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LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES 
THAT COMMENTED ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 

 
A draft version of this EIR was circulated for public review from July 9, 2009 to August 24, 
2009.  The following is a listing of the names and addresses of persons, organizations, and public 
agencies that commented during this public review period. 
 
In addition, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research indicated, in a letter dated July 15, 
2009, the EIR used an incorrect State Clearinghouse Number (SCH#).  The correct number is 
SCH# 2004101032.  The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the correct SCH#. 
 
LETTER  
DESIGNATION FEDERAL AGENCIES ADDRESS  
 
 None 
 
LETTER  
DESIGNATION STATE AGENCIES ADDRESS  
 
 A Department of Fish and Game Edmund J. Pert,  
  Regional Manager 
  South Coast Region 
  4949 Viewridge Avenue 
  San Diego, CA  92123 
 
 B Department of Parks and Recreation Darren Smith, 
  Environmental Scientist 
  San Diego Coast District 
  4477 Pacific Highway 
  San Diego, CA  92110 
 
 C Department of Toxic Substances Control Greg Holmes, Unit Chief 
   Brownfields and Environmental  
   Restoration Program 
   5796 Corporate Avenue 
   Cypress, CA  90630 
 
 D Department of Transportation, District 11 Jacob M. Armstrong, Chief 
  Development Review Branch 
  4050 Taylor Street, MS 240 
  San Diego, CA  92110 
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LETTER  
DESIGNATION STATE AGENCIES (cont.) ADDRESS  
 
 E Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
  State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit Scott Morgan, Acting Director 
   State Clearinghouse 
   P.O. Box 3044 
   Sacramento, CA  95812-3044 
 
LETTER  COUNTY, CITY, AND 
DESIGNATION OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES ADDRESS  
 
 F City of San Diego Wetlands Advisory Board  James A. Peugh, Chairperson 
  1222 First Avenue, MS 91A 
  San Diego, CA  92101 
 
 G County of San Diego Department of   
 Public Works, Flood Control Engineering Jim Zhu, Senior Civil Engineer 
  Flood Control Engineering 
  5201 Ruffin Road  
  San Diego, CA  92123 
   
LETTER  
DESIGNATION ORGANIZATIONS ADDRESS  
 
 H California Native Plant Society, San Diego Carrie Schneider,  
  Conservation Chair 
  P.O. Box 121390 
  San Diego, CA  92112 
 
 I Friends of Chollas Creek Bill Babcock 
  1951 47th Street. #108 
  San Diego, CA  92102 
   
 J Friends of Rice Canyon Betsy Cory 
  887 Verin Lane 
  Chula Vista, CA  91910 
 
 K Friends of Rose Canyon Deborah Knight 
  P.O. Box 221051 
  San Diego, CA  92192 
 
 L Friends of Switzer Canyon Carrie Schneider 
  2621 32nd Street 
  San Diego, CA  92104 
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LETTER  
DESIGNATION ORGANIZATIONS (cont.) ADDRESS  
 
 M Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee Patricia Shields 
  1616 Bancroft Street 
  San Diego, CA  92109 
 
 N Los Peñasquitos Lagoon Foundation Mike Hastings,  
  Executive Director 
  P.O. Box 940 
  Cardiff by the Sea, CA  92007 
 
 O Marian Bear Natural Park Recreation Council Virginia McIlwain, 
   Corresponding Secretary 
  North Clairemont Recreation 
  Center 
  4421 Bannock Avenue 
  San Diego, CA  92117 
 
 P San Diego Audubon Society James A. Peugh, 
  Conservation Committee Chair 
  4891 Pacific Highway, Ste. 112 
  San Diego, CA  92110 
 
 Q San Diego Canyonlands Eric Bowlby, Executive Director 
  3552 Bancroft Street 
  San Diego, CA  92104 
 
 R San Diego Canyons Coalition Betsy Cory 
  887 Verin Lane 
  Chula Vista, CA  91910 
 
 S San Diego Coastkeeper Gary LoCurto, Legal Intern 
  2820 Roosevelt Street Ste. 200A 
  San Diego, CA  92106 
 
 T San Diego County Archeological Society, Inc. James W. Royle, Jr. 
   Chairperson, Environmental 
   Review Committee 
  P.O. Box 81106 
  San Diego, CA  92138-1106 
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LETTER  
DESIGNATION ORGANIZATIONS (cont.) ADDRESS  
 
 U Thirty-Second Street Canyon Task Force Tershia d’Elgin, Ringleader 
  1235 28th Street 
  San Diego, CA  92102 
 
LETTER  
DESIGNATION INDIVIDUALS ADDRESS  
 
 V Anne S. Fege 12934 Texana Street 
  San Diego, CA  92129 
 
 W Billy Paul 2747 Fairfield Street 
  San Diego, CA  92110 
 
 X Theresa Quiroz 4719 Bailey Place 
  San Diego, CA  92105 
 
 Y Joseph Steinbach 3547 Luna Avenue 
  San Diego, CA  92117 
 
 Z John Stump 4133 Poplar Street 
  San Diego, CA  92105 
 
 AA Doug Wescott P.O. Box 23315 
  San Diego, CA  92123 
 
 BB Andrew Wilson 13631 Old El Camino Real 
  San Diego, CA  92130 
 
 CC Karin Zirk 4629 Cass Street #188 
  San Diego, CA  92109 
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A1

A2

A3

A4

A.1. As noted by the commenter, the analysis contained in the Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) is not project-specifi c.  An up-front, 
project-specifi c analysis is infeasible for two primary reasons.  First, the cost 
of conducting a project-level analysis on all 50 miles of storm water facilities 
at one time would represent an economic burden on the City of San Diego 
(City) in the best of economic times.  In light of the defi cits facing the City 
at the present time, the cost of a project-specifi c analysis would represent a 
signifi cant economic burden.  The cost of the hydrology studies alone would 
exceed $1 million.  In addition to the cost consideration, the information yielded 
by upfront hydrology studies and the approach determined for maintenance of 
a particular channel may not be valid at the time the maintenance is carried 
out.  For example, favorable climatic conditions could result in a substantial 
increase in the vegetation over that which occurs today.  This increased 
vegetation would change its infl uence on storm water transport and negate 
the hydrological analysis by changing the friction coeffi cient.  Similarly, high 
rainfall could promote erosion and the accumulation of sediment beyond that 
which would have been assumed when the original calculations were made, 
which also would negate the results of the hydrology study.  As a consequence, 
new hydrology studies and possibly new maintenance plans could be required 
if a facility is not maintained within the fi rst year or two of the initial analysis.  
Having to redo hydrology studies and maintenance plans would not only cost 
additional money but would render the earlier expenditures a waste of money.  
The need to prepare new maintenance plans also would negate the impact 
analysis contained in the current PEIR.

  Recognizing the problems associated with a project-level analysis, the City 
chose to take a more practical approach through the preparation of a PEIR.  In 
order to assure that the estimate of the impact of maintenance is conservative 
as well as realistic, the City identifi ed the limits of disturbance which have 
historically occurred in each of the affected storm water facilities.  The 
information in the last column of Table 3-1 indicates the limits of disturbance 
in each of the storm water facilities based on the City’s past maintenance 
activities.  It is important to note that the decision to use historic disturbance 
areas from maintenance activities for analysis purposes is not intended to be 
indicative of the fact that the City would base disturbance footprints for future 
maintenance on those of past maintenance.  To the contrary, as discussed later 
in this response, one of the primary goals of the MSWSMP is to minimize the 
disturbance footprint associated with future maintenance.

  Estimating the impacts based on historical maintenance not only results 
in a more realistic estimate, it is expected to over-estimate the amount of 
disturbance that would occur under the proposed MSWSMP.  Historically, the 
City has cleared the majority, if not all, of the vegetation within a storm water 
facility to maximize its ability to transport fl oodwater as well as increase the 
time interval between maintenance events.  
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A1. (cont.)
  
  Maintenance under the proposed MSWSMP would be expected to remove less 

vegetation than has occurred historically in many of the storm water facilities.  
One of the primary bases for this conclusion is the fact that one of the over-
arching goals of the Program is to balance the need for fl ood protection with the 
biological value of the storm water system.  In an effort to reinforce this goal, 
the MSWSMP establishes several protocols to govern maintenance activities.  
For example, Protocol #26 requires the maintenance activities to “Retain 
wetland vegetation during maintenance when retention would not interfere 
with the goal of facilitating the conveyance of fl oodwaters, and protecting 
adjacent life and property.” 

  The City believes that the Consistency Determination (CD) process (previously 
referred to as the Substantial Conformance Review process), defi ned in 
the MSWSMP, and utilized in the approach to analysis in the PEIR, is the 
most appropriate way to assure that the impacts associated with periodic 
maintenance of the City’s storm water facilities are accurately determined and 
appropriate mitigation measures are carried out.  The CD process requires that 
facility-specifi c hydrology analysis be conducted to determine the minimum 
amount of vegetation which must be removed to achieve the desired levels of 
fl ood protection.  Based on this information, the City would be able to develop 
a maintenance strategy which, to the greatest degree possible, retains wetland 
vegetation and associated wildlife habitat.  The contemporaneous hydrology 
information would promote the goal of the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) to encourage consideration of alternative methods to promote 
fl ood protection. 

  Not only does the CD process provide for more accuracy in the information 
upon which maintenance is based, it also gives the CDFG, and other resources 
agencies an opportunity to review the proposed annual maintenance activities 
and confi rm that vegetation impacts have been minimized to the greatest extent 
feasible.  The CD process also assures that the potential for sensitive animal 
species to occur within the vicinity of maintenance is based on up-to-date 
survey information. 

A.2. Footnotes defi ning channel types “C” and “E” and identifying each of the four 
maintenance method types were inadvertently excluded from Table 3-1 of the 
PEIR.  These footnotes have been restored in the Final PEIR.  The nature of 
the storm water facility (e.g., concrete or earthen) is identifi ed in the “Type” 
column.  The letter “C” indicates that the entire channel is constructed of 
concrete.  The letter “E” indicates that the channel is entirely earthen.  When 
the channels are partially concrete (e.g., sides or bottom), the type is described 
by both letters.  More detailed information on channel types can be found on 
the detailed vegetation maps included in Appendix B.2.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-8

A2. (cont.)

  The commenter’s request for more detailed information on where maintenance 
would occur would be met during the CD process and would be based on detailed 
hydrology information generated during that process.  The guidance relative to 
management and treatment of storm water facilities is provided by the maintenance 
protocols included in the MSWSMP.

A.3. A section has been added to the MSWSMP that indicates how emergency 
maintenance would be handled.  As stated in the updated MSWSMP, the City 
would identify any emergency maintenance that was conducted in the next CD 
process following the emergency maintenance.  In the CD documentation, the 
City would describe where emergency maintenance occurred and quantify the 
impacts to wetland and upland vegetation that resulted.  The mitigation program 
identifi ed in the CD package for the coming year’s maintenance would include 
additional mitigation to offset the wetland impacts resulting from emergency 
maintenance occurring in the previous year.

A.4. The protocols defi ned in the Master Storm Water Maintenance Plan and 
summarized in Section 3.3.1 of the PEIR were not derived from any specifi c City 
code or policy.  Rather, they were developed expressly for the MSWSMP, based 
on common techniques to control erosion and sedimentation.  

  The Consistency Determination process is generally based on the substantial 
conformance review process outlined in the Section 126.0112 of the City’s Land 
Development Code but has been customized to fi t the specifi c needs related to the 
MSWSMP.  
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A5

A6

A7

A8

A9

A10

A11

A12

A.5. The Above-Ground Vegetation Removal Maintenance discussion in section 
3.3-1 has been revised to include a specifi c reference to invasive species such 
as Arundo donax and Tamarix ramosissima for which typical above-ground 
maintenance would not be possible due to the nature of growth.  In addition, 
a new protocol (#32) has been added to the MSWSMP to require invasive 
species to be removed in a manner that does not promote establishment of 
invasive species in areas downstream of maintenance activities.  Lastly, the 
text has been modifi ed to specify that the California Invasive Plant Council’s 
Invasive Plant Inventory shall be used as a reference during future maintenance 
activities.

A.6. A two-year maintenance period following invasives removal as mitigation is 
considered an adequate period for guaranteeing that the original individual 
invasive plants would be eradicated.  However, in order to maximize the 
success of invasives removal, the Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan 
has been amended to require that, at the end of two years, invasive species 
comprise no more than fi ve percent of the species; maintenance will continue 
until this goal has been achieved. 

A.7. The proposed maintenance program would involve the removal of vegetation 
within the City storm water system to improve fl ow rates and reduce the 
incidence of fl ooding.  Increased fl ow within the channels would reduce 
standing water and eradicate potential mosquito breeding habitats.  The post-
maintenance mechanisms that may be implemented to improve erosion control 
and promote absorption of water-born pollutants (e.g., check dams, temporary 
chain link fence with silt fence, over-excavation, etc.) would be designed to 
minimize the duration of standing water.  The maintenance program would not 
confl ict with or overlap the County of San Diego’s vector control measures as 
it would be implementing similar procedures to reduce standing water.

A.8. The segments of the City storm water system identifi ed for maintenance 
in the MSWSMP and PEIR would not overlap with Caltrans maintenance 
responsibilities, as none are within Caltrans jurisdiction/right-of-way. 

A.9. The Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) discussion in Section 4.1.1 
has been revised to provide additional information regarding the City’s ESL 
requirements for projects that propose wetland impacts.

A.10. The MSCP discussion in Section 4.1.1 has been revised to clarify that a U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Section 7 consultation is required for 
potential impacts to listed species whenever Clean Water Act Section 404 
jurisdictional areas would be impacted.
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A.11. As discussed in Response to Comment A.1, the approach of utilizing past 
limits of channel maintenance as a means of addressing potential impacts 
from future maintenance is considered an appropriate technique for analyzing 
impacts including consistency with the applicable City General Plan and 
associated Community Plan Goals and Policies because the analysis would be 
expected to over-estimate the disturbance resulting from future maintenance 
activities.

A.12. The majority of the wetland mitigation ratios identifi ed in Table 4.3-10 of the 
Draft PEIR are consistent with the City’s MSCP and Biology Guidelines.  The 
differences relate to the following categories:  coastal saltmarsh (4:1 vs. 3:1, 
coastal brackish marsh (4:1 vs. 3:1), freshwater marsh (2:1 vs. 1:1), disturbed 
wetlands (2:1 vs. 1:1) and unvegetated drainages (1:1 vs. no mitigation).  In 
response to concerns raised by the commenter, the City has modifi ed the ratios 
for coastal saltmarsh and coastal brackish marsh to 4:1.  Although no ratios are 
defi ned for cismontane alkali marsh, the City is proposing to increase the ratio 
from 1:1 to 4:1.  These revised ratios are included in Table 4.3-10 of the Final 
PEIR.

  However, the City continues to believe that 1:1 ratios for freshwater marsh 
and disturbed wetlands are appropriate because channel maintenance is 
fundamentally different than traditional types of development for which the 
MSCP and Biology Guidelines ratios were developed.  Unlike traditional 
development, storm water maintenance does not result in the permanent loss of 
wetlands.  In many cases, it replaces early successional freshwater marsh with 
open freshwater marsh that is generally followed by rapid, passive, recruitment 
of fast-growing wetland vegetation.  Wetland functions and services are thus 
partially restored between maintenance cycles.  This differentiation in the 
categorization of the impact is crucial because there would be no recruitment 
or recovery of vegetation with the construction of a permanent development 
such as a housing development or shopping center.  

  As discussed in the PEIR, the requirement that mitigation include at least 
one unit of creation is not applicable due to the fact that vegetation regrows 
after maintenance which is the reason that periodic maintenance is required.  
Furthermore, as discussed in the PEIR, mitigation for unvegetated waters is 
not required because maintenance would not result in the loss of the channels, 
contrary to development which often fi lls and/or undergrounds channels.  
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A13

A14

A15

A16

A17

A.13. A discussion has been added to Section 4.3 detailing why focused plant and 
animal surveys were not performed for the proposed program.  Complete 
inventories of biological resources present on a site often require numerous 
focused surveys at different times of the day and during different seasons of 
the year.  Timing issues, seasonal variations, and low population sizes would 
result in an incomplete list of all species that a study area of approximately 
884.7 acres may support.  As such, no focused plant or animal surveys were 
conducted.

A.14. Storm water channels in the MSWSMP are expected to have varying levels of 
benthic macroinvertebrate populations based on a variety of factors, including 
substrate, fl ow frequency, and existing water quality.  Although existing benthic 
macroinvertebrates would be affected by sediment removal conducted as part 
of each maintenance activity, the degree of impact would depend on the type of 
maintenance proposed.  Regardless, all impacts to benthic macroinvertebrates 
would be temporary, as additional sediment would be continually deposited 
during storm events and from urban runoff.  Furthermore, macroinvertebrate 
populations would be expected to repopulate these sediments.  As such, detailed 
assessments during the Individual Biological Assessment (IBA) process are 
not warranted.  

A.15. The value of storm water facilities for wildlife movement varies greatly with 
each specifi c segment.  Some facilities have minimal, if any, vegetation and 
concrete sides that are not conducive to wildlife, while others exhibit more 
favorable conditions for wildlife movement, such as connectivity to the MHPA 
or urban canyon system.  Thus, the function of storm water facilities regarding 
wildlife movement would be best examined when individual maintenance 
plans are being developed.  At this time, the IBA would evaluate wildlife 
movement functions for each specifi c segment and recommend methods to 
reduce impacts on wildlife movement as necessary.  One technique could 
involve retaining vegetative cover whenever fl ood control objectives would 
not be compromised.  Revisions to this effect have been made in the Biological 
Technical Report ([BTR] page 6) and Final PEIR (pages 3-22 and 4.3-42).

A.16. Utilizing historic disturbance limits represent a worst-case method of assessing 
impacts.  As discussed in Response to Comment A.1, maintenance in accordance 
with the proposed MSWSMP and the hydrology studies required as part of the 
CD process would be expected to reduce the impact from maintenance when 
compared against past maintenance events.  Additionally, performing up-front, 
hydrologic studies on all 50 miles of storm water facilities would be extremely 
costly and of limited value in facilities where maintenance may not occur for 
several years after the initial study has been prepared.  The City believes that 
using historic disturbance limits is a practical and appropriate approach to 
analyzing the potential impacts from future maintenance activities.
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A.17. The provision of access for maintenance equipment into storm water facilities 
is not anticipated to result in signifi cant indirect impacts.  This conclusion is 
based on several factors.  First, access already exists to many of the facilities.  
Such access may include but not be limited to public streets, sewer access roads 
and power line access roads.  Second, the facilities included in the MSWSMP 
are already subject to indirect impacts related to human and pet activities by 
virtue of the fact that they occur in heavily urbanized areas of the City.  Third, 
any necessary access would, in most cases, be minimal in length due to the 
location of most facilities in urbanized areas where access from public streets is 
usually not far away.  In cases where the CD process determines that a specifi c 
proposed access has the potential to result in signifi cant biological impacts, 
the City would require supplemental environmental review to determine 
the degree of impact and any additional mitigation measures necessary to 
offset the impact.  In fact, Mitigation Measure 4.3.13 states “Construction of 
temporary access and staging along channels shall be restricted to those areas 
where no access currently exist.  Impacts to sensitive habitat and/or sensitive 
species shall be minimized to the greatest extent practicable through project 
design measures, such as locating the facilities in the least sensitive habitat 
possible.”  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-13

A18

A19

A20

A21

A22

A23

A.18. As indicated in Response to Comment A.17, adjacent urban development 
would be expected to have a greater indirect impact on wetland habitat 
within storm water facilities than the maintenance activities themselves.  
Thus, indirect impacts from maintenance activities do not warrant special 
consideration with respect to mitigation ratios.  The potential for maintenance 
to jeopardize the long-term survival of a sensitive species would be identifi ed in 
the IBA during the CD process.  Should long-term survival of listed species be 
affected, species-specifi c mitigation would be proposed.  If the impact cannot 
be reduced to below a level of signifi cance, the City would be required to 
conduct additional CEQA review.  However, based on preliminary evaluation 
of the habitat associated with storm water facilities to be maintained under the 
MSWSMP, it is considered unlikely that these areas are critical to the survival 
of listed species. 

A.19. It is the City’s intent to conduct future maintenance activities under a Master 
Streambed Alteration Agreement.  This intent has been added to the text of the 
Final PEIR on page 3-29.

A.20. Refer to response to comment A.12 for a discussion of proposed modifi cations 
of ratios and the rationale for those ratios that do not match the City’s MSCP 
and Biology Guidelines  

  In addition, the City understands that the California Dept. of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) has independent authority to establish mitigation ratios and will work 
with the CDFG to determine mitigation ratios appropriate to the proposed 
maintenance activities as part of the Master 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement.  In addition, the City will identify the any mitigation banks 
proposed as part of the overall mitigation strategy for maintenance impacts.

A.21. For the reasons stated in Response to Comment A.12, habitat creation is not a 
required component of the mitigation requirements specifi ed in the PEIR.

A.22. Since the factors associated with each mitigation proposal may be unique, no 
further discussion can be included in Mitigation 4.3.3 relative to the specifi c 
form of conservation assurances.  This information would be provided during 
the CD process for CDFG consideration.
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A22. (cont.)

  The mitigation measures set forth in the PEIR serve as guidance for the 
individual maintenance and mitigation plans to be drafted based on the storm 
water systems identifi ed for maintenance each year; details regarding specifi c 
mitigation conditions would be determined based on annual maintenance 
strategies and biological surveys.  It would be infeasible to design a detailed 
mitigation plan for the 20-year duration of the master permit that would include 
specifi c information as to the type of conservation assurances that would be 
recorded over individual mitigation sites and the funding mechanisms involved, 
as this information would be variable depending upon the maintenance proposed 
each year and the availability of mitigation areas.  It should be noted however, 
that the City of San Diego does not record easements over land it already owns. 
As such, conservation assurances would be identifi ed during preparation of an 
IMP and IBA would be prepared annually for each activity as part of the CD 
process.  Appropriate conservation assurances would be specifi ed and success 
criteria would be defi ned for the restoration and enhancement required for 
each year’s maintenance.  Off-site mitigation would not be permitted by the 
resource agencies unless they would occur in a recognized mitigation bank 
that would provide long-term conservation assurance.

A.23. The City is exploring any and all feasible options to mitigate for impacts, 
and recognizes that restoration and enhancement of larger contiguous areas 
would be ideal.  The City plans to coordinate with groups already performing 
mitigation within sensitive watersheds, including with the established Canyon 
Sewer Cleaning Program and Long-Term Canyon Sewer Maintenance 
Program, to supplement established mitigation programs with the mitigation 
required as a result of the proposed maintenance program.  Potential mitigation 
opportunities are identifi ed in the Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan 
included as Appendix B.3 of the PEIR.
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A23

cont.

A24

A25

A26

A27

A28

A29

A30

A.24. Mitigation Measure 4.3.4 is included in Table ES-1 on page ES-12 as 
mitigation for the loss of habitat for sensitive birds.  The mitigation measure 
has been modifi ed in Table ES-1 and throughout the document to indicate that 
preservation of offsite habitat would occur within the MHPA.

A.25. In all cases where wetland impacts result from project implementation, 
mitigation must be “in-kind” and achieve a “no-net loss” of functions and values 
in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines. This is generally achieved 
through on-site creation, restoration or enhancement within or adjacent to the 
City of San Diego’s MHPA.  However, the City acknowledges that on-site 
wetland mitigation is not always feasible and therefore requires mitigation 
within the same watershed.  This too has become an issue, and on a case-
by-case basis, when wetland mitigation opportunities are not available within 
the watershed in the City, project proponents have been allowed to pursue 
opportunities outside the watershed and/or the City, provided they exercise due 
diligence and document the process.  The wetland deviation process for which 
the City is currently undergoing would not preclude a project proponent from 
pursuing off-site mitigation, outside the City’s MHPA with concurrence from 
the Wildlife Agencies when all other feasible options have been exhausted.

A.26. The only criteria identifi ed in the City’s Biology Guidelines relates to the 
amount of impact.  Use of the Habitat Acquisition Fund is only allowed when 
impacts are less than 10 acres in size.  Thus, by defi nition, impacts which 
would exceed 10 acres would have to be compensated through individual off-
site habitat acquisition and preservation.

A.27. The Storm Water Department has already been tracking impacts associated 
with past emergency channel maintenance efforts.  There is also an informal 
City-wide “Mitigation Working Group” that is attempting to develop a GIS 
database that would include all City wetland mitigation sites.  However, this 
effort is not funded, and it is not clear when it will be fully developed.  The 
City’s MSCP Program only includes permanent impacts in their annual Habitat 
Loss and Gain Report, and the impacts associated with the storm water facility 
maintenance have been and are expected to remain temporary in nature.  In the 
event that the Storm Water Department obtains the resources for permanent 
mitigation, this information would be included in the MSCP report.

A.28. The statement suggested to be included in Mitigation Measure 4.3-17 is not 
appropriate.  The statement is the basis for determining when the City would 
have to obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement.  It is not the purpose of this 
mitigation measure to explain when permits would be required from those 
agencies with jurisdiction over storm water facility maintenance, but rather 
to provide assurance that appropriate permits and permissions have been 
obtained before maintenance begins.  
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A28. (cont.)

  As indicated in Response to Comment A.19, it is the City’s intent to obtain 
a Master Streambed Alteration Agreement and implement the CD process 
to avoid the need for providing a notifi cation and payment of fees for each 
maintenance activity.

A.29. A new mitigation measure has been added to the BTR (Mitigation Measure 
7.1.5f) and the PEIR (Mitigation Measure 4.3.31) to protect nesting avian 
species, not covered by the MSCP.  In addition, the raptor breeding season 
dates have been updated in BTR Mitigation Measure 7.1.5c and 7.2.3g and in 
PEIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.27 and 4.3.28.
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A30
cont.

A31

A32

A.30. In light of the fact that mitigation is expected to be required for signifi cant 
impacts to all sensitive species, including those not specifi cally covered by 
the MSCP, the conclusion in the PEIR that there would be no signifi cant 
cumulative impacts from storm water maintenance is considered appropriate.  
As discussed on page 6-4 of the PEIR, the City has a number of policies in 
addition to the MSCP (e.g., ESL) as well as the CEQA process which would 
require individual projects to compensate for their impacts on biological 
resources.  Thus, the PEIR concluded that the proposed maintenance program 
would not result in a signifi cant cumulative impact on biological resources.

A.31. The City believes that including all of its future storm water maintenance 
activities into a single Master Streambed Alteration Agreement is appropriate 
and avoids “piece-mealing,” which is a common concern of resource agencies.  
The issue of the long lead time is not directed at the permitting process of any 
particular agency, but rather the timing of cumulative process of performing 
the environmental studies, submitting for and receiving the environmental 
determination which is required to be completed prior to obtaining 1602 and 
401 authorization, the coordination needed between the various agencies and 
the public involvement.  The City acknowledges that there may be situations 
where the “Maintenance in Accordance with Past Approach Alternative” 
may still need to be utilized, particularly if there is an unexpected need for 
maintenance that is identifi ed after the annual consistency determination 
process has been initiated and is well under way.

  For reasons stated in Response to Comment A.1, up-front hydrology studies of 
each storm water facility included in the MSWSMP is not considered practical 
or appropriate.

