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The SDAPCD’s RAQS was adopted in 1992 and updated several times. The 2009 RAQS update
incorporated minor changes compared to the prior 2004 update and mostly clarifies and enhances emission
reductions by implementing new VOC and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) reduction measures. The criteria
pollutant standards identified in the RAQS are attained when each monitoring station in the San Diego Air
Basin has reported no exceedances during the previous three calendar years. A complete listing of the
current attainment status with respect to both federal and State standards by pollutants for San Diego County
is shown in Table 4.2-3, San Diego County Air Basin Attainment Status by Pollutant. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 8)
The air quality pollutant projections and O3 attainment strategy identified in the RAQS are largely based on
population predictions published by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). Development
projects that would produce less intense development than predicted by SANDAG’s regional growth
estimates would generally conform to the RAQS. Conversely, development projects that would create more
intense development than projected by SANDAG would have the potential to conflict with the SDAPCD’s
ability to meet the air quality attainment goals specified in the RAQS, especially if the development project
would produce air pollutant emissions in excess of the SDAPCD’s daily emission standards.(Ldn, 2016a, p.
8)
Table 4.2-3

1.
2.
3.

San Diego County Air Basin Attainment Status by Pollutant

Data reflects status as of March 19, 2009.
Unclassified; indicates data are not sufficient for determining attainment or nonattainment.
Maintenance Area (defined by U.S. Department of Transportation) is any geographic region of the United States previously
designated nonattainment pursuant to the CAA Amendments of 1990 and subsequently redesignated to attainment subject to
the requirement to develop a maintenance plan under section 175A of the CAA, as amended.

(Ldn, 2016a, Table 2.2)
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SDAPCD Rules 20.2, 20.3, and 1200

The SDAPCD’s Rules 20.2 and 20.3 establish guidance and significance thresholds for new or modified
stationary sources of air pollution. SDAPCD Rules do not, however, provide quantitative thresholds for
determining the significance of construction-related emissions (fugitive emissions) or mobile source-related
air pollutant emissions. Regardless, the air pollutant triggers specified in SDAPCD Rules 20.2 and 20.3 can
be applied for comparative purposes to evaluate the increase in air pollutant emissions that would be
discharged into the SDAB from proposed development projects. The increase in air pollutant emissions are
evaluated for various sources, including stationary, fugitive, and mobile source emissions from proposed
development projects. SDAPCD Rule 20.2 outlines hourly, daily, and yearly Screening Level Thresholds
(SLTs) (for stationary-source emissions). Stationary sources are sources of air quality pollutants that occur
in a fixed location, such as heavy manufacturing uses. SDAPCD Rule 20.2 states that any project which
results in an emissions increase equal to or greater than any of these levels must: (SDAPCD, 1998)
“demonstrate through an AQIA . . . that the project will not (A) cause a violation of a State
or national ambient air quality standard anywhere that does not already exceed such
standard, nor (B) cause additional violations of a national ambient air quality standard
anywhere the standard is already being exceeded, nor (C) cause additional violations of a
State ambient air quality standard anywhere the standard is already being exceeded, nor (D)
prevent or interfere with the attainment or maintenance of any State or national ambient air
quality standard.”
For projects whose stationary-source emissions are below these criteria, no AQIA is typically required, and
project level emissions are presumed to be less than significant (SDAPCD, 1998).
Non-criteria pollutants such as Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) or Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) are also
regulated by the SDAPCD. Rule 1200 (Toxic Air Contaminants - New Source Review), was adopted by the
SDAPCD on June 12, 1996. Rule 1200 requires evaluation of potential health risks for any new, relocated,
or modified emission unit which may increase emissions of one or more TACs. An “emission unit” is
defined by the SDAPCD as “…any article, machine, equipment, contrivance, process or process line which
emits or may emit one or more toxic air contaminants” (SDAPCD, 1996, p. 3). Rule 1200 requires that
projects that could increase cancer risk by between 1 and 10 people in 1,000,000 persons need to implement
one of two techniques outlined in Rule 1200 to reduce the cancer risk. The first technique is to use toxics
best available control technology (T-BACT) or impose the most effective emission limitation, emission
control device, or control technique to reduce the cancer risk. Projects that increase the cancer risk by more
than 10 people in 1,000,000 or by a health hazard index (chronic and acute) greater than 1.0 must meet
special criteria as set forth in Rule 1200 in order for the SDAPCD to allow the project to be constructed for
any new, relocated, or modified emission unit. Projects are generally prohibited by Rule 1200 from
exceeding an incremental cancer risk of 100 people in 1,000,000 persons. Projects that increase cancer risks
by less than 1 person in 1,000,000 persons are not required by Rule 1200 to implement T-BACT technology
or impose effective emission limitation to reduce cancer risk.
E.

Oceanside Zoning Ordinance Standards and Definitions

Oceanside Zoning Ordinance Section 3204, Subsection C addresses dust and odors, and states that no use,
process or activity shall produce objectionable dust or odors that are perceptible without instruments by a
reasonable person at site’s the property line. (Oceanside, 1992, p. 30-31). This section applies to the
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construction activities on a given project site, and is in place to ensure that residents are not affected by
objectionable dust or odors.
Oceanside Municipal Code Ordinance Section 40.2.5 sets requirements and requires a permit for land
disturbance activities in the City of Oceanside. This Code Section relates to air quality because it addresses
dust control during a development project’s construction. (Oceanside, 2015a)

4.2.2 METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING PROJECT-RELATED-AIR-QUALITY IMPACTS
4.2.2.1 Construction Emissions Calculations
The SDAPCD does not have its own air quality modeling software. The SDAPCD relies instead on the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) for estimating emissions. The CalEEMod is a statewide
land use emissions computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land
use planners, and environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions. The CalEEMod was developed by ENVIRON International Corporation for the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 2013. The model was developed in collaboration
with the air districts of California, including the SDAPCD. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 14; CalEEMod, 2016)
The construction module in CalEEMod was used to calculate the emissions associated with the construction
of the Project. The construction module also used methodologies presented in the U.S. EPA AP-42
document. The U.S. EPA AP-42 document provides emissions factors, which are values that attempt to
relate the quantity of a pollutant to the atmosphere with an activity associated with the release of that
pollutant. This is important because CalEEMod uses emissions factors from a relevant federal document
about air pollutant emissions. The CalEEMod input/output model is included as Attachment A to the
Project’s AQIA (refer to DEIR Technical Appendix B). (Ldn, 2016a, p. 14; CalEEMod, 2016)
Construction of the Project would require the use of large vehicles primarily powered by diesel fuels. An
important source of construction related emissions to be considered comes from the use of the large
construction vehicles that can potentially cause carcinogenic risk. The primary carcinogenic risk associated
with construction vehicles powered by diesel fuels is Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM). Carcinogenic risk
was determined for DPM at the point of maximum exposure for the Project’s grading footprint of 38.336.17
acres. Due to revisions incorporated into the Project, the Project’s impact areas were reduced from 38.28
acres to 35.35 acres. It should be noted the impact limits exclude the planned 34.11 acres of open space and
the 1.19 acres associated with the portions of Sports Park Way right-of-way that are improved under existing
conditions. However, the grading footprint does include 0.82-acre of off-site grading associated with the
existing rights-of-way for Melrose Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive. This modeling was
conducted to evaluate DPM emissions from construction equipment, which have the potential to result in
impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. The SCREEN3 dispersion model was used to determine the
concentration for air pollutants at any location near the pollutant generator. Additionally, the model
predicted the maximum exposure distance and concentrations. The SCREEN3 input/output file for the
proposed Project is provided in Attachment B to the Project’s AQIA (refer to DEIR Technical Appendix B).
To be conservative, the worst-case exhaust emissions generated from the Project’s construction equipment
were utilized and calculated within the CalEEMod model. The SDAPCD utilizes a conservative formula for
calculating risk which defines lifetime exposure as 24 hours per day, every day, for 70 years. Although
DPM emissions are calculated herein, it should be noted that the Project’s potential for emitting DPM
emissions would occur only during the two years or so of construction activity, which is far less than 70
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years. The worst case cancer risk if exposed to a DPM dose for 70 years is defined below. (Ldn, 2016a, p.
14; SDAPCD, 2010)

CRDPM = CDPM x URFDPM
Where: CRDPM = Cancer risk from diesel particulate matter (probability of an individual developing cancer)
CDPM = Annual average DPM concentration in µg/m3 (SCREEN3 predicts a 1-hr concentration and is corrected to
an annual average by multiplying the 1-hr average by 0.08)
URFDPM = the inhalation unit risk factor for diesel particulate was established by ARB as 300 in one million per
continuous exposure of 1 μg/m3 of DPM over a 70-year period.

This worst case cancer risk if exposed to a DPM dose for 70 years is equal to the annual average DPM
concentration multiplied by the risk factor for inhaling diesel particulates. Presently, exposure to diesel
exhaust is only assessed in terms of a cancer health risk. The available data from studies of humans exposed
to diesel exhaust are not sufficient for deriving an acute non-cancer health risk guidance value. While the
lung is a major target organ for diesel exhaust, studies of the gross respiratory effects of diesel exhaust in
exposed workers have not provided sufficient exposure information to establish a short-term non-cancer
health risk guidance value for respiratory effects. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 14)
4.2.2.2 Construction Assumptions
Construction of the proposed Project is expected to start sometime in the fall of 2017spring or summer 2018.
The construction assumptions utilized in the Project’s AQIA assumed construction would start in the fall of
2017. Thus, Project construction-related impacts are overstated in this analysis because over time, the older
fleet equipment would be phased out of use, and older equipment would be replaced by newer, more efficient
pieces of construction equipment. Newer equipment emits fewer pollutants in response to more stringent
emission controls imposed by state and federal regulations. Therefore, due to the revised construction start
date, Project construction-related activities analyzed in the AQIA and in the analysis herein present a worstcase analysis, and construction-related impacts would be less than stated herein. The Project would be
phased and graded separately though for purposes of this analysis, a worst-case assumption would assume
the entire earthwork plan would be completed at one time. Additionally, it was assumed that all grading and
construction would be completed within a two-year period. Construction of each phase would start with site
preparation then mass including all utility trenching, paving, and building construction. DEIR Table 3-12,
Expected Construction Equipment, describes the construction equipment and durations assumed within the
Project’s AQIA. Furthermore, the modeled Project build-out plan would have a worst-case development
completion in mid-2020 although full build-out in all reality could take much longer because the Project
would be constructed per market demands. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 15) If build-out takes longer, the daily
construction-related air pollutant emissions would be less than reported herein because less intense
construction activity would take place on a daily basis than assumed in the AQIA. Further, as older
construction equipment phases out of use over time, the older equipment is typically replaced with newer
pieces of construction equipment. Newer equipment emits fewer pollutants in response to more stringent
emission controls imposed by state and federal regulations.
4.2.2.3 Operational Emissions
Once construction is completed, the proposed Project would generate emissions from daily operations which
would include sources such as area; energy; mobile; and waste and water uses, which are also calculated
within CalEEMod. Area sources include consumer products, landscaping, and architectural coatings which
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would be part of regular maintenance activities in a residential and mixed-use community. Energy sources
would be from the use of electricity and natural gas. Finally, mobile or transportation related emissions are
calculated in CalEEMod through the use of the EMission FACtor model (EMFAC2011). EMFAC 2011 is a
mathematical model that CARB developed to calculate emission rates from motor vehicles that operate on
highways, freeways, and local roads in California. The EMFAC model is commonly used by the CARB to
project changes in future emissions from on-road mobile sources. The operational model is also included in
CalEEMod Attachments A to the Project’s AQIA (refer to DEIR Technical Appendix B). (Ldn, 2016a, p. 16)
In the EMFAC model, the emission rates are multiplied with vehicle activity data provided by the regional
transportation agencies (including SANDAG) to calculate the statewide or regional emission inventories. An
emission inventory is based on the emission rate (e.g., grams per pollutant emitted over a mile) and vehicle
activity (e.g., miles driven per day). Area sources originate from daily on-site uses, which require either
burning fuel to generate energy (i.e. natural gas fireplaces, gas furnaces, gas water heaters and small engines)
or the evaporation of organic gases such as from paints (architectural coatings). (Ldn, 2016a, p. 16)
The Project’s traffic engineer (LLG, refer to DEIR Section 4.13, Transportation and Traffic) calculated that
the proposed Project would generate 4,378 daily vehicle trips based strictly on the proposed land uses.
However, the mixed-use design of the Project would reduce trips to 4,059 per day because some vehicle trips
that otherwise would travel off-site for goods and services either would be served by the on-site commercial
uses, or would utilize mass transportation (i.e. Sprinter or bus routes) in lieu of vehicular travel. (LLG, 2017,
p. i)(LLG, 2016, p. i) The CalEEMod model estimates emission predictions for ROG, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10,
and PM2.5 for the Project’s area source assumptions. It is conservatively assumed that the office/commercial
building, residential, and recreation areas will have access to natural gas and 100% of the residential units
will have natural gas fireplaces; however, it should be noted that, as discussed in EIR Section 4.6,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, natural gas fireplaces are restricted to only 48.5% of the proposed residential
homes, or 152146 residential units. Thus, the assumption that 100% of the residential units would utilize
natural gas fireplaces represents a “worst-case” analysis of the Project’s potential impacts to air quality.
Additionally, the calculations assume that 10% of the structural surface area (exterior walls of the buildings
proposed to be constructed on the Project site) would be re-painted each year. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 17).
Consumer product emissions are generated by a wide range of product categories, including air fresheners,
automotive products, household cleaners, and personal care products. Emissions associated with these
products primarily depend on the increased population associated with residential development. Default
Consumer Product emission factors were used in the CalEEMod model. Architectural coatings would be
compliant with SDAPCD’s Rule 67 and would not exceed 150grams per liter (g/l) VOC. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 17)

4.2.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to air quality if the Project or any Project-related
component would:
a.

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

b.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation;
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c.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);

d.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

e.

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section III of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and
address typical adverse project effects on regional air pollution and nearby sensitive receptors (OPR, 2009).
Threshold a., which addresses Section III.a of Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, evaluates whether
the proposed Project would conflict with the SDAPCD’s 2009 RAQS. The 2009 RAQS addresses State
requirements. The threshold also evaluates whether the Project would conflict with the CARB’s SIP. The
SIP addresses federal requirements under the CAA. A conflict with the RAQS or the SIP standards would
inhibit the SDAPCD’s ability to achieve State and federal standards for air quality.
Thresholds b. and c., which address Sections III.b and III.c, respectively, of Appendix G to the CEQA
Guidelines, evaluate whether the Project’s construction- or operational-related air emissions would exceed
the quantitative screening-level thresholds (SLTs) for attainment pollutants (NOx, SOx, and CO).
Attainment pollutants are the pollutants monitored on a regional, state, and federal level against adopted air
quality standards. The SLTs for attainment pollutants are listed below in Table 4.2-4, Screening Thresholds
for Criteria Pollutants. SDAPCD Rule 20.2, which outlines the SLTs throughout the County of San Diego,
states that any project “which results in an emissions increase equal to or greater than any of these levels,
must: “demonstrate through an AQIA . . . that the project will not: (a) cause a violation of a State or national
ambient air quality standard anywhere that does not already exceed such standard, nor (b) cause additional
violations of a national ambient air quality standard anywhere the standard is already being exceeded, nor (c)
cause additional violations of a State ambient air quality standard anywhere the standard is already being
exceeded, nor (d) prevent or interfere with the attainment or maintenance of any State or national ambient air
quality standard.” For projects whose stationary-source emissions are below these criteria, no AQIA is
typically required, and project level emissions are presumed to be less than significant. For CEQA purposes,
these SLTs can be used to demonstrate that a project’s total emissions (e.g. stationary and fugitive emissions,
as well as emissions from mobile sources) would result in a less-than-significant impact to air quality. The
hourly and yearly SLTs are most appropriately used in situations when temporary emissions like emergency
generators or other stationary sources are proposed as part of a project. The daily SLTs are most
appropriately used for a development project’s construction and operational emissions. In the event that
Project-related emissions exceed these SLTs, specific modeling is required for NO2, SO2, CO, and lead. This
is done in order to evaluate that the Project’s ground-level concentrations, including appropriate background
levels, and to identify project-specific mitigation for projects that exceed the NAAQS/CAAQS. For ozone
precursors, PM10, and PM2.5, exceedances of the SLTs have the potential to result in a significant impact.
The primary reason for this is because the SDAB is currently in non-attainment status for PM10, PM2.5, and
ozone. Therefore, unless the Project includes design considerations or mitigation measures that would
reduce the daily emission to below the applicable screening levels, the impact for these pollutants (ozone
precursors, PM10, and PM2.5) would be significant.
The SDAPCD and the City of Oceanside do not have a significance threshold for Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs). VOCs are a precursor for ozone, and the SDAB is considered non-attainment status for
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Screening Thresholds for Criteria Pollutants

(Ldn, 2015a, Table 2.3)

the state ozone standards, and marginal non-attainment status for federal standards. Thus, because VOCs are
a precursor for ozone, VOCs contribute to the non-attainment for state and federal ozone standards.
In the absence of local guidance, the analysis herein relies on the VOC thresholds of significance established
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for the Coachella Valley portion of
Riverside County. Use of the SCAQMD standard is considered both a conservative and appropriate
threshold because the Coachella Valley portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) is considered severe
non-attainment for state and federal ozone standards. The Coachella Valley portion of the SSAB has until
2027 to be in attainment for state and federal ozone standards. The SCAQMD’s 2012 Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP) demonstrates that with implementation of the recommended SLT for VOCs, the
Coachella Valley attains the 2008 federal ozone standard by 2024, in advanced of the required attainment
date. Therefore, if the SLTs for the Coachella Valley portion of the SSAB are sufficient to bring ozone
levels from severe non-attainment under state and federal standards to attainment, this threshold also would
be appropriate for the proposed Project because the SDAB is only “non-attainment” for ozone for state
standards and “marginal non-attainment” for federal standards. Therefore, and as shown in shown in Table
4.2-4, the Screening Level Threshold utilized herein for VOCs for both construction and operation is 75
pounds per day. (SCAQMD, 2012, pp. 7-9 through 7-18)
Threshold d. addresses Section III.d of Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to this
threshold, construction- or operational-related air emissions would be potentially significant if the emissions
would effect cancer risks under any of several scenarios. Emissions would be potentially significant if the
emissions would increase incremental cancer risk by greater than 1 in 1 million persons without application
of T-BACT, or increase incremental cancer risk by greater than 10 in 1 million with application of T-BACT,
or a health hazard index (chronic and acute) greater than one. The human health risk analysis is based on the
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time, duration, and exposures expected. This threshold also requires an evaluation of local roadway
intersections to evaluate whether vehicle exhaust generated by cars and trucks traveling to and from the
Project site would create or contribute to the formation of a CO “Hotspot.” A Hotspot is a pocket of air
where the CO concentration exceeds the standards established by the NAAQS and/or CAAQS. The NAAQS
and the CAAQS allow for a maximum CO concentration of 9.0 ppm averaged over 8 hours and/or 20.0 ppm
over any 1-hour period.
Threshold e. evaluates Section III.e of Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. SDAPCD Rule 51
(Public Nuisance) and California Health & Safety Code, Division 26, Part 4, Chapter 3, Section § 41700
prohibit the emission of any material which causes nuisance to a considerable number of persons or
endangers the comfort, health or safety of the public, including odors. If the Project were to violate Rule 51
or § 41700, then the Project’s impacts due to odors would be considered significant and require mitigation.

4.2.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.2.4.1 Issue a. – Air Quality Management Plan Consistency
Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
A.

Impact Analysis

The CARB’s SIP addresses federal requirements under the CAA. The SDAPCD’s 2009 RAQS addresses
state requirements for air quality. The SIP and the RAQS are the only air quality plans applicable to the
Project site.
The 2009 RAQS is based in part by growth projections compiled by SANDAG, as well as air pollutant
emissions models prepared by CARB. The growth projections prepared by SANDAG, as documented in the
SANDAG Board of Directors Agenda Item No. 10-02-16, are based on the land use plans developed by San
Diego County and other cities within the SDAB within their respective general plans (SANDAG, 2010).
Projects that propose general plan amendments or changes of a zoning designation may increase a property’s
planned intensity of use. An increase in a property’s planned intensity of use would potentially result in
increased stationary area source emissions and/or increased mobile source emissions due to higher traffic
volumes, when compared to the assumptions used in the RAQS. In such a case, a potential conflict with the
RAQS and SIP would occur. If however, a project does not exceed the growth projections in the applicable
local general plan, then the project is considered to be consistent with the RAQS and SIP and would not
obstruct SIP implementation. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 8)
The Project is a proposed mixed-use development that would allow for the development of up to 276268
townhomes, 3733 single-family homes, one 20,000 square foot office/commercial building, and supporting
infrastructure on approximately 38.335.35 acres of a 70.65-acre property. Due to revisions incorporated into
the Project, the Project’s impact areas were reduced from 38.28 acres to 35.35 acres. It should be noted the
impact limits exclude the planned 34.11 acres of open space and the 1.19 acres associated with the portions
of Sports Park Way right-of-way that are improved under existing conditions. As indicated previously in
EIR Section 3.0, for purposes of analysis it is assumed that the office/commercial building would include
10,000 square feet of office space and 10,000 square feet of restaurant space. Although other commercial
uses would be allowed in the 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space assumed herein, other commercial uses would
generate fewer traffic-related impacts. Thus, for purposes of a “worst-case” analysis, 10,000 s.f. of
restaurant space is assumed throughout this DEIR. For planning purposes, the proposed development area is
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divided into three geographic areas, called “planning areas.” The remaining 31.7334.11 acres of the site not
proposed for development would be permanently preserved as natural open space. In the case of the
proposed Project, the proposed mixed-use land use in Planning Area 1 would be consistent with the existing
General Plan land use designation of “Professional Commercial (PC) assigned to this portion of the Project
site located west of Melrose Drive.
However, a General Plan Amendment is proposed for the 59.7859.46 acres of the Project site located east of
Melrose Drive (excluding the right-of-way acreage for Sports Park Way). Specifically, under existing
conditions the 59.7859.46 acres of the Project site located east of Melrose Drive is designated “Estate B
Residential (EB-R).” EB-R allows for up to 1.0 residential dwelling unit per acre with the potential for up to
3.5 dwelling units per acre. It should be noted however, approximately 8.07 acres of this portion of the
Project site is considered undevelopable under the City’s General Plan due to the riparian vegetation in this
area of the Project site (Oceanside, 2002b, p. 21; Alden, 2017, p. 7) (Oceanside, 2002b, p. 21; Alden, 2015,
p. 6). This results in a development area of approximately 51.7151.39 acres. Thus, under the site’s existing
General Plan land use designation, the 51.7151.39 acres located east of Melrose Drive could accommodate
up to between 51 and 181179 dwelling units. The Project proposes a maximum of 235223 residential units
within this portion of the Project site, consisting of 3733 single-family homes and up to 198190 townhomes.
Thus, the 235223 residential units proposed by the Project in this area would exceed the maximum 181179
residential units allowed pursuant to the site’s existing General Plan land use designation by 5444 units.
Given that these uses are not currently permitted under the existing General Plan, the Project’s change in
land uses would exceed and intensify the land uses planned for under the City’s General Plan. Therefore, the
Project is inconsistent with the RAQS as its implementation would conflict with and exceed the assumptions
used to develop the current RAQS.
While the proposed Project was not included in the underlying growth estimates for the SDAB used for the
RAQS update, it would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the RAQS. The Project would be
consistent with the stationary and mobile source measures included in the RAQS for the purposes of
reducing emissions, such as building efficiencies and reduction in emissions from architectural coatings.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct the RAQS or SIP and would be
consistent with growth in the region. (Ldn, 2016a, pp. 23-24)
Additionally, and as noted under the analysis of Issue b. in Subsection 4.2.4.2, in the absence of mitigation
the Project’s operational emissions of ROG, CO, and PM10 would have the potential to exceed the applicable
SDAPCD thresholds of significance (refer to Table 4.2-6). Accordingly, because the Project’s operational
emissions have the potential to exceed the SDAPCD significance thresholds for ROGs, CO, and PM10, the
Project has the potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the RAQS and the SIP prior to
mitigation. Thus the Project’s potential conflict with the 2009 RAQS and the SIP are significant impacts for
which mitigation is required (refer to Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1 in Subsection C, below).
B.

Significance of Impact

Land uses proposed by the Project are more intense than the assumptions utilized for the site in the 2009
RAQS, despite the fact that growth occurred slower than anticipated by the RAQS. Additionally, the
Project’s operational emissions would have the potential to exceed the SDAPCD SLTs for ROGs, CO, and
PM10. The Project’s operational emissions represent a significant impact due to a conflict with the RAQS,
and mitigation is required.
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As shown in Table 4.2-7, Project Operational Emissions Summary (With Mitigation), with implementation
of Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1 and compliance with standard state and federal requirements, Project
operational emissions for ROG, CO, and PM10 would be reduced to a level below significant. Although the
Project would exceed the growth forecast used in the RAQS and SIP, SANDAG regularly updates its growth
projections based on the General Plan land uses of each jurisdiction within the County. Thus, future updates
to the RAQS and SIP would account for the Project’s expected population. Therefore, because all emissions
would be reduced to a level below significant and because SANDAG would ensure future updates to its
growth forecasts are reflective of the Project’s planned increase in intensity on-site, the Project would be
consistent with the 2009 RAQS and SIP. Thus, impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measure has been identified to reduce the Project’s operational emissions for ROG
and CO to below a level of significance.
MM 4.2-1

Wood-burning fireplaces shall not be installed in any residential home or within the
office/commercial spaces. Prior to building permit issuance, the City of Oceanside
Building Division shall review plans to ensure that any proposed fireplaces are fueled
by natural gas, electricity, or other non-wood burning technology.

4.2.4.2 Issue b. – Violate Air Quality Standards
Would the Project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation?
A.

Impact Analysis

Table 4.2-4, above, summarizes the SDAPCD’s screening thresholds for criteria pollutants for both
construction and operational emissions. Provided below is analysis of the Project’s potential impacts during
both its construction and long-term operation.
Construction Impacts
Development proposed by the Melrose + Oceanside PD/MUP is anticipated to occur in three phases
generally corresponding to the three separate planning areas. However, the PD/MUP allows for development
to occur over several years, and also allows for multiple phases to be developed concurrently. Thus, for
purposes of evaluating the Project’s impacts due to air quality emissions and in order to provide a “worstcase” discussion of potential construction-related air quality impacts, the analysis herein assumes that
construction of all three phases of the proposed Project would occur simultaneously and would commence
sometime in 2017 and would be completed by 2020 (refer also to EIR Table 3-12). DEIR Table 3-12
describes the construction equipment and durations assumed within the Project’s AQIA. Construction of the
proposed Project would result in emissions of ROGs, NOX, CO, SO2, PM10, and PM2.5. Table 4.2-5, Project
Construction Emissions Summary, summarizes the Project’s estimated daily construction emissions in 2017,
2018, 2019 and 2020. The modeled Project build-out for the Project’s opening year reflects a worst-case
analysis because it is possible that construction may take much longer since the rate of construction would be
dependent on market demands. Any elongation in the Project’s construction schedule would result in a
concomitant reduction in the maximum daily constriction-related emissions. Furthermore, construction
equipment becomes more efficient over time due to newer emissions control technology; thus, if construction
of any phases were to start later than 2017, daily emissions would be less than what is reported herein.
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Project Construction Emissions Summary

(Ldn, 2016a, Table 4.1)

Construction of each phase would start with site preparation, then mass grading including all utility
trenching, paving and building construction. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 17). As shown, construction of the proposed
Project would not exceed any of the SDAPCD’s construction-related thresholds of significance.
Accordingly, construction of the proposed Project would not result in emission levels that would violate an
air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Impacts
during construction would be less than significant. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 17)
Operational Impacts
Emissions associated with long-term operation of the Project include ROGs, NOX, CO, SOX, PM10, and
PM2.5. Table 4.2-6, Project Operational Emissions Summary (Without Mitigation), summarizes the Project’s
expected daily pollutants generation. Based on the results of the Project’s traffic impact analysis (TIA), the
Project is expected to generate up to 4,059 daily vehicle trips with an average trip length of 5.8 miles each.
Additionally, the Project also would result in operational emissions typically associated with residential and
office uses, such as periodic architectural coatings (painting), the use of consumer products, landscape
maintenance equipment, and natural gas combustion. The CalEEMod version 2013.2.2 Model was run for
both winter and summer scenarios assuming average winter and summer temperatures. The expected daily
pollutant generation was calculated utilizing the product of average daily miles traveled and the expected
emissions inventory calculated by CalEEMod v. 2013.2.2 utilizing emissions from EMFAC2011. (Ldn,
2016a, p. 19)
As shown, long-term operation of the proposed Project would result in emissions of ROGs, CO, and PM10
that exceed the SDAPCD thresholds of significance, prior to mitigation. This is a significant impact for
which mitigation is required (refer to Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1 in Subsection 4.2.4.1).
B.

Significance of Impact

Air pollutant emissions anticipated during the Project’s construction would be below the SDAPCD screening
thresholds, and less than significant. In the long-term, emissions of ROGs, CO, and PM10 would have the
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Project Operational Emissions Summary (Without Mitigation)

(Ldn, 2016a, Table 4.2)

potential to exceed the SDAPCD screening thresholds. Additionally, ROGs are a precursor for ozone, and
the SDAB is non-attainment for ozone precursors; accordingly, the Project’s long-term emissions of ROGs
would contribute to an existing air quality violation on a direct and cumulatively considerable basis.
As shown in Table 4.2-7, Project Operational Emissions Summary (With Mitigation), with implementation
of Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1 (provided in Subsection 4.2.4.1), Project operational emissions for ROG,
CO, and PM10 would be reduced to a level below significant. The Project also would comply with state and
federal air quality regulations that are not accounted for in the air quality calculations presented in Table 4.26. Accordingly, with the required mitigation and compliance with state and federal air quality regulations
not accounted for in the air quality calculations, the Project’s impacts due to a substantial contribution to an
existing air quality violation and emissions of substantial criteria pollutants for which the region is nonattainment would be reduced to less-than-significant levels on both a direct and cumulative basis.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1, provided above in Subsection 4.2.4.1, would apply, and would reduce the
Project’s operational emissions for ROG and CO to below a level of significance. No additional mitigation
is required.
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Project Operational Emissions Summary (With Mitigation)

(Ldn, 2016a, Table 4.2)

4.2.4.3 Issue c – Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants
Would the Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
A.

Impact Analysis

As previously indicated in DEIR Table 4.2-3, above, the SDAB is considered a “non-attainment” area for
ozone (O3) precursors (state and federal), PM10 (state only), and PM2.5 (state only). As indicated above in
Table 4.2-5, emissions associated with Project construction activities would not exceed any of the SDAPCD
screening thresholds for ROGs or NOX. Both ROGs and NOx are ozone precursors. Additionally, the
Project’s construction-related emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 would not exceed the SDAPCD’s screening
thresholds. The SDAPCD’s thresholds of significance for these pollutants are intended to achieve state and
federal air quality objectives within the SDAB. Thus, Project-related construction activities would not result
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.
As indicated in Table 4.2-6, above, Project-related operational emissions of PM2.5 would not exceed the
SDAPCD screening thresholds. However, long-term emissions of ROGs, which are an ozone precursor,
would cumulatively contribute to the SDAB’s non-attainment status for ozone precursors. Long term
emissions of PM10 also would cumulatively contribute to the SDAB’s non-attainment status for PM10. The
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Project’s long-term emissions of ROGs and PM10 represent a significant impact for which mitigation is
required (refer to Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1 in Subsection 4.2.4.1).
B.

Significance of Impact

Air pollutant emissions anticipated during the Project’s construction would be below the SDAPCD screening
thresholds, and would be less than significant. In the long-term, emissions of ROGs, CO, and PM10 would
have the potential to exceed the SDAPCD screening thresholds. ROGs are a precursor for ozone, and the
SDAB is non-attainment for ozone precursors. Additionally, the SDAB is in non-attainment for PM10.
Accordingly, the Project’s long-term emissions of ROGs and PM10 would contribute to existing air quality
violations, and this represents a significant impact.
As shown above in Table 4.2-7, with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1 (included in
Subsection 4.2.4.1), Project operational emissions for ROGs and PM10 would be reduced to a level below
significant. Accordingly, with the required mitigation and compliance with state and federal air quality
regulations that are not accounted for in the air quality calculations presented in Table 4.2-6, the Project’s
impacts due to a substantial contribution to an existing air quality violation and emissions of substantial
criteria pollutants for which the region is non-attainment would be reduced to less-than-significant levels on
both a direct and cumulative basis.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1, provided above in Subsection 4.2.4.1, would apply and would reduce the
Project’s operational emissions for ROGs, CO, and PM10 to below a level of significance. No additional
mitigation is required.
4.2.4.4 Issue d – Expose Sensitive Receptors
Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
A.

Impact Analysis

The proposed Project has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations
during both near-term construction and long-term operational activities. Each is discussed below.
Construction-Related Pollutant Concentrations
Project-related construction emissions have the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Based upon the air quality modeling assumptions discussed under Threshold b., above, it
was found that worst-case PM10 from vehicle exhaust would cumulatively produce 0.6511 tons over the
construction duration (782 working days) or an average of 0.0262 grams/second. Since construction
emissions would be spread over multiple phases and multiple durations (i.e. grading, trenching and building
construction), the Project’s AQIA utilized the average rate over the entire duration. The average emission
rate over the grading area is 9.17x10-8 g/m2/s, which was calculated as follows: (Ldn, 2016a, p. 18)
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Utilizing the SCREEN3 dispersion model, the peak maximum one hour concentration is 3.236 µg/m3 during
construction. Converting the peak hour concentration to an annual concentration reduces the concentration
to 0.2589 µg/m3. As noted above in Section 4.2.2.1, the SDAPCD utilizes a conservative formula for
calculating risk which defines lifetime exposure as 24 hours per day, every day, for 70 years. The Project’s
potential for emitting DPM emissions would occur only during the two years or so of construction activity,
which is far less than 70 years. Therefore, utilizing the risk equation presented above in Section 4.2.2.1 and
an overly-conservative exposure time of 70 years, 24 hours per day, the cancer risk over a 70 year continuous
dose would be: (Ldn, 2016a, p. 18)
CRDPM-70yr dose = 0.0003 x 0.2589 =0.0000777
DPM emissions occur from the operation of diesel-fueled vehicles and equipment, which can be expected on
the Project site during the active construction days (active construction is estimated at 782 eight-hour work
days). Although diesel-fueled equipment would be turned on and off throughout the day and move around
the site, the SCREEN3 dispersion model calculations of DPM emissions estimate the maximum ground-level
concentrations and the distance to the maximum, based on a worst-case analysis of the Project’s grading
footprint. The SCREEN3 model produces a Gaussian model that accounts for the dispersion of pollutants.
In the case of DPM emissions, emissions tend to settle out in close proximity to the source. The SCREEN3
model factors in emissions near the Project boundary as well as throughout the site, and calculates a
maximum point of impact from the geometric center of Project grading operations.
As noted above, in order to calculate carcinogenic risk associated with the DPM emissions from construction
equipment, this value needs to be expressed in terms of a fraction of 70 years or 260.7 24-hr days within 70
years or 260.7/25,550 or 0.0102 times the CRDPM. If one million people were exposed to the maximum DPM
for the duration of construction (782 days, eight hours per day), the estimated increased cancer risk could be:
(Ldn, 2016a, p. 18)
0.102 x 0.0000777 x 1,000,000 =0.792 individuals per million
The maximum Project-related DPM during construction activities is projected to occur approximately 385
meters from the geometric center of Project site. As shown on Figure 4.2-2, Point of Maximum Exposure
Dispersion Contour, land uses within 385 meters of the Project site include portions of the Vista Sports Park,
existing single- and multi-family homes located west of the site, and single-family homes to the northeast of
the Project site that currently are under construction. It should be noted the single-family homes under
construction are expected to be occupied prior to Project construction. As shown above, an individual
located 385 meters from the center of the Project site, exposed to the construction activity for all 782 days,
eight hours per day, would have an increased cancer risk of 0.792 in one million. Because this value is less
than the threshold of 1 in one million the Project’s near-term human health impact would be less than
significant. (Ldn, 2016a, pp. 18-19)
There are also known acute and chronic health risks associated with DPM exhaust which are considered noncancer risks. This risk is calculated based on methods identified above in Subsection 4.2.2.1, with 1.0 being
the threshold of significance. Based on this calculation, the annual concentration of 0.2589 µg/m3 divided
by the reference exposure level (REL) of 5 µg/m3 yields a Health Hazard Index of 0.05, which is less than
the threshold of significance of 1.0. Therefore non-cancer risks are not expected and all acute and chronic
health risks are considered less than significant. (Ldn, 2016a, pp. 18-19)
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Figure 4.2-2 Point of Maximum Exposure Dispersion Contour

385 Meters from Project

(Ldn, 2016a, Figure 4-A)
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Operational-Related Pollutant Concentrations
During long-term operating conditions, the Project has the potential to create or contribute to a CO “hot
spot.” A CO “hot spot” is a localized concentration of carbon monoxide that is above State and/or Federal 1hour or 8-hour ambient air standards. CO hotspots are generally associated with idling or slow moving
traffic. CO hot spots typically occur in areas where there is a poor level of service on a roadway and vehicles
are idling at congested intersections. These hotspots occur mostly in the early morning hours when winds
are stagnant, temperatures are relatively low, and ambient CO concentrations are elevated. The traffic
impact analysis prepared for the Project site analyzed intersection operations under the 2017 opening year,
and General Plan buildout year of 2035. The analysis is measured in levels of service (LOS). LOS is
measured on a scale from A to F. In the City of Oceanside, an intersection is considered deficient if it
operates at LOS E or worse. Table 4.2-8, Opening Year Projected Intersection and Street Segment LOS
Deficiencies, depicts the intersections that were identified by the traffic analysis to perform at LOS E or
below under opening year and/or General Plan build-out conditions. Vehicles idling at these intersections
could create CO hot spots which may impact sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the intersections. The LOS
indicated for each of these intersections and roadway segments reflects deficiencies in LOS expected under
both near-term and/or Year 2030 conditions.
A CO “hot spot” analysis was conducted in 2003 by the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) for four busy intersections in Los Angeles that represent extreme vehicle volumes at the peak
morning and afternoon time periods. The SDAPCD has not undertaken any studies similar to this, so
projects within the SDAB routinely rely on the data presented in the SCAQMD study. Thus, the information
presented below is relevant to the Project regarding CO “hot spots.” The four intersections included in the
SCAQMD study were: Long Beach Boulevard and Imperial Highway; Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran
Avenue; Sunset Boulevard and Highland Avenue; and La Cienega Boulevard and Century Boulevard. The
busiest intersection evaluated (Wilshire and Veteran) had a daily traffic volume of approximately 100,000
vehicles per day with LOS E in the morning peak hour and LOS F in the evening peak hour. This hot spot
analysis did not predict any violation of the state’s CO 1-hour standard of 20.0 parts per million (ppm) or 8hour standard of 9.0 ppm. (SCAQMD, 2003) This analysis is applicable to the proposed Project because it
demonstrates that CO “hot spots” are not anticipated to occur except at intersections that are busier than the
four intersections evaluated in the 2003 study. There are no intersections within the Project’s study area for
traffic that would experience more than 100,000 vehicles and LOS E or worse. It can therefore be
reasonably concluded that projects (such as the proposed Project) that are not subject to the extremes in
vehicle volumes and vehicle congestion, would similarly not create or result in CO hot spots. Similar
considerations are also employed by other Air Districts when evaluating potential CO concentration impacts.
More specifically, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) concluded that under existing
and future vehicle emission rates, a given project would have to increase traffic volumes at a single
intersection by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour—or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or
horizontal air does not mix—in order to generate a significant CO impact. The proposed Project would not
directly or cumulatively produce the volume of traffic required to generate a CO hotspot either in the context
of the 2003 Los Angeles hot spot study, or based on representative BAAQMD CO threshold considerations.
Therefore, CO hotspots are not an environmental impact of concern for the proposed Project. (BAAQMD,
2010, pp. 3-3 and 3-4). As stated above, the SDAPCD has not undertaken any studies similar to those
conducted by the SCAQMD and BAAQMD, and projects within the SDAB routinely rely on the SCAQMD
and BAAQMD findings relative to CO “hot spot” analyses.
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Opening Year Projected Intersection and Street Segment LOS Deficiencies

INTERSECTION/STREET SEGMENT
Intersections
SR 76/N. Santa Fe Avenue
Melrose Drive/Vista Way
Oceanside Boulevard/Melrose Drive
Street Segments
Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Ave. to Sagewood Drive
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard
Melrose Drive: Olive Ave. to Vista Way

LEVEL OF SERVICE (WITH PROJECT)
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
E
F
--

F
F
E
F
F
E

Note: All impacts shown occur only under near-term Project build-out conditions, except for the impact identified for
Oceanside Boulevard at Melrose Drive, which would occur only under General Plan build-out conditions.
(LLG, 2017, Table 14-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 14-1)

The proposed Project would generate a maximum of 360 peak hour trips during any time period at any of the
study area intersections, and would not remotely approach the volume of hourly traffic required to generate a
CO “Hot Spot” (LLG, 2017, Table 7-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 7-1). Accordingly, under long-term operating
conditions, the Project would not result in or contribute to any CO hot spots. Additionally, under long-term
operating conditions, DPM emissions would not comprise a concern because the Project is a residential and
office/commercial use and the vast majority of the vehicles traveling to and from the site are not expected to
use diesel fuel. The few diesel fueled vehicles that may access the site periodically would produce nominal
DPM that would clearly be below the significance threshold. There are no other components of the Project
that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations under longterm operating conditions. Accordingly, Project-related emissions impacts would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

During the Project’s construction, DPM emissions associated with exhaust from diesel-fueled construction
equipment would result in an incremental increase in carcinogenic risk of 0.792 individuals per one million.
The Project’s increase in carcinogenic risk would not exceed the threshold of 1.0 individuals per million.
Accordingly, the Project’s construction-related DPM incremental cancer rate would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.2.4.5 Issue e – Create Objectionable Odors
Would the Project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project could produce odors during proposed construction activities resulting from construction
equipment exhaust, application of asphalt, and/or the application of architectural coatings. However,
standard construction practices would minimize the odor emissions and their associated impacts. Any odors
emitted during construction would be temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature, and would cease
upon the completion of the respective phase of construction. In addition, construction activities on the
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Project site would be required to comply with SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) and California Health &
Safety Code, Division 26, Part 4, Chapter 3, Section § 41700, which prohibit the emission of any material
which causes nuisance to a considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health or safety of the
public, including odors. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people during construction. Therefore, the Project would result in less-than-significant
odor impacts during short-term construction activities and no mitigation is required.
During long-term operation, the proposed Project would include residential and office/commercial land uses,
which are not typically associated with objectionable odors. The temporary storage of refuse associated with
the proposed Project’s long-term operational use could be a potential source of odor. Project-generated
refuse would be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in compliance with the City’s
solid waste regulations, thereby precluding any significant odor impact. Furthermore, the proposed Project
would be required to comply with SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) and California Health & Safety
Code, Division 26, Part 4, Chapter 3, Section § 41700. SDAPCD Rule 51 and Section 41700 prohibit the
emission of any material which causes nuisance to a considerable number of persons or endangers the
comfort, health or safety of the public, including odors. As such, long-term operation of the proposed
Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people and the Project would
have a less-than-significant impact.
B.

Significance of Impact

Odors produced during near-term construction and long-term operational activities would be required to
comply with SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) and California Health & Safety Code, Division 26, Part 4,
Chapter 3, Section § 41700, which prohibit the emission of any material which causes nuisance to a
considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health or safety of the public, including odors.
Accordingly, Project impacts due to odor emissions during near- and long-term conditions would be less than
significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This Subsection assesses the proposed Project’s potential to impact sensitive biological resources that may be
present on the Project site. The analysis in this Subsection is based primarily on information contained in a
site-specific technical report prepared by Alden Environmental, Inc. (hereafter, “Alden”) titled, “Biological
Technical Report for the Melrose Heights Project,” and dated March 30, 2016 August 18, 2017 (hereafter,
“BTR”). The technical report is included as DEIR Technical Appendix C1. (Alden, 2017a)(Alden, 2016)
Alden conducted a site-specific evaluation of biological resources present or potentially present on the Project
site. The biological resources evaluation included the review of relevant literature, field surveys, and mapping
of vegetation communities present on-site. The field study performed by Alden included: 1) vegetation
mapping, 2) rare plant surveys, 3) jurisdictional delineation on the Project site, and 4) focused surveys for the
thread-leaved brodiaea (ten site visits), coastal California gnatcatcher (threesix site visits), least Bell’s vireo
(eightsixteen site visits), and southwestern willow flycatcher (five site visits) (Alden, 2017a, pp. 3-5)(Alden,
2016, pp. 3-5). A site visit with resource agencies including Army Corp of Engineers, (ACOE), California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) was also
conducted on March 24, 2016 to confirm the jurisdictional delineation mapping. Refer to DEIR Technical
Appendix C1 for detailed descriptions of the survey dates, scope of study, and research and survey
methodologies used for the biological resources assessment.

4.3.1

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Project site is undeveloped and contains rolling topography that generally slopes downward to the north.
The site supports native and non-native vegetation and habitat for wildlife species. The vegetation and habitat
for wildlife present on-site is discussed below.
4.3.1.1 Vegetation Communities
Alden performed a field survey of the Project site in February of 2012. The field survey in 2012 also included
vegetation mapping. A follow-up site visit was conducted on October 8, 2015, and March 24, 2016 and Alden
determined the condition of the vegetation on-site remained unchanged from 2012 conditions (Alden, 2017a,
p. 4)(Alden, 2016, p. 4). Alden determined that the Project site contains seven vegetation communities, as are
detailed below. Five of the vegetation communities are considered sensitive because they are considered rare
within the region or sensitive by the City, CDFW, and/or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
These communities in any form are considered sensitive because they have been historically depleted, are
naturally uncommon, or support sensitive species. The five sensitive vegetation communities on-site include
southern willow scrub, mule fat scrub, Diegan coastal sage scrub, broom baccharis scrub, and non-native
grassland. The developed/ornamental and disturbed habitats are not considered sensitive. (Alden, 2017a, p.
10)(Alden, 2016, p. 10) The vegetation communities observed within the Project site are illustrated on Figure
4.3-1 Existing Vegetation Communities. The vegetation communities observed on-site are summarized in
Table 4.3-1, Existing Vegetation Communities and are discussed below.


Southern Willow Scrub. This vegetation community is dominated by arroyo willow and red willow
with mule fat as a non-dominating species. Southern willow scrub occurs within the drainage channel,
in the central and northern portions of the Project site. (Alden, 2017a, p. 7)(Alden, 2016, p. 6)
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Existing Vegetation Communities

Vegetation Communities
Wetland/Riparian Vegetation Communities
Southern willow scrub
Mule fat scrub
Rare Upland Vegetation Communities
Diegan coastal sage scrub
Broom baccharis scrub
Annual (non-native) Grassland
Non-native grassland
Other Areas
Developed/Ornamental
Disturbed habitat
Total:

Acreage
7.83
0.24
4.9
0.1
53.2
2.1
2.2
70.6

1Upland

communities are rounded to the nearest 0.1 acre, wetlands are rounded to the nearest 0.01
(Alden, 2017a, Table 2 )(Alden, 2016, Table 2 )



Mule Fat Scrub. Mule fat scrub is a riparian scrub community dominated by mule fat and interspersed
with shrubby willows. This community occurs in two patches along the drainage channel in the middle
of the site. (Alden, 2017a, p. 8)(Alden, 2016, p. 7)



Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub. This vegetation community occurs in several patches on the Project site
northeast of Melrose Drive. Predominant plant species on-site include California sagebrush (Artemisia
californica) and California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum). (Alden, 2017a, p. 8)(Alden, 2016,
p. 7)



Broom Baccharis Scrub. Broom baccharis scrub is a subset of Diegan coastal sage scrub that is
dominated by broom baccharis (Baccharis sarothroides). On-site, this vegetation community consists
of almost 100 percent cover of broom baccharis and is located along the southeastern edge of the
southern willow scrub habitat. (Alden, 2017a, p. 8)(Alden, 2016, p. 7)



Non-Native Grassland. This vegetation community is characterized by a dense to sparse cover of
exotic (i.e., non-native) annual grasses and is often associated with numerous species of showyflowered native annual forbs. Characteristic species on-site include Italian ryegrass, wild oats (Avena
spp.), foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis spp. Rubens), ripgut grass (B. diandrus), filaree (erodium
spp.), and mustard. Non-native grasslands can support many of the same plant and animal species as
native grasslands. Non-native grassland occupies the majority of the Project site. (Alden, 2017a, p.
8)(Alden, 2016, p. 7)



Developed/Ornamental. Developed and ornamental areas consist of landscaping and paved areas. This
includes manufactured slopes and pavement on Sports Park Way. (Alden, 2017a, p. 8)(Alden, 2016,
p. 7)



Disturbed Habitat. Disturbed habitat includes unvegetated or sparsely vegetated areas, often where the
soil has been heavily compacted by prior development or where agricultural lands have been
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abandoned. Species present on-site include mustard and fennel (Foeniculum vulgare). Disturbed
habitat occurs along the dirt roads and in a large patch of fennel in the central portion of the site.
(Alden, 2017a, p. 9)(Alden, 2016, p. 8)
4.3.1.2 Sensitive Plant Species
Sensitive plant species are considered rare based on three distributional traits: geographic range, habitat
specificity, or population size. A species that exhibits a small or restricted geographic range (such as those
that are native or restricted to the San Diego region) are geographically rare. A species may be more or less
abundant but occur only in very specific habitats. Lastly, a species may be widespread but exist naturally in
small populations. (Alden, 2017a, p. 11)(Alden, 2016, p. 10)
Alden evaluated the Project site for the presence of special status plant species on May 28, 2012, March 25,
2013, and April 23, 2013. A focused survey for thread-leaved brodiaea was conducted in March and April
2017. A total of 35 native and 40 non-native plant species were observed. More information about the species
observed on-site is presented in Appendix A of the Biological Technical Report (Alden, 2017a, p. 4)(Alden,
2016, p. 8). Four sensitive plant species were observed on-site: thread leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia),
clay bindweed (Convolvullus simulans), small flowered microseris (Microseris douglasii ssp. platcarpha), and
spiny rush (Juncus acutus). Each of these species is addressed below. (Alden, 2017a, p. 11)(Alden, 2016, p.
10).


Thread Leaved Brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia). This species’ characteristic habitat consists of open
coastal sage scrub, chaparral, and grassland habitats. These habitats are often associated with clay
soils and vernal pools. Four individuals were observed on-site during a pre-2012 survey for the
previous property owner. The individuals were observed within the non-native grassland habitat in the
central portion of the Project site within the Project’s impact area. Thread-leaved brodiaea was not
observed on-site during the sensitive plant surveys conducted in 2012 and 2013 in the impact area
during the sensitive plant surveys in 2012, 2013, or 2017. The species was observed within the on-site
preserve area in 2017. In 2017, approximately 557 individuals of thread-leaved brodiaea were observed
in the northern-western portion of the preserve area. Nine individuals also were observed on-site in the
strip of land east of Sports Park Way that also would be added to the on-site preserve area. (Alden,
2017a, p. 11)



Spiny Rush (Juncus acutus). The habitat for this species includes wet areas associated with drainages,
meadows, seeps, and marshes. On-site, six individuals were observed within the southern willow scrub
habitat in the central portion of the site in 2012/2013. While this species was not noted during
subsequent site surveys, it is assumed to still be present. (Alden, 2017a, p. 12)(Alden, 2016, pp. 1011)



Clay Bindweed (Convolvulus simulans). Open coastal sage scrub, chaparral, grassland habitats and
clay soils and seeps provide habitat for this species. Ten individuals were observed within the nonnative grassland habitat in the central portion of the Project site. While this species was not noted
during subsequent site surveys, it is assumed to still be present. (Alden, 2017a, p. 12)(Alden, 2016, p.
11)



Small Flowered Microseris (microseris douglasii spp. Platycarpha). The habitat for this species is
characteristic of open coastal sage scrub and grassland habitats on a variety of soil types. Five
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individuals were observed on the Project site within the non-native grassland in the central portion of
the site in 2012/2013. While this species was not noted during subsequent site surveys, it is assumed
to still be present. (Alden, 2017a, p. 12)(Alden, 2016, p. 11)
Refer to Appendix D of DEIR Technical Appendix C1, for a list of City narrow endemic plant species that
have a potential to occur on-site but were not observed by Alden during field surveys.
4.3.1.3 Special Status Animals
The Draft Subarea Plan is a document that addresses the City of Oceanside’s plan for conservation of natural
biotic communities and sensitive plant and wildlife species, and is more fully described below in Subsection
4.3.1.7. The Draft Subarea Plan identifies major populations and critical locations of sensitive animals within
its boundaries. Major populations are defined for animals that support enough breeding individuals to
contribute reliably to the overall stability of the species. Critical locations are areas that must be substantially
conserved for a species to be considered adequately conserved under the Plan. The Draft Subarea Plan does
not identify any major animal populations or critical animal locations on the Project site. (Alden, 2017a, p.
12)(Alden, 2016, p. 11)
Twenty-five Eighty animal species were observed or detected on-site as presented in Appendix B of the
Biological Technical Report (Technical Appendix C1). These species consist of threeeight invertebrates, one
amphibian, one reptile, 1764 birds, and foursix mammals (Alden, 2017a, p. 9)(Alden, 2016, p. 8). Five Nine
sensitive animal species were observed or detected within the Project site during biological surveys conducted
by Alden, and are detailed below (Alden, 2017a, p. 12)(Alden, 2016, p. 11).


Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus). The habitat for this species consists of riparian woodland,
riparian forest, mule fat scrub, and southern willow scrub. The least Bell’s vireo has not been mapped
on the site in the Subarea Plan (from a survey conducted in 1996); however, there is a California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) record for the species on-site from 2005. The least Bell’s vireo
was not found on-site during the focused survey in 2012 but two males were found consistently onsite during the focused survey in 2017. One of the vireos was paired with a female in the latter part of
the survey; the other male appeared solitary during all eight survey site visits. Based on these survey
results, it appears that the least Bell’s vireo is currently breeding on-site. The Least Bell’s vireo is a
United States Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) federally listed endangered species, a CDFW California
listed endangered species, and is listed by the CDFW as a California Proposed Covered Species
(Alden, 2017a, p. 13)



Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica). The habitat for this species consists
of coastal sage scrub, coastal bluff scrub, and coastal sage-chaparral scrub. The species has not been
mapped on the site in the Subarea Plan (from a survey conducted in 1996). There is a CNDDB record
for the species from 2000 near Darwin Road, approximately 0.2 to 1.0 mile south of Santa Fe Avenue,
which is northwest/west of the site. The coastal California gnatcatcher was not observed on site during
the focused survey in 2012. One individual gnatcatcher was observed on-site, however, during one of
the three site visits of the focused gnatcatcher survey in 2016. The species’ potential Diegan coastal
sage scrub and broom baccharis scrub habitat on site are small in area and patchy, and the site is isolated
from other potential habitat. Based on the habitat availability on-site and its isolation, it is suspected
that the gnatcatcher observed on November 28, 2016 is a migrant bird that may not breed on-site. The
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coastal California gnatcatcher is a USFWS federally-listed threatened species, CDFW designated
California Species of Species Concern, and a proposed Covered Species. (Alden, 2017a, p. 13)


Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus). The habitat for this species consists of coastal, salt, and freshwater
marshlands, grasslands, and prairies. This species was observed on-site flying over the site and
foraging. The northern harrier is designated by the CDFW as a California Species of Special Concern.
(Alden, 2017a, p. 13)(Alden, 2016, p. 11)



Cooper’s hawk (accipiter cooperii). The habitat for the Cooper’s hawk includes lowland riparian areas
and oak woodlands in proximity to suitable near foraging areas such as scrublands or fields. This
species was observed flying over the Project site and foraging. Cooper’s hawk was also mapped on
the site in the Draft Subarea Plan. The Cooper’s hawk is listed by the CDFW as a California Species
of Special Concern. (Alden, 2017a, p. 14)(Alden, 2016, p. 12)



White-Tailed Kite (Elanus leucurus). The habitat for the white-tailed kite includes riparian or oak
woodlands adjacent to grasslands where small mammals are hunted. On the Project site, the whitetailed kite was observed flying over the site and foraging. This species is listed by the CDFW as a
California Fully-Protected Species. (Alden, 2017a, p. 14)(Alden, 2016, p. 12)



Yellow Breasted Chat (Icteria virens). The habitat for this species includes early successional riparian
areas with a well-developed shrub layer and an open canopy, usually restricted to the narrow border of
streams, creeks, and sloughs. The yellow breasted chat was observed on-site in the southern willow
scrub habitat. The yellow breasted chat is designated by the CDFW as a California Species of Special
Concern. (Alden, 2017a, p. 14)(Alden, 2016, p. 12)



Sharp-shinned Hawk (Accipiter striatus). The habitat for this species usually includes areas with tall
trees or other vegetative cover, but can be observed in a variety of habitats. On the Project site, the
sharp-shinned hawk was observed flying over the site and foraging. This species is listed by the CDFW
as a California Watch List Species. (Alden, 2017a, p. 14)



California Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris actia). The habitat for California horned lark includes
sandy beaches, agricultural fields, grasslands, and open areas. This species was observed on-site within
non-native grassland during the 2017 survey for thread-leaved brodiaea. (Alden, 2017a, p. 14)



San Diego Black-tailed Jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii). This species is characteristic of open
habitats including coastal sage scrub, chaparral, grasslands, croplands, and open disturbed areas if there
is at least some scrub cover present. The San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit was observed in non-native
grassland on-site. The San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit is designated by the CDFW as a California
Species of Special Concern. (Alden, 2017a, p. 14)(Alden, 2016, p. 12)

Refer to Appendix E of DEIR Technical Appendix C1, for a list of sensitive animal species that have a potential
to occur on-site but were not observed by Alden during field surveys.
4.3.1.4 Wildlife Corridors and Nursery Sites
Wildlife corridors connect otherwise isolated pieces of habitat and allow movement or dispersal of plants and
animals. Local wildlife corridors allow access to resources such as food, water, and shelter within the
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framework of their daily routine. Regional corridors provide these functions over a larger scale and link two
or more large habitat areas, allowing the dispersal of organisms and the consequent mixing of genes between
populations. Wildlife nursery sites are specific, established locations used repeatedly by some wildlife species
for breeding purposes. Examples of nursery sites include heron rookeries and bat maternal colony roosts.
(Alden, 2017a, p. 15)(Alden, 2016, p. 13)
The Project site is almost completely surrounded by existing development. Alden determined that the Project
site is, therefore, not within or adjacent to any local or regional wildlife corridor, and is not in the Wildlife
Corridor Planning Zone identified in the Draft Subarea Plan. Additionally, wildlife nursery sites were not
observed by Alden on-site, nor are they expected to occur based on the habitats present and the level of
development surrounding the site. (Alden, 2017a, p. 15)(Alden, 2016, p. 13)
4.3.1.5 Nesting Birds
The Project site area contains vegetation and open land that could potentially provide suitable nesting sites for
bird species. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the California Fish and Game Code prohibit impacts
to nesting migratory birds.
4.3.1.6 Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands
A.

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers

The United States Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE) has jurisdiction over certain wetland waters and nonwetland waters. The Project site supports wetland habitat under the ACOE jurisdiction. ACOE wetland Waters
of the U.S. boundaries on the Project site were determined using the three criteria (vegetation, hydrology, and
soils) established for wetland delineations as described within the Wetlands Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987), Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual, and Arid West Supplement (ACOE 2008). ACOE non-wetland Waters of the U.S. boundaries (e.g.,
ephemeral streams) were determined by the presence of bed and bank within unvegetated drainage courses.
Ephemeral streams are streams that only exist for short periods of time following precipitation. Alden
determined that the jurisdictional boundaries on-site in 2015 were unchanged since the delineation was
conducted in 2013. An agency site visit with the ACOE, CDFW, and RWQCB was conducted on March 24,
2016 to confirm the delineation mapping. (Alden, 2017a, p. 5)(Alden, 2016, p. 4)
The Project site supports a wetland habitat under the federal U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (ACOE)
jurisdiction. Table 4.3-2, Existing ACOE Jurisdictional Areas, summarizes the acreage of each jurisdictional
area on the Project site. The Corp jurisdictional wetlands include approximately 2.18 acres of southern willow
scrub and 0.01-acre of mule fat scrub habitat located along the channel running through the central portion of
the site. Exact location of the Corp jurisdictional wetlands can be found on Figure 4.3-2, ACOE Jurisdictional
Delineation.
The Project site also supports a Non-wetland Waters of the U.S. The Non-wetland Water of the U.S. located
on the Project site is an ephemeral stream. The ephemeral stream occurs along the two drainage channels onsite. These areas are unvegetated and do not meet the Corp’s wetland criteria. The drainages show signs of
occasional water passing through them and have a defined bed and bank. Non-wetland Waters of the U.S.
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Existing ACOE Jurisdictional Areas

(Alden, 2017a, Table 3)(Alden, 2016, Table 3)

cover approximately 0.12-acre on-site and vary in width from three to eight feet. (Alden, 2017, pp. 910)(Alden, 2016, pp. 8-9)
B.

