Poomacha Harris Witch FIRE
Cost/Risk Analysis – Watershed Treatments

Part 1. Treatment Cost

	Treatments
	Cost

	BIA Maintain Sediment Basins
	$90,000

	BIA Flood Hazard Signs
	$3,220

	BIA Sandbag UV Protection
	$4,500

	BIA Structure Protection
	$249,800

	BIA Bank Stabilization
	$361,778

	BIA Channel Debris Cleanout
	$42,462

	BIA Culvert Cleaning
	$135,840

	BIA Culvert Removal/Replacement
	$109,210

	BIA Early Warning System
	$387,323

	BIA Interception Ditch Cleaning
	$6,176

	BIA Irrigation System Maintenance
	$16,553

	BIA Low Water Crossing
	$4,270

	BIA Road Debris Removal
	$359,440

	
	

	BLM Flood Hazard Signs
	$2,208

	
	

	FWS Construct Asphalt Water Bar
	$4,000

	FWS Place Road Drain Outlets
	$3,840

	FWS Flood Hazard Signs
	$414

	FWS Spillway Repair
	$15,812

	FWS Road Re-Contouring
	$1,450

	FWS Road Debris Removal
	$11,080

	
	

	Total
	$1,797,898

	
	


Part 2. Probability of Rehabilitation Treatments Successfully Meeting ESR Objectives
	Treatments
	Units
	%

	BIA Maintain Sediment Basins
	30 sites
	50

	BIA Flood Hazard Signs
	20 signs
	80

	BIA Sandbag UV Protection
	2000 linear feet
	95

	BIA Structure Protection
	30,500 sandbags

350 K rails

46 sites
	95

	BIA Bank Stabilization
	1 site
	85

	BIA Channel Debris Cleanout
	6 sites
	85

	BIA Culvert Cleaning
	133 sites
	85

	BIA Culvert Removal/Replacement
	20 sites
	90

	BIA Early Warning System
	1 system

4 communities
	95

	BIA Interception Ditch Cleaning
	4,100 linear feet
	80

	BIA Irrigation System Maintenance
	3 sites

4 flood events
	90

	BIA Low Water Crossing
	1 site
	95

	BIA Road Debris Removal
	5 sites

4 flood events
	85

	
	
	

	BLM Flood Hazard Signs
	8 signs
	80

	
	
	

	FWS Construct Asphalt Water Bar
	5 sites
	90

	FWS Place Road Drain Outlets
	3 sites
	90

	FWS Flood Hazard Signs
	2 signs
	80

	FWS Spillway Repair
	1 site
	90

	FWS Road Re-Contouring
	1 site
	95

	FWS Road Debris Removal
	1 site

4 flood events
	85

	
	
	


Risk of Resource Value Loss or Damage

No Action-Treatment Not Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	
	X
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	
	X
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	
	X
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	X
	
	

	Roads
	
	
	
	X


Proposed Action  Treatments Successfully Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	X
	
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	
	X
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	X
	
	

	Roads
	
	
	X
	


PART 3. SUMMARY
1. Are the risks to natural resources and private property acceptable as a result of the fire if the following actions are taken?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ]  Rationale for Answer:
Maintain Sediment Basin (BIA) allows for basins to be cleared of sediment prior to the first damaging rain event.  Following storm events these structures may need to further cleaning.  Completing this task will reduce downstream sediment delivery.
Remove Channel riprap (BIA) will remove the large boulders that were placed in channels upstream of culverts to prevent woody debris from plugging inlets.  However this has slowed velocities and the stream deposits sediment in the channel at the culverts and plugs them.  Removal of the large boulders will keep the sediment moving down the channel and overall reduce the risk of culvert plugging.