A.32. The correct Clearinghouse Number is refl ected in the Final PEIR.
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B1

B2

B3

B.1. As stated in Response to Comment A.1, it is infeasible to identify specifi c 
minimization and mitigation for each storm water facility.  Within the PEIR, 
the mitigation measures set forth in the MSWSMP PEIR serve as guidance 
for the individual maintenance and mitigation plans to be drafted based on the 
storm water systems identifi ed for maintenance each year; details regarding 
site-specifi c mitigation would be determined based on annual maintenance 
strategies and biological and historical resource surveys.  An IMP, IBA, and 
Individual Historical Assessment (IHA) would be prepared annually for 
each activity, which would identify the potential resources to be impacted by 
maintenance and provide site-specifi c minimization, avoidance, and mitigation 
measures.  This process is detailed in the following PEIR sections: Chapter 
3.0, Project Description (3-22, 3-23), Subchapter 4.3, Biological Resources 
(Mitigation Measure 4.3.2, 4.3-41), and Subchapter 4.4, Historical Resources 
(4.4-13, Mitigation Measure 4.4.1, 4.4-21).

B.2. As stated in Response to Comment F.4, the conclusion in the PEIR that water 
quality impacts would be unmitigable does not imply that the City would 
conduct maintenance in a manner that would not reduce downstream water 
quality impacts.  Rather, the conclusion is an acknowledgement that at the 
programmatic level it is impossible to determine that future maintenance 
would, in all cases, be able to reduce direct as well as indirect water quality 
impacts to below a level of signifi cance.  

  As stated in Response to Comment F.4, the proposed Maintenance Program 
includes a number of maintenance protocols which would reduce water 
quality impacts during maintenance.  Furthermore, as discussed in Response 
to Comment H.4, the Storm Water Pollution Protection Section within the 
City’s Storm Water Division is implementing a pro-active program to reduce 
urban pollutants generated outside the limits of the storm water facilities, 
including Low Impact Development (LID) methods.  In addition, the City is 
implementing regional in-stream facilities within select storm water facilities 
to capture urban pollutants in storm water passing through these facilities.

B.3. The City acknowledges that the loss of fi ve acres of upland vegetation could be 
signifi cant in natural areas such as the Torrey Pines State Reserve.  However, 
it should be noted that the facilities which would be maintained under the 
proposed Maintenance Program do not generally occur in natural areas.  
Most facilities are found in highly urbanized areas which lack large stands of 
signifi cant upland vegetation.  Furthermore, the primary disruption associated 
with storm water maintenance facilities would occur within the channels 
themselves, which do not support upland vegetation.  Upland vegetation may 
be impacted by access required to bring maintenance equipment into the storm 
water facilities; however, the impacts would be expected to be minimal given 
the narrow width (approximately 12 feet) required for access and the fact that 
the facilities are located in urbanized areas where access from a public street 
is not far away.
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B3
cont.

B4

B5

B6

B7

B8

B9

B10

B11

B12

B.4. It is not anticipated that the City would conduct any maintenance on channels 
within CSP jurisdiction.  However, should maintenance activities extend into 
areas under CSP jurisdiction, the City acknowledges that additional cultural 
conditions of approval may be required beyond those identifi ed in this PEIR.

B.5. The cultural resources sensitivity designation of low, moderate, or high is 
based not only on records search data, but also on the predictive model, which 
considered land use and settlement patterns, the potential for buried resources, 
previous survey coverage, channel conditions, topography/slope/size of the 
canyon, availability of land suitable for habitation, availability of natural 
resources, and integrity of the historical resources.

B.6. CSP will be given the opportunity to provide comment during agency review 
should maintenance activities be proposed on land within its jurisdiction.

B.7. In the unlikely event that maintenance occurs within State Park land, the City 
would follow requirements related to obtaining archaeological collecting 
permits.  General Mitigation 3 acknowledges the need for obtaining permits 
from other agencies.

B.8. If maintenance occurs within State Park land, a CSP cultural representative 
would be invited to attend a pre-maintenance meeting with City staff, project 
archaeologist, and the Native American monitor.

B.9. The requested change has been included in the Final PEIR.

B.10. General Mitigation 3 requires evidence of compliance with other permitting 
agencies.  In addition, as part of the CD process other permitting agencies, 
such as CSP, will be consulted to determine any specifi c requirements prior to 
commencement of work within their jurisdiction.

B.11. The MMRP included in the PEIR is intended to be implemented for projects 
within City-owned and maintained storm water facilities, but does not preclude 
the need for notifi cation to other permitting agencies.  As noted in Response 
to Comment B.10, General Mitigation 3 requires evidence of compliance 
with other permitting agencies.  Therefore, the MMRP will not be revised.  
However, should any maintenance activities be necessary within CSP land, 
DPR cultural staff would be included in any preconstruction meetings and 
be provided the same information required by the City (i.e., verifi cation of 
records search results, archaeological monitoring exhibit, resumes of qualifi ed 
consultants, etc.).
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B12
cont.

B13

B.12. Should any maintenance activities conducted on CSP land result in the 
discovery of human remains, DPR cultural staff would be notifi ed along with 
all identifi ed City staff and the Medical Examiner in accordance with the 
protocols established by the California Public Resources Code which would 
be immediately invoked.

B.13. Comment noted.  In addition, as indicated in Response to Comment B.11, 
should any maintenance activities be required on CSP land, DPR cultural staff 
would be included in any preconstruction meetings at which point they could 
identify specifi c requirements associated with the archaeological collecting 
permit, report submittals and curation notifi cations.  The City’s MMRP does 
not preclude the ability of other permitting agencies to obtain results reports 
and fi nal clearance of maintenance activities within their jurisdiction.
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C1

C.1. In the course of preparing the IMPs mandated by the CD process, the City 
would conduct a Phase One Environmental Site Assessment and consult the 
sources identifi ed in this comment to determine if the potential exists for 
hazardous materials to occur within the limits of proposed maintenance.  This 
information would be indicated in the CD documentation accompanying each 
annual maintenance proposal.  

  The primary source of potential contaminants encountered during storm 
water facility maintenance would be associated with the accumulation of 
urban pollutants (see page 4.5-3 of the PEIR for a list of common pollutants) 
captured by sediments located within the storm water facilities.  In addition, 
the Storm Water Standards contained in the City’s Land Development Manual 
identify the following nine (9) pollutants of concern (POCs) related to ten 
types of development (General Project Categories):  

• sediment;
• nutrients;
• heavy metals;
• organic compounds;
• trash and debris;
• oxygen demanding substances;
• oil and grease;
• bacteria and viruses; and
• pesticides. 

  As all of the development types are anticipated to occur in each of the 
watersheds associated with this project, all nine POCs are anticipated to be 
found in the channel sediments.
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C2

C3

C4

C5

C6

C7

C.2. In the event that any contamination requiring special handling and disposal 
is suspected in the course of preparing the IMP, contaminant remediation and 
removal activities would be specifi ed in the IMP.  These measures would be 
conducted in accordance with pertinent local, state, and federal regulatory 
guidelines, under the oversight of the City’s Local Enforcement Agency and/
or appropriate regulatory agency.  When applicable, the City would request 
guidance from DTSC for cleanup oversight through an Environmental 
Oversight Agreement (EOA), as appropriate.  In the event that unanticipated 
contaminants are encountered during maintenance, the City would stop work 
and implement an appropriate work plan for remediating such contaminants in 
accordance with all applicable regulations.

C.3. As indicated in Response to Comment C.2, the City would implement 
the appropriate remediation measures in the event that contaminants are 
encountered during maintenance activities.

C.4. The proposed maintenance program would not involve the demolition of 
buildings, structures, or asphalt/concrete paved surfaces; therefore, testing and 
remediation for hazardous chemicals, mercury, lead-based paint, or asbestos 
containing materials would not be required.  However, heavy metals could 
be encountered in accumulated sediments in channels identifi ed on a 303(d) 
list or adjacent to areas where burn ash has been documented.  Under such 
circumstances, all appropriate remediation measures will be followed. 

C.5. As indicated in Response to Comment C.2 and C.4, the City would follow 
appropriate remediation measures for contaminated soil including proper 
off-site disposal.  As warranted, sampling would be conducted as part of the 
Phase One Environmental Site Assessment or in the event contaminants are 
discovered during maintenance.  The results of this testing would be used to 
determine the proper off site disposal for contaminated material.

C.6. As indicated in Response to Comment C.2 and C.4, the contaminants likely to 
be encountered do not represent a major public health hazard.  Furthermore, 
these contaminants are generated from adjacent development and would 
be present whether or not maintenance occurs.  In fact, maintenance, when 
properly performed, would safely remove the contaminated sediment from 
urban areas resulting in an improvement to health and safety in adjacent 
areas.
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cont.

C8

C.7. The only potential source for hazardous materials would be associated with 
oil and fuel emissions from maintenance equipment.  This potential short-term 
risk would be minimized through implementation of maintenance protocols 
identifi ed in the Maintenance Program, as well as standard best management 
practices (BMPs) for use and storage of equipment.  

C.8. As indicated in Response to Comment C.1, the City would conduct a Phase 
One Environmental Site Assessment prior to beginning maintenance activities 
and would implement appropriate remedial measures.
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D1

D2

D3

D.1. The PEIR references the document from which the table was retrieved by 
the authors of the PEIR, not the original source document (which was not 
reviewed).

D.2. The City was unable to fi nd more updated information.  However, as the 
information is for general background purposes, more recent information is not 
considered essential to the analysis of the proposed maintenance activities.

D.3. The City was unable to determine where, or how, street runoff was accounted 
for in this table.  However, as the information is for general background 
purposes, this determination is not considered essential to the analysis of the 
proposed maintenance activities.
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E1
E.1. This letter documents the public review process conducted by the State 

Clearinghouse.  No response is required.
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F2

F3

F4

F.1. In order to ensure that maintenance activities do not substantially increase 
erosion, the City has added the following protocol to the MSWSMP:

#25 Inspect earthen-bottom storm water facilities within 30 days after the 
fi rst 2-year storm following maintenance.  Implement erosion control 
measures, as appropriate, to remediate any erosion which has occurred 
and minimize future erosion.  

  Follow-up inspections relative to access, biological resources and 
water quality is not considered warranted.  No major problems along 
access roads after maintenance would be anticipated.  Checking on 
the status of biological resources is not necessary.  With the exception 
of erosion (which would be minimized by Protocol #25), no post-
maintenance impacts would occur to biological resources remaining 
within the storm water facility following a maintenance event.  Since 
the maintenance would improve the hydrological condition of the 
storm water facility, follow-up monitoring would not be necessary.

F.2. The MSWSMP has been amended to require Process Two (San Diego 
Municipal Code, Chapter 11, Article 2, Division 5, Decision Process, Section 
112.0503) for a maintenance activity that meets any of the following criteria:  
(1) the activity is located within the Coastal Zone; (2) the wetland impacts 
associated with the individual activity would exceed the estimate contained in 
the PEIR; or (3) the activity requires construction of a new access route that 
would disturb more than 0.25 acre of native vegetation.  

  In accordance with the Municipal Code, a Notice of Future Decision will be sent 
to: (1) property owners within 300 feet of the proposed maintenance activity, 
(2) individuals who have requested such notice, and (3) the local community 
planning group.  The decision to authorize the maintenance activity would 
be made by a designated City staff person without a public hearing.  The 
documentation prepared during the CD process would be available for public 
review prior to the decision.  

  In order to allow time for the public to review the CD information, the 
Municipal Code requires that the decision not occur earlier than 11 business 
days after the Notice of Future Decision is mailed.  Once a decision is made, a 
Notice of Decision will be mailed in the same manner as the Notice of Future 
Decision.  If an individual or group disagrees with the decision, they have the 
right to appeal to the City’s Planning Commission.  At the conclusion of the 
Planning Commission hearing, the Commission may affi rm, reverse or modify 
the staff decision.  
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F2. (cont.)

  Process One (San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 11, Article 2, Division 5, 
Decision Process, Section 112.0502) will apply to all maintenance activities 
which are consistent with the MSWSMP and PEIR and do not meet the criteria 
for Process Two.  Process One activities would be approved by a City staff 
person without a public hearing.  As the maintenance activities approved 
through Process One would be within the impact assumptions of the PEIR, no 
additional public review is considered necessary.

  Process Four (San Diego Municipal Code, Chapter 11, Article 2, Division 
5, Decision Process, Section 112.0507) will be used when the consistency 
determination fi nds that proposed maintenance is not included in the 
MSWSMP or PEIR.  In order to authorize these maintenance activities, the 
Master Site Development Permit (SDP) and/or Master Coastal Development 
Permit (CDP) may be amended, or a separate SDP or CDP processed.  These 
actions will require a public hearing before the City Planning Commission.  As 
appropriate, additional environmental review will be conducted. 

F.3. On a case by case basis, IMPs would consider the approaches which were 
rejected by the PEIR as alternatives to the overall proposed maintenance 
program.  As appropriate, the City would consider techniques to increase fl ood 
water capacity while leaving some or all of wetland vegetation, including 
but not limited to (1) adding berms or walls along the top of the channel, 
(2) diverting storm water into new channels or culverts, and/or (3) channel 
widening.  LID techniques carried out as a result of programs developed by the 
City’s Storm Water Pollution Protection Section may also help reduce the need 
for maintenance by reducing the amount of storm water reaching transport 
facilities.  The proposed MSWSMP already calls for consideration of selective 
removal of vegetation.

F.4. Although programmatic in nature, the analysis of potential water quality 
effects related to storm water facility maintenance is adequate to identify the 
potential impacts and assess mitigation options.  This conclusion is based 
on two primary factors.  First, maintenance activities would not increase the 
amount of pollutants found within urban drainages because the activities, in 
and of themselves, would not introduce substantial amounts of pollutants into 
the City’s storm water courses.  Second, the PEIR already acknowledges that 
maintenance activities may signifi cantly impact the ability of storm water 
facilities to function as urban pollutant fi ltration systems, and includes a 
general description of the types of pollutants found in the runoff carried by 
the City’s storm water facilities (refer to page 4.5-3 as well as Response to 
Comment C.2).  Furthermore, reduced pollutant fi ltration capacity would only 
occur in earthen-bottom or concrete-lined facilities where substantial amounts 
of sediment and/or vegetation have become established.
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F4. (cont.)

  Although the pollutants found within individual storm water facilities and 
the effect of maintenance will vary, providing detailed quantifi cation of the 
specifi c types and levels of pollutants in each facility would be expensive and 
would not change the conclusion of the PEIR that maintenance could impact 
the ability of storm water facilities to intercept runoff pollutants.  

  As discussed on page 4.5-18, the plants and sediment found in storm water 
facilities function together to remove pollutants.  The pollutant removal 
functions associated with wetlands and riparian area vegetation and soils 
combine the physical process of fi ltering and the biological processes of 
nutrient uptake and de-nitrifi cation.  Riparian forests, for example, have been 
found to contribute to the quality of aquatic habitat by providing cover, bank 
stability, and a source of organic carbon for microbial processes such as de-
nitrifi cation (James et al., 1990; Pinay and Decamps, 1988).  Riparian forests 
have also been found to be effective at reducing in-stream pollution during 
fl ood fl ows (Karr and Gorman, 1975; Kleiss et al., 1989).

  Bio-fi lter pollutant removal is largely regulated by microorganisms.  The biota 
acts as a major stabilization, removal, and conversion mechanism for organic 
carbon and many nutrients.  Most biological action occurring in a wetland is 
anaerobic.  However, due to fl ow fl uctuations over the year, some biological 
action is facultative (both aerobic and anaerobic depending on the seasonal 
conditions).  Water quality benefi ts associated with microbial action include:

• Conversion or transformation of many substances into insoluble or 
harmless substances,

• Increasing the processing capacity of the wetland soil to remove 
pollutants by positively changes the reduction/oxidation (redox), and

• Contributing to the recycling of nutrients.

  As noted in the PEIR (pages 4.3-17 through 19), maintenance activities 
temporarily reduce the ability of the storm water facilities to intercept pollutants 
by removing the plant material.  When removal of the plant material includes 
the root systems, maintenance eliminates the uptake of pollutants through 
root material.  More importantly, removal of vegetation reduces the ability 
of sediments to bind pollutants due to increased velocities and the resulting 
decreased exposure time of the pollutants to sediments.  However, this impact 
is considered temporary given the ability of vegetation to regenerate within 
one year after maintenance.  For example, within one year, cat-tails, which 
are effective at slowing runoff as well as absorbing pollutants, are expected to 
repopulate the bottom of storm water facilities.
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F4. (cont.)

  Sediment removal associated with maintenance would be focused on removing 
the accumulation of excess sediment which interferes with the transport of 
fl ood waters.  With the exception of concrete-lined channels, sediment would 
remain on the surface of the facilities after maintenance and would continue to 
function as a pollutant trap.  

  Sediment removal has a positive effect on water quality because it removes 
the pollutants which have been trapped by the sediments and disposes of 
them in approved disposal sites.  As with any fi lter, sediment removal renews 
the sediment fi lter process in drainages and allows them to function more 
effectively.  Removal of pollutant-laden sediments also represents a potential 
benefi t to downstream areas by preventing sediment from being transported 
into downstream waterways via erosion during major fl ood events.

  In order to help compensate for the loss of the role of plant material in slowing 
runoff and promoting sediment binding of pollutants, the City has added the 
following post-maintenance protocol to the MSWSMP:

#24 Install a check dam or other comparable mechanism at the downstream 
end when maintenance involves the removal of substantial amounts of 
vegetation along the bottom of a storm water facility when determined 
to be appropriate by segment-specifi c hydrology and hydraulic 
analysis.  These structures may be removed when vegetation growth 
has reached a point where the structure is no longer required.  

  In addition to slowing velocities and promoting the natural ability 
of sediments to remove pollutants from runoff, the downstream 
structures required by Protocol #24 would reduce the transport of 
sediment into downstream areas.  Runoff velocities in the affected 
storm water facilities are generally low.  As a result, the storm water 
facilities commonly act as sediment traps rather than generators 
which is the reason that sediment accumulation is a problem in many 
of the urban storm water facilities.  Nevertheless, the downstream 
structures required by Protocol #24, as appropriate, would provide 
additional protection to downstream areas until vegetation becomes 
re-established after maintenance events.

  As with sediment removal, removal of plant material could help remove 
pollutants that have been intercepted by the root systems.  Through the 
absorption process, pollutants are stored in plant biomass.  Thus, periodic 
removal of plant materials which have effectively stored pollutants would 
remove these pollutants from the storm water system.  Otherwise, when these 
plants die, the pollutants they have stored would be washed downstream and 
released through decomposition.
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F5

F4. (cont.)

  The effect of maintenance on the TMDL in downstream drainages and water 
bodies would not be signifi cant.  As indicated earlier, maintenance activities 
do not generate pollutants.  With the downstream fl ow controls achieved by 
Protocol #24, downstream transport of sediment and pollutants would not 
likely be substantially increased over existing conditions.  Lastly, periodic 
removal of pollutant-laden sediments and/or plant material would enhance 
the ability of storm water facilities to serve as pollutant fi lters and avoid 
downstream transport of pollutants bound to sediments and/or stored in plant 
biomass during high fl ows.

F.5. Table 4.1-2 of the PEIR contains an analysis of the relationship of maintenance 
activities with the General Planning Policies and Guidelines of the MSCP, 
as well as the more focused MHPAs Adjacency Guidelines and General 
Management Directives.  

  In accordance with the overarching General Policy goal to minimize loss of 
wetland vegetation during storm water facility maintenance, the City would 
look for ways to reduce the impacts of maintenance on wetland vegetation 
while preparing annual IMPs.  As discussed in Response to Comment F.3, 
the City would consider alternatives to vegetation removal on a case-by-case 
basis.  Despite the City’s best efforts, however, the loss of wetland habitat 
would be unavoidable due to the fact that wetland vegetation is a primary 
cause for diminished storm water transport capacity.  Storm water facility 
maintenance is expressly allowed within the MHPA as an essential function to 
increase storm water transport capacity.

  As discussed in Table 4.1-2, storm water facility maintenance would not 
signifi cantly confl ict with the Land Use Adjacency Guidelines or General 
Management Directives outlined in the MSCP Subarea Plan.  Indirect impacts 
relating to lighting and domestic animals would not occur.  Noise would 
be short-term and controlled to reduce impacts on any sensitive animals in 
the vicinity of maintenance activities.   No invasive plant species would be 
introduced by maintenance.  In fact, invasive species would be removed in 
the course of maintenance.  Mitigation for wetland impacts would be offset by 
wetland enhancement and/or restoration.
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G1

G2

G3

G4

G5

G.1. Footnotes indicating the defi nition of the channel types “C” and “E” and 
describing the four maintenance method types have been added to Table 3-1. 

G.2. The City only maintains storm water systems within its City limit.  As a result, 
no maintenance would occur within the County’s jurisdiction. 

G.3. As no maintenance is proposed within the unincorporated area, consideration 
of the County’s General Plan was not required.

G.4. Figures 3-1 and 3-2a through d illustrate the channels and major detention 
basin to be maintained under the proposed MSWSMP.  Due to the number and 
small size of outfalls, it is infeasible to depict them on the report graphics.  

G.5. The areas to be maintained within Map 137a, 137b, 138, and 139 are within 
the jurisdiction of the City of San Diego.
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H1
H.1. Many of the storm water facilities identifi ed in the MSWSMP have historically 

experienced fl ooding problems, which provides fi rst-hand evidence that 
maintenance is required.  Other channels are included because they are 
considered prone to fl ooding.  In any case, maintenance would not occur until 
segment-specifi c hydrology studies are completed as part of the CD process.  
These hydrology studies will dictate the amount of maintenance required 
to maximize fl ood control function.  Where the studies indicate that no 
maintenance is required, there would be no reason to conduct maintenance.
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H2

H3

H4

H5

H6

H7

H8

H9

H.2. The City’s primary goal in maintaining storm water facilities is to maximize 
fl ood protection for adjacent property.  Ideally, the City would like to maintain 
facilities to meet the current standard for designing fl ood control facilities to 
contain a 100-year storm.  However, as discussed on page 3-1 of the PEIR, most 
of the facilities which are subject to the proposed maintenance program were 
constructed well before the 100-year fl ood standard.  As a result, even when 
restored to their original confi guration without interference from vegetation, 
these facilities are able to carry far less than a 100-year storm.  For example, 
the portions of Alvarado Creek included on Maps 63 and 64 are barely able 
to contain a 2-year storm when void of vegetation.  Thus, the City’s goal is to 
maximize fl ood protection to the greatest degree possible.

H.3. As indicated on pages 4.3-35 and 36 of the PEIR, channel maintenance was 
determined to have a potentially signifi cant impact on downstream habitat 
resulting from disturbance of sediment and resultant increase in downstream 
turbidity.  In addition, as discussed on page 4.5-18 of the PEIR and in 
Response to Comment F.4, the loss of runoff pollutant absorption resulting 
from the removal of plant material during maintenance represents a potentially 
signifi cant impact on biological resources.  The PEIR discusses the fact that 
potentially signifi cant erosion and sedimentation impacts would be associated 
with the removal of vegetation within storm water facilities (refer to pages 
4.5-14 and 15).  In response, the MSWSMP includes pro-active maintenance 
protocols to avoid and minimize erosion and sedimentation related to 
maintenance activities.  As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the City 
has added two new protocols to further control erosion.  When appropriate, 
Protocol #24 would result in a check dam or similar structure downstream 
of maintenance.  Protocol #25 would require the City to conduct follow up 
inspections to ensure that post-maintenance erosion is adequately controlled. 

H.4. The channel maintenance activities described in the MSWSMP represent 
only one component of the SWD’s programs.  The SWD implements several 
other programs that work to address storm water quality including LID and 
hydromodifi cation (including reducing peak fl ow rates and increasing peak 
fl ow capacities).  Collectively, these efforts minimize the amount of channel 
maintenance and cleaning that must be completed by reducing runoff fl ows 
and addressing sediment and trash before they enter storm drain channels.  The 
most notable programs and activities are listed below.
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H4. (cont.)

• The SWD has developed water quality-related development 
requirements applicable to new development and redevelopment 
projects.  These requirements, which include LID requirements 
designed to reduce runoff volumes, are included in the City’s Storm 
Water Standards Manual.

• The SWD implements an extensive, multi-faceted education and 
outreach campaign called Think Blue.  The Think Blue campaign 
includes efforts targeting both non-storm water runoff (such as 
irrigation runoff), and activities which may lead to erosion and 
sedimentation.  In addition, efforts to reduce non-storm water 
runoff may reduce the need for clearing vegetation in channels for 
fl ood control purposes, as non-storm water, dry weather runoff may 
facilitate plant growth beyond natural conditions.  

• The SWD is implementing watershed activities that will assist in 
improving water quality, reducing or reversing hydromodifi cation 
impacts caused by development, and reducing runoff volumes.  
Notable efforts include:

o The SWD is actively participating in an effort to eliminate copper 
from brake pads via state legislation.

o To facilitate enhanced implementation of LID, the SWD is 
undertaking an effort to review the City’s land development 
regulations to identify potential barriers to LID strategies.

o The SWD is in various stages of concept planning and design of 
23 LID pilot projects designed to reduce runoff volumes entering 
the City’s creeks and fl ood control channels.

o The SWD is installing trash collection best management practices 
(BMPs) at storm drain inlets to capture trash and debris before 
entering the City’s creeks and fl ood control channels.  The SWD 
will be analyzing the installation and maintenance costs of these 
devices in order to compare the effi ciency of the BMPs to other 
strategies.

o The SWD sponsors numerous trash cleanup events to not only 
remove trash and debris from the City’s creeks and fl ood control 
channels, but to also further raise awareness and eliminate 
polluting behaviors.

o The SWD is assessing strategies to reduce illegal dumping in 
partnership with non-profi t organizations.

• The SWD is actively assessing and repairing portions of the storm 
drain system, such as failed outfalls, which are sources of erosion 
and downstream channel sedimentation.  These efforts will work to 
reduce the need for sediment cleaning in channels.
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H4. (cont.)

• The SWD is undertaking data collection efforts that will enable the 
SWD to identify storm drain facilities in need of capacity upgrades or 
improvements.  As part of this effort, the SWD will also be evaluating 
opportunities for incorporating storm water quality BMPs, such as 
LID projects.  These improvements would alleviate the potential for 
fl ooding and erosion.

• The SWD implements a Citywide street sweeping program targeting 
the areas generating the highest volumes of trash and debris.  Sweeping 
efforts reduce the amount of trash and debris that must be removed 
from channels for fl ood control purposes.

• The SWD, as well as other City departments which manage portions 
of the storm drain system, also inspect and clean storm drain inlets.  
These efforts focus resources in the areas generating the largest 
volumes of trash and debris in order to maximize the removal of trash 
and debris from the storm drain system prior to reaching the City’s 
creeks and fl ood control channels.

• The SWD implements the region’s most extensive storm water code 
enforcement program.  The SWD’s code enforcement offi cers work to 
abate illegal discharges to the storm drain system, including trash and 
sediment.

  In addition to the Storm Water Department’s efforts, the City also actively 
inspects construction sites to ensure that contractors are implementing BMPs 
to reduce the discharge of sediment and other construction-related pollutants 
from entering the storm water system.

H.5. Infestation by invasive species, such as those noted in the comment, is 
frequently a major factor dictating the need for maintenance.  The City would 
focus on invasives removal as the primary means to achieve the desired 
fl ood capacity in storm water channels.  This vegetation would be avoided 
by maintenance whenever hydrology studies indicate it can remain without 
adversely impacting fl ood control goals.  