State (CDFW) Jurisdictional Areas

The Project site supports habitat that is under the jurisdiction of the CDFW. The CDFW Waters of the State
boundaries were determined based on the presence of riparian vegetation or regular surface flow. Streambeds
within CDFW jurisdiction were delineated based on the definition of a streambed as “a body of water that
flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel having banks and supporting fish or other
aquatic life. This includes watercourses having a surface or subsurface flow that supports riparian vegetation.”
CDFW jurisdictional limits for (unvegetated) streambeds (i.e., non-wetland Waters of the State) were
determined by the top of the streambed bank. Vegetated CDFW jurisdiction (i.e., wetland Waters of the State)
was mapped at the limits of the riparian vegetation canopy. Alden determined that the jurisdictional boundaries
on-site in 2015 were unchanged since the delineation was conducted in 2013, which was confirmed by the
CDFW in the field on March 24, 2016. (Alden, 2017a, p. 5)(Alden, 2016, p. 4)
The Project site contains areas under the jurisdiction of the CDFW. The acreage of these areas is summarized
below in Table 4.3-3, Existing CDFW Jurisdictional Areas. The CDFW areas include 8.07 acres of wetlands
containing southern willow scrub and mule fat scrub habitat. In addition, there is a non-wetland Water
streambed that is 0.12-acre on the Project site (Alden, 2017a, p. 10)(Alden, 2016, pp. 9-10). Figure 4.3-3,
CDFW Jurisdictional Delineation, details the exact location of the CDFW, ACOE, and RWQCB jurisdictional
areas.
Table 4.3-3

Existing CDFW Jurisdictional Areas

(Alden, 2017a, Table 4)(Alden, 2016, Table 4)
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4.3.1.7 Regulatory Setting
The Project improvement area is subject to state, federal and City of Oceanside regulations associated with a
number of regulatory programs. These programs often overlap and were developed to protect natural
resources. The resources the regulatory programs protect include the following: state and federally listed plants
and animals; aquatic resources including rivers and creeks; ephemeral streambeds; wetlands and areas of
riparian habitat; other special-status species which are not listed as threatened or endangered by the state or
federal governments; and other special-status vegetation communities. The federal government administers
non-marine plant and wildlife related regulations through the USFWS. Waters of the U.S. (wetlands and nonwetland waters) are administered by the ACOE. California law regarding wetland, water-related, and wildlife
issues is administered by the CDFW. The City currently administers the regulations of CEQA through the
Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program and guidelines of the Final Multiple Habitat
Conservation Program (MHCP) Subarea Plan (Oceanside, 2010a; Alden, 2017a, p. 15)(Oceanside, 2010a,
Alden, 2015, p. 13 ). Provided below is an overview of the federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and
requirements that are applicable to the property. Additional information regarding ACOE, USFWS, CDFW,
and RWQCB regulations governing waters and wetlands is provided in Section 5.0 of DEIR Technical
Appendix C1.



Federal and State Regulations

A.

Federal Regulations

Federal Endangered Species Act
The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) provides the legal framework for the listing and protection of
species (and their habitats) that are identified as being endangered or threatened with extinction. The ESA is
administered by the USFWS. Actions that jeopardize endangered or threatened species and the habitats upon
which they rely are considered ‘take’ under the ESA. Section 9(a) of the ESA defines take as “to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct.” “Harm”
and “harass” are further defined in federal regulations and case law to include actions that adversely impair or
disrupt a listed species’ behavioral patterns. (Alden, 2017a, p. 16)(Alden, 2016, p. 14)
Sections 7 and 4(d) of the federal ESA regulate actions that could jeopardize endangered or threatened species.
Section 7, describes a process of federal interagency consultation for use when federal actions may adversely
affect listed species (e.g., the ACOE issuing a permit). A Section 7 Consultation (formal or informal) is
required when there is a nexus between a listed species’ use of a project site and impacts to ACOE jurisdiction.
A biological assessment is required for any major construction activity, if it may affect listed species. Take
can be authorized via a letter of Biological Opinion, issued by the USFWS, for non-marine related listed
species issues. Implementation of the pProject would result in impacts to thread-leaved brodiaea and its critical
habitat, Diegan coastal sage scrub,; habitat noted to be used by the coastal California gnatcatcher; and ACOE
jurisdiction (occupied by the least Bell’s vireo during its breeding season). Therefore, it is anticipated that
impacts to critical habitat and federal listed species would be addressed through a Biological Opinion through
the Section 7 consultation process between the ACOE and USFWS. If the ACOE elects to include the impacts
to Diegan coastal sage scrub in the Section 7 Consultation, a separate Habitat Loss Permit (HLP; discussed
below) would not be required, as concurrence would be encompassed within the Biological Opinion. However,
concurrence from the CDFW would be required. (Alden, 2017a, p. 16)(Alden, 2016, p. 14)
A special rule under Section 4(d) of the ESA was finalized which authorizes take of certain protected species
under approved NCCPs, which are administered by the states. If the ACOE does not include impacts to Diegan
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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coastal sage scrub (habitat for the listed coastal California gnatcatcher) in the Section 7 consultation, the
pProject would be required to comply with ESA requirements in another way, such as with an HLP (described
below) in conformance with Section 4(d) of the ESA. Each jurisdiction enrolled in the NCCP (City and
County) is allowed a loss of up to five percent of its coastal sage scrub habitat if it is actively developing an
NCCP, like the City’s Draft Subarea Plan. Local jurisdictions may authorize such losses, subject to
concurrence by the USFWS and CDFW. (Alden, 2017a, pp. 16-17)(Alden, 2016, p. 14)
USFWS Critical Habitat
As identified by the USFWS, critical habitat is defined as areas of land that are considered necessary for
endangered or threatened species to recover. The ultimate goal is to restore healthy populations of listed
species within their native habitat so they can be removed from the list of threatened or endangered species.
Once an area is designated as critical habitat pursuant to the FESA, all federal agencies must consult with the
USFWS to ensure that any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to result in destruction or
adverse modification of the critical habitat. (Alden, 2017a, p. 17)(Alden, 2016, p. 14)
The majority of the Project site (59.5 acres) is within USFWS designated critical habitat for the thread-leaved
brodiaea. It is anticipated that any impacts to critical habitat and Federal-listed species would require a BO
issued by the USFWS through the Section 7 consultation process between the ACOE and USFWS. If the
ACOE elects to include any impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub in the Section 7 Consultation, a separate
Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) would not be required as concurrence would be encompassed within the BO.
However, concurrence by the CDFW for any such impacts would be required. In the event the Project impacts
Diegan coastal sage scrub (habitat for the listed California gnatcatcher) and such impacts are not addressed
through a Section 7 consultation, the Project would be required to comply with FESA requirements in an
additional way, such as through an HLP in conformance with Section 4(d) of the FESA. (Alden, 2017a, p.
17)(Alden, 2016, pp. 14-15)
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
All migratory bird species that are native to the U.S. or its territories are protected under the federal Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), as amended under the Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act of 2004 (FR Doc. 055127). The MBTA is generally protective of migratory birds but does not actually stipulate the type of
protection required. In common practice, the MBTA is now used to place restrictions on disturbance of active
bird nests during the nesting season. In addition, the USFWS commonly places restrictions on disturbances
allowed near active raptor nests. (Alden, 2017a, p. 17)(Alden, 2016, p. 15)
Federal Wetland Regulations
Federal wetland regulation (non-marine issues) is guided by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and the Clean
Water Act (CWA). The Rivers and Harbors Act deals primarily with discharges into navigable waters, while
the purpose of the Clean Water Act is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity
of all Waters of the U.S. Permitting for projects filling Waters of the U.S. is overseen by the ACOE under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Projects could be permitted on an individual basis or be covered under
one of several approved nationwide permits. Individual permits are assessed individually based on the type of
action, amount of fill, etc. Individual permits typically require substantial time (often longer than six months)
to review and approve, while nationwide permits are pre-approved if a project meets certain conditions.
(Alden, 2017a, p. 17)(Alden, 2016, p. 15)
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State of California Regulations

California Endangered Species Act (CESA)
The California ESA established that it is State policy to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance State
endangered species and their habitats. Under State law, plant and animal species may be formally designated
rare, threatened, or endangered by official listing by the California Fish and Game Commission. The California
ESA authorizes that private entities may “take” plant or wildlife species listed as endangered or threatened
under the federal ESA and California ESA, pursuant to a federal Incidental Take Permit if the CDFW certifies
that the incidental take is consistent with the California ESA (Fish and Game Code Section 2080.1[a]). For
State-only listed species, Section 2081 of the California ESA authorizes the CDFW to issue an Incidental Take
Permit for State listed threatened and endangered species if specific criteria are met. (Alden, 2017a, p.
17)(Alden, 2016, p. 15)
California Fish and Game Code
Sections 1900–1913 of the California Fish and Game Code (Native Plant Protection Act; NPPA) direct the
CDFW to carry out the State Legislature’s intent to “…preserve, protect, and enhance endangered or rare native
plants of this state.” The NPPA gives the California Fish and Game Commission the power to designate native
plants as “endangered” or “rare” and protect endangered and rare plants from take. California Fish and Game
Code provides specific protection and listing for several types of biological resources. Section 1600 of Fish
and Game Code requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement for any activity that would alter the flow, change
or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of any perennial, intermittent, or ephemeral river, stream,
and/or lake (i.e., Waters of the State). Typical aActivities that require a Streambed Alteration Agreement
include excavation or fill placed within a channel, vegetation clearing, structures for diversion of water,
installation of culverts and bridge supports, cofferdams for construction dewatering, and bank reinforcement.
Notification is required prior to any such activities, and CDFW willmay issue a Streambed Alteration
Agreement with any necessary mitigation to ensure protection of the State’s fish and wildlife resources
measures. (Alden, 2017a, p. 18)(Alden, 2016, pp. 15-16)
Pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy
the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by the Fish and Game Code or any regulation made
pursuant thereto. Raptors and owls and their active nests are protected by California Fish and Game Code
Section 3503.5, which states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds of prey or to take, possess,
or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird unless authorized by the CDFW. Section 3513 states that it is
unlawful to take or possess any migratory non-game bird as designated in the MBTA. These regulations could
require that construction activities (particularly involving vegetation removal or construction near nests) be
reduced or eliminated during critical phases of the nesting cycle unless surveys by a qualified biologist
demonstrate that nests, eggs, or nesting birds will not be disturbed, subject to approval by CDFW and/or
USFWS. (Alden, 2017a, p. 18)(Alden, 2016, p. 16)
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970 grants the State Water Resource Control Board
(SWRCB) and its regional offices power to protect water quality. The Porter-Cologne Act is the primary
vehicle for implementation of the State’s responsibilities under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. The
Porter-Cologne Act grants the SWRCB authority and responsibility to adopt plans and policies, regulate
discharges to surface and groundwater, regulate waste disposal sites, and require cleanup of discharges of
hazardous materials and other pollutants. Typically, the SWRCB and RWQCB act in concert with the ACOE
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under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act in relation to permitting fill of federal jurisdictional waters. (Alden,
2017a, p. 18)(Alden, 2016, p. 16)



City of Oceanside Regulations and Requirements

C.

Oceanside Subarea Plan

The NCCP Act (Section 2835) allows the CDFW to authorize take of species covered by plans in agreement
with NCCP guidelines (e.g., the City’s Draft Subarea Plan). An NCCP initiated by the State of California
under Section 4(d) of the federal ESA focuses on conserving coastal sage scrub to avoid the need for future
federal and state listing of coastal sage scrub-dependent species. The coastal California gnatcatcher is presently
listed as threatened under the federal ESA, while several additional species inhabiting coastal sage scrub are
candidates for federal and/or State listing. The Draft Oceanside Subarea Plan has been prepared under the
Habitat Conservation Plan and NCCP and processes. (Alden, 2017a, p. 18)(Alden, 2016, p. 16)
The MHCP was adopted in 2003, and it required each of the seven jurisdictions within the planning area
(including Oceanside) to implement their portion of the MHCP via city-wide subarea plans. Oceanside’s
Subarea Plan, which implements the City of Oceanside’s portion of the MHCP, has not yet been adopted. The
Draft Subarea Plan addresses the City’s plans for conservation of natural biotic communities and sensitive
plant and wildlife species, and represents the City’s contribution to the MHCP and to regional NCCP
conservation goals. It should be noted that the City of Oceanside uses the Draft Subarea Plan as a guide.
Because the Final Oceanside Subarea Plan has not been adopted, a Section 7 Consultation would be required
from the USFWS for impacts to federal listed species, HLP concurrence would be required from CDFW for
impacts to State listed species, and allocation of a portion of the County’s five percent take allowance of Diegan
coastal sage scrub would be required for any impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub. (Alden, 2017a, p.
19)(Alden, 2016, p. 16)
Approval and adoption of the Final Subarea Plan for Oceanside is intended to result in issuance of federal and
State permits (granted by USFWS and CDFW) for the take of certain listed rare, threatened, or endangered
species as well as the preservation and/or restoration of habitat in some areas of the City. The City, in turn,
may then authorize the taking of natural habitats or associated species by public or private projects within its
jurisdiction, as long as those biological resources are adequately conserved by, and the project impacts are
consistent with and covered by, the provisions of the Final Subarea Plan. Adequate mitigation must also occur
in the form of preservation or restoration/creation of biological resources within designated habitat preserve
areas. (Alden, 2017a, p. 19)(Alden, 2016, p. 17)
As stated above, each enrolled jurisdiction is allowed a loss of up to five percent of its coastal sage scrub if it
is actively developing a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)/NCCP. The City has reached its five percent limit
of allowable take of coastal sage scrub. As such, the City would need to apply to the County (under County
Board of Supervisors Policy I-122) for allocation of portions of the County’s five percent take allowance of
Diegan coastal sage scrub for impacts Diegan coastal sage scrub because the Final Subarea Plan is not
currently approved. (Alden, 2017a, p. 19)(Alden, 2016, p. 17)
Several Pertinent issues are discussed in the Draft Subarea Plan that pertain to the proposed Project which
include: Biological Preserve Criteria; Wetlands Mitigation Standards, Narrow Endemic Species Standards,
Conservation and Buffer Requirements along Tributaries and Creeks, and Off-site Mitigation Zone II. These
issues are discussed below. (Alden, 2017a, p. 19)(Alden, 2016, p. 17)
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Biological Preserve Criteria. The Draft Subarea Plan calls for the conservation of at least 2,393 acres
of existing native habitats within a biological preserve in the City. The composition of the open space
preserve system must meet the minimum acreage criteria set forth in Table 4-1 of the City’s Draft
Subarea Plan. The configuration of the preserve system must also be consistent with all of the subarea
objectives. The Project Applicant proposes to preserve the northern 29.9132.61 acres on-site (included
as part of the Project’s 34.11 total acres of open space) that includes a minimum 100-foot-wide
biological buffer around wetland/riparian habitats, which may require approval from the resource
agencies. The potential need for approval from the resource agencies is explained below under
“Mitigation Zone II,” and above in the general description regarding the pending approval of the
Subarea Plan. (Oceanside, 2010a, § 4.1; Alden, 2017a, pp. 19-20)(Oceanside, 2010a, § 4.1; Alden,
2016, p. 17)



Wetlands Mitigation Standards. The Draft Subarea Plan addresses avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures for wetland habitats subject to development impacts. Development projects that
affect wetland vegetation communities will be required to comply with these terms, which meet federal
and MHCP policies of no net loss of wetland functions and values. (Oceanside, 2010a, § 5.2.4; Alden,
2017a, p. 20)(Oceanside, 2010a, § 5.2.4; Alden, 2015, p. 17)
o No Net Loss Policy. For all vegetation communities listed by the MHCP as wetland vegetation
communities the City shall require, in priority order, maximum avoidance of project impacts,
minimization of impacts, and mitigation of impacts. Mitigation of unavoidable impacts shall be
designed to achieve no net loss of both wetland vegetation acreage and biological value within the
City. This is consistent with existing wetland policies of the CDFW. (Alden, 2017a, p. 20)(Alden,
2016, p. 18)
o Findings for Unavoidable Impacts. Any project that proposes to directly or indirectly impact
wetlands or wetland vegetation communities within Oceanside will fully disclose and analyze such
impacts in a CEQA document or in findings document prepared under a City implementing
ordinance that addresses consistency with the Draft Subarea Plan. The CEQA document or
findings document must fully analyze and factually substantiate that impacts to wetlands were
avoided and minimized to the maximum extent possible while maintaining some economic or
productive use of the property. Feasible alternatives to avoid the impacts shall be described and
analyzed, and reasons these alternatives were not pursued shall be fully described and factually
substantiated. (Alden, 2017a, p. 20)(Alden, 2016, p. 18)
The proposed Project would impact 0.04-acre (less than one percent) of the 8.07 acres of CDFW
wetlands on-site. The Project Applicant proposes to mitigate impacts to wetland habitat at a 3:1
ratio and non-wetland Waters of the U.S./Waters of the State at a 2:1 ratio through purchase of
credits in an approved wetland habitat mitigation bank, preservation on-site, and/or preservation at
an off-site location to be determined. The final mitigation for impacts to wetlands shall be subject
to Agency approval as specified herein as Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-8 MM 4.3-7. The impacts
to the wetlands would occur from two stormwater outfalls needed to meet current stormwater
standards. The Project would be required to obtain several permits, including an ACOE
Nationwide Permit (NWP), a RWQCB Section 401 Water Quality Certification, and a CDFW
Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA). In order to mitigate for impacts to 0.04acre of wetlands, the Project would be required to preserve wetlands within the open space area
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on-site. Therefore, the proposed Project avoids and minimizes impacts to wetlands to the
maximum extent possible. (Alden, 2017a, pp. 18, 20)(Alden, 2016, p. 18)
o Mitigation for Unavoidable Impacts. To achieve the no net loss standard, mitigation for
unavoidable impacts (e.g. wetland habitat creation) should preferably occur on the same property
as the impact occurs or within the affected drainage and/or watershed. Off-site mitigation may
occur as long as the mitigation site contributes to the Oceanside preserve design and has biological
function and value (e.g., by adjacency to other preserve areas). All wetland mitigation sites shall
be designed as preserve lands and managed for biological values. The proposed mitigation for
Project impacts is described below in Section 4.3.3.2. (Alden, 2017a, p. 20)(Alden, 2016, p. 18)


Conservation and Buffer Requirements along Tributaries and Creeks. The Final Oceanside
Subarea Plan states that wherever development or other discretionary actions are proposed in or
adjacent to riparian habitat, the area associated with natural habitats shall be designated as biological
open space and incorporated into the preserve. In addition, a minimum 50-foot biological buffer plus
a minimum 50-foot planning buffer (total width of both equals 100 feet) shall be established for upland
habitats, beginning at the outer edge of riparian vegetation. The following uses are prohibited in the
50-foot biological buffer: (1) new development, (2) foot paths, bikeways, and passive recreational uses
not already planned, and (3) fuel modification activities for new development. The Subarea Plan also
states that if natural habitats do not currently (at the time of proposed action) cover the 50-foot buffer
area, native habitats appropriate to the location and soils shall be restored as a condition of the Project
approval. The proposed Project is designated to accommodate thea minimum 50100-foot-wide
biological buffer (and no planning buffer) within the on-site proposed Preserve. The only proposed
activity within this buffer is the construction of two drainage three stormwater outfalls required to meet
current stormwater requirements. (Oceanside, 2010a, § 5.2.4; Alden, 2017a, p. 21)(Oceanside, 2010a,
§ 5.2.4; Alden, 2016, pp. 18-19)



Narrow Endemic Species Standards. The MHCP (AMEC Earth & Environmental Inc., and
Conservation Biology Institute 2003) defines “Narrow Endemic Species” as follows:
MHCP species that are highly restricted by their natural habitat affinities, edaphic
requirements, or other ecological factors, and that have limited but important populations
within the MHCP area, such that substantial loss of these populations or their habitat within
the MHCP area might jeopardize the continued existence or recovery of that species.
For species identified in Table 5-3 of the Draft Subarea Plan as a Narrow Endemic Species, the City
will require, in priority order, maximum avoidance of project impacts, minimization of impacts, and
species-specific mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts.
The proposed Project would impact a maximum of 1516 thread-leaved brodiaea, which is a Draft
Subarea Plan Narrow Endemic Species. Despite not being observed in the 2012, 2013, and 2017
surveys, the USFWS has determined that the historically mapped individuals within the impact area
should be treated as being extant. The Project would avoid and preserve three historic locations of 201
individual thread-leaved brodiaea on-site (the Project and would also avoid another two historic
locations of 403 individuals east of Sports Park Way). Additionally, a population of 514 individuals
of thread-leaved brodiaea that was observed in the northern-most portion of the Project site in 2017
would be preserved as well as a population of 43 individuals that was observed along the northwestern
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Project boundary in 2017. Mitigation would be provided for the impacts as described in Subsection
4.3.3.1. (Alden, 2017a, pp. 21-22)(Alden, 2016, p. 19)


Off-site Mitigation Zone II. The Draft Oceanside Subarea Plan addresses portions of the City that
are not included in the Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone, Pre-Approved Mitigation Areas, Agriculture
Exclusion Zones, or Offsite Mitigation Zone I. Natural vegetation may be removed in this zone subject
to the Draft Subarea Plan, which includes off-site mitigation. Impacts must be mitigated in any
appropriate mitigation area within the City including existing mitigation banks, Pre-approved
Mitigation Areas, or vacant lands within the Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone. There are several
exceptions that would allow for on-site mitigation credit detailed in the Subarea Plan, and include the
following: (Alden, 2017a, p. 22; Oceanside, 2010a, § 5.3.4)(Alden, 2016, pp. 19-20; Oceanside,
2010a, § 5.3.4)
o Pre-Approved Mitigation Areas (PAMA). Lands designated as Pre-Approved Mitigation Areas
that lie within Off-site Mitigation Zone II may receive on-site mitigation credit.
o Narrow Endemic Species. On-site mitigation credit may be allowed if the on-site mitigation will
conserve a significant population of a Narrow Endemic Species.
o Wildlife Agency Approved Site. Lands that contain critical wetlands, gnatcatcher habitat, or
habitat for other covered species, may receive on-site mitigation credit provided that written
approval from the resource agencies is obtained
The Project Applicant proposes on-site mitigation for impacts to sensitive biological resources including
vegetation, wetlands, and animals, so resource agency approval may be required. (Alden, 2017a, p.
22)(Alden, 2016, p. 20)



4.3.2

Corrective Action. The Project site is identified in the Oceanside Subarea Plan as being subject to
corrective action due to what is described as “approximately 5-10 acres of sage scrub [that] was
illegally graded on-site.” On July 7, 1998 the City of Oceanside issued a Notice of Violation to the
then landowner of the site. The violation identified unauthorized removal of coastal sage scrub habitat
on two of the Project site parcels (APNs: 161-030-19 and -20). In a subsequent letter, dated November
14, 2005, the City of Oceanside clarified that the purported habitat removal occurred on APN 151-09051, and not on the two previously identified parcels. APN 151-090-51 is within areas proposed as
open space by the Project. The vegetation mapping in the report prepared by Alden reflects current
site conditions and does not identify any areas that may have been previously cleared. The habitat
removal was not part of the proposed Project, and was an existing condition on-site. Nonetheless, the
Project Applicant has provided the City and the Wildlife Agencies with calculations and historic aerial
photographs to determine the exact acreage of coastal sage scrub habitat that was improperly removed
from the Project site. The Agencies have acknowledged that 1.64 acres is the amount of sage scrub
habitat improperly removed from the site. (Alden, 2017a, p. 1)(Alden, 2016, p. 2)

BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

Environmental impacts to biological resources are assessed using impact significance thresholds criteria, which
reflect the policy statement contained in CEQA § 21001(c). Accordingly, the State Legislature has established
it to be the policy of the State of California to:
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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“Prevent the elimination of fish or wildlife species due to man’s activities, ensure that fish and wildlife
populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and preserve for future generations
representations of all plant and animal communities...”
CEQA provides guidance primarily in § 15065, Mandatory Findings of Significance, and the CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G, Environmental Checklist Form. CEQA Guidelines § 15065(a) states that a project
may have a significant effect where:
“The project has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or wildlife community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species ...”
Therefore, for the purpose of analysis in this DEIR, and in conformance with Appendix G to the CEQA
Guidelines, the proposed Project would result in a significant impact to biological resources if the Project or
any Project-related component would:
a.

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

b.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

c.

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;

d.

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites;

e.

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy/ordinance; or

f.

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.
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IMPACT ANALYSIS

4.3.3.1 Issue a. – Adverse Effect to Sensitive or Special Status Species
Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
A.

Impact Analysis

Implementation of the proposed Project would convert approximately 38.335.35 acres of the Project site from
its existing, undeveloped condition to that of a developed mixed-use community. Due to revisions incorporated
into the Project, the Project’s impact areas were reduced from 38.28 acres to 35.35 acres. It should be noted
the impact limits exclude the planned 34.11 acres of open space and the 1.19 acres associated with the portions
of Sports Park Way right-of-way that are improved under existing conditions. An additional 0.82 acre of
grading also would occur off site within the improved rights-of-way of Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier
Drive and Melrose Drive, although there are no biological resources in these areas under existing conditions.
All areas proposed for disturbance as part of the Tentative Map would be impacted and existing biological
resources removed.
Impacts to Sensitive Plant Species
Implementation of tThe proposed Project would impact three sensitive plant species. The impacted species
include clay bindweed, small-flowered microseris, and thread leaved brodiaea, as well as 28.225.4 acres of
thread-leaved brodiaea critical habitat. The critical habitat designation, however, includes wetland/riparian
communities that are not habitat for the species. The thread leaved brodiaea is State listed as endangered and
Federal listed as threatened, a Draft Subarea Plan Narrow Endemic Species, and a Proposed Covered Species.
Impacts to the thread leaved brodiaea (a maximum of 1516 individuals) and its critical habitat would be
considered significant and would require mitigation. Impacts to the other plant species observed on-site are
considered less than significant due to the relatively low sensitivity of the species and the low number of
individuals impacted (approximately ten individual clay bindweed plants and four individual small flowered
microseris plants). (Alden, 2017a, p. 24)(Alden, 2016, p. 22)
There are other federal and/or State listed species that have potential to occur on the site. However, their
potential to occur ranges from none to low (see Appendix D of Technical Appendix C1 to this DEIR). In
addition, it is expected that the other listed species would have been observed during the three focused sensitive
plant surveys conducted in spring 2012 and 2013 or during the focused thread-leaved brodiaea survey
conducted in 2017. None of these species were mapped on-site during surveys of the Oceanside Subarea, and
none have been reported to the CNDDB as being located on the Project site. Similarly, lesser sensitive plant
species have potential to occur on-site, but an impact would be less than significant due to the species’ low
level of sensitivity. Therefore, impacts to other listed plant species are not anticipated and no impact would
occur. (Alden, 2017a, p. 25)(Alden, 2016, pp. 22-23)
Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species
FiveNine sensitive animal species were observed on-site during biological surveys conducted by Alden. The
species observed on-site include: least Bell’s vireo, coastal California gnatcatcher, yellow breasted chat,
northern harrier, California horned lark, Cooper’s hawk, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, sharp-shinned
hawk, and White-tailed kite. (Alden, 2017a, p. 23)(Alden, 2016, p. 23)
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One coastal California gnatcatcher was observed on site in 2017 on one day in winter. Based on the small
acreage and patchy nature of the Diegan coastal sage scrub on site, and the fact that the site is isolated from
other potential gnatcatcher habitat, there is low potential for the gnatcatcher to breed on-site. However,
removal of 1.2 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat of the coastal California gnatcatcher would be
significant if it were to occur during the gnatcatcher breeding season (February 15 through August 31) and the
gnatcatcher was present. (Alden, 2017a, p. 25)
There would be direct impacts 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01 acre of mule fat scrub that are
habitats of the least Bell’s vireo. Impacts to these habitats, should they occur during the least Bell’s vireo
breeding season (March 15 through September 15), would be significant. A minimum, 100-foot-wide
biological buffer has been included around the remaining non-impacted, wetland/riparian vireo habitats to
ensure that no additional direct impacts occur to the vireo habitat. (Alden, 2017a, p. 25)
Significant direct impacts to the yellow breasted chat and the Cooper’s hawk would not occur. This is because
these species occur within the willow scrub habitat on-site, and the Project would avoid over 99% of the
southern willow scrub habitat on-site. (Alden, 2017a, p. 25)(Alden, 2016, p. 23)
The white-tailed kite has potential to nest in on-site willow scrub and was observed foraging both in the
southern willow scrub and flying over the on-site non-native grassland foraging. Because the southern willow
scrub would be preserved, there would be no direct impact to white-tailed kite nesting. (Alden, 2017a, p. 26)
The northern harrier and the California horned lark hashave the potential to nest in non-native grassland onsite. In addition, the northern harrier and the California horned lark waswere both observed foraging over the
on-site non-native grassland. Impacts to nesting birds are addressed below. The loss of non-native grassland
for foraging habitat is addressed in Subsection 4.3.3.2. (Alden, 2017a, p. 26)
Although the San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit was observed within the non-native grassland on-site, it is a
non-listed sensitive species. If the jackrabbit were to be present during construction, impacts would be less
than significant because of the jackrabbits’ lower level of sensitivity. Impacts to the San Diego black-tailed
jackrabbit would be offset by the mitigation required for impacted sensitive vegetation communities. The
mitigation for sensitive vegetation communities would provide potential habitat for the San Diego black-tailed
jackrabbit and other non-listed sensitive species. Accordingly, direct impacts to the sensitive animal species
observed on-site would be less than significant. (Alden, 2017a, pp. 25-26)(Alden, 2016, p. 23)
Although the sharp-shinned hawk was observed flying over the Project site foraging, it is a non-listed sensitive
species. If the sharp-shinned hawk were to be present during construction, impacts would be less than
significant because of the sharp-shinned hawk’s lower level of sensitivity. Impacts to the sharp-shinned hawk
would be offset by the mitigation required for impacted sensitive vegetation communities. The mitigation for
sensitive vegetation communities would provide potential habitat for the sharp-shinned hawk and other nonlisted sensitive species. Accordingly, direct impacts to the sensitive animal species observed on-site would be
less than significant. (Alden, 2017a, pp. 25-26)
Other non-listed, sensitive species have potential to occur on-site. However, it is expected that if they were to
be present during construction, and individuals or their habitats(s) impacted, the impacts would be less than
significant due to the species’ lower level of sensitivity. Thus, no mitigation would be required. It should be
noted that potential impacts to these species would be offset by the mitigation required for impacted sensitive
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vegetation communities. The required mitigation would provide potential habitat for lower-level sensitivity
species. (Alden, 2017a, p. 26)(Alden, 2016, p. 23)
Although the least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher wasere not observed on-site,
wetland/riparian habitat with the potential to support the least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher
(both of which are is a Federal- and State-listed species) would be preserved within the 29.932.61-acre open
space area in the northern portions of the Project site (included as part of the Project’s 34.11 total acres of open
space). As required by the Project’s proposed PD/MUP, a 100-foot buffer from riparian/wetland areas is
required. The buffer would be composed of a 50100-foot “biological buffer” in which the following uses are
prohibited: new development, foot paths, bikeways, passive recreational uses not already planned, and fuel
modification activities for new development. The buffer would also include a 50-foot “planning buffer” in
which foot paths, bikeways, and passive recreational uses are allowed, but buildings, roads, or other intensive
uses would be prohibited. (Lightfoot, 2017, p. 18)(Lightfoot, 2016, p. 18) TheseThis land use buffers would
ensure that indirect impacts to any least Bell’s vireo or southwestern willow flycatcher that may occupy the
wetland/riparian habitat in the future would be less than significant. Potential indirect impacts to thesethis
species include noise and human intrusion. Additional discussion of the Project’s indirect impacts to sensitive
species that may occupy the wetland/riparian habitat on-site is provided below. Accordingly, the Project’s
potential direct impacts to habitat supporting the least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher would
be less than significant. (Alden, 2017a, p. 26)(Alden, 2017, p. 26)



Indirect Impacts to Sensitive Plant and Animal Species

Development projects that are implemented adjacent to native open spaces have the potential to result in
indirect effects to biological resources such as habitat insularization, drainage/water quality, lighting, noise,
exotic plant species, and human intrusion. Each is discussed below.
Indirect Impacts Due to Habitat Insularization
Habitat insularization is the fragmentation of large habitat areas into smaller “islands” effectively isolated from
one another. Such fragmentation presents barriers to wildlife movement and breeding, splits animal and plant
populations, and increases edge effects. Often, habitat insularization is associated with local species
extirpation, since smaller habitat areas support relatively fewer species than larger ones. Minimal impacts are
expected to occur as a result of habitat insularization because the Project site is already an isolated “island” of
habitat surrounded by development. The Project site is not designated as a part of a greater preserve area or
wildlife corridor. Additionally, wetland/riparian habitat on-site would be preserved and provided with a
protective minimum, 100-foot-wide biological buffer (Lightfoot, 2017, p. 19)(Lightfoot, 2016, p. 18). This
buffer, along with the mitigation that would be required for the loss of upland habitat and wetland habitats
(refer to the discussion and mitigation included in DEIR Subsections 4.3.3.1 and 4.3.3.2), would reduce the
potential impact to below a level of significance (Alden, 2017a, p. 27)(Alden, 2016, p. 25).
Indirect Impacts Due to Drainage/Water Quality
During construction of the proposed Project, activities such as grading have the potential to increase sediment
runoff. However, near-term construction-related impacts would be less than significant due to the
construction-related erosion control measures that are required by this DEIR. Specifically, DEIR Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality, includes a detailed discussion of near-term hydrology/water quality impacts
associated with Project construction and demonstrates that impacts would be less than significant.
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Additionally, landscaping and irrigation associated with Project development may result in increased runoff.
This could increase erosion, sedimentation, and pollution, which could adversely impact water quality in the
preserved wetland/riparian habitat on-site (and farther downstream off-site). Potential drainage and toxin
impacts to biological resources due to urban runoff would be minimized through Project design features,
including the use of detention basins. Detention basins are designed to treat runoff and reduce runoff velocities
prior to discharging flows from the site (refer to DEIR Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, for a detailed
discussion and analysis of the drainage/water quality features incorporated into the Project). Therefore, lessthan-significant indirect impacts would result from Project runoff under near-term construction or long-term
operating conditions. (Alden, 2017a, p. 28)(Alden, 2016, p. 25).
Indirect Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species Due to Project Lighting
Long-term operation of the Project would include the installation and use of exterior, artificial lighting. Night
lighting exposes adjacent wildlife species to an unnatural light regime. The unnatural lighting may alter animal
behavior patterns, and consequently result in a loss of individuals and species diversity. Unless appropriate
measures are taken to prevent dispersion of light into the preserved wetland/riparian habitat proposed Preserve,
lighting effects could be a significant impact. Indirect impacts due to Project lighting represent a potentially
significant indirect impact for which mitigation, in the form of special lighting standards, would be required.
(Alden, 2017a, p. 28)(Alden, 2016, pp. 25-26)
Indirect Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species Due to Noise
Construction-related noise from such sources as clearing, grading, and vehicular traffic would be a temporary
impact to wildlife. Noise-related impacts would be considered significant if sensitive species were displaced
from their nests or territories and failed to breed. Temporary noise from Project construction activity has the
potential to exceed 60 decibels (dB) hourly average. This would result in indirect adverse impacts on coastal
California gnatcatchers, least Bell’s vireos, southwestern willow flycatcher, and other species protected by
the MBTA, if any such species is presentbreeding in on-site or off-site habitat or nesting during the breeding
season (March 1 February 15 to August 1531 for the gnatcatcher, April 10-July 31 March 15 through
September 15 for the vireo/flycatcher, and February 15 through September 15 for other MBTA-protected
species). If any of these sensitive species were to be present and construction activities that generate noise
above 60 dB occurred during its nesting season, a significant indirect impact to the species could occur,
requiring mitigation. (Alden, 2017a, p. 28)
In the long term, noise impacts to remaining, adjacent, occupied habitat resulting from the proposed Project
would be less than significant because of the minimum, 100-foot-wide biological buffer, and because the
proposed adjacent land uses adjacent to open space areas on-site consist of residential land uses that would
produce relatively little noise (Alden, 2017a, p. 28)(Alden, 2016, p. 26).
Indirect Impacts Due to Exotic Plant Species
Non-native plants could colonize areas disturbed by construction and could potentially spread into the adjacent
preserved wetland/riparian habitat proposed Preserve. Non-native plant colonization could occur particularly
following disturbances such as fire. These non-native plants have the potential to displace native plant species
and their associated habitats, reducing diversity, increasing flammability and fire frequency, change ground
and surface water levels, and adversely affect the native wildlife that are dependent on native vegetation, which
could result in an adverse impact to sensitive plant and animal species on-site. The potential for invasion of
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the open space by non-native plants is a potentially significant indirect impact requiring mitigation. (Alden,
2017a, pp. 28-29)(Alden, 2016, p. 26)
Indirect Impacts to Raptor Foraging/Nesting
Several raptor species were observed foraging on-site. Implementation of the proposed Project would result
in a significant loss (34.731.9 acres) of sensitive non-native grassland habitat on-site. Additionally, there
would be a cumulative loss of raptor foraging habitat (for at least the Cooper’s hawk, northern harrier, and
white-tailed kite for example) in the City of Oceanside. Additionally, indirect impacts to nesting raptors may
occur if construction occurs within the raptor breeding season (February 1 to January through August 1)
(Alden, 2017a, p. 29)(Alden, 2016, p. 26). A significant indirect impact to raptors and raptor habitat would
occur, requiring mitigation.
Indirect Impacts Due to Human Intrusion
Increases in hHuman activity in natural areas could result in degradation of sensitive vegetation communities
by fragmenting habitat, forming edges (through creation of roads and trails,) and removing existing plants. In
addition, illegal dumping of landscape debris and trash can occur. These types of impacts, should they occur
in the preserved habitat on-site, would be significant and mitigation would be required. proposed Preserve onsite, would be significant. The built Project includes permanent fencing/barriers along the boundary of the
proposed Preserve to avoid/minimize human intrusion into the Preserve. Therefore, the built Project is
expected to have less-than-significant impacts from human intrusion. During construction, however, such
permanent barriers would not be present. Therefore, there is potential for human intrusion to impact the
proposed Preserve during construction, which would be potentially significant. (Alden, 2017a, p. 29)(Alden,
2016, p. 26).
B.

Significance of Impact

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in direct and cumulatively considerable impacts to up to
1516 thread leaved brodiaea individuals, which is listed as a Federal threatened, and State endangered species.
In addition, the Project would result in direct and cumulative impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat,
which provides nesting and foraging habitat for the California coastal gnatcatcher, although the gnatcatcher
was not observed on-site. Furthermore, the Project would result in direct and cumulative impacts to the
southern willow scrub and mule fat scrub habitat, which provides nesting and foraging habitat for the least
Bell’s vireo. Indirect impacts associated with the Project (i.e., lighting, noise during construction, non-native
plant invasion, loss of raptor habitat, and human intrusion) also are considered potentially significant. Impacts
to the remaining sensitive plant and animal species either observed or with a potential to occur on-site would
be less than significant.
Given the small number (15) of potentially impacted individual thread leaved brodiaea plants, translocation is
not considered to be a viable mitigation option. Impacts to 15 individual thread leaved brodiaea plants would
instead be mitigated through preservation of suitable non-native grassland habitat for this species on site (as
required by Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-1). The CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
mapping for the preserved northern portion of the Project site shows five separate areas where the thread leaved
brodiaea has been observed in the past, as compared to the single location within the proposed Project footprint.
Based on this mapping, it is anticipated that the bulk of the potentially occupied habitat for this species on site
would be preserved, and impacts to the thread leaved brodiaea would be reduced to a level below significant.
(Alden, 2016, p. 29)Impacts to 16 individual thread leaved brodiaea plants would be mitigated though
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implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-1. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-1 requires that prior to the
issuance of grading permits, an on-site thread leaved brodiaea corm salvage and transplantation to the proposed
Preserve on-site occurs. The salvage and transplantation are required to occur in accordance with a salvage,
transplantation, and management plan approved by USFWS and CDFW. Pursuant to Mitigation Measure MM
4.3-1, the transplanted corms would be required to be maintained and monitored for a period of seven years.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-1 would reduce the Project’s direct and cumulatively
considerable impacts to the thread leaved brodiaea to below a level of significant.
As mentioned above, the coastal California gnatcatcher was not observed on-site, and was suspected to be a
migrant bird that may not breed on-site due to the small area of habitat on-site. Nonetheless, iImpacts to 1.2acre of coastal sage scrub habitat, which provides nesting and foraging habitat for the coastal California
gnatcatcher would be reduced to a level below significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM
4.3-1MM 4.3-2, while impacts to gnatcatchers during construction activities would be reduced to below a level
of significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-3 and MM 4.3-5. Mitigation Measure
MM 4.3-1MM 4.3-2 requires compensatory preservation of coastal sage scrub at a minimum 3:1 ratio within
the on-site open space areas. As required by Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-2, lands set aside as mitigation shall
be protected with conservation easements and dedicated in fee to an appropriate entity or nonprofit
organization, and a long-term Habitat Management Plan (HMP) also will be prepared to outline biological
resources on-site. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-3 requires that clearing and grubbing of the Diegan coastal
sage scrub habitat occur outside of gnatcatcher breeding season, and notes that grading may occur before the
end of breeding season if nesting surveys determine that all nesting is complete. Mitigation Measure MM 4.35 requires a Biological Monitor be present during grading activities and during construction activities within
500 feet of gnatcatcher habitat to ensure compliance with all mitigation measures, and provides duties of the
Biological Monitor. (Alden, 2017a, p. 29)(Alden, 2016, p. 29)
As mentioned above, the least Bell’s vireo was observed breeding on-site. Impacts to 0.03 acre of southern
willow scrub and 0.01 acre of mule fat scrub habitat, which provides nesting and foraging habitat for the least
Bell’s vireo, would be reduced to a level below significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM
4.3-8 (refer also to the discussion under Threshold b), while impacts to least Bell’s vireo nests during
construction activities would be reduced to below a level of significant with implementation of Mitigation
Measures MM 4.3-4 and MM 4.3-5. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-8 requires compensatory preservation of
southern willow scrub and mule fat scrub riparian/wetland habitats at a minimum 3:1 ratio. Mitigation Measure
MM 4.3-4 requires that clearing and grubbing within 500 feet of the wetland/riparian habitat shall avoid the
least Bell’s vireo breeding season, and notes that grading may occur before the end of breeding season if
nesting surveys determine that all nesting is complete. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-5 requires a Biological
Monitor be present during grading activities and during construction activities within 500 feet of vireo habitat
to ensure compliance with all mitigation measures, and provides duties of the Biological Monitor. (Alden,
2017a, p. 29)
Indirect impacts to the on-site open space areas associated with the Project include lighting, construction noise,
non-native plant invasion, loss of raptor habitat, and human intrusion. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-6 MM
4.3-2 imposes requirements for Project lighting. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-6 MM 4.3-2 would reduce
Project impacts due to lighting to a level below significant. Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-3, MM 4.3-4, and
MM 4.3-5 would ensure that indirect effects associated with construction noise are reduced to less than
significant. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-7 MM 4.3-5 would ensure that the Project’s landscaping excludes
invasive exotic plant species. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-2 would reduce Project-related
impacts due to loss of raptor habitat to less than significant. Additionally, Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-11
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MM 4.3-6 (refer also to the discussion of Threshold f) would ensure that permanent temporary construction
fencing is constructed at the interface between residential development and natural open space areas on-site
limits of Project construction impacts to prevent habitat impacts and the spread of silt from the construction
zone into the proposed Preserve. Collectively, these mitigation measures would reduce the Project’s indirect
impacts to sensitive habitats, plants, and animals in the on-site open space to below a level of significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the Project’s impacts to special status species
to below a level of significance.
MM 4.3-1

Prior to the issuance of any permits authorizing ground-disturbing activities, the Project
Applicant shall conduct corm salvage and transplantation of thread-leaved brodiaea
individuals within the Project’s development footprint to the proposed Preserve onsite. The salvage and transplantation shall occur in accordance with a salvage,
transplantation, and management plan subject to approved by the USFWS and CDFW.
Prior to the translocation effort, the HMP required pursuant to Mitigation Measure MM
4.3-2 shall be updated to include long-term management measures and success criteria
for the transplantation effort. The transplanted corms shall be maintained and
monitored for a period of seven years.

MM 4.3-1MM 4.3-2 Prior to issuance of grading permits or commencement of ground disturbing
activities for each phase of the proposed Project, the Project Applicant shall provide
evidence to the City of Oceanside Planning Division that impacts to 1.2 acres of Diegan
coastal sage scrub habitat are mitigated through compensatory preservation at a
(mitigation: impact) 3:1 ratio (approximately 3.6 acres) and impacts to 34.731.9 acres
of non-native grassland are mitigated through compensatory preservation at a 0.5:1
ratio (approximately 17.3516.0 acres). Mitigation shall occur through on-site habitat
preservation within the open space areas in the northern portions of the Project site.
Lands set aside as mitigation shall be protected with conservation easements and
dedicated in fee to an appropriate entity or nonprofit organization, approved by the
City, which will take over management responsibilities and liability. A long-term
Habitat Management Plan (HMP) also will be prepared by a qualified biologist prior
to the issuance of the first grading permit to outline biological resources on-site,
provide for monitoring of biological resources, address potential impacts to biological
resources, and identify actions to be taken to eliminate or minimize those impacts,
including success criteria as applicable. A Property Analysis Record (PAR), or PARequivalent analysis, will be included to determine the amount of funding needed for
the perpetual management, maintenance, and monitoring of such lands. A maintenance
entity will be identified as part of the HMP. The plan will be submitted to the City and
agencies for approval. The property owner shall be required to establish a funding
mechanism such as a non-wasting endowment to fund the management of the Projectrelated mitigation lands in perpetuity. Evidence of compliance with this requirement
shall be provided prior to issuance of grading permits.
MM 4.3-3

Clearing and grubbing of Diegan coastal sage scrub shall occur between September 1
and February 14 to avoid the gnatcatcher nesting season. Clearing and grubbing of
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Diegan coastal sage scrub may occur before September 1 if nesting surveys determine
that all nesting is complete.
MM 4.3-4

Clearing and grubbing within 500 feet of wetland/riparian habitat shall occur between
September 16 and March 14 to avoid the vireo nesting season. Clearing and grubbing
adjacent to wetland/riparian habitat may occur before September 16 if nesting surveys
determine that all nesting is complete.

MM 4.3-5

A Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office- (USFWS-) approved biologist (Biological
Monitor) shall be on site: 1) during clearing and grubbing and 2) weekly during Project
construction within 500 feet of vireo and/or gnatcatcher habitat to ensure compliance
with all mitigation measures. The Project Applicant shall submit the biologist’s name,
address, telephone number, and work schedule on the Project to the USFWS at least
five working days prior to initiating Project impacts. The contract of the Biological
Monitor shall allow direct communication with the USFWS at any time regarding the
Project. The Biological Monitor shall be available during pre-construction and
construction phases to review grading plans, address protection of sensitive biological
resources, monitor on-going work, and maintain communications with the Resident
Engineer to ensure that issues relating to biological resources are appropriately and
lawfully managed. The Biological Monitor shall perform the following duties:
a. The Biological Monitor shall perform a minimum of three focused surveys, on
separate days, to determine the presence of vireo and/or gnatcatcher nest-building
activities, egg incubation activities, or brood rearing activities within 500 feet of
Project construction proposed during each species’ breeding season. The surveys
shall begin a maximum of seven days prior to Project construction, and one survey
shall be conducted the day immediately prior to the initiation of work. Additional
surveys shall be done once a week during Project construction in the breeding
season. These additional surveys may be suspended as approved by the USFWS.
The Project Applicant shall notify the USFWS at least seven days prior to the
initiation of surveys and within 24 hours of locating any vireos and/or gnatcatchers.
b. If an active vireo and/or gnatcatcher nest is found within 500 feet of Project
construction, the Biological Monitor shall postpone work within 500 feet of the
nest(s) and contact the USFWS to discuss: 1) the best approach to avoid/minimize
impacts to nesting birds (e.g., sound walls, noise monitoring) and 2) a nest
monitoring program acceptable to the USFWS. Subsequent to these discussions,
work may be initiated subject to implementation of the agreed upon
avoidance/minimization approach and nest monitoring program. Nest monitoring
shall occur according to a schedule approved by the USFWS. The Biological
Monitor shall determine whether bird activity is being disrupted. If the Biological
Monitor determines that bird activity is being disrupted, the Project Applicant shall
stop work and coordinate with the USFWS to review the avoidance/minimization
approach. Upon agreement as to the necessary revisions to the
avoidance/minimization approach, work may resume subject to the revisions and
continued nest monitoring. Nest monitoring shall continue until fledglings have
dispersed, as approved by the USFWS.
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c. For vegetation clearing/grubbing outside the gnatcatcher breeding season, the
Biological Monitor shall perform a minimum of three, focused, pre-construction
surveys, on separate days, to determine the presence or absence of gnatcatchers in
the Project impact footprint. The surveys shall begin a maximum of 30 days prior
to performing vegetation clearing/grubbing, and one survey shall be conducted the
day immediately prior to the initiation of vegetation clearing. If any gnatcatchers
are found in the Project impact footprint, the Biological Monitor shall direct
construction personnel to begin vegetation clearing/grubbing in an area away from
the gnatcatchers. It shall be the responsibility of the Biological Monitor to ensure
that gnatcatchers will not be injured or killed by vegetation clearing/grubbing. The
Biological Monitor shall also record the number and location of gnatcatchers
disturbed by vegetation clearing/grubbing. The Project Applicant shall notify the
USFWS at least seven days prior to vegetation clearing/grubbing to allow the
USFWS to coordinate with the Biological Monitor on potential bird flushing
activities.
d. An employee education program shall be developed by the Biological Monitor.
Each employee (including temporary contractors and subcontractors) shall be
subject to a training/awareness program prior to working on the Project. They shall
be advised of the potential impact to the listed species and the potential penalties
for taking such species. At a minimum, the program shall include the following
topics: occurrence of the listed and sensitive species in the area (including
photographs), their general ecology, sensitivity of the species to human activities,
legal protection afforded these species, penalties for violations of federal and State
laws, reporting requirements, and Project features designed to reduce the impacts
to these species and promote continued successful occupation of the Project area.
e. The Biological Monitor shall submit weekly and bi-monthly e-mail reports
(including photographs of impact areas) during the breeding and non-breeding
seasons, respectively, to the USFWS during clearing of, and construction within,
500 feet of vireo and/or gnatcatcher habitats. The weekly reports shall document
that authorized impacts were not exceeded and general compliance with all
conditions. The reports shall also outline the location of construction activities, the
type of construction that occurred, and equipment used. These reports shall specify
numbers, locations, and sex of vireos and gnatcatchers (if observed), their observed
behavior (especially in relation to construction activities), and remedial measures
employed to avoid and minimize impacts to these species. Raw field notes shall be
made available upon request by the USFWS.
f. The Biological Monitor shall submit a final report to the USFWS within 120 days
of Project completion including photographs of impact areas and adjacent habitat,
documentation that authorized impacts were not exceeded, and documentation that
general compliance with all mitigation measures was achieved. The report shall
specify numbers, locations, and sex of gnatcatchers and/or vireos (if observed),
observed gnatcatcher and/or vireo behavior (especially in relation to Project
activities), and remedial measures employed to avoid and minimize impacts to
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gnatcatchers and vireos. Raw field notes shall be available upon request by the
USFWS.
MM 4.3-2MM 4.3-6 Prior to issuance of building permits, Project plans shall be reviewed by the
City of Oceanside Building Division to ensure that all lighting elements are directed
away or shielded from the preserved wetland/riparian habitat and other open space
areas on-site. Shielding may consist of the installation of fixtures that physically direct
light away from the outer edges of the property or landscaping, berms, or other barriers
at the edge of development that prevent light overspill. from and/or shielded so as not
to illuminate the proposed Preserve. The Project Applicant shall submit a lighting plan
to the USFWS at least 60 days prior to initiating Project construction. Evidence of
compliance with this Mitigation Measure shall be provided to the City of Oceanside
prior to the issuance of any occupancy permits.
MM 4.3-3

No clearing grubbing, grading or other construction activities shall occur within 500
feet of suitable habitat for coastal California gnatcatchers or other species protected by
the MBTA during the breeding season (March 1 to August 15 for the gnatcatcher, and
February 15-September 15 for other MBTA-protected species), until the following
requirements have been met:
I)

A qualified biologist (possessing a valid ESA Section 10(a)(1)(A) Recovery
Permit) shall survey appropriate habitat areas within 500 feet of the Project
footprint and would be subject to construction noise levels exceeding 60 dB
hourly average for the presence of the coastal California gnatcatcher and other
MBTA protected species. If no appropriate habitat is present then the surveys
shall not be required. If appropriate habitat is present, species surveys shall be
conducted pursuant to USFWS protocol survey guidelines within the breeding
season prior to commencement of any construction. If MBTA species are
present the following conditions must be met:
a. Between March 1 to August 15 for the gnatcatcher, April 10 to July 31 for
the vireo/flycatcher, and February 15 to September 15 for other MBTAprotected species, no construction activities shall occur within any portion
of the site where construction activities would result in noise levels
exceeding 60 dB hourly average at the edge of occupied MBTA species
habitat. An analysis showing that noise generated by construction activities
would not exceed 60 dB hourly average at the edge of occupied habitat
must be completed by a qualified acoustician (possessing current noise
engineer license or registration with monitoring noise level experience with
listed animal species) and approved by the Project biologist prior to the
commencement of construction activities. Prior to commencement of
construction activities during the breeding season, areas restricted from
such activities shall be staked or fenced under supervision of a qualified
biologist; or
b. At least two weeks prior to commencement of construction activities and
under direction of a qualified acoustician, noise attenuation measures (e.g.,
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berms, walls) shall be implemented to ensure that noise levels resulting
from construction activities will not exceed 60 dB hourly average at the
edge of habitat occupied by the coastal MBTA species. Concurrent with
commencement of construction activities and construction of necessary
noise attenuation facilities, construction noise shall continue to be
monitored at least twice weekly on varying days, or more frequently
depending on the construction activity to verify that noise levels at the edge
of occupied habitat are maintained below 60 dB hourly average or to the
ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB hourly average. If not, other
measures shall be implemented in consultation with the biologist, as
necessary, to reduce noise levels within occupied habitat to below 60 dB
hourly average or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 dB
hourly average. Such measures may include but are not limited to
limitations on the placement of construction equipment and the
simultaneous use of equipment. If the noise attenuation techniques
implemented are determined to be inadequate by the qualified acoustician
or biologist, then the associated construction activities shall cease until
such time that adequate noise attenuation is achieved or until the end of the
breeding season for the species present on-site.
c.

MM 4.3-4

If coastal California gnatcatcher, or other MBTA-protected species are not
detected during the protocol survey, the qualified biologist shall submit
substantial evidence to the City and applicable wildlife agencies and no
additional mitigation would be required.

No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction activities shall occur from March
15 through September 15 within 500 feet of suitable habitat in which the least Bell’s
vireo and/or the southwestern willow flycatcher are known to occur or have potential
to occur, until the following requirements have been met:
I)

II)

A USFWS-permitted biologist shall survey for each species prior to initiating
construction, as follows. Three site visits (10 days apart) shall be made to
survey for the vireo whenever construction (that would occur within 500 feet
of habitat in which the vireo is known to occur or has potential to occur) is
planned during the period March 15 through September 15. The survey shall
be initiated no earlier than April 10, which is the typical start date for a vireo
survey (USFWS 2001), and no more than 20 days prior to beginning
construction. At least one of the surveys shall occur no more than four (4) days
prior to construction. The results of the survey shall be submitted to the City
and applicable wildlife agencies for review and approval prior to initiating
those construction activities.
Three site visits (10 days apart) shall be made to survey for the southwestern
willow flycatcher whenever construction (that would occur within 500 feet of
habitat in which the flycatcher is known to occur or has potential to occur) is
planned during the period May 15 through September 15. The survey shall be
initiated no earlier than May 15 and no more than 20 days prior to beginning
construction. At least one of the surveys shall occur no more than four (4) days
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prior to construction. The results of the survey shall be submitted to the City
and applicable wildlife agencies for review and approval prior to initiating
those construction activities.
III)

If neither the vireo nor the flycatcher is present, construction activities shall be
allowed to proceed. If the vireo or flycatcher is present, but no nesting activity
is documented, nesting shall either be assumed to be occurring, or surveys shall
be conducted by a USFWS-permitted biologist (i.e., permitted for nest
monitoring) to determine nesting status. Surveys for nesting vireo and
flycatcher shall be conducted once per week within 500 feet of the construction
area for the duration of the activity in that area during the vireo /flycatcher
breeding season or until vireo /flycatcher are not observed or detected for 3
consecutive weeks. If nesting activity is observed, a 300-foot no-construction
buffer zone shall be established around each nest site (or habitat assumed to be
occupied by the species if nest surveys are not conducted). If construction must
take place within the buffer, a qualified acoustician shall monitor noise as
construction approaches the edge of the occupied habitat as directed by the
USFWS-permitted biologist.

IV)

If construction must take place within the 300-foot buffer required for vireo
and/or flycatcher nests, a qualified acoustician shall monitor noise as
construction approaches the edge of the occupied habitat as directed by the
USFWS-permitted biologist. If the noise meets or exceeds the USFWS hourly
average threshold of 60 dB, or if the biologist determines that the activities, in
general, are disturbing the nesting activities, the biologist shall have the
authority to halt construction and shall consult with the USFWS and CDFW to
devise methods to reduce the noise and/or disturbance, such as installing a
protective noise barrier between the nesting birds and the activities. If
construction activities must occur within 300 feet of a nest, the USFWSpermitted biologist shall monitor the nest daily until the activities are complete
or the fledglings become independent of their nest.

MM 4.3-5MM 4.3-7 Prior to the issuance of building permits for each phase of development, the
City of Oceanside Building Division shall ensure that all landscaping within 100 feet
of on-site open space areas the proposed Preserve consist of native species and do not
include any of the common invasive exotic plant species listed in either Table 5-5 of
the Oceanside Subarea Plan or the California Invasive Plant Council's (Cal-IPC)
“Invasive Plant Inventory” list.
MM 4.3-6

Prior to the issuance of the first occupancy permit, the Project Applicant shall ensure
that all permanent fencing, roads and recreational trails are placed in a way that shall
minimize human intrusion in the open space areas on-site. Evidence of compliance
with this Mitigation Measure shall be provided to the City of Oceanside prior to the
issuance of any occupancy permits.
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4.3.3.2 Issue b. – Adverse Effect to Riparian or Other Sensitive Natural Communities
Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department
of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
A.

Impact Analysis

As previously shown on Figure 4.3-1 and as summarized in Table 4.3-1, two wetland/riparian vegetation
communities (southern willow scrub and mule fat scrub) and five upland habitats (Diegan coastal sage scrub,
broom baccharis scrub, non-native grassland, disturbed habitat, and developed/ornamental) occur on-site. Of
these vegetation communities, five communities are considered sensitive natural habitat or habitat for a species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations.
The five sensitive communities include: southern willow scrub, mule fat scrub, Diegan coastal sage scrub,
broom baccharis scrub, and non-native grassland. The remaining two vegetation communities on-site
(developed/ornamental and disturbed habitat) are not considered sensitive. (Alden, 2017a, p. 10)(Alden, 2016,
p. 10)
As indicated in Table 4.3-4, Impacts to Vegetation Communities, implementation of the proposed Project
would result in approximately 38.335.35 acres of impacts on-site, which includes 35.933.1 acres of impacts to
sensitive communities. It should be noted that the Project’s 30-foot fuel modification zone is entirely outside
of the biological buffer/preserve area and is within the Project’s impact footprint. (Alden, 2017a, p. 23)
All of the sensitive vegetation communities on-site would be impacted by the Project, with exception of broom
baccharis scrub. Broom baccharis scrub would be fully avoided and preserved within the on-site open space
area. Project impacts to developed/ornamental and disturbed habitat would be less than significant because
these communities are not considered sensitive. Impacts to the remaining sensitive vegetation communities
on-site are discussed below (Alden, 2017a, p. 23)(Alden, 2016, p. 22):


Wetland/Riparian Vegetation Communities. This category includes southern willow scrub and
mule fat scrub. The Project is designed to avoid impacts to almost all of the wetland/riparian habitats
on-site. The Project would result in impacts to small patches of southern willow scrub (0.03 acre) and
mulefat scrub habitat (0.01 acre), each with an total approximate overall area of 0.020.04-acre. A
minimum, 50100-foot wide biological buffer is proposed around the remaining 8.03 acres of nonimpacted wetland habitat to ensure that no additional direct or indirect impacts occuraffect it. (Alden,
2017a, p. 24)(Alden, 2016, p. 21) Nonetheless, the Project’s impacts to 0.020.03-acre of southern
willow scrub and 0.020.01-acre of mule fat scrub habitat would be significant and mitigation would be
required.



Upland Habitats. Upland habitats include Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland.
Approximately 1.2-acre of Diegan coastal sage scrub would be impacted, most of which occurs in the
north east corner of the site. Additionally, approximately 34.731.9 acres of non-native grassland would
be impacted by the Project. (Alden, 2017a, p. 24)(Alden, 2016, p. 22) The Project’s impacts to nonnative grassland and Diegan coastal sage scrub habitats would be significant and require mitigation.
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Impacts to Vegetation Communities1

Vegetation Communities
Wetland/Riparian Vegetation Communities
Southern willow scrub
Mule fat scrub
Rare Upland Vegetation Communities
Diegan coastal sage scrub
Broom baccharis scrub
Annual (non-native) Grassland
Non-native grassland
Other Areas (non-sensitive)
Developed/Ornamental
Disturbed habitat
Total:

Acreage
0.020.03
0.020.01
1.2
0.0
34.731.9
1.51.3
0.9
38.3 35.3

1. Impacts include those from fuel modification.
(Alden, 2017a, Table 5)(Alden, 2016, Table 5)

B.