Flood Hazard Signs (BIA, BLM, & FWS) will install signs necessary to warn the public of the high risk of flooding across roadways that have been identified within and downstream from the burned area.  
Sandbag UV Protection (BIA) will protect Sandbag treatments which often fail, as seen in the treatments from the 2003 Southern California fires, due to sun light exposure deterioration of the bags.  Spray painting the installed sandbags will extend the useful life of the treatments past the second rainy season.
Structure Protection (BIA) will include Sandbags and K rails to help protect at-risk structures that have been identified on Indian trust lands.  This protection will assist in preventing the lost of lives and property damage.
Bank Stabilization (BIA) will remove used tires in the drainage channel which have created a mosquito vector and fire hazard.  An engineered bank stabilization treatment will replace the tires and safely withstand the flows expected from the post fire canyon The tires are stabilizing the bank directly below an irrigation district reservoir used agricultural water supply for the Pauma Reservation and have washed down the channel during past large storm events onto Pauma Reservation creating health and safety hazards.

Channel Debris Cleanout (BIA) will remove floatable debris from portions of flood prone channels.  The completion of this task will eliminate obstructions that could block culverts or divert flow out of the channel effecting unforeseen lives and property.
Culvert Cleaning (BIA) will provide for cleaning of debris from culverts on Indian trust land.  During storm events, debris can be expected to accumulate in culvert inlet areas leading to road overtopping and road and stream impact.
Culvert Removal/Replacement (BIA) will is prescribed to increase culvert size in areas that exhibited moderate to high increase in runoff potential.  Culverts are proposed for new installation, replacement of damaged culverts, and upsizing culverts that are too small for post fire runoff events.  Existing culverts will be outhauled and properly disposed of.  All installations will be completed under guidelines of applicable permits.
Early Warning System (BIA) will warn the public in the Pala, Pauma and Rincon communities to prepare for eminent flooding to occur within their communities from the burned area.  This system will help prevent the loss of lives and property damage.
Interception Ditch Cleaning (BIA) will reduce the chances of debris flow and sediment will clog these ditches and impact resources at the base of the cut slopes such as roads and homes. These concrete lined ditches capture overland flow and sediment to prevent gullies from forming on cut slopes.

Irrigation System Maintenance (BIA) will prevent damage to the stream diversions and pipelines used for irrigating pasturelands and family gardens on the La Jolla Reservation.  The increase in ash and sediment post fire will require additional cleanout of at the diversions and flushing of the pipelines to prevent clogging.

Low Water Crossing (BIA) will allow for flood flows to pass over roadways and minimize additional sediment from road fill into the stream channels.  These structures will maximize the capability of the unpaved road to handle high flood flows.  Hardening the fill within the crossing will minimize potential failure of the road structure.
Road Debris (BIA, FWS) provides for the cleaning of sediment and debris from roadways following major runoff events.  Low-water crossings, culverts, and other sections of roadways can be expected to flood.  Flood events may erode road crossings or deposit sediment and debris on the roadway, making the road impassible and unsafe for vehicle travel.
Construct Asphalt Water Bar (FWS) and Place Road Drain Outlets (FWS) will provide for safe and non erosive discharge of increased flows that are to be expected over San Miguel Peak Road.  Installation of additional drain outlets and asphalt water bars will help to control flood waters and sediment that could make the road impassible and unsafe for vehicle travel.
Spillway Repair (FWS) will prevent the loss of open water, and shore line /riparian habitat in the pond area from damage from failure of the spillway.  The drainage into the pond will increase due to loss from the fire of the vegetative cover.  These increased erosion and sedimentation will damage the perennial wetland habitat and the downstream urban stream channel with abutting homes and newly constructed tollroad.
Road Re-contouring (FWS) will provides for road removal in key areas where legacy roads are located directly within the floodplain of Mill Creek or tributaries to Mill Creek.  There are 10.3 miles of road identified for reclamation.  This recommendation will more than double floodplain width in headwater streams and increase conveyance capacity for post-fire peak flow increases.  This recommendation will also increase floodplain sediment storage areas.  All proposed roads are located below high burn severity zones.
No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ x ] 
Rational for answer: 
No action for road related treatments (Maintain Sediment Basin (BIA), Remove Channel riprap (BIA), Flood Hazard Signs (BIA, BLM, & FWS), Culvert Cleaning (BIA), Culvert Removal/Replacement (BIA), Interception Ditch Cleaning (BIA), Road Debris (BIA, FWS), Low Water Crossing (BIA), Construct Asphalt Water Bar (FWS), Place Road Drain Outlets (FWS), and Road Re-contouring (FWS)) will increase the risk for loss of life and property damage substantial for post fire flooding, sedimentation, and debris flows on or near roads.  These treatments will maintain safe travel and insure that debris from post fire flood events does not block water passage and as a result damage down gradient culverts and roadways.
No action on the treatments (Sandbag UV Protection (BIA), Structure Protection (BIA), Early Warning System (BIA), and Channel Debris Cleanout (BIA)) will increase the risk to loss of life and property damage in Indian trust lands.  The treatments are needed to insure that debris and water from post fire flood events does not damage homes and minimize post flooding health effects.
No action on the treatments (Bank Stabilization (BIA) and Irrigation System Maintenance (BIA)) will increase the risk of failure of the irrigation system associated with these treatments will would result in crop and subsistence farming losses.  