H.6. While wetland habitat between 5 and 10 feet in height may not have full 
functional wildlife value, this habitat would offer signifi cant wildlife function 
relative to foraging, cover, perching, and breeding.  In light of this fact, 
enhancement is considered an appropriate form of compensation.

H.7. As discussed in the previous response, the habitat expected to establish within 
storm water facilities between each low-frequency maintenance event is 
expected to have suffi cient wildlife value.  Thus, habitat creation as suggested 
in this comment would not be necessary.
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H.8. The mitigation ratios are based on the most impactive method of vegetation 
removal which would involve removal of sediment including root systems.  
While retention of the roots through hand clearing would result in quicker 
re-growth of wetland vegetation, the City has chosen to apply the most 
conservative compensation ratios to hand-clearing in order to simplify the 
process and assure that maximum mitigation is achieved.

H.9. The type of maintenance is identifi ed for each segment on Table 3-1.  The 
location of the facilities are in turn shown on Figure 3-1 and Figures 3.2a 
through 3-2e.  The City does not have the funds, manpower, or need to clear 
every facility annually.

  As discussed in Section 3.3 of the PEIR, the frequency and type of maintenance 
would be determined for each facility based on routine inspections and past 
maintenance history.  While maintenance frequencies typically occur at 
three-year intervals, facilities with a known history of fl ooding and/or 
accumulation of soil, debris and vegetation would be prioritized to be 
maintained annually or bi-annually.
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H9
cont.

H10

H11

H12

H13

H14

H15

H16

H.10. As identifi ed in Table 3-1, the City has not in the past, nor is it proposing 
maintenance activities within the San Diego River.  The San Diego River was 
included in the baseline biology surveys conducted for the project to locate 
potential mitigation sites.  In fact, the City is currently working with the San 
Diego River Conservancy to conduct a large-scale program to remove invasives 
along the San Diego River to create a contiguous, comprehensive mitigation 
program.  In some cases, the City would plant native wetland species after 
removing invasives to speed up the restoration process to increase the overall 
habitat quality of the San Diego River.  Details of the mitigation program 
would be included in the annual informational materials required as part of the 
CD process.

H.11. The Final PEIR (pages 4.3-40 through -52) has been revised to clarify the 
forms of enhancement that would be used as mitigation.  For high frequency 
impacts, the City would employ the Enhancement with Planting technique 
which would involve installation of native wetland species as well as removal 
of invasives.

H.12. The City recognizes that there are differing opinions on how restoration of 
watersheds should take place.  In particular, the City is aware of the potential for 
rhizomes and other regenerative material to be released into downstream areas 
during removal.  However, the City is also aware of the benefi ts of carefully 
removing upstream invasives to minimize the natural migration of invasive 
species into downstream areas.  In developing plans and specifi cations for 
future restoration work, the City will take care to assure that implementation 
of restoration plans do not aggravate downstream problems with invasives.

H.13. Based on experience, the cost of clearing vegetation by hand along 100 feet 
would be well over $10,000 while the cost to accomplish the same task with 
mechanized equipment would be $1,000.   Thus, the cost of hand clearing is 
substantially higher than mechanical clearing.  The primary reasons for this 
cost differential is because of the higher labor cost involved in cutting the 
vegetation and transporting it to a suitable location for removal.  Under either 
scenario, the cost of removing the cleared vegetation from the centralized 
stockpile location would be comparable.  

H.14. As indicated on page 5 of the Master Program the City intends to use smaller 
equipment when suitable conditions exist.
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H.15. As discussed on page 3-20 of the PEIR, the majority of storm water facilities 
have been maintained in the past and have existing access such as utility roads 
and/or concrete or earthen ramps.  For those facilities where access does not 
already exist, the City would identify access in the course of preparing the 
IMPs for those channels lacking access.  Identifying access points in the 
course of preparing the IMPs is the most appropriate approach given the 
fact that access needs would be based on channel conditions and the type of 
maintenance which is required.  Furthermore, the CD process would assure 
that access impacts are minimized and mitigated.

  The type of access needed would be based on the site-specifi c characteristics of 
the storm water facility (i.e., surrounding land uses and vegetation, concrete-
lined vs. earthen, adjacency of public right-of-way, etc.) and the type of 
equipment necessary to complete maintenance activities.  The facilities would 
be designed to minimize and/or avoid impacts to sensitive environmental 
resources, along with engineering and property ownership considerations.  
All newly created access paths would incorporate BMPs during and after 
maintenance activities.  

  The impacts of new access roads with respect to aesthetics and visual quality 
are addressed on page 4.2-23 of the PEIR.  In this discussion, it is concluded 
that new access roads would not result in signifi cant aesthetic or visual quality 
impacts because path width would be minimal (4 to 18 feet) and their alignment 
would be selected to minimize loss of mature trees, wherever possible.  In 
addition, pursuant to Protocol #9, disturbed areas outside the limits of the 
access path would be revegetated.  

  The potential effects of new access on hydrology/water quality is addressed 
in the PEIR.  Page 4.5-13 of the PEIR concludes that access ramps within the 
storm water facilities would not result in signifi cant hydrology impacts because 
such structures would typically be located along one side of the storm water 
facility and would be removed after completion of maintenance operations.

  Potential for new access roads to increase erosion and sedimentation is noted 
on page 4.5-15 of the PEIR.  Protocols #5 and #6 are specifi cally designed to 
avoid signifi cant erosion and sedimentation impacts.

H.16. Table 3-1 in the PEIR identifi es those facilities that are natural or semi-natural 
depending on whether the facility is all earthen or partially lined.  It also 
identifi es those facilities which are entirely concrete.  

  The mitigation ratios identifi ed in the City’s Biology Guidelines are aimed 
at compensation for activities which result in the long-term loss of wetlands.  
Storm water facility maintenance does not result in the permanent loss of 
wetlands.  As discussed in response to comment A.12, the mitigation ratios set 
forth in Table 4.3-10 of the PEIR, although not fully consistent with the City’s 
Biology Guidelines, are considered appropriate. 
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H17

H18

H19

H20

H21

H22

H23

H24

H25

H26

H27
H28

H.17. Although temporary erosion control devices may incorporate plastic material, 
they would be removed upon completion of maintenance.

H.18. Hazardous materials likely to be related to maintenance would be fuel, oil, and 
lubricants associated with operating and servicing equipment.  Although these 
materials are not particularly hazardous, Protocol #9 is included to protect the 
storm water facilities by requiring that storage be located at least 50 feet from 
storm drains and surface waters.

H.19. The term “dropping in” refers to a technique where equipment is lowered into 
the facility from a crane located on the bank.

H.20. The text has been revised to indicate that “within a minimum of 72 hours 
prior to initiating any clearing or grubbing activities which may adversely 
affect a sensitive biological resource, a qualifi ed biologist shall conduct any 
necessary pre maintenance surveys, including bird nest surveys to provide for 
compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).”

H.21. The text has been revised to indicate that “all debris accumulated during the 
maintenance process would be removed from the site using the appropriate 
waste removal procedure (e.g., vacuum/pressure truck, dump truck, etc.), and 
disposed of at an appropriate off-site location.”  

H.22. The text has been revised to indicate that development under the MSWSMP 
would be limited to the construction of access roads where none currently exist.  
It has also been stipulated that maintenance access roads would be constructed 
within disturbed habitat or in the least biologically sensitive habitat wherever 
possible, and to the minimum width required to accommodate moving 
equipment in and out of the channels.  Additionally, temporary access paths 
would be revegetated with native or naturalized, non-invasive plant material 
as soon as feasible during or after maintenance operations.  

H.23. Language has been added on page 1-3 of the PEIR to indicate that mitigation 
measures identifi ed in Chapter 4.0 of the PEIR and in the MMRP would be 
included in construction documents to ensure implementation.  In addition, 
General Mitigation Measure 1 in the MMRP has a similar requirement.

H.24. As discussed on Response to Comment A.12, creation is not required as 
mitigation because the storm water facility maintenance would not result in a 
permanent loss of either the vegetation or the drainage course.
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H.25. Because storm water facility maintenance does not result in a permanent 
loss of wetlands or drainage courses, mitigation through invasives removal 
and/or habitat restoration is considered consistent with the City’s Biological 
Guidelines.  However, the City would prefer to undertake wetland creation in 
order to take advantage of its greater mitigation value.  Similarly, the use of 
mitigation credits would result in mitigation through creation because wetland 
mitigation credits require habitat creation.

H.26. As discussed in Response to Comment A.12, creation is not required as 
mitigation.

H.27. In light of the fact that creation is not a required form of mitigation, this 
footnote has been retained.

H.28. Mitigation for unvegetated channels is not proposed because storm water 
facility maintenance would not materially change this condition.
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H29

H30

H31

H32

H33

H34

H.29. As indicated on page 4.3-41, and discussed in Mitigation Measures 4.3.3 and 
4.3.5, of the PEIR, “Wherever feasible, mitigation would occur within the 
same watershed as the impact.”  

H.30. The CD process mandated by the MSWSMP and the PEIR is intended to assure 
the interdepartmental cooperation in reviewing and implementing maintenance 
activities.  The CD process would be similar to the Grading Permit process 
except that the IMPs would not be reviewed by DSD engineering staff.  As 
with the Grading Permit process, IMPs would be reviewed for conformance 
with mitigation and permitting requirements.  Registered City Engineers in 
the Storm Water or Engineering and Capital Projects Departments would 
be responsible for compliance with standard drawings.  Each IMP would be 
routed to other City departments during the CD process to ensure there are no 
maintenance-related confl icts.

H.31. Mitigation Measure 4.3-.2 in the PEIR and the requirements of the IBA on 
page 5 of the BTR have been modifi ed to require that specifi c measures be 
defi ned to minimize the risk of downstream dispersal of invasive species 
during maintenance.

H.32. Identifying specifi c mitigation sites for full implementation of the proposed 
MSWSMP is not required by CEQA.  Furthermore, the programmatic nature 
of the project prevents the City from being able to quantify the ultimate amount 
of impact and corresponding mitigation required to maintain the approximately 
50 miles of facilities included in the MSWSMP.  As a result, the City is unable 
to identify all of the mitigation sites which may be required to compensate for 
wetland impacts in the Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan and the PEIR.  
CEQA allows the defi ning of specifi c approaches to mitigation at a later time 
as long as long as performance standards are defi ned and the mitigation is fully 
enforceable.  

  With respect to performance standards, Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) of the 
CEQA Guidelines states:  “….measures may specify performance standards 
which would mitigate the signifi cant effect of the project and which may be 
accomplished in more than one specifi ed way.”  The Conceptual Wetland 
Compensation Plan along with the mitigation measures contained in the PEIR 
provides the performance criteria needed to meet the requirements of CEQA.  
The Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan provides specifi c direction on 
how mitigation sites are to be selected, prepared, planted, maintained and 
managed.  In addition, it establishes mitigation ratios by wetland habitat type 
that are required to be achieved by mitigation.  
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H32. (cont.)

  With respect to the requirement that mitigation measures be fully enforceable, 
Section 15126(a)(2) states:  “Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments.  
In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other public project, 
mitigation measures can be incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or 
project design.”  The CD process was specifi cally developed by the City to 
assure that the wetland compensation measures defi ned in the Conceptual 
Wetland Compensation Plan and required by the PEIR mitigation measures 
would be enforceable.  The CD process requires wetland impacts to be 
calculated based on detailed maintenance plans to assure that the impacts are 
accurately determined.  Based on this impact information, the City would 
prepare a detailed mitigation plan.  This plan would clearly indicate how and 
where the City would carry out the mitigation.  As further assurance that the 
mitigation is implemented, the information generated during the CD process 
would be provided to the CDFG, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for approval prior to initiating 
maintenance activities.

H.33. The City recognizes that resource agencies prefer to have wetland mitigation 
occur within the same watershed as the impact.  However, given the urbanized 
nature of the watersheds within the City limits and the confl icting nature 
of wetland habitat and fl ood control, it would be diffi cult to fi nd suffi cient 
mitigation areas in many of the watersheds within which the maintenance 
impacts occur.  The statement “to the greatest extent practicable” is intended 
to indicate the City’s commitment to fi nding mitigation land within the same 
watershed as the impact but also to acknowledge the reality that this may not 
always be possible.  In addition, the “same watershed” approach precludes the 
ability to carry out more comprehensive restoration projects which can yield a 
higher overall habitat value.  For example, excellent restoration opportunities 
exist along the San Diego River and Rose Creek.  Allowing compensation to 
occur along these drainages would maximize the wildlife value yield from 
mitigation investments. 

H.34. As discussed in Response to Comment A.12, habitat creation is not required 
to mitigate for impacts related to maintenance because wetland habitat is 
expected to re-establish shortly after maintenance and because the underlying 
drainage course would remain intact.  Thus, modifi cation of mitigation ratios 
related to “no net loss” is not required.  

  As indicated on page 4 of the Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan, the City 
intends to undertake additional mitigation to compensate for an estimated 2.84 
acres of wetland impacts that occurred as a result of maintenance performed 
under emergency provisions of the Clean Water Act and Fish and Game 
Code.
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H35

H36

H37

H38

H39

H40

H41

H.35. For the purpose of this study, high frequency maintenance is defi ned as 
maintenance occurring more frequently than every three years.  Maintenance 
that occurs at intervals of three years or more is considered “low” frequency.  
This clarifi cation has been added to page 4.3-38 of the PEIR. 

H.36. The comment fails to provide evidence to dispute the three rationales referenced 
in this comment.  Drainages are expected to continue to be used by wildlife 
because they offer the best opportunity for unimpeded movement through 
urban areas.  Furthermore, the numbers of large mammals in the urbanized 
areas within which the affected storm water facilities occur is relatively low.  

  The City acknowledges that riparian vegetation will re-establish itself in phases 
beginning with freshwater marsh and transitioning to willow woodland, where 
suitable conditions exist.  This fact is refl ected in the discussion on pages 
4.3-40 and 41 of the PEIR, where it is concluded that willows will take at least 
a year to establish after the initial growth of freshwater marsh, and that it would 
take approximately three years for willows to reach heights of between fi ve 
and 10 feet.  It is important to note that this progression of re-establishment 
after a maintenance event would be similar to the process that would occur 
with a natural wash-out of riparian vegetation in a major storm event.  

  Lastly, the City did not intend to use the occurrence of past maintenance events 
as the basis for the proposed mitigation ratios.  The basis for limited differences 
from ratios commonly imposed by resource agencies is that no permanent loss 
of habitat or the underlying drainage would occur from maintenance.  

H.37. Due to the fact that storm water facility maintenance would not result in a 
permanent loss of wetland vegetation or the underlying drainage, creation is 
not mandated.  Creation normally involves regrading to assure that the future 
root zone can reach the water table and the surface conditions are favorable for 
wetland vegetation establishment.  As a result, this option is not emphasized 
in the Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan.  However, the process of 
creating wetlands would mirror the restoration approach outlined in the plan.  
The major difference between the approach to creation and restoration would 
be the upfront work needed to prepare the site for planting.  Unlike restoration, 
favorable hydrologic conditions do not exist in areas used for wetland creation 
or else wetlands would most likely already occur on the proposed sites.  

  Mitigation Measure 4.3.3 has been modifi ed to indicate that the City’s fi rst 
choice in selecting wetland compensation areas would be within the same 
watershed as the wetland impact.  Furthermore, the City prefers restoration 
rather than mitigation credits because restoration increases the functional 
value of drainages within the metropolitan area by restoring wildlife habitat as 
well as water quality features.  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-47

H37. (cont.)

  However, limited opportunities for wetland compensation within some of the 
watersheds are expected to make this goal diffi cult.  Thus, it may be necessary 
to accomplish compensation outside the watershed where the impact occurs.  
As a result of the uncertainties associated with matching mitigation sites with 
the areas of impacts, it is not always feasible for the City to impose such 
a requirement on its own mitigation program.  While the option to mitigate 
outside the watershed has been used on several private development projects 
in the past, use of mitigation credits is not considered to be the preferred 
method of wetland compensation.

  In the event the City is unable to secure suffi cient land for wetland enhancement, 
restoration, or creation, it must be able to rely on mitigation credits for wetland 
compensation because it is imperative that the fl ood control function of urban 
storm water facilities be maximized.  As a result, a limit on the amount of 
wetland mitigation credits which can be used is not feasible.  Similarly, it 
is infeasible to limit mitigation for impacts occurring within coastal areas to 
solely coastal areas. 

H.38. Highly degraded wetlands have been further defi ned on p.14 of the Conceptual 
Wetland Compensation Plan to indicate that wetlands are considered highly 
degraded if the percentage of exotic species represents at least 50 percent of 
the total species as determined through qualitative observation.

H.39. As discussed in Response to Comment H.37, the City agrees that mitigation 
credits have a high value.  However, as discussed in Response to Comment H.32, 
it is infeasible for the City to provide details as to the form of compensation that 
would be used for all of the facilities included in the MSWSMP at this time.  
Thus, the table requested in this comment cannot be provided at this time.  
The CD (formerly SCR) process is intended to provide details on wetland 
compensation at a time when the degree of impacts and availability of suitable 
compensation areas can be determined.  

H.40. Although enhancement with planting would be preferable, the removal of 
invasive vegetation from existing wetland habitat would result in short- and 
long-term benefi ts to disturbed riparian areas.  Short-term, invasive plant 
removal would remove vegetation that exhibits lower quality habitat for native 
wildlife, increases the potential for fi res, and regenerates faster than native 
vegetation after fi res.  Therefore, even unvegetated, these areas would provide 
improved habitat quality over the invasive vegetation.  In the long-term, there 
are also other benefi ts related to invasives removal.  First, more area would be 
available for native cover to expand.  Second, the expansion of the invasive 
vegetation would be slowed because the removed invasive plants would not 
continue to expand in size or propagate new plants in downstream areas.  
Thus, invasives removal is considered a suitable mitigation for low frequency 
impacts.
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H41

cont.

H42

H43

H44

H45

H46

H47

H48

H.41. As discussed in Response to Comment H.32, it is infeasible to identify all of 
the locations where wetland compensation may ultimately occur due to the 
diffi culty of predicting the amount of impacts associated with maintenance 
and the fact that the need for compensation would vary over a number of 
years.

H.42. General restoration responsibilities are included on page 18, while specifi cs are 
provided in the applicable subsections of the report.  The statement that “The 
restoration specialist will oversee the efforts of the installation and maintenance 
contractor(s) for the life of the project,” gives the restoration specialist the 
ability to direct, modify, and/or discontinue the maintenance practices.  The 
restoration specialist recommends sign off once the site meets success criteria, 
but does not approve the sign off, as that is done by the regulatory agencies as 
well as the City of San Diego Environmental Designee.

H.43. The City intends to only assign compensation value to the actual area that is 
restored or enhanced.  The acreage of wetland mitigation credit will be based 
on the actual area restored or enhanced (e.g., one acre of tamarisk removed 
from an overall ten-acre area would be credited as one acre of mitigation).  A 
combination of visual estimates within mapped vegetation polygons, mapping 
on aerial imagery, and/or collection of data using a GPS unit will be used to 
calculate the acreages to be credited as mitigation. 

H.44. The Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan is attempting to balance the logistic 
constraints associated with acquiring ideal plant material with the need to set 
parameters to assure that an appropriate diversity of plant material is utilized in 
wetland mitigation activities.  Tables 8 through 13 are intended to achieve the 
latter goal.  Even if the exact species is not available for all future mitigation 
efforts, the species list provides guidance to the restoration specialist during 
the selection of alternative plant material(s).  

H.45. Of the 16 species of herbs and shrubs listed in the plant palette for riparian 
forest/woodland, only 3 are not wetland species pursuant to the National List 
of Plant Species that Occur in Wetlands: California.  However, each of these 
species is commonly found in riparian communities.  As stated, the goal is to 
create native riparian habitat that supports a riparian tree canopy, a relatively 
open understory, and a diverse low shrub/herbaceous component. The openings 
are intended to be dominated by wetland/riparian species, but may include 
species that are rated as upland on the National List.  Mitigation credit would 
still be given for these areas as they are part of the overall riparian habitat.

  Southern riparian scrub is proposed as mitigation for impacts to southern 
willow scrub and mule fat scrub, not southern riparian forest or riparian 
woodland.  Southern willow scrub and mule fat scrub are both subtypes of 
southern riparian scrub, thus resulting in in-kind mitigation for these habitats.
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H.46. Mitigation for temporary disturbance would be based on the nature of the 
habitat impacted and would follow the appropriate procedure described in the 
Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan.

H.47. The Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan has been updated to include:  “A 
combination of visual estimates within mapped vegetation polygons, mapping 
on aerial imagery, and/or collection of data using a GPS unit will be used 
to more precisely calculate the acreages to be credited as mitigation.”  As 
described in Response to Comment #H.43, mitigation credit would be based 
on the percentage of the area which is non-native.

H.48. Page 32 of the Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan has been revised to 
specify that non-native plant control would remove all targeted non-native 
species and that stumps would be treated with herbicides.
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H49

H50

H51

H52

H53

H54

H55

H56

H.49. A maximum of ten percent non-native cover has been added to the success 
criteria for the enhancement areas. 

H.50. It is impossible to evaluate the impacts for an activity which is unknown.  
The CD process will include an impact analysis for each storm water facility 
segment to be maintained, which also quantifi es the impacts and provides 
appropriate mitigation.

H.51. No impacts would occur to Nuttall’s scrub oak.  This species was observed in 
scrub oak chaparral, a habitat type which was mapped in the study area but 
would not be impacted by the project (refer to Table 10 in the BTR).  As such, 
no mitigation is proposed for this species.

H.52. Potential impacts from future maintenance activities are estimated by utilizing 
past limits of channel maintenance.  This is considered an appropriate 
technique for analyzing impacts because the disturbance resulting from future 
maintenance activities has been over-estimated.  However, as discussed in 
Response to Comment H.50 and page 4.3-26 of the PEIR, it is considered 
speculative to identify impacts which may occur in the course of constructing 
new access and/or maintaining storm water facilities which have not been 
previously maintained by the City.  Due to the fact that the majority of the 
identifi ed facilities have been maintained in the past, most already have 
existing access points.  In addition, since these facilities are located in highly 
urbanized areas, it is considered unlikely that substantial impacts to biological 
resources would occur from new access.  Furthermore, the CD process would 
allow any impacts from new access or maintenance areas to be assessed and 
mitigated in accordance with the PEIR.

H.53. See Response to Comments H.50 and H.52.

H.54. As discussed in Response to Comment H.13, the cost of hand clearing would 
be demonstrably more than using mechanical equipment.  Since access already 
exists to most of the storm water facilities there would be no additional cost.  

H.55. As discussed in Response to Comment H.15, impacts, if any, from constructing 
new access roads would be considered during the CD process when specifi c 
information on the extent of grading required to achieve suitable access can 
be determined.  During the IMP process, efforts would be made to minimize 
grading required for new access and disturbed areas would be restored using 
native vegetation.
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H56
cont.

H57

H58

H59

H60

H61

H62

H63

H64

H65

H66

H67

H68

H69

H.56. Wherever possible, the City would use smaller equipment for maintenance 
activities in order to minimize impacts to upland vegetation.

H.57. Once cleared for maintenance activities, the surface of any temporary access 
roads would be soil or other suitable material.  This requirement has been 
added on page 5 of the BTR of the Final PEIR.

H.58. The reference on page 3 of the BTR is related to the types of evidence (empirical 
and hydraulic) that would be used to determine maintenance requirements.

H.59. Measures to control erosion would be identifi ed in the respective IMP and 
be reviewed for compliance with storm water standards and Final PEIR 
requirements during the CD process.

H.60. In order to assure a complete description of the annual mitigation process, a 
new step has been added between the agency determination and annual report 
steps to explicitly state that the mitigation identifi ed in the IBAs would be 
implemented.  The follow-up on the success of each mitigation activity would 
be assured through the annual reporting process included as Step 6 (now 7).  
The actions required if the mitigation is not successful would be determined 
on a case by case basis.

H.61. The minimum mapping unit used was 0.1 acre for upland habitats and 0.01 
acre for wetland habitats.

H.62. The Program-level delineation mapped all wetland and riparian communities 
as well as unvegetated channels, assigning them jurisdiction, as appropriate, 
based on the characteristics observed.  All areas dominated by wetland species, 
in addition to unvegetated areas mapped as open water or streambed, were 
considered City wetlands as well as CDFG jurisdictional habitat.  Delineation 
of (Corps) wetland Waters of the U.S. was based on species of vegetation 
present and their wetland affi liations, above-ground hydrology indicators, 
topography, soil surface substrate, and best professional judgment.  Formal 
delineations that include the excavation of soil pits would be conducted as part 
of the IBA process as follows:  Prior to commencement of any activity within 
a specifi c annual maintenance program, an IBA would be prepared for each 
area proposed to be maintained.  In addition to other elements, the IBA would 
include a wetland delineation in compliance with applicable local, state, and 
federal regulations.
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H.63. The analysis of the potential for sensitive species to exist in the vicinity of the 
future maintenance activities was based on California Natural Diversity Data 
Base (CNDDB) records and literature review (e.g., Rare Plants of San Diego 
County by Craig Reiser), as well as general biological surveys.  This level 
of analysis is considered suffi cient at the programmatic level since focused 
surveys would be conducted as part of the IBA.  Conducting surveys in the 
course of preparing IBAs would be the most reliable way to determine and 
mitigate potential impacts to sensitive species from maintenance activities.

H.64. See Response to Comment H.63.  Focused surveys are planned to occur in 
accordance with the IBA process.

H.65. The Endangered Species Act is discussed on pages 48 and 50 in Section 5.3 of 
the BTR.

H.66. Access roads already exist for many of the facilities proposed for maintenance.  
Access into those areas that do not have existing access would be constructed 
in disturbed habitat wherever possible and would incorporate BMPs during 
and after maintenance activities.  As discussed in Section 6.0, evaluation of 
impacts from access routes would occur during the CD process.  Restoration 
and/or mitigation for these areas would occur if native habitat is impacted.

H.67. As discussed in Response to Comment H.51, no impacts to Nuttall’s scrub oak 
are anticipated.

H.68. Impacts to sensitive species are considered potentially signifi cant, which is 
why specifi c mitigation measures are identifi ed to avoid and/or minimize 
impacts to such species.  For example, Mitigation Measure 4.3.2 requires 
documenting the location of sensitive plant species during the IBA process.  
This documentation would allow for quantifi cation of any impacts and for 
appropriate mitigation to be determined.
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H69
cont.

H70

H71

H72

H73

H74

H75

H76

H.69. Impacts to sensitive plant species would be quantifi ed during the IBA process 
for each facility in which maintenance is proposed.  Quantifi cation during 
the IBA would be more accurate because details regarding the maintenance 
activities would be clearly defi ned.

  As applicable, revegetation and/or relocation would comply with City 
guidelines.

   Mitigation Measure 7.1.4a describes the steps to be taken for mitigation 
for impacts to narrow endemic and other highly sensitive plant species.  If 
relocation, enhancement, or transplanting of sensitive plants would occur, the 
following materials would be prepared: conceptual planting plan including 
grading and temporary irrigation, if appropriate; planting specifi cations; 
monitoring program including success criteria; and long-term maintenance 
and preservation plan.  Because every effort would be made to avoid impacts 
to narrow endemic and other highly sensitive plant species, and specifi c 
impacts, if any, would be determined during the IBA process, preparation of a 
monitoring program is not proposed at this time and would be developed only 
if necessitated by the impacts.  For other sensitive plant species not covered 
by the MSCP, it is expected that the majority would be adequately mitigated 
through habitat-based mitigation, in accordance with the City’s Biology 
Guidelines.