Significance of Impact

Although the Project is designed to avoid impacts to almost all of the wetland/riparian habitat on-site,
approximately 0.020.03-acre of southern willow scrub and 0.020.01-acre of mulefat scrub would be impacted
by the Project. In addition, Project impacts to upland habitats include impacts to 1.2 acres of Diegan coastal
sage scrub and 34.731.9 acres of non-native grassland which are sensitive habitat communities. Project
impacts to wetland/riparian and sensitive plant communities represent significant impacts on both a direct and
cumulatively considerable basis.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-8MM 4.3-7, shown visually below in Table 4.3-5,
Jurisdictional (Wetland/Riparian) Mitigation, would ensure that Project impacts to 0.020.03-acre of southern
willow scrub and 0.020.01-acre of mulefat scrub are mitigated at a minimum 3:1 ratio (mitigation: impact)
through on-site preservation. Additionally, MM 4.3-8 MM 4.3-7 would ensure that impacts to non-wetland
Water of the U.S./Waters of the State are mitigated at a 2:1 ratio through purchase of credits in an approved
wetland habitat mitigation bank, subject to ACOE/CDFW approval. At these ratios, the Project would
purchase 0.32-acre of wetland mitigation bank credits. Mitigation via an in-lieu fee payment to a mitigation
bank is considered adequate mitigation pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 1797-1799.1,
which establishes a system of conservation and mitigation banks in order to provide a means of mitigating
impacts to wetlands, endangered/threatened species, and otherwise sensitive resources. The Project Applicant
would contribute funds to such a bank that would in turn be used to create, restore, protect or enhance
streambed habitats, either at the source of the impact or elsewhere at a larger, more functional and longerlasting ecological system. (CDFW, 2015). The 8.04 acres of avoided jurisdictional features in the proposed
Preserve are not intended to serve as mitigation and are proposed to be available as mitigation for future
projects. Details about the mitigation bank for jurisdictional impacts would be determined through the CDFW
Section 1602 permit process. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-2 MM 4.3-1, detailed above in Subsection 4.3.3.1,
requires mitigation of coastal sage scrub at a minimum 3:1 ratio through on-site preservation within the onsite open space areas, and requires on-site preservation of non-native grassland scrub at a 0.5:1 ratio.
Implementation of the required mitigation would reduce the Project’s impacts on riparian and other sensitive
natural communities to below a level of significance. (Alden, 2017a, p. 30)(Alden, 2016, p. 28)
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Jurisdictional (Wetland/Riparian) Mitigation

Table 7
Jurisdictional (Wetland/Riparian) Mitigation
Jurisdictional Area

Impact
(Acres)

Southern Willow Scrub
Mule Fat Scrub
Ephemeral Stream/Streambed
TOTAL

0.020.03
0.020.01
0.10
0.14

Ratio
3:1
3:1
2:1

Proposed
Mitigation
(Acres)
0.060.09
0.060.03
0.20
0.32

(Alden, 2017a, Table 7)(Alden, 2016, Table 7)

C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-2 MM 4.3-1, provided above in Subsection 4.3.3.1, would apply and would
reduce the impact to sensitive habitats on the Project site. Additionally, the following mitigation measure has
been identified to reduce the Project’s impact to other sensitive vegetation communities to below a level of
significance.
MM 4.3-7MM 4.3-8 Prior to the issuance of any permits authorizing ground disturbing activities in
the on-site CDFW and ACOE jurisdictional wetland/riparian habitat, the Project
Applicant shall provide evidence to the City of Oceanside Planning Division that
impacts to these areas (calculated as 0.1-acre of ACOE non-wetland Waters of the U.S.,
0.04-acre of CDFW jurisdictional wetlands, and 0.1-acre of CDFW jurisdictional
streambed) have been mitigated through one of the following methods:
a)

In Lieu Fee Option: Mitigation can be fully or partially satisfied via an in-lieu
fee payment to a mitigation bank pursuant to California Fish and Game Code
Section 1797-1799.1, which establishes a system of conservation and
mitigation banks in order to provide a means of mitigating impacts to wetlands,
endangered/threatened species, and otherwise sensitive resources. The Project
proponent would contribute funds to such a bank that would in turn be used to
create, restore, protect or enhance streambed habitats, either at the source of
the impact or elsewhere at a larger, more functional and longer-lasting
ecological system. (CDFW, 2015)

b)

Preservation Option, On-Site or Off-Site: On-site, permanent preservation of
CDFW and ACOE jurisdictional areas within the on-site open space area, or
off-site permanent preservation of CDFW and ACOE jurisdictional areas at an
off-site location in the San Luis Rey Watershed or Carlsbad Watershed, the
exact location of which is to be determined in consultation with the CDFW and
ACOE as part of the CDFW Section 1602 and ACOE Section 404 permit
processes. The preserved areas on-site or off-site shall that have equal or
greater habitat value to the wetland/riparian areas to be impacted by the Project,
as determined by the CDFW and ACOE. Lands set aside as mitigation shall
be protected with conservation easements and dedicated in fee to an appropriate
agency or nonprofit organization, approved by the City, which will take over
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management responsibilities and liability. The property owner shall be
required to establish a funding mechanism such as a non-wasting endowment
to fund the management of the project-related mitigation lands in perpetuity.
Mitigation shall occur at the ratios specified in Oceanside Subarea Plan Table 5-2,
which specifies a 3:1 mitigation ratio for impacts to wetland habitat and a 2:1 ratio for
impacts non-wetland Waters of the U.S./Streambed habitat.
4.3.3.3 Issue c. – Adverse Effect on Federally Protected Wetlands
Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means)?
A.

Impact Analysis

As previously shown in Table 4.3-2 and Table 4.3-3, the Project site contains approximately 2.19 acres of
ACOE jurisdictional wetland habitat (2.18-acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01-acre of mule fat scrub). In
addition, the Project site contains 0.12-acre of non-wetland Waters of the U.S. (composed entirely of an
ephemeral drainage). The Project site also contains approximately 8.07 acres of CDFW jurisdictional wetland
habitat (7.83 acres of southern willow scrub and 0.24-acre of mule fat scrub), in addition to 0.12-acre of
streambed habitat considered non-wetland Waters of the State. (Alden, 2017a, Tables 3 and 4)(Alden, 2016,
Tables 3 and 4)
The proposed Project is designed to avoid the maximum extent possible Project effects to ACOE and CDFW
jurisdictional areas. The Project avoids almost all of the wetland/riparian habitat on-site. Impacts to the
wetland/riparian habitat on-site are shown on Table 4.3-6, Impacts to ACOE/CDFW Jurisdictional Areas. The
Project also would provide a protective biological buffer along with 29.9132.61 acres of open space in the
northerneastern portion of the Project site (included as part of the Project’s 34.11 total acres of open space)
which would serve to protect the majority of wetland/riparian habitat on-site. Nonetheless, the Project would
result in direct impacts to federally protected wetlands and non-wetland Waters of the U.S. Impacts have been
limited to 0.14-acre of ACOE and CDFW jurisdiction. As summarized in Table 4.3-6, the Project would result
in impacts to both ACOE and CDFW jurisdictional areas.
Table 4.3-6

Impacts to ACOE/CDFW Jurisdictional Areas

Habitat
ACOE
Wetlands
Southern willow scrub
Mule fat scrub
Non-wetland Waters of the U.S./Streambed
Ephemeral drainage
0.1
TOTAL
0.1

CDFW
0.020.03
0.020.01
0.1
0.14

(Alden, 2017a, Table 6)(Alden, 2016, Table 6)

There would be no direct impacts to ACOE jurisdictional wetlands. However, ACOE and CDFW permits are
required for impacts to non-wetland Waters of the U.S. Specifically, the Project would result in direct impacts
to a 0.1-acre ephemeral drainage that is considered non-wetland Waters of the U.S./Streambed habitat, which
are regulated by the ACOE and CDFW.
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The Project would result in direct impacts to 0.04-acre of CDFW wetland habitat, including 0.020.03-acre of
impact to southern willow scrub and 0.020.01-acre of impact to mule fat scrub, and also would result in direct
impacts to 0.1-acre ephemeral drainage that is considered non-wetland Waters of the U.S./Streambed habitat.
The Project’s direct impacts to 0.04-acre of CDFW jurisdictional areas and 0.10-acre of non-wetland Waters
of the U.S./Streambed habitat would be significant and require mitigation (Alden, 2017a, p. 26)(Alden, 2016,
p. 24).
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would impact approximately 0.1-acre of ACOE jurisdictional areas (ephemeral drainage), as well
as impact 0.14 -acre of CDFW jurisdictional areas, including 0.020.03-acre of southern willow scrub, 0.020.01acre of mule fat scrub, and 0.10-acre of non-wetland Waters of the U.S./Streambed habitat. These impacts
would be significant and require mitigation.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-8 MM 4.3-7, detailed above in Subsection 4.3.3.2, would
ensure that Project impacts to 0.04-acre of CDFW wetlands (including 0.020.03-acre of southern willow scrub
and 0.020.01-acre of mule fat scrub) would be mitigated through preservation of similar habitat at a 3:1 ratio.
Impacts to 0.1-acre of ACOE jurisdictional non-wetland Waters of the U.S. (ephemeral drainage) and 0.1-acre
of CDFW jurisdictional streambed would be mitigated through payment of an in-lieu fee or habitat preservation
at a 2:1 ratio. While not strictly meeting the no net loss standard for wetland acreage, the wetland impacts are
very limited in area, and the preservation of wetlands at a ratio of 3:1 is expected to result in no net loss of
wetland functions and values. Additionally, Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-9 MM 4.3-8 would ensure that all
applicable permits for impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are obtained prior to the impacts occurring. Therefore,
implementation of the required mitigation would reduce Project impacts to federally- and state-protected
wetlands and associated riparian habitats to below a level of significance.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-8 MM 4.3-7, detailed above under the discussion and analysis of Issue b, would
apply and would reduce impacts to the federally protected wetlands and non-wetland Waters of the U.S. onsite to below a level of significance. Additionally, the following mitigation measure has been identified to
reduce the Project’s impact to federally protected wetlands to below a level of significance.
MM 4.3-8MM 4.3-9 Prior to the issuance of any permits authorizing ground disturbing activities in
the on-site CDFW and ACOE jurisdictional (wetland/riparian) habitat on-site, the
Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the City of Oceanside Planning Division
demonstrating that all applicable permits have been obtained from regulatory agencies,
including a ACOE Nationwide Permit (NWP), a Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) 401 Water Quality Certification, and a CDFW Section 1602
Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA).
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4.3.3.4 Issue d. – Substantial Interference with Movement of Migratory Species
Would the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
A.

Impact Analysis

According the Project biologist (Alden), the Project site is not within or adjacent to local or regional wildlife
corridors. In addition, the Project site is not in the Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone identified in the Oceanside
Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan. Wildlife nursery sites were not
observed on-site, nor are they expected to occur on-site based on the habitats present and the level of
development surrounding the Project site. As such, Project development would not impact wildlife movement
or nursery sites (Alden, 2017a, p. 27)(Alden, 2016, pp. 24-25)
Implementation of the proposed Project would result in a further division of an already small and fragmented
patch of habitat in the City. Additionally, the site is not designated as part of a greater preserve area or wildlife
corridor. The wetland/riparian habitat on-site would be preserved and provided with a protective minimum
100-foot biological buffer as called for in the Oceanside Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural
Communities Conservation Plan. By conserving the sensitive wetland/riparian habitat in the northeastern
portion of the Project site as open space area, direct connections to other open space areas north of the Project
site are maintained. (Alden, 2017a, p. 25)(Alden, 2016, p. 25)
Notwithstanding the above, the Project’s noise levels during construction could potentially indirectly affect
native bird species including the coastal California gnatcatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher, the least Bell’s
vireo, nesting raptors, and other MBTA-protected species that may be present in on-site open space areas
during the breeding season (March 1 February 15 to August 1531 for the gnatcatcher, April 10-July 31 March
15 through September 15 for the vireo/flycatcher, February 15 through September 15 August for other MBTAprotected species, and February 1 January tothrough August 1 for raptors). (Alden, 2017a, pp. 28, 34)(Alden,
2016, p. 26) Impacts to such species (which would occur if active nests are present during construction) are
prohibited under the California Fish and Game Code. The Project’s potential to impacts nesting birds,
including birds regulated by the MBTA, are potentially significant impacts for which mitigation is required.
B.

Significance of Impact

Implementation of the proposed Project would not directly affect wildlife movement, migration, or nursery
sites; however, the Project would remove vegetation from the site that has the potential to support coastal
California gnatcatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher, least Bell’s vireo, nesting raptors, and other MBTAprotected species that may be present in on-site open space areas during the breeding season (March 1 February
15 to August 1531 for the gnatcatcher, April 10-July 31 March 15 through September 15 for the
vireo/flycatcher, February 15 through September 15 August for other MBTA-protected species, and February
1 to January through August 1 for raptors). The Project’s impacts to protected migratory species and raptors
represent a significant impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-3, and MM 4.3-4, and MM 4.3-5, detailed above under
Subsection 4.3.3.1, would ensure that the Project’s indirect impacts to protected birds would be reduced to
less-than-significant levels. Potentially impacted bird species include the coastal California gnatcatcher,
southwestern willow flycatcher, the least Bell’s vireo, nesting raptors, and other MBTA-protected species that
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may be present in on-site open space areas during the breeding season (March 1February 15 to August 1531
for the gnatcatcher, April 10-July 31March 15 through September 15 for the vireo/flycatcher, February 15
through September 15 August for other MBTA-protected species, and February 1 toJanuary through August 1
for raptors). Impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels by requiring avoidance and/or surveys
during the relevant breeding seasons. Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-10 MM
4.3-9 would ensure that impacts to nesting raptors are avoided during Project construction. With
implementation of the required mitigation, Project impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-3, and MM 4.3-4, and MM 4.3-5,, provided under the discussion and analysis
of Subsection 4.3.3.1, would apply and would reduce impacts to wildlife movement and migration to below a
level of significance. Additionally, MM 4.3-10 MM 4.3-9 has been identified to reduce Project impacts to
wildlife corridors and wildlife migration. No additional mitigation is required.
MM 4.3-9MM 4.3-10 As a condition of approval for all grading permits, the Project Applicant shall
first determine if construction would take place during general avian breeding season
(February through August, and for raptors January through August). If construction is
scheduled to take place during this time, a qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction avian nesting survey within seven calendar days prior to construction. If
nests are not observed, vegetation clearing may proceed. If any active nests are found,
work may proceed provided that construction activity is: 1) located at least 500 feet
from raptor nests; 2) located at least 300 500 feet from listed bird species’ nests (see
Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-3 through MM 4.3-5 for specific measures related to the
listed least Bell’s vireo and coastal California gnatcatcher); and 3) located at least 100
300 feet from non-listed bird species’ nests. A qualified biologist shall conspicuously
mark the buffer so that vegetation clearing does not encroach into the buffer until the
nest is no longer active (i.e., the nestlings fledge, the nest fails, or the nest is abandoned,
as determined by a qualified biologist). Evidence of compliance with this Mitigation
Measure shall be provided to the City of Oceanside prior to the issuance of any grading
permits. The Project Construction Contractor shall be responsible for monitoring for
compliance with this requirement, and shall permit periodic inspection by the City of
Oceanside at the City’s discretion. If nests are not observed, vegetation clearing and
construction may proceed.
4.3.3.5 Issue e. – Conflicts with Local Policies or Ordinances
Would the Project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy/ordinance?
A.

Impact Analysis

There are no applicable ordinances within the City of Oceanside applicable to the Project that were adopted
for the purpose of protecting biological resources (Alden, 2017a, p. 29)(Alden, 2016, p. 27). However, the
Project would be required to comply with Municipal Code Chapter 37, Water, Chapter 38, Noise Control,
Chapter 39, Light Pollution Regulations, and Chapter 40, Urban Runoff and Discharge Control. Each of the
above-mentioned Municipal Code Chapters include standards and requirements that would serve to reduce the
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Project’s indirect impacts to proposed on-site open space areas. Accordingly, the Project would not conflict
with any local ordinances protecting biological resources.
The City is in the process of adopting the Oceanside Subarea Plan, in conformance with the MNCP Subregional
Plan and the NCCP Act. Please refer to the discussion and analysis in Subsection 4.3.3.6, below, for a
discussion of the Project’s consistency with the Draft Oceanside Subarea Plan.
The Environmental Resource Management Element (ERME) of the City of Oceanside General Plan includes
policies relating to water, soil, erosion and drainage, coastal preservation, minerals, vegetation and wildlife
habitats, air quality, agricultural resources, cultural sites, and recreational and scenic areas (Oceanside, 2002,
pp. 6-8). The proposed Project would be subject to this local policy and the objectives presented to protect
biological resources in the area. The Project’s consistency with relevant objectives of the ERME is discussed
below.


Minimize pollution of water supplies, including lakes, rivers, streams, lagoons, and ground
water. The proposed Project is consistent with this objective by minimizing development within the
wetland areas found on the Project site. The Project’s compliance with this objective also is
demonstrated through the proposed creation of a 100-foot wide biological buffer that would ensure
minimal human intrusion to these areas. Minimizing intrusion to these areas would help minimize
pollution of these water supplies found on-site, ensuring Project compliance with this objective.



Minimize loss of life and property in flood prone areas. According to Figure ERM-2 of the ERME,
the Project site is not located within a floodway or floodplain area (Oceanside, 2002, p. 25). Because
the Project is not proposing development in a flood prone area, loss of life and property in a flood
prone area would be minimized. Accordingly, the Project would be consistent with the objective by
not constructing in a flood prone area.



Consider appropriate engineering and land use planning techniques to mitigate rapid
weathering of the rocks, soil erosion, and the siltation of the lagoons. Appropriate engineering and
land use planning techniques were used in the Project design including steep hillside landscaping,
drainage detention basins, and mitigated stormwater runoff flows. These techniques were used in order
to reduce the potential for rapid weathering of on-site rocks, soil erosion, and the siltation.
Accordingly, the Project would be consistent with this objective.



Conserve and enhance vegetation and wildlife habitats, especially areas of rare, endangered, or
threatened species. The Project proposes to conserve approximately 31.7334.11 acres of natural open
space on-site, which would conserve vegetation and wildlife habitats on the Project site. Accordingly,
the Project is consistent with this objective. (Oceanside, 2002, p. 8)

In summary, Project development and implementation would not conflict with the objectives contained in the
ERME that were adopted for the purpose of protecting biological resources. Therefore, no impact would occur
and no mitigation is required.
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Significance of Impact

The Project would be consistent with all applicable local ordinances and policies protecting biological
resources in the City of Oceanside. Implementation of the Project would result in no impact due to a conflict
with any ordinances or policies protecting biological resources, and no mitigation is required.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in no impact, no mitigation is required.
4.3.3.6 Issue f. – Conflicts with Habitat Conservation Plan
Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
A.

Impact Analysis

The only applicable habitat conservation plan applicable to the Project site is the draft Final Oceanside Subarea
Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (OSP/NCCP) (Oceanside, 2010a). The OSP/NCCP has not been
formally adopted by the City of Oceanside; however, the City of Oceanside nonetheless enforces the habitat
conservation requirements as specified in the plan for lands located within the City. The Project is designed
to comply with applicable requirements specified in the OSP/NCCP (Alden, 2017a, p. 29)(Alden, 2016, p. 27).
The requirements applicable to the Project include: 1) Biological Reserve Criteria; 2) Wetlands Mitigation;
3) Conservation and Buffer Requirements along Tributaries and Creeks; and 4) Off-site Mitigation. The
Project’s consistency with these requirements is discussed below.


Section 4.4, Biological Preserve Criteria. The OSP/NCCP calls for the conservation of at least 2,393
acres of existing native habitats as biological Preserve in the City. The composition of the open space
Preserve must meet the minimum acreage criteria set forth in Table 4-1 of the OSP/NCCP. The
configuration of the Preserve must also be consistent with all of the Subarea objectives. To meet the
requirements of the OSP/NCCP, the City must conserve at least 719 acres of existing coastal sage
scrub, and restore or enhance at least 164 additional acres of coastal sage scrub, in the City’s Plan area
(Oceanside, 2010a, p. 4-13)
Project Consistency. As previously indicated in Table 4.3-1, under existing conditions the Project
site contains a total of 4.9 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat. As shown in Table 4.3-4,
implementation of the proposed Project would result in impacts to 1.2 acres of Diegan coastal sage
scrub habitat, while the remaining 3.7 acres would be preserved within the on-site open space areas.
Although the Project is designed to minimize impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat, the Project’s
impacts to 1.2 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat represents a direct conflict with Section 4.4
of the OSP/NCCP. This is a significant impact requiring mitigation.



Section 5.2.4 Wetlands Mitigation Standards. This section addresses avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures for wetland habitats subject to development impacts. Development projects that
affect wetland vegetation communities are required to comply with these terms, which meet federal
and MHCP policies of no net loss of wetland functions and values. Compliance with the City’s Plan
and MHCP will constitute the full extent of mitigation measures for the take of wetland dependent
covered species required or recommended by the USFWS pursuant to the ESA, NEPA, and CDFW
pursuant to CESA, the NCCP Act, and CEQA. (Oceanside, 2010a, p. 5-16)
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Project Consistency. As previously indicated on Table 4.3-1, under existing conditions the Project
site contains 7.83 acres of southern willow scrub habitat and 0.24-acre of mulefat scrub habitat, both
of which are wetland plant communities. As shown in Table 4.3-4, the Project would impact 0.020.03acre of southern willow scrub habitat and 0.020.01-acre of mulefat scrub habitat. Although the Project
would preserve 7.817.80 acres of southern willow scrub habitat and 0.220.23-acre of mulefat scrub
habitat, the Project would nonetheless result in a net loss of wetland vegetation communities. This is
a significant impact for which mitigation would be required.
In addition, and as presented in Table 4.3-2 and Table 4.3-3, a total of 2.31 acres of the site contains
ACOE jurisdictional areas (jurisdictional wetlands and Non-wetland Waters of the U.S.). The site also
contains approximately 8.19 acres of CDFW jurisdictional wetlands and non-wetland waters of the
State. As shown in Table 4.3-6, the Project would impact a total of 0.14-acre of overlapping ACOE
and CDFW jurisdictional areas (i.e., 0.14-acre that is under CDFW jurisdiction and 0.1-acre of the
0.14-acre is under ACOE jurisdiction). The Project avoids 95.7% of the ACOE jurisdictional areas
and 98.3% of the CDFW jurisdictional areas on-site. This demonstrates that the Project’s design avoids
and minimizes impacts to these areas. Nonetheless, in the absence of mitigation the Project’s impacts
to ACOE/CDFW jurisdictional areas would conflict with Section 5.2.4; this is a significant impact for
which mitigation would be required.
o Section 5.2.4 No Net Loss Policy. For all vegetation communities listed by the MHCP as
wetland vegetation communities (see Oceanside Subarea Plan Table 5-2, Habitat Group A) the
City will require, in priority order, maximum avoidance of project impacts, minimization of
impacts, and mitigation of impacts. Mitigation of unavoidable impacts will be designed to
achieve no net loss of both wetland vegetation acreage and biological value within the City.
This is consistent with CDFG’s existing wetland policies. (Oceanside, 2010a, Table 5-2, pp.
5-16 and 5-17)
Project Consistency. As noted above, the Project would preserve 7.817.80 acres of southern
willow scrub habitat and 0.220.21-acre of mulefat scrub habitat within the on-site open space
areas. This represents preservation of approximately 99.799.6% of the existing southern
willow scrub habitat and approximately 91.787.5% of the existing mulefat scrub habitat. This
demonstrates that the Project has been designed to avoid and minimize impacts to wetland
vegetation communities. Nonetheless, impacts to these plant communities represent a conflict
with the OSP/NCCP No Net Loss Policy. Accordingly, this is a significant impact for which
mitigation would be required.
o Section 5.2.4 Findings for Unavoidable Impacts. Any project that proposes to directly or
indirectly impact wetlands or wetland vegetation communities anywhere within the City must
fully disclose and analyze such impacts in a CEQA document and in a findings document
prepared under a City implementing ordinance that addresses consistency with the OSP and
MHCP. The CEQA document and findings document must fully analyze and factually
substantiate that impacts to wetlands were avoided and minimized to the maximum extent
possible while maintaining some economic or productive use of the property. Feasible
alternatives to avoid the impacts shall be described and analyzed, and reasons that these
alternatives were not pursued shall be fully described and factually substantiated. If impacts
cannot be avoided, all feasible means of minimizing encroachment into wetlands shall be fully
addressed. Road or utility projects that must cross a wetland and that are to be permitted under
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this SAP will be required to demonstrate that the crossing will occur at the least overall
biologically sensitive location and that all feasible minimization measures have been
employed. In making this determination, alignment planning must consider whether avoidance
of wetland impacts would result in more significant upland impacts. The alternative that has
the fewest overall biological impacts is defined as that which has the least impact on sensitive
biological resources and Preserve configuration, considering both wetland and upland impacts
together. (Oceanside, 2010a, pp. 5-17 and 5-18)
Project Consistency. The proposed Project is being evaluated as part of this DEIR, in
compliance with CEQA. The DEIR fully discloses and analyzes the Project’s direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts to wetlands and wetland vegetation communities. The DEIR also
discloses and analyzes the Project’s impacts to jurisdictional areas. This DEIR also includes
alternatives that reduce the Project’s impacts to wetlands and wetland vegetation communities
(refer to the discussion of the No Project Alternative in Section 7.0, Alternatives). This DEIR
concludes that the Project’s impacts to 0.020.03-acre of southern willow scrub, 0.020.01-acre
of mulefat scrub, and 0.14-acre of ACOE/CDFW jurisdictional areas are unavoidable.
However, it should also be noted the Project would preserve approximately 99.799.6% of the
existing southern willow scrub habitat and approximately 91.787.5% of the existing mulefat
scrub habitats. In addition, the Project avoids 95.7% of the ACOE jurisdictional areas and
98.3% of the CDFW jurisdictional areas on-site. Additionally, mitigation measures are
presented in Subsections 4.3.3.1, 4.3.3.2, and 4.3.3.3 that would reduce the Project’s impacts
to wetlands and wetland vegetation communities to below a level of significance. Accordingly,
the Project is consistent with the OSP/NCCP Findings for Unavoidable Impacts.
o Section 5.2.4 Mitigation for Unavoidable Impacts. To achieve the no net loss standard,
mitigation for unavoidable impacts (e.g., wetland habitat creation) should preferably occur
onsite or within the affected drainage and/or watershed. Offsite mitigation may occur as long
as the mitigation site contributes to the City’s preserve design and has biological function and
value (e.g., by adjacency to other preserve areas). All wetland mitigation sites shall be
designated as Preserve, be protected by conservation easements, and be managed in perpetuity
for their biological resources and value. (Oceanside, 2010a, p. 5-18)
Project Consistency. Mitigation measures are presented in Subsections 4.3.3.1, 4.3.3.2, and
4.3.3.3 that would not strictly provide for no net loss of wetland acreage because loss to 0.14acre of wetlands would occur on-site with implementation of the proposed Project. However,
the required mitigation measures identified in these Subsections would maintain the functions
and values of the on-site wetlands. The mitigation measures would reduce the Project’s
impacts to wetlands and wetland vegetation communities to below a level of significance. All
mitigation for wetland habitats would occur through purchase of mitigation bank credits, onsite within the open space area, and/or off-site in a location to be determined and would be
mitigated at a ratio of 3:1 (Mitigation Acreage: Project Impact Acreage) for jurisdictional
wetlands and 2:1 ratio for unvegetated drainages/streambeds (Waters of the U.S. or Waters of
the State). Although no net loss would not occur, mitigation is provided in the same watershed
for consistency with this provision of the OSP/NCCP.
o Section 5.2.4 Conservation and Buffer Requirements along Tributaries and Creeks.
Wherever development or other discretionary actions are proposed in or adjacent to riparian
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habitats (not including the San Luis Rey River), the riparian area and other wetlands or
associated natural habitats shall be designated as biological open space and incorporated into
the Preserve. In addition, a minimum 50-foot biological buffer, plus a minimum 50-foot
planning buffer (total width of both equals 100 feet) shall be established for upland habitats,
beginning at the outer edge of riparian vegetation. The planning buffer serves as an area of
transition between the biological buffer and specified land uses on adjoining uplands. Foot
paths, bikeways, and passive recreational uses may be incorporated into planning buffers, but
buildings, roads, or other intensive uses are prohibited. The following uses are prohibited in
the 50-foot biological buffer: (1) new development, (2) foot paths, bikeways, and passive
recreational uses not already planned, and (3) fuel modification activities for new development.
In the event that natural habitats do not currently (at the time of proposed action) cover the 50foot buffer area, native habitats appropriate to the location and soils shall be restored as a
condition of project approval. In most cases, coastal sage scrub vegetation shall be the
preferred habitat to restore within the biological buffer. (Oceanside, 2010a, p. 5-18)
Project Consistency. As specified by the Project’s proposed PD/MUP, the Project
accommodates a 100-foot biological buffer from all wetland and riparian habitat on-site, which
is composed of a 50-foot “biological buffer” in which the following uses are prohibited: (1)
new development; (2) foot paths, bikeways, and passive recreational uses not already planned;
and (3) fuel modification activities for new development. Accordingly, the Project would be
consistent with this provision of the OSP/NCCP.


5.2.8 Project Implementation Guidelines. The OSP/NCCP includes a number of minimization
measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) required to be implemented by projects that may
impact biological resources within the City. All projects approved under the OSP/NCCP must also
adhere to the zone-specific standards for which they are located. Refer to Section 5.2.8 of the
OSP/NCCP for a complete listing of the Project Implementation Guidelines. (Oceanside, 2010a, pp.
5-21 to 5-25)
Project Consistency. The Project complies with a number of the guidelines set forth in Section 5.2.8
of the OSP/NCCP. However, there is a potential for the Project to conflict with several guidelines,
including the following: required fencing of open space areas during construction activities; potential
impacts due to fugitive dust; Project impacts to bird and raptor nest buffers; potential indirect impacts
during construction to on-site preserved habitat; the use of exotic plant species; introduction of pests
from Project landscaping; and other indirect impacts during construction. This is evaluated as a
significant impact for which mitigation would be required.



5.3.4 Offsite Mitigation Zone. The OSHCP details the requirements for an off-site mitigation zone,
and the exceptions that would allow for onsite mitigation credit. The Project proposes to complete
mitigation for habitat preservation on-site, and follows the requirement described by the Subarea Plan.
The Project does not conflict with the OSHCP; therefore, no impact would occur, and mitigation would
not be necessary. Impacts to biological resources within this zone must be mitigated within the
Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone (WCPZ) or Pre-approved Mitigation Areas. Onsite mitigation credit
is generally not allowed within this zone, with the following exceptions:
o Pre-approved Mitigation Areas. Lands designated as Pre-approved Mitigation Areas that lie
within Offsite Mitigation Zone may receive onsite mitigation credit.
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o Narrow Endemic Species. Onsite mitigation credit may be allowed if the onsite mitigation will
conserve a significant population of a narrow endemic species.
o Wildlife Agency Approved Site. Lands that contain critical wetlands, gnatcatcher habitat, or
habitat for other covered species, may receive onsite mitigation credit provided that written
approval from the Wildlife Agencies is obtained.
As mentioned in OSP/NCCP Section 3.2.3.2 a few east-west local movement corridors connect to the
north-south regional corridor (Figure 3-6). All of these local corridors are located in this zone.
Development projects that occur within a local gnatcatcher corridor will be evaluated on a case-bycase basis such that the function of these local corridors are not impacted. (Oceanside, 2010a, p. 5-41)
Project Consistency. The Project proposes mitigation for Project impacts on-site. The Project is
consistent with the OSP/NCCP exception for planned impacts to narrow endemic plant species.
However, on-site mitigation credit may be allowed if the on-site mitigation will conserve a significant
population of a narrow endemic species. In the case of the proposed Project, on-site open space areas
would preserve existing populations of sensitive plant species, and would provide habitat for new
populations of sensitive plant species. Accordingly, the Project would be consistent with the
OSP/NCCP requirements for the Offsite Mitigation Zone, and no impact would occur.


5.4 Corrective Action. The OSHCP identifies the Project site as requiring “Corrective Action,” as
follows:
o Property at the northeast corner of Melrose Drive and Oceanside Blvd. Approximately 5-10
acres of coastal sage scrub was illegally graded on a portion of the property northeast of the
intersection of Oceanside Boulevard and Melrose Drive in 1997, without authorization by the
City or Wildlife Agencies. The City of Oceanside and U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service are
requiring the following remedial actions of the property owner: (1) determine the exact
acreage of removal through review of historic aerial photos and other available records, (2)
restore onsite between 5-10 acres of high quality coastal sage scrub habitat, or (3) purchase
up to 20 acres of mitigation credits in the WCPZ, or a Pre-approved Mitigation Area.
Project Consistency. Although the Project site is identified as needing corrective action, the prior
violation that occurred is unrelated to the proposed Project evaluated in this DEIR. Additionally, this
disturbance happened in areas proposed to be conserved as open space by the Project. The vegetation
mapping conducted by Alden reflects current site conditions and does not identify any areas that may
have been previously cleared. The habitat removal was not part of the proposed Project, and was an
existing condition on-site. Any corrective action that may be required would be unrelated to the
proposed Project, and the areas identified by the OSHCP would be preserved as open space by the
Project. Thus, the Project would have no potential to conflict with Section 5.4 of the OSHCP. (Alden,
2016, p. 2)Although the prior violation is unrelated to the proposed Project evaluated in this DEIR, the
Project would nonetheless be required to take “Corrective Action” in order to be consistent with the
OSHCP. In accordance with the “Corrective Action” requirements for the Project area, an evaluation
of the Project site determined a net reduction of 1.64 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat occurred. A
Coastal Sage Scrub Restoration Plan was prepared for the Project site, and is included as Technical
Appendix C2 to this DEIR. In conjunction with the City, CDFW, and USFWS, it has been determined
that 8.20 acres of mitigation is required for the unauthorized removal of 1.64 acres of coastal sage
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scrub habitat. In addition, the Agencies requested the adjacent extant coastal sage scrub habitat be
enhanced. However, this historic grading impact is unrelated to the proposed Project evaluated in this
EIR. Although mitigation is proposed to ensure the Project complies with the “Corrective Action”
requirements of the OSP/NCCP, this mitigation is not needed to reduce any Project-related impacts
due to a conflict with the OSP/NCCP. Implementation of the required mitigation would ensure full
compliance with the OSP/NCCP requirements related to “Corrective Action.” (Alden, 2017b, p. 1)
Based on the foregoing analysis, the Project has the potential to conflict with some of the provisions of the
OSP/NCCP. This is evaluated as a significant impact for which mitigation is required.
B.

Significance of Impact

Prior to mitigation, the Project has the potential to conflict with several provisions of the OSP/NCCP, including
Sections 4.4, 5.2.4, and 5.2.8, and 5.4. These provisions relate to biological preserve criteria, wetlands
mitigation standards, no net loss policy, and project implementation guidelines, and corrective action for
historic violations. The Project’s potential conflict is significant on both a direct and cumulatively considerable
basis.
Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-11 MM 4.3-10 through MM 4.3-18MM 4.3-17 have been imposed on the Project
to ensure Project compliance with Sections 4.4, 5.2.4, and 5.2.8. Combined with Project design features and
Mitigation Measures identified in other sections of this DEIR (e.g., Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality),
these Mitigation Measures would ensure that the Project fully complies with the OSP/NCCP. Mitigation
Measure MM 4.3-19 has been imposed on the Project to ensure compliance with Section 5.4 of the OSP/NCCP,
and requires compliance with the mitigation methods contained in the Coastal Sage Scrub Restoration Plan
(Technical Appendix C2). The USFWS and CDFW approved the mitigation approach on May 4, 2017 and
May 8, 2017, respectively (refer to DEIR Technical Appendix L.) Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM
4.3-19 would fulfill the requirements of Section 5.4 of the OSP/NCCP, as confirmed by the Wildlife Agencies.
As such, the required mitigation would reduce potential impacts associated with a conflict with the OSP/NCCP
to a level below significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measures have been identified to ensure the Project’s conflicts with the provisions
of the Oceanside Subarea Plan are reduced to below a level of significance.
Prior to the issuance of grading, building, and/or occupancy permits for each phase of the proposed Project,
the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the City of Oceanside Building Division and/or City Engineer
that the Project meets all of the minimization measures and Best Management Practices described in Section
5.2.8, Project Implementation Guidelines, of the Oceanside Subarea Plan for both construction and long-term
operation, as follows:
MM 4.3-10MM 4.3-11 Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, the Oceanside Building
Division and/or City Engineer shall review plans to ensure they depict and include a
note requiring the installation of temporary fencing (with silt barriersand shall include
erosion and sediment control devices) at the limits of proposed impact areas (including
construction staging areas and access routes) to prevent habitat impacts and the spread
of silt from the construction zone into the proposed Preserve. Erosion and sediment
control devices shall be of materials that avoid creating a wildlife entanglement.
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Fencing shall be installed in a manner that all disturbances associated with the
construction of the fencing occurs within the Project’s impact limits, as depicted on
EIR Figure 4.3-1 and documented by the Project’s Biological Opinion does not impact
the proposed Preserve. The Project Applicant shall submit to the USFWS and CDFW
for approval, at least seven days prior to initiating Project impacts, the final plans for
initial clearing and grubbing and Project construction. These final plans shall include
photographs that show the fenced limits of impacts and the proposed Preserve to be
avoided. If workconstruction occurs beyond the fenced or demarcated limits of impact,
the construction contractor shall direct that all work shall cease until the problem has
been remedied to the satisfaction of the Wildlife Agencies USFWS and CDFW. Any
riparian/wetland or upland habitat impacts that occur beyond the approved, temporary,
construction fencedfencing shall be mitigated at a minimum 5:1 ratio. The temporary
construction fencing shall be removed upon Project completion.
MM 4.3-11

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, the Oceanside Building Division
and/or City Engineer shall review plans to ensure they include the following note. The
Project Construction Contractor shall be responsible for monitoring for compliance
with this requirement, and shall document the date, time, location, and attendees who
participated at this meeting.
“Prior to the commencement of ground-disturbing activities and/or grading, a
meeting shall be conducted with the Project biologist and construction
supervisors. At this meeting, construction and site plans shall be provided by
the Project biologist identifying locations of sensitive biological resources to
be avoided. The Project biologist shall discuss all biology-related mitigation
measures that shall be implemented during construction of the Project, as well
as avoidance measures required to preclude direct or indirect construction
impacts to sensitive biological areas on-site.”

MM 4.3-12

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the City Engineer shall ensure a note is shown on
the grading plans requiring compliance with San Diego Air Pollution Control District
(SDAPCD) Rule 55 relating to fugitive dust control.

MM 4.3-13

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence
to the City of Oceanside Planning Division that a monitoring biologist who is
knowledgeable of the biology and ecology of species on-site has been retained to
monitor compliance with all conservation measures during: a) initial clearing and
grubbing of all native habitats; and b) Project construction within 500 feet of preserved
habitat. The biological monitor shall prepare periodic (minimum of bi-weekly) reports
and a post-construction report to document compliance. Upon the conclusion of
grading activities, or upon request of the City of Oceanside, these reports shall be
submitted to the City of Oceanside Building Division. The construction monitoring
reports and final post-construction report shall be provided prior to the issuance of
building permits

MM 4.3-14

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits, the Oceanside Building Division
and/or City Engineer shall review plans to ensure they include the following note:
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“If night work is necessary, night lighting shall be of the lowest illumination
necessary for human safety, selectively placed, shielded, and directed away
from natural habitats.”
MM 4.3-15

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the City Engineer shall review plans to ensure
they depict and include the following note. The Project Construction Contractor shall
be responsible for monitoring for compliance with this requirement, and shall permit
periodic inspection by the City of Oceanside at the City’s discretion.
“Prior to commencement of ground disturbing activities, the monitoring
biologist shall flush birds out of habitat areas before they are cleared.”

MM 4.3-16

Prior to issuance of building permits, the City of Oceanside Building Division shall
review plans to ensure they include the following note. The Project Construction
Contractor shall be responsible for monitoring for compliance with this requirement,
and shall permit periodic inspection by the City of Oceanside at the City’s discretion:
“Any planting stock to be brought onto the project site for landscape or habitat
creation/restoration/enhancement shall be first inspected by a qualified pest
inspector to ensure it is free of pest species that could invade natural areas,
including but not limited to, Argentine ants (Iridomyrmex humil), fire ants
(Solenopsis invicta), and other insect pests. Any planting stock found to be
infested with such pests shall not be allowed on the project site or within 300
feet of natural habitats unless documentation is provided to the Agencies that
these pests already occur in natural areas around the project site. The stock
shall be quarantined, treated, or disposed of according to best management
principles by qualified experts in a manner that precludes invasions into
natural habitats. The applicant shall ensure that all temporary irrigation will
be for the shortest duration possible, and that no permanent irrigation will be
used, for landscape or habitat creation/restoration/ enhancement.”

MM 4.3-17

Prior to issuance of grading or building permit issuance, the City of Oceanside Building
Division and/or City Engineer shall ensure that the following notes are included on
Project plans. The Project Construction Contractor shall be responsible for monitoring
for compliance with this requirement, and shall permit periodic inspection by the City
of Oceanside at the City’s discretion:


Employees shall strictly limit their activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction
materials to the fenced project footprint;



To avoid attracting predators of covered species, the project site shall be kept as
clean of debris as possible. All food related trash items shall be enclosed in sealed
containers and regularly removed from the site;



Pets of project personnel shall not be allowed on the project site;
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Disposal or temporary placement of excess fill, brush or other debris shall not be
allowed in waters of the United States or their banks;



All equipment maintenance, staging, and dispensing of fuel, oil, coolant, or any
other such activities shall occur in designated areas outside of waters of the United
States within the fenced project impact limits. These designated areas shall be
located in previously compacted and disturbed areas to the maximum extent
practicable in such a manner as to prevent any runoff from entering waters of the
United States, and shall be shown on the construction plans. Fueling of equipment
shall take place within existing paved areas greater than 100 feet from waters of
the United States. Contractor equipment shall be checked for leaks prior to
operation and repaired as necessary. “No-fueling zones” shall be designated on
construction plans.

The Project Applicant shall develop an educational pamphlet (in English and Spanish)
for the identification of raptor nests and to guide tree pruning activities during the
breeding season. The pamphlet shall be provided to all future homebuyers within the
Project. The notice shall include the following language:
To avoid any direct and indirect impacts to raptors and/or any migratory birds,
grubbing and clearing of vegetation that may support active nests and
construction activities adjacent to nesting habitat would occur outside of the
breeding season (January 15 through August 31). If removal of habitat and/or
construction activities is necessary adjacent to nesting habitat during the
breeding season, the Applicant shall retain a City-approved biologist to
conduct a pre-construction survey to determine the presence or absence of nonlisted nesting migratory birds on or within 300 feet of the construction area,
and federally- or State-listed birds and raptors on or within 500 feet of the
construction area. The pre-construction survey must be conducted within 10
four (4) calendar days prior to the start of construction, the results of which
must be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to initiating any
construction activities. If nesting birds are detected by the City-approved
biologist, the following buffers shall be established: 1) no work within 300 feet
of a non-listed nesting migratory bird nest, and 2) no work within 500 feet of a
listed bird or raptor nest. However, the City may reduce these buffer widths
depending on site-specific conditions (e.g. the width and type of screening
vegetation between the nest and proposed activity) or the existing ambient level
of activity (e.g., existing level of human activity within the buffer distance). If
construction must take place within the recommended buffer widths above, the
project applicant will contact the City and Wildlife Agencies to determine the
appropriate buffer.

Evidence of compliance with this Mitigation Measure shall be provided to the City of
Oceanside prior to the issuance of any grading and/or building permits.
MM 4.3-19

Prior to the issuance of grading permits or commencement of ground disturbing
activities, the Project Applicant shall provide evidence to the City of Oceanside
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Planning Division that historic impacts to 1.64 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat onsite are mitigated through compensatory preservation at a (mitigation: impact) 5:1 ratio
(approximately 8.20 acres). Mitigation shall occur in accordance with the report dated
August 15, 2017 titled “Coastal Sage Scrub Restoration Plan for the City of Oceanside
Notice of Violation for Parcels 161-030-19 & 161-030-20” by Alden Environmental,
Inc., including the purchase of 7.0 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat, restoration
(creation) of 1.2 acres of coastal sage scrub habitat on-site, and enhancement of 3.06
acres of existing coastal sage scrub habitat on-site, adjacent to the proposed on-site
coastal sage scrub restoration area. On-site habitat restoration shall occur in
accordance with MM 4.3-2. Evidence of compliance with this requirement shall be
provided prior to issuance of grading permits.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

The analysis in this Subsection is based on two site-specific cultural resource assessment reports. The
cultural resources reports prepared for the Project are titled “The Vista-Oceanside Project Cultural Resource
Survey and Test Program Vista, California” (dated November 2001) (Gallegos, 2001), and update letter titled
“Addendum- Melrose Heights Cultural Resource Letter Report to the Vista-Oceanside Cultural Resource
Survey and Test Program” (dated August 16, 2013) (Gallegos, 2013). These reports were prepared by
Gallegos + Associates and are included as Technical Appendix D1 and Technical Appendix D2 to this DEIR,
respectively. The report titled “Paleontological Resource Assessment Melrose Heights Project” (dated July
31, 2013) was prepared by Department of PaleoServices at the San Diego Natural History Museum
(SDNHM) and is included as Technical Appendix D3 to this DEIR.

4.4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.4.1.1 Cultural Setting
A.

Prehistoric Period Setting

The Project site is located in the eastern portion of the City of Oceanside, San Diego County, California. The
Early Period/Archaic Period and the Late Prehistoric Period are the two general cultural periods represented
in San Diego County. The Early Period/Archaic Period and the Late Prehistoric Period are summarized
below. Refer to Technical Appendix D1 for a more detailed discussion about the prehistoric cultural periods
in San Diego County.
•

Early/Archaic Period (9,500 to 1,300 years ago). In southern California, this period is associated
with a number of different cultures, complexes, traditions, periods and horizons including San
Dieguito, La Jolla, and Pauma in San Diego County. The development of a generalized economic
system indicates that the San Dieguito and related groups can be placed within the general Archaic
pattern. Archaic cultures occur within North America at slightly different times in different areas.
Archaic cultures are generally correlated with local economic specialization growing out of the
earlier Paleo-Indian Tradition. Archaic cultures can also be identified by more diverse artifact
assemblages and more complex regional variation than occur in Paleo-Indian traditions. This is
generally thought to have resulted from the gradual shift away from a herd-based hunting focus to a
more diverse and area-specific economy. Archaic sites from 9500 to 1300 years ago within San
Diego County include coastal habitation sites, inland hunting, milling camps, and lithic quarry sites.
Although various culture traits developed or disappeared during the span of 9500 to 1300 years ago,
a clear pattern of cultural continuity is evident over this period. (Gallegos, 2001, pp. 1-4 and 1-5)

•

Late Prehistoric Period (1,300 years ago to historic contact). During the Late Prehistoric Period a
material culture pattern similar to that of historic Native Americans first becomes apparent in the
archaeological record. The economic pattern during this period appears to be one of more intensive
and efficient exploitation of local resources. The prosperity of these highly refined economic
patterns is well evidenced by the numerous Kumeyaay/Diegueño and Luiseño habitation sites
scattered throughout San Diego County. However, significant differences exist between Luiseño and
Kumeyaay/ Diegueño cultures, including linguistic stock, the long interaction of these groups during
the Late Period resulted in the exchange of many social patterns. The Project site is generally
considered to be within the Luiseño cultural territory. Artifacts and cultural patterns reflecting the
Late Prehistoric Period include small projectile points, pottery, the establishment of semi-permanent
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or permanent seasonal village sites, the proliferation of acorn milling sites in the uplands, the
appearance of obsidian from Obsidian Butte, and the practice of interment by cremation. (Gallegos,
2001, pp. 1-6 and 1-7)
B.

Historical Setting

On July 20, 1769, Father Juan Crespi arrived in the area known today as the San Luis Rey Valley (currently
known as the City of Oceanside), which was populated by Native Americans. Mission San Luis Rey de
Francia, four river miles upstream from the ocean, was founded in 1798 by Padre Lasuen. Mission San Luis
Rey, the eighteenth of 21 California missions, was named after King Louis IX of France. This mission is
known as "King of the Missions" because it was the largest and one of the most beautiful architecturally.
(Oceanside, 2002d, p. 39; Oceanside, 2016e)
The early California period was the included large Mexican land grants. On May 10, 1841, Pio Pico and his
brother, Andreas, received a grant of 133,441 acres from Governor Alvarado. Known as Rancho Margarita
and Las Flores, this land grant is the present site of the Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base. The rancho
changed hands several times throughout the years, and was eventually sold to Richard O’Neill and James C.
Flood, whose family owned the property until 1942 when it was sold to the United States Navy. (Oceanside,
2016e)
About the time O'Neill and Flood purchased the rancho, the California Southern Railway, a branch of the
Santa Fe, was constructing a railway linking San Diego with San Bernardino. Completed in 1883, the
railway opened the beach area of San Diego County for development of Oceanside. In addition, a small
town had grown up around the mission in the San Luis Rey Valley. A storekeeper there, Andrew Jackson
Meyers, applied for a homestead grant in the area just south of Rancho Santa Margarita. The Federal
government granted "Jack" Meyers 160 acres, which was to become the very heart of Oceanside.
(Oceanside, 2016e)
Early Oceanside grew at a rapid rate; on the date of the city's incorporation July 3, 1888 the population of
Oceanside was approximately 1,000. By 1889, the Bank of Oceanside was built on the corner of Mission
Avenue and South Coast Highway and also a grand hotel, the South Pacific, located on Pier View Way and
Pacific Streets near the present pier. Up through the 1920s, railroads played an important role in the
continuing development of the city and brought thousands of prospective buyers to the City. (Oceanside,
2016e)
C.

Paleontological Setting

This section is based on field studies and a paleontological resources assessment prepared by the SDNHM
and provided as DEIR Technical Appendix D3. The paleontological resources assessment also is based in
part on the Project’s geotechnical study, prepared by Geocon and dated June 5, 2012 (DEIR Technical
Appendix E1).
As described in the paleontological resources assessment, the geology of the Project area is relatively
complex and bears a relationship to paleontological sensitivity. The majority of the Project site west of
Melrose Drive is underlain by artificial fill to varying depths. These relatively youthful deposits overlie
older geologic deposits mapped as Eocene-age sedimentary rocks of the Santiago Formation. The Santiago
Formation is considered to have a “high” sensitivity for paleontological resources. (SDNHM, 2013, pp. 5,
12)
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A majority of the site east of Melrose Drive contains geologic formations that are considered to have a “low”
or “zero” sensitivity for paleontological resources. However, the northern portions of proposed Planning
Area 2 contain Quaternary terrace deposits, while the southern and western portions of Planning Area 3
contain Quaternary terrace deposits or Eocene Santiago Formation. Both Quaternary terrace deposits and
Eocene Santiago Formation are considered to have a “high” sensitivity for paleontological resources.
(SDNHM, 2013, pp. 5, 12)
4.4.1.2 Documented Prehistoric Resources
Gallegos + Associates conducted a literature review and a field survey of the Project site to identify the
presence or absence of cultural resources. Tests were conducted to determine site significance included
mapping and collection of surface artifact collection, and excavation of shovel test pits (STPs). When a
subsurface deposit was encountered, Phase II field methods were conducted. Phase II involved excavation of
two to four l meter (m.) x l m. units per site to determine content, integrity, and potential to address important
research questions. Laboratory work included washing and/or brushing artifacts and cataloguing (Gallegos,
2001, pp. 2-7 &2-8). The initial study by (Gallegos et al. 2001) for the 156 acre Vista-Oceanside project
identified six precontact sites. The precontact sites have been labeled as follows: CA-SDI-6088, CA-SDI6089, CA-SDI-6090, CA-SDI-6091, CA-SDI-6092, and CA-SDI-6093. For the present 70.65-acre Melrose
Project site, only three of these sites (CA-SDI-6088, CA-SDI-6092, CA-SDI-6093) are located on-site within
the Project boundaries. The remaining three sites (CA-SDI-6089, CA-SDI-6090, CA-SDI-6091) are located
outside of the Project boundaries to the north and northeast. Mitigation and monitoring was completed in
2010 for the Vista Sports Park Project for the three sites located outside of the Project boundaries. The
prehistoric resources found within the Project boundary are discussed below.
•

CA-SDI-6088: This site was recorded by Franklin (1978) as scattered bedrock milling with
associated shell and lithics. The surface survey identified three milling loci and one possible milling
locus. No artifacts were identified at the site. However, modern trash and graffiti were present.
(Gallegos, 2001, 1-8) Based on test pits excavated at the site by Gallegos, Site CA-SDI-6088 was
found to have poor site integrity. The site also produced a low amount and diversity of artifacts and
faunal materials. The site survey concluded that this site is not significant under CEQA criteria and
not eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Places. (Gallegos, 2001, p. 9-7)

•

CA-SDI-6092 was recorded by Franklin (1978) as bedrock milling features on isolated granitic
outcrops. The surface survey identified three milling loci at the site. The first locus consisted of one
slick and one basin. The second and third loci consisted of one slick each. No artifacts were
identified on the surface. Disturbance at the site included dumping and discing. (Gallegos, 2001, 110) Given the poor site integrity and limited artifactual and ecofactual materials recovered, Site SDI6092 is not significant under CEQA criteria and recommended as not eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historic Places. (Gallegos, 2001, p. 9-7)

•

CA-SDI-6093 Site CA-SDI-6093 was recorded as an extensive bedrock milling feature on granitic
outcrops randomly dispersed upon the knoll and along its base (Fink 1974, Franklin 1978). During
the 2001 surface survey, two extensive milling areas were identified. The first locus consisted of
several basins and one large slick. The second locus consisted of two basins and two slicks. A dirt
road now divides the site into two distinct areas. (Gallegos, 2001, 1-10) Due to the in-tact nature of
Site CA-SDI-6093, this site is significant under CEQA criteria and is recommended as eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historic Resources. (Gallegos, 2001, p. 9-7)
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4.4.1.3 Historic Period Resources
The Project site is vacant and undeveloped under existing conditions and does not contain any structures with
distinctive features or important ties to history. Based on the literature review and survey conducted, no
historic resources are located on the property (Gallegos, 2001, p. 7-23).
4.4.1.4 Paleontological Resources
The SDNHM investigated the presence of paleontological resources on the Project site. The SDNHM
conducted review of published and unpublished geologic reports and a pedestrian survey of the Project area
on June 25, 2012. According to the paleontological resources assessment (refer to Technical Appendix D3),
the Project site is located within an area of the City of Oceanside that is underlain by modern Artificial Fill,
Quaternary Alluvial Valley deposits, Quaternary Terrace deposits, Eocene Santiago Formation, and
Cretaceous Bonsall Tonalite. Although no paleontological resources were found during the survey, there is
potential for paleontological resources to be encountered during the grading of the Project site. (SDNHM,
2013, p. 5)
The geological formations that occur on-site are rated in terms of their potential to contain paleontological
resources, as follows (SDNHM, 2013, p. 12):
•

High Paleontological Potential: Quaternary Terrace Deposits and Santiago Formation.

•

Moderate Potential: No formations with moderate sensitivity occur on-site.

•

Low Potential: Quaternary Alluvium.

•

Zero Potential. Bonsall Tonalite and artificial fill.

As noted above, Quaternary Terrace deposits and Eocene Santiago Formation deposits have a high
paleontological sensitivity rating. The Quaternary Terrace deposits have the potential to be Pleistocene in
age (greater than 10,000 years old, but less than ~500,000 years old). The Quaternary Terrance deposits
presumably were derived from local streams draining from the mountains to the north and east.
Scientifically significant paleontological resources have been recovered from correlative terrace deposits in
other areas of northern San Diego County. The scientifically significant resources recovered include fossil
plants, invertebrates, and mammals. Eocene Santiago Formation is known to contain significant fossils
including; well-preserved shells, estuarine and nearshore marine invertebrates, aquatic vertebrates and
terrestrial mammals. (SDNHM, 2013, pp. 7-8)
4.4.1.5 Applicable Regulatory Settings
A.

Senate Bill (SB) 18

California Senate Bill 18 requires that lead agencies consult with California Native American tribes during
the local planning process. The purpose of the consultation is to protect Traditional Tribal Cultural Places
whenever a project proposes to amend or adopt any general plan or specific plan, or designate land as open
space. The consultation process must be completed prior to project approval. Because the proposed Project
includes a General Plan Amendment, the City of Oceanside is subject to all requirements associated with the
SB 18 process for Native American consultation. The City of Oceanside will undertake consultation with
Native American tribes with traditional use areas in the vicinity of the Project site.
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Assembly Bill (AB) 52

California Assembly Bill 52 requires that lead agencies provide notice to tribes that are affiliated with the
geographic area of a proposed project if they have requested notice of projects proposed within that area. If
the tribe requests consultation, then the lead agency must consult with the tribe. The City of Oceanside will
notify any Native American tribes in the area who have requested notice of the proposed Project within a
tribal geographical area and will undertake consultation if requested.
C.

CCR § 15064.5

The California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15064.5 establishes the procedure for
determining the significance of impacts to archeological and historical resources, as well as classifying the
type of resource. Cultural resources are aspects of the environment that require identification and assessment
for potential significance. The evaluation of cultural resources under CEQA is based upon the definitions of
resources provided in § 15064.5.
D.

National Historic Preservation Act (1981)

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S. Code §470 et. seq.) created the National Register
of Historic Places program under the Secretary of the Interior. In addition to enticing state and local
municipalities with federal funding, the NHPA provides the legal framework for most state and local
preservation laws. Significant historical or archaeological resources are listed in the National Register of
Historic Places, which is a program maintained by the Keeper of the National Register. The National
Register program also includes National Historic Landmarks, which is limited only to properties of
significance to the nation.
The NHPA established the Section 106 review procedure to protect historic and archaeological resources
listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register. The review procedures protect resources from the
impact of projects by a federal agency or project funded or permitted by a federal agency. The National
Register is an authoritative guide to be used by governments, private groups, and citizens to identify the
nation’s cultural resources. The National Register is also a guide to indicate what properties should be
considered for protection from destruction or impairment. Listing of private property on the National
Register does not prohibit by law any actions which may otherwise be taken by the property owner with
respect to the property.
E.

California Register of Historic Places (1993)

The California Office of Historic Preservation administers the California Register of Historical Resources
(CA Pub. Res. Code §5020 et. seq.) and is a recipient of federal funding for such purposes. The purpose of
the California Register is to develop and maintain an authoritative guide to be used by state and local
agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify the state’s historical resources. An additional purpose of the
California Register is to indicate which properties are to be protected from substantial change. The
California Register also has the purpose of deciding the level of protection for the historical resources. The
State Historic Preservation Officer enforces a designation and protection process, has a qualified historic
preservation review commission, maintains a system for surveys and inventories, and provides for adequate
public participation in its activities. Sites, places or objects that are eligible to the National Register, are
automatically included in the California Register.
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Traditional Tribal Cultural Places (2004)

The Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Bill of 2004 (CA Government Code §65352 et. seq.) directs local
governments to consult with Native American tribes early in the land use planning process. The intent of the
consultation process is to allow for meaningful dialogue regarding potential means to preserve places of
prehistoric, archaeological, cultural, spiritual, and ceremonial importance to Native American tribes.
G.

Health and Safety Code Provisions-Human Remains

The California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, as well as the Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq., require
that in the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a formal
cemetery, no further excavation of disturbance of the site or site vicinity can occur until the County Coroner
has examined the remains and makes a report. The Native American Heritage Commission is required to be
notified within 24 hours if the Coroner determines or suspects the remains to be of Native American descent.

4.4.2 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to cultural resources if the Project or any Projectrelated component would:
a.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5;

b.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5;

c.

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature;
or

d.

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

e.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in
California Public Resources Code § 21074.

Thresholds a through d are taken directly from Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines. These guidelines
are intended to ensure that Project impacts to historic, archaeological, and/or paleontological resources are
fully evaluated and mitigated for. Impacts to these resources could interfere with scientific research
endeavors and could compromise resources that are considered sensitive to prehistoric and/or historic
cultures. Threshold e was selected in order to ensure Native American consult pursuant to California Public
Resources Code § 21074.
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4.4.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.4.3.1 Issue a. – Adverse Change to a Historical Resource
Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in §15064.5?
A.

Impact Analysis

Under existing conditions, the Project site is undeveloped and contains no structures or other features of
potential historical significance. Based on the site-specific analysis conducted by Gallegos, the Project site
does not contain any historical period resources. Thus, implementation of the proposed Project has no
potential to result in a substantial adverse change to any historic period resource as defined by California
Code of Regulations §15064.5, because no such resources exist on the Project site or the Project’s off-site
improvement area. No impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not impact any historic resources on-site, as no such resources occur within the Project
boundaries. Accordingly, no impacts to historical resources would occur with implementation of the
proposed Project.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in no impact, no mitigation is required.
4.4.3.2 Issue b. – Adverse Effect to Archaeological Resources
Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5?
A.

Impact Analysis

As described under Subsection 4.4.1.2, the Project site contains three archaeological resource sites. These
sites include Sites CA-SDI-6088, CA-SDI-6092, and CA-SDI-6093. Based on the results of site-specific
testing conducted by Gallegos (refer to Technical Appendix D1), Sites CA-SDI-6088, and CA-SDI-6092
were determined to not be significant under CEQA criteria. As a result, these two sites also were
recommended as not eligible for listing in the California Register of Historic Places. Thus, impacts to Sites
CA-SDI-6088 and CA-SDI-6092 would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.
(Gallegos, 2001, p. 9-7)
Site CA-SDI-6093 contains intact deposits at two locations containing slicks and basins. This Site was
determined to comprise a significant resource under CEQA, and the Site also is eligible for listing on the
California Register of Historic Resources. However, Site CA-SDI-6093 is located outside of the Project’s
proposed development footprint. Thus the site would not be directly impacted by the Project. Nonetheless,
the Project’s archaeologist (Gallegos & Associates) recommends that Site CA-SDI-6093 be fully recorded
and that the significant site area be capped for long-term protection. This is a potentially significant indirect
impact for which mitigation would be required (Gallegos, 2013, pp. 6-7).
Additionally, there is a possibility that archaeological resources may be present beneath the site’s surface,
and may be impacted by future ground-disturbing construction activities associated with the Project.
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Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5, this is a significant impact for which mitigation
would be required (Gallegos, 2001, pp. 9-7; Gallegos, 2013, pp. 6-7).
B.