No action on Spillway Repair (FWS)) will increase the risk to property damage in the urban environment downstream of the Mother Miguel Pond located on the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge.
Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]
No [   ] 
Rationale for answer: 
There are no other economically feasible alternatives to the other treatments listed above in item 1of proposed actions.
2. Is the probability of success of the proposed action, alternatives or no action acceptable given their costs?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ] 
Rational for answer: 

Maintain Sediment Basin (BIA), Remove Channel riprap (BIA), Flood Hazard Signs (BIA, BLM, & FWS), Culvert Cleaning (BIA), Culvert Removal/Replacement (BIA), Interception Ditch Cleaning (BIA), Road Debris (BIA, FWS), Low Water Crossing (BIA), Construct Asphalt Water Bar (FWS), Place Road Drain Outlets (FWS), Road Re-contouring (FWS) will provide for the cleaning of sediment and debris from roadways following the fire and major runoff events making the roads passable and safe for vehicle travel. Cost of these treatments to provide protection to roadways is acceptable.
Sandbag UV Protection (BIA), Structure Protection (BIA), Early Warning System (BIA), Channel Debris Cleanout (BIA) will increase the level of protection to property and life. Cost of these treatments to provide protection to property is acceptable.
Bank Stabilization (BIA) and Irrigation System Maintenance (BIA) will protect the infrastructure from damage and the loss of crop productivity by providing a reliable agricultural water supply.  Cost of these treatments to provide protection to property is acceptable.
Spillway Repair (FWS) will decrease the risk of damage from sedimentation and flows to the downstream urban stream and abutting homes.  Cost of these treatments to provide protection to property is acceptable.
No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ x ] Rational for answer:

Maintain Sediment Basin (BIA), Remove Channel riprap (BIA), Flood Hazard Signs (BIA, BLM, & FWS), Culvert Cleaning (BIA), Culvert Removal/Replacement (BIA), Interception Ditch Cleaning (BIA), Road Debris (BIA, FWS), Low Water Crossing (BIA), Construct Asphalt Water Bar (FWS), Place Road Drain Outlets (FWS), Road Re-contouring (FWS), Sandbag UV Protection (BIA), Structure Protection (BIA), Early Warning System (BIA), Channel Debris Cleanout (BIA), Bank Stabilization (BIA) and Irrigation System Maintenance (BIA),and Spillway Repair (FWS).  No action will create potential community wide and also specific financial hardships that could be prevent or greatly lessened with these treatments.
Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]
No [ X ] Rationale for answer: None
3. Which approach will most cost-effectively and successfully attain the Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation objectives and therefore is recommended for implementation from a Cost/Risk Analysis standpoint?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ]    No [   ] Rational for answer:
Maintain Sediment Basin (BIA), Remove Channel riprap (BIA), Flood Hazard Signs (BIA, BLM, & FWS), Culvert Cleaning (BIA), Culvert Removal/Replacement (BIA), Interception Ditch Cleaning (BIA), Road Debris (BIA, FWS), Low Water Crossing (BIA), Construct Asphalt Water Bar (FWS), Place Road Drain Outlets (FWS), Road Re-contouring (FWS), Sandbag UV Protection (BIA), Structure Protection (BIA), Early Warning System (BIA), Channel Debris Cleanout (BIA), Bank Stabilization (BIA) and Irrigation System Maintenance (BIA),and Spillway Repair (FWS)are treatments identified in part F, Specifications will meet the objectives of the Burned Area Emergency Response policy and program.  In addition, the treatments recommended for implementation meet the issues identified by the Pala, Pauma, Rincon, Mesa Grande, and La Jolla Tribes; Bureau of Indian Affairs – Southern California Agency; Bureau of Land Management – Palm Springs – South Coast Field Office; and the Fish and Wildlife Service - San Diego National Wildlife Refuge.
2007 SOCAL FIRES 