H.70. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, maintenance would reduce the 
ability of earthen-bottom storm water facilities to intercept water-born 
pollutants by removing vegetation which serves to slow runoff and facilitate 
adsorption by sediment and absorption by plant roots.  In order to reduce the 
potential for erosion after maintenance, the City has added Protocols #24 and 
#25 to provide post-maintenance erosion controls and follow-up inspections 
of the erosion control measures taken, as necessary.

H.71. The defi nitions of enhancement and restoration have been modifi ed in the 
BTR as well as the Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan and PEIR to 
refl ect the defi nitions of enhancement and restoration used by the City and 
resource agencies.  In the revised versions of these reports, restoration credits 
are reserved for activities that re-establish “former wetlands”.  Enhancement 
is applied to actions which improve the habitat quality of wetlands that exist 
but are highly degraded.  Two forms of enhancement are identifi ed in the 
Final PEIR, BTR and Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan.  Removal of 
invasives and replanting with wetland species in areas which are degraded 
wetlands, which was previously called “restoration”, has been redefi ned 
using the term “Enhancement With Replanting”.  The previous reference to 
“enhancement” that was limited to invasives removal and no replanting is now 
referred to as “Enhancement Without Replanting.”  
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H71. (cont.)

  These changes in terminology do not, however, alter the original premise 
of the PEIR and BTR that mitigation for low frequency impacts would 
be accomplished through the removal of invasives without replanting 
(Enhancement Without Replanting) and that mitigation for high frequency 
maintenance would be accomplished through removal of invasives and 
replanting with native wetland species (Enhancement With Replanting). 

  As indicated earlier, the “no net loss” criteria does not apply to wetland 
vegetation mitigation impacted by storm water facility maintenance.

  In addition, the text of Mitigation Measure 4.3-.6 in the Final PEIR has been 
revised to confi rm that mitigation would be accomplished through enhancement 
without planting.  The revised text also specifi es a process when maintenance 
must occur sooner than three years after maintenance of a segment that utilizes 
this technique as mitigation.

H.72. As discussed in Response to Comment H.6, wetland habitat between 5 and 10 
feet in height offers signifi cant wildlife function relative to foraging, cover, 
perching, and breeding.  In light of this fact, enhancement is considered an 
appropriate form of compensation.

H.73. Impacts to non-vegetated channels could include removal of accumulated 
sediment.

H.74. As discussed in Response to Comment H.32, it is infeasible for the City to 
provide details regarding the location of mitigation sites at the programmatic 
level.

H.75. As indicated in Response to Comment A.6, the Conceptual Wetland 
Compensation Plan has been amended to require that, at the end of two 
years, invasive species comprise no more than fi ve percent of the species; 
maintenance will continue until this goal has been achieved.

H.76. As discussed in Response to Comment A.17, impacts from new access would 
be considered during the CD process.  Where the CD process determines that 
a specifi c proposed access has the potential to result in signifi cant biological 
impacts, the City would require supplemental environmental review to 
determine the degree of impact and any additional mitigation measures 
necessary to offset the impact.  
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H77

H78

H79

H80

H81

H82

H83

H84

H85

H86

H87

H88

H89

H90
H91

H92

H93

H.77. Access points will be determined at the time IMPs are prepared for each facility.  
As discussed in Response to Comment A.17, impacts from new access would 
be considered during the CD process.  

H.78. The City acknowledges the diffi culty distinguishing the various colors on the 
vegetation maps.  However, the number of vegetation types and the limited 
color range makes it diffi cult to provide greater clarity.  The vegetation types 
will be more easily distinguished during the CD evaluation of each facility due 
to the reduced number of vegetation types and the larger scale of vegetation 
maps.  

H.79. A culvert is present under Bernardo Oaks Drive.  Storm water facilities were 
mapped to the boundaries identifi ed by the City as areas to be included in the 
analysis of the MSWSMP.  Many of these boundaries did not include road 
crossings with culverts underneath, as no work is proposed in these culverts.  
As such, the mapping typically stops wherever a road/culvert is encountered, 
and starts up again on the other side of the road/culvert.

H.80. A culvert is present under Rios Road.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
H.79 above for further information regarding mapping boundaries.

H.81. A dense stand of tall cattails in the middle of the channel abuts the adjacent 
sidewalk, but does not cut into Black Mountain Road.  The mapping shown is 
up to the edge of the sidewalk and does not require modifi cation.

H.82. The channels do continue under the freeways.  However, the City’s mapping 
boundary extended under Vista Sorrento Parkway, stopped, and then continued 
near Sorrento Valley Road.  Please refer to Response to Comment H.79 for 
further information regarding mapping boundaries.

H.83. A culvert is present under Roselle Street.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
H.79 for further information regarding mapping boundaries.

H.84. Mapping of channels under the overpasses on Maps 11 and 15 was conducted 
because these areas were included in the City’s mapping boundaries and will 
require scheduled maintenance, unlike culverts under roads.  Please refer to 
Response to Comment H.79, above, for further information regarding mapping 
boundaries.

H.85. A culvert is present under the road.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
H.79 above for further information regarding mapping boundaries.

H.86. A culvert is present under Mission Gorge Road.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment H.79 above for further information regarding mapping boundaries.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-56

H.87. The beginning of the concrete-lining in the channel on Map 62 is wider 
than the natural-bottom portion of the channel leading up to it, and may 
have been constructed as such to allow for fl ows to spread out, resulting in 
reduced velocities through the 90-degree curve in the realigned portion of the 
channel.

H.88. A culvert is present under Market Street.  Please refer to Response to Comment 
H.79 above for further information regarding mapping boundaries.

H.89. The area containing the round segment of mapping was labeled in the City’s 
fi les as having a drain structure.  This area does connect to the channel 
mapped downstream.  As discussed in Response to Comment H.79, storm 
water facilities were mapped to the boundaries identifi ed by the City as areas 
to be included in the analysis of the MSWSMP.  This sometimes resulted in 
disjointed areas of mapping.

H.90. A culvert is present under Ocean View Boulevard.  Please refer to Response to 
Comment H.79 above for further information regarding mapping boundaries.

H.91. Mapping that overlaps the road is simply developed land, rather than the 
channels themselves.  The channels on Maps 121 and 122 are concrete-lined, 
and therefore are mapped as developed wherever they are unvegetated.  When 
developed land occurs adjacent to unvegetated, concrete-lined channels, there 
is no distinction between the top of the channel and adjacent developed land.  
There is, however, mapping showing the extent of Corps jurisdiction, which 
corresponds to the ordinary high water mark.  

H.92. The rectangular structure north of the channel is a dry detention basin that may 
be periodically cleaned out as part of the MSWSMP.

H.93. As discussed in Response to Comment H.79, storm water facilities were 
mapped to the boundaries identifi ed by the City as areas to be included in the 
analysis of the MSWSMP.  Any boundary changes would be identifi ed during 
the IMP process and updated during the associated IBA.
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H94

H.94. Because the areas shown on Maps 164-172 are relatively small areas, they 
were depicted at a more magnifi ed scale for easier viewing.  This had the result 
of often including only one street name.  However, a more precise location for 
each of these map pages can be found in their respective titles (e.g., Map 164 – 
Black Mountain Road South of Westview).  Map 164 is located west of Black 
Mountain Road, south of its intersection with Westview Parkway.  Map 165 
is located west of Camino Santa Fe between Fenton Road and Trade Street.  
Map 166 is located east of Carmel Country Road, just south of the State Route 
(SR) 56 on- and off-ramps.  Map 167 is located on the west side of El Camino 
Real, just south of SR 56.  Map 168 is located at the northeast intersection of 
Genesee Avenue and Science Center Drive.  Map 169 is located on the east 
side of Paseo del Verano between Caminito Balata and Cumana Terrace.  Map 
170 is located southwest of the southern terminus of Roselle Street, and east 
of Campus Point Drive.   Map 171 is located south of Scripps Lake Drive and 
west of Treena Street, to the west of the southernmost parking lot for Scripps 
Ranch High School.  Map 172 is located south of Scripps Lake Drive and west 
of Treena Street, north of Map 171.
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I2

I3

I1

I.1. The City is committed to performing the minimal level of maintenance required 
to achieve the desired level of fl ood protection for each maintained segment.  
There are two primary cost factors motivating this approach.  First, the cost 
of labor involved in maintenance would be reduced when vegetation removal 
is minimized.  Second, the cost of wetland mitigation needed to compensate 
for impacts to wetland vegetation would be substantially reduced with less 
impacts from minimizing vegetation removal.  

  In order to assure that maintenance does not remove more vegetation than is 
necessary to maximize the fl ood control function of each facility, the City will 
conduct hydrology analysis.  This analysis will include a study of hydrologic 
and hydraulic factors, as described below.

  Hydrologic:  In order to obtain baseline information for the hydrologic 
evaluation of each storm water facility proposed for maintenance, the City 
would locate as-built plans, where available, and review FEMA Flood Insurance 
Study (FIS) data to obtain fl ow rates for each facility that is FEMA-mapped.  
Existing design reports or plans that identify tributary watershed size and/or 
fl ow rates would also be reviewed for applicable information.  In addition, 
each facility would be fi eld checked to identify the n-value and verify existing 
topography and structures already identifi ed on City topography and as-built 
plans, respectively.  Where suffi cient information does not exist, estimated fl ow 
rates for multiple storm events would be used for each facility.  An approach 
similar to estimating the 100-year fl ow rate based on a cubic feet per second 
(cfs)/acre ratio and approximating smaller events on a percentage of the 100-
year fl ow rate would be used (i.e., 10-year, 50-year, and approximating the 
bankfull event per results of hydraulic analyses below).  City of San Diego 
hydrology criteria would be the baseline for these approximations.

  Hydraulics.  The hydraulics associated with the existing conditions of the 
channels as well as the ability of the channels to convey fl ood waters would 
be evaluated under the following three maintenance scenarios:  (1) full 
maintenance, (2) parallel half-channel maintenance, and (3) perpendicular 
offset half-channel maintenance; these approaches are described on pages 3-14 
and 3-15 of the PEIR.  In addition, the existing condition would be evaluated 
to serve as a baseline for comparison of the maintenance scenarios.  

  The proposed geometry would refl ect restoration of the cross-section of the 
channel to its original design width and elevation for the portion of channel 
desired for each of the three methods.  N-values would be determined based 
on the amount of vegetation desired to remain in the channel.
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I1. (cont.)

  Using HEC-RAS, the existing geometry would be modifi ed to refl ect the 
proposed geometry along the same facility centerline.  Each of the three 
proposed maintenance scenarios would be evaluated against the existing 
condition.  The approximate storm frequency would be determined for each 
of the three proposed condition bankfull events to determine the method that 
would have the least impact on vegetation.

I.2. While it is true that channel widening would not represent a City-wide 
alternative approach to maintaining the fl ood control function of storm water 
facilities, as the commenter indicates, there may be opportunities within 
individual segments to undertake channel widening in an effort to allow 
vegetation to remain without substantially impeding the movement of fl ood 
waters.  As indicated on page 7-21 of the PEIR, localized widening is identifi ed 
as a potential wetland mitigation approach in order to increase the area of 
wetlands within specifi c storm water facilities.
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I3

cont.

I4

I5

I.3. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the PEIR does discuss the fact 
that maintenance would reduce the ability of earthen-bottom storm water 
facilities to intercept water-born pollutants by removing vegetation which 
serves to slow the runoff and facilitate adsorption by sediment and absorption 
by plant roots.  In order to reduce the potential for erosion after maintenance, 
the City has added Protocols #24 and #25 to provide post-maintenance erosion 
controls and follow-up inspections of the erosion control measures taken, as 
necessary.

I.4. The value of vegetation to remove water-born pollutants is discussed on 
page 4.5-18 of the PEIR.  Furthermore, the PEIR acknowledges that the loss 
of vegetation could create a signifi cant water quality impact.  In order to 
compensate for the loss of root absorption of pollutants, the City has added 
Protocol #2.  The check dam or similar device specifi ed in this protocol 
will help replace the role of the vegetation by slowing runoff velocity and 
promoting pollutant adsorption in the sediment.

I.5. The City recognizes the value of wetland vegetation with respect to the 
items identifi ed in this comment.  However, the suggestion that maintenance 
requirements can be reduced by widening upstream portions of the affected 
channels is not supported by facts.  In order to be effective, widening would 
have to occur along the full length of storm water facilities.  In addition, grade 
control, drop structures, and upsized crossing (additional culvert crossings or 
bridges) may have to installed to maintain equilibrium.  If only the upstream 
portion is widened, there would still be the potential for adverse impacts to the 
downstream portions despite the upstream widening.
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I6

I7

I8

I9

I10

I11

I.6. As indicated on page 4.3-41 of the PEIR, “Wherever feasible, mitigation 
would occur within the same watershed as the impact.”  However, mitigation 
onsite or within the watershed may not always be an option.

I.7. The City would seek to compensate for impacts through enhancement of 
existing urban canyons; providing the enhancement would not affect fl ood 
control and would be sustainable over the life of the master permits.

I.8. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the City acknowledges that removal 
of vegetation may increase downstream erosion if not properly conducted.  In 
response to this concern, the CD process mandates detailed hydraulic analyses 
of every facility before maintenance plans are fi nalized in order to identify 
and design measures to be included in the maintenance to reduce downstream 
impacts.  The detailed hydraulic analyses would analyze the forces and the 
velocities associated with the actual and maintained conditions.  All of the 
analyses will include upstream and downstream of the proposed maintenance 
activity to evaluate potential impacts of upstream conditions on the area to be 
maintained as well as the impact of the maintained channel on downstream 
areas.  

I.9. The City recognizes the risk of downstream transport of Arundo rhizomes 
during maintenance activities and would strive to minimize this risk to the 
greatest extent possible using established methodology to reduce fragmentation 
and dispersal.

I.10. The City recognizes that replanting enhanced areas is preferred; however, 
due to fi scal constraints, the City needs to retain the option of enhancing 
without replanting to compensate for low frequency impacts.  With respect to 
soliciting volunteer help in enhancement activities, the City is already seeking 
opportunities to partner with non-profi t organizations to fund their plans to 
enhance or restore various degraded creeks within the City.  

I.11. As discussed in Response to Comment F.2, the MSWSMP has been amended 
to require Process Two review for a maintenance activity that meets any of 
the following criteria:  (1) the activity is located within the Coastal Zone; (2) 
the wetland impacts associated with the individual activity would exceed the 
estimate contained in the PEIR; or (3) the activity requires construction of a 
new access route that would disturb more than 0.25-acre of native vegetation.  
This would assure an opportunity to comment on activities which are not within 
the assumptions used in the PEIR analysis.  The documentation associated 
with the CD information required by the MSWSMP for Process Two activities 
would be available for public review prior to the Planning Commission hearing 
and the public would be able to comment on the adequacy of this information 
and the proposed maintenance activities at the Planning Commission hearing.  
This would assure that the public has an opportunity to review and comment on 
any activities which would have a greater impact than assumed in the PEIR.
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J1

J.1. The City recognizes the importance of wetland habitat and intends to perform 
hydrology studies to determine whether vegetation can remain within storm 
water facilities without jeopardizing their fl ood control function.  In addition, as 
indicated in Response to Comment H.25, the City is also fi nancially motivated 
to minimize the amount of vegetation that must be removed to achieve desired 
levels of fl ood control.
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K1

K2

K3

K4

K.1. Comment noted.  Please refer to the responses provided to those letters.

K.2. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the channel maintenance activities 
described in the MSWSMP represent only one component of the SWD’s 
programs.  The SWD implements several other programs that work to address 
storm water quality, hydromodifi cation (including reducing peak fl ow rates 
and increasing peak fl ow capacities), and fl ood control.  Collectively, these 
Department efforts minimize the amount of channel maintenance and cleaning 
that must be completed by reducing runoff fl ows and addressing sediment and 
trash before they enter storm drain channels.  

K.3. The alternatives discussion in the PEIR includes a reasonable range of 
alternatives.  In the absence of specifi c additional alternatives, no specifi c 
response can be made to this comment.  See Response to Comments P.7 
through P.12, which address the PEIR’s consistency with the MSCP, and P.22 
through P.36, which address the adequacy of alternatives analysis.

K.4. Upon researching the questions raised regarding the need to maintain the 
portions of Rose Creek identifi ed in this comment (Maps 27-30), the City has 
determined that the PEIR inappropriately assumes that maintenance would be 
required to achieve suitable fl ood control capacity.  The text on page 3-3 and 
Table 3-1 in the Final PEIR has been revised to refl ect this fact.  However, as 
with the San Diego River, these segments remain in the MSWSMP due to their 
potential use for wetland mitigation.
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K5

K6

K.5. The City strongly disagrees with the comment that the PEIR does not identify 
a substantial purpose for storm water facility maintenance.  The City believes 
that the primary objectives identifi ed on page 3-3 do constitute a substantial 
purpose, which would be to maximize the effectiveness of the City’s storm 
water facilities to protect adjacent life and property.  Historic fl ooding along 
these drainage courses is well documented.  Also, see Response to Comment 
H.2.

  The actions proposed to alleviate fl ooding problems are identifi ed on pages 
3-14 through 3-16 of the PEIR.  In general, the primary actions consist of 
removing sediment and vegetation to maximize the ability of the storm water 
facility to safely transport runoff.

  
  As indicated in Response to Comment K.4, the City is no longer proposing 

maintenance in these portions of Rose Creek.
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K6

cont.

K7

K8

K9

K10

K.6. As most of the storm water facilities are narrow channels bordered by 
development, encroachment into wetlands in the course of constructing new 
access is anticipated to be minimal.  As noted in the comment, while the 
City would seek to avoid the situation wherever possible, new access roads 
may have to traverse land which supports wetlands to get to the area to be 
maintained.  In this event, wetland impacts could occur as a result of new 
access.  Any such impacts would be identifi ed and quantifi ed in the IBA.  In 
accordance with the mitigation measures established for wetland impacts from 
channel mitigation, the City would implement mitigation to compensate for 
wetland impacts related to new access.

K.7. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the City is implementing several 
programs that would reduce runoff fl ows by reducing runoff on developed 
property adjacent to the storm water facilities.  However, these programs 
would take a long time to implement given the urbanized nature of adjacent 
areas and the diffi culty associated with imposing runoff reducing measures on 
existing development.

K.8. The concerns raised in these comments are no longer relevant since the City’s 
decision that maintenance is not required in the segments located within Maps 
27-30 (see Response to Comment K.4).

K.9. As indicated in Response to Comment K.4, the City is no longer proposing 
maintenance in these portions of Rose Creek.
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K10

cont.

K11

K12

K13

K.10. As indicated in Response to Comment K.4, the City is no longer proposing 
maintenance in these portions of Rose Creek.

K.11. As indicated in Response to Comment K.4, the City is no longer proposing 
maintenance in these portions of Rose Creek.

K.12. As indicated in Response to Comment K.4, the City is no longer proposing 
maintenance in these portions of Rose Creek.
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K13
cont.

K14

K15

K16

K17

K18

K.13. The description of “close-out” measures in the PEIR is, by necessity, generic 
because of the programmatic nature of the document.  The CD process has 
been specifi cally designed to assure that site-specifi c measures are developed 
to fi t the unique needs of each maintenance activity.  

K.14. As indicated in Response to Comment H.37, Mitigation Measure 4.3.3 has been 
modifi ed to require that wetland mitigation occur within the same watershed 
as the impact, whenever feasible.

K.15. As indicated in Response to Comment A.1, the City is committed to performing 
hydrology studies as a part of the CD process.  These studies would be used to 
minimize the amount of maintenance required to achieve desired fl ood control 
function in each facility.

K.16. As indicated on page 4.3-26 of the PEIR, detailed discussion of the impacts of 
new access is speculative at this time.  Furthermore, as indicated in Response 
to Comment K.4, the City is no longer proposing maintenance in the portions 
of Rose Creek identifi ed in Maps 27-30.

K.17. Mitigation costs are anticipated to be a major consideration in implementing 
the proposed storm water facilities maintenance program.  Funding for this 
mitigation effort would be derived from money allocated on an annual basis to 
the SWD for maintenance activities.
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K18
cont.

K19

K20

K21

K22

K.18.  As stated in Response to Comment K.4, the City will not be performing 
maintenance on facilities within Maps 27-30.  Therefore, no response to this 
comment is required.

K.19. As stated in Response to Comment K.4, the City will not be performing 
maintenance on facilities within Maps 27-30.  Therefore, no response to this 
comment is required.

 
K.20. As described in Response to Comment K.4, maintenance within Maps 27-30 

will not occur.  As with all other channel segments identifi ed in the PEIR, 
should any maintenance activities be required in these areas, an IBA, IHA, 
IHHA, and INA would be required.

K.21. As stated in Response to Comment K.4, the City will not be performing 
maintenance on facilities within Maps 27-30.  Therefore, no response to this 
comment is required.

K.22. As discussed in Response to Comment F.2, the MSWSMP has been amended 
to require Process Two review/approval pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code 
for a maintenance activity that meets any of the following criteria:  (1) the 
activity is located within the Coastal Zone; (2) the wetland impacts associated 
with the individual activity would exceed the estimate contained in the PEIR; 
or (3) the activity requires construction of a new access route that would disturb 
more than 0.25-acre of native vegetation.  This would assure an opportunity 
for comment on activities which are not within the assumptions used in the 
PEIR analysis.
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L1

L.1. The City appreciates your organization bringing potential restoration 
opportunities in Switzer Canyon to our attention and will consider the 
opportunities within the canyon during review of the IMPs within the Chollas 
Creek watershed.
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M1

M2

M3

M4

M5

M6

M7
M8
M9

M.1. Detailed responses to the itemized issues addressed in this comment are 
provided below.

M.2. The City agrees with the benefi ts of restoring wetlands in urban canyons 
and would seek to compensate for impacts through enhancement of existing 
urban canyons within the impacted watershed where the restoration would not 
impeded their fl ood control function and shall be sustainable over the life of 
the master permits.

M.3.  As noted in Response to Comment H.4, channel maintenance activities 
described in the MSWSMP represent only one component of the SWD’s 
programs.  The SWD implements several other programs that work to address 
storm water quality, hydromodifi cation (including fi rst, reducing peak fl ow 
rates and second, increasing peak fl ow capacities), and fl ood control.  

M.4. The PEIR does address alternatives that would reduce the impacts of 
maintenance on vegetation within storm water facilities.  Specifi cally, Chapter 
7.0 discusses structural alternatives that could allow vegetation to remain 
while still maximizing the fl ood control function of storm water facilities (e.g., 
raising the channel banks, diverting storm water, and widening channels).  
However, as discussed in Chapter 7.0, none of these alternatives are considered 
feasible.  

  As indicated in Response to Comment H.4, the City is actively seeking ways 
to implement LID, hydromodifi cation, and other techniques to reduce the 
amount of storm water entering storm water facilities.  However, it is highly 
unlikely that major reductions in storm water fl ows in the developed urbanized 
areas would be achieved in the near future.  To the degree that storm water 
carried by specifi c facilities is substantially reduced, the hydrology studies 
required by the CD process would identify the reduction in maintenance that 
would be possible due to any reduction in storm water volume or velocity. 

M.5. As discussed in Response to Comment F.5, the PEIR does provide suffi cient 
substantiation for the determination that storm water maintenance would not 
adversely impact the overall goals for areas included in the MHPA.  The impact 
of removing wetland habitat on wildlife would be mitigated through wetland 
enhancement and restoration activities carried out by the City on other areas 
of the watershed which have higher functions and values.  In addition, wetland 
vegetation is expected to re-establish itself within one year of maintenance.  
Thus, wildlife value would begin to return between maintenance activities in 
channels within the MHPA.

  Restoration and enhancement criteria are included in the Conceptual Wetland 
Compensation Plan found in Appendix B.3 of the PEIR.  A cost/benefi t analysis 
is not required to be included in CEQA documentation.
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M.6. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, maintenance would reduce 
the ability of earthen-bottom storm water facilities to intercept water-born 
pollutants by removing vegetation which serves to slow the runoff and facilitate 
adsorption by sediment and absorption by plant roots.  In order to reduce the 
potential for erosion after maintenance, the City has added Protocols #24 and 
#25 to provide post-maintenance erosion controls and follow-up inspections 
of the erosion control measures taken, as necessary.

M.7. As discussed in Response to Comment F.2, the MSWSMP has been amended 
to require Process Two review for a maintenance activity that meets any of 
the following criteria:  (1) the activity is located within the Coastal Zone; (2) 
the wetland impacts associated with the individual activity would exceed the 
estimate contained in the PEIR; or (3) the activity requires construction of a 
new access route that would disturb more than 0.25-acre of native vegetation.  
This would assure an opportunity to comment on activities which are not 
within the assumptions used in the PEIR analysis.

M.8. The City intends to explore opportunities to implement mitigation programs 
within the Chollas Creek watershed.

M.9. The City has initiated the 404 permitting process in order to allow the process 
to track along with the other permits.  The 404 process tends to be the longest 
of the wetland permit processes.  Nevertheless, the Corps would not issue a 
permit until the PEIR has been fi nalized because issuance of the 404 permit is 
contingent upon the RWQCB issuing a 401 certifi cation, which cannot occur 
until the City has certifi ed the Final PEIR.



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-75

N1

N2

N.1. Proposed maintenance in areas upstream of the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon 
would not have a signifi cant impact on the lagoon habitat.  As discussed in 
Response to Comment F.4, removal of sediment and vegetation is not expected 
to substantially increase the rate of erosion and sedimentation in downstream 
areas.  Furthermore, the removal of sediment which has captured runoff 
contaminants in upstream areas would prevent these contaminated sediments 
from being transported into the lagoon during major fl ood events.  A series 
of protocols would be included in the IMPs for each maintenance activity to 
control erosion during and after maintenance.  Due to the fact that maintenance 
would not impact the lagoon, no mitigation is required to occur within the 
lagoon.  However, to the degree that mitigation opportunities do exist within 
the lagoon, the City would pursue them as a means to achieve the goal of 
compensating for impacts within the same watershed in which they occur.
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N2
cont.

N3

N4

N5

N.2. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, storm water facility maintenance 
would not substantially impact downstream water quality. 

 
N.3. Implementation of the protocols identifi ed in the MSWSMP would control 

erosion during maintenance as well as after maintenance is completed and is 
not anticipated to increase siltation or sedimentation load into Los Peñasquitos 
Lagoon. 

N.4. As discussed in Response to Comment I.8, maintenance within upstream 
channels would not result in a substantial increase in the volume and/or 
velocity of storm water in downstream areas. 



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-77

N5
cont.

N6

N7

N8

N9

N.5. Movement of animals within the lagoon and adjacent uplands would not be 
impeded by the proposed maintenance.  Much of this movement is expected 
to occur in the preserve areas around the lagoon.  While movement would 
also occur along the upstream creek area, as discussed on page 4.3-56 of the 
PEIR, movement along this creek and others would still be possible.  Even 
though maintenance would result in a temporary loss of vegetation, the creek 
topography would remain conducive to wildlife movement.