Significance of Impact

A significant archeological resource was found on-site but outside of the Project’s proposed development
footprint. Nonetheless, the Project archaeologist (Gallegos) has recommended that the archeological
resource is capped for long term protection. In addition, implementation of the Project has the potential to
unearth and adversely impact significant archaeological resources that may be buried beneath the ground
surface and discovered during Project construction activities. Accordingly, implementation of the Project
has the potential to directly, indirectly, and cumulatively impact archeological resources.
Although implementation of the proposed Project would not directly impact Site CA-SDI-6093, or the other
less-than-significant resources on-site, implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-1 MM 4.4-5 and
MM 4.4-6 would ensure thise sites isare subject to a Preservation Plan detailing protective measures, milling
feature recording, site mapping program, proposed future maintenance activities, and protective land use
measures; and subject to a Controlled Grade Procedure to establish requirements for ground disturbing work
and capped. This would avoid indirect impacts to thisthe resources that may result from nearby residential
development. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-2MM 4.4-1 through MM 4.4-4, MM 4.4-7,
and MM 4.4-8 would ensure that an archaeological monitoring program is implemented during ground
disturbing activities and would ensure that any archaeological resources that may be uncovered are
appropriately treated as recommended by the Project archaeologist. With the implementation of the required
mitigation, the Project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to archaeological resources would be
reduced to less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the Project’s impacts to archeological
resources to below a level of significance.
It should be noted that Mitigation Measure MM 4.4-1 was deleted following consultation with the San Luis
Rey Band of Mission Indians. As a result of consultation with the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians,
the Project’s Mitigation Measures were revised and reordered. As a result of consultation, Mitigation
Measure MM 4.4-5 was added, which is intended to improve and replace Mitigation Measure MM 4.4-1.
MM 4.4-1

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits within Planning Area 2, the Project
Applicant shall provide evidence to the City of Oceanside Planning Division that Site
SDI-6093 has been subject to a milling feature recording and site mapping program
and that the Site has been capped for long-term protection from indirect impacts. The
data recovery program shall involve full recordation of all milling features at the site.
Capping of the significant site area shall include a minimum of 2-3 inches of sand,
followed by 6 to 12 inches of gravel for protection of the site midden. The plans for
preserving Site CA-SDI-6093 shall not include signage or fencing that may draw
attention to the feature. Evidence of compliance with this measure shall be provided
to the City of Oceanside prior to the issuance of occupancy permits within Planning
Area 2.
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MM 4.4-1

Due to the high potential for uncovering unknown sub-surface archeological
resources, including Native American cultural material and historic features and
artifacts, cultural resource mitigation monitoring shall be undertaken for any and all
on-site and off-site ground disturbing activities (as specified in Mitigation Measure
MM 4.4-2). If on-site ground disturbing activities (e.g., exploratory trenching or
excavations) are required for any informal or formal solicitation (written or spoken)
construction bids or similar requirements, all applicable requirements identified in
Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-2 through MM 4.4-8, and MM 4.4-11 shall be
undertaken by the Project Applicant and/or Project Owner.

MM 4.4-2

Cultural resource mitigation monitoring shall be conducted to provide for the
identification, evaluation, treatment, and protection of any cultural resources that are
affected by or may be discovered during the construction of the proposed Project.
The monitoring shall consist of the full-time presence of a Qualified Archeologist and
a Luiseño Native American Monitor designated by the San Luis Rey Band of Mission
Indians, or other Luiseño Band, for, but not limited to, any clearing or grubbing of
vegetation, tree removal, demolition, and/or removal of remnant foundations,
pavements, abandonment and/or installation of infrastructure; grading; or any other
ground disturbing or altering activities, including the placement of imported fill
materials (Note: All fill materials shall be absent of any and all cultural resources);
and related road or trail improvements associated with the Project. Other tasks of the
monitoring program shall include the following:
•

The requirement for cultural resource mitigation monitoring shall be noted on
all applicable construction documents, including demolition plans, grading
plans, etc.

•

The Qualified Archeologist and Luiseño Native American Monitor shall
attend all applicable pre-construction meetings with the Contractor and/or
associated Subcontractors.

•

The Qualified Archeologist shall maintain ongoing collaborative consultation
with the Luiseño Native American Monitor during all ground disturbing or
altering activities, as identified above.

•

The Qualified Archeologist and/or Luiseño Native American Monitor may
halt ground disturbing activities if archeological artifact deposits or cultural
features are discovered. In general, ground disturbing activities shall be
directed away from these deposits for a short time to allow a determination of
potential significance, they subject of which shall be determined by the
Archeologist and the Luiseño Native American Monitor, in consultation with
the San Luis Rey Band. Ground disturbing activities shall not resume until
the Project Archeologist, in consultation with the Luiseño Native American
Monitor, deems the cultural resource or feature has been appropriately
documented and/or projected. At the Archeologist’s discretion, the location
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of ground disturbing activities may be relocated elsewhere on the Project site
to avoid further disturbance of cultural resources.
•

The avoidance and protection of discovered unknown and significant cultural
resources and/or unique archeological resources is the preferable mitigation
for the proposed Project. If avoidance is not feasible, a Data Recovery Plan
may be authorized by the City as the Lead Agency under CEQA. If data
recovery is required, then the San Luis Rey Band shall be notified and
consulted in drafting and finalizing any such recovery plan.

•

The Qualified Archeologist or Luiseño Native American Monitor may halt
ground disturbing activities around known archeological artifact deposits or
cultural features if, in their respective opinions, there is a possibility that they
could be damaged or destroyed.

MM 4.4-3

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, and subject to approval of terms by the City
of Oceanside, the Project Applicant or Owner and/or Contractor shall enter into a PreExcavation Agreement with the San Luis Rey Band. The purpose of this agreement
shall be to formalize protocols and procedures between the Applicant or Owner,
and/or Contractor, and the San Luis Rey Band for the protection and treatment of, but
not limits to, such items as Native American human remains, funerary objects,
cultural and religious landscapes, ceremonial items, traditional gathering areas and
cultural items, located and/or discovered through the cultural resource mitigation
monitoring program in conjunction with the construction of the proposed Project,
including additional archeological surveys and/or studies, excavations, geotechnical
investigations, soil surveys, grading, or any other ground disturbing activities.

MM 4.4-4

MM 4.4-2 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant or Owner,
and/or Contractor shall provide a written and signed letter evidence to the City of
Oceanside Planning Department, stating that an City-approved Qualified
aArcheologist cal monitor and a Luiseño Native American mMonitor from the San
Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians have been retained at the Project Applicant or
Owner, and/or Contractor’s expense to implement the monitoring program, as
described in the Pre-Excavation Agreement. A copy of the letter shall be included in
the grading plan submittals for the grading permit. and will be present for ground
disturbing activities. If a resource is recovered and is determined to be significant
under CEQA by the Project aArchaeologist and/or tribal monitor, Mitigation Measure
MM 4.4-4 shall apply. Evidence of compliance with this Mitigation Measure shall be
provided to the City of Oceanside prior to the issuance of any permit authorizing
ground disturbance on-site.
MM 4.4-3 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Project Applicant or
construction contractor shall provide evidence to the City of Oceanside that the
construction site supervisors and crew members involved with grading and trenching
operations are trained to recognize archaeological resources should such resources be
unearthed during ground-disturbing construction activities.
If a suspected
archaeological resource is identified on the property, the construction supervisor shall
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be required by his contract to immediately halt and redirect grading operations in a
100-foot radius around the find and seek identification and evaluation of the
suspected resource by a professional archaeologist. This requirement shall be noted
on all grading plans and the construction contractor shall be obligated to comply with
the note. The archaeologist and Native American monitor shall evaluate the
suspected resource and make a determination of significance pursuant to California
Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. If the resource is significant, Mitigation
Measure MM 4.4-4 shall apply. Evidence of compliance with this Mitigation
Measure shall be provided to the City of Oceanside prior to issuance of any grading
permits.
MM 4.4-4 If a significant archaeological resource(s) is discovered on the property,
ground disturbing activities shall be suspended within a 100-foot radius around the
resource(s). The Project archaeologist, Native American monitor, the Project
Applicant, and the City of Oceanside shall confer regrading mitigation of the
discovered resource(s). A treatment plan shall be prepared and implemented by the
archaeologist to protect the identified archaeological resource(s) from damage and
destruction or to conduct a data recovery program to mitigate impacts. A final report
containing the significance and treatment findings shall be prepared by the
archaeologist and submitted to the City of Oceanside prior to grading permit
inspection approval. Evidence of compliance with this Mitigation Measure, if a
significant archaeological resource is found, shall be provided to the City of
Oceanside upon the completion of a treatment plan and final report detailing the
significance and treatment findings.
MM 4.4-5

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a written Preservation Plan shall be
developed and prepared for CA-SDI-6088 and CA-SDI-6093 by the Project
Applicant or Owner in consultation with the San Luis Rey Band, Archeologist, and
City of Oceanside staff. The Plan shall include, but would not be limited to,
temporary protective measures placed prior to construction; permanent protective
barriers; capping mechanisms, where deemed appropriate; proposed future
maintenance activities, including how to respond to vandalism issues; and protective
land use measures (e.g., cultural conservation easements or Open Space easement,
etc.). A copy of the Preservation Plan shall be included in the grading plan submittals
for the grading permit.

MM 4.4-6

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, and in order for potentially significant
archeological artifact deposits and/or cultural resources to be readily detected during
mitigation monitoring, a written “Controlled Grade Procedure” shall be prepared by
the Qualified Archeologist, in consultation with the Luiseño Native American
Monitor, the San Luis Rey Band, and the Project Applicant or Owner, subject to the
approval of City representatives. The Controlled Grade Procedure shall establish
requirements for any ground disturbing work with machinery occurring in and around
CA-SDI-6088, CA-SDI-6092, CA-SDI-6093, and other areas the Qualified
Archeologist and Luiseño Native American Monitor determines to be sensitive
through the cultural resource mitigation monitoring process. The Controlled Grade
Procedure shall include, but not be limited to, appropriate operating pace, increments
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of removal, weight and other characteristics of the earth disturbing equipment. A
copy of the Procedure shall be included in the grading plan submittals for the grading
permit.
MM 4.4-7

Prior to the release of the Grading Bond, a Monitoring Report and/or Evaluation
Report, which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of the cultural resource
mitigation monitoring efforts (such as, but no limited to, the Research Design and
Data Recovery Program) shall be submitted by the Qualified Archeologist, along
with the Luiseño Native American Monitor’s notes and comments, to the City’s
Director of Planning for approval.

MM 4.4-8

The landowner of the Project shall relinquish ownership of all tribal cultural
resources collected during the cultural resource mitigation monitoring conducted
during all ground disturbing activities, and form from any previous archeological
studies or excavations of the Project site to the San Luis Rey Band for respectful and
dignified treatment and disposition, including reburial, in accordance with the Tribe’s
cultural and spiritual traditions. All cultural materials that are associated with burial
and/or funerary goods will be repatriated to the Most Likely Descendant as
determined by the Native American Heritage Commission per California Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98.

4.4.3.3 Issue c. – Impacts to Paleontological Resources
Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project site does not contain any known paleontological resources or sites observed by the SDNHM
during field investigations. However, portions of the Project site are underlain with Quaternary Terrace
Deposits and Santiago Formation soils that have a high paleontological sensitivity. Specifically, Quaternary
Terrace Deposits are located east of Melrose Drive, beneath the future park site and in Planning Areas 2.
Quaternary Terrace Deposits also are located throughout the northwestern portions of Planning Area 3, and
east and west of the small drainage that bisects the two Planning Areas. Eocene-age sedimentary rocks of
the Santiago Formation occur in proposed Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3. These soils could contain
scientifically significant fossils. (SDNHM, 2013, pp. 7-9)
Quaternary Alluvium present on the Project site is identified as having a “Low” sensitivity; however, no
fossils are anticipated from the younger alluvial deposits that occur within the Project site. (SDNHM, 2013,
p. 7) The remaining areas of the Project site containing Bonsall Tonalite and artificial fill have no potential
for uncovering fossils (SDNHM, 2013, p. 12).
Excavations associated with the Project’s construction could encroach into potentially fossil-bearing strata.
As previously stated, the potentially fossil-bearing strata most likely would occur within the Quaternary
terrace deposits and/or Santiago Formation. The Project could result in impacts to paleontological resources
that may exist below the ground surface if they are unearthed and not properly treated. (SDNHM, 2013, p.
12) Therefore, the Project’s potential to directly or indirectly destroy unique paleontological resources
buried beneath the ground surface is a significant impact for which mitigation would be required.
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Significance of Impact

The Project would not impact any known paleontological resource or unique geological feature. However,
portions of the Project site and off-site improvement area contain Quaternary Terrace and Santiago
Formation deposits which have a high sensitivity for paleontological resources. Implementation of the
Project has the potential to unearth and adversely impact paleontological resources that may be buried
beneath the ground surface and discovered during Project-related grading and excavation activities. This is a
potentially significant direct and cumulative impact on paleontological resources for which mitigation would
be required.
Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-9 through MM 4.4-11 would ensure the proper identification and subsequent
treatment of any paleontological resources that may be encountered during ground-disturbing activities.
Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-9 through MM 4.4-11, the Project’s direct
and cumulative impact to paleontological resources would be reduced to less-than-significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the Project’s potential impact to
paleontological resources that have the potential to be present beneath the Project site and/or off-site
improvement area and discovered during ground-disturbing construction activities. The mitigation measures
have been identified to reduce the Project’s impact to a level below significance.
MM 4.4-9

MM 4.4-5Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Project Applicant shall provide
evidence to the City of Oceanside that a qualified paleontologist has been retained to
conduct monitoring of grading and excavation operations in Quaternary Terrace
Deposits and Eocene Santiago Formation. Evidence of compliance with this
Mitigation Measure shall be provided to the City of Oceanside prior to issuance of
any grading permits.

MM 4.4-10

MM 4.4-6Prior to grading activities in previously undisturbed deposits of Quaternary
Terrace Deposits and Eocene Santiago Formation, the Project Applicant shall ensure
the retained paleontologist is present on-site. The paleontological monitor shall
conduct full-time monitoring during the original cutting of previously undisturbed
deposits in Quaternary Terrace Deposits and Eocene Santiago Formation from the
ground surface to a depth of 10 feet below existing ground surface. The
paleontological monitor shall be equipped to salvage fossils if they are unearthed to
avoid construction delays and to remove samples of sediments that may contain the
remains of small fossil invertebrates and vertebrates. The paleontologist shall be
empowered to temporarily halt or divert equipment to allow the removal of abundant
and large specimens in a timely matter. The significance of the discovered resources
shall be determined by the paleontologist. Because of the potential for the recovering
of small fossil remains, such as isolated mammal teeth, it shall be necessary to set up
a screen-washing operation on the site if such fossils are discovered. The
significance of the discovered resources shall be determined by the paleontologist. If
the resource is significant, Mitigation Measure MM 4.4-11 shall apply. Monitoring
may be reduced if the potentially fossiliferous units are not present in the subsurface,
or if present, are determined upon exposure and examination by qualified
paleontological personnel to have a low potential to contain or yield fossil resources.
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Evidence of compliance with this Mitigation Measure shall be provided to the City of
Oceanside prior to the issuance of any grading permits.
MM 4.4-11

MM 4.4-7If a significant paleontological resource is discovered on the property,
discovered fossils or samples of such fossils shall be collected and identified by a
qualified paleontologist. Significant specimens recovered shall be properly recorded,
treated, and donated to a scientific institution with permanent paleontological
collections such as the San Diego Natural History Museum accompanied by financial
support for initial specimen storage. Prior to grading permit inspection approval, a
qualified paleontologist shall prepare a final report that itemizes any fossils
recovered, significance of recovered fossils, maps to accurately record the original
location of recovered fossils, methods used, stratigraphic section(s) exposed, and
evidence that the resources were curated by an established museum repository. The
report shall be submitted to the City of Oceanside. Evidence of compliance with this
Mitigation Measure shall be provided to the City of Oceanside prior to the issuance
of any grading permit inspection approvals.

4.4.3.4 Issue d. – Disturbance of Human Remains
Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project site does not contain a cemetery and no known cemeteries are located within the immediate site
vicinity. Field surveys conducted on the Project site did not identify the presence of any human remains. No
human remains are known to exist beneath the surface of the site (Gallegos, 2001, 9-7). Nevertheless, the
remote potential exists that human remains may be unearthed during grading and excavation activities
associated with Project construction.
If human remains are unearthed during Project construction, the construction contractor would be required
by law to comply with California Health and Safety Code, §7050.5, “Disturbance of Human Remains.”
According to § 7050.5(b) and (c), if human remains are discovered, the County Coroner must be contacted.
If the Coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native American, or has reason to believe that
they are those of a Native American, the Coroner is required to contact the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) by telephone within 24 hours. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code
§ 5097.98, whenever the NAHC receives notification of a discovery of Native American human remains
from a county coroner, the NAHC is required to immediately notify those persons it believes to be most
likely descended from the deceased Native American. The descendants may, with the permission of the
owner of the land, or his or her authorized representative, inspect the site of the discovery of the Native
American human remains and may recommend to the owner or the person responsible for the excavation
work means for treatment or disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the human remains and any associated
grave goods. The descendants shall complete their inspection and make recommendations or preferences for
treatment within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. According to Public Resources Code
§ 5097.94(k), the NAHC is authorized to mediate disputes arising between landowners and known
descendants relating to the treatment and disposition of Native American human burials, skeletal remains,
and items associated with Native American burials. With mandatory compliance to California Health and
Safety Code § 7050.5 and Public Resources Code § 5097.98, any potential impacts to human remains,
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including human remains of Native American descent, would be less than significant and mitigation is not
required. (Gallegos, 2001, 9-7)
B.

Significance of Impact

In the unlikely event that human remains are discovered during the Project grading or other ground
disturbing activities, the Project would be required to comply with the applicable provisions of California
Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and California Public Resources Code §5097 et seq. Mandatory
compliance with State law would ensure that human remains, if encountered, are appropriately treated and
would preclude the potential for significant impacts to human remains.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in no impact, no mitigation is required. However, out of an
abundance of caution, the following mitigation measure has been identified to ensure that human remains, if
encountered, are appropriately treated.
MM 4.4-12

As specified by the California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human
remains are found on the Project site during construction or during archaeological
work, the person responsible for the excavation, or his or her authorized
representative shall immediately notify the San Diego County Coroner's office by
telephone. No further excavation or disturbance of the discovery or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains (as determined by the Qualified
Archaeologist and/or Luiseño Native American Monitor) shall occur until the
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to
Public Resources Code 5097.98. If such a discovery occurs, a temporary
construction exclusion zone shall be established surrounding the area of the discovery
so that the area would be protected (as determined by the Qualified Archaeologist
and/or Luiseño Native American Monitor), and consultation and treatment could
occur as prescribed by law. As further defined by law, the Coroner would determine
within two working days of being notified if the remains are subject to his or her
authority. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be Native American, he or she
shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours.
The NAHC would make a determination as to the Most Likely Descendent. If Native
American remains are discovered, the remains shall be kept in situ ("in place"), or in
a secure location in close proximity to where they were found, and the analysis of the
remains shall only occur on-site in the presence of the Luiseño Native American
Monitor.

4.4.3.5 Issue e. – Adverse Effects to Tribal Cultural Resources
Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as
defined in California Public Resources Code § 21074?
A.

Impact Analysis

The City of Oceanside consulted with the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians (Tribe) per the
requirements of Senate Bill 18 in September of 2015. Representatives of the San Luis Rey Band of Mission
Indians responded and requested that all future ground-disturbing activities be monitored by tribal monitors.
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The Project’s cultural resources consultant worked with the Tribe to address their concerns about the Project
relative to the Native American significance of the area and identified mitigation measures that are
incorporated throughout the Cultural Resources Assessment and Cultural Resources Update Letter
(Technical Appendices D1 & D2) to address the Tribe’s concerns. As part of the required consultation, the
Tribe did not identify any known tribal cultural resources (TCRs) on the Project site. However, there is a
possibility that TCRs may be buried beneath the surface of the Project site and could therefore be impacted
by Project-related grading and ground disturbing activities. If TCRs are unearthed during Project
construction and are not properly identified and treated, impacts to TCRs would be significant. Therefore, a
potentially significant impact is identified requiring mitigation.
B.

Significance of Impact

The results of the Native American consult determined that development of the proposed Project would not
result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in California
Public Resources Code § 21074. However, during consultation the representatives of the Tribe conveyed
that they would require monitors on-site for any activities associated with the Project. Failure to comply
with this requirement would be a potentially significant impact because without monitoring TCRs could be
unearthed that may not be properly identified and treated.
Although implementation of the proposed Project would not directly impact a known tribal cultural resource,
implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-2MM 4.4-1 through MM 4.4-4, MM 4.4-7, and MM 4.4-8,
described above under the discussion of Issue b, would ensure that an archaeological monitoring program is
implemented during ground disturbing activities and would ensure that any archaeological resources that
may be uncovered are appropriately treated as recommended by the Project archaeologist and Native
American monitor. With the implementation of the required mitigation, the Project’s potential direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-2MM 4.4-1 through MM 4.4-4, MM 4.4-7, and MM 4.4-8, provided above in
Subsection 4.4.3.2, would apply, and would reduce the Project’s potential impact to the significance of a
tribal cultural resource to below a level of significance. No additional mitigation is required.
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The analysis in this Subsection is based, in part, on information from the report titled “Geologic
Reconnaissance Melrose Heights Oceanside, California,” by Geocon Incorporated (herein referred to as
Geocon), and dated June 5, 2012. This report is included as Technical Appendix E1 to this DEIR (Geocon,
2012). Additionally, this section relies upon two letter addendums to the 2012 report, dated June 25, 2013
and February 1, 2016. These letter addendums are contained as Technical Appendices E2 and E3 to this
DEIR (Geocon, 2013; Geocon, 2016). In addition, information used to support the analysis in this
Subsection was obtained from the “Sewer Service Analysis for the Melrose Heights Project in the City of
Oceanside”, by Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc. (herein referred to as Dexter) and dated August 11, 201631,
2017, which is contained Technical Appendix K2 to this DEIR (Dexter Wilson, 2017b)(Dexter Wilson,
2016b). Information from the “Priority Development Project Stormwater Mitigation Plan for Melrose
Heights,” prepared by Hunsaker & Associates and dated May 25, 2016 August 25, 2017 (Technical Appendix
H3) was also used to support the geology and soils analysis. Additional information is from the
Environmental Resource Management Element of the City of Oceanside General Plan (Oceanside, 2002a).
Sources also include the City of Oceanside Building Division (Oceanside, 2014); the City of Oceanside
Municipal Code (Oceanside, 2016a); the City of Oceanside Stormwater Mitigation Requirements
(Oceanside, 2016f); the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB, 2011); and the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB, 2016).

4.5.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.5.1.1 Soils
Geocon reviewed readily available published geologic literature related to the Project site. Geocon also
conducted a field reconnaissance that consisted of geologic mapping across the site, and a review of
stereoscopic aerial photographs of the Project site. Five surface soil types were identified on the Project site,
each of which is described below and shown in Figure 4.5-1, Geologic Map. The Project site was grouped
into areas, which correspond to the Planning Areas on the Project site. Area A is the area of the site known
as Planning Area 1. Area B is the portion of the Project site known as Planning Area 2. Area C is the
portion of the Project site known as Planning Area 3. (Geocon, 2012, p. 1)



Compacted Fill

Compacted fill is present east of Area C (Planning Area 3) along the eastern portion of the Project site. The
compacted fill is associated with the grading of Sports Park Way. (Geocon, 2012, p. 2)



Undocumented Fill

Undocumented fill deposits were identified and mapped within a large portion of Area A and the southern
portions of Area B (Planning Area 2). These materials have a maximum thickness of 21 feet and are
generally loose/soft. Laboratory tests indicate that undocumented fill has an Expansion Index in some areas
ranging from 15 to 117. The deposits found on-site are classified as having “very low” to “high” expansion
potential, as defined by the 2010 California Building Code (CBC) Section 1803.5.3. (Geocon, 2012, p. 2)



Topsoil (Unmapped)

Topsoils blanket the majority of the Project site and vary in thickness from approximately one to 4.5 feet.
Topsoils are characterized as soft to stiff/loose, sandy clays to clayey sands. Topsoil deposits are considered
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Source(s): Geocon (06-05-2012)

Figure 4.5-1
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unsuitable in their present condition and would require remedial grading in area planned for structural fill
and/or settlement-sensitive structures. (Geocon, 2012, p. 3).



Alluvium

Alluvial soils were mapped within drainage channels in several locations on the Project site. These deposits
consist of relatively soft/loose, sandy clays to silty sands. The alluvial deposits are compressible and would
require remedial grading in areas of planned development on the Project site. (Geocon, 2012, p. 3)



Landslide Deposit

An ancient landslide deposit is located in the western boundary of Area C and southeastern portion of Area
B, as shown in Figure 4.5-1. This deposit appears to have occurred within the gentle to moderately steep
slopes of the Santiago Formation. This material is likely unstable and would require removal and
compaction prior to placement of fills and/or structural improvements. (Geocon, 2012, p. 3)
4.5.1.2

Geologic Formations

Three geologic formations were identified on the Project site, each of which is described below and depicted
in Figure 4.5-1.



Terrace Deposits

A terrace deposit was found in several trenches dug by Geocon as part of their field reconnaissance of the
Project site. The terrace deposits on-site are described as being very dense to medium dense/stiff, reddish to
yellowish brown, with clayey sand to sandy clay. The terrace deposit varies in thickness from five feet to
over 10.5 feet. (Geocon, 2012, p. 3)



Santiago Formation

Santiago Formation was found at various elevations throughout the Project site. This deposit consists of
relatively flat-lying claystone, siltstone, and sandstone units. Weak, waxy claystone and thinly laminated
siltstone/claystone and sandstone are present within this unit. (Geocon, 2012, pp. 2-3) This formation
typically has a high to moderate potential to transmit seepage along impervious layers. This formation can
exhibit cemented zones that can result in excavation difficulty during grading and construction of site
improvements. (Geocon, 2012, p. 4)



Granitic Rock

Granitic rock of the Southern California Batholith was encountered within the northern portion of the Project
site. This material has a variable weathering pattern ranging from completely weathered, decomposed
granite to outcrops of fresh, extremely strong, hard rock that may require blasting to excavate. (Geocon,
2012, p. 4)
4.5.1.3 Topography
The Project site slopes downward from the southerly high points along Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier
Drive to the northerly boundary of the site. The slopes range from less than five percent to 25 percent of
slope (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p. 3)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 3). Elevations range from 290 feet above
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mean sea level (amsl) to 455 feet amsl. Refer to Figure 2-7, USGS Topographic Map, in DEIR Section 2.0
for more information about the topography of the Project site.
4.5.1.4 Groundwater
Perched groundwater or seepage was encountered on-site. The groundwater or seepage was observed at the
surface within the central drainage course between and north of Planning Areas 2 and 3. The groundwater is
presumed to be associated with rainwater along the natural watershed or irrigation from nearby sources.
Moderate to heavy seepage conditions were encountered by Geocon in the bedrock units and ancient
landslide deposits on the adjacent properties. (Geocon, 2012, p. 5)
4.5.1.5 Seismic Hazards
The Project site is located in an area of southern California that is subject to strong ground motions due to
seismic events (i.e., earthquakes). The geologic structure of southern California is dominated by northwesttrending faults associated with the San Andreas Fault system. The San Andreas Fault system includes
several major branches, including the San Jacinto and Elsinore faults, as well as numerous minor branches.
The Newport-Inglewood Fault and Rose Canyon Fault Zone, located approximately 12 and 13 miles west of
the site, respectively, are the closest known active faults to the Project site. (Geocon, 2012, p. 5) Secondary
hazards associated with earthquakes include fault rupture and liquefaction, both of which are briefly
described below.



Fault Rupture

The site is not located in any known “active,” “potentially active,” or “inactive” fault traces as defined by the
California Geological Survey (CGS). The Project site is not within a State of California Earthquake Fault
Zone. (Geocon, 2012, p. 5) No known faults are mapped trending through or toward the site. Furthermore,
there are no active or potentially active faults occurring on the Project site. Therefore, the potential for fault
rupture on the Project site is very low.



Liquefaction

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which the strength and stiffness of a soil is reduced by earthquake shaking
or other rapid loading (University of Washington, 2016). Liquefaction typically occurs when a site is located
in a zone with seismic activity, onsite soil lacks cohesion, groundwater is encountered within 50 feet of the
surface, and soil relative densities are less than about 70 percent. If all of these four criteria are met, a
seismic event could result in a rapid pore-water pressure increase from the earthquake-generated ground
accelerations. (Geocon, 2012, p. 7) Due to the relatively high density and grain-size distribution
characteristics of the fill, and formation materials at the Project site, and the absence of a permanent water
table in areas proposed for development on-site, the risk of seismically-inducted soil liquefaction is
considered very low (Geocon, 2012, p. 8).
4.5.1.6



Slope and Soil Instability Hazards

Soil Erosion

Erosion is the process by which the upper layers of the surface (such as soils) are worn and removed by the
movement of water or wind. Soils with characteristics such as low permeability and/or low cohesive
strength are more susceptible to erosion than those soils having higher permeability and cohesive strength.
Additionally, the slope gradient on which a given soil is located also contributes to the soil’s resistance to
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erosive forces. Because water is able to flow faster down steeper gradients, the steeper the slope on which a
given soil is located, the more readily it will erode.
Wind erosion can damage land and natural vegetation by removing soil from one place and depositing it in
another. Wind erosion mostly affects dry, sandy soils in flat, bare areas, but it may occur wherever soil is
loose, dry, and finely granulated. Under existing conditions, the Project site has the potential to contribute
windblown or water-borne soil and sand because the Project site is undeveloped and portions of the Project
site contain limited vegetative cover.



Settlement Potential

Seismically induced settlement occurs when soil moves downward and sinks the ground surface after a
seismic event, such as an earthquake. Seismically induced settlement potential on the Project site is
considered very low. This is due to the relatively high density and grain-size distribution characteristics of
the fill materials, and formation materials on the Project site. Additionally absence of a permanent water
table also results in a low settlement potential on-site. (Geocon, 2012, p. 8).



Shrinkage/Subsidence Potential

Subsidence is a gradual settling or sudden sinking of the ground surface (i.e., loss of elevation). The
principal causes of subsidence are aquifer-system compaction, drainage of organic soils, underground
mining, and natural compaction. Shrinkage is the reduction in volume in soil as the water content of the soil
drops (i.e., loss of volume). Geocon did not identify the potential for soils on-site to shrink or experience
subsidence. As such, the potential for soils on-site to have these characteristics is considered nil.



Soil Expansion Potential

Expansive soils are soils that exhibit cyclic shrink and swell patterns in response to variations in moisture
content. Based on expansion index testing of soil samples taken from the Project site, Geocon determined
that the site’s soils range from a soil expansion potential of very low to high, as defined by the 2010 CBC,
Section 1803.5.3. (Geocon, 2012, p. 2)



Landslide Potential

As described in Subsection 4.5.1.A above, an ancient landslide deposit is located in the western boundary of
Area C (Planning Area 3) and southeastern portion of Area B (Planning Area 2). This deposit appears to
have occurred within the gentle to moderately steep slopes of the Santiago Formation. The maximum
thickness of landslide debris on-site is 34.5 feet. (Geocon, 2012, p. 3)
4.5.1.7



Applicable Environmental Regulations

Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act)

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (also known as the Clean Water Act [CWA]) is the principal
federal statute that addresses water resources. The provision of the CWA applicable to geology and soils is
CWA Section 402. Section 402 applies to all construction sites of over one acre in size and, serves to control
the potential impacts of erosion. CWA Section 402 authorizes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit program that covers point sources of pollution discharging to a water body. The
NPDES program requires operators of construction sites one acre or larger to prepare a Stormwater Pollution

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.5-5

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and obtain authorization to discharge stormwater under an NPDES construction
stormwater permit.



State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopts statewide water quality control plans. The
SWRCB also has nine Resource Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs). The nine RWQCBs are required
to develop and adopt regional water quality control plans that conform to state water quality policy
(SWRCB, 2016). The San Diego RWQCB’s Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin is
applicable to the Project site. The San Diego Basin Water Quality Control Plan designates beneficial uses of
water bodies to be protected and establishes water quality objectives (RWQCB, 2011, p. 1-1).



Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (CA Pub. Res. Code § 2621 et Seq.)

The Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act was signed into law in 1972 and renamed the Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act in 1994. The primary purpose of the Alquist-Priolo Act is to mitigate the
hazard of fault rupture by prohibiting the location of structures for human occupancy across the trace of an
active fault. The Project site is not located in or near a designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.
The site is not located on any known “active,” “potentially active,” or “inactive” fault traces, as defined by
the CGS. (Geocon, 2012, p. 5)



Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (CA Pub. Res. Code § 2690 et Seq.)

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 is a statewide seismic hazard mapping and technical advisory
program in California to assist cities and counties in fulfilling their responsibilities for protecting the public
health and safety from the effects of strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, or other ground failure
and other seismic hazards caused by earthquakes. The CGS is the principal State implementing agency that
mapped seismic zones requiring the completion of site-specific geotechnical investigations prior to
construction of a development project.



California Building Standards Code, Title 24

The California Green Building Standards Code (CCR, Title 24), also known as the CBSC or CalGreen, is the
standard from which California buildings derive appropriate building design standards. The International
Building Code (IBC) used by the International Conference of Building Officials establishes design and
construction standards for buildings and facilities. The CBSC incorporates the IBC as well as other uniform
codes into its code standards. All development projects in California are required to comply with CalGreen,
which includes building standards for seismic safety.



City of Oceanside General Plan

The Environmental Resource Management Element of the City of Oceanside General Plan is a workable
program designed to conserve natural resources and preserve open space. This element provides
methodology and implementation for the environmental resource management process and identifies,
evaluates, and analyzes natural resources in the City of Oceanside (including among other topics, water, soil,
erosion, drainage, and minerals).
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City of Oceanside Municipal Code

The City’s Municipal Code § 37.120 requires a landscape document package for building permit
applications, including a grading design plan that complies with § 37.124 of the City’s Municipal Code.
Municipal Code § 37.124, Grading Design Plan, states that the grading design plan required by Municipal
Code § 37.120 shall: 1) be designed for the efficient use of water by minimizing soil erosion, runoff and
water waste, resulting from precipitation and irrigation, and 2) show the finished configurations and
elevations of each landscaped area including the height of graded slopes, the drainage pattern, pad elevations,
finish grade and any stormwater retention improvements. (Oceanside, 2016a)

4.5.2 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to geology and soils if the Project or any Projectrelated component would:
a.

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving (i) rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist, or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault (Refer to DM&G Pub. 42); or, (ii) strong seismic ground shaking; or, (iii)
seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or, (iv) landslides;

b.

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;

c.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the
Project, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction,
or collapse;

d.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 1994 UBC, creating substantial risks
to life or property; or

e.

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section VI of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and
address typical adverse effects due to geologic conditions. (OPR, 2009).
[Note: Threshold d. is based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and references Table 18-1-B of the 1994 Uniform Building Code
(UBC) which has been superseded by the current building code, the 2013 CBSC. The 2013 CBSC references ASTM D-4829, a standard
procedure for testing and evaluating the expansion index (or expansion potential) of soils established by ASTM International, which was
formerly known as the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM).]
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4.5.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.5.3.1 Issue a. – Exposure of People or Structures Due To Earthquake Hazards
Would the Project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving (i.) rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist- Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist, or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault (Refer to DM&G Pub. 42); or, (ii) strong seismic ground shaking; or, (iii)
seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or, (iv) landslides?
A.

Impact Analysis

Rupture of Known Earthquake Fault
There are no known active or potentially active faults on or trending toward the Project site and the site is not
located within a mapped Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Thus, there is no potential for the Project
site to be impacted directly by fault rupture. No impact would occur. (Geocon, 2012, p. 5)
Strong Seismic Ground Shaking
The Project site is located in a seismically active area of southern California and is expected to experience
moderate to severe ground shaking during the lifetime of the Project. This risk is not considered
substantially different than the risk to other similar properties in southern California. As a mandatory
condition of Project approval, buildings on the Project site would be required to be constructed in accordance
with the California Building Standards Code (CBSC), also known as California Code of Regulations (CCR),
Title 24 (Part 2), and the City of Oceanside Building Code. The CBSC and City of Oceanside Building Code
provide standards that must be met to safeguard life or limb, health, property, and public welfare by
regulating and controlling the design, construction, quality of materials, use and occupancy, location, and
maintenance of all buildings and structures, and have been specifically tailored for California earthquake
conditions. In addition, the City of Oceanside Municipal Code (§ 37.124) requires development projects to
prepare a grading design plan that describes the grading of the project. Additionally, per City of Oceanside
Building Division Policies and Procedures, (Procedure PC-3, 2013 CCR), a preliminary soil report prepared
by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer is required whenever expansive soil is present, as
is the case with the Project. (Oceanside, 2014) The Project has complied with these requirements. See
Figure 3-6, Conceptual Grading Plan, in DEIR Section 3.0 for a copy of the Project’s grading plan. See
Technical Appendix E1 for the Project site’s soil report.
Due to the Project’s location in a seismically active portion of the Southern California there may be potential
impacts related to seismic ground shaking. This is a significant impact of the Project. Thus, Mitigation
Measure MM 4.5-1 is recommended to ensure the Project Applicant complies with the recommendations
regarding Project foundations and grading specifications detailed in the June 5, 2012, Geologic
Reconnaissance Report prepared by Geocon, which is contained as Technical Appendix E1.
Seismic-Related Ground Failure
According to available mapping data and soil conditions encountered at the Project site, the Project is not
expected to be subjected to a significant risk associated with seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction. Due to the relatively high density and grain-size distribution characteristics of the fill on-site,
formation of materials at the Project site, and the absence of a permanent water table in the proposed
development areas, the risk of seismically induced soil liquefaction adversely impacting the Project is
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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considered very low. (Geocon, 2012, p. 8) Additionally, because there are no known faults located on the
Project site, there is no potential for the Project to expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects
related to ground rupture or seismic-related ground failure. Additionally, the Project is required to be
designed and constructed in accordance with the most recent applicable seismic safety guidelines, including
the CBSC and City of Oceanside Building Code (Municipal Code Chapter 6, Article II). Thus,
implementation of the Project would result in less-than-significant impacts associated with seismic-related
ground failure and/or liquefaction hazards.
Landslides
The Project site slopes in elevation from the southerly high points along Oceanside Boulevard to the
northerly boundary of the site, ranging from less than five percent to 25 percent of slope (Hunsaker, 2017b,
Form I-3B p. 3)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 3). As detailed in the Geologic Reconnaissance Report prepared for the
Project (see Technical Appendix E1), an ancient landslide deposit is present, partially within the limits of the
Project site. The ancient landslide deposit may require remedial grading beyond the Project limits, or other
geotechnical stabilization techniques. (Geocon, 2012, p. 9) Depending on the geometry of the slide, and
possible constraints of grading in the open space, there are several geotechnical mitigation techniques that
may be used to achieve an acceptable factor of safety with respect to Project slope stability. (Geocon, 2012,
p. 8) Due to the need to remediate the ancient landslide, the Project would have a potentially significant
impact regarding landslides.
B.

Significance of Impact

Without mandatory compliance with standard and site-specific design and construction measures in the
Project’s Geologic Reconnaissance Report, impacts related to seismic ground shaking would be potentially
significant. There is an ancient landslide located on the Project site and as such, mitigation is also necessary
to address the presence of the landslide prior to development of the Project.
With mandatory compliance with standard and site-specific design and construction measures in the
Project’s Geologic Reconnaissance Report, potential impacts related to seismic ground shaking would be less
than significant. Compliance with MM 4.5-1 would ensure the Project Applicant complies with the
recommendations of the June 5, 2012 Geologic Reconnaissance Report prepared by Geocon. Therefore,
with mitigation as described, the Project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse effects,
including loss, injury, damages, or death, involving seismic ground shaking, and impacts would be reduced
to below a level of significance.
An ancient landslide is located on-site. With implementation of MM 4.5-1 and MM 4.5-2, the Project would
have a less than significant impact regarding landslides. Implementation of these mitigation measures would
result in an acceptable level of safety by requiring remedial grading or other soil stability methods to address
hazards associated with the on-site ancient landslide. Implementation of the required mitigation would
reduce impacts associated with the on-site ancient landslide to below a level of significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce to below a level of significance the
Project’s impacts due to exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects related to ground
shaking and landslides.
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MM 4.5-1

Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the Project, the Director of the City of
Oceanside Engineering Division (or his/her designee) shall verify that all of the
recommendations (including Recommended Grading Specifications) given in the
report dated June 5, 2012 “Geologic Reconnaissance Melrose Heights Oceanside,
California” (Project No. 06904-32-02) by Geocon Inc. are incorporated into the
Project design, including but not limited to the recommended mitigation measures for
expansive soils, which requires when practical, to allow the upper three feet of all
building pads (cut and fill) consist of “very low” to “low” expansive soils, and for
the ancient landslide on-site to achieve an acceptable factor of safety.

MM 4.5-2

Prior to issuance of grading permits for the Project, and after the grading plans have
been developed for the Project, the Director of the City of Oceanside Engineering
Division (or his/her designee) shall review and approve a geotechnical study, to be
prepared by a licensed geotechnical engineer that will correspond to standards
contained within the then-current edition of the California Building Code, and
submitted by the Project Applicant. The geotechnical Study shall evaluate slope
stability on-site and provides specific geotechnical recommendations for the Project.
The Project shall incorporate the recommendations of the geotechnical study into the
design of the Project and construction activities.

4.5.3.2 Issue b. – Substantial Soil Erosion or the Loss of Topsoil
Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
A.

Impact Analysis

Implementation of the proposed Project has the potential to result in soil erosion. The analysis below
summarizes the likelihood of the Project to result in substantial soil erosion during temporary construction
activities and long-term operation.
Impact Analysis for Temporary Construction-Related Activities
Under existing conditions, the Project site is not developed with buildings or other improvements. Exposed
soils on-site are subject to erosion during rainfall events or high winds. This potential would increase during
Project construction due to the removal of stabilizing vegetation and increased exposure of these erodible
materials to wind and water.
Pursuant to the requirements of the State Water Resources Control Board, the Project Applicant is required
to obtain a NPDES permit for construction activities, including proposed grading activities. The NPDES
permit is required for all projects that include construction activities, such as clearing, grading, and/or
excavation that disturb at least one (1) acre of total land area. The City’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System (MS4) NPDES Permit requires the Project Applicant to prepare and submit to the City for approval a
Project-specific SWPPP. The SWPPP would identify a combination of erosion control and sediment control
measures (i.e., Best Management Practices) to reduce or eliminate sediment discharge to surface water from
storm water and non-storm water discharges during construction. With mandatory compliance to the
requirements to be included in the Project’s SWPPP, as well as applicable regulatory requirements, the
potential for water and/or wind erosion impacts during Project construction would be less than significant
and mitigation is not required.
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Impact Analysis for Long-Term Operational Activities
Following construction, wind and water erosion on the Project site would be minimized, because the areas
disturbed during construction would be landscaped or covered with impervious surfaces and drainage would
be controlled through a storm drain system. Implementation of the Project would result in less long-term
erosion and loss of topsoil than occurs under the site’s existing conditions because under existing conditions
soils are exposed and the Project site is undeveloped, which allows for soil erosion via wind and water.
With regards to stormwater mitigation requirements, the City’s website aptly summarizes the requirements:
“All development and redevelopment projects are obligated to comply with Federal, State,
and Local storm water regulations during the planning, construction, and post-construction
phases of development…Projects entering into the construction phase of development are
regulated by the SWRCB and the City of Oceanside. Construction projects are required to
demonstrate both intended and ongoing compliance with City Grading and Erosion Control
Ordinances, and applicable State Construction General Permit (CGP) requirements. In
addition, projects seeking approval of Grading or Improvement Plans are obligated, by
RWQCB and City regulations, to demonstrate compliance with State requirements for longterm inspection, operation, and maintenance of permanent BMPs through the implementation
of a Storm Water Operation and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan).” (Oceanside, 2016f;
University of Washington, 2016)
In compliance with City of Oceanside regulations, a Priority Development Project Stormwater Mitigation
Plan has been prepared for the Project (included as Technical Appendix H3 to this DEIR). The Stormwater
Mitigation Plan incorporates site design low impact development (LID) practices including minimization of
impervious surfaces and protection of slopes and channels (Hunsaker, 2016b, pp. 26-27). Additionally, tThe
Stormwater Mitigation Plan incorporates Best Management Practices (BMPs) including:
•

Source Control BMPs: Source control BMPs include prevention of illicit discharges into the MS4;
storm drain stenciling or signage; protect trash storage areas from rainfall run-on, runoff, and wind
dispersal; storm drain inlet labeling; landscape/outdoor pesticide use; and plazas, sidewalks, and
parking lots. common trash enclosure and recyclable material storage; employment of integrated pest
management (IPM) practices; use of efficient irrigation systems and drought tolerant landscape
design; and (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-4)

•

Site Design BMPs Applicable to Individual Priority Project Categories: Applicable BMPs include
maintain natural drainage pathways and hydrologic features; conserve natural areas, soils, and
vegetation; minimize impervious areas; minimize soil compaction; impervious area dispersions; and
landscaping with native or drought tolerant species. Private Road (draining to bioretention Integrated
Management Practices (IMP)); Residential Driveways & Guest Parking (shared access, porous
paving/permeable surface); Retail and Surface Parking Areas (incorporate landscape areas into the
drainage design and overflow parking may be constructed of permeable paving); and Steep Hillside
Landscaping (steep hillside areas disturbed by Project development shall be landscaped with deep
rooted, drought-tolerant plant species). (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-5)(Hunsaker, 2016b, pp. 17-25)
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Compliance with the Project’s Stormwater Mitigation Plan would be required as a condition of Project
approval. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in substantial erosion or loss
of top soil during long-term operation. The Project’s impact would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. The Project Applicant is
required to obtain a NPDES permit for construction activities and adhere to a SWPPP during Project
construction. With mandatory compliance to these regulatory requirements, water and wind erosion impacts
during construction would be less than significant. Following construction, wind and water erosion on the
Project site would be minimized, as the areas disturbed during construction would be landscaped or covered
with impervious surfaces and drainage would be controlled through a storm drain system. Furthermore, the
Project is required by the City to comply with the Stormwater Mitigation Plan for the Project, which would
preclude substantial erosion impacts in the long-term, due to the implementation of BMPs and LID
techniques. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would not result in a significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.5.3.3 Issue c. – Risk Due To Unstable Soils
Would the Project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?
A.

Impact Analysis

Elevations within the Project site range from approximately 455 feet amsl in the southeast portion of the
Project site, near Sports Park Way to approximately 290 feet amsl (Geocon, 2012, p. 2). The Project site
slopes in elevation from the southerly high points along Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive to the
northerly boundary of the site, ranging from less than five percent to 25 percent of slope (Hunsaker, 2017b,
Form I-3B p. 3)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 3). Due to the relatively high density and grain-size distribution
characteristics of the fill and formation materials on the Project site, and due to the absence of a permanent
water table, the risk of settlement is considered very low. Additionally, the risk of seismically inducted soil
liquefaction is considered very low. Due to the presence of an ancient landslide on the Project site, the
Project would have a potentially significant soil instability impact regarding landslides. (Geocon, 2012, p. 8)
Lateral spreading is primarily associated with liquefaction hazards. As noted above under the discussion of
Threshold a), due to the relatively high density and grain-size distribution characteristics of the fill on-site,
formation of materials at the Project site, and the absence of a permanent water table in the proposed
development areas, the risk of seismically induced soil liquefaction adversely impacting the Project is
considered very low. (Geocon, 2012, p. 8) Accordingly, impacts associated with lateral spreading would not
occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The risk of seismically induced settlement and seismically induced soil liquefaction is considered very low.
This is due to the relatively high density and grain-size distribution characteristics of the fill and formation
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materials on the Project site. Risk of settlement is also low due to the absence of a permanent water table.
(Geocon, 2012, p. 8) Because the risk of soil liquefaction is very low, the risk for lateral spreading also is
very low.
However, due to the presence of an ancient landslide on the Project site, the Project could have a potentially
significant impact regarding the Project’s location on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the Project. With implementation of MM 4.5-1 and MM 4.5-2, the Project
would have a less than significant impact regarding landslides. Implementation of these Mitigation
Measures would result in an acceptable level of safety for the Project regarding the presence of an ancient
landslide on the Project site.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measures MM 4.5-1 and MM 4.5-2, provided under the discussion and analysis in Subsection
4.5.3.1, would apply and would reduce the Project’s potential to result in on-or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse to a level below significance. No additional mitigation is
required.
4.5.3.4 Issue d. – Risk Due To Expansive Soils
Would the Project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 1994 UBC, creating
substantial risks to life or property?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Geologic Reconnaissance Report prepared by Geocon (See Technical Appendix E1) describes the
expansion potential of the applicable soils and formational units on-site, as follows:
•

Undocumented fill: The undocumented fill located on the Project site would require complete
removal and compaction during the remedial phase of grading. This is due to the generally loose/soft
nature of the soils. (Geocon, 2012, p. 2) Laboratory tests indicate that undocumented fill has an
Expansion Index in some areas ranging from 15 to 117 and is classified as having “very low” to
“high” expansion potential, as defined by the 2010 California Building Code Section 1803.5.3.
(Geocon, 2012, p. 2)

•

Clayey Topsoils: The clayey topsoils on the Project site typically possess a medium to high
expansion potential. Geocon recommends that these soils be placed in deeper fill areas (Geocon,
2012, p. 3). Santiago Formation soils were found on the Project site. With the exception of the
sandier portions of the Santiago Formation, materials derived from this unit typically possess a
medium to high expansion potential with a moderate to low shear strength. (Geocon, 2012, p. 4)

•

Granitic Rock: The soils derived from excavations within the decomposed granitic rock are
anticipated to consist of low-expansive, silty, medium- to coarse-grained sands and should provide
suitable foundation support in either natural or properly compacted conditions. (Geocon, 2012, p. 4)

Due to presence of the undocumented fills and clayey top soils on-site having “medium” to “high” expansion
potential, the Project could have a potentially significant impact regarding expansive soils on-site.
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Significance of Impact

Soils on the Project site have a high expansion potential. Accordingly, soil expansion impacts are potentially
significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.5-1, the Project would have a less than
significant impact regarding expansive soils because the mitigation set forth in the June 5, 2012, Geologic
Reconnaissance Report addresses expansive soils on-site.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measure MM 4.5-1, provided above under the discussion and analysis in Subsection 4.5.3.1,
would apply and would reduce the impacts due to expansive soils to below a level of significance. No
additional mitigation is required.
4.5.3.5 Issue e. – Soils Incapable of Supporting the Use of Septic Tanks
Would the Project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project does not propose the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems. Sewer
service would be provided by the City of Oceanside (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, p. 4)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p.
1). Accordingly, no impact associated with septic tanks or alternative waste water systems would occur with
implementation of the Project.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not install septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Accordingly, no
impact would occur associated with soil compatibility for wastewater disposal systems.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would not result in a significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

The analysis in this Subsection is based in part on a report prepared by Ldn Consulting, Inc. (Ldn) titled,
“Greenhouse Gas Assessment, Melrose + Oceanside Planned Development,” dated March 31, 2016, and
included as DEIR Technical Appendix F. The technical report and analysis in this Subsection assess the
proposed Project’s potential to generate greenhouse gas emissions that could contribute to global climate
change and its associated environmental effects.
Subsequent to the public review period for this DEIR, the Project underwent a redesign to avoid impacts to
sensitive biological resources. As described further in Section 3.0, Project Description, and shown in
strikeout/underline text throughout the revised DEIR, as a result of the redesign the total number of units
proposed by the Project have been decreased from 313 units (including 78 multi-family dwelling units within
Planning Area 1, 37 single-family dwelling units within Planning Area 2, and 290198 multi-family dwelling
units in Planning Area 3) to 301 units (including 78 multi-family dwelling units within Planning Area 1, 33
single-family dwelling units within Planning Area 2, and 190 multi-family dwelling units in Planning Area
3.) The analysis and calculations within the Greenhouse Gas Assessment prepared by Ldn utilized the
dwelling unit count of 313 units, or 10 more dwelling units than are currently proposed; thus, the analysis
within the Greenhouse Gas Assessment represents a “worst-case” analysis and overstates, rather than
understates, the Project’s potential impacts to greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, due to the reduction
in areas planned for grading and disturbance from 38.328 acres to 35.3 36.17 acres, daily greenhouse gas
emissions associated with grading also would be reduced as compared to what is disclosed herein and in the
Project’s Greenhouse Gas Assessment. It should be noted that 1.19 acres associated with the existing Sports
Park Way right-of-way and the proposed 34.11 acres of open space are not included in the grading and
impact acreage as these areas would not be disturbed as part of the Project. However, the grading footprint
does include 0.82-acre of off-site grading associated with the existing improved rights-of-way for Melrose
Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive. While impact acreage and total number of dwelling
units have been updated in this Subsection, the estimated greenhouse gas emissions shown in the text and
tables throughout this Subsection are based on a total of 313 dwelling units and disturbance over 38.328
acres of the Project site.
In addition, the Greenhouse Gas Assessment assumed that construction of the proposed Project would
commence in the fall of 2017. However, due to the amount of time that has lapsed since the DEIR was
published for public review in June 2016, it is now expected that construction of the Project would occur in
spring or summer 2018. As a result, the construction- and operational-related greenhouse gas emissions
disclosed in the Greenhouse Gas Assessment and within this Subsection represent an overestimate of likely
construction-related emissions. This is because over time, older construction equipment and vehicles are
replaced by newer, more efficient equipment that results in fewer greenhouse gas emissions. Thus, the
analysis of Project-related construction and vehicular emissions within this Subsection also represents a
“worst-case” analysis.

4.6.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.6.1.1 Introduction to Global Climate Change
Global Climate Change (GCC) refers to change in average meteorological conditions on the Earth with
respect to temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and storms. Debate exists within the scientific
community regarding the extent to which GCC is occurring naturally or as a result of human activity. Some
data suggests that GCC has occurred naturally over the course of thousands or millions of years and that
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these historical changes to the Earth’s climate have occurred naturally without human influence, as in the
case of an ice age. However, many scientists believe that the climate shift taking place since approximately
year 1900 is occurring at a quicker rate and magnitude than in the past as a result of human activity and
industrialization.
Global temperatures are regulated by naturally occurring atmospheric gases such as water vapor, carbon
dioxide, nitrous oxide, methane, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride. These
particular gases are important due to their residence time (duration they stay) in the atmosphere, which
ranges from 10 years to more than 100 years. These gases allow solar radiation into the Earth’s atmosphere,
but prevent radioactive heat from escaping, thereby warming the Earth’s atmosphere. These gases that trap
heat in the atmosphere are referred to collectively in this DEIR as greenhouse gases (GHGs), which are
released into the atmosphere by both natural and anthropogenic (human) activity. Without the natural GHG
effect, the Earth’s average temperature would be approximately 61° Fahrenheit (F) cooler than current
conditions.
It is not possible for an individual project like the proposed Project to generate enough GHG emissions to
make a discernible change in the global climate. However, the proposed Project may participate in the
potential for GCC through its incremental contribution of GHG emissions when considered in combination
with other worldwide sources of GHGs.
4.6.1.2 Climate and Meteorology
Climate within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) area often varies dramatically over short geographical
distances with cooler temperatures on the western coast gradually warming to the east as prevailing winds
from the west heat up. Most of southern California is dominated by high-pressure systems for much of the
year, which keeps San Diego mostly sunny and warm. Typically, during the winter months, the high
pressure system drops to the south and brings cooler, moister weather from the north. It is common for
inversion layers to develop within high-pressure areas, which mostly define pressure patterns over the
SDAB. These inversions are caused when a thin layer of the atmosphere increases in temperature with
height. An inversion acts like a lid preventing vertical mixing of air through convective overturning. (Ldn,
2016b, p. 5)
Meteorological trends within Oceanside produce daytime high temperatures typically ranging between 65ºF
in the winter to approximately 78ºF in the summer with August usually being the hottest month. Median
temperatures range from approximately 55ºF in the winter to approximately 70ºF in the summer. The
average humidity is approximately 64% in the winter and about 72% in the summer. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 5)
4.6.1.3 Greenhouse Gases
Over the years as human activities require the use of burning fossil fuels, stored carbon is released into the
air in the form of carbon dioxide (CO2) and to a much lesser extent carbon monoxide (CO). Scientists have
measured this rise in CO2 and suspect that it may be heating the planet. Additionally, it is a scientific theory
that other GHGs such as methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O) also contribute to GCC. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 4)
GHGs of concern as analyzed in this Subsection are CO2, CH4, and N2O. To simplify GHG calculations,
both CH4 and N2O can be converted to an equivalent amount of CO2 or (CO2e). CO2e is calculated by
multiplying the calculated levels of CH4 and N2O by a Global Warming Potential (GWP). The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency publishes GWPs for various GHGs, and reports that the GWPs for CH4
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and N2O are 25 and 298, respectively. Table 4.6-1, GWP and Atmospheric Lifetime of Select GHGs,
summarizes the GWP for gases that may be emitted by residential and office/commercial developments.
(Ldn, 2016b, p. 4) Provided below is a description of the various gases that contribute to GCC.


Water Vapor (H2O) is the most abundant, important, and variable GHG in the atmosphere. Water
vapor is not considered a pollutant; in the atmosphere it maintains a climate necessary for life.
Changes in its concentration are primarily considered to be a result of climate feedbacks related to
the warming of the atmosphere rather than a direct result of industrialization. The feedback loop in
which water is involved is critically important to projecting future climate change. As the
temperature of the atmosphere rises, more water is evaporated from ground storage (rivers, oceans,
reservoirs, soil). Because the air is warmer, the relative humidity can be higher (in essence, the air is
able to ‘hold’ more water when it is warmer), leading to more water vapor in the atmosphere. As a
GHG, the higher concentration of water vapor is then able to absorb more thermal indirect energy
radiated from the Earth, thus further warming the atmosphere. The warmer atmosphere can then hold
more water vapor and so on. This is referred to as a “positive feedback loop.” The extent to which
this positive feedback loop will continue is unknown as there are also dynamics that hold the positive
feedback loop in check. As an example, when water vapor increases in the atmosphere, more of it
will eventually also condense into clouds, which are more able to reflect incoming solar radiation,
thereby allowing less energy to reach the Earth’s surface and heat it up. There are no human health
effects from water vapor itself; however, when some pollutants come in contact with water vapor,
they can dissolve and the water vapor can then act as a pollutant-carrying agent.



Carbon Dioxide (CO2) is an odorless and colorless GHG that is emitted from natural and manmade
sources. Natural sources include: the decomposition of dead organic matter; respiration of bacteria,
plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and volcanic outgassing. Manmade sources
include the burning of coal, oil, natural gas, and wood. Since the industrial revolution began in the
mid-1700s, the sort of human activity that increases CO2 emissions has increased dramatically. As
an example, prior to the industrial revolution, CO2 concentrations were fairly stable at 280 parts per
million (ppm). Today, they are around 370 ppm, an increase of more than 30 percent. Exposure to
CO2 in high concentrations can cause human health effects, but outdoor levels are not high enough to
adversely affect human health.



Methane (CH4) is an extremely effective absorber of radiation, though its atmospheric concentration
is less than CO2 and its lifetime in the atmosphere is brief (10-12 years) compared to other GHGs.
Methane has both natural and manmade sources. It is released as part of the biological processes in
low oxygen environments, such as in swamplands or in rice production (at the roots of the plants).
Over the last 50 years, human activities such as growing rice, raising cattle, using natural gas, and
mining coal have added to the atmospheric concentration of methane. Other manmade sources
include fossil-fuel combustion and biomass burning. No human health effects are known to occur
from atmospheric exposure to methane.



Nitrous Oxide (N2O) concentrations began to rise in the atmosphere at the beginning of the industrial
revolution. In 1998, the global concentration was 314 parts per billion (ppb). Nitrous oxide is
produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions which occur in fertilizer
containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired
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GWP and Atmospheric Lifetime of Select GHGs

GAS
Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
Methane (CH4)
Nitrous Oxide (N2O)
HFC-23
HFC-134a
HFC-152a
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6)

ATMOSPHERIC LIFETIME
(YEARS)
50-200
12
114
270
14
1
3,200

GWP
(100 YEAR TIME HORIZON)
1
25
298
14,800
1,430
124
22,800

(CARB, 2015a)

power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its
atmospheric load. N2O is used as an aerosol spray propellant, (e.g., in whipped cream bottles), in
potato chip bags to keep chips fresh, and in rocket engines and in race cars. N2O can be transported
into the stratosphere, be deposited on the Earth’s surface, and be converted to other compounds by
chemical reaction. Also known as laughing gas, N2O is a colorless GHG that can cause dizziness,
euphoria, and sometimes slight hallucinations. In small doses, it is considered harmless. However,
in some cases, heavy and extended use can cause brain damage.


Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are gases formed synthetically by replacing all hydrogen atoms in CH4
or ethane (C2H6) with chlorine and/or fluorine atoms. CFCs are nontoxic, nonflammable, insoluble,
and chemically unreactive in the troposphere (the level of air at the Earth’s surface). CFCs were first
synthesized in 1928 and have no natural source. CFCs were used for refrigerants, aerosol propellants
and cleaning solvents. Due to the discovery that they are able to destroy stratospheric ozone, a global
effort to halt their production was undertaken and was extremely successful, so much so that levels of
the major CFCs are now remaining steady or declining. However, due to their long atmospheric
lifetime, some of the CFCs will remain in the atmosphere for over 100 years.



Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are synthetic, man-made chemicals that are used as a substitute for
CFCs. Out of all GHGs, they are one of three groups with the highest global warming potential. The
HFCs with the largest measured atmospheric abundances are (in order largest to smallest), HFC-23
(CHF3), HFC-134a (CF3CH2F), and HFC-152a (CH3CHF2). Prior to 1990, the only significant
emissions were HFC-23 emissions. HFC-134a emissions are increasing due to its use as a
refrigerant. The U.S. EPA estimates that concentrations of HFC-23 and HFC-134a are now about 10
parts per trillion (ppt) each, and that concentrations of HFC-152a are about 1 ppt. No human health
effects are known to result from exposure to HFCs, which are manmade and used for applications
such as automobile air conditioners and refrigerants.



Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) are primarily produced for aluminum production and semiconductor
manufacture. PFCs have stable molecular structures and do not break down through chemical
processes in the lower atmosphere. Because of this, PFCs have very long lifetimes, between 10,000
and 50,000 years. Two common PFCs are tetrafluoromethane (CF4) and hexafluoroethane (C2F6).
The U.S. EPA estimates that concentrations of CF4 in the atmosphere are over 70 ppt. No human
health effects are known to result from exposure to PFCs.
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Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. It also
has the highest GWP of any gas evaluated (22,800). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) indicates that concentrations in the 1990’s were about 4 ppt. In high concentrations in
confined areas, the gas presents the hazard of suffocation because it displaces the oxygen needed for
breathing. Sulfur hexafluoride is used for insulation in electric power transmission and distribution
equipment, in the magnesium industry, in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak
detection.

4.6.1.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventories


Global

According to data compiled by the World Resources Institute (WRI), ten countries are currently responsible
for producing around 70 percent of global GHG emissions. Worldwide anthropogenic (man-made) GHG
emissions are tracked by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change for industrialized nations (referred
to as Annex I) and developing nations (referred to as Non-Annex I). For the Year 2013, the sum of the CO2
emissions from the top five countries and the European Union was 24,600 million tonnes, as summarized in
Table 4.6-2, Summary of Top CO2 Emissions by Country (2013). CO2 emissions in more recent years may
be different from the inventories presented in Table 4.6-2; however, these data are representative of currently
available inventory data. It should be noted that the data presented in Table 4.6-2 includes only CO
emissions, though CO emissions represent the vast majority of global GHG emissions. (PBL Netherlands
Environmental Assessment Agency, 2014)
Table 4.6-2

Summary of Top CO2 Emissions by Country (2013)
Country

China
United States
European Union
India
Russian Federation
Japan
Total:

2013 CO2 emissions (million
tonnes CO2)
10,330
5,300
3,740
2,070
1,800
1,360
24,600 million tonnes CO2

(PBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency, 2014, Table A1.2)



United States

As noted in Table 4.6-2, the United States was the second-highest producer of CO2 in 2013. According to
data available from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which includes all sources of GHGs –
not just CO – in 2013 the United States produced a total of 5,791.2 million metric tonnes (MMT) CO2e, of
which approximately 95% comprised CO2 emissions. 84% of the total 5,791.2 MMT CO2e was due to fossil
fuel combustion. (EPA, 2015, Table ES-2)


State of California

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) compiles GHG inventories for the State of California.
According to CARB’s Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2013, California emitted a total of 459.28 MMT
CO2e in 2013, including emissions resulting from imported electrical power. (CARB, 2015b) According to
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emissions inventories compiled by the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), California’s total
statewide GHG emissions rank second in the United States (Texas is ranked first) (EIA, 2015).
City of Oceanside



In February 2011, the San Diego Foundation published a study entitled, “City of Oceanside 2005
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory (2005 GHG Inventory).” As documented in this study, in 2005 the
City of Oceanside emitted approximately 959,772 MT CO2e. The 2005 GHG Inventory indicates that
approximately 60.4% of the City’s 2005 GHG emissions originated from transportation-related sources, with
residential uses accounting for approximately 19.5% of total emissions and commercial/industrial uses
comprising approximately 16.6% of the City’s total 2005 emissions. Approximately 3.2% of the total
emissions were due to solid waste, while the remaining 0.1% was from wastewater sources. (San Diego
Foundation, 2011, Tables 4.2 and 4.4)
Project Site



At the time the NOP for this DEIR was issued (August 26, 2015), the Project site was undeveloped and
contained no buildings or structures. The only potential sources of GHG emissions on-site were from the use
of landscaping equipment associated with on-going weed abatement activities. For purposes of analysis
herein, it is assumed that the Project site emits no GHGs under existing conditions.
4.6.1.5 Potential Effects of Climate Change in California
The California Climate Change Center (CCCC) published a report titled “Scenarios of Climate Change in
California: An Overview” (herein called the “Climate Scenarios report”) in February 2006 that is generally
instructive about effects of climate change in California. The Climate Scenarios report used a range of
emissions scenarios developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to project a series
of potential warming ranges (i.e., temperature increases) that may occur in California during the 21st
century: lower warming range (3.0-5.4°F); medium warming range (5.5-7.8°F); and higher warming range
(8.0-10.4°F) (CCCC, 2006, p. 7).
In addition, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted a “California Climate Adaptation Strategy” in
2009. This report details many vulnerabilities arising from climate change with respect to matters such as
temperature extremes, sea level rise, wildfires, floods and droughts and precipitation changes, and responds
to the Governor’s Executive Order (EO) S-13-2008 that called on state agencies to develop California’s
strategy to identify and prepare for expected climate impacts. (CNRA, 2009)
Based on the estimated scenarios presented in the Climate Scenario and California Climate Adaption
Strategy reports, the climate change impacts in California have the potential to include, but are not limited to,
the following areas.


Human Health Effects. Climate change can affect the health of Californians by increasing the
frequency, duration, and intensity of conditions conducive to air pollution formation, oppressive heat,
and wildfires. The primary concern is not the change in average climate, but rather the projected
increase in extreme conditions that are responsible for the most serious health consequences. In
addition, climate change has the potential to influence asthma symptoms and the incidence of
infectious disease. (CCCC, 2006, p. 26)
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Water Resource/Supple Effects. Although most climate model simulations project relatively
moderate changes in precipitation over the 21st century, rising temperatures are expected to lead to
diminishing snow accumulation in mountainous watersheds, including the Sierra Nevada. Warmer
conditions during the last few decades across the western United States have already produced a shift
toward more precipitation falling as rain instead of snow, and snowpacks over the region have been
melting earlier in the spring. Delays in snow accumulation and earlier snowmelt can have cascading
effects on water supplies, natural ecosystems, and winter recreation. (CCCC, 2006, p. 14)



Agricultural Effects. Agriculture, along with forestry, is the sector of the California economy that is
most likely to be affected by a change in climate. California agriculture is a $68 billion industry.
California is the largest agricultural producer in the nation and accounts for 13% of all U.S.
agricultural sales, including half of the nation’s total fruits and vegetables. Regional analyses of
climate trends over agricultural regions of California suggest that climate change is already affecting
the agriculture industry. Over the period 1951 to 2000, the growing season has lengthened by about
a day per decade, and warming temperatures have resulted in an increase of 30 to 70 growing degree
days per decade, with much of the increase occurring in the spring. Climate change affects
agriculture directly through increasing temperatures and rising CO2 concentrations, and indirectly
through changes in water availability and pests. (CCCC, 2006, p. 19)



Forests and Natural Landscape Effects. Climate changes and increased CO2 concentrations are
expected to alter the extent and character of forests and other ecosystems. The distribution of species
is expected to shift; the risk of climate-related disturbance such as wildfires, disease, and drought is
expected to rise; and forest productivity is projected to increase or decrease – depending on species
and region. In California, these ecological changes could have measurable implications for both
market (e.g., timber industry, fire suppression and damages costs, public health) and nonmarket (e.g.,
ecosystem services) values. (CCCC, 2006, p. 22)



Sea Level Effects. Coastal observations and global model projections indicate that California’s open
coast and estuaries will experience rising sea levels during the next century. Sea level rise already
has affected much of the coast in Southern California, Central California, and the San Francisco Bay
and estuary. These historical trends, quantified from a small set of California tide gages, have
approached 0.08 inches per year (in/yr), which are rates very similar to those estimated for global
mean sea level. So far, there is little evidence that the rate of rise has accelerated, and indeed the rate
of rise at California tide gages has actually flattened since about 1980. However, projections indicate
that substantial sea level rise, even faster than the historical rates, could occur during the next
century. Sea level rise projections range from 5.1–24.4 inches (in.) higher than the 2000 sea level for
simulations under the lower emissions scenario, from 7.1–29.9 in. for the medium-high emission
scenario, and from 8.5–35.2 in. for the higher emissions scenario. (CCCC, 2006, p. 10)

4.6.1.6 Regulatory Setting
Provided below is an account of the regulatory programs, policies, laws, and regulations that are applicable
to GHG emissions and GCC in California. For more information, refer to Section 3.0 of DEIR Technical
Appendix F and the reference sources cited therein.
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International Regulation and the Kyoto Protocol

In 1988, the United Nations established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to evaluate the
impacts of global warming and to develop strategies that nations could implement to curtail GCC. In 1992,
the United States joined other countries around the world in signing the United Nations’ Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) agreement with the goal of controlling GHG emissions. As a
result, the Climate Change Action Plan was developed to address the reduction of GHGs in the United
States. The Plan currently consists of more than 50 voluntary programs for member nations to adopt.
The Kyoto Protocol is a treaty made under the UNFCCC and was the first international agreement to regulate
GHG emissions. Notably, while the United States is a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol, Congress has not
ratified the Protocol and the United States is not bound by the Protocol’s commitments. In December 2009,
international leaders from 192 nations met in Copenhagen to address the future of international climate
change commitments post-Kyoto.


Federal Regulation and the Clean Air Act

Coinciding with the 2009 meeting of international leaders in Copenhagen, on December 7, 2009, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued an Endangerment Finding under § 202(a) of the Clean Air
Act (CAA), opening the door to federal regulation of GHGs. The Endangerment Finding notes that GHGs
threaten public health and welfare and are subject to regulation under the CAA. To date, the EPA has not
promulgated regulations on GHG emissions, but it has begun to develop them.
Previously the EPA had not regulated GHGs under the CAA because it asserted that the Act did not
authorize it to issue mandatory regulations to address GCC and that such regulation would be unwise without
an unequivocally established causal link between GHGs and the increase in global surface air temperatures.
In Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. (127 S. Ct. 1438 [2007]), however, the U.S.
Supreme Court held that GHGs are pollutants under the CAA and directed the EPA to decide whether the
gases endangered public health or welfare. The EPA had also not moved aggressively to regulate GHGs
because it expected Congress to make progress on GHG legislation, primarily from the standpoint of a capand-trade system. However, proposals circulated in both the House of Representative and Senate have been
controversial and it may be some time before the U.S. Congress adopts major climate change legislation.
The EPA’s Endangerment Finding paves the way for federal regulation of GHGs with or without Congress.
Although GCC did not become an international concern until the 1980s, efforts to reduce energy
consumption began in California in response to the oil crisis in the 1970s, resulting in the incidental
reduction of GHGs. In order to manage the state’s energy needs and promote energy efficiency, AB 1575
created the California Energy Commission (CEC) in 1975.


Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32)

The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), requires that by 2020 the state's GHG emissions be
reduced to 1990 levels or from about 545 metric tons as projected as a 2020 baseline to 427 metric tons
which would be required to meet the goal. Statewide significance thresholds have not been adopted but are
currently being discussed by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). AB 32 is specific as to
when thresholds shall be defined. The pertinent sections are referenced within Part 4 of AB 32 titled
“Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions” are shown below (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 6-7):
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Section 38560.5 (b) states:
On or before January 1, 2010, the state board shall adopt regulations to implement the measures
identified on the list published pursuant to subdivision (a).

Section 38562 states:
(A)

On or before January 1, 2011, the state board shall adopt greenhouse gas emission limits
and emission reduction measures by regulation to achieve the maximum technologically
feasible and cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas emissions in furtherance of
achieving the statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit, to become operative beginning on
January 1, 2012.

(B)

In adopting regulations pursuant to this section and Part 5 (commencing with Section
(38570), to the extent feasible and in furtherance of achieving the statewide greenhouse gas
emissions limit, the state board shall do all of the following:
1. Design the regulations, including distribution of emissions allowances where
appropriate, in a manner that is equitable, seeks to minimize costs and maximize the total
benefits to California, and encourages early action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
2. Ensure that activities undertaken to comply with the regulations do not
disproportionately impact low-income communities.
3. Ensure that entities that have voluntarily reduced their greenhouse gas emissions prior to
the implementation of this section receive appropriate credit for early voluntary
reductions.
4. Ensure that activities undertaken pursuant to the regulations complement, and do not
interfere with, efforts to achieve and maintain federal and state ambient air quality
standards and to reduce toxic air contaminant emissions.
5. Consider cost-effectiveness of these regulations.
6. Consider overall societal benefits, including reductions in other air pollutants,
diversification of energy sources, and other benefits to the economy, environment, and
public health.
7. Minimize the administrative burden of implementing and complying with these
regulations.
8. Minimize leakage.
9. Consider the significance of the contribution of each source or category of sources to
statewide emissions of greenhouse gases.

(C)

In furtherance of achieving the statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit, by January 1,
2011, the state board may adopt a regulation that establishes a system of market-based
declining annual aggregate emission limits for sources or categories of sources that emit
greenhouse gas emissions, applicable from January 1, 2012, to December 31, 2020,
inclusive, that the state board determines will achieve the maximum technologically feasible
and cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, in the aggregate, from those
sources or categories of sources.
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Any regulation adopted by the state board pursuant to this part or Part 5 (commencing with
Section 38570) shall ensure all of the following:
1. The greenhouse gas emission reductions achieved are real, permanent, quantifiable,
verifiable, and enforceable by the state board.
2. For regulations pursuant to Part 5 (commencing with Section 38570), the reduction is in
addition to any greenhouse gas emission reduction otherwise required by law or
regulation, and any other greenhouse gas emission reduction that otherwise would occur.
3. If applicable, the greenhouse gas emission reduction occurs over the same time period
and is equivalent in amount to any direct emission reduction required pursuant to this
division.



Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341)

AB 341 made a legislative declaration that it is the policy goal of the state that not less than 75% of solid
waste generated be source reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020, and required the Department of
Resources Recycling and Recovery, by January 1, 2014, to provide a report to the Legislature that provides
strategies to achieve that policy goal and also includes other specified information and recommendations.
(Ldn, 2016b, p. 7)
This bill increased diversion requirements by an additional 25% over Business as Usual as was defined under
AB 939 and SB 1322 which were signed into law as the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, which
as of the year 2000 only required 50 percent diversion. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 7). Reductions in solid waste
disposal at landfills reduces GHGs by reducing the volume of decomposing waste that produces GHGs such
as methane.


Senate Bill 97

SB 97 required the Office of Planning and Research to prepare and transmit to the Resources Agency
guidelines and directed amendments to the CEQA statute specifically for the mitigation of GHG emissions or
the effects of GHGs. As directed by SB 97, the Natural Resources Agency adopted Amendments to the
CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office
of Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in
the California Code of Regulations. The Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010, and are
primarily included as § 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, Appendix G to the CEQA
Guidelines also was changed to identify two distinct thresholds of significance for the evaluation of GHGs,
which are presented in Section 4.6.3, below. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 7)


Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007

The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 is an energy policy law adopted by Congress which
consists mainly of provisions designed to increase energy efficiency and the availability of renewable
energy. The law will require automakers to boost fleet wide gas mileage averages from the current 25 mpg
to 35 mpg by 2020, which will reduce energy needs by 28.5%. This fleet wide average is known as the
Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standard (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 7-8). Reducing fossil fuel use by
vehicles reduces GHG emissions by lowering GHGs produced by the combustion process.
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Assembly Bill 1493 – Pavley Standards

Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493) regulations are similar to CAFE Standards but are expected to produce a
GHG benefit greater than that of the CAFE Standards, doubling the amount of GHGs saved under CAFE.
The Pavley rules (also referred to as California Standards) are designed to regulate GHG emissions by
requiring vehicle manufactures to meet strict standards while also affording compliance flexibility. (Ldn,
2016b, p. 8; CARB, 2013)
Under Pavley I, starting with vehicles produced in 2009, manufacturers have the flexibility in meeting
California standards through a combination of reducing tailpipe emissions of CO2, N2O, CH4, and
hydrofluorocarbons from vehicle air conditioning systems. Furthermore, the California Standards are
estimated to increase fuel efficiency to 35.7 miles per gallon by 2016, and under more stringent emission
limits (Pavley II), would increase efficiency to 42.5 miles per gallon by 2020. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 8)



Advanced Clean Car Program

Pavley II along with other Low-Emission Vehicle (LEV) regulations, including new approaches to increase
zero emission vehicles and hybrids, have since been combined into a single program termed Advanced Clean
Cars. The new effort uses a number of emission control programs to reduce smog, soot, and global warming
and would be in effect from 2017 to 2025. This program is estimated to reduce GHGs by 4.0 million metric
tons or roughly 2.4% beyond that of Pavley I. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 8)



Vehicle Efficiency Measures

Vehicle efficiency measures within the CARB Scoping Plan include Low Friction Oil, Tire Pressure
Regulation, Tire Tread Program, and Solar Reflective Automotive Paint and specialized window glazing to
reduce GHGs by 4.5 MMTCO2e in 2020. To date, however, some of these reduction measures are still under
review by the Air Resources Board with the exception of the Tire Pressure Regulations which are estimated
to remove 0.6 MMTCO2e. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 8)



Executive Order S-01-07

Executive Order S-01-07 was signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in January 2007 and is effectively
known as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). The Executive Order seeks to reduce the carbon intensity
of California’s passenger vehicle fuels by at least 10% by 2020. The LCFS requires fuel providers in
California to ensure that the mix of fuel they sell into the California market meet, on average, a declining
standard for GHG emissions measured in CO2e grams per unit of fuel energy sold. (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 8-9)



Executive Order S-3-05

Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 was signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in June 2005, and establishes
the following GHG reduction targets for statewide GHG emissions: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000
levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below
1990 levels. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 9)



Executive Order B-30-15

Executive Order B-30-15 was signed by Governor Edmund Brown Jr. in April 2015. The EO seeks to
establish a California GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 which would help the
state meet targets of reducing GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 covered under EO S3-05. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 9) EO B-30-15 establishes a policy goal and is disclosed herein for informational
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purposes; it does not require local agencies to take any action to meet the new interim GHG reduction
threshold. It is important to note that Executive Order B-30-15 was not adopted by a public agency through
a public review process that requires analysis pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 and that it has
not been subsequently validated by a statute as an official GHG reduction target of the State of California. It
is anticipated that a regulatory requirement for statewide GHG reductions for 2030 will be adopted by the
California Legislature at a future date.



Executive Order S-14-08 – Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS)

Executive Order S-14-08 was signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger on November 17, 2008 and is
effectively known as the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). According to S-14-08, the RPS will require
that all retail sellers of electricity shall serve 33 percent of their load with renewable energy by 2020. State
government agencies are directed to take all appropriate actions to implement this target in all regulatory
proceedings, including siting, permitting, and procurement for renewable energy power plants and
transmission lines. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 9)
Section 913.6 was added in 2011 to the Public Utilities Code by Governor Brown which was signed by the
State Senate and requires the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or Commission), in consultation
with the California Energy Commission (CEC), to report to the Legislature by January 1 of every evennumbered year on all of the following (Ldn, 2016b, p. 9):
(a) The progress and status of RPS procurement;
(b) The status of permitting and siting RPS resources and transmission facilities;
(c) The projected ability of each electrical corporation to meet the RPS requirements pursuant to the
cost limitations established by Section 399.15(d)
(d) barriers to, and recommendations for achieving the RPS requirements.
Based on the latest Biennial RPS Program Update per the Section 931.6 requirements, San Diego Gas and
Electric (SDG&E), which provides gas and electric service to the Project area, is calculated to utilize 43.1%
RPS in 2020 which is over 10% higher than required by the state. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 10)
It should be noted that Governor Jerry Brown is committed to increasing this regulation such that the
renewable portfolio in 2030 would be at least 50%. This commitment was entered into agreement with
multiple international states signed on May 19, 2015 by California. Though this is not law, for purposes of
GHG forecasting into 2030 and 2050, it is reasonable to assume that it will be a future requirement. (Ldn,
2016b, p. 10)


California Energy Code (Title 24) Standards

The California Energy Code, or Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations, also titled The Energy
Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, were established in 1978 in response to a
legislative mandate to reduce California's energy consumption. The standards are updated periodically to
allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. (Ldn,
2016b, pp. 10-11)
The Energy Commission adopted the 2008 changes to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards for some of
the following reasons and would reduce both Natural Gas and Electrical demand (Ldn, 2016b, p. 10):
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1. To provide California with an adequate, reasonably-priced, and environmentally-sound supply of
energy.
2. To respond to Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which mandates that
California must reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.
3. To pursue California energy policy that energy efficiency is the resource of first choice for
meeting California's energy needs.
4. To act on the findings of California's Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) that Standards are
the most cost effective means to achieve energy efficiency, expects the Building Energy Efficiency
Standards to continue to be upgraded over time to reduce electricity and peak demand, and
recognizes the role of the Standards in reducing energy related to meeting California's water
needs and in reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
5. To meet the West Coast Governors' Global Warming Initiative commitment to include aggressive
energy efficiency measures into updates of state building codes.
6. To meet the Executive Order in the Green Building Initiative to improve the energy efficiency of
nonresidential buildings through aggressive standards.
Title 24 2008 was found reduce electrical-related GHG emissions by 22.7% when comparing prototype
buildings built to the minimum standards in 2005 and then comparing the prototypes within duplicate models
built to standards in 2008. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 11)
Title 24 2010 incorporated CALGreen standards and added a voluntary tiered approach which compared
efficiency over Title 24 2008. The current standards took effect on July 1, 2014. Looking at the entire
construction outlook for low‐rise single‐family detached homes, electricity use is reduced by 36.4 percent
and natural gas consumption is reduced by 6.5 percent compared to the 2008 first year saving standard. Nonresidential newly constructed buildings would have a reduction from the 2008 standards of 22 percent for
electricity and 17 percent for natural gas. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 11)
Part 11 of the Title 24 is referred to as the California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code).
The purpose of the CALGreen Code is to “improve public health, safety and general welfare by enhancing
the design and construction of buildings through the use of building concepts having a positive
environmental impact and encouraging sustainable construction practices in the following categories: (1)
Planning and design; (2) Energy efficiency; (3) Water efficiency and conservation; (4) Material conservation
and resource efficiency; and (5) Environmental air quality.” The CALGreen Code is not intended to
substitute or be identified as meeting the certification requirements of any green building program that is not
established and adopted by the California Building Standards Commission (CBSC). Unless otherwise noted
in the regulation, all newly constructed buildings in California are subject of the requirements of the
CALGreen Code.


Scoping Plan Measures

In response to AB 32, CARB developed the Climate Change Scoping Plan. In that plan, CARB developed
GHG emission reduction strategies which expanded energy efficiency programs, increased utility renewable
energy requirements, developed clean car standards and LCFS, developed the cap-and-trade program, and
identified adopted discretionary measures to assist California in meeting the 2020 limits established by AB
32. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 12)
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In May 2014, CARB adopted the first update to the original Scoping Plan which was necessary to establish
long-term GHG policies to make deep GHG emission reductions to achieve an 80% reduction below 1990
levels by 2050. The update includes key recommendations for six key economic sectors (energy,
transportation, agriculture, water, waste management, and natural and working lands) as well as short-lived
climate pollutants, green buildings, and the Cap-and-Trade Program. The findings largely affect regulatory
measures that will indirectly reduce GHG emissions and generate a need to update local policies. The 2014
Scoping Plan indicates that 2020 emissions would equal approximately 509 Million Metric Tons (MMT)
CO2e under 2020 Business as Usual (BAU) conditions. BAU is the level of emissions that would have
occurred in the absence of regulatory emissions reductions, design considerations, or updated standards (e.g.
2008 Title 24 standards). The 2014 Scoping Plan also determined that in order to meet the 2020 GHG
reduction target per Executive Order S-3-05, total GHG emissions state-wide would need to be reduced to
431 MMT CO2e by 2020, representing a reduction of approximately 16% below 2020 BAU emission levels.
(Ldn, 2016b, p. 12)



Executive Orders B-30-15 and S-3-05

As described above, Executive Order B-30-15 established a statewide emissions reduction target of 40%
below 1990 levels by 2030. This interim measure was identified by the Governor as one way to keep the
State on a trajectory needed to meet the 2050 goal of reducing GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by
2050 pursuant to Executive Order S-3-05. The 2030 and 2050 goals described in both these Executive
Orders are an expression of executive policy and (and not adopted legislative or regulatory action).
In fact, Executive Order B-30-15 expressly states it is “not intended to create, and does not, create any rights
or benefits, whether substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in equity, against the State of California,
its agencies, departments, entities, officers, employees, or any other person.” In addition, the GHG reduction
targets for 2030 identified in Executive Order B-30-15 and for 2050 identified in Executive Order S-3-05
were not adopted by a public agency through a public review process that requires analysis pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4.
However, there is an ongoing debate regarding the relevance of Executive Orders as to their force and effect
under CEQA. This issue regarding the application of Executive Orders to CEQA is currently pending before
the California Supreme Court, which is considering whether EIRs must to assess consistency with such
Orders in order to comply with CEQA. 1 Therefore in light of the legal uncertainty associated with the
application of Executive Orders to CEQA, this DEIR considers whether the Project has the potential to
conflict with the statewide GHG reduction goals articulated in Executive Order B-30-15.
0F



City of Oceanside Thresholds of Significance

The City of Oceanside, the County of San Diego, and the San Diego Air Pollution Control District
(SDAPCD) have not adopted emissions-based thresholds for GHG emissions under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Accordingly, for purposes of this analysis, it is necessary to establish
thresholds against which the Project’s GHG emissions may be evaluated. It should be noted that the

1

See case information webpage for California Supreme Court’s consideration of Cleveland Nat’l Forest Foundation v.
SANDAG (Case No.S223603), available at the following address and accessed May 29, 2015:
http://appellatecases.courtinfo.ca.gov/search/case/mainCaseScreen.cfm?dist=0&doc_id=2096944&doc_no=S223603
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thresholds established herein are intended to be used only for the Melrose + Oceanside Project in the absence
of formally adopted local thresholds. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 13)
Two different thresholds have been identified for the purpose of evaluating the significance of the Project’s
GHG emissions. The first method, referred to herein as the “Business as Usual” (BAU) approach, relies on
the screening thresholds recommended by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
(CAPCOA). If the screening threshold is exceeded, then additional analysis is required to evaluate whether
the Project’s emissions would be consistent with the CARB’s Scoping Plan Update recommended reduction
target to reduce 2020 BAU emission by 16% in order to achieve the 2020 reduction target specified by
Executive Order S-3-05. CARB’s reduction target of 16% was determined by taking the 2020 limit of GHGs
determined by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (427 MMTCO2e), and the 2020 BAU level of
GHGs, (509 MMTCO2e) (CARB, 2014, p. 93). It was calculated that the 2020 BAU levels of GHGs would
need to be reduced by 16% in order to reach the 2020 limit of GHG emissions. The second approach,
referred to herein as the “Efficiency Metric,” relies on an efficiency ratio comparing localized GHG
emissions to service population (i.e., the total number of residents and jobs) in order to evaluate the Project’s
consistency with the GHG reduction requirements set forth in Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, EO B-30-15,
and AB 32. This methodology is intended to demonstrate a link between the Statewide Goal of AB 32, the
City’s BAU methodology, and a project-level GHG analysis in accordance with the Center for Biological
Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife (“Newhall Ranch case”) 2. The Newhall Ranch case
permits lead agencies to either use the BAU methodology with supplemental information about the
relationship between a project and the assumptions in the State’s Scoping Plan or to use other methodologies.
(Ldn, 2016b, p. 13)
1F

As noted by CAPCOA, “CEQA guidance that allows multiple methodologies to demonstrate GHG
significance will facilitate the determination of significance for a broad range of projects/plans that would
otherwise be difficult to address with a single non-compound methodology. Even though there could be
multiple ways that a project can determine GHG significance using a decision-tree approach, only one
methodology need be included in any single CEQA document prepared by the applicant. The presence of
multiple methodologies to determine significance is designed to promote flexibility rather than create
additional analysis overhead.” (CAPCOA, 2008, p. 37)
Business as Usual Thresholds of Significance
The City of Oceanside suggests using screening thresholds published by CAPCOA for determining the need
for additional analyses and mitigation for GHG-related impacts under CEQA. Under this approach, projects
producing less than 900 metric tons of CO2e would be considered less than significant. The threshold of 900
MTCO2e was determined by CAPCOA be reviewing data from four diverse cities in California on pending
applications for development. From there, CAPCOA determined the unit threshold that would capture
approximately 90% of the residential units or office space in the pending application lists. The threshold was
determined to be 50 residential units and 30,000 square feet of commercial space, and the GHG emissions
were calculated be about 900 metric tons per project, which is how the threshold of 900 MTCO2e was
selected (CAPCOA, 2008, p. 43). Projects producing more than 900 metric tons per year of CO2e must
produce an inventory of project-related GHGs and must demonstrate reasonable mitigation measures
2
See case information webpage for California Supreme Court’s consideration of Center for Biological Diversity v.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Newhall Land and Farming Company) (Case No. S217763), available at the
following address and accessed March 31, 2016:
http://appellatecases.courtinfo.ca.gov/search/case/mainCaseScreen.cfm?dist=0&doc_id=2073990&doc_no=S217763.
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necessary to reduce GHGs by 16% from 2020 BAU conditions, pursuant to CARB’s 2014 Scoping Plan
(discussed above). (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 13-14)
It should be noted that mitigation to achieve the 16% requirement cannot include a reduction in the Project
size or scale. Mitigation identified toward this 16% target also cannot include the effects of the Pavley I
clean car standard or the 20% Renewable Portfolio Standard because these programs are already included in
the calculations that support the 16% GHG reduction requirement. Other statewide measures, however, can
be included without risk of “double counting.” Renewable Portfolio Standards beyond 20% can be included
toward the minimum 16% GHG reduction requirement as well as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard which can
also be included as a part of the 16% GHG reduction requirement. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 14)
Currently there has been no legislative action to adopt the GHG reduction target of what is recommended in
Executive Order S-3-05 or the interim target of what is recommended in Executive Order B-30-15.
However, in an abundance of caution, for purposes of evaluation under CEQA, the City recommends that a
project’s emissions for 2030 and 2050 be predicted and demonstrate the progress a project would make
towards achieving the GHG reduction goals for these years. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 14)
Efficiency Metric (Per Service Population)
The intent of AB 32 is to accommodate population and economic growth in California, but in a way that
achieves a lower rate of GHG emissions statewide. One commonly-accepted approach for addressing the
potential significance of a project’s impacts due to GHG emissions is to demonstrate a reduced rate of
emissions per service population (i.e., GHG emissions per capita based on the number of City residents and
employees) as compared to the existing rate of emissions per service population (SP) for the local area.
Another very commonly-accepted approach is the Performance-Based Percent Reduction Target threshold
approach which would require a project to meet a percent reduction target established by the AQMP, the
State, or the local agency based on the average reductions needed from the BAU emissions from all GHG
sources. Using the 2020 target, this approach would require all discretionary projects to achieve a certain
percent reduction from projected BAU emissions in order to be considered less than significant. A more
restrictive target could be established by the AQMP, the State, or the local agency in the future to address
2030 and 2050 targets using the same methodology. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 14)
A number of air districts in the State of California have recommended or adopted efficiency metric or
“service population (SP)” thresholds as a method for analyzing cumulative GHG emissions and significance
of impacts under CEQA. A project’s “service population” refers to a project’s residents plus employees that
would be generated by the proposed project’s development. This efficiency metric is expressed as MT CO2e
per year per service population (MT CO2e/year/SP). (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 14-15)
Service population is a term used to express the total GHG emissions associated with a project or study area,
divided by the total population and employment forecasted for the local study area. The SP for projects that
accommodate only employment and no residences would be the total number of employees accommodated at
build-out. For projects that accommodate population (i.e. housing projects), a calculation would be
performed to estimate the number of residents accommodated at full occupancy. Mixed-use projects, such as
the proposed Melrose + Oceanside project, would calculate both the number of estimated residents and
employees. Net emissions are calculated to be the total cumulative emissions from a project subtracted by
various GHG reducing programs, features, and measures. Factors that comprise net emissions calculations
include; whether a project site near public transit options and land use diversity (which would reduce
cumulative area-wide vehicle miles travelled), GHG-efficient project design features, various on-site
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strategies, actions taken off-site, and the impact of the State’s GHG-reducing programs and regulations on
the project. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 15)
Through the per-capita and performance-based percent reduction approaches, individual projects can
demonstrate that project-specific emissions would not interfere with California’s ability to accommodate
expected population growth and achieve economic development objectives while also abiding by AB 32’s
emissions target and supporting efforts to reduce emissions beyond 2020. The SP approach allows lead
agencies to assess whether any given project would interfere with the State’s ability to accommodate
population and employment growth and meet the AB 32 Statewide Target, while also accounting for existing
sources of GHG emissions and their potential for cumulatively inhibiting the ability of the State and local
agencies to achieve the objectives of AB 32. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 15)
CARB approved the Climate Change Scoping Plan in 2008, with the most recent update occurring in May
2014. The Scoping Plan provides guidance for local communities to meet AB 32 and EO S-3-05 targets.
The Scoping Plan adopted a quantified cap on GHG emission representing 1990 emission levels, instituted a
schedule to meet the emission cap, and developed tracking, reporting, and enforcement tools to assist the
State in meeting the targeted GHG emission reductions. The Scoping Plan recommends that local
governments target 2020 emissions at 15% below 2005 levels as a proxy for 1990 emissions to account for
emissions growth since 1990, since few localities have conducted a detailed GHG emissions inventory to
estimate their 1990 emission levels. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 15)
In 2011, the San Diego Foundation prepared a documented entitled, “City of Oceanside 2005 Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Inventory” (herein, “2005 GHG Inventory”) (San Diego Foundation, 2011). The 2005 GHG
Inventory concluded that total emissions in the City of Oceanside in 2005 comprised approximately 959,772
metric tons (MT) of CO2e (San Diego Foundation, 2011, p. 33). Accordingly, and based on the Scoping Plan’s
recommendation, 1990 GHG emission in the City of Oceanside would have totaled approximately 815,806 MT
CO2e/year (959,772 MT CO2e * 85% = 815,806 MT CO2e/year). Thus, the total 2020 GHG emission target for
the City of Oceanside pursuant to EO S-3-05 would be 815,806 MT CO2e/year; the 2030 City-wide target
pursuant to B-30-15 would be 489,484 MT CO2e/year (815,806 * 60% = 489,483 MT CO2e/year); and the 2050
City-wide target pursuant to AB 32 would be 163,161 MT CO2e/year (815,806 * 20% = 163,161 MT CO2e/year).
(Ldn, 2016b, p. 16)
According to the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), the City of Oceanside is estimated to
have a total 2020 population of 195,592 with approximately 48,464 jobs. Thus, the 2020 SP for the City of
Oceanside would be 244,056 (SANDAG, 2011). In order to achieve the City-wide emission level of 815,806
MT CO2e, the required efficiency target city-wide in 2020 would be 3.34 MT CO2e/year/SP. (SANDAG,
2011; Ldn, 2016b, p. 16)
By way of comparison, the above-described SP target for 2020 appears to be conservative when compared
with SP targets of other agencies. For example, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
proposed a threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e/year/SP as its threshold of significance for 2020 GHG emissions. The
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) proposes a 2020 efficiency target of 4.8 MT
CO2e/year/SP for project-level analyses and 6.6 MT CO2e/year/SP for plan level projects (e.g., programlevel projects such as general plans). The City of San Diego recently adopted a new Climate Action Plan
(CAP) and as part of that plan the Efficiency Threshold was determined to be 4.64 MT CO2e/year/SP for
2020. Additionally, and based on the overall emissions and the projected population and work force for the
entire County of San Diego, including the incorporated cities, the City of San Diego determined that an
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approximate 2020 efficiency target of 5.4 MT CO2e/year/SP is needed. Thus, the City of Oceanside 3.34
MT CO2e/year/SP threshold identified herein for year 2020 conditions likely is conservative.
In addition to the 2020 GHG reduction target discussed above, EO B-30-15 requires a reduction of 40%
below targeted 1990 levels by 2030; thus, the 2030 emission target for the City would be approximately
489,484 MT CO2e. Also according to SANDAG, the City of Oceanside is estimated to have a total 2030
population of 209,613 persons, with approximately 54,597 jobs (SANDAG, 2011). Thus, the 2030 service
population for the City of Oceanside would be approximately 264,210 MT CO2e. Given the 2030 target of
489,484 MT CO2e per EO B-30-15, the required efficiency target City-wide in 2030 would be 1.85 MT
CO2e/year/SP (489,484 MT CO2e/year ÷ 264,210 SP = 1.85 MT CO2e/year/SP).
Additionally, AB 32 sets a target for the State of California to reduce GHG emissions to 80% below 1990
levels by 2050. Thus, the 2050 target for the City of Oceanside would be approximately 163,161 MT CO2e.
According to SANDAG, the City’s 2050 population is estimated to be 217,108 with a total of 67,550 jobs;
thus, the 2050 service population would be 284,658 (SANDAG, 2011). Accordingly, the required 2050
efficiency target to reduce emissions by 80% as compared to 1990 emission levels would be 0.57 MT
CO2e/year/per service population (163,161 MT CO2e/year ÷ 284,658 service population = 0.57 MT
CO2e/year/service population). (Ldn, 2016b, p. 16)
It is important to note that the City of Oceanside and State of California have not adopted thresholds of
significance to evaluate project-specific GHG impacts for 2030 and 2050 conditions, nor have any of the
other agencies listed above under the discussion of the 2020 efficiency threshold. This is due, in part, to the
fact that it is not possible to accurately calculate the level of GHG reductions that will be achieved by 2030
or by 2050 pursuant to federal, state, regional, and local regulations that may be adopted in the future to
achieve the GHG reduction target of AB 32. The analysis herein discloses the estimated level of GHG
emissions in 2030 and 2050 based on currently available information; however, this analysis is provided
herein only for purposes of disclosure because a conclusion as to the significance of the Project’s GHG
emissions for 2030 and 2050 would be speculative at this time (CEQA Guidelines § 15145). The
significance of Project-related GHG impacts will be determined in this DEIR based on the Project’s
compliance with the GHG reductions mandated by EO S-3-05 to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
2020, requiring a 2020 efficiency target of 3.34 MT CO2e/year/SP. (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 16-17)

4.6.2 METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS


Construction Emissions Calculation Methodology

Construction of the proposed Project is expected to start sometime in the fall of 2017. The Project site would
be graded in phases, though for purposes of this analysis it is conservatively assumed that the entire
earthwork plan would be completed at one time. Additionally, the analysis assumes that all grading and
construction would be completed in two years. However, in an abundance of caution, as noted below under
Subsection 4.6.4.2, in Table 4.6-3, Expected Annual Construction CO2e Emissions Summary, construction
CO2e emissions were calculated over four years. If construction occurs later than the fall of 2017, GHG
emissions would be less than stated herein because older construction equipment would phased out over time
and replaced with newer pieces of construction equipment that emit fewer pollutants in response to more
stringent emission controls imposed by state and federal regulations. Construction of each phase would start
with site preparation then mass grading including all utility trenching, paving, and building construction.
Table 3-12, Expected Construction Equipment, previously presented in DEIR Section 3.0, describes the
construction equipment and durations assumed. Furthermore, the modeled Project build-out plan would have
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a worst-case development completion in 2019 although full build-out in all reality could take much longer
since the Project would be constructed per market demands. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 18)


Operational Vehicular Emissions Calculation Methodology

Once construction is completed, the proposed Project would generate GHG emissions from daily operations
which would include sources such as Area, Energy, Mobile, Solid Waste, and Water Uses, which are
calculated within CalEEMod. Area Sources include usage of fireplaces, consumer products, landscaping,
and architectural coatings as part of regular maintenance. The proposed Project’s estimated emissions are
calculated within the CalEEMod model which is provided as Attachment A to the GHG Emissions Analysis
(DEIR Technical Appendix F). Based on information provided by the Project Applicant, 152146 residential
units would have natural gas fireplaces, and all water fixtures would be low flow; however, the analysis
herein assumes that a total of 161 homes would contain fireplaces to provide a “worst-case” analysis of the
Project’s operational impacts due to fireplaces. Furthermore, all units would have mechanical ventilation
and use Energy Star appliances. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 19)
Energy sources would be from uses such as electricity and natural gas. Solid waste generated in the form of
trash is also considered as decomposition of organic material breaks down to form GHGs. GHGs from water
are also indirectly generated through the conveyance of the resource via pumping throughout the State and as
necessary for wastewater treatment. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 19)
Finally, the Project also would generate GHGs through the use of carbon fuel-burning vehicles for
transportation. The proposed Project would be developed into three separate planning areas to include up to
313301 residential units, and a 20,000 s.f. office/commercial building. For purposes of analysis throughout
this DEIR, it is assumed that the office/commercial building would consist of 10,000 s.f. of office space, and
10,000 s.f. of restaurant space. Although other commercial uses would be allowed in the 10,000 s.f. of
restaurant space assumed herein, other commercial uses would generate fewer traffic-related impacts. Thus,
for purposes of a “worst-case” analysis, 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space is assumed throughout this DEIR.
The Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis indicates that there would be 4,059 daily trips (LLG, 2017, p. i)(LLG,
2016, p. i). The proposed Project’s estimated traffic volumes were utilized within the CalEEMod analysis.
As mentioned above, the annual CalEEMod inputs are provided as Attachment “A” to the GHG Emissions
Analysis (DEIR Technical Appendix F). (Ldn, 2016b, p. 19)

4.6.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
In order to assess the significance of a proposed Project’s environmental impacts it is necessary to identify
quantitative or qualitative thresholds which, if exceeded, would constitute a finding of significance. As
discussed above in Subsection 4.6.1, while estimated Project-related GHG emissions can be calculated, the
direct impacts of such emissions on GCC and global warming cannot be determined on the basis of available
science. There is no evidence at this time that would indicate that the emissions from a project the size of the
proposed Project would directly or indirectly affect the global climate.
AB 32 states, in part, that “[g]lobal warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health,
natural resources, and the environment of California.” Because global warming is the result of GHG
emissions, and GHGs are emitted by innumerable sources worldwide, the proposed Project would have no
potential to result in a direct impact to global warming; rather, Project-related contributions to GCC, if any,
only have potential significance on a cumulatively considerable basis. Therefore, the analysis below focuses
on the Project’s potential to contribute to GCC in a cumulatively considerable way.
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The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would result in a significant impact on climate change if a
project were to:
a.
Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment; or
b.

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

As indicated above under the “City of Oceanside Thresholds of Significance” subheading in Subsection
4.6.1.6, the analysis herein relies on two thresholds and methodologies for evaluating Project impacts due to
GHG emissions. These approaches are referred to herein as the “Business as Usual” approach and the
“Efficiency Metric” approach. Each is briefly summarized below. Refer to Subsection 4.6.1.6 for a
thorough description of each approach.
Business as Usual Thresholds of Significance
As noted above, the City of Oceanside suggests using screening thresholds published by CAPCOA for
determining the need for additional analyses and potential mitigation for GHG-related impacts under CEQA.
Specifically, CAPCOA suggest that projects producing less than 900 metric tons would be considered less
than significant. It is important to note that GHGs for projects that exceed this threshold are not necessarily
considered significant under CEQA; rather, this screening threshold is used to determine when additional
analysis is required. For projects that exceed the CAPCOA screening threshold of 900 MT CO2e, the
CAPCOA recommends that CEQA lead agencies “…quantify the GHG emissions, apportion the forecast
emissions to relevant source categories, and develop GHG mitigation measures to reduce their emissions” by
16% from BAU 2020 conditions, which is the level of GHG reductions recommended in CARB’s updated
Scoping Plan. (CAPCOA, 2008, p. 48; CARB, 2014)
Efficiency Metric (Per Service Population)
The analysis herein also relies on an efficiency metric (i.e., service population-based analysis) to identify
efficiency targets for the City of Oceanside to meet the State’s GHG reduction goals as set forth in Executive
Order (EO) S-3-05, EO B-30-15, and AB 32, as follows: 1) reduce emissions to 1990 levels by 2020; 2)
reduce emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030; and 3) reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by
2050. A service population-based analysis establishes an efficiency target based on total service population
(i.e., residents plus employees) within a given area.
As discussed above in Subsection 4.6.1.6 under the “City of Oceanside Thresholds of Significance”
subheading, the 2005 GHG Inventory prepared by the San Diego Foundation indicates that in 2005 the total
city-wide GHG emissions comprised approximately 959,772 MT CO2e/year (San Diego Foundation, 2011).
CARB’s updated Scoping Plan recommends that local governments target 2020 emissions at 15% below
2005 levels to account for emissions growth since 1990 as a proxy for 1990 emissions, since few localities
have conducted a detailed GHG emissions inventory to estimate their 1990 emission levels (CARB, 2014).
Thus, the City-wide target for GHG emissions would be to reduce annual emissions to below 815,806 MT
CO2e by 2020 in order to achieve the GHG reduction requirements set forth in EO S-3-05. According to
SANDAG, the City of Oceanside is estimated to have a total 2020 population of 195,592 with approximately
48,464 jobs. Thus, the 2020 SP for the City of Oceanside would be 244,056 (SANDAG, 2011). In order to
achieve the City-wide emission level of 815,806 MT CO2e/year, the required efficiency target city-wide in
2020 would be 3.34 MT CO2e/year/SP. (SANDAG, 2011; Ldn, 2016b, p. 16) If the Project’s 2020 GHG
efficiency is lower than 3.34 MT/CO2e/year/SP, then impacts would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
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The analysis herein discloses the estimated level of GHG emissions in 2030 and 2050 and estimated
efficiency ratios based on currently available information; however, the analysis for 2030 and 2050 is
provided herein only for purposes of disclosure because a conclusion as to the significance of the Project’s
GHG emissions for 2030 and 2050 would be speculative at this time (CEQA Guidelines § 15145; refer also
to the discussion provided under the “City of Oceanside Thresholds of Significance” subheading in
Subsection 4.6.1.6). The significance of Project-related GHG impacts for the service population-based
analysis will be determined in this DEIR based on the Project’s compliance with the GHG reductions
mandated by EO S-3-05 to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, requiring a 2020 efficiency target
of 3.34 MT CO2e/year/SP.
Compliance with Applicable Plans and Policies
The City of Oceanside does not yet have in place a Climate Action Plan (CAP), which, once one is adopted,
would establish GHG significance thresholds specific to the City of Oceanside. Thus, the only applicable
plan or policy related to GHG emissions is AB 32 and the associated Scoping Plan. Therefore, and for
purposes of the analysis included the Project’s Greenhouse Gas Analysis (Technical Appendix F) and this
DEIR Subsection, and because Project-related GHG emissions would exceed the CAPCOA’s screening
threshold of 900 metric tons per year, the Project’s impacts due to GHGs would be significant if the Project
were to fail to reduce emissions by 16% below 2020 BAU emission levels, or if the Project’s estimated 2020
efficiency target exceeds 3.34 MT CO2e/year/SP. Compliance with CARB’s Scoping Plan recommendations
and achieving the GHG reduction target set forth in EO S-3-05 would demonstrate that the proposed Project
meets or exceeds the near-term GHG reduction targets pursuant to AB 32 and EO S-3-05.

4.6.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.6.4.1 Issue a. – Generation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
A.



Impact Analysis
Unmitigated (BAU) Project GHG Emissions

Provided below is an assessment of the Project’s GHG emissions under BAU conditions. BAU is defined as
the level of emissions that would have occurred in the absence of regulatory emissions reductions, design
considerations, or updated standards (e.g. 2008 Title 24 standards). (Ldn, 2016b, p. 12)
Project-Related Construction Emissions
Utilizing the CalEEMod 2013.2.2 inputs model as shown in DEIR Table 3-12, Expected Construction
Equipment, previously presented in DEIR Section 3.0, grading and construction of the Project is anticipated
to result in the emissions of approximately 1,911.11 MT of CO2e over the construction life of the Project.
Given the fact that the total emissions will ultimately contribute to 2020 cumulative levels, it is accepted
practice to average the total construction emissions over a 20-year period which would yield an average of
95.55 MTCO2e each year. A summary of the Project’s construction emissions is shown in Table 4.6-3,
Expected Annual Construction CO2e Emissions Summary. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 15)
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Expected Annual Construction CO2e Emissions Summary

Note: Expected construction emissions are based upon CalEEMod modeling assumptions for the equipment and
durations listed in DEIR Table 3-12, previously presented in DEIR Section 3.0.
(Ldn, 2016b, Table 5.1)

Project-Related Vehicular Emissions
Emissions generated from area, energy, mobile, solid waste and water uses are also calculated within
CalEEMod. The program is largely based on manual and default settings within CalEEMod as explained in
Subsection 4.6.2. These settings, which are automatically populated by the model, are based on the inputted
land use and intensities expected at the Project site. Statewide averages for utility emissions were utilized for
the calculations throughout the model but were adjusted to meet the latest renewable portfolio metrics. The
calculated operational emissions for the unmitigated 2020 scenario are identified in Table 4.6-4, Expected
Unmitigated BAU Operational Emissions Summary (MT/Year). (Ldn, 2016b, p. 15)
Table 4.6-4

Expected Unmitigated BAU Operational Emissions Summary (MT/Year)

(Ldn, 2016b, Table 5.2)



Project-Design and Regulatory GHG Emission Reduction Measures

The CalEEMod default calculations do not take into account certain statewide GHG reduction measures.
Provided below is a summary of current regulatory standards that are not accounted for in the calculations
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presented in Table 4.6-4 and would reduce the Project’s GHG emissions below the Project’s BAU emissions
of 4,511.08 MT CO2e/yr.
Project-Related Vehicular Emission Reduction Strategies
Due to the fact that the State of California will require vehicle manufacturers to cut emissions of vehicles
under the Advanced Clean Cars program (formerly known as Pavley II and LEV III rules), vehicular
emissions are expected to be reduced drastically through 2020 and beyond. Based on CARB-recommended
reduction measures, the proposed Project would expect to see GHG emissions reduced by 10% from LCFS,
10% from Pavley I, 2.4% from Advanced Clean Cars, and a further 0.6% from the tire pressure regulation
program under vehicle efficiency measures. With the Exception of LCFS and Pavley I, CalEEMod does not
provide direct calculation algorithms to apply these reductions. Given this, the reductions are post processed
to avoid confusion. Advanced Clean Cars and the tire pressure program would remove a combined 3% or
80.56 MT. Furthermore, the effects of LCFS would reduce emissions by 10% or 244.18 MT. (Ldn, 2016b,
p. 21)
The proposed Project is located just north of the North County Transit District (NCTD) Sprinter line’s
Melrose Station, which provides transit service between Escondido and Oceanside, and also provides
connections to the NCTD Coaster, L.A. Metrolink, and Amtrak service. NCTD bus service is also available
adjacent to the site. The close availability of mass transit options would be expected to reduce the Project’s
calculated GHGs because locating a project with higher density near transit would facilitate the use of transit
by people traveling to or from the Project site. The use of transit results in a mode shift and therefore
reduced vehicle miles travelled (VMT) by private automobile. A project with a residential/commercial
center designed around a rail or bus station is referred to as a transit-oriented development (TOD). GHG
reductions from this co-location of uses would be 491.33 MT as calculated within the CalEEMod given a
distance of 0.1 miles distance under measure LUT-5. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 22)
Indirect Electricity and Natural Gas Design Features
The City of Oceanside would require the Project’s construction contractor to comply with the most current
building code at the time building permits are issued. As of the date of the Project’s NOP (August 2015), the
Project would be required to utilize the CBSC Title 24 (2013). As such, single‐family detached and multifamily home electrical use would be reduced by 36.4 and 23.3 percent respectively and natural gas
consumption is reduced by 6.5 and 3.8 percent respectively as compared to the prior 2008 CBSC standards.
For the commercial development areas, electricity use is reduced by 21.8 percent and natural gas
consumption is reduced by 16.8 percent compared to 2008 standards. CalEEMod does not provide direct
calculation algorithms to apply these reductions, so they are post processed and provided in the final
mitigation table, Table 4.6-5, Project Annual GHG Emissions with Project Design Features and Regulatory
Requirements (Year 2020), presented later in this Subsection. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 22)
Electrical Reduction Measures
San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) (the proposed Project’s energy provider) is committed to producing
43.1% of the energy supplied to their customers from renewable sources by 2020 which is roughly 10%
higher than what is required under S-14-08 as documented in the Biennial Renewables Portfolio Standard
Program Update, dated January 2016. The Renewables Portfolio Standards requires investor-owned utilities,
electric service providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33% of total
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Project Annual GHG Emissions with Project Design Features and Regulatory
Requirements (Year 2020)

(Ldn, 2016b, Table 5.3)
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procurement by 2020 (CPUC, 2016). For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that 20% of the reductions
have already been achieved and cannot be used to calculate mitigation reductions. CalEEMod does not
provide direct calculation algorithms to apply these reductions, so they are post-processed and shown in the
final mitigation table presented later in this Subsection. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 22)
Water Reductions
The Project will be required to install all water fixtures compliant with the 2013 CBSC. As such, according
to CAPCOA WUW-1 and WUW-2, CalEEMod was updated to include a 20% water conservation strategy
for both indoor and outdoor water uses because the CBSC requires the Project to install low flow bathroom
faucets, kitchen faucets, toilets and showerheads. A landscaping plan showing a 20% reduction in water
from a typical allowable design also would be required by the City of Oceanside. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 22)
GHG emissions from water and wastewater are calculated directly within CalEEMod and are a function of
the quantity of water and the electrical intensity or kilowatt-hours per unit of water. Emission reductions
from these features would be 41.07 metric tons. Offsite effects of RPS requirements for utility providers
would further reduce GHG emissions from water sources by 43.79 MT CO2e. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 22)
Project-Related Solid Waste Emissions Reductions
Under AB 341, the Project would ultimately be required to increase diversion of waste from landfills to
recycling centers by 75% or 25% more than requirements set forth under the Integrated Waste Management
Act of 1989 (which is considered BAU). The Project is required to either provide separate waste containers
to allow for simpler material separations or the Project would pay for a waste collection service that recycles
the materials in accordance with AB 341. All green waste would be diverted from landfills and recycled as
mulch. For purposes of this analysis, only a 25% reduction in GHGs was applied as a conservative reduction
calculation approach. This effort would reduce the Project’s GHGs by 33.97 MT CO2e as calculated by
CalEEMod. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 23)
Area Source Reductions
The Project would be required by the Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1, previously discussed in DEIR
Subsection 4.2, Air Quality, to only utilize natural gas hearth options to reduce ROG and CO impacts.
Eliminating fireplace usage would also measurably reduce GHG emissions each year. As proposed by the
Project, 152146 units would have natural gas fireplaces; however, the analysis herein assumes that a total of
161 homes would contain fire places to provide a “worst-case” analysis of the Project’s operational impacts
due to fireplaces. This effort would reduce GHGs by 250.23 MT CO2e as calculated by CalEEMod. (Ldn,
2016b, p. 23)



2020 “Business as Usual” Analysis of Significance

Table 4.6-5 presents the Project’s aggregate GHG emissions including reductions for Project design features
and regulatory requirements not already accounted for in CalEEMod. Combining regulatory reductions and
design measures such as Advanced Clean Cars, Low Carbon Fuel Standards, utility renewable portfolio
requirements, implementing Title 24 (2013), reducing water consumption through low flow technologies and
water saving landscaping practices as well as a mixed use design, the Project would see total emissions of
2,975.52 MT CO2e. Emissions would be reduced by 1,535.56 MT CO2e as compared to the Project’s
unmitigated GHG emissions. This represents a reduction in the Project’s emissions by 34.04% as compared
to BAU conditions. This level of GHG reduction would exceed the GHG reduction targets specified in
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CARB’s 2014 Updated Scoping Plan, which targets a total reduction of GHG emissions of approximately
16% as compared to BAU (2020) conditions. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 23)
As noted previously, the City of Oceanside has not yet adopted a CAP; therefore, the significance of the
Project’s GHG emissions is determined based on the AB 32 reduction target and the interim significance
threshold established in CARB’s 2014 Scoping Plan of 16%. Because the Project would reduce GHG
emissions by more than 16% as compared to 2020 BAU conditions, the Project conforms to the goals of AB
32 and EO S-3-05. Thus, and based on the preceding analysis, the Project’s GHG impacts would be lessthan-cumulatively considerable and would not interfere with the City’s or State’s ability to achieve the
reduction targets established in AB 32. (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 23-25)



2020 Efficiency Metric Analysis of Significance

The proposed Project would be developed to include 276268 multi-family and 3733 single family residential
units, and a 20,000 s.f. office/commercial building. For purposes of analysis throughout this DEIR, it is
assumed that the office/commercial building would consist of 10,000 s.f. of office, and 10,000 s.f. of
restaurant space. Although other commercial uses would be allowed in the 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space
assumed herein, other commercial uses would generate fewer traffic-related impacts. Thus, for purposes of a
“worst-case” analysis, 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space is assumed throughout this DEIR. It is expected that
each residential unit will have an average of 2.95 people per household as detailed in the City’s General Plan
Housing Element. Additionally, the office use is anticipated to generate one job for each 250 square feet,
and restaurant uses would generate one employee per 500 s.f., based on the 2003 Employment Density Study
prepared by SCAG (SCAG, 2001). Therefore, the service population (SP) of the Project would be
approximately 984 (2.95*313 + 10,000/250 + 10,000/500 = 984). As noted previously, the number of units
proposed by the Project was decreased from 313 units to 301 units. However, in order to provide a “worstcase” analysis of the Project’s impacts, the GHG analysis assumes a total of 313 units.
As previously indicated, in order to meet the GHG reduction target established by EO S-3-05, by 2020 the
City of Oceanside would need to reduce city-wide GHG emissions to below 815,806 MT CO2e by 2020 (i.e.,
15% below 2005 emission levels, per CARB’s Scoping Plan). In order to achieve this city-wide emission
reduction target, the required efficiency target city-wide in 2020 would need to be 3.34 MT CO2e per service
population (SANDAG, 2011). Based on the Project’s mitigated levels of GHGs of 2,975.52 (as presented in
Table 4.6-5) and a service population of 984, the Project would have an efficiency ratio of 3.02 MT
CO2e/year/SP. Accordingly, because the Project’s efficiency ratio of 3.02 MT is below the required 3.34 MT
CO2e/year/SP needed to achieve the city-wide reductions required by EO S-3-05, the Project’s mitigated
GHG impacts in 2020 would be less-than-cumulatively considerable. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 25)



Horizon Year 2030 and 2050

While not required, the proposed Project’s GHG emissions in 2030 are quantified and reported herein to
depict the progress the proposed Project would make toward achieving the GHG reduction goals established
by EO B-30-15 and AB 32 to reduce GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80% below
1990 levels by 2050, respectively. The information provided herein is for informational purposes only,
because drawing a significance conclusion would be speculative given that future federal and state emission
reduction programs are unknown at this time.
Nonetheless, for purposes of this analysis, the Project’s GHG emissions in 2030 and 2050 were estimated in
order to identify the emissions trend for the Project in 2020, 2030, and 2050. CalEEMod was utilized to
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calculate both the 2030 and 2050 scenarios as a means to estimate future GHG emissions associated with the
Project. Since future regulatory reductions are unknown at this time, these estimates are worst-case as it is
likely Project-related GHG emissions would be further reduced based on federal and state policies and
regulations. Emission reductions such as a 50% renewable portfolio by 2030 (30% above 2008
achievements) will likely be increased to 75% to 80% by 2050. The State is also on a path to have all
residential and commercial developments net-zero by 2030 and increase vehicular efficiency by 50%. The
analysis provided in the GHG Report only reflects a 50% renewable portfolio by 2030, Title 24 (2013)
efficiencies, a recycling program that has 75% diversion and low flow water fixtures and water efficient
landscaping design. The 2050 model incorporates vehicular emissions as estimated by EMFAC 2014.
Based on that modeling, as summarized below in Table 4.6-6, Project Annual GHG Emissions with Project
Design Features and Regulatory Requirements (Year 2030), and Table 4.6-7, Project Annual GHG
Emissions with Project Design Features and Regulatory Requirements (Year 2050), the Project’s GHG
emissions would steadily decrease with time as the state’s existing and planned regulatory objectives are
implemented and achieved. (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 25-26)
As statewide regulatory initiatives, including those identified by CARB in the Scoping Plan are
implemented, and other technological innovations occur, it is reasonable to assume that the statewide and
the proposed Project’s GHG emissions levels would be reduced further. In addition, CARB and other state
agencies have adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan aimed at the identification and
reduction of GHG emissions. Many of these measures focus on area source emissions (e.g., energy usage,
high-GWP GHGs in consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (hybrid, electric, and more fuelefficient vehicles) and associated fuels (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard), among others. (Ldn, 2016b, p.
26)
Provided below, and for disclosure purposes only, is an estimate of the Project’s GHG efficiency ratios for
2030 and 2050 compared to the required city-wide GHG efficiency ratio needed to achieve the GHG
reduction mandates set forth in EO B-30-15 and AB 32.
2030 Project Service Population Efficiency Calculation
EO B-30-15 targets a reduction of 40% below targeted 1990 levels by 2030; thus, the 2030 emission target
for the City would be approximately 489,484 MT CO2e. Also according to SANDAG, the City of Oceanside
is estimated to have a total 2030 population of 209,613 persons, with approximately 54,597 jobs (SANDAG,
2011). Thus, the 2030 service population for the City of Oceanside would be approximately 264,210. Given
the 2030 target of 489,484 MT CO2e per EO B-30-15 (i.e., 40% below 1990 GHG emission levels), the
required efficiency target City-wide in 2030 would be 1.85 MT CO2e/year/service population. As
summarized in Table 4.6-6, the Project’s mitigated GHG emissions in 2030 would be approximately
2,774.29 MT CO2e/year. Thus, the Project would have a 2030 efficiency ratio of approximately 2.82 MT
CO2e/year/service population (2, 774.29 MT CO2e/yr ÷ 984 SP = 2.82 MT CO2e/year/SP) absent further
technological advancements and future regulatory controls at the federal, state and local levels. Thus,
because it would be highly speculative to assume what technological advancements and regulatory controls
will be in place by 2030, a determination of significance on a Project-specific basis also would be
speculative. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 26)
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Project Annual GHG Emissions with Project Design Features and Regulatory
Requirements (Year 2030)

(Ldn, 2016b, Table 5.4)
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Project Annual GHG Emissions with Project Design Features and Regulatory
Requirements (Year 2050)