Cost/Risk Analysis – Vegetation Treatments

Part 1. Treatment Cost

	Treatments
	Cost

	BIA Tree Hazard Identification – La Jolla Reservation
	$1,425 

	BIA Tree Hazard Mitigation – La Jolla Reservation
	$11,893 

	BIA Invasive Species Assessment
	$7,348

	BIA Invasive Species Control
	$6,734 

	BIA Protective Fence
	$76,332 

	BIA Invasive Species Control Monitoring
	$682 

	BLM Critical Habitat Seeding 
	$219,040

	BLM Invasive Species Assessment
	$6,008

	BLM Invasive Weeds Treatment
	$68,021

	BLM Protective Fencing
	$31,438

	BLM Critical Habitat Seeding Effectiveness Monitoring 
	$26,980

	BLM Invasive Species Control Effectiveness Monitoring
	$36,660

	FWS Invasive Species Control
	$246,426

	FWS Invasive Species Control Monitoring
	$69,024

	FWS Reseeding in CGN Critical Habitat
	$136,258

	FWS Reseeding in QCB Critical Habitat
	$56,408

	FWS Tamarisk Control in Riparian Areas
	$12,528

	FWS Tree Hazard Mitigation
	$2,878

	FWS Temporary Protective Fence
	$279,414

	FWS Boundary Fence Replacement
	$7,966

	FWS Interior Fence Removal
	$149,260

	
	

	Total
	$1,417,739


Part 2. Probability of Emergency Stabilization Treatments Successfully Meeting ESR Objectives
	Treatments
	Units
	%

	BIA Tree Hazard Identification – La Jolla Reservation
	150 mile of road 
	100% 

	BIA Tree Hazard Mitigation – La Jolla Reservation
	Approx 25 trees 
	100%

	BIA Invasive Species Control
	35 Acres
	75%

	BIA Protective Fence
	5.9 Miles
	80%

	BIA Invasive Species Control Monitoring
	35 Acres
	100%

	BLM Critical Habitat Seeding 
	300 Acres
	45%

	BLM Invasive Species Assessment
	21,966 Acres
	100%

	BLM Invasive Weeds Treatment
	608 Acres 
	 85%

	BLM Protective Fencing
	2.03 miles 
	 90%

	BLM Critical Habitat Seeding Effectiveness Monitoring 
	300 Acres 3 Times  
	100%

	BLM Invasive Species Control Effectiveness Monitoring
	560 Acres
	100%

	FWS Invasive Species Control
	3,023 Acres
	85%

	FWS Invasive Species Control Monitoring
	64 Surveys
	100%

	FWS Reseeding in CGN Critical Habitat
	3,023 Acres
	45%

	FWS Reseeding in QCB Critical Habitat
	1,089 Acres
	45%

	FWS Tamarisk Control in Riparian Areas
	9 Acres
	85%

	FWS Tree Hazard Mitigation
	8 Trees
	100%

	FWS Temporary Protective Fence
	22.4 Miles
	80%

	FWS Boundary Fence Replacement
	11.7 Miles
	80%

	FWS Interior Fence Removal
	2.5 Miles
	100%


Risk of Resource Value Loss or Damage

No Action-Treatment Not Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	
	X
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	
	X
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	X
	
	


	Roads
	
	
	
	X


Proposed Action  Treatments Successfully Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	X
	
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	
	X
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	X
	
	

	Roads
	
	X
	
	


PART 3. SUMMARY
4. Are the risks to natural resources and private property acceptable as a result of the fire if the following actions are taken?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ]  Rationale for Answer:





Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – Identifying and removing tree hazards minimizes risk of loss of property or loss of life.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – Identification and treatment of invasive species reasonably minimizes potential loss of critical habitat for listed species. Boundary, Protective Fencing – Ensures that public is kept out of areas to allow those areas to recover.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Seeding is necessary to get Coastal Gnatcatcher and Quino Checkerpot Butterfly critical habitat functioning quickly.  