N.6. In light of the fact that adverse impacts to the lagoon are not anticipated, there 
would be no fi nancial burden placed on the Foundation or the California State 
Parks System.

N.7. Table 3-1 identifi es the type of drainage facility.  Details concerning the specifi c 
maintenance approach to be used within each facility would be identifi ed 
during the CD process.

N.8. As discussed in Response to Comment I.2, there may be opportunities on 
individual segments to undertake channel widening in an effort to allow 
vegetation to remain without substantially impeding the movement of fl ood 
waters.  In the course of preparing detailed maintenance plans during the CD 
process, the City would consider alternatives that reduce impacts to vegetation 
in order to reduce the cost of maintenance and mitigation
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N9
cont.

N10

N11

N12

N.9. With over 50 miles of storm water systems under its maintenance 
responsibility,  the City has had challenges being able to pursue individual 
permits for channel clearing, due to limited resources, retrenchment in staffi ng 
and the unpredictability of rain events in given years.  The recommendation 
and impetus for a master effort came directly from the resource agencies, 
and was directed regionally at several jurisdictions with large maintenance 
responsibilities.  The master permit process and programmatic EIR, which 
has taken several years of effort to develop, has set the framework for the 
newly formed Storm Water Department to be able to project which channels 
are likely to be the top priority for maintenance in a given year, and to properly 
plan for and budget the necessary resources to perform the work and mitigate 
any associated impacts.

N.10. The City intends to minimize the number of new access roads created to 
facilitate maintenance.  Additionally, the cost of constructing a dirt access is 
substantially less than the process of acquiring land and constructing drainage 
diversion features including culverts and new channels, and access roads which 
would still have to be created for construction equipment under this alternative.  
Thus, creating new access roads as part of the proposed maintenance program 
would be more feasible than installing bypass features.

N.11. As discussed in Response to Comments P.22 and M.4, the City is actively 
seeking ways to reduce the amount of storm water generated by adjacent land 
use as a way to reduce maintenance needs in conjunction with other approaches 
used by the Storm Water Department, such as, but not limited to, LID and 
hydromodifi cation.  

N.12. Implementation of storm water reduction techniques outside the fl ood control 
facilities is not a feasible alternative given the diffi culty of implementing these 
approaches in areas which are already built out, as there are no means available 
to force private property owners to implement these techniques.  Furthermore, 
given the minimal fl ood protection which currently exists in many of the 
urbanized areas, storm water reduction in developed areas would not be 
suffi cient to meet the City’s primary objective to maximize fl ood protection.
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N13

N14

N15

N16

N17

N18

N.13. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, maintenance of storm water 
facilities is not anticipated to have a signifi cant impact on downstream water 
quality.  Thus, a detailed analysis of TMDL issues is not warranted.

N.14. The cumulative effects of storm water facility maintenance are discussed on 
pages 6-5 through 6-6 of the PEIR where it is concluded that maintenance 
activities would not have signifi cant cumulative impacts on downstream 
water quality because effective removal of urban pollutants by vegetation 
is anticipated to occur in relatively few storm drain facilities that would be 
maintained pursuant to the proposed MSWSMP.  

N.15. The City realizes that invasive vegetation removal is a complex process.  
Detailed invasives removal programs would be developed during the CD 
process to maximize their effectiveness and reduce the risk of spreading 
invasives into downstream areas.

N.16. The City recognizes the fact that storm water runoff conveyed into the urban 
canyon system is the primary cause of downstream fl ooding; however, build 
up of sediment and dense vegetation also contributes to the severity of fl ooding 
in these areas and, without removal, will continue to jeopardize public health, 
welfare, and safety.  

N.17. In determining the best way to maximize fl ood control capacity, the City would 
examine a variety of factors.  As sediment and vegetation are the primary 
factors determining fl ood capacity, the City would focus its attention on these 
factors in preparing IMPs.  However, capacity issues of facilities discharging 
into the affected storm water facilities also would be considered and corrected, 
wherever feasible.

N.18. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the City is implementing several 
programs that would reduce runoff fl ows by reducing runoff on developed 
property adjacent to the storm water facilities.  However, these programs 
would take a long time to implement given the urbanized nature of adjacent 
areas and the diffi culty associated with imposing runoff reducing measures on 
existing development.
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N19

N20

N21

N.19. The commenter is correct in observing that individual permits are often issued 
for maintenance within creeks to control fl ooding.  While this is also an 
alternative to the proposed master permit process being pursued by the City, it 
is not considered as desirable because it would not result in a comprehensive 
consideration of storm water facility maintenance.  Furthermore, the annual 
permit approach would place an unnecessary drain on budgets and staff time 
for both the City and resource agencies.

N.20. As discussed in Response to Comment F.2, the MSWSMP has been amended 
to require Process Two staff review with notifi cation to community planning 
groups.  In addition, the Storm Water Department intends to coordinate with 
non-profi t groups working in urban canyons during the CD process to ensure 
that restoration activities are undertaken.

N.21. The PEIR identifi es signifi cant impacts related to water quality and visual 
impacts.  However, as indicated in Response to Comment A.1, a project-
specifi c analysis of these impacts is not considered feasible.  The CD Process, 
defi ned in the Master Program, and utilized in the approach to analysis in the 
PEIR, would assure that the impacts associated with periodic maintenance 
of the City’s storm water facilities are accurately determined and appropriate 
mitigation measures are carried out.  
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O1

O2

O3

O.1. As indicated in Response to Comment K.4, the City is no longer proposing 
maintenance in these portions of Rose Creek.

O.2. As stated in Response to Comment K.4, the City will not be performing 
maintenance on facilities within Maps 27-30.  Therefore, no response to this 
comment is required.

O.3. As stated in Response to Comment K.4, the City will not be performing 
maintenance on facilities within Maps 27-30.  Therefore, no response to this 
comment is required.
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P1

P2

P.1. As discussed in the responses below, the PEIR adequately addresses impacts 
of the proposed maintenance activities including consideration of alternative 
techniques for maintenance.
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P2

cont.

P3

P4

P5

P6

P.2. As discussed in Response to Comment A.1, it is infeasible to prepare detailed 
hydrology studies for all of the storm water facilities included in the MSWSMP.  
Furthermore, detailed plans prepared now but not implemented for several 
years would be out of date and have to be redone since these facilities are 
dynamic systems which may change substantially over time due to intervening 
vegetation growth and/or sediment accumulation.  

  The appropriate time to prepare detailed maintenance plans is immediately 
prior to undertaking maintenance.  The CD process is proposed to allow 
consideration of maintenance approaches which minimize the amount of 
vegetation that is required to be removed to achieve fl ood control objectives.  
Detailed hydrology studies would be conducted for each drainage facility prior 
to maintenance to determine the amount of vegetation that can be retained 
without jeopardizing the primary objective of protecting adjacent property 
from fl ooding.  

P.3. As discussed in Chapter 7 of the PEIR, there is no more environmentally 
sensitive approach that would feasibly attain the basic objective of the 
proposed maintenance program which is to reduce fl ooding along the City’s 
urban drainages.

P.4. Table 4.1-1 is an integral part of the PEIR and, as noted by the commenter, 
does identify potential confl icts with the open space of goals of the Kearny 
Mesa and Torrey Pines Community Plans as well as other Community Plans 
within the City.  

P.5. The proposed maintenance would be required to obtain approval from the 
Army Corps of Engineers, as part of the CD process to  assure consistency 
with the Clean Water Act.

  With respect to the goals and objectives of the Coastal Act, it is assumed that the 
commenter is referring to Section 30240 which establishes a goal of protecting 
sensitive resources (e.g. wetlands associated with storm water facilities).  As 
noted in Table 4-1, the goals and policies of the City’s Conservation Element 
and the various Local Coastal Plans included in the City’s Community Plans 
are also intended to protect wetlands.  As also stated in Table 4-1, fl ood control 
objectives often confl ict with policies aimed at protecting wetlands.  However, 
since vegetation is a major contributor to the inability of storm water facilities 
to effi ciently convey fl ood water, this confl ict is unavoidable.

P.6. As discussed in Response to Comments I.2 and N.6, the City would look 
for opportunities on individual segments to undertake channel widening in 
an effort to allow vegetation to remain and, thus, reduce the confl ict with 
community plan goals to retain vegetation associated with drainages.
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P7

P8

P9

P10

P11

P.7. As discussed in Response to Comment I.2 and N.6, the City will look for 
opportunities on individual segments to undertake channel widening in an 
effort to allow vegetation to remain and, thus, reduce the confl ict with MSCP 
goals to retain natural conditions within drainages.  According to MSCP staff, 
the cost/benefi t analysis referred to in this comment is directly related to 
larger scale fl ood control programs such as those within the San Diego River.  
Maintenance activities within the City’s storm water facilities are addressed 
in Section 1.4.2 of the MSCP Subarea Plan under “Roads and Utilities – 
Construction and Maintenance Policies.”  

P.8. The relationship of the proposed maintenance activities to the MSCP is analyzed 
in detail in Table 4.1-2 of the PEIR.  In this analysis, it is acknowledged that 
the removal of vegetation within MHPAs would be contrary to the primary 
purpose of the MSCP of preserving drainages and associated vegetation.  
However, the MSCP recognizes that in certain cases, such as fl ood control, 
impacts to sensitive biological resources must occur.  In those cases, the 
MSCP requires minimization and compensation.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment A.17, new access that is necessary would, in most cases, be minimal 
in length due to the location of most facilities in urbanized areas where 
access from public streets is usually not far away.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure 4.3.13 states: “Construction of temporary access and staging along 
channels shall be restricted to those areas where no such facilities currently 
exist.  Impacts to sensitive habitat and/or sensitive species shall be minimized 
to the greatest extent practicable through project design measures, such as 
locating the facilities in the least sensitive habitat possible.”  Impacts from 
new access would be evaluated during the CD process and Mitigation Measure 
4.3.2 requires compensation for impacts to biological resources resulting from 
maintenance activities including new access roads.

P.9. As discussed in Response to Comment P.8, Mitigation Measure 4.3.13 would 
require the City to locate access in the least sensitive habitats possible.

P.10. While non-endangered wildlife may be affected by maintenance noise, the 
impacts would not be signifi cant due to the lower sensitivity of these species 
and the fact that the affected channels are located in urbanized areas where 
noise levels are already elevated due to the presence of major thoroughfares 
and/or adjacent development.  Furthermore, maintenance noise would be 
temporary, normally lasting between several days to two weeks.  Noise impacts 
from new access would be evaluated and mitigated, as appropriate, during the 
CD process. 
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P11
cont.

P12

P13

P14

P15

P16

P17

P18

P.11. Individual maintenance plans and biological assessments prepared during 
the CD process would identify the potential risk from the spread of invasives 
during maintenance and include pro-active measures to minimize the potential 
spread into downstream areas.

  A two-year monitoring program for areas where invasive plants are removed 
as mitigation is considered adequate to assure that the direct actions taken 
by the City to remove existing invasives is effective.  While the number of 
invasives located in the affected area may increase in subsequent years, this 
would be as a result of re-establishment from upstream seed sources rather 
than ineffective invasives removal actions taken initially by the City during 
maintenance activities.  

P.12. As discussed in Response to Comment I.2, the City would consider alternatives 
that reduce impacts to vegetation during the annual CD process.

P.13. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, maintenance would reduce 
the ability of earthen-bottom storm water facilities to intercept water-born 
pollutants by removing vegetation which serves to slow the runoff and facilitate 
adsorption by sediment and absorption by plant roots.  In order to reduce the 
potential for erosion after maintenance, the City has added Protocols #24 and 
#25 to provide post-maintenance erosion controls and follow-up inspections 
of the erosion control measures taken, as necessary.

P.14. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the effect of maintenance on the 
TMDL in downstream drainages and water bodies would not be signifi cant.  As 
indicated earlier, maintenance activities do not generate pollutants.  With the 
downstream fl ow controls achieved by Protocol #24, as necessary, downstream 
transport of sediment and pollutants would not likely be substantially increased 
over existing conditions.  Periodic removal of pollutant-laden sediments and/
or plant material would enhance the ability of drainages to serve as pollutant 
fi lters and avoid downstream transport of pollutants bound to sediments and/
or stored in plant biomass during high fl ows. 

P.15. The protocols identifi ed in the MSWSMP would provide overall guidance on 
the actions required to protect water quality during and after maintenance.  
These guidelines would be converted to specifi c actions and specifi ed in the 
IMPs developed prior to initiating maintenance activities.  As indicated earlier, 
these measures are most appropriately determined at the time each IMP is 
prepared.

P.16. See Response to Comment H.4. 

P.17. As indicated in Response to Comments A.1 and P.2, maintenance methodology 
would be defi ned in the course of preparing facility-specifi c IMPs during the 
CD process.
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P18
cont.

P19

P20

P21

P22

P.18. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the PEIR acknowledges that erosion 
could be an issue following maintenance.  In order to provide further protection 
against erosion resulting from maintenance, the City has added Protocols #24 
and #25 to include post-maintenance erosion control, as necessary.

P.19. The potential for erosion and downstream sedimentation from maintenance to 
impact downstream biological resources is identifi ed as potentially signifi cant 
on page 4.3-38 of the PEIR.  As discussed earlier, implementation of Protocols 
#24 and #25 would help reduce this potential impact.  Furthermore, as noted 
in Response to Comment F.4, removal of accumulated sediment through 
maintenance could potentially reduce the risk of downstream sedimentation 
resulting from the transport of these accumulated sediments downstream during 
major storm events.  Reducing the potential for these accumulated sediments 
(and the pollutants that may adhere to them) to be transported downstream 
would represent a positive effect of maintenance.

P.20. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the City acknowledges that removal 
of vegetation may increase downstream erosion if not properly conducted.  In 
response to this concern, the CD process mandates detailed hydrologic and 
hydraulic analyses of every facility before maintenance plans are fi nalized in 
order to identify and design measures to be included in the maintenance to 
reduce downstream impacts.  The detailed hydraulic analyses would analyze 
the forces and the velocities associated with the actual and maintained 
conditions.  All of the analyses will include upstream and downstream areas of 
the proposed maintenance activity to evaluate potential impacts of upstream 
conditions on the area to be maintained as well as the impact of the maintained 
channel on downstream areas. 

P.21. The SWD does integrate catchment basins and trash traps into storm water 
facilities but these features do not offset the need to regularly remove sediment 
and vegetation to maintain the fl ood capacity of the storm water facilities.
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cont.

P23

P24

P25

P26

P27

P28

P.22. As discussed in Response to Comment F.3, the alternatives identifi ed in the 
PEIR would be incorporated into individual maintenance activities during 
the preparation of IMPs, wherever feasible.  These techniques would include 
partial removal of vegetation when hydrology studies indicate such an approach 
would not signifi cantly interfere with fl ood control objectives.  As discussed 
in Response to Comment H.4, the SWD implements several other programs 
that work to address storm water quality including LID and hydromodifi cation 
(including reducing peak fl ow rates and increasing peak fl ow capacities).  
Collectively, these efforts minimize the amount of channel maintenance and 
cleaning that must be completed by reducing runoff fl ows and addressing 
sediment and trash before they enter storm drain channels.

P.23. See Response to Comments F.3 and P.22.

P.24. See Response to Comments F.3, P.22, and P.23.

P.25. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the SWD is pursuing parallel 
programs that would complement storm water facility maintenance by seeking 
to control runoff and associated pollutants on adjacent areas.

P.26.  As indicated in Response to Comment A.1, the CD process requires facility-
specifi c hydrology analysis be conducted prior to preparing an IMP.  This 
analysis would determine the capacity of the storm water facility in its present 
condition and determine the minimum amount of vegetation which must be 
removed to achieve the desired levels of fl ood protection.  

P.27. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the SWD implements several 
other programs that work to address storm water quality including LID.  
Furthermore, implementation of LID and other techniques in developed areas 
is unlikely to be suffi cient to eliminate the need for maintaining urban storm 
water facilities.

P.28. As discussed in Response to Comment F.3, the City would explore alternative 
methods to achieve the desired fl ood control objectives, including channel 
widening, when economically feasible opportunities exist.
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P30

P31

P32

P33

P34

P35

P.29. While it may be possible to leave portions of wetland habitat in the center of 
a storm water facility while widening on one or both sides, it is likely that the 
entire channel would have to be recontoured to assure that the overall channel 
functions properly.  Thus, the PEIR assumes a worst-case condition regarding 
the potential impacts associated with channel widening for the purposes of 
impact analysis.

P.30. Overall, the PEIR concludes that constructing storm water bypasses, as 
suggested in this comment, would be an infeasible alternative to the proposed 
maintenance program.  However, as indicated in Response to Comment F.3, 
the City would consider bypasses, where feasible, in the course of preparing 
IMPs.

P.31. Construction of retention basins within drainage channels (often referred to 
as “in-line” facilities) is not favored by resource agencies who are concerned 
about these facilities diminishing the wildlife value of natural drainage 
courses.  Thus, retention facilities are normally designed to be “off-line” and 
located outside the limits of natural drainages courses.  Thus, retention basins 
would be considered by the City in their efforts to implement LID measures, 
as indicated in Response to Comment H.4.

P.32. The City questions the commenter’s statement that relocating development 
within areas prone to fl ooding is a cost-effective approach.  The City estimates 
that the potential cost of compensatory mitigation for the entire MSWSMP is 
on the order of $25,000,000, while the cost of removing development from the 
fl oodplain in Mission Valley alone could be a billion dollars.  For example, 
only 13 acres in Mission Valley owned by Copley press has been valued at 
$100,000,000 by Gary London, a local real estate analyst.  

P.33. The alternating method of removing vegetation along a storm water facility is 
included as one of the options that the City intends to consider in developing 
IMPs (see description of “perpendicular-strip maintenance” on page 3-15 of 
the PEIR).

P.34. See Response to Comments H.4, P.27, and P.31. 

  In addition, the City also actively inspects construction sites to ensure that 
contractors are implementing adequate controls to address the discharge of 
sediment and other construction-related pollutants in compliance with the 
storm water regulations.

P.35. As discussed in Response to Comment I.2, the City would consider alternatives 
that reduce impacts to vegetation during the annual CD process.
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P37

P38

P39

P40

P.36. Enhancement of areas dominated by invasives is one of the focuses of the 
mitigation program included in the PEIR.  As defi ned in the PEIR, enhancement 
would be undertaken in two ways.  First, invasives would be removed to allow 
the native plants to re-establish on their own.  Second, native plants would 
be planted following invasives removal to facilitate re-growth of a natural 
habitat.  

  To the degree that storm water facilities can be restored to a more natural 
condition without impeding fl ood control, the City would undertake 
enhancement in these areas.  In addition, the City would seek other areas for 
enhancement which are not included in the storm water system.  These may 
offer more biological value because such areas are often located in large open 
space systems.

P.37. Appendix B.3 identifi es the nature of the biological resources associated 
with each storm water facility included in the MSWSMP.  In addition, the 
IBAs performed during the CD process would further defi ne the nature of 
biological resources associated with a segment proposed for maintenance.  As 
indicated earlier, the City would seek ways to reduce impacts to high quality 
biological resources (e.g., wetlands) whenever possible.  Furthermore, the 
City is motivated to retain habitat in order to reduce the fi nancial burden of 
mitigation associated with annual maintenance activities.

P.38. Whenever individual hydrology studies indicate vegetation can remain in a 
storm water facility, maintenance plans would be designed to retain native 
vegetation and remove invasives to achieve desired fl ood control capacity.

P.39. As discussed in Response to Comment P.26, the conveyance capacity and 
amount of vegetation removal of each facility proposed for maintenance 
would be evaluated as part of the CD process, and would be determined based 
on design capacity, empirical evidence, and individual hydraulic analysis.  
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cont.

P41

P42

P43

P44

P.40. As discussed in Response to Comment H.15, the installation of new access 
routes would be addressed and minimized in the preparation of IMPs during 
the CD process.  At the same time, alternatives which are less impactive to the 
storm water facilities would be evaluated in light of the results of the individual 
hydrology studies.

P.41. The estimated length of each storm water facility has been added to 
Table 3.1.

P.42. The information identifi ed in the comment has been added at the end of 
Table 3.1.

P.43. The City is committed to trying to provide compensatory mitigation within 
the affected Hydrologic Unit (HU) and will collaborate with local groups to 
implement restoration projects that may provide required mitigation.  In fact, 
the City is currently working with Groundwork San Diego to identify potential 
wetland mitigation opportunities within the Chollas Creek watershed. 
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cont.

P45

P46

P.44. As indicated in Response to Comment A.6, a two-year monitoring effort after 
invasives removal is considered appropriate to eliminate the original invasive 
plants.  However, in order to maximize the success of invasives removal, the 
Conceptual Wetland Compensation Plan has been amended to require that, at 
the end of two years, invasive species comprise no more than fi ve percent of 
the species or maintenance will continue until this goal has been achieved. 

P.45. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, storm water facility maintenance 
is not expected to result in signifi cant downstream water quality impacts.  
Furthermore, new protocols have been included in the MSWSMP to reduce 
post-maintenance erosion. 

P.46. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the MSWSMP has been amended 
to require Process Two review for a maintenance activity that meets any of 
the following criteria:  (1) the activity is located within the Coastal Zone; 
(2) the wetland impacts associated with the individual activity would exceed 
the estimate contained in the PEIR; or (3) the activity requires construction of 
a new access route that would disturb more than 0.25-acre of native vegetation.  
This would assure an opportunity for community planning groups to comment 
on activities which are not within the assumptions used in the PEIR analysis.
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P48

P.47. In order to provide more protection from the downstream spread of invasive 
species during maintenance, a new protocol (#32) has been added to the 
MSWSMP.  Protocol #32 would require invasive species to be removed in 
a manner that does not promote establishment of invasive species in areas 
downstream of maintenance activities.  The specifi c techniques to be used to 
control downstream spread would be identifi ed in the IMPs.
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cont.

P49

P50

P.48. The City is aware that the San Diego River offers a number of mitigation 
opportunities; accordingly, the River was included in the biological surveys 
even though the River is not currently maintained by SWD and would not be 
maintained under the provisions of this master permit process.

P.49. In preparing the IMP for Map 83, the IMP would evaluate options for 
maintenance including the use of mechanical equipment as suggested in the 
comment.  In fact, Table 3-1 indicates that mechanical equipment is expected 
to be used in this location.

P.50. In preparing the IMP for areas within the Tijuana River, the IMP would evaluate 
options for maintenance.  However, removal of unpermitted fi ll located outside 
of the City’s jurisdiction and/or ownership are expected to be problematic and 
diffi cult to achieve. 
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P52

P.51. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the City is already pursuing a 
number of approaches to reduce the amount of water entering the City’s storm 
water facilities including LID and hydromodifi cation techniques.  While these 
techniques would reduce storm water runoff over time, they would not be 
suffi cient to avoid the need to remove vegetation and sediment in the near-
term.  Implementation of these techniques would be diffi cult due to funding 
limitations and the limited ability to force existing property owners to implement 
LID techniques.  Additionally, the fl ood conveyance capacity of most of the 
City’s urban storm water facilities are so limited that the nominal reductions 
in storm water on developed properties would be unable to supercede the need 
for vegetation and sediment removal.

  As stated in Response to Comment F.3, various groups within the SWD are 
coordinating their efforts to control runoff from areas outside of the storm 
water facilities.

P.52. In light of the fact that the storm water system maintenance program is 
necessary even with the Think Blue program, preparation of a PEIR for the 
maintenance program is not considered “piece-mealing.”  Furthermore, the 
strategy recommended in this comment would be achieved through the CD 
process, during which time the need for maintenance would be prioritized, 
methods would be selected to reduce vegetation impacts to the greatest degree 
possible, and additional environmental analysis would occur, as required.
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Q1

Q2

Q3

Q.1. The relationship of the proposed maintenance activities to the goals and 
objectives identifi ed in this comment is addressed in Table 4.1-1 of the PEIR.  
In light of the fact that maintenance would not introduce substantial levels 
of pollutants and will include downstream check dams or the equivalent to 
slow water and facilitate adsorption by sediments, the maintenance would 
not signifi cantly confl ict with the goal of storm water conveyance systems 
to reduce pollutants.  By using individual hydrology models, the City will be 
able to prepare IMPs which minimize disturbance to wetland habitat, to the 
greatest degree possible, and allow the storm water facilities to be sensibly and 
effi ciently integrated into the natural and urban landscape.

Q.2. The City acknowledges that mitigation for wetland impacts associated with 
the proposed maintenance program will be costly.  However, as discussed in 
the PEIR, no feasible alternatives exist to the proposed maintenance approach.  
Furthermore, the City intends to use individual hydrology studies and other 
techniques to reduce the amount of wetland impact.

Q.3. The City recognizes the value of storm water facilities with respect to wildlife 
and water quality, and is committed to exploring ways to minimize the removal 
of vegetation during maintenance activities.  As indicated in Response to 
Comment F.3, the City intends to conduct detailed hydrology studies to 
determine how much vegetation can be left within a particular channel while 
achieving desired fl ood control.  As indicated in Response to Comment A.1, 
it is infeasible and ineffective to conduct the hydrology studies (and prepare 
IMPs) as part of the PEIR process.  Doing this level of analysis at the time a 
specifi c maintenance activity is proposed is considered the only effective way 
to minimize impacts.  
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Q4

Q5

Q.4. The City concurs with the role of vegetation in slowing water to reduce erosion 
and promote pollutant adsorption by sediments.  In order to further reduce the 
potential for maintenance to interfere with the ability of storm water facilities 
to continue to provide this benefi t, the City has added two new protocols (#24 
and #25) to control erosion and downstream sedimentation, as necessary.

Q.5. The conclusion in the PEIR that water quality impacts from maintenance 
would be unmitigable was not intended to imply that the City would not 
attempt to fi nd ways to minimize the impact of maintenance on water quality.  
The conclusion was a refl ection of the fact that, at the programmatic level, it 
was impossible to conclude that water quality impacts could be reduced to 
below a level of signifi cance for every maintenance activity proposed along 
the 50 miles of storm water facilities included in the proposed maintenance 
program.

  As indicated Response to Comment F.4, the City realizes the role that drainages 
play in intercepting pollutants in urban runoff and is committed to fi nding 
ways to reduce the impact of maintenance on this role.  Initially, the City 
proposed a series of erosion and water control protocols to minimize short-
term impacts during maintenance.  In response to concerns expressed by this 
commenter and others during the PEIR public comment period, the City has 
added additional protocols (#24 and #25) to help minimize erosion and water 
quality impacts after a maintenance activity is completed (see Response to 
Comment H.4 for more discussion of these new protocols).
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Q6

Q7

Q8

Q9

Q10

Q.6. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the level of analysis for hydrology 
and water quality impacts in the PEIR is considered adequate.  As indicated 
earlier, the City is committed to reducing water quality impacts from 
maintenance, to the greatest degree possible.  However, full mitigation of 
individual as well as cumulative impact of maintenance activities may be 
infeasible due to the over-riding importance of maximizing the fl ood control 
aspect of storm water facilities to limit impacts to life and property in adjacent 
areas.

Q.7. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the channel maintenance 
activities described in the MSWSMP represent only one component of the 
SWD’s programs.  The SWD implements several other programs that work to 
address storm water quality including LID and hydromodifi cation (including 
fi rst, reducing peak fl ow rates and second, increasing peak fl ow capacities).  
Collectively, these Department efforts minimize the amount of channel 
maintenance and cleaning that must be completed by reducing runoff fl ows 
and addressing sediment and trash before entering storm drain channels.  

