding in the proposed project area. The no action 

alternative would leave the existing culvert at Woodside Avenue with the capacity to 

convey less than a 2-year flow event. As a result, structures in the neighborhood, 

including Lakeside Special Care Center (a critical care facility), military family housing, 

and commercial businesses, would continue to experience regular flooding from even 

small storm events. Periodic closure of Woodside Avenue due to flooding would 

continue to create access issues for approximately 10,500 vehicle trips/day, including 

traffic to and from Lakeside High School. Road closure would also inhibit response time 

of the nearby Lakeside Fire Station. High-depth overflows would provide an additional 

hazard to pedestrian traffic crossings of Woodside Avenue to and from Lakeside Middle 



   
 

School. Under the no action alternative, damage to sewer mains, water lines, and 

regional transmission mains would continue due to flooding. Therefore, the no action 

alternative was rejected. 

 The County of San Diego (Subapplicant) obtained authorization for permanent and 

temporary impacts to Waters of the United States (U.S.) per section 404 of the Federal 

Clean Water Act from the USACE in the form of a Nationwide Permit (NWP 33 and 

43). The USACE determined that the impacts to waters of the U.S. were minimal and 

met the terms of the NWP 33 and 43 and therefore, an alternatives analysis specific to 

wetlands was not needed. 

 Based on this information, FEMA determined that the only practicable alternative is the 

proposed project. 

Step 4. Identify the potential direct and indirect impacts associated with the occupancy or 

modification of floodplains and wetlands and the potential direct and indirect support of 

floodplain and wetland development that could result from the proposed action. 

 Floodplains 

No work proposed as part of the proposed project would significantly change the water 

surface elevations or alter the delineation of the San Diego River floodplain. Therefore, 

there would be no significant impacts to the floodplain. 

 Wetlands 

The proposed proposed project would result in permanent impacts to 0.24 acres and 

temporary impacts to 0.53 acres of wetlands. These impacts would occur in two 

locations: the northernmost portion of the proposed project area within a small tributary 

to the San Diego River and the water quality control basin south of Woodside Avenue.  

Step 5. Minimize the potential adverse impacts and support to or within floodplains and 

wetlands to be identified under Step 4, restore and preserve the natural and beneficial 

values served by floodplains, and preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial 

values served by wetlands. 

Floodplains 

As described in Step 4, the proposed project would not result in significant adverse 

impacts to the floodplain.  

  



   
 

Wetlands 

Temporary impacts to wetlands from the proposed project would be mitigated through 

on-site restoration and enhancement of these areas at a 1:1 ratio through hydroseeding 

with a seed mix consisting of sedges, bulrushes, cattails, and other native herbaceous 

wetland species.  

Permanent impacts to wetlands would be mitigated offsite at a 3:1 ratio at the Lawrence 

and Barbara Daley Preserve. The mitigation would include enhancement of wetland 

vegetation through removal of non-native invasive plant species and establishment or re-

establishment of marsh or riparian and grassland vegetation in areas formerly occupied 

by dense stands of giant reed. The mitigation would improve wetland habitat by re-

establishment of native vegetation that is typical of freshwater marsh and grassland 

vegetation in the region. Re-establishing wetland and grassland areas in the riparian area 

reduces erosion potential, and increases overall habitat quality within the stream and 

watershed. The opportunity to mitigate this small impact with a mitigation project of a 

scale that has regional benefits to wetland resources is of importance to the regional 

efforts of watershed management. 

In addition, the following mitigation measures would be implemented during 

construction of the proposed project to minimize the extent of wetland impacts: 

 Prior to initiating grading, temporary orange environmentally sensitive area 

(ESA) fencing would be installed along the limits of grading to ensure there 

would be no impacts to any adjacent wetlands outside of the proposed project 

footprint. Prior to and during construction, a County-approved biological monitor 

would verify that the ESA fencing is properly installed and maintained. 

 The biological monitor would attend a pre-construction meeting prior to 

initiating grading and be on-site to monitor all vegetation clearing. Biological 

monitoring would continue periodically thereafter to ensure implementation of 

appropriate resource protection measures. 

 Prior to the start of construction, San Diego County’s Contractor would prepare a 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the satisfaction of the 

County Engineer to reduce the potential impact to wetlands and other sensitive 

habitats while protecting downstream water quality. The detailed measures 

identified in the SWPPP must be implemented prior to and during site 

preparation and construction to the satisfaction of the County Engineer and on-

site biological monitor. 

Step 6. Reevaluate the proposed action to determine first, if it is still practicable in light of its 

exposure to flood hazards, the extent to which it will aggravate the hazards to others, 

and its potential to disrupt floodplain and wetland values and second, if alternatives 

preliminarily rejected at Step 3 are practicable in light of the information gained in 



   
 

Steps 4 and 5. FEMA shall not act in a floodplain or wetland unless it is the only 

practicable location. 

Floodplains and Wetlands 

As described in Step 3, there are no practicable alternatives to the proposed project. The 

proposed project would not result in adverse impacts to the floodplain, and adverse 

impacts to wetlands would be mitigated as described in Step 5.  

Step 7. Prepare and provide the public with a finding and public explanation of any final 

decision that the floodplain or wetland is the only practicable alternative. 

 Floodplains and Wetlands 

The Subapplicant will publish a Final Public Notice for the proposed project  in a local 

newspaper. The notice will include a description of the proposed project that would 

occur within the 100-year floodplain and within wetlands and an explanation of why the 

proposed project is the only practicable alternative. 

Step 8. Review the implementation and post-implementation phases of the proposed action to 

ensure that the requirements are fully implemented. Oversight responsibility shall be 

integrated into existing processes. 

 The Subapplicant would be responsible for overseeing the implementation and post-

implementation phases of the proposed project. Restoration and enhancement areas would be 

monitored for a 120-day plant establishment period. Performance standards for success of 

restoration areas would be 90% percent cover of native species, 0% cover of non-native species, 

and less than 5% bare ground. Monitoring and maintenance will continue for up to five years, 

and may include supplemental irrigation, control of weeds, and replanting. 
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Appendix C –SHPO Consultation Correspondence (On File) 
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