No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ x ] 
Rational for answer: 





Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – Allowing tree hazards to remain in place pose too great a risk to public safety.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – Allowing invasive species to occupy critical habitat would result in altered environment and a loss of critical habitat. Boundary, Protective Fencing – Without the protective fencing, damage from off-road-vehicles and other traffic would delay or stop habitat recovery.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Without seeding, critical habitat recovery would be greatly delayed.  
Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]
No [ X  ] 
Rationale for answer: 
5. Is the probability of success of the proposed action, alternatives or no action acceptable given their costs?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ] 
Rational for answer: 





Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – Costs are necessary to ensure public safety.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – Costs are necessary to limit loss of critical habitat. Boundary, Protective Fencing – Costs are necessary to ensure the recovery of critical habitat.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Costs are necessary to ensure the recovery of critical habitat.
No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ x ] Rational for answer:

Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – The probability of someone getting injured or killed is too great not to spend the money to mitigate tree hazards.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – The probability of invasive species invading and occupying critical habitat is almost a certainty with a resulting loss of habitat.  Boundary, Protective Fencing – The probability of further damage from unauthorized vehicles and other traffic is high.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Critical habitat is necessary to ensure the survival of the species.  Not seeding will delay the recovery time of the critical habitat further putting in jeopardy the listed species.

Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]
No [ X ] Rationale for answer: None
6. Which approach will most cost-effectively and successfully attain the Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation objectives and therefore is recommended for implementation from a Cost/Risk Analysis standpoint?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ]    No [   ] Rational for answer:

Tree Hazard Identification & Mitigation – Assessing and treating tree hazards is the most successful approach given the cost.  Invasive Species Assessment, Treatment & Monitoring – Precluding invasive species from becoming established in critical habitat areas is necessary to ensure that the habitat is maintained.   Boundary, Protective Fencing – The probability of further damage from unauthorized vehicles and other traffic is too high to allow the loss of critical habitat.  Critical Habitat Seeding & Effectiveness Monitoring – Critical habitat is necessary to ensure the survival of the species.  Not seeding will delay the recovery time of the critical habitat further putting in jeopardy the listed species.

2007 SOCAL FIRES

Cost/Risk Analysis – Cultural Resource Treatments

Part 1. Treatment Cost

	Treatments
	Cost

	Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation – BIA
	$759.

	Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation – BIA 
	$27,350.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	Total
	$28,109.


Part 2. Probability of Rehabilitation Treatments Successfully Meeting ESR Objectives
	Treatments
	Units
	%

	Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation – BIA
	1 Archaeological site; 2 Post-fire runoff events
	
80%

	Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation – BIA
	1 Archaeological site;  2 Post-fire runoff events
	90%

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Risk of Resource Value Loss or Damage

No Action-Treatment Not Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	X
	
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	
	X
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	
	
	X

	Roads
	
	X
	
	


Proposed Action  Treatments Successfully Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	X
	
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	X
	
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	X
	
	

	Roads
	
	X
	
	


PART 3. SUMMARY
7. Are the risks to natural resources and private property acceptable as a result of the fire if the following actions are taken?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ]  Rationale for Answer:





Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation - BIA 




Removal of vegetation in the watershed above this archaeological site will cause significant increased flows in the creek adjacent to the site. Placement of sand bags between the creek and the site is necessary to prevent erosion of midden deposits within the site that would result from post-fire runoff events. 
Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation – BIA 
It is critical to stabilize the portion of the archaeological site located on the 10-35% range of slope gradients within the site boundary. High vegetation mortality within this portion of the site, steep slopes and accumulations of ash has made this site unstable and subject to erosion during significant runoff events.  