(Ldn, 2016b, Table 5.5)
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2050 Project Service Population Efficiency Calculation
AB 32 requires the State of California to reduce GHG emissions to 80% below targeted 1990 levels by 2050.
Thus, the 2050 target for the City of Oceanside would be approximately 163,161 MT CO2e. According to
SANDAG, the City’s 2050 population is estimated to be 217,108 with a total of 67,550 jobs; thus, the 2050
service population would be 284,658 (SANDAG, 2011). Accordingly, the required 2050 efficiency target to
reduce emissions by 80% as compared to 1990 emission levels would be 0.57 MT CO2e/year/SP. As
summarized in Table 4.6-7, the Project’s mitigated GHG emissions in 2050 would be approximately
2,473.87 MT CO2e/year. Thus, the Project’s 2050 efficiency ratio would be approximately 2.52 MT
CO2e/year/SP (2,473.87 MT CO2e/yr ÷ 984 SP = 2.52 MT CO2e/year/SP). In order to meet the City’s 2050
reduction target per AB 32, a SP ratio of approximately 0.54 MT CO2e/year/SP would be required. Thus,
because it would be highly speculative to assume what technological advancements and regulatory controls
will be in place by 2050, a determination of significance on a Project-specific basis also would be
speculative. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 26)
Significance of Project GHG Impacts for 2030 and 2050
Statewide quantitative reduction thresholds for 2030 and 2050 cannot be reasonably determined at this time
because no statutes or regulations have been adopted to translate the 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction goals
into comparable, scientifically-based emission reduction targets. In other words, rendering a significance
determination relative to EO B-30-15 and AB 32 would be speculative because they establish goals 14 and
34 years into the future; no agency with GHG subject matter expertise has adopted regulations to achieve
these statewide goals at the project-level; and, available models cannot presently quantify all project-related
emissions in those future years. Further, due to the technological shifts anticipated and the unknown
parameters of the regulatory framework in 2030 and 2050, available GHG models and the corresponding
technical analyses are subject to limitations for purposes of quantitatively estimating the Project’s emissions
in 2030 and 2050. Additionally, it should be noted that approximately 54.1% of the Project’s GHG
emissions are from mobile sources (i.e., automobiles), and it is not possible to achieve increased vehicle
efficiencies at the project level beyond what is already calculated for the Project, because engine and fuel
efficiencies that influence vehicle tailpipe emissions are within the control of State and Federal agencies, and
are not within the control of local agencies like the City or Oceanside or the Project Applicant. Similarly,
approximately 22.8 % of the Project’s GHG emissions are from energy usage, and it is not possible at the
project level to achieve energy reductions beyond what current technology allows. Accordingly, any
conclusion as to the significance of the Project’s contribution to cumulative, statewide GHG emissions in
years 2030 and 2050 would be speculative (CEQA Guidelines § 15145). Therefore, the estimated Projectrelated GHG emissions for 2030 and 2050 are provided herein for informational purposes only. (Ldn,
2016b, p. 28)
CARB and other state agencies have adopted many of the measures identified in the Scoping Plan aimed at
the identification and reduction of GHG emissions. Many of these measures focus on area source emissions
(e.g., energy usage, high-GWP GHGs in consumer products) and changes to the vehicle fleet (hybrid,
electric, and more fuel-efficient vehicles) and associated fuels (e.g., Low Carbon Fuel Standard), among
others. As noted by CARB, “[r]eductions in GHG emissions will come from virtually all sectors of the
economy and will be accomplished from a combination of policies, planning, direct regulations, market
approaches, incentives, and voluntary efforts. These efforts target GHG emission reductions from cars and
trucks, electricity production, fuels, and other sources.” (CARB, 2016; Ldn, 2016b, p. 27)
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The Project’s GHG emissions will steadily decrease with time as the state’s existing and planned regulatory
objectives are implemented and achieved. Also, as statewide regulatory initiatives, including those identified
by CARB in the Scoping Plan are implemented, and other technological innovations occur, it is reasonable to
assume that the statewide and the proposed Project’s GHG emissions levels would be reduced further.
CARB has noted in the First Update to the Scoping Plan that “California is on track to meet the near-term
2020 greenhouse gas limit and is well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as
required by AB 32.” (CARB, 2014, p. ES2). With regard to the 2030 and 2050 targets, the First Update to
the Scoping Plan states:
This level of reduction is achievable in California. In fact, if California realizes the expected benefits
of existing policy goals (such as 12,000 megawatts [MW] of renewable distributed generation by
2020, net zero energy homes after 2020, existing building retrofits under AB 758, and others) it could
reduce emissions by 2030 to levels squarely in line with those needed in the developed world and to
stay on track to reduce emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. Additional measures,
including locally driven measures and those necessary to meet federal air quality standards in 2032,
could lead to even greater emission reductions. (CARB, 2014, p. 34)
In other words, the experts at CARB attest the State is on a trajectory to meet the 2020, 2030, and 2050 GHG
reduction targets set forth in AB 32, EO B-30-15, and EO S-3-05.
The Project does not interfere with implementation of any of the State’s GHG reduction goals for 2030 or
2050. For example, the Project does not interfere with the state’s goal to install 12,000 MW of renewable
distributed generation systems by 2020. Existing policies and regulations also encourage rooftop solar
systems, such as government sponsored programs that offer financial incentives for installation of solar
systems (e.g., PACE) and The Solar Shade Control Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 2590, et seq.) that protects
solar systems from the interference of trees and shrubs. Programs such as PACE, which is available to
residents of the City of Oceanside, allow for property owners to distribute the cost of renewable energy
systems and other energy efficiency upgrades by adding the cost to the property’s tax bill for up to 20 years.
The installation of rooftop solar systems is becoming increasingly common in the San Diego region and with
costs of solar system installation trending down, it is reasonable to assume that the number of solar systems
on California homes will continue to increase. As such, the Project would not interfere with the State’s goal
of having 12,000 MW of renewable distributed generation by 2020.
Continued improvements in California’s appliance and building energy efficiency programs and initiatives,
such as the state’s zero net energy building goals, would also reduce the Project’s GHG emissions level
(CARB, 2014, pp. 37-39, 85). More specifically, the CEC adopted the 2016 Title 24 standards in 2015, and
assigned those standards with an effective date of January 1, 2017. Further, both the CEC and CPUC remain
committed to their goal that all new residential construction in California achieve zero net energy standards
by 2020. Given the timing of the proposed Project, it is likely that a subsequent, more rigorous iteration of
the Title 24 standards will apply to the Project at the time of building permit issuance. For example, the
Project’s residential units likely will be subject to at a minimum the 2016 Title 24 standards. If portions of
the Project are constructed beyond 2019, such homes will be required to be constructed in conformance with
the then-existing California Building Commission mandates.
Likewise, it is anticipated that there will be improved vehicle efficiency, zero emission technologies, lower
carbon fuels, and improvement of existing transportation systems that will reduce the Project’s emissions
level. In addition, it is expected that these types of advancements will occur through coordinated federal
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(U.S. EPA and NHTSA) and state (CARB) regulatory action, as well as through roadway and transit
improvements undertaken at the state, regional and local levels. Relatedly, California’s Executive Branch
has established a goal to cut the petroleum use in cars and trucks by half by 2030.
Regulations and initiatives as developed and implemented by CARB and other statewide agencies pursuant
to the Scoping Plan and EO B-30-15 related to energy, water supply and solid waste will reduce emissions in
the future, but the full extent of such reductions cannot be fully quantified or estimated at this time. GHGrelated technological advancements in these sectors will also continue to build upon those currently
employed state-wide and through local initiatives, and would become increasingly more stringent and
efficient over time. Regulations and standards pertaining to these sectors include but are not limited to Title
24 building standards, the state’s renewable energy portfolio standard, water conservation measures, solid
waste diversion rates, and other statewide initiatives as identified in CARB’s Scoping Plan.
The Project’s unmitigated and mitigated GHG operational emissions were illustrated above in Table 4.6-4,
Table 4.6-5, Table 4.6-6, and Table 4.6-7. Unmitigated, GHG emissions (the BAU scenario) would be
4,511.083 MT/yr, and with reductions would be 2,975.52 MT/yr by year 2020. Unmitigated GHG emissions
would be 4,307.836 MT/yr, and with reductions be 2,774.29 MT/yr by year 2030. In the year 2050,
unmitigated GHG emissions would be 3,872.451 MT/yr, and with reductions would be 2,473.87 MT/yr.
Thus, either with or without the application of future GHG emission and reduction strategies, GHG
emissions on the Project site would be reduced over time.
The analysis herein demonstrates that implementation of the Project would meet and exceed the 2020 GHG
reduction target as set forth by EO S-3-05, and Project-related emissions would continue to decline over time
beyond 2020. Because the Project would reduce emissions by more than 16% as compared to 2020 BAU
conditions, and because the Project would achieve a service population ratio that is less than the calculated
City-wide target of 3.34 MT/year/SP for year 2020, the Project would comply with EO S-3-05. Project
compliance with EO S-3-05 demonstrates that the Project would not inhibit the ability of the City of
Oceanside or the State of California to achieve the GHG reductions required by EO S-3-05 in 2020, EO B30-15 in 2030, and AB 32 in 2050 while still accommodating growth. Therefore, the Project’s GHG
emissions impacts would be less-than-cumulatively considerable with incorporation of mitigation in the form
of mandatory adherence to current and future regulations that would assist the State in achieving the AB 32
GHG reduction target. (Ldn, 2016b, pp. 28-29)
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project’s annual GHG emissions are calculated to be approximately 2,975 MT CO2e, or 34.04% less
than BAU (2020) conditions, which meets the AB 32 and City of Oceanside GHG reduction target of 16%
below 2020 BAU conditions. Furthermore, the Project’s service population efficiency would be 3.02 MT
CO2e/year/SP in 2020, which is below the City of Oceanside’s required efficiency target of 3.34 MT
CO2e/year/SP for the year 2020. As such, the Project would not generate substantial GHG emissions – either
directly or indirectly – that would have a significant impact on the environment. Therefore, impacts would
be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Project-related GHG impacts would be less-than-cumulatively considerable; accordingly, no mitigation is
required.
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4.6.4.2 Issue b. – Conflicts with Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policies
Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
A.

Impact Analysis

The City of Oceanside has not yet adopted a CAP establishing policies and regulations for GHGs within the
City. In the absence of a City-approved CAP, EO S-3-05, EO B-30-15, and AB 32 are considered the
primary GHG emissions regulations. According to the CARB Scoping Plan, if a project reduces its GHG
emissions to a level that is 16% below its 2020 BAU GHG emissions levels, it can be assumed to comply
with AB 32. In addition, in order to achieve the City-wide emissions level of 815,806 MT CO2e by 2020, the
required efficiency target City-wide in 2020 would be 3.34 MT CO2e/year/SP. The Project would have an
efficiency ratio of 3.02 MT CO2e/year/SP in 2020 (Ldn, 2016b, p. 25). Because the proposed Project would
reduce its GHG emissions to a level that is approximately 34.04% below its 2020 BAU GHG emission levels
and would be below the required efficiency target (refer to the analysis under Threshold a, above), the
Project would not conflict with the State’s ability to achieve the reduction targets defined in EO S-3-05, EO
B-30-15, and AB 32.
In addition, and as previously discussed in Subsection 4.6.1.F, CARB identified measures to reduce Statewide GHG emissions and achieve the emissions reductions goals of AB 32 in its Scoping Plan. Thus,
projects that are consistent with the CARB Scoping Plan are also consistent with AB 32’s mandate to reduce
GHG emissions. Many of the strategies identified in the Scoping Plan are not applicable at the project-level,
such as long-term technological improvements to reduce emissions from vehicles. Some measures are
applicable and supported by the proposed Project, such as energy efficiency features required by CALGreen.
Table 4.6-8, CARB Scoping Plan Consistency, presents the 39 recommended actions identified by CARB in
its Scoping Plan. Of the 39 measures identified, those that would be applicable to the Project consist
primarily of actions related to transportation, electricity and natural gas use, and green building design. The
Project’s consistency with applicable measures of the CARB Scoping Plan is also summarized in Table 4.68. As shown in Table 4.6-8, the Project would not conflict with the applicable, recommended measures of
the CARB Scoping Plan.
As previously indicated in Subsection 4.6.4.2, the Project’s GHG emissions would steadily decrease with
time as the State’s existing and planned regulatory objectives are implemented and achieved. Also, as
statewide regulatory initiatives, including those identified by CARB in the Scoping Plan are implemented,
and other technological innovations occur, it is reasonable to assume that the statewide and the proposed
Project’s GHG emissions levels would be reduced further. CARB has noted in the 2014 Updated Scoping
Plan that “California is on track to meet the near-term 2020 greenhouse gas limit and is well positioned to
maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as required by AB 32.” (CARB, 2014, p. ES2). The First
Update to the Scoping Plan also indicated that in CARB’s expert opinion, the state is on a trajectory to meet
the 2020, 2030, and 2050 GHG reduction targets set forth in AB 32, EO B-30-15, and EO S-3-05. (Ldn,
2016b, p. 27)
Additionally, the analysis throughout this Subsection demonstrates that implementation of the Project would
meet and exceed the 2020 GHG reduction target as set forth by EO S-3-05, and Project-related emissions
would continue to decline over time beyond 2020. Because the Project would reduce emissions by more
than 16% as compared to 2020 BAU conditions, and because the Project would achieve a service population
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ID#
T-1
T-2
T-3
T-4
T-5
T-6

Sector

Transportation

T-7
T-8
T-9
E-1
E-2
E-3
E-4
CR-1
CR-2
GB-1
W-1
W-2
W-3
W-4
W-5
W-6

Electricity and Natural Gas

Green Buildings

Water

I-1
I-2
I-3
I-4

Industry

I-5
RW-1
RW-2
RW-3
F-1

Recycling and Waste
Management
Forestry

H-1
H-2
H-3

High Global Warming Potential
Gases

H-4
H-5
H-6
H-7
A-1
Agriculture
(CARB, 2008a)

4.6 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

CARB Scoping Plan Consistency
Strategy Name

Pavley I and II – Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards
Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Discrete Early Action)
Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets
Vehicle Efficiency Measures
Ship Electrification at Ports (Discrete Early Action)
Goods-movement Efficiency Measures
Heavy Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reduction Measure – Aerodynamic Efficiency (Discrete
Early Action)
Medium and Heavy-Duty Vehicle Hybridization
High Speed Rail
Increased Utility Energy efficiency programs; More
stringent Building and Appliance Standards
Increase Combined Heat and Power Use by 30,000GWh
Renewable Portfolio Standard
Million Solar Roofs
Energy Efficiency
Solar Water Heating
Green Buildings
Water Use Efficiency
Water Recycling
Water System Energy Efficiency
Reuse Urban Runoff
Increase Renewable Energy Production
Public Goods Charge (Water)
Energy Efficiency and Co-benefits Audits for Large
Industrial Sources
Oil and Gas Extraction GHG Emission Reduction
GHG Leak Reduction from Oil and Gas Transmission
Refinery Flare Recovery Process Improvements
Removal of Methane Exemption from Existing Refinery
Regulations
Landfill Methane Control (Discrete Early Action)
Additional Reductions in Landfill Methane – Capture
Improvements
High Recycling/Zero Waste
Sustainable Forest Target
Motor Vehicle Air Conditioning Systems (Discrete Early
Action)
SF6 Limits in Non-Utility and Non-Semiconductor
Applications (Discrete Early Action)
Reduction in Perflourocarbons in Semiconductor
Manufacturing (Discrete Early Action)
Limit High GWP Use in Consumer Products (Discrete
Early Action, Adopted June 2008)
High GWP Reductions from Mobile Sources
High GWP Reductions from Stationary Sources
Mitigation Fee on High GWP Gases
Methane Capture at Large Dairies
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Applicable Would Project
to
Conflict with
Project? Implementation?
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO

NO
NO

NO
NO

YES

NO

NO
NO
YES
YES
NO
YES
YES
NO
YES
NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

NO

NO

NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO
NO

NO
NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO
NO
NO
NO

NO
NO
NO
NO

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.6-34

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.6 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

ratio that is less than the calculated City-wide target of 3.34 MT/year/service population for year 2020, the
Project would comply with EO S-3-05. Project compliance with EO S-3-05 demonstrates that the Project
would not inhibit the ability of the City of Oceanside or the State of California to achieve the GHG
reductions required by EO S-3-05 in 2020, EO B-30-15 in 2030, and AB 32 in 2050 while still
accommodating growth. Therefore, the Project’s GHG emissions impacts would be less-than-cumulatively
considerable with incorporation of mitigation and mandatory adherence to current and future regulations that
would assist the State in achieving the AB 32 GHG reduction target. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 28)
There are no other plans, policies, or regulations that have been adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs that are applicable to the proposed Project.
The Project would not conflict with the State’s ability to achieve the reduction targets defined in EO-S-05,
EO B-30-15, and AB 32 and would be consistent with the policies and plans as described above. Therefore,
the proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of GHGs, and impacts would be less-than-significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would achieve the GHG reduction target specified in EO S-3-05, (i.e., a 16% reduction as
compared to 2020 BAU conditions and a 2020 GHG efficiency of less than 3.34 MT CO2e), thereby
demonstrating Project consistency with AB 32. AB 32 is the primary plan for reducing GHG emissions in
the State of California. In addition, the Project would be consistent with or otherwise would not conflict with
all of the CARB Scoping Plan measures for reducing GHGs. There are no other applicable plans, policies, or
regulations addressing GHGs that apply to the proposed Project. Accordingly, the Project’s impacts due to a
conflict with plans, policies, and regulations would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Impacts would be less-than-cumulatively considerable; accordingly, no mitigation is required.
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

The information presented in this Subsection is based in part on two technical studies that were prepared to
determine the presence or absence of hazardous materials on the Project site under existing conditions. The
report titled “Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, Melrose Point Oceanside Boulevard and North Melrose
Drive in Oceanside, California” prepared by Geocon Incorporated (hereafter “Geocon”) and dated January
2013 (Geocon, 2013a). The Phase I Site Assessment addresses proposed Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3, as well
as a portion of the open space areas proposed between Planning Areas 2 and 3 (APNs 161-030-19, -20 and the
southwestern portion of 159-090-5). A second technical report, entitled “Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment, CalWest Mitigation Site,” was prepared by Geocon and is dated February 4, 2013 (Geocon,
2013b). This second report, has a study area that slightly overlaps with the first report, and encompasses the
northern portions of the Project site that are planned for open space, as well as the northernmost portions of
Planning Areas 2 and 3 (APN 159-090-51). There were no discernable changes to the site conditions between
2013 and the issuance of the Project’s NOP (August 2015), thus the reports contain accurate information for
analysis. These reports are included as DEIR Technical Appendices G1 and G2, respectively. This Subsection
is also based on information contained in correspondence with the Federal Air Administration (FAA, 2015),
and the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (ALUC, 2016) which are included in DEIR Technical
Appendix L. This Subsection also is based on information contained in the City of Oceanside General Plan
(Oceanside, 2002f), the McClellan-Palomar Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUC, 2011), the
Oceanside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUC, 2010), the California Environmental
Protection Agency, (CalEPA, 2014), and Google Earth (Google Earth, 2016).

4.7.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.7.1.1 Definition of Toxic Substances and Hazardous Waste
For purposes of this DEIR, the term “toxic substance” is defined as a substance which, because of its quantity,
concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may present an unreasonable risk of injury
to human health or the environment. Toxic substances include chemical, biological, flammable, explosive,
and radioactive substances.
“Hazardous material” is defined as a substance which, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical,
chemical, or infectious characteristics, may: 1) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health
or the environment when improperly treated, stored, disposed of, or otherwise mismanaged; or 2) cause or
contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in irreversible or incapacitating illness.
Hazardous waste is defined in the California Code of Regulations, Title 22, § 66261.3. The defining
characteristics of hazardous waste are: ignitability (oxidizers, compressed gases, and extremely flammable
liquids and solids), corrosivity (strong acids and bases), reactivity (explosives or generates toxic fumes when
exposed to air or water), and toxicity (materials listed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) as capable of inducing systemic damage to humans or animals).
Certain wastes are called “Listed Wastes” and are found in the California Code of Regulations, Title 22,
§§ 66261.30 through 66261.35. Wastes appear on the lists because of their known hazardous nature or because
the processes that generate them are known to produce hazardous wastes (which are often complex mixtures).
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4.7.1.2 Historical Review, Regulatory Records Review, and Field Reconnaissance
A.

Historical Review

Geocon conducted a review of various sources of information to determine the past uses of the Project site.
The review included a review of historical aerial photographs, historical USGS topographic maps, and the
Environmental Data Resources (EDR) collection of maps. Refer to Technical Appendices G1 and G2 for a
detailed description of the historical research methodology and results of this research.
Project Site Review



The conditions of the Project site between 1946 and 1989 were similar to the site’s existing conditions. In
1989, unimproved dirt roads were present throughout the site. By 2003, none of the site conditions had
changed, and the parcels remained undeveloped open space. (Geocon, 2013a, pp. 10-11; Geocon, 2013b, pp.
12-13) Under existing conditions, the Project site is an undeveloped piece of property. The upland areas of
the property have been routinely disced over the years, while the north central portions of the site contain
wetland areas that are largely undisturbed. Improvements to the site are limited to existing improvements
associated with Melrose Drive, Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive, and Sports Park Way. Street trees
are planted along the western alignment of Sports Park Way and the slopes associated with Sports Park Way.
(Harding, 2015). The existing conditions of the Project site were previously shown on Figure 2-6, Aerial
Photograph.
B.

Regulatory Records Review

Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) conducted a search for sites listed on various federal and state
databases within one mile of the Project site. A detailed description of the results of the regulatory records
review is provided in Technical Appendices G1 and G2, and are summarized below.
Project Site Regulatory Records



Based on a review of federal, state, and local databases for the Project site and surrounding areas, the Project
site was identified by the Facility Index System (FINDS) database as Melrose, LLC, and the Resource
Conservation Recovery Act – Small Quantity Generators (RCRA-SQG) database as Porky’s Specialized
Paints, as discussed below. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 7)





Melrose, LLC, 1501 North Melrose Drive: This facility is listed on the FINDS database and was
plotted by EDR within the Project site’s boundary. Upon further review of the actual location of the
facility by Geocon, it was determined that this facility was incorrectly plotted by EDR and is located
approximately 100 feet to the south of the Project site. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 7)



Porky’s Specialized Paints: This facility is listed on the RCRA-SQG database and was plotted by EDR
within the Project boundary. Upon further review by Geocon, it was determined that this facility was
incorrectly plotted and is located approximately 2.5 miles to the southeast of the Project site. Based
on the distance of this facility, it is unlikely that historical operations at this property have adversely
affected the Project site. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 8)
Surrounding Off-Site Areas Regulatory Records

The areas surrounding the Project site are developed predominately with residential, commercial, and
recreational uses. Properties within a 0.125 mile radius (0.25-mile radius for Leaking Underground Storage
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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Tank [LUST] facilities) of the Project site are listed on a combined 24 federal, state, and/or local hazardous
materials-related databases. Refer to Technical Appendices G1 and G2 for a detailed summary of the
hazardous materials sites recorded in regulatory databases that are in close proximity to the Project site. One
of these properties is reported on the Underground Storage Tank (UST) database and another property is
identified on the LUST database, as described below. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 11; Geocon, 2013b, p. 10)


ARCO Gasoline Station, 1501 North Melrose Drive: This site is located approximately 100 feet south
of the Project site at the existing ARCO gas station, and is listed on the UST database. According to
the UST database, this gas station currently operates USTs; however, the quantity, size, and type of
USTs are not given. No other pertinent information is provided under this listing. Based on the lack
of reported releases or violations, this facility is unlikely to have impacted the Project site. (Geocon,
2013a, p. 8)



RBV 76, 1590 South Melrose Drive: This facility is listed on the LUST database and was plotted by
EDR within 0.25 mile from the Project site’s southern boundary. Upon further review of the actual
location of this facility by Geocon, it was determined that the facility was incorrectly plotted by EDR
and is located approximately 3.9 miles to the south of the Project site. Based on the distance of this
facility, it is unlikely that past operations at this property have adversely affected the Project site.
(Geocon, 2013b, p. 10)
Orphan Sites



EDR describes sites in which complete information is missing from available databases (i.e., orphan sites).
The Orphan Summary in the EDR report lists 11 facilities and/or properties. Based on the information provided
for the listed properties, their locations, and the databases on which the properties were listed, no adverse
impacts to the Project site are expected from these properties. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 8; Geocon, 2013b, p. 10)
Additional Environmental Records Sources



Geocon also performed a search of other readily available environmental record sources. The search results
are summarized below. The search radius for each database was one mile from the Project site, except as
otherwise noted.


GeoTracker and EnviroStor Websites: These databases were searched for information regarding
nearby properties/facilities within ¼-mile of the Project site. Both databases identified one facility
within this search radius, which is identified as the Vista Burn Site/Vista Burn Dump, located at 1300
Lee Avenue in Oceanside, approximately 800 feet south of the Project site. The GeoTracker databases
reference Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Case No. 70000083 and San Diego
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Case No. SLT90051. The initial case was opened
for metal-impacted soil on January 1, 1986. The DTSC issued a closure letter for this facility dated
October 18, 2011, concurring with the findings of a closure report dated September 12, 2011. Based
on the closed status of the cases associated with this facility, it is unlikely that historical operations
have adversely impacted the Project site. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 9)



State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources
(DOGGR): Geocon reviewed information from the DOGGR website for existing/former oil, gas, or
geothermal wells on or within the Project site’s vicinity. DOGGR identified one former oil and gas
well located approximately 2,850 feet southwest of the Project site. The well is identified by American
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Petroleum Institute (API) No. 07300050 and was operated by Tavis-Lucian Exploration Company.
The well status is listed as plugged and the operator is listed as inactive. Based on the distance and
inactive status of this well, it is unlikely that it has adversely impacted the Project site. (Geocon, 2013a,
p. 9)





County of San Diego Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures: Geocon submitted a request
to the County of San Diego, Department of Agriculture, Weights and Measures, Pesticide Use
Enforcement Division regarding possible use of restricted pesticides/herbicides at the Project site. The
Department maintains such records for approximately four years. According to San Diego County, no
record of restricted pesticide/herbicide use was reported for the Project site for the period of 2009
through 2012. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 9)



San Diego Air Pollution Control District: Geocon submitted a request to the San Diego Air Pollution
Control District (APCD) for records pertaining to the Project site. According to the APCD, no records
were on file for the Project site. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 9)



County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health (DEH): Geocon submitted a request to the
DEH, which determined that there are no records on file for the Project site. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 9)
Previous Documents/Reports

Geocon previously prepared a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) at the Project site dated May 14,
2012 and updated January 30, 2013. During their site visit as part of the current Phase I ESA, Geocon did not
observe evidence of odors, drums, stained soil, unidentified substance containers, distressed vegetation, or
other Recognized Environmental Concerns (RECs) on the Project site. A transient camp was observed near
the head of the drainage in the central portion of the Project site, but the camp appears to have been removed
based on observations made during the preparation of the current Phase I ESA. Based on the findings of the
May 2012 Phase I ESA, additional assessment was not recommended. (Geocon, 2013a, pp. 9-10)
C.

Field Reconnaissance



On-Site Survey

Geocon conducted an inspection of the Project site on January 22, 2013, and on January 28, 2013 (Geocon,
2013a, p. 13; Geocon, 2013b, p. 13). Refer to Section 6 of the Project’s Phase I ESAs, contained as Technical
Appendices G1 and G2, for a discussion of the methodology employed by Geocon during reconnaissance of
the Project site.
During site surveys conducted by Geocon as part of the Phase I ESA for proposed Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3,
and the open space between Planning Areas 2 and 3, no evidence of RECs was observed on the Project site.
A drainage culvert that leads to an offsite natural drainage course was observed in the northeastern corner of
the study area. A pad-mounted electrical transformer operated by San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) and
traffic signal control panels were observed on the southeast corner of the Project site, northwest of the
intersection of Sports Park Way and West Bobier Drive. No staining that would indicate evidence of a release
was observed adjacent to the transformer or panels. Signage indicating a buried 30-inch diameter SDG&E
natural gas pipeline was observed along the western Project boundary (along the western boundaries of
proposed Planning Areas 1 and 2). According to SDG&E, this pipeline is a gas transmission pipeline that
generally operates at pressures above 200 psi, and transports gas from supply points to the gas distribution
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system (SDG&E, 2010). Miscellaneous debris (tires, appliances, scrap metal, and household items) was
observed on the southwestern portion of the Project site. A soil stockpile that appears to have been generated
from minor onsite grading and concrete debris was observed in the northwestern portion of the proposed
Planning Area 2. No odors, drums, stained soil, unidentified substance containers, or distressed vegetation
was observed on the Project site. The transient camp observed at the head of this drainage during the site visit
as part of Geocon’s May 2012 Phase I ESA no longer appeared to be present. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 13)
Site surveys within the northern portions of the site, including the open space in the north portion of the Project
site as well as the northernmost portions of proposed Planning Areas 2 and 3, also uncovered no evidence of
RECs on-site. During the field reconnaissance boulder outcrops were observed on the north-central and
northeastern portions of the Project site. Standing water was observed in several locations within the drainages
on-site. A culvert was observed in the drainage along the northern site boundary. Geocon also observed fresh
shoe, bicycle, motorcycle, and horse tracks on the Project site. Irrigation control equipment is located on the
west side of Sports Park Way where it extends across the eastern portion of the Project site. The 30-inch
SDG&E pipeline also was noted along the western Project boundary. Miscellaneous debris (tires, appliances,
scrap metal, and household items) were observed in several locations along the drainages on the. Building
materials and plants were observed on the northwestern portion of the Project site. No odors, drums, stained
soil, unidentified substance containers, or distressed vegetation was observed on the Site. (Geocon, 2013b, p.
15)



Off-Site Survey

Geocon also reviewed properties within the Project vicinity for evidence of potential RECs that could adversely
affect the Project site. Based on this review, the surrounding properties consist of residential uses, recreation
uses, and open space that are not associated with RECs. The one exception is the existing ARCO gasoline
station located south of proposed Planning Area 1, although this facility is not identified as having any leaking
underground storage tanks and thus does not represent an REC. No other evidence of RECs were observed on
surrounding properties. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 14; Geocon, 2013b, p. 16)
4.7.1.3 Airport Hazards
There are two public airport facilities within the Project site’s vicinity. The Project site is located
approximately 4.9 east of the nearest runway at the Oceanside Municipal Airport and 6.1 miles north of the
McClellan-Palomar Airport (Google Earth, 2016). The Project site’s relationship to these airports is discussed
below.
A.

Oceanside Municipal Airport

The San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission’s (ALUC) Oceanside Municipal Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) identifies requirements for lands within close proximity to the Oceanside
Municipal Airport. According to the exhibits included in the ALUCP, the Project site is located approximately
4.1 miles east of any safety zones for the Oceanside Municipal Airport. The Project site is not within the FAA
Height Notification Boundary, an Airflight Overflight Notification Area, or within any easement or overflight
notification areas. (ALUC, 2010, Exhibits III-2 through III-6)
According to the ALUCP Compatibility Map (Exhibit III-4), the Project site is located in a Runway 24 GPS
Approach Zone, and the southeastern part of the Project site is located in a High Terrain Zone. (ALUC, 2010,
Exhibit III-4) The ALUCP indicates that a GPS approach to Runway 24 would require one statute mile
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visibility, with 712 feet of clearance for straight-in approaches, and one statute mile visibility and 852 feet of
clearance for circling approaches (ALUC, 2010, p. 4-4). High Terrain Zones are areas of land in the vicinity
of an airport where the ground lies above a Part 77 surface. In addition, any location where the ground level
reaches to within 100 feet of an instrument approach or departure surface defined by U.S. Standard for
Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS). Projects proposed within a High Terrain Zone and that propose
structures exceeding 35 feet in height are subject to ALUC review. (ALUC, 2010, pp. 2-4 and 2-13)
Additionally, and based on ALUC Exhibit III-6, the Project site is located in Review Area 2 of the Oceanside
Municipal Airport’s Airport Influence Area (AIA) (ALUC, 2010, Exhibit III-6). Within Review Area 2, the
following land use actions require ALUC review (ALUC, 2010, p. 2-13):







Any object which has received a final notice of determination from the FAA that the project will
constitute a hazard or obstruction to air navigation, to the extent applicable.
Any proposed object in a High Terrain Zone or in an area of terrain penetration to airspace surfaces
which has a height greater than 35 feet above ground level.
Any project having the potential to create electrical or visual hazards to aircraft in flight, including:
electrical interference with radio communications or navigational signals; lighting which could be
mistaken for airport lighting; glare or bright lights (including laser lights) in the eyes of pilots or
aircraft using the Airport; certain colors of neon lights- especially red and white- that can interfere
with night vision goggles; and impaired visibility near the Airport. Any project having the potential
to cause an increase in the attraction of birds or other wildlife that can be hazardous to aircraft
operations in the vicinity of the Airport.
On Airport property, proposed non-aviation development shall also be subject to ALUC review (see
Section 2.2 of the ALUC for a definition of “aviation-related use”).
Any project located in the runway protection zone.

As noted above, the Project site is located in a High Terrain Zone. While residential buildings proposed by
the Project would not exceed 35 feet in height, the proposed office/commercial building could be constructed
at a height up to 45 feet. Additionally, the Project site is located within the TERPS airspace protection zone
for Runway 24 (GPS Approach). Accordingly, the Project would be required to be reviewed by the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA), and also would be required to be reviewed by the ALUC for consistency with
the ALUCP.
B.

McClellan-Palomar Airport

According to the McClellan-Palomar ALUCP, the Project site is not located within any safety zones, Part 77
Airspace Protection zones, overflight compatibility zones, airport influence areas, or avigation easement and
overflight notification areas. As such, the Project site is not affected by airport operations at the McClellanPalomar Airport and ALUC review for conformance of development proposals with the McClellan-Palomar
ALUCP is not required. (ALUC, 2011, Exhibits III-2 through III-7).
4.7.1.4 Wildland Fire Hazards
The Project site is located in a mostly urbanized portion of the City of Oceanside and is not located adjacent
to any wildlands that would present a fire hazard. According to the Oceanside General Plan, the Project site
and surrounding areas are not subject to threat from wildland fires (Oceanside, 2002f, p. 17). Additionally,

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.7-6

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

the Project site and surrounding undeveloped areas are subject to on-going weed abatement activities that
reduce the potential for fire hazards in the area (Google Earth, 2016).
4.7.1.5 Applicable Environmental Regulations
Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by various federal, state, and local regulations to
protect public health and the environment. This section summarizes the overall regulatory framework
governing hazardous materials management.
A.

Federal Regulations

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for enforcing federal regulations
that affect public health or the environment. The primary federal laws and regulations related to hazardous
materials include: the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA); and the Superfund Act and Reauthorization Act
(SARA). Federal regulations pertaining to hazardous materials and wastes are contained in the Code of Federal
Regulations (40 CFR).
The RCRA, which was enacted in 1976, is the principal federal law that regulates the generation, management,
and transportation of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. Other specific areas covered by the
amendment include regulation of carcinogens; listing of hazardous wastes; permitting for hazardous waste
facilities; and leaking underground storage tanks. The EPA maintains lists of the facilities that generate or
transport large quantities of hazardous materials.
The CERCLA, enacted in 1980, is a federal law enacted to address abandoned hazardous substance facilities.
This act is also referred to as the Superfund Act, and the sites listed under it are referred to as Superfund sites.
In 1986, Congress passed the SARA. The SARA required Superfund actions to consider the standards and
requirements found in other State and Federal environmental laws and regulations; provided new enforcement
authorities and settlement tools; increased State involvement in every phase of the Superfund program; and
increased the focus on human health problems posed by hazardous waste sites. SARA also required EPA to
revise the Hazard Ranking System (HRS) to ensure that it accurately assessed the relative degree of risk to
human health and the environment posed by uncontrolled hazardous waste sites that may be placed on the
National Priorities List (NPL).
B.

State Regulations

The DTSC and the RWQCBs are the primary state agencies charged with regulating hazardous materials in
California. The RWQCBs are authorized by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to enforce
the provisions of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality
Control Act gives the RWQCBs authority to require water quality investigations and remediation, if necessary,
if groundwater or surface water of the state is threatened. The DTSC is authorized by the EPA to regulate the
management of hazardous waste.
California’s hazardous materials laws incorporate federal standards but are often more stringent than
comparable federal laws. The primary laws regulating hazardous materials in California include the California
Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL), the state equivalent of RCRA, and the Carpenter-Presley-Tanner
Hazardous Substance Account Act (HSAA), the state equivalent of CERCLA. State hazardous materials and
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waste laws are contained in the California Health and Safety Code and the California Water Code and the
regulations are contained in the California Code of Regulations, Titles 22 and 26.
The California Health and Safety Code (Division 20, Chapter 6.95, §25500) establishes minimum statewide
standards for Hazardous Materials Business Emergency Plan (HMBEP). HMBEPs contain basic information
on the location, type, quantity, and health risks of hazardous materials stored, used, or disposed of in the state.
Businesses shall prepare a HMBEP if that business uses, handles, or stores a hazardous material or an
extremely hazardous material in quantities greater than or equal to the following: 1) 500 pounds of a solid
substance; 2) 55 gallons of a liquid; 3) 200 cubic feet of compressed gas; 4) a hazardous compressed gas in
any amount; or 5) hazardous waste in any quantity.
The California Government Code 4216 establishes minimum statewide standards for excavating. The
standards include mandatory delineation of the proposed excavation site, contacting DigAlert at least two days
prior to digging, regulations requiring a DigAlert ticket number before issuance of digging permits, and to
expose to the point of no conflict 24 inches on either side of an underground facility prior to digging.
C.

Local Regulations

Federal and state hazardous materials regulations require all businesses that handle more than a specified
amount of hazardous materials or extremely hazardous materials to obtain a hazardous materials permit and
submit a business plan to its local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The CUPA also ensures local
compliance with all applicable hazardous materials regulations. The CUPA with responsibility for the City of
Oceanside is the San Diego County Department of Environmental Health (CalEPA, 2014). The San Diego
County Department of Environmental Health also manages the following hazardous waste programs: 1)
Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act (APSA) Program, 2) Area Plans for Hazardous Materials Emergencies,
3) Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program, 4) Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and
Inventories, 5) Hazardous Material Management Plan and Hazardous Material Inventory Statements, 6)
Hazardous Waste Generator and Onsite Hazardous Waste Treatment Program, and 7) Underground Storage
Tank Program.

4.7.2 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to hazards and hazardous materials if the Project or
any Project-related component would:
a.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials;

b.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment;

c.

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school;

d.

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment;
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e.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area;

f.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area;

g.

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan; or

h.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section VIII of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines
and address typical adverse effects associated with hazards and hazardous materials. (OPR, 2009).

4.7.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.7.3.1 Issue a. – Hazard Due to Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials
Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
A.

Impact Analysis

Impact Analysis for Existing Site Conditions
Based on the Phase 1 ESAs conducted by Geocon in 2013 (DEIR Technical Appendices G1 and G2), and
based on a review of regulatory databases, past conditions of the Project site, and a site reconnaissance, the
Project site does not contain any RECs, nor is the Project site affected by any off-site RECs. Geocon noted
that the southeastern corner of the site contains a SDG&E transformer that has the potential to contain
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); however, a SDG&E representative indicated to Geocon that SDG&E has
never specified PCB-containing transformers for its electrical distribution system. Thus, no additional
assessment of this feature is recommended by Geocon (Geocon, 2013a, p. 15). Therefore, the presence of the
transformer does not pose a significant hazard and there would be no impact to the Project resulting from the
transformer.
Scattered trash and debris located on the Project site would be removed and disposed of according to federal,
state, and local disposal regulations. None of the trash and debris items are considered to be hazardous, so
their presence, removal, and disposal would not adversely impact the environmental conditions of the Project
site. No odors, pools of liquid, drums, significantly stained soil, unidentified substance containers, distressed
vegetation, pits, or ponds were observed. (Geocon, 2013a, p. 15; Geocon, 2013b, p. 18) Based on these
findings, there are no conditions associated with the Project site’s existing condition that would create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials; accordingly, no impact would occur associated with the Project site’s existing conditions.
The Project’s Tentative Map identifies an existing 30-inch high pressure gas line with a 15-foot wide easement
along the western boundary of the Project site. The high pressure gas line extends from the southwest corner
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of proposed Planning Area 1 to the northwest boundary of the site. The gas line extends approximately 2990
feet across proposed Planning Areas 1 and 2 and open space areas before exiting the Project site. The gas line
would be located at least 15 feet away from proposed grading activities. The gas line would be located at least
50 feet away and at least 10 feet downslope from the nearest proposed residence in Planning Area 1. The gas
line would be located at least 15 feet away from the proposed detention/water quality basin in Planning Area
1. In Planning Area 2, the gas line would be located at least 50 feet away and at least 20 feet downslope from
the proposed residences in Planning Area 3. (Hunsaker, 2017c)(Hunsaker, 2016c) California State Law
Government Code 4216 states that a point of no conflict of 24 inches on either side be exposed and maintained
before any digging activity (DigAlert, 2016). The Project proposes to locate residences 25 times further away
than the required distance of no conflict during digging activities. Thus, although a high pressure gas line is
located on the Project site, the planned minimum 50-foot separation between the pipeline and the nearest
residences would ensure that future on-site residents are not impacted by this high pressure gas line.
Additionally, the planned separation would ensure no impacts would occur to the high pressure gas line.
During Project operation, there is potential for the high-pressure gas line to be impacted by water infiltration,
water entrainment, and cathodic protection from the proposed detention/water quality basin in Planning Area
1. However, the proposed detention/water quality basin would include a liner and sub-drain in order to
preclude impacts due to water infiltration. Furthermore, future implementing applications (i.e., grading
permits) would be required to demonstrate that no impacts from infiltration, water entrainment, and cathodic
protection would occur with Project implementation. No impacts would occur to the high pressure gas line
due to water infiltration, water entrainment, or cathodic protection. However, iIf during construction of the
Project, grading or other ground-disturbing activities were to occur within or adjacent to the SDG&E easement,
there is a potential for hazardous accident conditions associated with disruption to the gas line. The Project’s
conceptual grading plan shows grading activities occurring more than 15 feet away from the existing gas
pipeline, which would not cause gas line disruption. In an abundance of caution, the potential for gas line
disruption associated with construction activities is concluded to be a potentially significant impact for which
mitigation would be required.
Impact Analysis for Temporary Construction Related Activities
Heavy equipment that would be used during construction of the proposed Project would be fueled and
maintained by substances such as oil, diesel fuel, gasoline, hydraulic fluid, and other liquid materials that
would be considered hazardous if improperly stored or handled. In addition, materials such as paints, roofing
materials, solvents, and other substances typically used in building construction would be located on the Project
site during construction. Improper use, storage, or transportation of hazardous materials could result in
accidental releases or spills, potentially posing health risks to workers, the public, and the environment. This
is a standard risk on all construction sites, and there would be no greater risk for improper handling,
transportation, or spills associated with future development than would occur on any other similar construction
site. Thus, impacts due to construction activities would not cause a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. A less-than-significant
impact would occur.
Impact Analysis for Long-Term Operation
The proposed Project consists of a proposal to change the site’s existing General Plan and zoning designations
to allow for the development of up to 313301 residential dwelling units and 20,000 square feet of office and
neighborhood serving commercial space. Residential and office uses are not typically associated with the
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Household goods used by residential homes and/or office
spaces that contain toxic substances are usually low in concentration and small in amount. Therefore, there is
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no significant risk to humans or the environment from the use of such household goods. Residents and office
personnel are required to dispose of household hazardous waste, including pesticides, batteries, old paint,
solvents, used oil, antifreeze, and other chemicals, at a Household Hazardous Waste Collection Facility. Also,
as of February 2006, fluorescent lamps, batteries, and mercury thermostats can no longer be disposed in the
trash. Furthermore, the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials are fully regulated by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), State of California, San Diego County, and/or City of Oceanside.
With mandatory regulatory compliance, potential hazardous materials impacts associated with long-term
operation of the Project would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

Under existing conditions, the only potential REC on the Project site or in the Project’s vicinity is a SDG&E
30-inch diameter high pressure gas line. The high pressure gas line is located on the western boundary of the
Project site. There is a remote potential for a significant hazard impact if Project-related construction activities
were to disrupt the existing gas line. There are no other conditions associated with the Project’s construction
or operation that would result in significant impacts due to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
material.
Compliance with Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-1 would preclude significant impacts to the existing high
pressure gas line. With implementation of the required mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measure has been identified to reduce the Project’s potential to expose the public to
the hazardous high pressure gas line on-site to below a level of significance.
MM 4.7-1

Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the City of Oceanside Engineer or his/her
designee shall verify that the Project has been conditioned to conduct a DigAlert
Underground Service Alert at least two days prior to the commencement of grading
activities in order to give notification of planned grading activities on the Project site
to SDG&E, the owner of a gas pipeline that is located along the western Project site
boundary. The grading plan shall depict the precise alignment of an existing pipeline
in plan and profile (based on the survey data). Additionally, the Construction
Contractor shall work with SDG&E to identify and flag the precise alignment of the
existing gas line. A note also shall be included on the grading plan identifying the gas
line, and requiring the Construction Contractor to ensure that no grading or disturbance
occurs within the areas that have been flagged in consultation with SDG&E. The
grading plan also shall be designed to avoid disturbance to this facility. No grading
permit shall be issued until a letter of verification is received from SDG&E verifying
the implementation of avoidance measures requested by SDG&E, and upon
verification by the City that the grading plan has been designed to fully avoid impacts
to this existing gas line.

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.7-11

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

4.7.3.2 Issue b. – Release of Hazardous Materials into the Environment
Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment?
A.

Impact Analysis

As indicated under the discussion and analysis in Subsection 4.7.3.1, near-term construction activities have the
potential to result in impacts due to the presence of a 30-inch high pressured gas line along the site’s western
boundary. Impacts to this existing gas line are not anticipated by the Project’s construction activities, because
the Project would not involve any grading or improvements within 15 feet of the gas line. However, there is
a remote chance that construction activities could result in a disruption to this gas line, so that potential is
identified as a potentially significant impact for which mitigation would be required.
Long-term operation of the proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse effects associated with
hazardous materials handling or disposal. Residential and office uses are not associated with the transport,
use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Household goods used by residential homes and office spaces that
contain toxic substances are usually low in concentration and small in amount; therefore, there is no significant
risk to humans or the environment from the use of such household goods. Accordingly, and with the exception
of potential construction impacts to the existing gas line (as discussed above), the proposed Project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment, and impacts would be less than
significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

Under existing conditions, the only potential REC on the Project site or in the Project’s vicinity is a SDG&E
30-inch diameter high pressure gas line located on the western boundary of the Project site. There is a remote
potential for a significant hazard impact if Project-related construction activities were to disrupt the existing
gas line. There are no other conditions associated with the Project’s construction or operation with the potential
to result in reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment.
Compliance with Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-1 would preclude significant impacts to the existing high
pressure gas line. With implementation of the required mitigation, impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measure MM 4.7-1, provided above under the discussion and analysis in Subsection 4.7.3.1, would
apply and would reduce the potential to release hazardous materials into the environment to below a level of
significance. No additional mitigation is required.
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4.7.3.3 Issue c. – Hazardous Emissions near an Existing School
Would the Project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
A.

Impact Analysis

The nearest school to the Project site is the Maryland Elementary School, located 0.47 mile south of the site
(Google Earth, 2016). There are no existing or proposed school facilities within 0.25 mile of the Project site
that could be exposed to hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste as a result of the
Project. For this reason, no impact would occur.
Although the Project is not located within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school, DEIR Subsection 4.2,
Air Quality, Threshold d, assesses the impact of air pollutants to sensitive receptors. Air Quality Threshold d
concludes that an individual located 385 meters (0.24 mile) from the center of the Project site, exposed to the
Project’s construction activity for all 782 days, eight hours per day, conservatively assuming that all pieces of
construction equipment would be powered on for the entire duration, would have a mitigated increased cancer
risk, through the use of T-BACT certified construction equipment (US EPA Tier 2 diesel or better). The Air
Quality Threshold determined the use of T-BACT certified construction equipment would result in an impact
below the level of significance. Without the use of T-BACT certified construction equipment, the air quality
impact is just above the significance threshold at the 0.24 mile distance. This data is repeated here from DEIR
Subsection 4.2, Air Quality, for information purposes only. Because the school is not located within 0.25 mile
of the Project site, the impact would be less than significant under the topic of hazardous emissions. Refer to
DEIR Subsection 4.2, Air Quality, for more information about air pollutant emissions during Project
construction.
The residential and office uses that are proposed by the Project are not associated with the emission or handling
of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste during the long-term operation of these uses.
In addition, the Project site is not located within 0.25 mile of a school. Thus, no impact would occur as a result
of the Project’s long-term operation.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is not located within one-quarter mile of any existing or planned school. Accordingly, the
Project would not expose any nearby school to potential impacts related to hazardous materials, and no impact
would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in no impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.7.3.4 Issue d. – Hazardous Material Sites
Would the Project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
A.

Impact Analysis

Geocon prepared Phase 1 ESAs for the Project site, which included a review of regulatory databases, past site
conditions, and a field reconnaissance. Based on the results of the ESAs, the Project site is not located on any
list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 (Geocon, 2013a, pp. 7-10;
Geocon, 2013b, pp. 9-11). Accordingly, no impact would occur and no further analysis is required.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is not listed on any list of hazardous materials compiled pursuant to Government Code
§ 65962.5. Thus, no impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in no impact, no mitigation is required.
4.7.3.5 Issue e. – Hazards Due To Proximity to an Airport
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
A.

Impact Analysis

There are two public airport facilities within the Project site’s vicinity. The Project site is located
approximately 4.9 miles east of the nearest runway at the Oceanside Municipal Airport and 6.1 miles north of
the McClellan-Palomar Airport. There are no other public airports or public use airports in the Project vicinity.
(Google Earth, 2016)
As indicated above in Subsection 4.7.1.4.7.1.3, the Project site is not located within any of the airport hazardrelated zones included in the ALUCP hazard maps for the McClellan-Palomar Airport. As such, the Project
has no potential to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area associated with
the McClellan-Palomar Airport, and no impact would occur.
However, and as also discussed in in Subsection 4.7.1.4.7.1.3, the Project site is located within the AIA of the
Oceanside Municipal Airport. The Project requires review by the ALUC for consistency with the Oceanside
Municipal Airport ALUCP because the southwestern portions of the Project site are identified within a High
Terrain Zone and because the Project’s proposed office/commercial building could be constructed to a
maximum height of 45 feet as measured from finished grade. Additionally, the Project site is located within
the TERPS airspace protection zone for Runway 24 (GPS Approach), which also requires review by the ALUC.
The Federal Aviation Administration conducted an aeronautical study of the Project’s proposed
commercial/office building. The aeronautical study determined that the proposed structures do not exceed
obstruction standards and would not be a hazard to air navigation provided conditions set by the Federal
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Aviation Administration are met. It was determined by the Federal Aviation Administration that marking and
lighting are not necessary for aviation safety. (FAA, 2015). The full FAA determination letter can be found
in DEIR Technical Appendix L.
In accordance with the ALUCP for the Oceanside Municipal Airport, the San Diego County ALUC reviewed
the proposed Project for consistency with the ALUCP and responded in writing on February 24, 2016. Based
on the results of the ALUC’s review, the Project was determined to be fully consistent with the Oceanside
Municipal Airport ALUCP. The full ALUCP determination letter can be found in DEIR Technical Appendix
L.
Based in the ALUC’s review, the Project would be fully consistent with the safety and compatibility measures
of the Oceanside Municipal Airport ALUCP. Because the ALUCP is intended to preclude safety hazards with
airport operations, and because the Project is fully consistent with the ALUCP, the Project would not result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area associated with the Oceanside Municipal
Airport, and impacts would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

Because the Project was found by the ALUC to be fully consistent with the ALUCP, the Project would not
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area associated with operations at the
Oceanside Municipal Airport, and impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.7.3.6 Issue f. – Safety Hazard Due To Proximity to a Private Airstrip
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?
A.

Impact Analysis

As indicated in the discussion and analysis of Threshold e., only two airport facilities located within the Project
site’s vicinity are the Oceanside Municipal Airport and the McClellan-Palomar Airport. Both of these facilities
are public airports, and impacts associated with hazards from these airports are addressed above under
Threshold e. Accordingly, the Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
Project area associated with private airstrips, and no impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact associated with private airstrips
would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.7.3.7 Issue g. – Impair Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan
Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project site does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency evacuation route.
During construction and long-term operation, the proposed Project would be required to maintain adequate
emergency access for emergency vehicles as required by the City. Because the Project would not interfere
with an adopted emergency response or evacuation plan, impacts would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not impair or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan. No emergency facilities exist on the Project site, and the site does not serve as an emergency
evacuation route. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.7.3.8 Issue h. – Expose Structures to Significant Risk of Loss Due to Wildland Fires
Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
A.

Impact Analysis

According to Figure PS-5 of the City of Oceanside General Plan Public Safety Element, the Project site is not
located in an area subject to natural fire hazards (Oceanside, 2002f, p. 17). The only portions of the Project
site that are proposed for residential development and that abut natural areas would occur in the portions of the
site located east of Melrose Drive, between the interface of on-site open space areas and residential areas.
However, these areas all contain natural drainages and associated riparian vegetation, and would not pose a
substantial threat of wildland fire hazards that could result in a significant risk of loss, injury, or death. It also
should be noted that the natural open space areas would be subject to regular weed abatement activities, in
conformance with the City of Oceanside Fire Department requirements, in order to minimize any potential fire
risk. Additionally, future implementing projects (e.g., building permits, landscape plans, etc.) would be
reviewed by the City of Oceanside Fire Department to ensure the safety of future Project residents and
structures. Accordingly, impacts due to wildland fires would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant wildfire risk. The Project site is not located
in close proximity to wildlands or areas with high fire hazards. Thus, a less than significant impact would
occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB). Hydrology and water quality information for this Subsection was obtained from the San Diego
RWQCB’s Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin (SDRWQCB, 2011). This document is
herein incorporated by reference and is available for public review at the physical locations and website
addresses given in EIR Section 8.0, References. Information in this Subsection also relies on a Drainage
Study, Hydromodification Plan, and Stormwater Quality Management Plan reports prepared by Hunsaker &
Associates Inc., which are included as DEIR Technical Appendix H1 (Hunsaker, 2017a)(Hunsaker, 2016a),
Technical Appendix H2 (Hunsaker, 2015), and Technical Appendix H3 (Hunsaker, 2017b)(Hunsaker, 2016b),
respectively.

4.8.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.8.1.1 Regional Hydrology
A watershed is an area of land where all of the water falls in it and drains off of it to a common outlet. A
watershed can be as small as a footprint or large enough to encompass all the land that drains water into a
common outlet such as the outflow of a reservoir, mouth or a bay, or any point along a stream channel. The
watershed consists of surface water which includes lakes, streams, reservoirs and wetlands, and all of the
underlying groundwater (USGS, 2015). The Project site is primarily located within the San Luis Rey
watershed, with portions of the site occurring in the Carlsbad watershed.
The San Luis Rey watershed drains an approximately 562 square-mile area. The San Luis Rey watershed
begins in the Palomar and Hot Springs Mountains, both over 6,000 feet above mean sea level, as well as
several other mountain ranges along the western border of the Anza Borrego Desert Park. The river flows
west for approximately 55 miles before discharging in the Pacific Ocean near the City of Oceanside. The
watershed consists of three hydrologic areas. The Project site is located within and is tributary only to the
Lower San Luis Hydrologic Area. The Project site’s location within the San Luis Rey Watershed is depicted
on Figure 4.8-1, San Luis Rey Watershed Map. (PCW, 2016a)
The Carlsbad watershed drains an approximately 210 square mile area with a population of 500,000
residents. The Carlsbad watershed begins in the headwaters above Lake Wolhford and flows west for
approximately 25 miles before draining into the Pacific Ocean. The Carlsbad watershed has six hydrologic
areas within the watershed. The Project site is located within and is tributary only to the Loma Alta
Hydrologic Area. The Project site’s location within the Carlsbad Watershed is depicted on Figure 4.8-2,
Carlsbad Watershed Map. (PCW, 2016b)
4.8.1.2 Site Hydrology
The Project site is vacant and undeveloped. The site has substantial elevation changes from the southerly
high points along Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive to the northerly boundary of the site. Slope
gradients on-site range from less than 5% up to 25%. The site is sparsely vegetated by weeds and annual
grasses. Figure 4.8-3, Existing Conditions Drainage Map, illustrates the drainage pattern of the Project site
under existing conditions. Under existing conditions, Planning Area 1 mainly drains north to an on-site
headwall that ties in to an existing 30-inch RCP storm drain. This runoff combines with runoff from portions
of Melrose Drive, West Bobier Drive, and Oceanside Boulevard, and ultimately discharges adjacent to the
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Planning Area 2 boundary. At the Planning Area 2 boundary a local unnamed creek conveys runoff
northeasterly. Flows from these areas, ultimately discharge to the San Luis Rey River. The southwestern
portion of Planning Area 1 drains south to Oceanside Boulevard and into existing City of Oceanside drainage
facilities to the west. As shown on Figure 4.8-3, under existing conditions the portions of the Project site
located east of Melrose Drive, which include Planning Area 2 and Planning Area 3, exhibits two drainage
sub-basins, both of which convey flows overland and discharge into the unnamed creek. Flows ultimately
end up in the San Luis Rey River. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form, I-3B p. 3; Hunsaker, 2017a, p. 3 & Appendix
1)(Hunsaker, 2017b, Form, I-3B p. 3; Hunsaker, 2016a, p. 3 & Appendix 1).
4.8.1.3 Flooding and Dam Inundation
The Project site is mapped on a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM). According to FEMA FIRM No. 06073C0757G, dated May 16, 2012, the Project site is not
located within a special flood hazard area subject to inundation by the 1-percent annual flood (100-year
flood). The 100-year flood marker is a marker used to reference flood that would only have the potential to
occur once in 100 years, or a one-percent chance every year of occurring. The Project site is located within
FEMA Flood Zone X (Unshaded). FEMA Flood Zone X is generally correlated with areas of minimal flood
hazard (outside of the 0.2-percent annual-chance floodplain). The FEMA FIRM for the Project area is
shown on Figure 4.8-4, FEMA Flood Insurance Map Panel No. 06073C0757G. (FEMA, 2012)
The only dam in the region of the Project site is the Henshaw Dam. The Henshaw Dam is located
approximately 30 miles east of the Project site. According to the City of Oceanside General Plan Figure PS10, Inundation Map for Henshaw Dam, the Project site is not subject to dam inundation hazards associated
with the potential failure of the Henshaw Dam. (Oceanside, 2002d)
4.8.1.4 Water Quality
The California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Section 13000 (“Water Quality”) et seq., of the
California Water Code), and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1972 (also referred to
as the Clean Water Act (CWA)) require that comprehensive water quality control plans be developed for all
waters in the State of California. In order to accomplish this, the California State Water Resources Control
Board divided the state into planning regions and the present system of nine Regional Water Quality Control
Boards (RWQCBs). The Project site and vicinity are located in the San Luis Rey watershed and Carlsbad
watershed, both of which are within the purview of the San Diego RWQCB (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p.
1)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 8). The San Diego RWQCB’s San Diego River Basin Water Quality Control Plan is
the governing water quality plan for the region, which sets forth goals and objectives for protecting water
quality within the region. (SDRWQCB, 2011)
No existing sources of pollution are present on the Project site (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B pp. 23)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 7).The Loma Alta Creek, Loma Alta Slough, and San Luis Rey River receive storm
water drainage flows generated within the Project site and the surrounding area. Water from the San Luis
Rey River flows downstream and ultimately drains into the Pacific Ocean. The Loma Alta Creek, Loma Alta
Slough, Pacific Ocean Shoreline at the San Luis Rey River Mouth, and San Luis Rey River are classified as
impaired water bodies, and have been placed on the CWA’s §303(d) list of impaired waters. These water
bodies are classified as impaired because of excessive concentrations of pollutants (“Impairing Pollutants”),
as summarized below: (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p. 6; PCW, 2016a; PCW, 2016b)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p.
9; PCW, 2016a; PCW, 2016b)
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•

Loma Alta Creek: The Loma Alta Creek is listed as being impaired by selenium and toxicity.
(Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p. 6)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 9)

•

Loma Alta Slough: The Loma Alta Slough is listed as being impaired by eutrophic indicator
bacteria. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p. 6)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 9)

•

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Luis Rey Hydrologic Unit, at San Luis Rey River Mouth: These
waters are listed as being impaired by enterococcus total coliform bacteria. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form
I-3B p. 6)

•

San Luis Rey River and Lower Stream (west of I-15): These waters are listed as being impaired by
chloride, enterococcus fecal coliform bacteria, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, total nitrogen (as
“N”), and toxicity. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p.6)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 9)

4.8.1.5 Groundwater
As shown on Figure 4.8-5, Mission Groundwater Basin, the City of Oceanside is underlain by groundwater
resources associated with the Mission Groundwater Basin. The City of Oceanside’s Water Utility, relies on
groundwater resources from this groundwater basin for 13 percent of their total water supply (Oceanside,
2016c). Based on mapping information available from the San Diego County Water Authority, the Project
site is not located above any portions of the Mission Groundwater Basin. The Mission Groundwater Basin
generally underlies the San Luis Rey River Valley, located approximately 1.7 miles north of the Project site.
Although the Project site is not underlain by any groundwater basins, runoff from the Project site ultimately
reaches the San Luis Rey River Valley and contributes to groundwater in the Mission Groundwater Basin.
(SDWCA, 2016)
According to the Project’s geologist (Geocon), perched groundwater was encountered in the central portions
of the Project site. Contact with groundwater was made between 13 and 35 feet below the ground surface.
(Geocon, 2012, p. 5) The Project site does not contain any active water wells, and no public wells or public
water systems are located within a one mile radius of the Project site (Google Earth, 2016).
4.8.1.6 Applicable Policies and Regulations
A.