Q.8. As indicated in Response to Comment I.2, there may be opportunities on 
individual segments to undertake channel widening in an effort to allow 
vegetation to remain without substantially impeding the conveyance of fl ood 
waters.  The potential to widen the channel as a means to achieve adequate 
fl ood control would be considered in the course of preparing IMPs, where 
adjacent conditions may be conducive to this option.  In addition, as indicated 
on page 4.3-42 of the PEIR, localized widening is identifi ed as a potential 
wetland mitigation approach in order to increase the area of wetlands within 
specifi c storm water facilities.

Q.9. As discussed in Response to Comment I.5, upstream widening is not expected 
to substantially relieve the need to maintain downstream channels.  
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Q10
cont.

Q11

Q12

Q.10. The City concurs with the position that increasing wetlands in the region will 
have many benefi ts.  As indicated earlier, the City will seek feasible methods to 
widen channels to allow existing levels of wetlands to be retained and possibly 
expanded.  

  Furthermore, the City is committed to, and has a vested interest in, fi nding ways 
to reduce the amount of vegetation that must be removed to achieve desired 
fl ood control.  Reducing the impacts to wetlands not only saves labor costs 
associated with removing vegetation from the channels, it also substantially 
reduces the mitigation costs by reducing the amount of compensation required 
to offset wetland impacts.  While there are unquestionably savings in certain 
areas associated with increasing wetlands, the overall costs of using this 
approach to reduce the potential of fl ooding are signifi cantly higher in both 
the short-term and the long-term.  

Q.11. As indicated in Response to Comment P.29, full impact to channel vegetation 
was assumed because it was considered likely that the entire channel would 
have to be re-contoured to assure that the overall channel functions properly.  
However, in some cases, it may be possible to retain some amount of 
vegetation.

Q.12. The alternating method of removing vegetation along a storm water facility is 
included as one of the options that the City intends to consider in developing 
IMPs (see description of “perpendicular-strip maintenance” on page 3-15 of 
the PEIR).  Providing more detailed information as to how and where this 
approach would work within the City’s storm water facilities is infeasible 
at this time.  The City will determine the appropriateness of this approach, 
on a case by case basis, when it prepares the IMPs for specifi c storm water 
facilities.  Furthermore, the ability to utilize the perpendicular strip method 
will be based in the Individual Hydrology and Hydraulic Assessment prepared 
for each specifi c storm water facility as mandated by the MSWSMP.  The City 
will be motivated to select this approach, where feasible, to reduce the amount 
of wetland compensation required.
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Q13

Q14

Q15

Q16

Q17

Q.13. The City has been working with Groundwork San Diego to locate mitigation 
opportunities within the Chollas Creek watershed to compensate for 
maintenance impacts within the Pueblo San Diego HU.  However, if suffi cient 
opportunities for compensation cannot be found within the Chollas Creek 
Watershed, the City expects to pursue opportunities at the Rancho Jamul 
Mitigation Bank due to the fact that it has already been approved by the 
Corps.  

Q.14. The amount of upland habitat expected to be impacted by the proposed 
maintenance activities is minimal, especially when distributed over the entire 
area affected by maintenance.  Based on Table 4.3-7 of the PEIR, the amount 
of native upland habitat expected to be impacted by maintenance is 19.4 
acres, which includes 7.4 acres of non-native grassland.  The City’s Habitat 
Acquisition Fund (HAF) is considered the best way to mitigate for these 
minimal impacts.  The HAF is specifi cally designed to collect money for small 
impacts in order to facilitate acquisition and preservation of larger areas of 
natural habitat which have a higher wildlife value.  

Q.15. Alternatives to reduce the access widths will be considered during preparation 
of the IMPs.

Q.16. As indicated in Response to Comment H.37, Mitigation Measure 4.3.3 has been 
modifi ed to require that wetland mitigation occur within the same watershed 
as the impact, whenever feasible.
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Q17
cont.

Q18

Q19

Q20

Q21

Q.17. As discussed in Response to Comment P.43, the City will collaborate with 
local volunteer groups to implement restoration projects that may provide 
required mitigation within urban canyons. 

Q.18. As discussed in Response to Comment B.5, a new protocol (#32) has been 
added to the MSWSMP to require invasive species to be removed in a manner 
that does not promote establishment of invasive species in areas downstream 
of maintenance activities.  In addition, the text has been modifi ed to include 
use of the California Invasive Plant Council’s Invasive Plant Inventory as a 
basis for determining invasive plant species.

Q.19. The City acknowledges that invasives removal is not the preferred method of 
mitigation and intends to mitigate through enhancement and/or restoration, 
whenever possible.  However, given the current budget constraints facing the 
City, invasives removal is included in the PEIR as a more economical means 
of mitigation when the maintenance occurs less frequently than every three 
years.

Q.20. Hydrology studies performed as a part of each IMP will ensure that maintenance 
does not impact areas located upstream or downstream.  

Q.21. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the City acknowledges that removal 
of vegetation may increase downstream erosion if not properly conducted.  In 
response to this concern, the CD process mandates detailed hydraulic analyses 
of every facility before maintenance plans are fi nalized in order to identify 
and design measures to be included in the maintenance to reduce downstream 
impacts.  The detailed hydraulic analyses would analyze the forces and the 
velocities associated with the actual and maintained conditions.  All of the 
analyses will include upstream and downstream of the proposed maintenance 
activity to evaluate potential impacts of upstream conditions on the area to be 
maintained as well as the impact of the maintained channel on downstream 
areas.
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Q22

Q23

Q24

Q25

Q26

Q27

Q28

Q29

Q.22. The SWD regularly receives complaints from those living along storm 
water facilities that experience fl ooding and utilizes this information to help 
determine when maintenance is required for individual facilities.  

  As discussed in Response to Comment F.2, the MSWSMP  has been amended 
to require Process Two review of IMPs.

Q.23. The MSWSMP includes maintenance protocols (Section 1.1.4 of the Biological 
Technical Report) that prohibit use of invasive plants in revegetation efforts as 
well as measures to limit spread of existing invasive species into downstream 
areas during removal.  In addition, revegetated areas are to be monitored 
and maintained for a period of not less than 25 months.  These maintenance 
protocols, in conjunction with the implementation of the following mitigation 
measures, would minimize impacts as well as mitigate for potential invasion of 
non-native plant species into areas of the MHPA where they did not previously 
exist.  Mitigation Measure 7.2.1a states that “Access roads and staging areas 
shall be monitored for presence of exotic species, and exotic species would 
be removed as appropriate.  Maintenance clearing of storm water facilities 
would also remove non-native species.  Mitigation for direct impacts from the 
proposed project may also involve the removal of invasive, non-native species 
in and adjacent to storm water facilities within the MHPA,” and Mitigation 
Measure 7.2.1b states “Physical erosion control measures such as fi ber mulch, 
hay bales, etc. shall not harbor seeds from invasive species.”  

Q.24. Although many facilities in the MSWSMP study area have existing access 
routes, those that do not would need to have an access path installed.  
Temporary construction areas and roads, staging areas, or permanent access 
roads must not disturb existing habitats unless determined to be unavoidable.  
All such activities must occur on existing agricultural lands or other disturbed 
areas rather than in habitat.  In accordance with City Guidelines, if temporary 
habitat disturbance is unavoidable, then restoration of and/or mitigation for 
the disturbed areas after project completion will be required.  Monitoring and 
maintenance of disturbed areas would continue for 25 months.

  Success criteria for creek/channel mitigation are presented in Section VIII 
of the Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan for the MSWSMP, included as 
Appendix C.3 to the FEIR.

Q.25. Mitigation Measure 7.2.3g has been revised to delete “…or until after August 
1.”  This revision also was made to Mitigation Measure 4.3.28 in the Final 
PEIR.
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Q.26. In order to avoid impacts to nesting avian species, including those species 
not covered by the MSCP, maintenance within or adjacent to avian nesting 
habitat will occur outside of the avian breeding season (January 15 to August 
31), except in the case of a direct threat to human life or property (e.g.., an 
emergency fl ooding event).  This was added as Mitigation Measure 7.1.5f of 
the BTR and Mitigation Measure 4.3.32 of the Final PEIR.

Q.27. As discussed in the PEIR and Response to Comment A.12, wetland creation 
is not required due to the fact that the wetland is not permanently eliminated 
by maintenance.  Channel vegetation regrows after maintenance and the 
channel, itself, remains intact following maintenance.  Furthermore, although 
not fully developed within three years, the recovering wetland habitat would 
offer signifi cant wildlife function relative to foraging, cover, perching and 
breeding.  In light of this fact, enhancement is considered an appropriate form 
of compensation.

Q.28. In locations where selective maintenance is proposed, the type of maintenance 
and location of willow trees would determine whether the root base would be 
retained.  Where root systems can be retained, the Biologist would identify 
those locations to the maintenance crews and instruct them as to measures to 
be taken to avoid impacts to the root systems.  These instructions would be 
conveyed during the pre-maintenance meeting required by Mitigation Measure 
4.3-14.Willows would be expected to resprout quickly from retained root bases 
after maintenance.  Although some mortality of willows may occur, adequate 
seed stock is expected to be present in the channel for recolonization.

Q.29. See Response to Comment A.27.
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Q30

Q.30. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4 and acknowledged in the comment, 
the SWD is implementing programs that work to address storm water quality 
including LID and hydromodifi cation (including fi rst, reducing peak fl ow 
rates and second, increasing peak fl ow capacities).  The City welcomes input 
from San Diego Canyonlands and other environmental groups regarding ways 
to help reduce pollutants in runoff and improve the quality of our natural 
wetlands.
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R1

R2

R.1. See Response to comment I.1.

R.2. See Response to comment I.2.
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R3

R4

R5

R.3. See Response to comment I.3.

R.4. See Response to comment I.4.
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R5
cont.

R6

R7

R8

R9

R10

R11

R.5. See Response to comment I.5.

R.6. See Response to Comment I.6.

R.7. See Response to comment I.7.

R.8. See Response to comment I.8.

R.9. See Response to comment I.9.

R.10. See Response to comment I.10.

R.11. SeeResponse to comment I.11 and Q.22.
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S1

S2

S.1. The objective of providing fl ood control protection is not considered “highly 
problematic and suspect”.  The only the reason the City needs to implement 
the proposed maintenance program is to protect adjacent property from 
fl ooding.  Thus, fl ood control is appropriately characterized as the primary 
project objective. 

  As indicated in Response to Comment H.4, the City is pursuing measures 
to take outside of the storm water facilities to control runoff at its source.  
However, these measures are not suffi cient to offset the need to conduct 
traditional maintenance of storm water facilities (sediment and vegetation 
removal).  First and foremost, these measures will not be implemented in a 
timely fashion due to the lack of regulatory means to impose runoff control 
measures within existing development.  Secondly, many of the existing storm 
water facilities are currently unable to carry much more than a two to fi ve year 
storm event.  Thus, even with source controls, maintenance will be needed to 
maximize the ability of existing storm water facilities to convey fl ood waters.

  With respect to the second point, fl ooding along the storm water facilities 
included in the MSWSMP is a well-established fact as is the property damage 
that has occurred as a result of failure of these facilities to contain urban 
runoff due to accumulation of sediment, dense vegetation, trash, and debris.  
Similarly, the effectiveness of the maintenance techniques included in the 
MSWSMP (e.g. vegetation and sediment removal) has been demonstrated by 
such maintenance approaches carried out in the past by the city of San Diego 
and other municipalities. 
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S2

cont.

S3

S.2. Chapter 7.0 of the PEIR does evaluate other mechanisms available to achieve 
the primary goal of fl ood protection for adjacent property including widening 
channels, diverting runoff and raising the channel banks as way to increase the 
fl ood capacity while retaining vegetation.  Although some of these techniques 
may work, and will be considered, on a case by case basis, the expense 
associated with these alternatives is considered to render them generally 
infeasible.
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S3
cont.

S4

S5

S.3. The City recognizes that the increase in impermeable surface area from 
development is a major contributor to fl ooding events along existing storm 
water facilities.  However, as discussed in Response to Comment S.1, these 
measures are not considered adequate by themselves.  Response to Comment

S.4. The City recognizes its responsibility to improve storm water quality to reduce 
impacts on downstream water bodies and to maintain adequate fl ood control 
systems.  Response to Comment.

S.5. While it is true that the primary objective of maintenance is to maximize fl ood 
control, the primary objective of the proposed project is appropriate defi ned as 
the development of a Master Program to govern maintenance activities.
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S6

S7

S.6. The purpose of the second objective is to minimize or avoid environmental 
impacts.  It is intended to reduce impacts to biological resources wherever 
such an action would not substantially interfere with fl ood control.  The term 
“balancing” was specifi cally used to acknowledge that the primary reason for 
conducting maintenance activities was to maximize fl ood control and that 
preservation of biological resources may not always be consistent with this 
objective.  Furthermore, in accordance with CEQA, the PEIR does consider 
alternatives to reduce impact to environmental resources (namely, biological 
resources).
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S7
cont.

S8

S9

S.7. The City recognizes that the effectiveness of the storm water system can be 
improved by measures other than maintenance.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment H.4, the City is undertaking a number of measures to control storm 
water runoff in development areas adjacent to storm water facilities.  

S.8. The City recognizes that storm water facilities serve other purposes than fl ood 
control including wildlife habitat and storm water pollutant removal.  The 
protocols included in the MSWSMP and the mitigation measures identifi ed in 
the PEIR are intended to minimize the impact of maintenance on these other 
two functions.  Maintenance activities were specifi cally limited to removal 
of vegetation, sediment and debris to assure the Resource Agencies that the 
master permits would not be used to construct new facilities or reconstruct the 
existing facilities.
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S9

cont.

S10

S11

S.9. Due to several key factors, the programmatic analysis included in the PEIR 
is considered appropriate.  A project-level analysis would require detailed 
studies of all 50 miles of storm water facilities including detailed hydrology 
studies, resource inventory updates and detailed maintenance plans.  Such an 
effort is considered infeasible for several reasons.  First and foremost, the 
cost of such an undertaking would be a fi scal burden given the City’s limited 
fi nancial resources at the present time.  Second, from a practical viewpoint, 
the results of such a comprehensive analysis would be out of date when 
maintenance ultimately occurs because it will take a number of years to carry 
out maintenance in all of the storm water facilities.  By the time maintenance 
is scheduled in a particular facility, the conclusions of the hydrology study 
and resource conditions are likely to have changed substantially from those 
in existence when a project-level analysis was originally undertaken.  As a 
result, the CD process proposed as part of the Master Program is considered 
the most reasonable approach for a project-level analysis because it would be 
conducted at the time when maintenance is actually proposed.  

S.10. As discussed in Response to Comment F.2, the MSWSMP has been amended 
to require Process Two review for IMPs for a maintenance activity that meets 
any of the following criteria:  (1) the activity is located within the Coastal Zone; 
(2) the wetland impacts associated of the individual activity would exceed the 
estimate contained in the PEIR; or (3) the activity requires construction of a 
new access route that would disturb more than 0.25-acre of native vegetation.  
This will assure an opportunity to comment on activities which are not within 
the assumptions used in the PEIR analysis.
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S11

cont.

S12

S13

S.11. The mechanism used to determine when a storm water facility requires 
maintenance is not germane to the discussion of potential environmental 
impacts.  The primary focus of the PEIR is to evaluate the impacts of 
maintenance and the actions to be taken to reduce those impacts.  

S.12. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the public will have an opportunity 
to comment on maintenance activities that depart from the impact assumptions 
set forth in the PEIR.
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S13
cont.

S14

S15

S.13. This comment misinterprets the primary objective of the project.  It is not to 
reduce fl ooding risk by “redirecting storm water”.  The fl ow of storm runoff 
from adjacent land into the storm water facilities is already occurring and 
would not be changed as a result of the proposed project.  

  As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the City acknowledges that removal 
of vegetation may increase downstream erosion if not properly conducted.  In 
response to this concern, the CD process mandates detailed hydrologic and 
hydraulic analyses of every facility before maintenance plans are fi nalized in 
order to identify and design measures to be included in the maintenance to 
reduce downstream impacts.  The detailed hydraulic analyses would analyze the 
forces and the velocities associated with the actual and maintained conditions.  
All of the analyses will include upstream and downstream of the proposed 
maintenance activity to evaluate potential impacts of upstream conditions on 
the area to be maintained as well as the impact of the maintained channel on 
downstream areas.

S.14. The PEIR does not distinguish between fl ood events (e.g. 2-, 10-, 50-year 
events) due to the widely varying capacities of storm water facilities to handle 
different fl ood events.  Depending on the condition of a particular facility, any 
one of these events could cause problems.  The proposal to conduct hydrology 
studies prior to maintenance is intended to provide facility-specifi c evaluation 
of the runoff capacity and defi ne appropriate actions to be taken to maximize 
fl ood control.  

  Dry weather fl ows were not considered because they do not pose any fl ooding 
risk to adjacent property. 
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S15
cont.

S17

S18

S19

S16

S.15. The potential impacts of maintenance on storm water quality are discussed on 
page 4.5-17 through 19.  Here the PEIR, concludes that maintenance would 
reduce the water quality function of storm water facilities.  Specifi cally, the 
PEIR discusses the adverse impact of maintenance on the ability of earthen-
bottom storm water facilities to intercept water-born pollutants by removing 
vegetation which serves to slow the runoff and facilitate adsorption by sediment 
and absorption by plant roots.  

  The PEIR and MSWSMP contain measures intended to reduce water quality 
impacts associated with maintenance.  In addition, after the PEIR was circulated 
for public review, the City has added Protocols #24 and #25 to provide 
additional measures to reduce water quality impacts from maintenance, as 
necessary.  

  In many cases, implementation of the measures contained in the PEIR and 
MSWSMP are expected to be suffi cient to reduce water quality impacts to 
below a level of signifi cance.  However, due to the programmatic nature of 
the analysis, it was not possible to conclude that these measures would always 
be suffi cient to reduce water quality impacts to below a level of signifi cance.  
Thus, to be conservative, the PEIR concluded that the MSWSMP would have 
a signifi cant, unmitigated impact on water quality.

S.16. Signifi cance conclusions made in the PEIR are based on suffi cient evidence 
included in the evaluation of those impacts.  For example, conclusions related 
to biological impact signifi cance are based on actual acreages of impact using 
worst-case assumptions to assure a conservative level of analysis.  Response 
to Comment.

S.17. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the City is pursuing programs 
aimed at reducing the overall volume of runoff generated by adjacent property 
through the use of LID and hydromodifi cation techniques.  However, these 
programs would not eliminate the need for traditional storm water facility 
maintenance because the reductions in runoff are not expected to be suffi cient 
to make up for the current limited ability of many of the City’s facilities to 
convey fl oodwater.  Many of these facilities are unable to convey runoff from 
more than a two to fi ve year storm event.

S.18. The PEIR does not exclude a discussion of water quality impacts and mitigation.  
Potential impacts from maintenance are clearly identifi ed in the PEIR and the 
conclusion is reached that the impacts of maintenance on water quality could 
be signifi cant.  The MSWSMP includes a number of maintenance protocols 
that are aimed at minimizing water quality impacts.  In response to public 
comment, two new protocols (#24 and #25) were added to provide additional 
water quality controls, as necessary.
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S19
cont.

S20

S.19. As indicated in Response to Comment S.1, the stated primary objective of 
maximizing the ability of storm water facilities to convey storm water is 
appropriate.  Furthermore, the City believes this objective is stated very clearly 
in the PEIR and does not impede the public understanding the primary purpose 
of the proposed maintenance.  

  While it is not clear what the commenter would consider a “true” maintenance 
program, the City believes that the MSWSMP is a legitimate maintenance 
program.  The MSWSMP is intended to sustain the facilities in their existing 
confi guration through vegetation, sediment and debris removal.  The City is 
not proposing to reconstruct, expand or otherwise modify the storm water 
facilities because such action would not constitute maintenance.

  As stated in Response to Comment H.4, the City is implementing programs 
to reduce runoff and associated pollutants in areas outside of the storm 
water facilities which would, in combination with the cited Water Recycling 
Policy, help maximize the operation of storm water channels by reducing 
runoff that must be carried by these facilities and improving their ability to 
remove pollutants through vegetation and sediment absorption and adsorption, 
respectively.
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cont.

S21

S.20. The removal of vegetation and sediment within storm water facilities would 
not constitute an irreversible impact.  The storm water facilities and the 
conditions which support wetland vegetation (soils and water supply) would 
be unaffected by maintenance.  In fact, as noted in the PEIR, the ability 
of wetland habitat it regenerate is the primary reason why the City must 
periodically maintain storm water facilities.  As such, wetland vegetation will 
re-establish when maintenance no longer occurs.  The water quality aspects of 
vegetated channels would also return upon cessation of maintenance.

S.21. The PEIR concurs with the comment that maintenance would have a signifi cant 
impact on biological resources including sensitive species and wetland plant 
communities.  

  With respect to wildlife movement, as indicated in Response to Comment H.36, 
the City continues to believe that maintenance would not have a signifi cant 
impact on wildlife movement. 
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S22

S23

S.22. It is true that that vegetation and sediment within concrete channels would 
function to remove pollutants from runoff.  However, this clarifi cation does 
not materially affect the conclusions of the PEIR because the PEIR did not, 
nor could it, assess the overall ability of the City’s storm water system to 
control urban pollutants.  Determining the amount of urban pollutants that 
can be removed by the City’s storm water facility would be a diffi cult and 
an expensive undertaking which would not change the fact that water quality 
controls afforded by vegetation would be lost due to maintenance. 

S.23. As maintenance would not directly introduce pollutants into runoff, 
maintenance would not be contrary to state and federal laws.  
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S24

cont.

S25

S26

S27

S.24. As discussed in H.4, the City is concerned about pollutants in surface runoff 
and is implementing a number of programs to control and intercept these 
pollutants within the developed areas where they are generated.  

S.25. For the reasons stated earlier, no revisions to the project objectives are 
considered warranted.

S.26. As indicated earlier, the PEIR does include an adequate discussion of 
alternatives.

S.27. For the reasons stated earlier, the analysis of hydrology, water quality and 
cumulative impacts is considered adequate.
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S29

S.28. The amendment of the MSWSMP to require a Phase Two process for 
maintenance activities on an annual basis is considered an adequate mechanism 
for public involvement.

S.29. As indicated earlier, storm water facility maintenance and the various 
programs being implemented by the City to reduce urban pollutants entering 
the runoff from developed areas are considered complimentary actions.  Full 
implementation of the source controls would not eliminate the need for periodic 
maintenance of the City’s storm water facilities.
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T1

T2

T3

T4

T.1. Comment noted.

T.2. Mitigation Measure 4.2.2.3 has been revised as suggested.

T.3. Submittal of a draft report to the City for review is required within 90 days 
after completion of maintenance activities, as noted in Mitigation Measures 
4.4.3.6.A.1 and 4.4.3.6.D.1.

T.4. The spelling error has been corrected in the MMRP. Physical Anthropology 
staff from the Museum of Man were consulted in response to the comment 
and have confi rmed with City staff that the current protocol which involves 
the Museum in determining the appropriate treatment of non-Native American 
(historic era) human remains is accurate and will continue despite the recent 
retirement of Rose Tyson.  The Museum has qualifi ed individuals on staff to 
provide this service should the circumstance occur.   
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August 20, 2009
 
Myra Herrmann 
Environmental Planner 
Development Services Department 
City of San Diego 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
SUBJECT:  Comments on PEIR for City of San Diego  
                   Master Storm Water System Maintenance  
                   Program (MSWMP) 
 
Dear Ms. Hermann, 
 
Our task force and the Friends of 32nd Street Canyon formed in defense of flood 
control, water conservation and water quality improvement nine years ago. We 
take these issues very seriously and attempt to address them where they occur, 
using approaches that reconstitute natural systems, save energy, reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and increase neighborhood resources.   
 
In those years, our offices have received several EIRs from the City of San 
Diego. Without exception, these EIRs – addressing brush management, sewer 
access, canyon sewer cleaning, water pipelines, etc. – all perpetrate the very 
environmental degradation our volunteers work so hard to redress. The 
programs initiated by these EIRs as well as inadequate restrictions on 
development have resulted in unabated erosion. Not surprisingly, the ensuing 
sedimentation downstream now necessitates redressing. That is what we’ve been 
telling City decision makers since 2001. However, we never envisioned 
redressing in the form of an additional PEIR for the Master Storm Water 
System Maintenance Program (Program), one-treatment-fits-all dredging of 50 
miles, over a twenty-year period. 
 
Our labors and investigations in support of coastal canyon health and safety 
demonstrate that, whereas the goals of the Master Storm Water System 
Maintenance Program (Program) may be necessary, its potential impacts on 
riparian and aquatic wildlife, watershed functioning, wetlands, water quality, 
flood risk and neighborhood blight are inadequately addressed in the draft 
PEIR. To meet the minimum requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act, the PEIR must identify workable alternatives to avoid impacts, 
minimize unavoidable impacts, and fully mitigate the remaining impacts.   
  

The impacted waterways are our native creeks and streams. 

U1
U.1. CEQA requires evaluation of the alternatives that meet most of the basic 

objectives of a project.  Chapter 7.0 of the PEIR meets this requirement.  
CEQA does not require that any of the alternatives be “workable”.  However, 
CEQA does require the EIR to provide the rationale why alternatives are 
not considered feasible (workable).  Consistent with this requirement, the 
discussion of alternatives in Chapter 7.0 identifi es the City’s rationale for 
determining alternatives to be infeasible.  The Candidate Findings prepared 
by the decision-maker will also describe the reasons for rejecting these 
alternatives.
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Yes, they are rendered battered, buried, concrete-lined and pestilent by mismanagement, but they 
nevertheless remain the gravitational connections between land and sea.  The Program proposes 
programmatic dredging of waterways that have – helped along by poor stewardship – been converted from 
beautiful, functioning streams into storm channels that the residents of, for example, South Crest experience as 
dangerous, dirty eyesores. Our neighborhood waterway in Golden Hill used to be a dangerous, dirty 
eyesore too. Like the channel in South Crest, it was clogged with arundo, sofas, tires, mattresses, and trash. 
It housed homeless and drug encampments and even prostitutes. It caught fire and it was unsafe. Only six 
years later, at an expense of less than $400,000, it has none of these problems.  
 
32nd Street Canyon represents an example of achievable, affordable sediment abatement, reduced 
erosion, and storm water retention that also serves many other worthy moneysaving objectives. 

 
Golden Hill neighbors, school children and wildlife enjoy lush wetland vegetation and a functional stream, 
only impeded by persisting erosion in areas the City has made off limits to restoration. South Crest should 
get its stream restored too, but the proposed Program subverts the goals of the Chollas Creek 
Enhancement Plan, robbing mostly underserved neighborhoods of the environmental and quality-of-life 
benefits associated with increased habitat and functioning streams. Being within the Chollas Creek drainage, 
we are acutely aware of the many opportunities for mitigation right here, yet the PEIR does not commit to 
mitigation in the Pueblo San Diego Hydrological Unit, again condemning underserved communities to 
repeated cycles of blight and robbing them of environmental resources. All MSWMP mitigation should 
occur in the affected community, including the Pueblo San Diego Hydrological Unit. 
 

Why, in an epoch illuminated by irrefutable evidence  
of hardscape and deforestation’s calamitous consequences,  
does the City of San Diego persist in destructive approaches  

that decrease habitat, damage marine resources and blight our communities? 
 