No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ x ] 
Rational for answer: Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation – BIA is necessary to protect one of the Tribe’s most culturally sensitive areas.  Without this treatment, the site may be subject to irreparable damage from high velocity runoff events that would unacceptably compromise a resource that is of extreme value to the Tribe.  Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation – is necessary to stabilize cultural deposits on a large and unique site that is of extremely high cultural sensitivity to the Tribe.  Unless this treatment is implemented, there is no mechanism in place, until vegetation has been re-established, that can slow the downslope movement of cultural deposits (midden) and the associated artifact assemblages and non-stationary cultural features that may include burials. 
Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]
No [ x ] 
Rationale for answer: Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation – 




BIA  An alternative to placing sandbags along the 35 feet breach in the natural berm above the creek is to substitute K-rails.  However, because of poor access to the site it was determined that the K-rails could not be delivered to the treatment location.  Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation – BIA Placement of sandbags was considered as an alternative to the use of straw wattles.  This alternative was discounted for several reasons: 1) The extent of the treatment area is large and would render the use of sandbags impractical, 2) Transport of the number of sandbags needed to implement the treatment up the Gomez Truck Trail would be labor intensive.  3) Subsequent removal of the sandbags off site would be problematic.  4) Tribal cultural resources specialists did not the support the idea of bringing sandbags onto the site.
8. Is the probability of success of the proposed action, alternatives or no action acceptable given their costs?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ] 
Rational for answer: 





Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation - BIA This is a low-cost treatment that has a high probability of success and is therefore acceptable.  Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation – BIA This is a moderately low-cost treatment.  Given the high probability of success, the cost is acceptable.
No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ x ] Rational for answer:





Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation - BIA No action will expose a high value resource for the local Indian community to an unacceptable probability of risk from post-fire runoff events that would result in irreparable degradation.  Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation – BIA No action will unnecessarily render a high-value cultural resource for the local Indian community to unacceptable levels of erosion that would result in irreparable damage to site constituents, including the potential of exposing burial locations.
Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]
No [ X ] Rationale for answer: Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation – BIA Placement of K-rails in substation for sandbags would unacceptably increase costs over the proposed action, and would be a difficult treatment to implement due to poor access to the site.  Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation – BIA  Placement of sandbags in lieu of straw wattles would likely be a more costly treatment given the number of sandbags needed to treat the site, the labor intensive nature of transport and removal, and the social costs to the Tribe for implementing a treatment which they do not support.
9. Which approach will most cost-effectively and successfully attain the Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation objectives and therefore is recommended for implementation from a Cost/Risk Analysis standpoint?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ]    No [   ] Rational for answer:



  Archaeological Site Protection – La Jolla Reservation – BIA and Archaeological Site Stabilization – Pauma Reservation - BIA are treatments identified in part F.  Specifications will meet the objectives of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation policy and program.  In addition, the treatments recommended for implementation address the issues identified by the La Jolla and Pauma Bands of Luiseno Indians.
Poomacha HARRIS WITCH FIRE
Cost/Risk Analysis – Facility and Public Safety Treatments

Part 1. Treatment Cost

	Treatments
	Cost

	3-Power Poles/Lines Repair (BIA)
	$14,700

	13-Guardrail/Signs Replacement (BIA)
	$416,350

	3-Mine and Well Safety (BLM)
	$18,273

	4-Habitat Closure Signs (BLM)
	$17,786

	12-Replace Boundary/Closure Signs (FWS)
	$38,437

	19-Replace RAWS (FWS)
	$12,148

	20-Replace Suppression Water System (FWS)
	$55,198

	21-Replace Repeater (FWS)
	$27,593

	22-Replace Safety Signs and Guardrails (FWS)
	$262,618

	Total
	$863,103


Part 2. Probability of Emergency Stabilization Treatments Successfully Meeting ES Objectives
	Treatments
	Units
	%

	3-Power Poles/Line Repair (BIA)
	Job (1)
	100

	13-Guardrail/Signs Replacement (BIA)
	Feet (2,100)