Federal Policies and Regulations



Clean Water Act (CWA)

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (also known as the Clean Water Act [CWA]) is the principal
federal statute that addresses water resources. The statute employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory
tools to reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways, finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities,
and manage polluted runoff. The broad goal is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s waters so that they can support “the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and
wildlife and recreation in and on the water.”
The CWA requires all states to conduct water quality assessments of their water resources and identify water
bodies that do not meet water quality standards. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) publishes
recommended water quality criteria. States are not required to adopt the exact criteria, but state standards
must be approved by the EPA and provide the same level of protection as EPA’s standards. In California,
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water quality standards are established by the nine RWQCBs. The Project site is located in the San Diego
region, and the San Diego RWQCB’s San Diego Basin Water Quality Control Plan (SDRWQCB, 2011) is
applicable to the Project site and vicinity. The provisions of the CWA applicable to the proposed Project are
as follows, which also apply to all construction sites of over one acre in size:
•

CWA Section 401 requires federal agencies to obtain a Water Quality Certification from states,
territories, and Indian tribes before issuing permits that would result in increased pollutant loads to a
water body. A Section 401 certification can be issued only if increased pollutant loads would not
cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards.

•

CWA Section 402 authorizes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
program that covers point sources of pollution discharging to a water body. The NPDES program
also requires operators of construction sites one acre or larger to prepare a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for construction activities and obtain authorization to discharge storm
water under an NPDES construction storm water permit. The NDPES program also requires certain
land uses (e.g., industrial uses) to prepare a SWPPP for operational activities and to implement a
long-term water quality sampling and monitoring program, unless an exemption has been granted.

•

CWA Section 404 establishes a program to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States, including wetlands. Section 404 requires a permit before dredged or fill
material may be discharged into waters of the United States, unless the activity is exempt from
Section 404 regulation. The basic premise of the program is that no discharge of dredged or fill
material may be permitted if: 1) a practicable alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic
environment, or 2) the nation’s waters would be significantly degraded. When applying for a permit,
it must be demonstrated that steps have been taken to avoid impacts to wetlands, streams, and other
aquatic resources; that potential impacts have been minimized; and that compensation will be
provided for all remaining unavoidable impacts.

B.

State Policies and Regulations



California Water Code, Division 7 (Porter-Cologne Act)

The California Water Code (including the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act [Division 7]) is the
principal law regulating water quality in California. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
establishes a comprehensive program to protect water quality and the beneficial uses of water, and applies to
both surface and groundwater. The State Water Resources Control Board adopts statewide water quality
control plans and its nine RWQCBs are required to develop and adopt regional water quality control plans
(“basin plans”) that conform to state water quality policy. As mentioned above, the Project site is located in
the San Diego region. As such, the San Diego RWQCB’s San Diego Basin Water Quality Control Plan is
applicable to the Project site, which designates beneficial uses of water bodies to be protected and establishes
water quality objectives.
C.

Local Policies and Regulations



San Diego County Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit

The San Diego RWQCB issued Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit No. CAS019266 (Order R9-20130001) for the County of San Diego and several incorporated cities, including the City of Oceanside on May
8, 2013. The order was amended by Order R9-2015-0001 (NPDES No. CAS010266) on February 11, 2015
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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and NPDES Permit Order No. R9-2015-0100 (NPDES No. CAS010266), adopted November 18, 2015. The
order regulates discharge of urban runoff within the San Diego area, including the City of Oceanside. The
permit sets an outcome-based approach with measurable results. The permit mandates compliance with its
urban runoff principles and practices at the jurisdictional and at the watershed levels. One of the updated
requirements per the NPDES Permit required the development of a Best Management Practices (BMP)
Design Manual. The most recent BMP Design Manual went into effect on February 16, 2016. (Oceanside,
2016j, p. i)



City of Oceanside Municipal Code – Stormwater Ordinance

Chapter 40 of the City’s Municipal Code is the City’s Stormwater Ordinance which includes water quality
regulations issued by the San Diego RWQCB based on Order R9-2015-0100. The Ordinance prescribes the
best management practices which are to be utilized to prevent degradation of water resources from urban
runoff within the City of Oceanside. As previously mentioned above, one of the regulations issued by the
San Diego RWQCB was the development of a BMP Design Manual that conforms to the R9-2015-0100
Storm Water Permit requirements. The latest BMP Design Manual went into effect on February 16, 2016.
(Oceanside, 2016j, p. i)



City of Oceanside Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP)

The City of Oceanside, as defined in the California Water Code section 10617, qualifies as an “Urban Water
Supplier.” The City is a public agency directly providing water for municipal purposes and as such, is
required to complete an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) every five years. The current UWMP was
completed in 2010 and submitted in July of 2011. The UWMP was prepared in conformance with the
California Urban Water Management Planning Act, California Water Code Division 6, Part 2.6, Urban Water
Management Planning. The UWMP identifies the service area of the supplier, projected population, system
demands, system supplies, water reliability and water shortage contingency planning, and demand
management measures. (Oceanside, 2011)



San Luis Rey Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program (WURMP)

The San Luis Rey Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program (WURMP) describes the intended
approach to meeting the watershed-related obligations of the Municipal Permit that is required per the
NDPES. The Plan was prepared by the cities of Oceanside, Vista, Escondido, and the County of San Diego,
which all have jurisdiction over the San Luis Rey River watershed. The WURMP identifies and prioritizes
water quality related issues within the watershed that can be potentially attributed (wholly or partially) to
discharges from the municipal storm dram systems. These issues are addressed through multi-jurisdictional
approaches. (PCW, 2008a)



Carlsbad Hydrologic Unit Watershed Urban Runoff Management Program (WURMP)

The Carlsbad Hydrologic Unit WURMP describes the intended approach to meeting the watershed-related
obligations of the Municipal Permit that is required per the NDPES. The Plan was prepared by the County of
San Diego and the cities of Oceanside, Vista, Escondido, Encinitas, Carlsbad, San Marcos, and Solana Beach
which all have jurisdiction over the Carlsbad watershed. The WURMP identifies and prioritizes water
quality related issues within the watershed that can be potentially attributed (wholly or partially) to
discharges from the municipal storm drain systems. These issues are addressed through multi-jurisdictional
approaches. (PCW, 2008b)
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City of Oceanside Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program (JURUMP)

The City of Oceanside is a Municipal Stormwater NPDES Co-permittee, and is required to submit a
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Plan (JURMP) to the San Diego RWQCB. This plan details the
City jurisdictional-level response to the Permit’s requirements to reduce pollutants in surface urban runoff
discharges to the maximum extent practicable. The JURMP also includes the implementation of the City
Standard Urban Storm Water Quality Management Plan, which requires most new development to reduce
pollutants and runoff flows through permanent storm water treatment best management practices. The
RWQCB requires the JURMP consist of focused programs developed to reduce water pollution. Some of the
topics for the programs include; programs for existing development, land-use planning for new development
and redevelopment, construction, illicit discharges detection and elimination, education, public participation,
assessment of JURMP effectiveness, and fiscal analysis of the program. (Oceanside, 2016g)

4.8.2 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to hydrology and water quality if the Project or any
Project-related component would:
a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements;

b.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted);

c.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site;

d.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on-or off-site;

e.

Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;

f.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality;

g.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map;

h.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows;

i.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam;

j.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow;
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k.

Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters considering water quality
parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other typical stormwater pollutants
(e.g. heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygendemanding substances, and trash);

l.

Result in significant alternation of receiving water quality during or following construction;

m.

Could the proposed project result in increased erosion downstream;

n.

Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff;

o.

Create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flow
rates or volumes;

p.

Tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list. If
so, can it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the water body is already impaired;

q.

Tributary to other environmentally sensitive areas. If so, can it exacerbate already existing sensitive
conditions;

r.

Have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface water quality to either marine, fresh,
or wetland waters;

s.

Have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater quality;

t.

Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater receiving water quality
objectives or degradation of beneficial uses;

u.

Impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat;

v.

Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction or post construction;

w.

Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle
or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling,
hazardous materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks or other outdoor work areas;

x.

Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to affect the beneficial uses of the receiving
waters;

y.

Create the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of stormwater runoff to
cause environmental harm; or

z.

Create significant increases in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas.

The above-listed thresholds are derived from Section IX of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and address
typical adverse effects associated with hydrology and water quality (OPR, 2009). Several of the 26
Thresholds address similar resources or an aimed at similar objectives and are therefore clustered into the
following subject headings, as follows: 1) water quality (Thresholds a, k, l, v, and f); 2) groundwater
(Threshold b); 3) erosion (Thresholds c, m, and z); 4) site hydrology (Thresholds d, n, o, y); 5) storm water
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drainage system (Threshold e); 6) flood hazards (Thresholds g, h, and i); 7) large scale disaster (Threshold j);
8) basin plan (Thresholds p, x); 9) habitat and aquatic (Thresholds q, r, v); 10) groundwater quality
(Thresholds s, t); and 11) staging area (Threshold w).

4.8.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.8.3.1 Issues a, f, k, l, and v – Water Quality Issues
Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
Would the Project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Would the Project result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters considering water
quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other typical stormwater
pollutants (e.g. heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients,
oxygen-demanding substances, and trash)?
Would the Project result in significant alteration of receiving water quality during or following
construction?
Would the Project potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction or post construction?
A.

Impact Analysis

Construction Related Water Quality Impacts
Construction of the proposed Project would involve grading, paving, utility installation, building
construction, and landscaping activities. Construction activities for the proposed Project would generate
potential water quality pollutants such as silt, debris, chemicals, paints, and other solvents with the potential
to adversely affect water quality. As such, short-term water quality impacts have the potential to occur
during construction of the Project in the absence of any protective or avoidance measures.
Pursuant to the requirements of the San Diego RWQCB Permit Order No. R9-2015-0100 (NPDES No.
CAS010266), the statewide Construction General Permit (Order 2009-0009-DWQ), and the City of
Oceanside, the Project Applicant would be required to prepare and implement a construction-level
Stormwater Management Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and obtain a Waste Discharge Identification
Number (WDID) from the regional board. The SWPPP would identify Best Management Practices (BMPs)
during construction. The SWPPP is required for all projects that include construction activities, such as
clearing, grading, and/or excavation, which disturb at least one acre of total land area. In addition, the
Project would be required to comply with the San Diego RWQCB’s San Diego Basin Water Control
Program. As part of the construction-level SWPPPs, measures to address construction-related runoff must
be implemented under seven different categories: (1) Project Planning; (2) Good Site Management
“Housekeeping,” including waste management; (3) Non-storm Water Management; (4) Erosion Control; (5)
Sediment Control; (6) Run-on and Run-off Control; and (7) Active/Passive Sediment Treatment Systems,
where applicable. Examples of BMPs that may be utilized during construction include, but are not limited
to, sandbag barriers, geotextiles, storm drain inlet protection, sediment traps, rip rap soil stabilizers, and
hydroseeding. Compliance with the required construction-level BMPs would be enforced by the City of
Oceanside as part of its required Water Quality Improvement Plan (WQIP), which must identify numeric
goals for pollutant levels for all bodies of water within the City of Oceanside. Required monitoring by the
City of Oceanside would ensure that waters within the City meet the objectives as set forth in the WQIP.
Due to mandatory compliance with a construction-level SWPPP, and associated required use of BMPs
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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during construction, water quality impacts associated with construction activities would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures would be required.
Post-Development Water Quality Impacts
The Project’s SWQMP indicates the Project would generate pollutants during long-term operation of
residential and office/commercial land uses. These uses are associated with roadways and parking lots, bike
facilities, and community walking paths, which have the potential to result in polluted runoff. Additionally,
the Project proposes hillside development, which could increase the chance for erosion on-site. Based on
these considerations, the Project’s pollutants of concern are as follows: sediment; nutrients; heavy metals;
organic compounds; trash and debris; oxygen demanding substances; oil and grease; bacteria and viruses;
and pesticides. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p.7)(Hunsaker, 2016b, pp. 10-11) As previously indicated,
receiving waters for the proposed Project are included on the CWA’s § 303(d) list as being impaired for
selenium, toxicity, eutrophic indicator bacteria, enterococcus total coliform bacteria, chloride, phosphorus,
total dissolved solids, and/or total nitrogen (as “N”). (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p.6)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p.
9) Thus, long-term operation of the proposed Project has the potential to contribute to each of the identified
CWA § 303(d) downstream impairments due to sediment; nutrients; heavy metals; organic compounds; trash
and debris; oxygen demanding substances; and bacteria and viruses.
The City of Oceanside Municipal Code Section 40 implements the City’s NPDES MS4 permit. In order to
meet the requirements of the City’s Municipal Code Section 40, the Project would be required to prepare and
implement a SWQMP to address post-construction water quality issues, which is a site-specific postconstruction water quality management program designed to address the pollutants of concern for a
development via BMPs. Implementation of the SWQMP ensures the ongoing protection of the watershed
basin and provides a way to address the Project’s pollutants of concern. The Project’s Preliminary SWQMP,
prepared by Hunsaker and Associates Inc., is included as Technical Appendix H3 to this EIR. As identified
in Technical Appendix H3, the proposed Project is designed to include on-site source control BMPs
including: prevention of illicit discharges into the MS4; storm drain stenciling or signage; protect trash
shortage areas from rainfall, run-on, runoff and wind dispersal; on-site storm drain inlets; and plazas,
sidewalks and parking lots. storm drain inlet labeling; common trash enclosure and recyclable material
storage areas; use of integrated pest management practices; use of efficient irrigation systems and drought
tolerant landscape design; and installation of interior floor drains and elevator shaft sump pumps (Hunsaker,
2017b, Form I-4)(Hunsaker, 2016b, pp. 20-26). The Preliminary SWQMP also has site design Best
Management Practices (BMP) which require the Project to: maintain natural drainage pathways and
hydrologic features; conserve natural areas, soils, and vegetation; minimize impervious areas; minimize soil
compaction; impervious area dispersion; and landscaping with native or drought tolerant species (Hunsaker,
2017b, Form I-5).
Low Development Impact (LID) practices which include minimizing impervious
surfaces, and protecting slopes and channels, which would reduce the discharge of pollutants from the site.
Green Street concepts will be used to treat widened sections of the existing arterial roadways that divide the
site. These concepts were introduced in the USEPA “Managing Wet Weather with Green Infrastructure”
Municipal Handbook and accepted in SDRWQCB Order R9-2015-0100 as an option for treatment of Road
Retrofit projects (SDRWQCB, 2013, p. 85). Green Street design elements that will be considered for the
Project include street trees, permeable pavements, roadside vegetated swales, and bioretention curb
extensions. One or more of these elements would be selected during final engineering based on site specific
evaluation which would consider water quality treatment and public safety on the arterial roadways.
Compliance with the SWQMP would be required as a condition of Project approval and maintenance of onsite water quality features would be required to ensure their long-term effectiveness. Therefore, water
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quality and stormwater runoff impacts associated with long-term operational activities would be less than
significant.
The City’s BMP Design Manual includes new requirements to protect critical coarse sediment yield areas for
projects that are subject to hydromodification management requirements such that there is no net impact to
the receiving waters (Oceanside, 2016j). The Project contains potential critical coarse sediment yield areas
as provided in the Watershed Management Area Analysis attachment to the WQIP. The Project maintains
conveyance of off-site drainage through the site without discharge to the proposed bioretention basins to
assure off-site coarse sediment supply is maintained to the natural drainage coarse on the north side of the
Project. In addition, the SWQMP provides site specific verification along with location of actual critical
coarse sediment yield areas per Section 6.2.3 of the BMP Design Manual. The SWQMP also implements
management measures to avoid these areas. Additionally the SWQMP shows engineered slopes on the
Project perimeter that directly discharge to conveyance systems and ensures that the systems provide
sufficient credit for bed sediment yield to compensate for critical sediment yield areas disturbed by grading.
(Oceanside, 2016j)
Use of the SWQMP BMPs, and long-term monitoring efforts by the City of Oceanside as part of their WQIP,
would ensure that runoff generated by the Project following development of the site would not cause
significant impacts. Based on the foregoing analysis, implementation of the Project would not violate any
water quality or receiving water quality standards, wastewater discharge requirements or increase polluted
discharges, alter the water quality, or impact stormwater runoff. Therefore, compliance with the SWQMP
would ensure that water quality impacts remain below a level of significance for Thresholds a, f, k, l, and v,
and no mitigation is required.
There are no other conditions associated with the Project’s construction or long-term operation that would
have the potential to substantially degrade water quality. Therefore, no additional water quality effects
would occur beyond what is discussed above under Thresholds a, f, k, l, and v and therefore the Project
would not exceed water quality Threshold f.
B.

Significance of Impact

The proposed Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements on a
direct or cumulative basis. The Project is required to prepare a SWPPP to address construction-related water
quality issues and comply with the BMPs listed in the SWPPP. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would
occur during construction.
Implementation of the proposed Project would not cause a significant increase in pollutant discharges to
receiving waters. The Project is required to prepare a SWPPP to address construction-related water quality
and comply with the long-term operational BMPs listed in the Project’s Preliminary SWQMP, both of which
address pollutants of concern. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
Due to mandatory compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP, the proposed
Project would not significantly impact stormwater runoff during construction or post construction.
The proposed Project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality, through the design measures
detailed in the construction level SWPPP, or the SWQMP. Implementation of the SWQMP and associated
BMPs would ensure that a less-than-significant impact to water quality would occur.
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The proposed Project’s impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required beyond
mandatory compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMPs which require the
incorporation of BMPs during construction and long-term operation.
4.8.3.2 Issue b. - Groundwater
Would the Project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
A.

Impact Analysis

No potable groundwater wells are proposed by the Project. In addition, there are no active or inactive water
wells located on the Project site. The City water utility relies on local potable groundwater as a source of its
water supply (in addition to imported water from the San Diego County Water Authority) (Oceanside,
2016c). However and as more fully discussed in Subsection 4.15, Utilities and Service Systems, the City of
Oceanside has an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The UWMP documents that the City has
conducted studies to determine the impact of groundwater pumping on local groundwater levels. Those
studies concluded that the planned expansion of the Mission Basin Groundwater Purification Facility
(MBGPF) will result in no significant impacts to existing groundwater-dependent vegetation during extended
dry-year periods lasting up to three years. The MBGPF is considered a reliable source of up to 7,130 acre-ft
per year of potable water during multiple-dry water years. Based on historic rates, the City of Oceanside
pumped a maximum of 4,455 acre-ft per year between 2001 and 2010. The Project would have an average
demand of approximately 10496 acre-ft per year, with a maximum demand of 206192 acre-ft per year; this
would represent less than two percent of the total reliable capacity during dry years. Thus, even with the
proposed Project, the City’s groundwater supplies would be adequate to serve the City during the planning
horizon through at least 2035. Thus, the Project’s indirect impacts to groundwater supplies would be less
than significant. For a detailed discussion of water supply and demand, refer to Subsection 4.15, Utilities
and Service Systems. (Oceanside, 2011, pp. 20-24)
As previously discussed in Subsection 4.8.1.4.8.1.5, Groundwater, the Project site is not located over any
groundwater basins. The Mission Groundwater Basin is the nearest groundwater basin to the Project site,
and generally underlies the San Luis Rey River Valley, located approximately 1.7 miles north of the Project
site. Thus, although development of the Project would increase impervious surface coverage on the property,
the Project would not directly interfere with groundwater recharge. Additionally, although the Project would
reduce the 100-year peak flow from the site from 99.399.44 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 64.681.78 cfs
(refer to Table 4.8-1 Existing vs. Proposed Drainage Conditions), under developed conditions the total
amount of water leaving the site at each of the discharge points that occur under existing conditions would be
similar to existing conditions, as all runoff from the Project site ultimately discharges to the San Luis Rey
River. Thus, the Project has no potential to result in indirect impacts due to interference with groundwater
recharge by reducing total flows from the site. Furthermore, the Project also would include 29.9134.11 acres
of open space which would remain undeveloped, and thus the amount of runoff from these areas would not
change as compared to existing conditions. (SDWCA, 2016; Hunsaker, 2017a, p. 5)(SDWCA, 2016;
Hunsaker, 2016a, p. 5).
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Existing vs. Proposed Drainage Conditions

(Hunsaker, 2017a, Table 1)(Hunsaker, 2016a, Table 1)

Development of the Project site along with proposed design features including mitigated drainage flows
would not increase the volume and/or velocity of runoff from the development footprint or the open space
area. Accordingly, buildout of the Project would not directly or indirectly interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge. Therefore, the Project would neither substantially deplete groundwater supplies nor
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volumes or
a lowering of the local groundwater table level. No impact would occur to groundwater levels.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies nor interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a new deficit in aquifer volumes or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.8-17

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
C.

4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Project impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required beyond mandatory
compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMPs which require the incorporation
of BMPs during construction and long-term operation.
4.8.3.3 Issues c, m, and z. - Erosion
Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner, which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?
Could the proposed Project result in increased erosion downstream?
Would the Project create significant increases in erosion of the Project site or surrounding areas?
A.

Impact Analysis

As discussed above under Thresholds a, f, k, l, and v, construction activities associated with the Project
would require compliance with a site-specific SWPPP prepared for each phase of the Project’s construction.
The design measures that would be required with the future site-specific construction-related SWPPP would
be required to incorporate best management practices. An example of best management practices includes
removing of sediment from storm water runoff, which is the primary source of potential water quality
impairments during Project construction. BMPs that would be required for construction activities would
include erosion-control measures, such as bag barriers, geotextiles, storm drain inlet protection, sediment
traps, rip rap soil stabilizers, and hydroseeding. Therefore, storm water runoff flows leaving the Project site
during construction would not carry substantial amounts of sediment, nor would construction-related runoff
increase in such a manner so as to result in erosion hazards on-site or downstream. Thus, constructionrelated runoff would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner which would result
in substantial erosion or siltation hazards on- or off-site, and impacts would be less than significant.
(Hunsaker, 2016b, pp. 21-35)
Figure 4.8-3, previously presented, depicts the Project site’s existing drainage patterns. Figure 4.8-6,
Proposed Condition Drainage Map, presents the Project’s proposed drainage patterns proposed under longterm operating conditions. As shown, the Project would generally maintain the site’s existing drainage
patterns. Nodes 104, 204, 304, 404, 504, and 604 are the locations where runoff discharges from the site
under existing and proposed conditions. The previously listed notes would all outlet at approximately the
same location as occurs under existing conditions. Runoff within Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive
and Melrose Drive also would continue flow in a manner that is similar to existing conditions.
Incorporation of Project design features would further reduce the potential for increased sediment runoff.
This would occur through implementation of the required SWQMP (as discussed under the analysis of
Thresholds a, f, k, l, and v in Subsection 4.8.3.1). The proposed bioretention detention basins included in the
Project’s Preliminary SWQMP were designed to meet the requirements of the San Diego Regional Water
Quality Control Board Order R9-2013-0001. are rated as having a “high” effectiveness at removing
pollutants of concern, including sediment, from storm water runoff (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-6)(Hunsaker,
2016b, p. 43).
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Additionally, under long-term operating conditions the Project has the potential to increase the rate of runoff
from the site as compared to existing conditions, which could, in turn, result in increased erosion hazards onor off-site. The proposed Project would construct three detention/water quality basins, with one basin
located within each of the proposed Planning Areas. Table 4.8-1 (previously presented) compares the preand post-development peak runoff volumes during 100-year storm events, assuming implementation of the
drainage improvements identified on the Project’s tentative map. As shown, implementation of the proposed
Project would reduce peak rates of runoff from the site from 99.399.44 cubic feet per second (cfs) under
existing conditions to 64.681.78 cfs with buildout of the proposed Project. Because the rate of runoff
discharging from the site would be reduced, the potential for erosion associated with Project runoff would be
reduced as compared to existing conditions. Thus, in the long-term, buildout of the proposed Project would
not result in an increase in runoff from the site in a manner that would increase erosion hazards on- or offsite. Additionally, the Project would not directly or indirectly alter the course of a stream or river with
implementation of Source Control Requirement SD-1 in the Project’s SWQMP, which requires the Project
maintain natural drainage pathways and hydrology features (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-5)(Hunsaker, 2016b,
p. 5).
The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site resulting in siltation on- or
off-site. The Project also would not result in increased in erosion downstream, or result in erosion on the
Project site or surrounding areas. Accordingly, and based on the foregoing analysis, impacts due to
increased chances of on- or off-site erosion or siltation during construction and long-term operation of the
proposed Project would be less than significant, and mitigation would not be required.
B.

Significance of Impact

The proposed Project would maintain the existing drainage pattern, and would not result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
The proposed Project would not result in a significant increase in erosion on- or off-site. Implementation of
SWPPP during construction and SQMP during long-term operation, and construction of the Project’s
proposed detention/water quality basins, would reduce erosion hazards to below a level of significance.
The result of the required SWPPP construction and post-construction SWQMP for the proposed Project
would ensure that the Project does not result in significant increases in erosion of the Project site or
surrounding areas. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts; therefore, mitigation is not required
beyond mandatory compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP which require
the incorporation of BMPs during construction and long-term operation.
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4.8.3.4 Issues d, n, o, and y. – Site Hydrology
Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on-or off-site?
Would the Project result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff?
Would the Project create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage patterns due to changes
in runoff flow rates or volumes?
Would the Project create the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of stormwater
runoff to cause environmental harm?
A.

Impact Analysis

Impacts due to Alterations to the Existing Drainage Pattern (Threshold d)
As discussed under the analysis of erosion Thresholds c, m, and z (Subsection 4.8.3.3), buildout of the
proposed Project generally would retain the site’s existing drainage patterns, with all discharges from the site
occurring in approximately the same location as occurs under existing conditions. In addition, the Project
would not alter the course of a stream or river. Thus, there are no substantial changes proposed as part of the
Project that would create a significant adverse environmental impact due to changed drainage patterns. The
Project would not alter the existing drainage pattern or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off- site; therefore impacts would be less than
significant.
Impacts due to Increased Impervious Surfaces (Threshold n)
Implementation of the proposed Project would convert portions of the undeveloped Project site to that of a
mixed-use community. The construction of residential homes, the office/commercial building, drive aisles,
parking, and other associated features of the Project would result in the introduction of approximately 24.6
acres of impervious surfaces on-site. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p. 1)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 2) However,
and as shown in Table 4.8-1, construction of the proposed detention/water quality basins within Planning
Areas 1 through 3 would reduce peak rates of runoff during 100-year storm events from 99.399.44 cfs under
existing conditions to 64.681.78 cfs with buildout of the proposed Project. Thus, because the rate of runoff
under the proposed Project would be reduced as compared to existing conditions, Project-related runoff
would not alter the course of a stream or river or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in
a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
Impacts due to Changes in Runoff Flow Rates or Volumes (Thresholds o and y)
As stated previously, the Project does not propose to substantially alter drainage patterns, and flow rates
would be reduced with buildout of the proposed Project as compared to existing conditions. Additionally,
although the Project would reduce the rate of runoff from the site, the total volume of runoff from the site
would not substantially change as compared to existing conditions because all runoff from the site ultimately
discharges to the San Luis Rey River. As such, the proposed Project would not adversely affect groundwater
basins, streams/rivers, or biological habitat that may be located downstream. There are no conditions
associated with the proposed Project’s runoff that would result in changes in the flow velocity or volume of
stormwater runoff such that environmental harm would be caused. Accordingly, impacts would be less than
significant.
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Significance of Impacts

There are no substantial changes proposed as part of the Project that would create a significant adverse
environmental impact due to changed drainage patterns. The Project would not alter the existing drainage
pattern or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding
on- or off- site; therefore impacts would be less than significant.
Because the rate of runoff under the proposed Project would be reduced as compared to existing conditions,
Project-related runoff would not alter the course of a stream or river or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site; therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.
There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project’s runoff that would result in changes in the
flow velocity or volume of stormwater runoff such that environmental harm would be caused. Accordingly,
impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The proposed Project’s impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required beyond
mandatory compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP which require the
incorporation of BMPs during construction and long-term operation.
4.8.3.5 Issue e. – Storm Drainage System
Would the Project create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
A.

Impact Analysis

With exception of the small amounts of existing runoff within a portion of Oceanside Boulevard and a small
portion of Planning Area 1 (approximately 0.82-acre total) that are discussed below, all runoff from the
Project site would be conveyed immediately into adjacent natural drainage areas following water quality
treatment and detention by the Project’s proposed water quality/detention basins. Runoff within West Bobier
Drive and Melrose Drive, and a portion of Oceanside Boulevard, also would be conveyed to the existing
drainage areas in the north-central portions of the Project site via drainage facilities that are adequately sized
to convey peak runoff volumes, particularly given that the proposed Project would reduce the peak velocity
of runoff conveyed to these facilities as compared to existing conditions. Specifically, the data presented in
Table 4.8-1 demonstrates that the peak rate of flows from the portions of the Project site that drain northerly
would decrease from approximately 91.781 cfs under existing conditions to 59.776.90 cfs under the proposed
Project.
A small portion of the proposed flows (approximately 0.82 acre) would be conveyed to existing drainage
facilities within Oceanside Boulevard and conveyed to the west. However, and as can be discerned from
comparing Figure 4.8-3 and Figure 4.8-6, the proposed Project would reduce the rate of runoff heading
westerly within Oceanside Boulevard from 7.63 cfs under existing conditions to 4.988 cfs under the
proposed Project.
Based on the foregoing, the proposed Project would not exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems, and impacts would be less than significant.
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Additionally, and as discussed above under Thresholds a, f, k, l, and v (Subsection 4.8.3.1), the proposed
Project would be required to comply with a site-specific SWPPP which identifies required BMPs to be
incorporated into the Project during construction. The BMPs are designed to ensure that near-term
construction activities do not result in environmentally significant amounts of polluted runoff. The Project
would also be required to comply with the Clean Water Act Section 402, San Luis Rey and Carlsbad
WRUMPs, and the Oceanside JURMP. Each of the listed documents is a regulatory document that meets the
requirements of the NPDES Municipal Permit on regional and watershed levels.
Furthermore, long-term post development activities of the proposed Project would not result in significant
amounts of polluted runoff. To meet the requirements of the Municipal Code Section 40, which implements
the City of Oceanside’s NPDES MS4 permit, under long-term operating conditions the Project would be
required to prepare and implement a post-construction SWQMP, which is a site-specific post-construction
water quality management program designed to address the pollutants of concern for a development via
BMPs and LID practices. Required implementation of the future site-specific SWQMPs would ensure the
ongoing protection of the watershed basin and a way that addresses the Project’s pollutants of concern.
Therefore, with mandatory compliance with the required SWPPP for construction and SQMP for long-term
operation of the proposed Project, impacts to water quality would be less than significant and therefore
would not exceed storm drainage capacity.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would create runoff water, but the runoff water produced by the Project would not exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm drainage systems and would not provide substantial additional sources
of polluted runoff. Mandatory compliance with the required SWQMPs for the Project would reduce the
amount of runoff and ensure that water discharged from the site is treated to reduce pollutants to below
significant levels. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The proposed Project’s impacts would be less than significant; therefore, mitigation is not required beyond
mandatory compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP which require the
incorporation of BMPs during construction and long-term operation.
4.8.3.6 Issues g, h, and i. – Flood Hazards
Would the Project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
Would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect
flood flows?
Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
A.

Impact Analysis

According to FEMA’s FIRM No. 06083C0757G, the Project site is not located within a 100-year flood
hazard zone (FEMA, 2012). Accordingly, the Project would not place housing with a 100-year flood hazard
area, nor would it place structures that would impede or direct flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard
area. The Project site is located approximately 30 miles west of the Henshaw Dam, which is the nearest dam
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to the Project site. According to Figure PS-10 of the City of Oceanside General Plan, the Project site is not
subject to dam inundation hazards associated with the failure of the Henshaw Dam (Oceanside, 2002d). No
flood hazard or resulting failure of flood control structures impact would occur and impacts would be less
than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Insurance Rate Map. No impact would occur.
The Project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area and the Project would not place structures
that would impede or redirect flood flows within a 100-year flood hazard area. No impact would occur.
The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a failure of a levee or dam. No impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.8.3.7 Issue j. – Large Scale Natural Disasters
Would the Project inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Pacific Ocean is located approximately eight miles west of the Project site. The Project site is not
located within a tsunami evacuation zone; consequently, there is no potential for the Project site to be
impacted by a tsunami (CEMA, 2009).
The Project exhibits steep slopes in portions of the site under existing conditions, particularly along West
Bobier Drive. However, the Project’s Tentative Map proposes a grading plan that would establish stable
slopes on-site at a maximum gradient of 2:1 (horizontal:vertical). In addition, slopes would be constructed in
a manner consistent with the Project’s preliminary geotechnical report recommendations (refer to EIR
Technical Appendix E1), which includes recommendations for slope stability. Thus, with buildout of the
proposed Project, the risk of mudflow on the Project site would be obviated. There are no off-site areas with
the potential to impact the Project site with mudflows.
The Project site is not located adjacent to a body of water that could be subject to a seiche during seismic
events. Although the Project site contains wetlands, these wetland areas would occur at elevations that are
more than ten feet in elevation below proposed on-site development and do not possess the quantities of
water necessary to result in a seiche. Therefore, there is no potential for seiche hazards on-site. The nearest
large body of water potentially subject to seiche hazards is the Guajome Lake, which is located
approximately two miles north of the Project site and at an elevation of approximately 100 feet above mean
sea level (amsl), or approximately 200 feet lower in elevation than the lowest points on the Project site.
Accordingly, the Project has no potential to be impacted by seiches.
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Significance of Impact

The Project site is not subject to hazards associated with seiches, tsunamis, or mudflow. No impact would
occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in no impact, no mitigation is required.
4.8.3.8 Issues p and x. – Impaired Waters and Beneficial Use
Would the Project tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water Act Section
303(d) list? If so, can it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the water body is already
impaired?
Would the Project result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to affect the beneficial uses of the
receiving waters?
A.

Impact Analysis

The proposed Project is tributary to impaired water bodies listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303 (d) list.
Specifically, receiving waters are impaired by one or more of the following: selenium and toxicity; eutrophic
indicator bacteria; total coliform bacteria; enterococcus fecal coliform bacteria; chloride; phosphorus; total
dissolved solids; total nitrogen (as “N”); and toxicity. The Project’s pollutants of concern are as follows:
sediment, nutrients, heavy metals, organic compounds, trash and debris, oxygen demanding substances, oil
and grease, bacteria and viruses, and pesticides. Thus, lLong-term operation of the proposed Project has the
potential to contribute to each of the identified CWA § 303 (d) downstream impairments. due to sediment,
nutrients, heavy metals, organic compounds, trash and debris, oxygen demanding substances, oil and grease,
bacteria and viruses, and pesticides. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p. 6)(Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p.
7)(Hunsaker, 2016b, pp. 9-11)
According to the Project’s Preliminary SWQMP (EIR Technical Appendix H3), the Project’s proposed water
quality/detention basins have a “high” rating for removing coarse sediment and trash, as well as pollutants
associated with fine particles during transport, and have a “medium” rating for removing pollutants that tend
to be dissolved following treatment. (Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 41) The Project’s proposed BMPs would
substantially reduce the amount of sediment; nutrients; heavy metals; organic compounds; trash & debris;
oxygen demanding substances; oil & grease; bacteria & viruses; and pesticidespotential pollutants of concern
associated with Project runoff. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p. 7)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 43) With mandatory
compliance with the Project’s Preliminary SWQMP and future site-specific SWQMPs, the Project’s
contribution to pollutants of concern for downstream receiving waters would be reduced to below a level of
significance.
The proposed Project also has the potential to affect the beneficial uses for receiving waters, as identified in
the San Diego Basin Water Quality Control Plan (SDRWQCB, 2011). Provided below is a summary of the
identified beneficial uses for receiving waters:
•

Loma Alta Creek: The Loma Alta Creek is identified with the following beneficial uses: Noncontact Water Recreation; Warm Freshwater Habitat; and Wildlife Habitat. Contact Water
Recreation is listed as a potential benefit. (SDRWQCB, 2011, p. 2-31)
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•

Loma Alta Slough: The Loma Alta Slough is identified as a “coastal water” having the following
beneficial uses: Contact Water Recreation; Non-contact Water Recreation; Estuarine Habitat;
Wildlife Habitat; Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species; and Marine Habitat. (SDRWQCB, 2011,
p. 2-54)

•

Pacific Ocean Shoreline, San Luis Rey Hydrologic Unit, at San Luis Rey River Mouth: These waters
are listed with the following beneficial uses: Contact Water Recreation; Non-contact Water
Recreation; Wildlife Habitat; Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species; and Marine Habitat.
(SDRWQCB, 2011, p. 2-54)

•

San Luis Rey River and Lower Stream (west of I-15): These waters are identified with the following
beneficial uses: Agricultural Supply; Industrial Process Supply; Contact Water Recreation; Noncontact Water Recreation; Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance; Warm
Freshwater Habitat; Wildlife Habitat; and Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species. (SDRWQCB,
2011, p. 2-26)

There are no components of the proposed Project that would adversely affect the beneficial uses of any
downstream receiving waters. As noted above, implementation of site-specific SWPPP during construction
and SQMP during long-term operation would substantially reduce identified pollutants of concern, which
could otherwise impact downstream beneficial uses. Additionally, the rate of runoff would be reduced as
compared to existing conditions and total volume of runoff conveyed to receiving waters would be similar to
existing conditions; thus, beneficial uses dependent on runoff from the Project site would not be adversely
affected. Furthermore, none of the above-listed water bodies would be directly impacted by the Project’s
construction. There are no components of the proposed Project that could interfere with beneficial uses for
downstream waters, including: Agricultural Supply; Industrial Process Supply; Contact Water Recreation;
Non-contact Water Recreation; Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance; Warm
Freshwater Habitat; Wildlife Habitat; Estuarine Habitat; Marine Habitat; or Rare, Threatened, or Endangered
Species. Accordingly, impacts due to a conflict with the identified beneficial uses of downstream receiving
waters would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would be tributary to water bodies listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303 (d) list. However,
implementation of the construction SWPPP and long-term operational SWQMP would ensure the all
pollutants of concern are treated from site runoff prior to discharging into the on-site unnamed stream. Thus,
a less-than-significant impact would occur.
The result of the required construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP for the proposed Project
would not substantially contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater receiving water
quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.8.3.9 Issues q, r, and u. – Habitat and Aquatic Impacts
Would the Project be tributary to other environmentally sensitive areas? If so, can it exacerbate already
existing sensitive conditions?
Would the Project have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface water quality to either
marine, fresh, or wetland waters?
Would the Project impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?
A.

Impact Analysis

The vast majority of runoff from the Project site under existing, near-term construction, and proposed
conditions discharges or would discharge directly into the unnamed creek that occurs in the on-site areas that
are planned for open space. Although the on-site wetland areas comprise environmentally sensitive areas,
the discussion and analysis under Subsection 4.8.3.1 demonstrates that runoff from the Project site during
construction or long-term operation would result in less-than-significant water quality impacts.
As discussed in Subsection 4.8.3.1, during near-term construction activities, and pursuant to the requirements
of the San Diego RWQCB and the City of Oceanside, the Project would be required to obtain a NPDES
Municipal Stormwater Permit for construction activities. In addition, the Project would be required to
comply with the San Diego RWQCB’s San Diego Basin Water Control Program. Compliance with the
NPDES permit and the Water Control Program involves the preparation and implementation of a SWPPP for
construction-related activities. The SWPPP would specify Best Management Practices BMPs that the
Project would concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise properly treated prior to being discharged
from the subject property. Mandatory compliance with the SWPPP requirements would ensure that runoff
from the site during the Project’s construction does not adversely affect the water quality of the on-site
unnamed stream and wetland areas or other waters downstream. Thus, near-term construction activities
would not exacerbate the existing sensitive conditions of the on-site wetland areas or any other
environmentally sensitive areas, and impacts would be less than significant.
As also discussed in Subsection 4.8.3.1, under long-term operating conditions, in order to meet the
requirements of City’s Municipal Code Section 40 which implements the NPDES MS4 permit for the City of
Oceanside, the Project Applicant would be required to prepare and implement a SWQMP(s). A SWQMP is
a site-specific post-construction water quality management program designed to address the pollutants of
concern for a development via BMPs. Implementation of the SWQMP ensures the ongoing protection of the
watershed basin and is a way to address the Project’s pollutants of concern. As identified in Technical
Appendix H3 the proposed Project is designed to include on-site source control BMPs including prevention
of illicit discharges into the MS4; storm drain stenciling or signage; protect trash shortage areas from rainfall,
run-on, runoff and wind dispersal; on-site storm drain inlets; and plazas, sidewalks and parking lots.
(Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-4).storm drain inlet labeling; common trash enclosure and recyclable material
storage areas; employ integrated pest management practices; use of efficient irrigation systems and drought
tolerant landscape design; and interior floor drains and elevator shaft sump pumps (Hunsaker, 2016b, pp. 2026). The Preliminary SWQMP also has site design LID practices including minimizing impervious surfaces
and protecting slopes and channels, which would reduce the discharge of pollutants from the site.
Compliance with the SWQMP would be required as a condition of Project approval and maintenance of onsite water quality features would be required to ensure their long term effectiveness. Mandatory compliance
with the operational SWQMP would ensure that the Project’s runoff does not adversely affect the existing
wetlands on-site or any receiving waters downstream. All existing wetland resources (following
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construction) would be retained on-site as natural open space, and mitigation measures are included in EIR
Section 4.3 to ensure indirect impacts due to human invasion, domestic animals, or invasive plant species do
not occur. Accordingly, long-term operation of the Project would not: 1) exacerbate already existing
sensitive conditions that may be present in the on-site unnamed stream and wetland areas; 2) adversely affect
marine, fresh, or wetland waters; or 3) adversely affect aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat (assuming
mandatory compliance with the mitigation measures provided in EIR Section 4.3). Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.
Additionally, and as discussed in EIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources, construction of the proposed Project
would result in impacts to approximately 0.04 acre of wetland/riparian vegetation communities, consisting of
0.020.03 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.020.01 acre of mule fat scrub. Mitigation for these impacts are
provided in Section 4.3.6, requiring mitigation in the form of on-site preservation at a 3:1 ratio (horizontal:
vertical), and would reduce impacts to wetland/riparian habitat to below a level of significant. In addition,
the Project would be in compliance with the CWA Section 401, because the certification required can only
be issued to increase pollutant loads if the increased pollutant loads would not cause or contribute to
exceedances of water quality standards. The Project would also be required to obtain a CWA 404 permit
which is designed to ensure that no discharge of fill material into wetland waters would occur without first
showing that steps have been taken to avoid impacts to wetlands, streams, or other aquatic resources, and that
potential impacts have been mitigated.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project is tributary to environmentally sensitive areas located on-site, including wetlands and riparian
habitat. However, and assuming compliance with the mitigation presented in EIR Section 4.3 and the
construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP, Project-related runoff would not substantially affect
the on-site wetland habitats. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.
The Project is tributary to environmentally sensitive areas located on-site, including wetlands and riparian
habitat. However, and assuming compliance with the mitigation presented in EIR Section 4.3, and assuming
compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP, Project-related runoff would not
substantially affect marine, fresh, or wetland waters. A less-than-significant impact would occur.
The Project is tributary to wetland and riparian located on-site and downstream from the Project site.
However, and assuming compliance with the mitigation presented in EIR Section 4.3 and the construction
SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP, Project-related runoff would not substantially affect aquatic,
wetland, and/or riparian habitat. A less-than-significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.8.3.10 Issues s and t – Groundwater Quality
Would the Project have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater quality?
Would the Project cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater receiving
water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses?
A.

Impact Analysis

As detailed above under Subsection 4.8.3.2, the Project site is not located over any groundwater basins. The
Mission Groundwater Basin is the nearest groundwater basin to the Project site, and generally underlies the
San Luis Rey River Valley, located approximately 1.7 miles north of the Project site. As occurs under
existing conditions, runoff from the Project site would be conveyed to the existing unnamed stream on-site,
and ultimately conveyed to the San Luis River where portions of the site’s runoff would infiltrate into the
groundwater basin. As discussed in further detail under Subsection 4.8.3.1, mandatory compliance with the
construction-level SWPPP and associated BMPs during construction, and compliance with the site-specific
SWQMP during long-term operation would ensure runoff from the Project site is adequately treated to
remove pollutants of concern before being discharged into the unnamed creek. Thus, runoff from the Project
site that ultimately reaches areas in the San Luis River basin where groundwater recharge occurs would not
adversely impact groundwater quality under near-term construction or long-term operational conditions.
As discussed under Subsection 4.8.3.8, although the Project has the potential to discharge runoff containing
pollutants that could exacerbate existing water quality impairments for areas downstream, the Project’s
required BMPs would substantially reduce the amount of pollutants associated with the Project category,
including; sediment; nutrients; heavy metals; organic compounds; trash and debris; oxygen demanding
substances; oil and grease; bacteria and viruses; and pesticides. (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p.
7)(Hunsaker, 2016b, p. 43) Subsection 4.8.1.4, Water Quality, identifies pollutants that are affecting § 303
(d) downstream waters that would also receive flows from the Project site. With mandatory compliance with
the requirements of the Project’s Preliminary SWQMP, Project runoff would not cause or contribute to an
exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater receiving water quality objectives.
Additionally, there are no components of the proposed Project that would adversely affect the beneficial uses
of any downstream receiving waters. As noted under Subsection 4.8.3.8, implementation of a site-specific
SWPPP during construction and SWQMP long-term operation would substantially reduce identified
pollutants of concern, which could otherwise impact downstream beneficial uses. Additionally, the rate and
total volume of runoff conveyed to receiving waters would be similar to existing conditions; thus, beneficial
uses dependent on runoff from the Project site would not be adversely affected. Furthermore, none of the
water bodies tributary to the site would be directly impacted by the Project’s construction (with exception of
0.04 acre of impact to on-site wetland resources, which would be fully mitigated to below a level of
significance as set forth in EIR Subsection 4.3). The regulatory requirements set forth by the Clean Water
Act would ensure that adverse effects to groundwater quality would be less than significant. The CWA Act
Sections that are applicable to the Project include Sections 401 and 402. CWA Section 401 requires that
every applicant for a federal permit or license for any activity which may result in a discharge to a water
body must obtain State Water Quality Certification (Certification) that the proposed activity will comply
with state water quality standards before issuing permits that would increase pollutant loads. Section 402
authorizes the NPDES permit program and requires the preparation of a SWQMP. For a more detailed
discussion about the CWA, refer to Subsection 4.8.1.6, Applicable Policies and Regulations. There are no
components of the proposed Project that could interfere with beneficial uses for downstream waters,
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including Agricultural Supply; Industrial Process Supply; Contact Water Recreation; Non-contact Water
Recreation; Preservation of Biological Habitats of Special Significance; Warm Freshwater Habitat; Wildlife
Habitat; Estuarine Habitat; Marine Habitat; or Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species. Accordingly,
impacts due to a degradation of the identified beneficial uses of downstream receiving waters would be less
than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

Mandatory compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP would address
groundwater quality and ensure that impacts to groundwater would be less than significant.
Assuming mandatory compliance with the construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP, the
proposed Project would not substantially contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater
receiving water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses. Thus, a less-than-significant impact
would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.8.3.11 Issue w. – Staging Area
Would the Project result in a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas of material
storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), waste
handling, hazardous materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks or other outdoor work
areas?
A.

Impact Analysis

As discussed above in Subsection 4.8.3.1, construction of the proposed Project would involve grading,
paving, utility installation, building construction, and landscaping activities which would generate potential
stormwater pollutants in the absence of any protective or avoidance measures. Based on compliance with the
mandatory site-specific SWPPP during construction and SWQMP during long-term operation, the Project
would implement BMPs in order to ensure pollutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise
property treated prior to being discharged from the subject property. Thus, construction of the Project would
not result in a significant potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants, and impacts would be less than
significant.
The Project proposes the development of the Project site with residential and office/commercial land uses.
With exception of the 10,000 s.f. of restaurant use assumed for purposes of analysis throughout this DEIR,
proposed in Planning Area 1, these land uses does not typically include material storage, vehicle or
equipment fueling, hazardous materials handling or storage, delivery areas, or loading docks. Restaurant
uses would include delivery areas; however, there are no components of these delivery areas that would have
a potential for discharge of untreated stormwater pollutants. Although other commercial uses would be
allowed in the 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space assumed herein, other commercial uses would generate fewer
traffic-related impacts. Thus, for purposes of a “worst-case” analysis, 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space is
assumed throughout this DEIR. In addition to delivery areas, implementation of the Project also would have
the potential for vehicle or equipment maintenance (primarily vehicle washing), household waste handling,
and handling household hazardous materials. Based on the proposed land uses and their attendant low
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potential for handling or storing hazardous materials, combined with the Project’s SWQMP design features
described in in Subsection 4.8.3.1 that would minimize stormwater pollutants from the Project site, the
Project would have a less-than-significant impact in regards to the potential for discharging stormwater
pollutants due to the uses listed above. Accordingly, a less-than-significant impact would occur, and
mitigation is not required.
B.

Significance of Impact

As a proposed mixed use (residential and office/commercial) community, the Project has no potential for
discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or
equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous materials handling or storage,
delivery areas, loading docks or other outdoor work areas. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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LAND USE AND PLANNING

This Subsection discusses consistency of the proposed Project with applicable land use and planning policies
adopted by the City of Oceanside and other governing agencies for the purpose of reducing adverse effects
on the physical environment. Information used to support the analysis in this Subsection was obtained from
the City of Oceanside General Plan (Oceanside, 2002a), Zoning Ordinance (Oceanside, 1992) and Draft
Subarea Plan (Oceanside, 2010a); the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG’s) Regional Plan
(SANDAG, 2015); the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Regional Air Quality Strategy
(RAQS) (SDAPCD, 2009); the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (SDRWQCB) Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit (Order No. R9-2015-0100; NPDES No. CAS01010266); and
the City of Vista Land Use Map (Vista, 2012b) and Zoning Map (Vista, 2015). Refer to DEIR Section 8.0,
References, for a complete list of reference sources.

4.9.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.9.1.1 Existing On-Site and Adjacent Land Uses
Under existing conditions, the Project site is undeveloped with some areas of disturbance and is primarily
vegetated with non-native grassland and disturbed habitat. A slope constructed as part of Sports Park Way
and vegetated with ornamental plants occurs in the eastern portion of the site. Densely vegetated wetlands
and streambeds occur in the central and northern portions of the Project site and extend off-site to the north.
In addition, there are no structures on-site, and the site is not used for agriculture.
As previously shown on Figure 2-3, Surrounding Land Uses and Development, and Figure 2-6, Aerial
Photograph, properties to the west and northwest of the Project site (west of Melrose Drive) are located
within the City of Oceanside and used primarily for single- and multi-family residential uses. Directly to the
south of the Project site (west of Melrose Drive) is an existing Arco gas station and the Melrose Sprinter
station, to the east of which is an undeveloped property. Northeast of the Project site is the City of Vista, and
includes open space and the Vista Sports Park. Properties to the east of the Project site (east of Sports Park
Way) also are located in the City of Vista and include multi-family and single-family residential uses. To the
southeast, within the City of Vista, are additional single-family homes. (Google Earth, 2016).
As illustrated in Figure 4.9-1, Existing Land Use Designations, existing General Plan land use designations
to the northwest, west, and south of the Project site and within in the City of Oceanside include the
following: Neighborhood Commercial (NC) and General Commercial (GC) to the south; High Density
Residential (HD-R) and Estate B Residential (EB-R) to the west; and EB-R to the northwest (Oceanside,
2002a). General Plan land use designations to the northeast, east, and southeast of the Project site and within
the City of Vista include the following: Parks and Recreation (PR) (portions of which also are within a
Biological Preserve Overlay [BPO]) and Medium Low Density Residential (MLD) to the north and
northeast; MDR and Mixed Use (MU) to the east; and Medium Density Residential (MD) to the southeast
(Vista, 2012b, Figure LUCI -1).
As illustrated below in Figure 4.9-2, Existing Zoning Designations, existing zoning designations surrounding
the Project site to the northwest, west, and south of the Project site and within in the City of Oceanside
include the following: Neighborhood Commercial (CN) and General Commercial (GC) to the south; High
Density Residential (RH) and Residential Estate B (RE-B) to the west; and RE-B to the northwest
(Oceanside, 2009). Existing zoning designations surrounding the Project site to the northeast, east, and
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southeast of the Project site and within the City of Vista include the following: Open Space (O) and Adobe
Estates Specific Plan (SP) to the northeast; SP, Single-Family Residential (R-1), and Mixed Use (M-U) to
the east; and Single-Family Residential (R-1-B) to the southeast. The Adobe Estates SP is approved for 180
single-family homes. (Vista, 2015).
4.9.1.2 Applicable Land Use and Planning Policies
A.

City of Oceanside General Plan

The City of Oceanside General Plan (2002) is a policy document that reflects the City’s vision for the future
of Oceanside. The General Plan is organized into ten separate elements. Each element is associated with a
series of policies to guide the City’s vision for future development. The following is a summary of the City
of Oceanside General Plan Elements.
Land Use Element
The Land Use Element functions as a land use guide for future development in the City. It identifies
the general distribution, general location, and extent of land uses such as residential, commercial,
industrial, open space, institutional, and agricultural. These designations are reflected on the General
Plan Land Use Map, which is applied on a parcel-by-parcel basis throughout the City. The Land Use
Element also provides standards for residential density and non-residential density. It governs how
land is to be used; therefore, many of the issues and policies contained in other elements of the
General Plan are linked in some degree to this element.
As shown above in Figure 4.9-1, the City’s General Plan designates the eastern portion of the Project
site (east of Melrose Drive) for Estate B Residential (EB-R) land uses. The EB-R designation
provides for residential uses at a base density of 1.0 dwelling units per acre with the potential for up
to 3.5 dwelling units per acre. The western portion of the Project site (west of Melrose Drive) is
designated as Professional Commercial (PC). Properties designated PC are intended to be developed
with professional office and business uses. As stated in the General Plan, the purpose of the PC
designation is to create professional office services in the area with a density that is consistent with
the surrounding neighborhood.
Refer to Figure 4.9-1 for a summary of the land use designations of surrounding properties.
Circulation Element
The purpose of the Circulation Element is to develop a circulation system that provides a high level
of mobility, efficiency, access, safety, and environmental consideration that accommodates all modes
of travel such as vehicular, truck, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and rail (Oceanside, 2012, p. 9). Figure
3.5 of the Circulation Element identifies long-term vehicular roadways planned throughout the City.
As shown on Figure 3.5 of the General Plan, Melrose Drive is identified as a Prime Arterial roadway,
and Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive are designated as a Major Arterial Road (4 Lanes). The
Prime Arterial standard is a six-lane facility with raised and landscaped medians, with a curb-to-curb
width of 104 feet and a total right-of-way (ROW) width of 124 feet. The Major Arterial Road (4
Lanes) standard includes four travel lanes and a raised and landscaped median, with a total curb-tocurb width of 80 feet and a total ROW of 100 feet. (Oceanside, 2012, p. 16) The Circulation
Element also depicts level of service (LOS) standards for Circulation Element roadways throughout
the City, and identifies the long-term (2030) LOS anticipated with buildout of the General Plan. All
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roadways within the Project vicinity are projected to operate at LOS C or better under 2030
conditions. (Oceanside, 2012, Figure 3.8)
Figure 6.2 of the Circulation Element, Planned Bicycle Facilities, identifies the location of existing
and planned bicycle facilities throughout the City. As shown in Figure 6.2, a Class I regional bicycle
facility is planned to extend northerly from North Avenue, east along West Bobier Drive, and north
along Sports Park Way, while Melrose Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive are
shown to have existing Class II bicycle facilities. A Class I bicycle facility would require a separated
right of way for the exclusive use of bicycles and pedestrians with a crossflow by motorists
minimized. A Class II bicycle facility provides a striped lane for one-way bike travel on a street or
highway. (Oceanside, 2012, p. 63) The Circulation Element also includes a list of prioritized
pedestrian Projects in the City (Oceanside, 2012, pp. 67-73). The intersection of Melrose Drive at
Oceanside Boulevard is identified to have crosswalks and sidewalks on Oceanside Boulevard at
Melrose Drive when signal warrants are met (Oceanside, 2012, p. 73). It should be noted that under
existing conditions, crosswalks have been installed at the now-signalized intersection of Oceanside
Boulevard and Melrose Drive, although a sidewalk is currently not in place along the Project’s
frontages with Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive or Melrose Drive.
Recreational Trails Element
The Recreational Trails Element is a sub-element of the Circulation Element and identifies the long
range planning for the City’s bicycle system, equestrian system, and pedestrian system. The
Recreational Trails Element was created to state the specific goals and objectives that will improve
the operation and design of the City’s trail system for bicycles, pedestrians, and equestrians. The
Recreational Trails Element aims to provide access for recreation and alternative circulation for nonmotorized users through an interconnected system of trails linking residential neighborhoods to City
and regional parks, schools, college, the San Luis River, and the beach. It is also designed to connect
with regional trails, including planned countywide trails, and trails in the neighboring cities of
Carlsbad and Vista where there are significant open space and recreational resources. The area
surrounding the Project site was not identified to contain any equestrian or pedestrian facilities by the
Recreational Trails Element; however, and consistent with the Circulation Element, Figure RT-1
identifies a Class I Bike Trail extending from the Sprinter line and North Avenue to the north along
Sports Park Way, and ultimately to the Guajome Regional Park. Class II Bike Trails also are
identified on Figure RT-1 along Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive and Melrose Drive.
(Oceanside, 2002c, pp. 1-2, 11).
Housing Element
The Housing Element identifies and establishes the City’s policies with respect to meeting the needs
of existing and future residents of the City. Specific components of the Housing Elements, which are
also requirements of state law, include the following: an assessment of housing needs and inventory,
an analysis and program for preserving assisted housing developments, a statement of community
goals and policies; quantified objectives, policies relative to the maintenance, preservation,
improvement, and development of housing, resources and opportunities, constraints, and a program
which sets forth a five-year schedule of actions that the City is undertaking, or intends to undertake
to implement the policies set forth in the Housing Element. (Oceanside, 2013, pp. 1-2)
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Environmental Resource Management Element
The Environmental Resource Management Element (ERME) designed to conserve natural resources
and preserve open space. The ERME is composed of three sections: 1) Introduction; 2) Long-Range
Policy Direction; and 3) Environmental Resource Management Plan. A list of goals and policies
addressing a variety of environmental issues are contained in the Long-Range Policy Direction
section of the ERME. Action programs are then identified in the Plan section to implement the goal
and policies. Additional background information is also contained in the Environmental Resource
Management Plan section. Topics addressed by the ERME include water; soil, erosion, and
drainage; coastal preservation; minerals; vegetation and wildlife habitats; air quality; agricultural
resources; cultural sites; and recreation and scenic areas. (Oceanside, 2002d, pp. 1-9)
Community Facilities Element
The Community Facilities Element provides guidance and policies to ensure new development in the
City will be supported by adequate public facilities and services. Public facilities and services
addressed in this element include parks and recreation; library; fire protection services; police; water
and sewer systems; stormwater management; civic center; municipal facilities yard; small craft
harbor; downtown redevelopment area; airport; circulation system; public educational facilities; and
community facilities financing. (Oceanside, 2002e, pp. 1-2)
Public Safety Element
The goal of the Public Safety Element is to assist the City in achieving acceptable levels of protection
from natural and man-made hazards to life, health, and property, and to ensure that emergency
services in the City are adequate to meet the City’s needs during both minor emergencies and major
catastrophic situations. Policies in the Public Safety Element include: seismic and geologic hazards,
fire hazard, flooding hazards, and civil disaster preparedness. (Oceanside, 2002f, p. 1)
Noise Element
The purpose of the Noise Element is to identify noise generation in the City and provide policies to
ensure that development does not expose people to unacceptable noise levels. The establishment of
desirable maximum noise levels and implementation are also included as part of the Noise Element.
According to the General Plan, noise generation sources include freeway and arterial traffic and the
Oceanside Municipal Airport. (Oceanside , 2002g, pp. 1-2)
Hazardous Waste Management Element
The purpose of the Hazardous Waste Management Element is to provide policy direction toward the
effective management of the City’s hazardous waste. This General Plan Element establishes
programs to manage hazardous waste safely within the City and is the guide for local decisions
regarding hazardous waste issues. The Hazardous Waste Management Element includes policies on
hazardous waste minimization; siting and permitting of hazardous facilities; and plan
implementation. (Oceanside, 2002h, pp. 1-3)
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Military Reservation Element
The purpose of the Military Reservation Element is to acknowledge the direct physical, social, and
economic linkages between Oceanside and nearby Camp Pendleton and to propose policies that
would strengthen the bond between the community and the Base. This General Plan Section details a
goal and policies to encourage the continued cooperation between federal and State governments and
the City to ensure that the City and Base coexist in a compatible manner. There is also a Military
Reservation Plan which recognizes that, while Camp Pendleton directly impacts Oceanside, the City
does not have any authority regarding the Base operation. (Oceanside, 2002i, p. 2)
B.

City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance

As shown on Figure 4.9-2, the City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance currently applies the following zoning
designations to the Project site: “Residential Estate-B-Scenic Park Overlay” (+/- 60.97 acres east of Melrose
Drive) and “Neighborhood Commercial (CN)” (+/-9.68-acres west of Melrose Drive). The Residential
Estate B zoning designation is intended to provide for low density single-family residential uses with a
density between 1.0-3.5 dwelling units per acre. The Scenic Park Overlay is intended to protect valuable
natural resources and maintain natural slopes and water ways, while achieving a visually pleasing and
compatible relationship between building structures, parking areas, walkways and planting areas, and the
natural environment. The Scenic Park Overlay provides development standards and criteria to achieve the
purpose of the overlay zone, which promotes protection of natural resources of recreational and scenic areas
near public parks, encourages the retention of natural slopes and waterways through reduced grading, seeks
to ensure the establishment of visually pleasing and compatible relationship between developed elements and
the natural environment, and sets forth appropriate standards and criteria for reviewing development
proposals within the overlay zone. The purpose of the CN designation is to provide sites for businesses
serving the daily needs of nearby residential areas while establishing development standards that prevent
significant adverse effects on residential uses adjoining a CN area. (Oceanside, 1992, Part III, Articles 10,
11, and 22)
C.