Embarking on a very costly twenty-year dredging program absent an aggressive component for stemming 
upstream erosion is the height of irresponsibility. Poor stewardship by several City departments continues 
to contribute to and/or cause gullying, flooding, stream head-cutting and massive sediment dislodgement. 
Meanwhile, the City disallows the kinds of wetland restoration which might prevent this from happening, 
and allows development and practices that contribute to the erosion, speeding sediment downstream. 
Storm drain outfalls, the City’s largely unaddressed sewer access path damages and poorly executed brush 
management deliver increasing amounts of sedimentation during each storm. Watching one canyon closely, 
we witnessed as much as 10 cubic yards wash away below a single outfall during a single storm. Meanwhile, 
City staff discourage volunteer groups from restoring canyon floors due to MWWD issues and because the 
City is “saving” these quickly deteriorating wetlands for some unscheduled future possibility of mitigation.  
 
Watershed Management Plans are critically required. Please include an upstream erosion abatement and 
storm water retention  alternative in the PEIR to prove a commitment to stemming upstream erosion and 
simultaneous flood control. 
 
Avoidance is the prime objective of the 404 permitting process, but where is the commitment to proven 
alternatives? Some conveyances may require total clearance to avoid flooding important improvements.  
But the PEIR does not identify the many areas where more environmentally benign alternatives are 
appropriate. Rather it wholly dismisses flood avoidance alternatives that would improve stormwater 
retention within watersheds, such as a) LID implementation within developments or retooling already 
developed communities such as ours with LID retrofits, particularly in proximity to canyon storm water 
outfalls, b) installing check dams and re-vegetating canyons with dense wetland vegetation, c) removing 
concrete and restoring natural streams, engineered to manage storm flows, d) additional streams or 

U2

U3

U4

U5

U7

U9
U10

U6

U8

U.2. Wherever possible, the City will attempt to minimize impacts of maintenance 
on past enhancement and restoration activities conducted by citizen groups 
in storm water facilities but it cannot allow these actions to persist if they 
substantially interfere with the ability of those facilities to convey fl ood water.  
In the future, the City hopes to establish better lines of communication with 
these groups to fund enhancement and restoration activities, which do not 
interfere with fl ood water conveyance, as a means to compensate for impacts 
related to maintenance.  In addition, by identifying storm water facilities that 
need to be maintained, citizen groups will be able to avoid investing their time 
and energy in enhancing areas where vegetation impedes fl ood control.

U.3. The City is committed to mitigating for impacts within the same watershed 
where the loss of wetlands occurs.  In fact, the City is currently working with 
Groundwork San Diego to identify potential wetland mitigation opportunities 
within the Chollas Creek watershed.

U.4. The SWPP Division is working hard to reduce upstream erosion but this 
challenge will require tremendous fi scal resources and many years (decades) 
to solve.  These efforts will help reduce, but not eliminate, the need for periodic 
sediment removal in the storm water facilities included in the proposed 
MSWSMP.

U.5. The City only “disallows” wetland restoration if it would interfere with the 
fl ood control function of the storm water facility.  Otherwise, the City intends 
to partner with citizen groups to fund restoration in appropriate areas within 
drainage channels. 

U.6. The City agrees that maintenance of storm drain outfalls is important to 
effi cient functioning of the overall storm water system.

U.7. As stated earlier, the City only discourages activities which may interfere 
with fl ood control.  Opportunities for wetland mitigation resulting from 
City-initiated projects are becoming scarce.  The City intends to partner with 
non-profi t environmental groups for restoration efforts which are mutually 
benefi cial to all while achieving the same basic goal of enhancing natural 
urban canyons after maintenance activities have ceased.

U.8. See Response to Comment H.4. 

U.9. The PEIR does address alternatives to the periodic removal of sediment and 
vegetation as a means of achieving the goal of maximizing fl ood control 
and concludes that these alternatives are infeasible.  In the absence of any 
specifi c defi nition of the comment’s reference to “environmentally benign” 
alternatives, no specifi c response can be made.
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channels, e) retention basins,  f) widening flood conveyances so more vegetation can be retained and g) 
relocating development out of flood prone areas. We urge that the City make enforceable commitments to 
constructing alternative flood management measures in the watersheds for which permits are given and that 
the City also commit to reverting to more modest, environmentally benign reduction of vegetation in 
constructed channels and none in most natural streams.   
 
By dealing programmatically with storm channels, the Program ends up treating all storm channels the 
same – dredging, which is deleterious to habitat, is “high impact development” and represents a drawback 
to water quality objectives. Many storm channels present opportunities to deal with sediment build up 
alternatively. We ask that the locations where alternatives might work be identified.  
 
PEIR provisions (and staff) have entirely glossed over access impacts. Experience teaches that access is 
outrageously destructive and always results in erosion. New impacts that occur during access should be 
incorporated into the total acreage impacts, together with the channel acreage. Further, these damaged areas 
must be restored, not by hydro-seeding and walking away, but with results that guarantee recovered 
biomass. The City’s sewer access path re-vegetation – at least in Golden Hill – is a good example of an 
enormous waste of money. (For $600,000 and 6 years, we have 4 scrawny plants. Come see the re-
vegetation that the Development Services Department (DSD) signed off on.)  In the PEIR, please commit 
to restoration protocols for access impacts, which include a 5-year monitoring plan with 90% survival and 
less than 5% weeds. Further, the protocols must include transparent year to year reporting and decision-
making that incorporates adaptive management of the restoration. 
 
The MSCP consistency evaluation is alarmingly inadequate. Even though storm channel maintenance is an 
allowed use under the MSCP, the projects will certainly greatly disturb wildlife corridors. The draft PEIR 
does not include comprehensive restoration criteria as it is supposed to, nor cost/benefit analysis. Please 
explain why defense of the MSCP is so outrageously inadequate. The program must be revised to diminish 
the conflict with the MSCP, and comprehensive restoration criteria included. 
 

The storm channels are what Mayor Murphy called “pollution superhighways.” 
 
To comply with the Clean Water Act, the Program should quantify impacts to beneficial uses and 
anticipated increases in pollutants of concern, as well as state how these impacts and increases will be 
addressed. It is irrefutable that vegetation and the soil around its roots trap and break down large amounts 
of contaminants. Dredging will put the pollution back in the fast lane, by removing the soil and vegetation 
that presently keep contaminants, metals, hydrocarbons and nutrients in check. More pollution will move 
downstream to our receiving waters, subject to Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) restrictions. The draft 
PEIR does not quantify the inevitable increase in pollution, nor identify mitigation measures to offset those 
increases. Please address the cumulative water quality impacts and include separate water quality 
improvement projects to offset those impacts. In lined channels, partial removal of vegetation and soil 
might be necessary, but leaving a strategic portion to absorb contaminants should be analyzed. Please 
include the program-level analysis to support such an approach among the alternatives.   
 
What about downstream flood risk? Clearing the channels will certainly speed and increase the flow?  The 
permit does not provide any information about the likelihood of the project increasing flood risk and 
possibly requiring additional channelization in the lower reaches of some of the watersheds. The PEIR is 
minus the needed water carrying capacity of each channel.   
 
Requests for relocating flood-prone development have been dismissed as prohibitive. Please include a 
cost/benefit analysis that includes ecosystem services lost by the removal of habitat (i.e. the in-perpetuity 
costs of addressing increased water and air pollution, energy depletion, urban heat islands, blight, crime, 

U10
cont.

U11

U12

U13

U14

U15

U16

U.10. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, many of the actions identifi ed 
in this comment are being pursued by the City including LID, removing 
concrete-lined sections of channels, and retention basins.  Widening storm 
water facilities and/or relocating homes and businesses outside of fl ood prone 
areas are not generally considered economically or socially feasible.  Also see 
Response to Comment U.9. 

U.11. Opportunities for retaining vegetation within channels will be considered on 
a case by case basis during the preparation of IMPs.  Opportunities to control 
sediment sources will be identifi ed in the course of implementing the other 
plans being pursued by the City referenced in Response to Comment H.4.

U.12. As discussed in Response to Comment A.17, impacts from new access would 
be considered during the CD process.  Where the CD process determines that 
a specifi c proposed access has the potential to result in signifi cant biological 
impacts, the City would require supplemental environmental review to 
determine the degree of impact and any additional mitigation measures 
necessary to offset the impact.

  As discussed in Response to Comment Q.14, impacts to native vegetation 
resulting from construction of new access roads would be mitigated by 
contributing to the City’s HAF.  This form of mitigation is considered of 
greater value than small areas of upland habitat restoration.

U.13. Table 4.1-2 of the PEIR contains an adequate level of analysis of the relationship 
of maintenance activities with the General Planning Policies and Guidelines 
of the MSCP as well as the more focused MHPAs Adjacency Guidelines 
and General Management Directives.  The potential for maintenance to 
impact biological resources within the MHPA is acknowledged.  However, 
maintenance of storm water facilities is expressly allowed within the MHPA.  
In addition, see Response to Comment P.7 regarding the requirement for a 
cost-benefi t analysis of maintenance activities within the MHPA.

U.14. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the analysis of potential water 
quality effects related to storm water facility maintenance is adequate to 
identify the potential impacts and assess mitigation options.  This conclusion is 
based on two primary factors.  First, maintenance activities would not increase 
the amount of pollutants found within urban drainages because the activities, 
in and of themselves, would not introduce substantial amounts of pollutants 
into the City’s drainage courses.  Second, the PEIR already acknowledges 
that maintenance activities may signifi cantly impact the ability of storm water 
facilities to function as urban pollutant fi ltration systems, and includes a 
general description of the types of pollutants found in the runoff carried by 
the City’s storm water facilities (refer to page 4.5-3).  Furthermore, reduced 
pollutant fi ltration capacity would only occur in earthen-bottom or concrete-
lined facilities where substantial amounts of sediment and/or vegetation have 
become established.
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U.15. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, removal of vegetation within 
specifi c facilities may have the potential to accelerate runoff velocity and 
increase erosion.  While the gradient of many of the channels is such that 
velocities are low and unlikely to be increased substantially by the removal 
of vegetation, other channels may be adversely impacted.  The potential 
for the proposed maintenance to increase velocities to levels which could 
promote erosion and downstream sedimentation will be considered during the 
hydrology analysis required during the annual CD process.  The hydrology 
analysis will determine the potential for downstream impacts and identify 
appropriate remedial measures in accordance with maintenance Protocol 
#24.  These measures will be shown on the IMPs and inspected pursuant to 
maintenance Protocol #25 to assure their effectiveness.  

  The hydrology studies, completed for each facility prior to maintenance, will 
evaluate the needed water carrying capacity as noted by the commenter.
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marine damage, infectious disease, etc. See Preamble of attached Canyon Policy Portfolio, which describes 
methodology for calculating ecosystem services, and the analysis on the following page.)1 
 
Our experience with arundo removal in 32nd Street Canyon – widely regarded as much more effective than 
traditional City practices – indicates that a more strategic, careful approach should be spelled out in the 
PEIR. Otherwise, the City risks increasing arundo infestations, as it always has before. 
 
Twenty years is a long time. Extra layers of public review are an exigency. We suggest that the public review
process occur yearly, in response to and before vegetation clearing projects planned for that year, in 
communities where the cleaning projects will take place. Affected communities and groups should have an 
opportunity to review and comment upon documents describing the justification for clearing, the clearing 
locations, hydrology, methods, access, and environmental impacts, as well as proposed methods for 
addressing and mitigating those impacts. This opportunity should occur during at least a 60-day period. 
Moreover, there should be a provision for responding to community and group concerns, as well as for 
adaptive management of the program itself. Where some or all of the proposed clearance is required for 
public safety please issue permits valid for two or three years only. 
 
This project has significant and broad environmental, water quality, flood control, and visual impacts, many
aspects of which are poorly defined in the Public Notice. The 404 permit is being processed before any 
CEQA hearings are available. The two public hearings were tightly controlled, not forums for public input. 
The scope of this PEIR requires open public meetings in all affected communities. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment upon another PEIR. Please take all measures to prevent it 
from being as destructive and costly as practices precipitating from previous EIRs, as described. 
 
Sincerely yours, 

 
Tershia d’Elgin 
Ringleader 
619/239-6120 
tershia@aol.com 
 
CC:  Senator Chris Kehoe 
 Senator Denise Ducheny 
 Assemblymember Mary Salas 
         Assemblymember Lori Saldaña 
 Mayor Jerry Sanders 
 Council President Ben Hueso 
 Councilman Todd Gloria 

Ms. Alejandra Gavaldon 
Mr. Jim Bartel, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
Ms. Kelly Fisher, California Department of Fish & Game 
Mr. Terry Dean, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Mr. John Robertus, California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

                                                          
1 See page that follows. This partial analysis of ecosystem services used CityGREEN software that the City of San Diego 
purchased from American Forests. The costs of lost ecosystem services are part of any cost/benefit analysis, because they 
will cost taxpayers down the line. In fact, the cost of MSWSMP is the result of ecosystem services lost in the past.

U16
cont.

U17

U18

U19

U.16. Preparation of a cost/benefi t analysis at the programmatic level of the PEIR 
is not practical given the level of analysis required; nor is it mandated by 
CEQA.  Such an analysis would require detailed hydrology and topographic 
information for each of the storm water facilities to determine the amount of 
improvements needed to accommodate fl ood waters without necessitating the 
removal of vegetation.  In addition, the analysis would require comprehensive 
information regarding the economic and social value of development that would 
have to be removed to accommodate the identifi ed improvements.  Only with 
this information, can a useful cost/benefi t analysis be prepared.  As indicated 
in Response to Comment A.1, the cost of conducting hydrologic analysis for 
all of the City’s storm water facilities as part of the PEIR process is considered 
infeasible.  Furthermore, the conclusions of the hydrology analysis would 
likely not be valid in the future due to the dynamic nature of urban storm water 
facilities.  This fact will necessitate additional costs associated with updating 
original hydrology studies to refl ect conditions at the time maintenance is 
actually proposed. 

  As indicated in Response to Comment F.3, the City will consider ways to 
accommodate fl ood waters without removing substantial amounts of vegetation 
on a case by case basis during the annual CD process.  Furthermore, the City is 
motivated to fi nd alternatives which minimize vegetation removal and periodic 
maintenance in order to minimize the cost associated with maintenance.

U.17. A new protocol (#32) has been added to the MSWSMP to require invasive 
species to be removed in a manner that does not promote establishment of 
invasive species in areas downstream of maintenance activities.  Lastly, the 
text has been modifi ed to specify use of the California Invasive Plant Council’s 
Invasive Plant Inventory as a basis for identifying invasive plant species prior 
to initiating maintenance activities.

U.18. As discussed in Response to Comment F.2, the MSWSMP has been amended 
to require Process Two review for a maintenance activity that meets any of the 
following criteria:  (1) the activity is located within the Coastal Zone; (2) the 
wetland impacts associated of the individual activity would exceed the estimate 
contained in the PEIR; or (3) the activity requires construction of a new access 
route that would disturb more than 0.25-acre of native vegetation.  Given the 
fact that the majority of the maintenance activities are expected to be consistent 
with the assumptions of the PEIR and the relatively straightforward nature 
of the issues, the 60-day review suggested in the comment is not warranted 
and not consistent with the City’s Municipal Code.  Thus, the imposition 
of Process Two review will assure an adequate opportunity to comment on 
activities which are not within the assumptions used in the PEIR analysis.
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U.19. The Public Notice (PN) referenced in this comment is not directly associated 
with the CEQA process.  The PN is a requirement of the 404 permit process 
which is the responsibility of the Corps.  

  As noted in the comment, the City has already held two public meetings.  The 
primary purpose of these meetings was to provide information on the proposed 
maintenance program and its potential environmental impacts.  Information 
was provided regarding the techniques to be employed to accomplish 
maintenance to give the public a clear understanding of what maintenance 
involves.  In addition, project biologists were available to describe potential 
impacts of maintenance on biological resources and answer questions from 
the public.  The meetings were held during the public review period of the 
PEIR to allow the public to better understand the proposed project and its 
implications before commenting on the PEIR.  Comment forms were provided 
at each of the meetings to allow attendees to comment on the MSWSMP and/
or the PEIR.  

  The meetings were not intended to provide a public forum for debating 
the merits of the proposed maintenance program.  Opportunities for verbal 
comments will be afforded at the Planning Commission and/or City Council 
hearings which will take place to determine whether to approve the MSWSMP 
and accompanying Master Site Development and Coastal Development 
permits.

  The 404 permit process is not linked to the CEQA process.  As a result, 
the 404 process may, by law, be completed prior to the certifi cation of the 
PEIR.  Although not subject to CEQA, the Corps is required to consider the 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed maintenance program under 
the requirements of NEPA.  In addition, the Corps and other federal agencies 
involved in the 404 permit process have received copies of the PEIR and 
will be taking its results and conclusions into consideration as they make a 
determination as to whether to issue a Master 404 permit for the proposed 
maintenance. 
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Quantifiable Ecosystem Services per Acre 
Ecosystem Service Economic Value 

per Canyon Acre 
(1)

Explanation 

Reduce water pollution $87,500 Avoided cost of an engineered filtration system 
(2)

Capture runoff and reduce 
erosion 

$11,315 Cost to re-vegetate an area capable of holding 
runoff from a 24-hour storm (3) 

Reduce air pollution $2,580 Annual avoided costs capitalized at 5% (4) 
Capture carbon $700 Annual avoided costs capitalized at 5% (5) 
Increase property values and tax 
revenue 

$8,640 Capitalized value of City’s share of increase in 
property tax due to proximity to canyons/open 
space 

Create value from sale of 
conservation and mitigation 
credits 

$40,000 Value of upland (conservation) bank credits 
and wetland (mitigation) bank credits (7) 

Total quantifiable Ecosystem 
Services 

$150,735  

less: Estimated cost to restore a 
canyon acre 
times: Percentage of canyon 
acres needing restoration 

$40,000 

76%

Midpoint in cost for upland and wetland 
restoration as experienced by MWWD (8) 
Percentage of acres impacted according to 
Park and Recreation Department’s Canyon 
Enhancement Guidelines (9) 

Cost to restore canyons, per acre $30,400  
Net Ecosystem Economic Benefit 
from quantifiable services 

$120,335  

Times acres of City Canyons  20,000  
Equals Annual Canyon Value to 
City of San Diego 

$2,406,700,000 W/o giving value to & including private 
resources. Does not include indirect & hard-to-
measure benefits & costs. Does not include 
land value. 

1. Avoided one-time costs, one time benefits or capitalized annual revenue or cost savings. 
2. Chollas Creek filtration system serving 16,000 acres estimated to cost $1.4 billion 
3. Cost to revegetate an area capable of absorbing water volume from a 2-year 24-hour storm producing 1.76” 

of rain given default slope and soil composition 
4. 51 pounds of air pollutants removed annually/acre times $2.50/lb. 
5. 14 tons of carbon removed annually, saving $50/toncost of retrofitting power plants 
6. Assumes $400,000 average City-wide property value and 10% increase in value for proximity to 

canyons/open space, times 1% Prop 13 tax rate, times 12% of taxes actually paid over to City, capitalized 
at 5%. Each canyon/acre is rimmed by 9 houses 

7. Based on $25,000/acre for upland credits and $100,000/acre for wetland credits and a ratio of 4 
conservation credits per each wetland credit sold 

8. Using same 4:1 ratio of upland vs. wetland restoration and $30,000/acre for upland restoration and 
$75,000/acre for wetland restoration. 

9. Document created by Open Space Division rangers. 

In their present condition, 
San Diego’s canyonlands provide $2,406,700,000 in ecosystem services! 

Or $120,335 per acre in aggregated value. 
Continued poor stewardship robs citizens of these financial benefits. 
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August 21, 2009  

Myra Herrmann 
Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego Development Services 
1222 First Avenue, MS 501 
San Diego, CA  92101  
  
Re:  Master Stormwater System Maintenance Program, Project No. 42891/SCH No. 
200101032 

Dear Ms. Herrmann,   

This letter provides comments on the “Master Stormwater System Maintenance Program” 
(MSSMP) and the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for that program.  
Wetlands are essential “ecosystem services” that filter urban runoff, provide habitat for 
common and sensitive species, and are places that local citizens enjoy as open space.  Please 
consider revising the Program based on these comments on hydrologic analysis, invasive 
plants, values of wetlands, cumulative impacts of wetlands removal, consistency with the 
General Plan, mitigation measures, analysis of alternatives, and annual public review.   

Hydrologic analysis
Thorough, updated analysis is needed, particularly how downstream areas will be effected by 
the increase in volume and velocity of runoff after wetland components (vegetation and soils) 
are removed.  The maintenance actions may cause uncontrolled flow velocity, runoff, erosion, 
and/or sedimentation; and site-specific analysis must be conducted to evaluate the most 
effective action in each situation.    

Invasive plants
These stated mitigation measures are essential:  monitor access roads and staging areas for 
presence of exotic species, remove exotic species, and use physical erosion control measures 
that do not have invasive weed species.  The mitigation/compensation, through removing 
invasive, non-native plant species in another location, should not be considered.   As Arundo 
donax is highly invasive and difficult to eradicate, so extra care should be taken to minimize 
rhizome fragmentation by use of bulldozers and other mechanical equipment.  Repeated 

V1

V2

V.1. The CD process, as defi ned in the MSWSMP, requires that facility-specifi c 
hydrology analysis be conducted to determine the potential for maintenance to 
affect downstream drainages and to determine the appropriate measures to be 
taken to avoid downstream impacts.  Conducting hydrology studies for all the 
facilities now would require these studies to be updated when maintenance is 
proposed in the future due to the dynamic nature of storm water facilities.
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City of San Diego, Master Stormwater System Maintenance Program, August 21, 2009, page 2 

herbicide application is essential to eliminate return of Arundo to the site and reduce spread of 
live rhizomes to downstream areas.

Values of wetlands
Whereas these stormwater management actions are intended to improve water quality and 
reduce flood impacts, there may be unintended consequences of mechanically removing soil 
and wetlands from these channels.  The report acknowledges that riparian and wetland 
vegetation absorbs and slows the velocity of runoff in a stream; reduces erosion of stream 
banks and downstream sedimentation; and diminishes downstream flooding.  Microbial action 
in wetland soils and roots break down many organic pollutants in urban runoff, that would 
otherwise result in downstream water quality that pollutant levels allowed by the Federal Clean 
Water Act.  The wetlands provide habitat for many animals, both common species and notably 
several Federally-listed birds.  The canyons hold important visual and recreational values for 
citizens and neighborhoods.  More than 90% of local wetlands have already been lost, so these 
wetlands and their “ecosystem services” are invaluable to the citizens and the City’s natural 
environments, and must be furthered by all maintenance actions.  

Cumulative impacts of wetlands removal
A more thorough analysis of cumulative impacts is needed, as the proposed maintenance 
actions will impose unnecessary and costly impacts on upland habitats, riparian and aquatic 
wildlife habitats, wildlife corridors, wetlands functions, water quality, and flood/erosion 
control.  The Report projects that “up to approximately 70.40 acres of vegetated wetland 
habitat and 24.63 acres of unvegetated earthen-bottom streambed/natural flood channel could 
be affected by maintenance. An estimated 42 acres of upland habitat could be impacted.”  
Wetland restoration rates need to be quantified, as most wetlands are not reestablished in three 
years, with respect to water filtration, shelter or breeding places for wildlife, and other traits. 

Consistency with the General Plan
The proposed actions do not support several goals of the General Plan.  For the Public 
Facilities, Services, and Safety Element, G. Storm Water Infrastructure, neither of these goals 
are furthered and the actions need to be reviewed and rewritten to meet their intent:  “(1) 
Protection of beneficial water resources through pollution prevention and interception efforts; 
and (2) A storm water conveyance system that effectively reduces pollutants in urban runoff 
and storm water to the maximum extent practicable.”  Extensive removal of wetlands 
vegetation is not consistent with PF-G.2, “Install infrastructure that includes components to 
capture, minimize, and/or prevent pollutants in urban runoff from reaching receiving waters 
and potable water supplies.” 

For the Conservation Element, these actions will not meet the goal “To provide for the long-
term conservation and sustainable management of the rich natural resources that help define 
the City’s identity, contribute to its economy, and improve its quality of life.”  For H. 
Wetlands, the removal of wetlands vegetation will violate the goal of “Preservation of all 
existing wetland habitat in San Diego through a “no net loss” approach.”  The following 
policies need to be followed more clearly in the stormwater maintenance program:  CE-H.1. 

V2
cont.

V3

V4

V5

V6

V.2. The City intends to remove invasive species located within maintenance areas 
in order to enhance biological resources within the maintenance area as well 
as downstream.  The reference to invasives removal in offsite locations refers 
to mitigation actions that would compensate for the loss of native habitat in the 
course of maintenance.  

  As discussed in Response to Comment B.5, a new protocol (#32) has been 
added to the MSWSMP which requires that invasive species be removed in 
a manner that does not promote re-establishment of invasive species in areas 
downstream of maintenance activities.  In addition, the text has been modifi ed 
to require the use of the California Invasive Plant Council’s Invasive Plant 
Inventory as a basis for identifying invasive plant species prior to commencing 
maintenance activities.

V.3. This comment cites conclusions contained in the PEIR and raises no specifi c 
issues related to the adequacy of the PEIR.  Thus, no response is required.

V.4. A more thorough analysis of the combined impacts of the various maintenance 
activities is infeasible at this time.  As discussed throughout the previous 
responses, such an effort is infeasible given the cost and practicality of such an 
undertaking.  In order to accurately quantify the vegetation impacts, detailed 
hydrology studies must be completed for all 50 miles of storm water facilities.  
In addition, IMPs would be required to be prepared based on the results of those 
hydrology studies.  And, even then, the exact amount of vegetation removed 
when initial maintenance actually occurs over the fi ve or more years would 
be unknown due to the potential for vegetation within individual facilities to 
expand or contract due to climatic conditions.  

  Wetland compensation ratios (rates) are quantifi ed in Tables 4.3-10 and 11 of 
the Final PEIR.

V.5. New maintenance Protocols #24 and #25 respond to the goals of the Public 
Facilities, Services and Safety Element that relate to protection of downstream 
benefi cial water resources and promoting storm water conveyance systems 
that reduce pollutants to the maximum extent possible.  Pursuant to 
these protocols, check dams or other techniques would be installed at the 
downstream end of maintenance activities to provide long-term protection to 
downstream areas until vegetative cover is re-established in the maintained 
segments.  Furthermore, as discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Section of the City’s SWD is implementing a pro-
active program to reduce urban pollutants generated outside the limits of the 
storm water facilities, including Low Impact Development (LID) methods.  
In addition, the City is implementing regional in-stream facilities within 
select storm water facilities to capture urban pollutants in storm water passing 
through these facilities.
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Use a watershed planning approach to preserve and enhance wetlands; CE-H.4 Support the 
long-term monitoring of restoration and mitigation efforts to track and evaluate changes in 
wetland acreage, functions, and values; and CE-H.8. Implement a “no net loss” approach to 
wetlands conservation in accordance with all city, state, and federal regulations.   