Posts/Signs (79)
	100
100

	3-Mine and Well Safety (BLM)
	Sites (4)
	100

	4-Habitat Closure Signs (BLM)
	Signs (532)
	90

	12-Replace Boundary/Closure Signs (FWS)
	Signs (800)
	95

	19-Replace RAWS (FWS)
	RAWS (1)
	100

	20-Replace Suppression Water Systems (FWS)
	Water System (2)
	100

	21-Replace Repeater (FWS)
	Repeater (1)
	100

	22-Replace Safety Signs and Guardrails (FWS)
	Signs (1132)

Feet (915)
	100


Risk of Resource Value Loss or Damage

No Action-Treatment Not Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	
	
	X

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	
	X
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	X
	
	

	Cultural Resources
	
	X
	
	

	Natural Resources
	
	
	X
	

	Roads
	
	X
	
	


Proposed Action  Treatments Successfully Implemented (check one)
	Resource Value
	None
	Low
	Mid
	High

	Lives
	
	X
	
	

	Residential & Commercial Property
	
	X
	
	

	Water Quality & Soil Productivity
	
	X
	
	

	Cultural Resources
	X
	
	
	

	Natural Resources
	X
	
	
	

	Roads
	X
	
	
	


PART 3. SUMMARY
10. Are the risks to life and property and critical natural and cultural resources as a result of the fire acceptable if the following actions are taken?

Proposed Action Yes [ X ] No [   ]  Rationale for Answer:

Power Poles/Lines Repair (BIA) treatment will allow the Rincon Reservation domestic water supply to return to normal operation.  The system provides domestic water for approximately 200 homes.  The damage to the lines and poles from the Poomacha Fire has shut down the normal system and one of two primary water pumps is currently running on power supplied by an emergency generator.  

Guardrail/Signs Replacement (BIA) and Replace Safety Signs and Guardrails (FWS) will help protect La Jolla Indian Reservation residents and travelers along the Mount Miguel Road from injury, loss of life, and property damage (to vehicles).  The existing guardrails and traffic warning signs were damaged/destroyed by the Poomacha Fire (BIA) and Harris Fire (FWS), creating a significant human safety risk. 

Mine and Well Safety (BLM) The fabrication and placement of metal gates at mine openings will exclude human entry into these hazardous underground openings, while allowing access for rare bats and other wildlife.  Well covers will prevent humans and animals from the drowning.

Habitat Closure Signs (BLM)  will protect critical Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat from damage resulting from off-road vehicles.
Replace Boundary/Closure Signs (FWS) the replacement of boundary and closure signs will meet agency objectives, while posing no risk to natural or cultural resources.

Replace Remote Automated Weather Station (FWS),  Replace Suppression Water System (FWS), and Replace Repeater are systems essential to providing basic wildland firefighting capability, and without them would jeopardize firefighter safety. 
No Action
Yes [   ]
No [ X ]    Rational for answer: 

Power Poles/Lines Repair (BIA): The Rincon Reservation domestic water supply would continue to operate on emergency power and the normal system would continue to be non-functional.  

Guardrail/Signs Replacement (BIA) and Replace Safety Signs and Guardrails (FWS) Residents of the La Jolla Indian Reservation and visitor to the San Diego National Wildlife Refuge would continue to be at risk of injury, loss of life, and property damage due to fire damage to road safety infrastructure. 

Mine and Well Safety (BLM)  Mine and well closures are necessary to protect human life.

Habitat Closure Signs (BLM) marking the boundary of critical habitat would not be installed leading to the vegetation degradation from off-road vehicles that could imperil the extremely rare Quino checkerspot butterfly.

Replace Boundary/Closure Signs (FWS) The risks to natural and cultural resources are not acceptable.  Visitors driving off-road would be unaware of the refuge boundary and would be entering rough uneven terrain where roll-overs and other accidents could result in serious injury and significant resource damage.

Replace Remote Automated Weather Station (FWS),  Replace Suppression Water System (FWS), and Replace Repeater these firefighting systems are essential mission critical facilites.
Alternative(s)     Yes [   ]  No [ X ]  Rationale for answer: 
There are no other economically feasible alternatives to the other treatments listed above in item 1of proposed actions.

11. Is the probability of success of the proposed action, alternatives or no action acceptable given their costs?

Proposed Action Yes [ X ] No [   ]  Rational for answer: 

Power Poles/Lines Repair (BIA) is the least expensive alternative considered for return to normal operations for the domestic water system.  The cost is minimal compared to the long term benefit.  Currently, the Tribe is expending approximately $200/day for diesel fuel to run the emergency generator.  In terms of fuel costs, this treatment will pay for itself in approximately 75 days.    

Guardrail/Signs Replacement (BIA) and Replace Safety Signs and Guardrails (FWS) The safety benefits to residents and visitors to the La Jolla Indian Reservation and San Diego National Wildlife Refuge would far outweigh the material cost of this treatment.  Furthermore, new guardrail posts will be metal rather than the previous wood, and will be more resistant to wildfire in any future incidents. 

Mine and Well Safety (BLM) These closures will be very effective in preventing access to these extremely dangerous environments.  The costs are necessary to protect human life. 
Habitat Closure Signs (BLM) Though there is a moderate probability of success in protecting critical habitat from off-road vehicle impacts, the identification of sensitive areas and increased law enforcement patrols should support recovery efforts for the endangered butterfly.

Replace Boundary/Closure Signs (FWS) closure sign costs are based on FWS Real Property Inventory and the local expense for labor and materials.

Replace Remote Automated Weather Station (FWS),  Replace Suppression Water System (FWS), and Replace Repeater are essential fire fighting systems.  Cost of these systems to provide for fire fighter safety and resource protection is acceptable.
No Action    Yes [   ]
No [ X ] Rational for answer:

Power Poles/Lines Repair (BIA): During just a one-year period, the Rincon Reservation would incur additional energy expenses of approximately $73,000 due to damage to the normal water power supply system.  

Guardrail/Signs Replacement (BIA) and Replace Safety Signs and Guardrails (FWS) Should residents and/or visitors to the La Jolla Indian Reservation and San Diego National Wildlife Refuge be involved in vehicular accidents associated with fire damage to road safety infrastructure, the potentially devastating human and monetary effects would be an unacceptable trade-off. 

Mine and Well Safety (BLM)  Should visitors enter these hazards, injury or death are a very real possibly.
Habitat Closure Signs (BLM) The lack of signage will hamper law enforcement efforts to prevent off-road vehicle encroachment, which could lead to further degradation of critical habitat. 

Replace Boundary/Closure Signs (FWS) Signs will delineate government property boundary in a densely populated area known for serious encroachment issues, therefore, open boundaries would not meet agency objectives to protect sensitive resources while providing visitor safety.

Replace Remote Automated Weather Station (FWS),  Replace Suppression Water System (FWS), and Replace Repeater No action will compromise firefighter safety which could be prevent or greatly lessened by replacing these systems
3.
Which approach will most cost-effectively and successfully attain the Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation objectives and therefore is recommended for implementation from a Cost/Risk Analysis standpoint?

Proposed Action Yes [ x ] No [   ]  Rational for answer: 

Power Poles/Lines Repair (BIA), Guardrail/Signs Replacement (BIA), and Replace Safety Signs and Guardrails (FWS) are all treatments where the estimated costs are anticipated to far outweigh the associated risk of the NO Action Alternative.  

Mine and Well Safety (BLM)  No Action will not meet human health and safety objectives, and could lead to serious injury or death.
Habitat Closure Signs (BLM) and Replace Boundary/Closure Signs (FWS) It is very likely that the no action alternative would result in substantial off-road vehicle use and damage to critical species habitat, further stressing critical habitat for rare species.  The proposed action has a high probability of protecting natural resources at risk while achieving the emergency stabilization objectives for natural resources and therefore is recommended for implementation.

Replace Remote Automated Weather Station (FWS),  Replace Suppression Water System (FWS), and Replace Repeater are replacing systems identified in part F, Specifications which will meet the objectives of the Burned Area Emergency Response policy and program.  In addition, the replacement of these systems recommended for implementation meet the issues identified by the Fish and Wildlife Service - San Diego National Wildlife Refuge.