Mitigation measures
Mitigation should be conducted as close to the project site as possible and within the same 
watershed.  Highly-urbanized areas such as City Heights and southeast San Diego do not meet 
General Plan standards, and the removal of riparian forests and other wetlands vegetation 
should not be mitigated with restoration projects in other areas of the City.  That would also 
conflict with the Land Use Element Goal to have “equitable distribution of public facilities, 
infrastructure and services throughout all communities.”  Restoration could be sited in canyons 
with focused urban runoff and incised stream channels, to stabilize and enhance those streams.  
Acquiring comparable habitat outside the watershed, purchasing credits in the City’s Habitat 
Acquisition Fund, and mitigating wetland losses with upland habitat are unacceptable 
mitigations.   

Analysis of alternatives
A greater range of alternatives needs to be analyzed, and the some evaluated more thoroughly.   
• Where natural channels are lined with concrete or where they are narrowed due to filling of 

the floodplain, there are opportunities to widen channels and increase wetlands.   
• For many lined channels, some vegetation and soil can be removed and some left in each 

maintenance cycle.  When sediment and vegetation re-establishes itself in the treated area 
several years later, the alternate area could then be cleared.   

• Canyons with incised stream channels, where urban runoff is focused from the streets, can 
be restored with wetland and upland vegetation.   

• The volume and velocity of stormwater runoff can be reduced upstream by such techniques 
as infiltration, conversion of impermeable surfaces to permeable surfaces, and detention 
basins to capture and filter runoff before discharge to the creek channels.    

• Residential rain barrels or cisterns could reduce storm water runoff and provide a beneficial 
use of local water.  

Annual public review
City residents are often aware of local conditions beyond the submitted reports, agency 
databases, or biologists’ surveys.  They observe the creek system and know the sources of 
erosion that are causing increased sedimentation, and can identify potential restoration sites in 
the watershed.  The public needs adequate opportunity to review and provide input on the 
project details in a draft Annual Maintenance Plan, perhaps a 60-day comment period before 
Council approval of the Plan.  This could be similar to the public process involving local 
groups for maintenance access to canyon sewer systems.   

V6
cont.

V7

V8

V9

V10

V11

V12

V13

V.6. The PEIR identifi es the potential for confl icts to develop between proposed 
maintenance activities with the goals of the City’s Conservation Element (see 
pages ES-20 and 4.1-9).  The discussion in Table 4.1-1 of the PEIR (page 
4.1-13) has been revised to reinforce this conclusion.  

V.7. As indicated above, the discussion in Table 4.1-1 has been modifi ed in the 
Final PEIR to conform to the conclusion that the maintenance activities would 
potentially confl ict with the goals of the Conservation Element.  

  Mitigation Measure 4.3-.3 and the Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Plan, 
included in the PEIR, would be consistent with Policy CE.H.4 in that a fi ve-
year maintenance and monitoring program would be required for all mitigation 
actions as well as a long-term maintenance program to be implemented 
throughout the life of the Master Permit.  The information collected during the 
initial monitoring program will include both qualitative (visual assessment) 
and quantitative (transect data collection) sampling within the mitigation 
areas.  The sampling will include assessments of cover (native and non-
native), observations of plant recruitment, and lists of wildlife and plant 
species observed each year.  A functional assessment (including hydrological 
and biogeochemical assessments) of the restoration areas will be conducted 
according to the criteria.  

  The City intends to mitigate for the loss of wetlands within the watershed where 
impacts occur.  However, in some instances mitigation may be conducted in 
other urban canyon areas where restoration or enhancement efforts can be 
most effective.

  As discussed on page 4.3-40, the “no net loss” policy does not apply to 
storm water facility maintenance because wetland vegetation has historically 
returned to these channels between maintenance events.  Thus, there would be 
no permanent, irreversible loss of wetland.  Furthermore, the City is proposing 
to compensate for the loss of wetlands through mitigation ratios commonly 
accepted by state and federal agencies.  These ratios provide for more than 
a 1:1 mitigation in order to compensate for the time it takes for mitigation to 
develop full wildlife habitat value and account for attrition. 

V.8. As indicated in Response to Comment I.2, there may be opportunities on 
individual segments to undertake channel widening in an effort to allow 
vegetation to remain without substantially impeding the movement of fl ood 
waters.  These opportunities will be evaluated at the time maintenance is 
proposed as part of the CD process, after a thorough hydrologic and biological 
analysis has been conducted.
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V.9. The hydrology analysis prepared as part of the CD process will evaluate the 
feasibility of retaining sediment and/or vegetation during maintenance without 
jeopardizing the fl ood control function of the facilities.  Whenever possible, 
vegetation and/or sediment will be retained.

V.10. The City intends to look for mitigation opportunities in existing canyons.

V.11. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the channel maintenance 
activities described in the MSWSMP represent only one component of the 
SWD’s programs.  The SWD implements several other programs that work 
to address storm water quality including Low Impact Development (LID) 
and hydromodifi cation (including fi rst, reducing peak fl ow rates and second, 
increasing peak fl ow capacities).  Collectively, these efforts minimize the 
amount of channel maintenance and cleaning that must be completed by 
reducing runoff fl ows and addressing sediment and trash before entering storm 
drain channels.

V.12. The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental 
document.

V.13. See Response to Comments F.2 and U.18, the City is proposing to require 
public review when an activity would meet one of three criteria intended to 
identify activities which warrant public review. 
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Other comments
Many local resources can support more sustainable maintenance actions.  San Diego 
Canyonlands volunteers can help with restoration and weed control projects.  The “Think 
Blue” program can include upstream and wetland actions in its public awareness programs.  
More stormwater runoff can be captured in “Low Impact Development” by reducing 
impermeable surfaces. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Master Stormwater 
System Maintenance Program.   

Sincerely,  

Anne S. Fege, Ph.D., M.B.A. 
Retired Forest Supervisor, Cleveland National Forest 
Adjunct Professor, Department of Biology, San Diego State University 

cc:  Council President Hueso, District 8   
Councilmember Lightner, District 1   
Councilmember Faulconer, District 2   
Councilmember Gloria, District 3   
Councilmember Young, District 4   
Councilmember DeMaio, District 5   
Councilmember Frye, District 6   
Councilmember Emerald, District 7 

V14
V.14. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the SWD implements several 

other programs that work to address storm water quality including LID and 
hydromodifi cation (including fi rst, reducing peak fl ow rates and second, 
increasing peak fl ow capacities).  
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W1

W2

W.1. The PEIR acknowledges the role of vegetation and sediment within channels 
in removing water-borne pollutants.  To allow these elements of storm 
water facilities to continue this function, individual hydrology studies and 
corresponding maintenance plans will be prepared to retain sediment and 
vegetation during maintenance whenever their retention would not substantially 
interfere with the ability of these facilities to convey runoff.

W.2. Implementation of maintenance Protocols #24 and #25 , as necessary, would 
reduce potential downstream erosion and sediment impacts.  Furthermore, as 
discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the Storm Water Pollution Protection 
Section within the SWD implements several other programs that work to 
address storm water quality including Low Impact Development (LID) and 
hydromodifi cation (including fi rst, reducing peak fl ow rates and second, 
increasing peak fl ow capacities).  



COMMENTS RESPONSES

RTC-146

W3

W4

W5

W6

W7

W8

W9
W10

W11

W.3. The PEIR does consider alternatives which would replace the need to 
periodically remove vegetation and sediment.  These alternatives include: (1) 
raising the creek banks by constructing walls or berms, (2) diverting storm 
water in pipes around problematic segments, and (3) widening channels.  The 
primary goal of each of these alternatives is to reduce or avoid the need to 
remove vegetation to assure adequate fl ood control.  

  As indicated in Response to Comment I.2, there may be opportunities on 
individual segments to undertake channel widening, runoff diversion and/or 
raised banks to allow vegetation to remain without substantially impeding 
the movement of fl ood waters.  These opportunities will be identifi ed during 
individual hydrology studies conducted prior to maintenance.  To the degree 
they are feasible, these techniques would be incorporated into the IMPs.

W.4. The City will use the smallest equipment possible to conduct maintenance 
in order to reduce impacts to wetland vegetation and the associated cost of 
mitigation.  The ability to use smaller equipment will be evaluated during the 
CD process.

W.5. As discussed above, the City will look for alternatives to concrete channels.  

  Defi ning adequate fl ood control can only be done on a segment by segment 
basis.  A determination of fl ood control needs must take into account the ability 
of the facility to convey fl ood water control and the nature of the adjacent 
land uses.  Such a determination will be made during the CD process of each 
facility before maintenance would occur.  

W.6. The City is interested in reducing mitigation costs and enhancing existing 
canyon habitats.  Wherever possible, the City will solicit assistance from local 
groups.

W.7. Removal of invasive species is one of the mitigation measures the City intends 
to pursue as a means of compensating for impacts related to maintenance.

W.8. Whenever retaining vegetation would not substantially interfere with the 
ability of storm water facilities to convey fl ood waters, the City will seek to 
retain existing native vegetation.

W.9. As indicated on page 4.3-41 of the PEIR, “Wherever feasible, mitigation 
would occur within the same watershed as the impact.”  
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W.10. Monetary contributions are only proposed for minor impacts to upland habitats.  
In such cases, the contributions will be made to the City’s HAF.  This fund has 
been established by the City to promote the acquisition of large, contiguous 
upland habitat to further wildlife values.  Without such a fund, mitigation 
would likely occur through acquisition of small parcels of land which could 
be isolated from other habitats and, thus, have minimal wildlife value. 

  The contribution amount would be determined at the time of impact to assure 
that it is suffi cient to acquire the necessary habitat area, and in accordance with 
the mitigation ratios identifi ed in the City’s Biology Guidelines.
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W11
cont.

W12
W13

W.11. See Response to Comments F.2 and U.18.

W.12. On an annual basis, the City will prepare a mitigation plan for the impacts 
associated with each series of annual maintenance activities in accordance 
with the CD process.  The proposed mitigation program must be reviewed 
and approved by state and federal Resource Agencies prior to carrying out the 
proposed maintenance.  The mitigation program will be a public document 
which can also be reviewed by interested local citizens and conservation 
groups.

W.13. As a commenter, your name will be included as interested party.
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X1

X2

X3

X4

X5

X6

X.1. Because the SWD has historically referred to this segment as Home Avenue 
Channel, this name will be retained for the sake of consistency. 

X.2. The hydraulic impacts of vegetation with respect to a creek, stream, or channel’s 
capacity is well recognized.  This conclusion is supported by hydraulic models 
that are used in analyzing natural systems and designing storm water facilities.  
Hydraulic modeling utilizes a “friction coeffi cient” (Manning’s n-value) which 
is a factor in determining  the velocity of runoff  and capacity of  a channel.  
A large friction coeffi cient (representing dense vegetation) will yield lower 
velocities and a decrease in channel capacity.  A small friction coeffi cient 
(representing low vegetation) will yield higher velocities and an increase in 
channel capacity.  .  Vegetation increases the friction coeffi cient in storm water 
facilities and thus decreases the allowable conveyance area  As such, the water 
surface elevation  increases.  If the capacity of the facility is insuffi cient to 
accommodate the rise in water surface elevation as a result of the increased 
vegetation, the water spills out and breaches the facility banks and has the 
potential to  fl ood adjacent property.  Because the storm water facilities in 
the urban areas of the City are often unable to convey storm events of as low 
as a two-year storm, the vegetation within these facilities  can have a major 
infl uence on the channel capacity during storm events. 

  Recently, the City’s water resources engineering consultant completed a 
hydrologic and hydraulic study of one of the storm water facilities included in 
the proposed MSWSMP.  Approximately 0.8 miles (4,000 feet) of Alvarado 
Creek, east  of College Avenue, was analyzed using a HEC-RAS computer 
model.  The modeling confi rmed that fl ood water conveyance capacity of the 
creek was limited in several areas by vegetation and/or sediment.  In fact, the 
modeling concluded that a portion of this section of creek has a capacity that 
is equivalent to less than a two-year storm event.  By reducing the friction 
coeffi cient used in the model by assuming removal of the vegetation and 
sediment, the model indicated that the capacity of this section of the creek 
could be increased to handle up to a 12.5-year storm event.  Although this 
would fall short of the 100-year storm event standard currently used for 
designing storm water channels, it would represent a substantial reduction in 
the fl ooding experienced by adjacent development.
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 X2. (cont.)

  Additionally, the engineering consultant looked at the least impactive 
maintenance alternative for this system.  As a result of this analysis, it has 
been determined that only 1,400 feet of the 4,000 feet needs to be maintained 
to achieve desired fl ood protection for adjacent property.  Within the 1,400 
feet, the engineer further looked at minimizing the limits of maintenance by 
comparing the capacity of the channel if the channel was maintained from 
bank to bank or if only the bottom of the channel was maintained (e.g., a 25-
30-foot swath along the channel bottom).  For this system, it was determined 
that it was unnecessary to remove all of the vegetation within the facility.  
As such, removal of vegetation can be further minimized.  This approach to 
minimizing maintenance will be carried out for each system that is analyzed 
to ensure that vegetation removal is minimized wherever practical. 

X.3. As indicated in the preceding discussion, removal of vegetation and sediment 
has been demonstrated to improve fl ood control.

X.4. As discussed in Response to Comment A.1, the City cannot afford a 
comprehensive evaluation of the ability of the urban storm water conveyance 
system to handle fl ood waters.  Nor is such a study required to determine impacts 
and mitigation measures.  Hydrology studies and the subsequent preparation 
of IMPs for individual facilities are the appropriate way to determine the 
potential impacts from maintenance and the appropriate mitigation.

  Under the proposed MSWSMP, the City will use hydrology modeling to 
determine how much vegetation and/or sediment must be removed to minimize 
risk of fl ooding in adjacent developed areas.  These hydrology studies will 
assure that unnecessary removal of vegetation does not occur.  The studies will 
also assess the effects of maintenance on downstream storm water conveyance 
facilities and identify any measures necessary to avoid signifi cant impacts to 
these facilities. 

X.5. As discussed in Response to Comment X.2, anything which increases the 
friction coeffi cient can cause fl ooding.  As with vegetation, trash and debris 
would increase the friction coeffi cient and result in an increase in water surface 
elevation.  

X.6. Trash removal by the Environmental Services Department does result in 
improved storm water conveyance.  Any increase in fl ood capacity resulting 
from trash removal initiated by the Environmental Services Department would 
be taken into consideration in the course of hydrology studies prepared prior to 
maintenance conducted by the SWD.
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X7

X8

X9

X10

X11

X12

X.7. It is acknowledged that Chollas and Auburn Creeks are natural drainage 
courses and not constructed storm water conveyance facilities.  It is also 
acknowledged that their confi guration is largely based on storm water runoff 
that existed prior to development of the area.  In fact, these two factors are the 
primary contributors to the inability of these drainages to convey fl ood waters 
under the conditions that exist today.  

  The comment correctly identifi es the increase in impermeable surface areas 
associated with development in the watershed of these drainages as a primary 
contributor to fl ooding.  In response to this situation, as discussed in Response 
to Comment H.4, the SWD implements several programs that work to reduce 
runoff from surrounding areas including Low Impact Development (LID), 
and hydromodifi cation (including fi rst, reducing peak fl ow rates and second, 
increasing peak fl ow capacities).  

X.8. As discussed in Response to Comment X.2, slowing the velocity of fl ood water 
does not reduce fl ooding.  In fact, reduced velocities attributed to vegetation 
and trash are primary factors leading to the existing fl ooding problems 
experienced along these drainages.  As indicated in Response to Comment 
X.4, the hydrology studies completed prior to maintenance will evaluate 
erosion and sediment impacts from maintenance and identify measures to be 
taken to reduce those impacts.  In addition, maintenance Protocols #24 and 
#25 will provide further assurance that potential erosion and sedimentation 
impacts will be taken into account in maintenance activities, as necessary.

X.9. The PEIR acknowledges that maintenance could reduce the ability of earthen-
bottom storm water facilities to intercept water-born pollutants by removing 
vegetation which serves to slow the runoff and facilitate adsorption by sediment 
and absorption by plant roots.  It will be up to the Planning Commission and/or 
City Council to determine whether there are social, economic or other reasons 
which justify maintenance despite the potential reduction in urban pollutant 
fi ltration which may result from the maintenance.  Should the Commission or 
Council make this determination, it would be supported by the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations mandated by CEQA.

X.10. As identifi ed on page 4.1-3, the removal of vegetation would diminish the 
recreational value of natural drainage facilities which are subject to periodic 
maintenance.  However, the drainages would not be altered and there would be 
no loss of open space.
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X.11. As stated in Response to Comment F.4, the proposed MSWMP includes 
a number of maintenance protocols which would reduce water quality 
impacts during maintenance.  Response to CommentIn addition, the City is 
implementing regional in-stream facilities within select storm water facilities 
to capture urban pollutants in storm water passing through these facilities 
and has recently received approval of the Chollas Creek Dissolved Metals 
TMDL Implementation Plan which requires the City of San Diego and other 
responsible parties named in the TMDL to reduce dissolved copper.  Lead 
and zinc concentrations in Chollas Creek and its tributaries over a 20 year 
compliance schedule.
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X12
cont.

X13

X14

X15

X16

X.12. Storm water facility maintenance is not obligated to fund improvements 
contained in the Chollas Creek Enhancement Program (CCEP).  However, 
to the degree that wetland mitigation can be carried out within the Chollas 
Creek area without interfering with fl ood control, the City will place a priority 
on carrying out wetland enhancement and restoration efforts within Chollas 
Creek to help implement the CCEP.  In fact, the City has already been working 
with Groundwork San Diego to identify mitigation opportunities within the 
Chollas Creek watershed to compensate for maintenance impacts within the 
Pueblo San Diego HU.  

  Maintenance activities will help achieve the CCEP’s goal to control non-native 
plant species because they will be removed in the course of maintenance.  
Protocols #24 and #25 will control erosion after maintenance.  Lastly, a new 
protocol (#32) has been added to the MSWSMP to require invasive species 
to be removed in a manner that does not promote establishment of invasive 
species in area downstream of maintenance activities.  Lastly, the text has been 
modifi ed to specify the California Invasive Plant Council’s Invasive Plant 
Inventory to be used as basis for determining invasive plant species.

X.13. The CCEP is already including in the PEIR.  See list of other plans on page 
4.1-5 and Table 4.1-1 on page 4.1-45.

X.14. The footnotes indicating the nature of the various maintenance methodologies 
and the channel types have been added to Table 3.1-1 in the Final PEIR.

X.15. Removal of vegetation and sediment within Chollas Creek will improve the 
ability of the channel to convey fl ood water and reduce the amount of fl ooding 
events experienced by adjacent property owners.  However, due to the inability 
of the majority of the segments to convey much more than a 10-year storm 
event, fl ooding will still occur. 

X.16. The regular storm water maintenance that would occur pursuant to the proposed 
MSWSMP will help control the dense vegetation as well as to facilitate the 
removal of trash and debris, which are cited by the commenter as having a 
negative aesthetic impact.
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Y1

Y2

Y.1. The City will use existing utility access roads wherever possible.  It is 
motivated to use existing roads in order to reduce the cost of maintenance as 
well as reduce impacts to natural vegetation.

Y.2. As indicated in Response to Comment K.4, the City is no longer proposing 
maintenance in these portions of Rose Creek.  
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Z1

Z2

Z3

Z.1. City staff is unable to ascertain from the comment who on the distribution list 
did not receive a copy of the draft PEIR.  That being said, the City offers the 
following information regarding its requirements for public review of draft 
environmental documents pursuant to CEQA.  According to Section 15087 of 
CEQA, as the Lead Agency, the City is required to  provide public notice of 
the availability of a draft EIR at the same time it sends a notice of completion 
to the Offi ce of Planning and Research.  This notice is also mailed to the 
last known name and address of all organizations and individuals who have 
previously requested such notice in writing and is accomplished by at least 
one of three ways: public notice in a large circulation newspaper, posting of 
the notice on and off site in the area where the project is to be located or 
direct mailing (generally at the local branch library or by notifi cation to the 
recognized community planning group).  The City is also required to post the 
notice of availability for all environmental documents with the County Clerk, 
and additionally posts the notice on the City’s offi cial website where it remains 
for at least 30-days.

Z.2. The City believes that the use of the term “widening” is more appropriate than 
restoration.  In many cases, the natural drainages that provide storm water 
conveyance have a confi guration that refl ects the original condition.  While 
these drainages were adequate when they were originally created, development 
that has occurred within their watersheds have generated additional runoff that 
exceeds their original capacity.  Use of the term “restoration” would imply that 
the drainages were historically different than they are today. 

 
  As indicated in Response to Comment F.3, the City will consider channel 

widening as a means to achieve fl ood control goals.  Furthermore, it is the 
City’s intent to look for opportunities to mitigate within the same watershed as 
the impact, whenever possible.

Z.3. The References section of this document only includes references directly 
incorporated into and/or referred to in the text; as these documents and fi les 
are not referenced in the PEIR, they are not required to be included in the 
References section.
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AA1

AA2

AA3

AA4

AA5

AA6

AA7

AA8

AA.1. It is the City’s intent to identify mitigation opportunities within the same 
watershed as the impact, whenever possible.

AA.2. The City will consider including interpretive signage when the area is 
suffi ciently large and located near good public access.  Where sensitive 
wildlife may be adversely affected by human activities, signage would not be 
inappropriate.

AA.3. As indicated in Response to Comment F.4, the City acknowledges the role 
vegetation plays in reducing urban pollutants in storm water.

AA.4. On a case by case basis, IMPs will consider the approaches which were 
considered but rejected in the PEIR as alternatives to the overall proposed 
maintenance program.  As appropriate, the City will consider techniques to 
increase fl ood water capacity while leaving some or all of wetland vegetation, 
including but not limited to (1) adding berms or walls along the top of the 
channel, (2) diverting storm water into new channels or culverts, and/or 
(3) channel widening.  LID techniques carried out as a result of programs 
developed by the City’s Storm Water Pollution Protection Section may also 
help reduce the need for maintenance by reducing the amount of storm water 
reaching transport facilities.

AA.5. As discussed in Response to Comment F.4, the analysis of potential water 
quality effects related to storm water facility maintenance is adequate to 
identify the potential impacts and assess mitigation options.  This conclusion 
is based on two primary factors.  First, maintenance activities would not 
increase the amount of pollutants found within urban storm water facilities 
because the activities, in and of themselves, would not introduce substantial 
amounts of pollutants into the City’s drainage courses.  Second, the PEIR 
already acknowledges that maintenance activities may signifi cantly impact 
the ability of storm water facilities to function as urban pollutant fi ltration 
systems, and includes a general description of the types of pollutants found 
in the runoff carried by the City’s storm water facilities (refer to page 4.5-3).  
Furthermore, reduced pollutant fi ltration capacity would only occur in earthen-
bottom or concrete-lined facilities where substantial amounts of sediment and/
or vegetation have become established.  

  Although the pollutants found within individual storm water facilities and 
the effect of maintenance will vary, providing detailed quantifi cation of the 
specifi c types and levels of pollutants in each facility would be expensive and 
would not modify the conclusion of the PEIR that maintenance could impact 
the ability of storm water facilities to intercept runoff pollutants. 

 
AA.6. It is the City’s intent to look for opportunities to mitigate within the same 

watershed as the impact, whenever possible.

AA.7. The City intends to look for opportunities to restore and enhance wetlands in 
urban canyons.
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AA8
cont.

AA9

AA10

AA.8. Hydrology studies will be conducted as part of the process of preparing IMPs 
to determine how much vegetation and sedimentation must be removed to 
achieve fl ood protection goals.

AA.9. A new protocol (#32) has been added to the MSWSMP to require invasive 
species to be removed in a manner that does not promote establishment of 
invasive species in area downstream of maintenance activities.  In addition, 
maintenance will include removal of all invasive species located within the 
maintenance area.

AA.10. While the City would prefer to mitigate through restoration or enhancement, 
invasive species removal was included as a more cost-effective way to 
compensate for wetland impacts.  
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BB1 BB.1. As discussed in Response to Comment H.4, the Storm Water Pollution Protection 
Section within the City’s SWD is implementing a pro-active program to reduce 
urban pollutants generated outside the limits of the storm water facilities, 
including Low Impact Development (LID) methods.  In addition, the City is 
implementing regional in-stream facilities within select storm water facilities 
to capture urban pollutants in storm water passing through these facilities.
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CC1
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CC1
cont.

CC2

CC3

CC4

CC5

CC.1. The commenter is correct in noting the cost advantages of widening channels 
to allow them to adequately convey fl ood water without requiring periodic 
removal of vegetation.  However, adjacent development is expected to make 
widening economically and socially infeasible for the majority of the urban 
storm water facilities included in the MSWSMP.  As a result, the PEIR 
appropriately rejected channel widening as a general alternative to removal 
of vegetation and sediment.  However, the City will look for opportunities to 
widen channels on a case-by-case basis when it prepares IMPs, as mandated 
by the MSWSMP.  

CC.2. Defi ning adequate fl ood control can only be done on a segment by segment 
basis.  A determination of fl ood needs must take into account the ability of the 
facility to convey fl ood water control and the nature of the adjacent land uses.  
Such a determination will be made during the CD process of each facility 
before maintenance would occur.  

  In preparing IMPs, the City will complete hydrology studies and install 
downstream erosion control measures, as appropriate, to reduce downstream 
impacts associated with maintenance.

CC.3. As discussed in Response to Comment I.10, the City intends to explore 
opportunities to work with local citizens and conservation groups to assist with 
restoration and enhancement activities carried out to compensate for impacts.  
Such activities would likely include invasive species removal, as indicted 
in the comment.  However, maintenance activities would normally require 
removal of all vegetation including natives to adequately convey fl ood water.  
To the degree the City’s regulations and insurance requirements allow as well 
as the degree to which the public is willing to donate time, citizens will be 
offered an opportunity to assist with hand-clearing of storm water facilities.

CC.4. As discussed in Response to Comment F.2, the MSWSMP has been amended 
to require Process Two review for a maintenance activity that meets any of the 
following criteria:  (1) the activity is located within the Coastal Zone; (2) the 
wetland impacts associated of the individual activity would exceed the estimate 
contained in the PEIR; or (3) the activity requires construction of a new access 
route that would disturb more than 0.25-acre of native vegetation.  Given the 
fact that the majority of the maintenance activities are expected to be consistent 
with the assumptions of the PEIR and the relatively straightforward nature 
of the issues, the 60-day review suggested in the comment is not considered 
warranted.  Therefore, review under Process Two will assure an adequate 
opportunity to comment on activities which are not within the assumptions 
used in the PEIR analysis.
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CC.5. The fact that many of the individual upland habitat impacts may be less than 
an acre does not mean that there will be no mitigation for these impacts.  As 
noted by the commenter, the City will be required to make a proportionate 
contribution of funds to the City’s HAF for all impacts, no matter how small.  
The HAF is considered the best way to mitigate for these minimal impacts.  
The HAF is specifi cally designed to collect money for small impacts in order 
to facilitate acquisition and preservation of larger areas of natural habitat 
which have a higher wildlife value.  
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CC6

CC7

CC8

CC.6. It is the City’s intent to compensate for wetland impacts within the same 
watershed as the impact, whenever possible.

CC.7. On an annual basis, the City will prepare a mitigation plan for the impacts 
associated with each series of annual maintenance activities in accordance 
with the CD process.  The proposed mitigation program must be reviewed 
and approved by state and federal Resource Agencies prior to carrying out the 
proposed maintenance.  The mitigation program will be a public document 
which can also be reviewed by interested local citizens and conservation 
groups.

CC.8. As a commenter, your name will be included as interested party.