Oceanside Draft Subarea Plan

The Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act (Fish and Wildlife Code § 2835) allows the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) to authorize take of species covered by habitat
conservation plans (HCPs) in agreement with NCCP guidelines. The Multiple Habitat Conservation
Program (MHCP) Subregional Plan was adopted and certified by the SANDAG Board of Directors on March
28, 2003. Each of the seven jurisdictions within the MHCP planning area (including Oceanside) are required
to implement their respective portion of the MHCP via citywide subarea plans. The Draft Oceanside
Subarea Plan was circulated for public review in 2004 and revised in 2009, but has not yet been approved.
The Oceanside Draft Subarea Plan addresses the City’s plans for conservation of natural biotic communities
and sensitive plant and wildlife species, and represents the City’s contribution to the MHCP and to regional
NCCP conservation goals. The Draft Oceanside Subarea Plan is not yet adopted, but is intended to be
completed under the NCCP and HCP processes. Although not adopted, the Oceanside Subarea Plan is relied
upon by the City when evaluating and requiring adequate habitat mitigation for new development proposals
within the City. (Oceanside, 2010a, p. 1-5)
Issues discussed in the Oceanside Subarea Plan that pertain to the proposed Project include: Biological
Preserve Criteria; Conservation and Buffer Requirements along Tributaries and Creeks; Wetlands Mitigation
Standards; and Offsite Mitigation Zone II. The proposed Project’s compliance with the Draft Oceanside
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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Subarea Plan is discussed in more detail in DEIR Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and below under
Subsection 4.9.3.3.
D.

SANDAG- San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

The San Diego County Association of Governments (SANDAG) is a regional agency established pursuant to
California Government Code §6500, also referred to as the Joint Powers Authority law. SANDAG was
established as an association of local governments and agencies that voluntarily convene as a forum to
address regional issues. Under federal law, SANDAG is designated as a Metropolitan Planning Organization
(MPO) and under state law as a Regional Transportation Planning Agency and a Council of Governments.
The SANDAG regional encompasses 18 cities and county government and develops long-range regional
transportation plans including, regional transportation improvement programs, regional growth forecasts,
housing needs assessments, and other plans for the region.
As a MPO and public agency, SANDAG develops transportation and housing plans that transcend
jurisdictional boundaries that affect the quality of life for southern California as a whole. SANDAG adopted
a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in 2011, and a Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) in 2004.
Recently, SANDAG merged these two documents into one document titled “San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan,” approved on October 9, 2015. This Regional Plan document serves as the advisory
document to local agencies in the San Diego region for their information and voluntary use for preparing
local plans and handling local issues of regional significance. San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan is the
combination and update of the Regional Comprehensive Plan for the San Diego Region (RCP) and the
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) into one plan. The proposed
Plan is an update to the 2050 RTP/SCS adopted in 2011. The proposed Project is within the SANDAG
jurisdiction, and the Project is related to the planning process through policies and forecasts that were used as
inputs into the regional models for the plans.1
E.

SDAPCD Regional Air Quality Strategy

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) is the government agency which regulates sources
of air pollution within San Diego County including the City of Oceanside. The California Clean Air Act of
1988 (California Health & Safety Code §39000 et seq.) requires areas that are designated nonattainment of
State ambient air quality standards prepare and implement plans to attain the standards by the earliest
practicable date. The SDAPCD developed a Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) to provide control
measures designed to achieve attainment status. The Project site is located in the San Diego County Air
Basin, which has a non-attainment status for federal and State ozone (O3) standards, and State particulate
matter (PM2.5 and PM10) standards, however an attainment plan is only available from the SDAPCD for O3.
The San Diego County Air Quality Management District’s (SDAQMD’s) 2009 RAQS is the most recent
RAQS for the San Diego Air Basin, which was approved by the SDAQMD Governing Board on April 22,
2009. (SDAPCD, 2009)
The RAQS is a plan for the regional improvement of air quality. Projects such as the proposed Project
related to the air quality planning process through growth forecasts that were used as inputs into the regional
1

It is worth noting that pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), a sustainable communities strategy does not:
(i) regulate the use of land; (ii) supersede the land use authority of cities and counties; or (iii) require that a city’s or
county’s land use policies and regulations, including those in a general plan, be consistent with it.
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transportation model. These forecasts are based on adopted local General Plans, and SANDAG regularly
updates its growth projections based on the General Plan land uses for each jurisdiction in the County. The
proposed Project’s consistency with the RAQS is discussed below, and in more detail in Subsection 4.2, Air
Quality.

4.9.2 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to land use and planning if the Project or any
Project-related component would:
a.

Physically divide an established community;

b.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or

c.

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section X of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and
address land use and planning-related effects to the physical environment associated with new development
proposals. (OPR, 2009).

4.9.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.9.3.1 Issue a. – Division of an Established Community
Would the Project physically divide an established community?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project site consists of approximately 70.65 acres of land that is undeveloped under existing conditions.
The proposed construction and operation of residential and office/commercial uses would not physically
disrupt or divide the arrangement of an established community. Existing and currently-under-construction
single- and multi-family residential communities surround the Project site to the west, northwest, northeast,
east, and southeast, as shown on Figure 2-3, Surrounding Land Uses and Development; however, there are
no components of the proposed Project with the potential to physically divide any of these existing
communities. Upon completion of the proposed Project, Class II bike facilities would be retained along
Melrose Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive, while a Class I bike path would be
accommodated by the Project along Sports Park Way, north of West Bobier Drive. Additional public
pedestrian pathways also are accommodated throughout the development, as depicted on DEIR Figure 3-4.
These pedestrian and bicycle amenities would ensure that access to and between surrounding residential
neighborhoods would not be affected. Therefore, the Project would not physically divide an established
community and not impose significant community impacts; therefore, no impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The proposed Project would not physically divide an established community; therefore no impact would
occur.
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in no impact, no mitigation is required.
4.9.3.2 Issue b. – Conflict with Land Use Plans or Policies
Would the Project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
A.

Impact Analysis



City of Oceanside General Plan

Land Use Element
As shown on Figure 3-1, Existing and Proposed General Plan Land Use Map, the Project proposes a
General Plan Amendment (GPA) to amend the City of Oceanside’s General Plan Land Use Element as it
applies to the portion of the Project site located east of Melrose Drive. The Project proposes to change the
General Plan land use designation on this portion of the site from Estate B Residential (EB-R) to the
following revised land use designations: Medium Density A Residential on the 8.496.17-acre Planning Area
2 (adjacent to Melrose Drive); and Medium Density B Residential on the 19.3619.18-acre Planning Area 3
(adjacent to West Bobier Drive and Sports Park Way).; and Approximately 34.11 acres are proposed to be
designated as Open Space, including in the northern 29.9132.61 acres in the northern area of the Project site,
and 1.5 acres located east of Sports Park Way. The western portion of the Project site (i.e., west of Melrose
Drive) is already designated by the City of Oceanside General Plan for Professional Commercial land uses,
and no changes are proposed to this existing designation as part of the Project’s GPA application.
Although the proposed Project would be inconsistent with the current General Plan’s EB-R land use
designation, such an inconsistency would only be significant if it were to result in significant, adverse
physical effects to the environment that would not otherwise occur with implementation of the Estate B
Residential designation. As disclosed in this DEIR, implementation of the proposed Project would develop
the subject property as a comprehensively planned, commercial, and single- and multi-family residential
mixed-use development, which would result in potentially significant adverse impacts to the environment.
This DEIR provides mitigation measures under each DEIR issue area to reduce the Project’s effect on the
environment to less-than-significant levels. Implementation of the proposed Project would not result in any
significant and unavoidable impacts to the environment. Accordingly, the Project’s inconsistency with the
City’s General Plan Estate B Residential designation is considered a less-than-significant land use impact.
In addition, City staff conducted a review of the proposed Project for consistency with the various goals and
policies of the City of Oceanside General Plan applicable to the Project, and determined the Project to be
consistent with all applicable General Plan policies, although additional analysis was conducted for Section
1.24 of the Land Use Element, as discussed below.
Section 1.24 of the Land Use Element protects topographic resources and has a policy that states that natural
slopes of twenty percent or more with a minimum height of 50 feet are to be preserved and integrated into
Project designs. The proposed Project contains an area in Planning Area 1 that contains slopes in excess of
20% with a minimum elevation difference of 50 feet; none of the other natural slopes on-site meet this
definition. Section 1.24 also states that the term natural slope shall apply to any man-made or altered slope
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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which, over time is indistinguishable from the natural terrain. The Project’s geotechnical consultant, Geocon
Inc. (Geocon), conducted a geotechnical evaluation regarding the existing slope in Planning Area 1.
The existing natural geologic terrain present on the majority of the site west of Melrose Drive was
determined by Geocon to contain erosional features consisting of drainage swales and canyons and appears
more random in shape with more variability along topographic contours. The upper surface of the existing
ground has a well-developed topsoil layer with a thickness varying from two to four feet that has naturally
formed over the past several thousand years. Topsoil develops by the chemical weathering of the underlying
formational materials along with bioturbation from animals and the natural decaying of organic plant
materials. The topsoil has the ability to support a wider variety of native plant materials as it can retain
moisture over longer periods and contains proper nutrients for growth. The geomorphic terrain has formed
over geological time due to normal processes of erosion and chemical weathering. Thus, Geocon concluded
that the manufactured uniform fill slopes within Planning Area 1 appear very different and can be easily
distinguished from the naturally occurring land forms on the remainder of the site due to the lack of topsoil
development and lack of natural erosion. Therefore, the Project is consistent with Section 1.24 of the Land
Use Element, because the Project proposes to preserve natural slopes and hillsides and any impacts that
could occur to a hillside would be limited to the manufactured hillside in Planning Area 1. (Geocon, 2016)
City Staff determined that the Project, with the implementation of mitigation measures and conditions of
approval to be imposed by the City, would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of any General
Plan goal or policy adopted for the purpose of protecting the environment. Accordingly, no impact would
occur due to a conflict with the General Plan goals and policies.



City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance

The Project proposes two zoning amendments to change the current zoning designations on the Project site.
The Project proposes to change the designation of the portion of the site located west of Melrose Drive from
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to Commercial Professional (CP). This amendment is proposed in order
bring the site’s zoning into conformance with the existing General Plan designation of Professional
Commercial (PC). The site’s existing Neighborhood Commercial zoning designation is inconsistent with the
Professional Commercial land use designation per the Zoning Consistency Matrix in the City of Oceanside’s
Zoning Ordinance Article Section 230. The Project also proposes to change the designation of the 60.97acre portion of the site located east of Melrose Drive from Residential Estate B-Scenic Park Overlay (RE-BSP) to Planned Development-Scenic Park Overlay (PD-SP). The proposed Planned Development-Scenic
Park Overlay zone would allow for a Development Plan to regulate the design regulations on the Project, as
described in further detail in DEIR Section 3.0, Project Description.
Although the proposed Project would be inconsistent with the Zoning Ordinance’s existing RE-B-SP and NC
zoning designations, such an inconsistency would only be significant if it were to result in significant,
adverse physical effects to the environment that would not likely otherwise occur with implementation of the
proposed rezones. As disclosed in this DEIR, implementation of the proposed Project would develop the
subject property with office/commercial and single- and multi-family residential uses, which would result in
adverse effects to the environment. This DEIR provides mitigation measures for each DEIR issue area to
reduce the Project’s effects on the environment to less-than-significant levels. Accordingly, the Project’s
inconsistency with the City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance’s RE-B-SP and NC zoning designations is
considered a less-than-significant land use impact.
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SANDAG San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

SANDAG’s recently merged the Regional Transportation Plan and the Regional Comprehensive Plan into
one document called, “San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (Regional Plan).” This document was
approved on October 9, 2015, and is the applicable planning document that applies to the proposed Project.
The Regional Plan goals are meant to provide guidance for considering the proposed Project within the
context of regional goals and policies. As shown in Table 4.9-1, Analysis of Consistency with San Diego
Forward: The Regional Plan Goals, implementation of the proposed Project would be consistent with these
Regional Plan goals. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.
Table 4.9-1
REGIONAL
OBJECTIVES
Mobility
Choices

Analysis of Consistency with San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan Goals
GOAL STATEMENT

PROJECT CONSISTENCY DISCUSSION

Provide safe, secure, healthy, affordable, and
convenient travel choices between the places where
people live, work, and play. Take advantage of new
technologies to make the transportation system more
efficient and environmentally friendly.

Consistent. This policy would be implemented by
cities and the County within the SANDAG region
as part of the overall planning and maintenance of
the regional transportation system. The Project
would have no adverse effect on such planning or
maintenance efforts. In any event, the Project
proposes multi-family housing adjacent to
alternative modes of transportation which would
provide convenient access to alternative travel
choices.
Consistent. This policy would be implemented by
cities and the County within the SANDAG region
as part of the overall planning and maintenance of
the regional transportation system. The Project
would have no adverse effect on such planning or
maintenance efforts.
In any event, DEIR
Subsection 4.14, Transportation/Traffic, evaluates
Project-related traffic impacts and specifies
mitigation measures to ensure that roadway and
intersection and intersection improvements needed
to accommodate Project traffic and cumulative
traffic volumes are implemented when warranted
Consistent. As described in DEIR Subsection 4.14,
Transportation/ Traffic, there is no component of
the proposed Project that would result in a
substantial safety hazard to motorists (refer to
analysis under Threshold d in Subsection 4.14.5.4).
Furthermore, DEIR Subsection 4.14 specifies
mitigation measures ensure that roadway and
intersection improvements meet safety standards
and operate as efficiently as is possible.
Consistent. This policy provides guidance to the
City to establish a local land use plan that facilitates
the use of facilities which are great and create
transportation choices that promote healthy
lifestyles. The proposed Project’s mixed-use plan,
design features and improvements would create a
great, healthy, walkable, vibrant, and accessible
development, including: 1) a Class I bike path along

Regional
Economic
Prosperity

Invest in transportation projects that provide access
for all communities to a variety of jobs with
competitive wages. Build infrastructure that makes
the movement of freight in our community more
efficient and environmentally friendly.

System
Preservation
& Safety

The transportation system should be well maintained
to protect the public’s investments in transportation.
It also is critical to ensure a safe regional
transportation system.

Healthy and
Complete
Communities

Create great places for everyone to live, work, and
play. Connect communities through a variety of
transportation choices that promote healthy lifestyles
including walking and biking.
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Analysis of Consistency with San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan Goals

REGIONAL
OBJECTIVES

GOAL STATEMENT

PROJECT CONSISTENCY DISCUSSION

Habitat
and
Open Space
Preservation

Focus growth in areas that are already urbanized,
allowing the region to set aside and restore more
open space in our less developed areas. Protect and
restore our region’s urban canyons, coastlines,
beaches, and water resources.

Partnerships/
Collaboration

Collaborate with Native American tribes, Mexico,
military bases, neighboring counties, infrastructure
providers, the private sector, and local communities
to design as transportation system that connects to
the mega-region and national network, and works for
everyone and fosters a high quality of life for all. As
we plan for our region, recognize the vital economic,
environmental, cultural, and community linkages
between the San Diego region and Baja California.

Environmental
Stewardship

Make transportation investments that result in
cleaner air, environmental protection, conservation,
efficiency, and sustainable living. Support energy
programs that promote sustainability.

West Bobier Drive and Sports Park Way; 2) Class II
bike facilities along Oceanside Boulevard/West
Bobier Drive and Melrose Drive; and 3) pedestrian
pathways provided throughout the proposed
development, as conceptually depicted on DEIR
Figure 3-4. All amenities proposed by the Project
would be constructed to Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.
Consistent. This policy provides guidance to the
City to establish a local land use plan that facilitates
the optimization of housing, and employment away
from rural areas and within planned/developed
areas of the City. The Project proposes a GPA and
two Zoning Amendments in order to concentrate
residential and office/commercial mixed use
development near major transportation facilities and
leave nearly 30 percent of the project area
conserved in permanent open space. The Project
site is located in an already developed area with
existing urban infrastructure. The Project would
promote future population and job growth,
including 60 new jobs, in an area with existing
infrastructure, including mass transit service
infrastructure, in a way that would also preserve
open space.
Consistent. This policy would be implemented by
cities and the County within the SANDAG region
as part of the overall collaboration between other
jurisdictions and groups. In any event, the Project
was subject to AB-52 consultation which
demonstrates collaboration with Native American
tribes in relation to the Project site. Refer to DEIR
Subsection 4.4, Cultural Resources¸ for a detailed
description of the results of the Native American
tribal consultation.
Consistent. This policy would be implemented by
cities and the County within the SANDAG region
as part of the overall Regional Plan. In any event,
the Project site would place multi-family housing
near alternative modes of transportation, thus
encouraging cleaner air, environmental protection,
conservation, efficiency, and sustainable living.

(SANDAG, 2015, pp. 10-11)



SDAQMD Regional Air Quality Strategy

The CARB’s SIP, which address federal requirements under CAA, and SDAPCD’s 2009 RAQS, which
addresses State requirements, are the air quality plans applicable to the Project site. The 2009 RAQS is
based in part on growth projections compiled by SANDAG, as well as air pollutant emissions models
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prepared by CARB. The growth projections prepared by SANDAG, as documented in the SANDAG Board
of Directors Agenda Item No. 10-02-16, are based on the land use plans developed by San Diego County and
other cities within the SDAB within their respective general plans (SANDAG, 2010). Projects that propose
general plan amendments or changes of a zoning designation may increase a property’s planned intensity of
use. The increased planned intensity can potentially result in increased stationary area source emissions
and/or increased mobile source emissions due to higher traffic volumes, when compared to the assumptions
used in the RAQS. In such a case, a potential conflict with the RAQS and SIP would occur. If however, a
project does not exceed the growth projections in the applicable local general plan, then the project is
considered to be consistent with the RAQS and SIP.
As evaluated under DEIR Subsection 4.2, Air Quality, Threshold a, prior to mitigation the Project has the
potential to exceed the growth projections of the RAQS and would result in operational emissions of ROGs
and CO that would exceed the SDAPCD significance thresholds. However, implementation of Mitigation
Measure MM 4.2-1 would ensure the Project’s emissions of ROGs and CO would be below the SDAPCD
significance thresholds. Updates to the RAQS by SANDAG occur regularly and would account for the
Project’s increase in planned density on-site. Therefore, with mitigation, the Project would be consistent
with the RAQS, and impacts due to a conflict would be reduced to a level below significant. (Ldn, 2016a, p.
24)



Oceanside Subarea Plan

The Oceanside Subarea Plan has not been formally adopted by the City of Oceanside; however, the City of
Oceanside nonetheless enforces the habitat conservation requirements as specified in the plans for lands
located within the City. As discussed under the analysis of Threshold f. in DEIR Subsection 4.3.5.7, the
Project’s design complies with applicable requirements specified in the Oceanside Subarea Plan. The
requirements applicable to the Project include: 1) Biological Reserve Criteria; 2) Wetlands Mitigation; 3)
Conservation and Buffer Requirements along Tributaries and Creeks; and 4) Off-site Mitigation. As
concluded in DEIR Subsection 4.3.5.7, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-1011
through MM 4.3-1819 to address potential direct and indirect impacts to biological resources, the Project
would not conflict with the Draft Subarea Plan. Accordingly, potential impacts due to a conflict with the
Oceanside Subarea Plan which has jurisdiction over the project, adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect would be less than significant with implementation of DEIR Subsection
Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-1011 through MM 4. 13-1719, and no additional mitigation measures are
required beyond those identified in DEIR Subsection 4.3.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project proposes to change the zoning designation for the portion of the site located west of Melrose
Drive, and to change the General Plan and zoning designations on the portion of the site located east of
Melrose Drive. However, the preceding analysis demonstrates that, with the incorporation of mitigation
measures as set forth throughout this DEIR would ensure the Project is consistent with the above-discussed
policy documents. Thus, the Project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project, and impacts would be less than significant.
C.
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting
Refer to the mitigation measures presented in the various Subsections of this DEIR, particularly mitigation
measures identified for Biological Resources (DEIR Subsection 4.3), Greenhouse Gas Emissions (DEIR
Subsection 4.6), and Transportation/Traffic (DEIR Subsection 4.14). In instances where significant impacts
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are identified in this DEIR for the Project’s construction and/or operational phases, mitigation measures are
imposed on the Project in each applicable Subsection of this DEIR, and implementation of the required
mitigation would reduce all Project-related impacts to less-than-significant levels. No additional mitigation
is required.
4.9.3.3 Issue c. – Conflict with Applicable Habitat Conservation Plan
Would the Project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
A.

Impact Analysis

The only habitat conservation and natural community conservation plan applicable to the Project site is the
Draft Oceanside Subarea Plan (“Oceanside Subarea Plan”), as discussed above in Subsection 4.9.3.2. As
concluded above, and based on the analysis presented under Threshold f. in DEIR Subsection 4.3, Biological
Resources, with the implementation of 1819 mitigation measures to address Project-related direct and
indirect impacts to biological resources, including four sensitive habitats, several of protected plants and
animals, and 0.14 acre of state and federal wetlands, the Project would not conflict with the Oceanside
Subarea Plan. These 1819 mitigation measures feature preserving habitat on-site (see MM 4.3-12 and MM
4.3-78), reducing impacts to sensitive species (see MM 4.3-1 and MM 4.3-10), implementing design features
(see MM 4.3-26, MM 4.3-57, MM 4.3-6), preconstruction biological surveys (MM 4.3-3, MM 4.3-4, and
MM 4.3-95), issuance of permits (See MM 4.3-89), and BMPs (See MM 4.3-1011 through MM 4.3-1718),
and corrective action (See MM 4.3-19.) Accordingly, impacts due to a conflict with applicable habitat
conservation plans or natural community conservation plans would be less than significant with
implementation of the mitigation specified in DEIR Subsection 4.3.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project proposes development within the Draft Subarea Plan which is the applicable habitat conservation
plan for the Project site. The Project’s consistency with the Draft Subarea Plan has been evaluated in
Subsection 4.3, Biological Resources, within this DEIR. Subsection 4.3 found the Project to be consistent
with the Oceanside Draft Subarea Plan by including mitigation measures that effectively minimize impacts to
sensitive communities, sensitive plant and animals, jurisdictional wetlands, and ensure compliance with the
Draft Subarea Plan to a level below significance (See MM 4.3-1 through MM 4.3-1719). With
implementation of the mitigation specified in DEIR Subsection 4.3, the Project would be fully consistent
with the Draft Subarea Plan. Thus, the Project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation
plan or natural community conservation plan and impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Refer to the mitigation measures presented in DEIR Subsection 4.3. Implementation of the mitigation
measures specified in DEIR Subsection 4.3 would ensure Project consistency with the Subarea Plan, and
impacts would be less than significant. No additional mitigation is required.
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4.10 NOISE
This Subsection addresses the environmental issue of noise. The information contained herein is based in
part on information contained in a technical report prepared by Ldn Consulting, Inc. (“Ldn Inc.”), dated
March 01, 2016, and titled “Noise Study, Melrose + Oceanside Planned Development” (Ldn, Inc., 2016c).
The report is included as Technical Appendix I to this DEIR. Refer to Section 8.0, References, for a
complete list of reference sources.
Subsequent to the public review period for this DEIR, the Project underwent a redesign to avoid impacts to
sensitive biological resources. As described further in Section 3.0, Project Description, and shown in
strikeout/underline text throughout the revised DEIR, as a result of the redesign the total number of units
proposed by the Project have been decreased from 313 units (including 78 multi-family dwelling units within
Planning Area 1, 37 single-family dwelling units within Planning Area 2, and 290 198 multi-family dwelling
units in Planning Area 3) to 301 units (including 78 multi-family dwelling units within Planning Area 1, 33
single-family dwelling units within Planning Area 2, and 190 multi-family dwelling units in Planning Area
3.) The analysis and calculations within the Noise Study prepared by Ldn utilized the dwelling unit count of
313 units, or 10 more dwelling units than are currently proposed; thus, the analysis within the Noise Study
represents a “worst-case” analysis and overstates, rather than understates, the Project’s potential impacts due
to vehicular-related noise. Additionally, due to the reduction in areas planned for grading and disturbance
from 38.283 acres to 35.3536.17 acres, daily construction noise associated with grading also would be
slightly reduced as compared to what is disclosed herein and in the Project’s Noise Study. It should be noted
that 1.19 acres associated with the existing Sports Park Way right-of-way are not included in the grading and
impact acreage as these areas already are improved and would not be subject to additional grading.
However, the grading footprint does include 0.82-acre of off-site grading associated with the existing
improved rights-of-way for Melrose Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive. While impact
acreage and total number of dwelling units have been updated in this Subsection, the estimated noise levels
shown in the text and tables throughout this Subsection are based on a total of 313 dwelling units and
disturbance over 38.328 acres of the Project site.
4.10.1.1 Acoustical Fundamentals
Noise is defined as unwanted or annoying sound which interferes with or disrupts normal activities.
Exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause hearing loss. The individual human response
to environmental noise is based on the sensitivity of that individual, the type of noise that occurs, and when
the noise occurs. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 4)
Sound is measured on a logarithmic scale consisting of sound pressure levels known as a decibel (dB). The
sounds heard by humans typically do not consist of a single frequency but of a broadband of frequencies
having different sound pressure levels. The method for evaluating all the frequencies of the sound is to apply
an A-weighting to reflect how the human ear responds to the different sound levels at different frequencies.
The A-weighted sound level adequately describes the instantaneous noise whereas the equivalent sound level
depicted as Leq represents a steady sound level containing the same total acoustical energy as the actual
fluctuating sound level over a given time interval. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 4)
The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is the 24-hour A-weighted average for sound, with
corrections for evening and nighttime hours. The corrections require an addition of 5 decibels to sound
levels in the evening hours between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m., and an addition of 10 decibels to sound levels at
nighttime hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. These additions are made to account for the increased
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sensitivity during the evening and nighttime hours when sound is perceived to be louder. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c,
p. 4)
A vehicle’s noise level is a combination of the noise produced by a vehicle’s engine, exhaust, and tires. The
cumulative traffic noise levels along a roadway segment are based on three primary factors: the amount of
traffic, the travel speed of the traffic, and the vehicle mix ratio or number of medium and heavy trucks. The
intensity of traffic noise is increased by higher traffic volumes, greater speeds, and increased number of
trucks. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 4)
Because mobile/traffic noise levels are calculated on a logarithmic scale, a doubling of the traffic noise or
acoustical energy results in a noise level increase of 3 dBA. Therefore the doubling of the traffic volume,
without changing the vehicle speeds or mix ratio, results in a noise increase of 3 dBA. Mobile noise levels
radiate in an almost oblique fashion from the source and drop off at a rate of 3 dBA for each doubling of
distance under hard site conditions and at a rate of 4.5 dBA for soft site conditions. Hard site conditions
consist of concrete, asphalt, and hard pack dirt while soft site conditions exist in areas having slight grade
changes, landscaped areas, and vegetation. Alternately, fixed/point sources radiate outward uniformly as it
travels away from the source. Their sound levels attenuate or drop off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling
of distance. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 4)
The most effective noise reduction methods consist of controlling the noise at the source and blocking the
noise transmission with barriers. Any or all of these methods may be required to reduce noise levels to an
acceptable level. To be effective, a noise barrier must have enough mass to prevent significant noise
transmission through it and be high enough and long enough to shield the receiver from the noise source. A
safe minimum surface weight for a noise barrier is 3.5 pounds/square foot (equivalent to 3/4-inch plywood),
and the barrier must be constructed so that there are no cracks or openings. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 5)
Barriers constructed of wood or as a wooden fence must have minimum design considerations as follows: the
boards must be ¾-inch thick and free of any gaps or knot holes; and the design must also incorporate either
overlapping the boards at least 1 inch or utilizing a tongue-and-grove design for this to be achieved. (Ldn,
Inc., 2016c, p. 5)
4.10.1.2 Vibration Fundamentals
Vibration is a trembling or oscillating motion of the ground. Like noise, vibration is transmitted in waves,
but in this case through the ground or solid objects. Unlike noise, vibration is typically felt rather than heard.
Vibrations can be either natural as in the form of earthquakes or volcanic eruptions, or man-made as from
explosions or heavy machinery. Both natural and manmade vibration may be continuous, such as from
operating machinery, or infrequent, as from an explosion. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 5)
As with noise, vibration can be described by both its amplitude and frequency. Amplitude may be
characterized in three ways: displacement, velocity, and acceleration. Particle displacement is a measure of
the distance that a vibrated particle travels from its original position and for the purposes of soil displacement
is typically measured in inches or millimeters. Particle velocity is the rate of speed at which soil particles
move in inches per second of millimeters per second. Particle acceleration is the rate of change in velocity
with respect to time and is measured in inches per second or millimeters per second. Typically, particle
velocity (measured in inches or millimeters per second) and/or acceleration (measured in gravities) are used
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to describe vibration. Table 4.10-1, Human Reaction to Typical Vibration Levels, shows the human reaction
to various levels of peak particle velocity. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 5)
Vibrations also vary in frequency and this affects perception. Typical construction vibrations fall in the 10 to
30 Hz range and usually occurring around 15 Hz. Traffic vibrations exhibit a similar range of frequencies;
however, due to their suspension systems, it is less common to measure traffic frequencies above 30 Hz.
(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 5)
Propagation of ground-borne vibrations is complicated and difficult to predict because of the endless
variations in the soil through which the waves travel. There are three main types of vibration propagation:
surface, compression, and shear waves. Surface waves, or Rayleigh waves, travel along the ground’s
surface. These waves carry most of their energy along an expanding circular wave front, similar to ripples
produced by dropping an object into water. P-waves, or compression waves, are waves that carry their
energy along an expanding spherical wave front. The particle motion in these waves is longitudinal. Swaves, or shear waves, are also body waves that carry energy along an expanding spherical wave front.
However, unlike P-waves, the particle motion is transverse, or side-to-side and perpendicular to the direction
of propagation. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, pp. 5-6)
As vibration waves propagate from a source, the energy is spread over an ever-increasing area such that the
energy level is reduced with the distance from the energy source. This geometric spreading loss is inversely
proportional to the square of the distance. Wave energy is also reduced with distance as a result of material
damping in the form of internal friction, soil layering, and special voids. The amount of attenuation provided
by material damping varies with soil types and condition as well as the frequency of the wave. (Ldn, Inc.,
2016c, p. 6)

4.10.1 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT ON-SITE
Noise measurements were taken August 10, 2015 by the Project’s noise consultant (Ldn, Inc.) in the morning
hours using a Larson-Davis Model LxT Type 1 precision sound level meter. The sound level meter was
programmed, in "slow" mode, to record noise levels in "A" weighted form. The sound level meter and
microphone were mounted on a tripod, five feet above the ground and equipped with a windscreen during all
measurements. The sound level meter was calibrated before and after the monitoring using a Larson-Davis
calibrator, Model CAL 200. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 10)
Monitoring location 1 (ML1) was located along Melrose Drive and Monitoring Location 2 (ML2) was
located along Oceanside Boulevard. The results of the noise level measurements are presented in Table
4.10-2, Measured Ambient Noise Levels. The noise measurements were monitored for a time period of 15
minutes during normal traffic conditions. The existing noise levels in the Project area consisted primarily of
traffic from adjacent Melrose Drive and Oceanside Boulevard. The Sprinter rail is located across Oceanside
Boulevard but because it is depressed below the roadway several feet, rail noise is not highly audible on the
Project site.
The ambient Leq noise level measured in the area of the Project site during the morning hours was found to
be roughly 63-67 dBA Leq. The statistical indicators Lmax, Lmin, L10, L50 and L90, are given for the
monitoring location. The Lmax is the maximum sound level for a noise source, while Lmin is the lowest
recorded noise level. L10, L50, and L90 represent noise levels expected 10%, 50%, and 90% of the time,

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.10-3

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.10 NOISE

Table 4.10-1 Human Reaction to Typical Vibration Levels

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 2-1)

Table 4.10-2 Measured Ambient Noise Levels

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 4-1)

respectively. As can be seen from the L90 data, 90% of the time the noise level is 50 dBA from Melrose
Drive and 53 dBA from Oceanside Boulevard. The noise monitoring location is provided graphically in
Figure 4.10-1, Ambient Noise Monitoring Locations. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 10)

4.10.2 METHODOLOGY
4.10.2.1 Construction Noise
Construction noise represents a short-term impact on the ambient noise levels. Noise generated by
construction equipment includes haul trucks, water trucks, graders, dozers, loaders, and scrapers and can
reach relatively high levels. Grading activities typically represent one of the highest potential sources for

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.10-4

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.10 NOISE

Figure 4.10-1 Ambient Noise Monitoring Locations

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Figure 4-A)
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noise impacts. The most effective method of controlling construction noise is through local control of
construction hours and by limiting the hours of construction to normal weekday working hours. (Ldn, Inc.,
2016c, p. 26)
The City of Oceanside does not have property line standards for construction. Because the City does not
have property line standards for construction, the City of San Diego 75 dBA Leq standard is utilized in the
analysis. Division 4 of Article 9.5 of the City of San Diego Municipal Code addresses the limits of
disturbing or offensive construction noise. The Municipal Code states that with the exception of an
emergency, it should be unlawful to conduct any construction activity so as to cause, at or beyond the
property lines of any property zoned residential, an average sound level greater than 75 decibels during the
12-hour period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 26)
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has compiled data regarding the noise generating
characteristics of specific types of construction equipment. Noise levels generated by heavy construction
equipment can range from 60 dBA to in excess of 100 dBA when measured at 50 feet. However, these noise
levels diminish rapidly with distance from the construction site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per
doubling of distance. For example, a noise level of 75 dBA measured at 50 feet from the noise source to the
receptor would be reduced to 69 dBA at 100 feet from the source to the receptor, and reduced to 63 dBA at
200 feet from the source. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 26)
Using a point-source noise prediction model, calculations of the expected construction noise levels were
completed. The essential model input data for these performance equations include the source levels of the
equipment, source to receiver horizontal and vertical separations, the amount of time the equipment is
operating in a given day (also referred to as the duty-cycle), and any transmission loss from topography or
barriers. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 26)
4.10.2.2 On-Site Roadway Noise
The critical model input parameters, which determine the projected vehicular traffic noise levels, include
vehicle travel speeds, the percentages of automobiles, medium trucks and heavy trucks in the roadway
volume, the site conditions (hard or soft) and the peak hour traffic volume. The peak hour traffic volumes
along most roadways range between 6-12% of the average daily traffic (ADT) and 10% is generally
acceptable for noise modeling purposes. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 12)
Table 4.10-3, Traffic Parameters, presents the roadway parameters used in the analysis including the average
daily traffic volumes, vehicle speeds and the hourly traffic flow distribution (vehicle mix) for the future
Buildout conditions. The vehicle mix provides the hourly distribution percentages of automobile, medium
trucks and heavy trucks for input into the Sound32 Model. A standard City traffic mix of 96/2/2 was utilized
on all roadways. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 12)
The required coordinate information necessary for the Sound32 traffic noise prediction model input was
taken from the preliminary site plans included as part of the Project’s applications. To predict the future
noise levels, the preliminary site plans were used to identify the pad elevations, the roadway elevations, and
the relationship between the noise source(s) and the receptor areas. Traffic was consolidated into a single
lane for both directional flows of traffic on all roadways. The roadway segments were extended a minimum
of 500 feet beyond the observer locations. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 12)
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Table 4.10-3 Traffic Parameters

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 4-2)

To evaluate the potential noise impacts on the proposed Project, outdoor observers were placed five feet
above the pad elevation and near the center of the use area. Building façade noise levels were also
determined using a height of five feet above the pad elevations for ground level areas, 15 feet above the pad
elevations for the second floor areas and 25 feet above the pads for the third floor. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 12)
4.10.2.3 On-Site Rail Line Noise
Based on the posted North County Transit District (NCTD) schedule for the Sprinter, the model assumed
four Sprinter trains per hour during daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.), and an average of 1.3 trains per
hour during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.). The AT&SF railroad passes the site area twice a
day; it was assumed that these pass-by trips occurred during nighttime hours. To represent worst-case
conditions, the noise model did not take into account any intervening topography or buildings that would
provide noise attenuation. Based on the CREATE model for the Sprinter and AT&SF trains, the combined
railroad services 50 feet from the railroad tracks is 67 dBA Ldn (68 dBA CNEL). The Project site is located
over 220 feet from the rail line. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 17)
4.10.2.4 Roadway and Rail Combined Noise Levels
Roadway noise and train activity noise were combined to determine the overall combined noise levels at the
Project site. Based on the location of the noise sources, the portion of the Project site that would receive the
highest level of combined noise is adjacent to Oceanside Boulevard west of Melrose Drive. Sound levels are
logarithmic and so cannot be manipulated without being converted back to a linear scale. The antilog for
each number must first be determined, then added or subtracted and then the log must be applied again in the
following way: (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, pp. 17-18)
10 ∗

∑ 10

10 ∗

10

10

= 65 dBA CNEL

Adding the roadway and train noise sources yields a combined noise level of 65 dBA CNEL at the most
impacted location on the Project site (adjacent to Oceanside Boulevard west of Melrose Drive). (Ldn, Inc.,
2016c, p. 18)
4.10.2.5 Off-site Project-Related Transportation Noise Levels
The off-site Project-related roadway segment noise levels reported herein were calculated using the methods
in the Highway Noise Model published by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA Highway Traffic
Noise Prediction Model, FHWA-RD-77-108, December, 1978). The FHWA Model uses the traffic volume,
vehicle mix, speed, and roadway geometry to compute the equivalent noise level. A spreadsheet calculation
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was used which computes equivalent noise levels for each of the time periods used in the calculation of
CNEL. Weighting these equivalent noise levels and summing them gives the CNEL for the traffic
projections. The noise contours are then established by iterating the equivalent noise level over many
distances until the distance to the desired noise contour(s) are found. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 18)
Because mobile/traffic noise levels are calculated on a logarithmic scale, a doubling of the traffic noise or
acoustical energy results in a noise level increase of 3 dBA. Therefore the doubling of the traffic volume,
without changing the vehicle speeds or mix ratio, results in a noise increase of 3 dBA. Mobile noise levels
radiate in an almost oblique fashion from the source and drop off at a rate of 3 dBA for each doubling of
distance under hard site conditions and at a rate of 4.5 dBA for soft site conditions. Hard site conditions
consist of concrete, asphalt, and hard pack dirt, while soft site conditions exist in areas having slight grade
changes, landscaped areas, and vegetation. Hard site conditions, to be conservative, were used to develop
the identified noise contours and analyze noise impacts along all roadway segments. The future traffic noise
model utilizes a typical, City of Oceanside vehicle mix of 96% Autos, 2% Medium Trucks, and 2% Heavy
Trucks for all analyzed roadway segments. The vehicle mix provides the hourly distribution percentages of
automobile, medium trucks, and heavy trucks for input into the FHWA Model. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, pp. 18-19)
4.10.2.6 Existing Noise Standards, Policies, and Regulations
A.

City of Oceanside General Plan Noise Element

The City of Oceanside General Plan Noise Element addresses the control and abatement of environmental
noise and specifies the maximum allowable exterior noise levels for developments that would be impacted
by construction noise; transportation noise sources such as arterial roads, freeways, airports, and railroads; or
other sources of noise.
B.

City of Oceanside Construction Noise Standards

The City of Oceanside General Plan Noise Element sets forth the following standards with regards to
construction noise (Oceanside, 2002g, p. 25):
1. It should be unlawful for any person within any residential zone or 500' therefrom to operate any pile
driver, power shovel, pneumatic, power hoist, or other construction equipment between 8 PM and 7
AM generating an ambient noise level of 50dBA at any property line, unless an emergency exists.
2. It should be unlawful for any person to operate any construction equipment at a level in excess of
85dBA at 100' from the source.
3. It should be unlawful for any person to engage in construction activities between 6 PM and 7 AM
when such activities exceed the ambient noise level by 5dBA. A special permit may be granted by the
Director of Public Works if extenuating circumstances exist.
The City of Oceanside has not yet adopted vibration criteria. The United States Department of
Transportation Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides criteria for acceptable levels of groundborne
vibration for various types of special buildings that are sensitive to vibration. For purposes of identifying
project-related vibration impacts, the FTA criteria will be used. The human reaction to various levels of
vibration is highly subjective. The upper end of the range shown for the threshold of perception, or roughly
65 VdB, may be considered annoying by some people. Vibration below 65 VdB may also cause secondary
audible effects, such as a slight rattling of doors, suspended ceilings/fixtures, windows, and dishes, any of
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which may result in additional annoyance. Table 4.10-4, Groundborne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria
(Human Annoyance) shows the FTA groundborne vibration and noise impact criteria for human annoyance.
(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 7)
In addition to the vibration annoyance standards presented above, the FTA also applies the following
standards for construction vibration damage. As shown in Table 4.10-5, Groundborne Vibration Impact
Criteria (Structural Damage), structural damage is possible for typical residential construction when peak
particle velocity (PPV) exceeds 0.2 inch per second (in/sec). This criterion is the threshold at which there is
a risk of damage to normal dwellings. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 8)
In the context of this analysis, the noise and vibration impacts associated with the construction operations
will be conditioned to comply with the thresholds stated above. The potential noise and vibration impacts
are analyzed separately below in Table 4.10-5. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 8)
Table 4.10-4 Groundborne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria (Human Annoyance)

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 3-1)

Table 4.10-5 Groundborne Vibration Impact Criteria (Structural Damage)

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 3-2)
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City of Oceanside Transportation-Related Noise Standards

The City of Oceanside’s Noise Element establishes a policy that exterior sensitive areas must be protected
from high levels of noise. For noise sensitive residential land uses, the Noise Element establishes a
“normally acceptable” exterior noise level goal of 65 dBA CNEL for the outdoor areas and an interior noise
level of less than 45 dBA CNEL. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 7)
The Noise Element also establishes a policy for interior noise levels which should not exceed a maximum of
45 dBA CNEL in all habitual rooms when the exterior of the residence is exposed to levels of 60 dBA CNEL
or more. If windows and doors are required to be closed to meet the interior noise standard, then mechanical
ventilation (i.e., air conditioning) shall be provided to ensure consistency with the Noise Ordinance
requirements. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 7)
D.

City of Oceanside Noise Control Ordinance

The City of Oceanside has adopted a Noise Control Ordinance, which is codified in Chapter 38 of the City’s
Municipal Code. Except for exempted activities and sounds as provided in Chapter 38, the Noise Control
Ordinance prohibits the creation of noise to the extent that the one-hour average sound level at the property
line with adjoining land uses exceeds the values presented in Table 4.10-6, Noise Control Ordinance
General Sound Level Limits, based on the zoning designation for the receiving property. For lands within the
PD (Planned Development) zone, the sound level limit is that limit which would be otherwise applicable in
the residential district zone (RE, RS, RM, RH or RT) corresponding to density of the residential development
in that PD zone. For any non-residential land use within a PD zone, the sound level limit is that limit
corresponding to the C (commercial) or I (industrial) zone which would be applicable to that use if not
subject to the PD zone. When property lines form the joint boundary of two (2) base district zones, the
exterior sound level limit is the arithmetic mean of the limit applicable to each of the two (2) zones.
(Oceanside, 2016, Ldn, Inc., 2015c, p. 9)
Table 4.10-6 Noise Control Ordinance General Sound Level Limits

Note: Base District Zones and associated noise level limits surrounding the Project site are highlighted in grey.
(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 3-3)
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4.10.3 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant noise impact if the Project or any Project-related
component would:
a.

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

b.

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise
levels;

c.

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project;

d.

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project;

e.

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; or

f.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section XII of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines
and address typical adverse project effects due to noise. (OPR, 2009).
4.10.3.1 Significance Thresholds
A.

Construction Noise Threshold

Based on the construction characteristics associated with the proposed Project, the following construction
noise thresholds, based on the City of Oceanside Noise Element, shall apply:
1. It should be unlawful for any person to operate any construction equipment at a level in excess of
85dBA at 100' from the source.
2. It should be unlawful for any person to engage in construction activities between 6 PM and 7 AM
when such activities exceed the ambient noise level by 5dBA. A special permit may be granted by the
Director of Public Works if extenuating circumstances exist.
B.

On-Site Noise from Transportation Threshold

In conformance with the City of Oceanside policy, on-site noise from transportation noise sources would be
considered significant if the Project were to expose on-site residents to exterior noise levels in excess of 65
dBA CNEL for the outdoor usable areas and an interior noise level of less than 45 dBA CNEL. Interior
noise levels should be mitigated to a maximum of 45 dBA CNEL in all habitual rooms when the exterior of
the residence is exposed to levels of 60 dBA CNEL or more, or if the Project were to expose on-site residents
to interior noise levels in excess of 45 dBA CNEL. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 7)
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.10-11

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
C.

4.10 NOISE

On-Site Operational Noise Threshold

In conformance with the City of Oceanside policy, on-site noise from operational activities (e.g., lawn care
equipment, etc.) would be considered significant if the Project were to expose on-site residents in a PD zone
to noise levels in excess of the sound level limits which would be otherwise applicable in the residential zone
(RE, RS, RM, RH, or RT). For any non-residential land use within the PD zone, the sound level limit that is
the limited to the corresponding commercial zone would be applicable to that use. For a list of the
operational nose level limits in the various zones, refer to Table 4.10-6, above. When property lines for the
joint boundary of two base district zones, the sound level limit shall be the arithmetic mean of the limit
applicable to each of the two zones. Based on the proposed uses in the proposed PD zone, on-site noise from
operational activities would be considered significant if the Project were to expose on-site residents to noise
levels in excess of between 50-65 dBA depending on the base zone. For open space zones, and single-family
and medium density residential zones (i.e., Planning Area 2), noise levels in excess of 50 dBA would be
significant. In high density residential zones (i.e., Planning Areas 1 and 3), nose levels in excess of 55 dBA
would be significant. In the commercial zone, nose levels in excess of 65 dBA would be significant. (Ldn,
Inc., 2016c, p. 9)
D.

Off-Site Project-Related Transportation Noise Threshold

Community noise level changes greater than 3 dBA are often identified as audible and considered potentially
significant, while changes less than 1 dBA will not be discernible to local residents (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 19).
In the range of 1 to 3 dBA, residents who are very sensitive to noise may perceive a slight change. This
threshold of 3dBA is accepted with the acoustic profession based on practical experience and generally
accepted community standards. Therefore, the level at which changes in community noise levels become
discernible is likely greater than 1 dBA and 3 dBA appears to be appropriate for most people. For the
purposes for this analysis, a direct roadway noise impact would be considered significant if the Project
increases noise levels for a noise sensitive land use by 3 dBA CNEL and/or if the Project increases noise
levels above an unacceptable noise level per the City’s General Plan, referenced above in Subsection
4.10.2.6D, in the area adjacent to the roadway segment. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 19)

4.10.4 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.10.4.1 Issue a. – Exposure To Noise Levels
Would the Project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
A.

Impact Analysis

During near-term construction activities, the Project has the potential to expose surrounding land uses to
excessive construction-related noise levels. For purposes of analysis, and because the City of Oceanside
does not have property line standards for construction, the County of San Diego’s 75 dBA Leq standard is
used. Additionally, the proposed Project has the potential to expose future on-site residences to noise levels
in excess of the City’s General Plan Noise Element standards, including noise from traffic on surrounding
roadways and the Sprinter station located immediately south of the Project site. In addition, Project-related
traffic has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to mobile-source related noise levels in excess of City
standards. Each is discussed below.
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Construction-Related Noise Effects
Based on the EPA noise emissions, empirical data, and the amount of equipment needed to construct the
Project as shown in DEIR Table 3-12, worst-case noise levels from the construction equipment operations
would occur during grading/site preparation. The Project’s proposed Planned Development and Mixed Use
Plan (PD/MUP) indicates that grading will be balanced within each Planning Area in order to allow phased
development. Due to physical constraints and normal site preparation operations, it is reasonable to assume
that most of the construction equipment would be spread out over the Planning Area under construction.
Based upon the proposed site plan, the majority of the grading operations would occur more than 200 feet
from the nearest property lines with adjacent properties. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, pp. 26-27)
The worst-case noise condition would occur when the construction equipment is working in close proximity
to each other at an average distance of approximately 200 feet from the property lines. The calculated
projected construction noise levels are summarized in Table 4.10-7, Construction Noise Levels. The amount
of time the equipment would be utilized over an 8-hour period at this distance from the property line is also
given and factored into the average noise level calculations. This is referred to as the duty-cycle. (Ldn, Inc.,
2016c, p. 27)
As shown in Table 4.10-7, construction of the proposed Project would result in a worst-case noise level of
82.2 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Thus, noise levels anticipated during construction of the proposed Project
would not exceed the City of Oceanside General Plan Noise Element threshold of 85 dBA at 100 feet.
However, in the event construction activities occur at night (i.e., between 8 PM and 7 AM), there is a
potential for Project construction-related activities to violate the noise thresholds set forth in the General Plan
Noise Element. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 27) The General Plan Noise Element states that it should be unlawful
for any person to engage in construction activities between 6PM and 7AM when such activities exceed the
ambient noise level by 5 dBA (Oceanside, 2002g, p. 25). This is a significant impact for which mitigation, in
the form of timing restrictions consistent with the Noise Element standards, shall be required.
Table 4.10-7 Construction Noise Levels

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 5-1)
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On-Site Noise Effects from Transportation-Related Sources
Future residents of the proposed Project would be subject to noise from traffic along adjacent roadways, and
noise from the Sprinter line that occurs immediately south of Oceanside Boulevard. The modeled observer
locations for the sampled units of the proposed Project are presented in Figure 4.10-2, Modeled Outdoor
Receptor Locations.
Based on the CREATE model used by Ldn, Inc. to calculate noise levels associated with the Sprinter line,
the Project would experience, in the worst case scenario, unshielded noise levels associated with the Sprinter
line of 59 dBA CNEL for residential units located closest to the Sprinter line (220 feet from the rail line), and
noise levels less than the worst case scenario further away from the Sprinter line. This is consistent with the
noise levels observed by Ldn, Inc. during the site survey due to the topography (Sprinter line is depressed
below the elevation of the Project site). (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 17) The Project would be exposed to exterior
noise levels below the City’s standard of 60 dBA CNEL; thus, noise associated with the Sprinter line would
have a less-than-significant direct noise impact on future Project residents.
Modeling results for traffic noise on-site are quantitatively shown in Table 4.10-8, Traffic-Related Exterior
Noise Levels, for the unmitigated and mitigated scenarios. Based on the data presented in Table 4.10-8,
future Project residences adjacent to Oceanside Boulevard and Melrose Drive would be exposed to exterior
noise levels up to 72 dBA CNEL. Because this noise level is greater than 60 dBA CNEL, the noise level is a
significant impact for which mitigation would be required. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, pp. 14-15)
The City of Oceanside as part of its General Plan Noise Element also states, consistent with Title 24 of the
California Code of Regulations (CCR), a project is required to perform an interior assessment on the portions
of a project site where building façade noise levels are above 60 dBA CNEL in order to ensure a 45 dBA
CNEL interior noise level. The lower and upper floor building facades were modeled to determine the
anticipated worst case future noise levels at the building facades. As shown in Table 4.10-8, several of the
proposed structures on-site would be subjected to exterior noise in excess of 60 dBA CNEL. Basic
calculations conducted by Ldn, Inc. show that a windows-open condition would only reduce the interior
noise levels 12-15 dBA CNEL and not provide adequate interior noise mitigation to ensure 45 dBA CNEL
interior noise level. A windows-closed condition would be required for the affected units, which would
require means of mechanical ventilation (i.e., air conditioning) along with upgraded windows for all sensitive
rooms (e.g. bedrooms and living spaces). This is a significant impact for which mitigation would be
required. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 14)
Although noise associated with the Sprinter line would result in less-than-significant impacts to the Project’s
residences, when combined with traffic-related noise there is a potential for impacts due to the combined
noise levels. The calculations performed by Ldn, Inc. determined that the maximum combined noise level
affecting a residential structure on-site would be approximately 65 dBA. The maximum combined noise
level of 65 dBA would occur in the southern portion of Planning Area 1 located along Oceanside Boulevard
west of Melrose Drive (Receptor Locations 29 and 30 on Figure 4.10-2), which exceeds the City’s 60 dBA
CNEL threshold. This is a significant impact for which mitigation would be required. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p.
17)
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Figure 4.10-2 Modeled Outdoor Receptor Locations

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Figure 4-B)
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Table 4.10-8 Traffic-Related Exterior Noise Levels

* Interior Noise Assessment required if residential façade noise level is above 60 dBA CNEL.
(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 4-3)
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On-Site Operational Noise-Related Effects
The required sound levels at a Project’s property boundary depend on the time of day and the land use zone.
The Project site is zoned for both residential and commercial uses. The commercial zone (C), allows an
equivalent one-hour sound level of 65 dBA Leq-h between 7 A.M. and 9:59 P.M. and 60 dBA from 10 P.M.
to 6:59 A.M at the property lines. The existing and proposed residential uses allow an equivalent one-hour
sound level of 50 dBA Leq-h between 7 A.M. and 9:59 P.M. and 45 dBA from 10 P.M. to 6:59 A.M at the
property lines. When two joint boundaries differ in zoning, the City of Oceanside Noise Ordinance utilizes
the arithmetic mean of the two standards. The section will analyze the noise levels at the property line to
determine the worst case noise levels, any impacts, and necessary mitigation solutions, if needed. (Ldn, Inc.,
2016c, p. 29)
Traffic associated with parking lots is typically not of sufficient volume to exceed community noise
standards, which are based on a time-averaged scale. However, the instantaneous sound levels generated by
car doors slamming, car alarms, and engines starting up may be an annoyance to adjacent sensitive receptors.
The estimated maximum noise levels associated with parking lot activities typically range from 60-65 dBA
and are short term. The Project parking spaces would not generate a significant amount of noise-related
activities. It should be noted that parking lot noises are instantaneous noise levels whereas noise standards
are averaged over time. As a result, actual noise levels over time resulting from parking lot activities would
be far lower. Therefore, the proposed parking would not result in substantially noise levels and no impacts
are anticipated. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 29)
Typically, mechanical equipment (HVAC) noise is 50-55 dBA at 50 feet from the source. HVAC units
would be included on the roof of the proposed office building. In addition, the HVAC units would be
shielded by a mechanical screen and/or the roof parapet, which would further reduce the noise. The noise
from the HVAC units would meet the City’s Noise Standards at the nearest existing and proposed residents.
Additionally, mechanical ventilation system will cycle on and off throughout the day, meaning that the
average noise levels over 24 hours are less than 50-55 dBA CNEL at 50 feet. Impacts from mechanical
equipment would be less than significant. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, pp. 29-30)
Noise generated from residential uses is generally from sources such as amplified music, barking dogs, and
landscape maintenance equipment that may be disturbing to other residents. Noise impacts are more likely
to occur in the more densely developed areas of the project site where residences would be closer together
and neighbors would be more likely to hear a neighbor’s dog or music. Section 38.16 of the Oceanside
Municipal Code prohibits nuisance noise at any time which causes discomfort or annoyance to reasonable
persons of normal sensitivity. Compliance with the noise ordinance would limit exposure to excessive
nuisance noise. The Oceanside Police Department enforces the nuisance noise provisions of the noise
ordinance. Additionally, nuisance noises would be different from each other in kind, duration, and location,
so that the overall effects would be separate and in most cases would not affect the receptors at the same
time. Instances of nuisance noise would be addressed on an individual case basis by the Oceanside Police
Department. Therefore, nuisance noise from the proposed residence would not result in significant impacts.
(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 30)
The project site would be landscaped; therefore, regular maintenance would be required. Maintenance
activities would include the use of mowers, trimmers, and blowers, which would result in intermittent short
term temporary noise increases. Maintenance activities are permitted uses and would be subject to the
daytime one-hour Leq noise limits in residential neighborhoods. Maintenance equipment would not be
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operating at any one location for more than a few minutes and it is not likely that the equipment would be
operating all at the same time. Therefore, operation of maintenance equipment would generally not exceed
the hourly noise level limit at adjacent residential receptors and no impacts are anticipated. (Ldn, Inc.,
2016c, p. 30)
Based on the operational noise levels for the proposed Project, none of the proposed noise sources are
anticipated to exceed the property line standards at the surrounding property lines. Therefore, the proposed
development related operational noise levels comply with the City’s noise standards. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p.
30) A less-than-significant impact would occur.
Off-Site Traffic Noise-Related Effects
Vehicular traffic generated by the Project would have the potential to increase roadway noise in the areas
off-site. To determine if noise level increases associated with the development of the Project would create
noise impacts off-site, the Project’s traffic assessment (DEIR Technical Appendix J), was used to develop
noise contours for the following traffic scenarios: (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 19)




Existing: Current day noise conditions without construction of the Project.
Existing Plus Project: Current day noise conditions plus the completion of the Project.
Existing vs. Existing Plus Project: Comparison of Project-related noise level increases.

The existing noise levels and reference distances to the 65 dBA CNEL contours for the roadways in the
vicinity of the Project site are given in Table 4.10-9, Existing Plus Project Noise Levels. Table 4.10-10,
Existing Plus Project Noise Levels, depicts the noise levels projected with Project traffic. The noise level
increases caused by the Project’s traffic along study area road segments is provided in Table 4.10-11,
Existing vs. Existing Plus Project Noise Levels. Note that the values given do not take into account the effect
of any noise barriers, structures, or topography that may attenuate roadway noise levels. As shown in Table
4.10-11, with the addition of Project traffic the overall roadway segment noise levels would increase from
0.0 dBA CNEL to 0.6 dBA CNEL. Because the Project’s traffic would not create a noise increase of more
than 3 dBA CNEL on any roadway segment, the increase in noise from Project-related traffic would be less
than significant based on the City of Oceanside Noise Element criteria for transportation-related noise.
Additionally, and as shown in Table 4.10-11, the Project would not result in an increase in noise along any
study area road segment that would change the noise levels from acceptable (without Project traffic) to
unacceptable (with the addition of Project traffic). Accordingly, the Project’s transportation-related noise
impacts would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

If Project construction occurs at night (6PM to 7AM), nighttime construction activities would have the
potential to expose nearby sensitive receptors to noise level increases that exceed the City’s significance
threshold for nighttime construction noise. Homes built on the Project site would be exposed to traffic noise
levels that exceed the City’s interior and exterior noise standards, which is a significant impact. On-site
operational noise and off-site Project-related traffic noise would not increase noise levels beyond the City
significance thresholds on either a direct or cumulatively considerable basis.
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Table 4.10-9 Existing Noise Levels without Project

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 4-4)
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Table 4.10-10 Existing Plus Project Noise Levels

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 4-5)
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Table 4.10-11 Existing vs. Existing Plus Project Noise Levels

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 4-6)
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.10-1 would ensure that construction activities are restricted to
daytime hours, are monitored to ensure no increases in ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA at night
(6PM to 7AM), or that nighttime construction activities have been granted special permission based on
extenuating circumstances. Implementation of the required mitigation would reduce Project constructionrelated impacts to below a level of significance.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.10-2 and MM 4.10-3 would ensure that future residential
development on-site is not exposed to exterior noise levels in excess of 60 dBA, or interior noise levels in
excess of 45 dBA. With implementation of the required mitigation, the Project’s interior and exterior noise
exposure would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the Project’s construction-related and
long-term noise levels to below a level of significance.
MM 4.10-1

Prior to the issuance of grading and building permits, the City of Oceanside Engineer
or Building Division shall ensure that building and grading plans include a note
restricting construction activity on the site to between the hours of 7 AM and 6 PM
unless either: a) a qualified acoustical technician is required to be present on-site
during any construction activity occurring between 6 PM and 7AM to monitor noise
levels and ensure that construction-related noise does not cause the ambient noise
level to increase more than 5 dBA at the property line of any sensitive receiver, with
the authority to cause the immediate cessation of all noise-generating activities that
exceed this noise level; or b) in the event of extenuating circumstances, a special
permit is granted by the Director of Public Works. The Construction Contractor shall
be responsible for ensuring compliance with this requirement, and shall allow
inspection of site activities by the City upon the City’s request.

MM 4.10-2

Prior to the issuance of occupancy permits for the buildings listed below, the City of
Oceanside Building Division shall ensure that noise barriers are provided at or near
the property line between on-site residential units and adjacent roadways, as follows
(refer to the Project’s Tentative Tract Map for the location of buildings requiring
mitigation):
a.
Planning Area 1, Buildings 1, 2, and 3: 6-foot high barrier
b.
Planning Area 1, Buildings 15 and 16: 7-foot high barrier
c.
Planning Area 2, Units 41 through 75 and 3629 through 4033: 6-foot high
barrier
The required noise barriers shall consist of non-gapping material consisting of
masonry, ½ inch thick glass, earthen berm or any combination of these materials, or
other materials comprising no less than 3.5 pounds/square foot (equivalent to 3/4inch plywood), and the barrier shall be constructed so that there are no cracks or
openings.
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Prior to the issuance of building permits for buildings adjacent to Oceanside
Boulevard or Melrose Drive, an interior acoustical analysis shall be performed
demonstrating that the construction materials used would achieve the City’s interior
noise standard of 45 dBA. If the noise analysis identifies the need for additional
noise abatement measures, such as increasing the required sound transmission class
STC rating for windows, those additional measures shall be added to the building
plans. The City shall verify that all noise attenuation features are constructed prior to
issuance of occupancy permits for buildings located adjacent to Oceanside Boulevard
or Melrose Drive.

4.10.4.2 Issue b. – Exposure to Groundborne Vibration
Would the Project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels?
A.

Impact Analysis

There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project that would result in the exposure of on- or offsite residents or workers to excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. However, during
construction, the Project has the potential to expose sensitive receptors to excessive groundborne vibration.
The potential impact due to construction vibration is discussed below.
The nearest vibration-sensitive uses are the residences located 50 feet or more from the proposed
construction. The anticipated construction equipment will be spread out over the site working in different
portion of the site as needed. For example: a single dozer may be utilized near the Project boundary while
the other equipment is working on the opposite side of the site. Table 4.10-12, Vibration Levels from
Construction Activities (Residential Receptors), lists the average vibration levels that would be experienced
at the nearest vibration sensitive land uses from the temporary construction activities. Vibration levels were
assessed at a distance of 50 feet to be conservative. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 27)
Table 4.10-12 Vibration Levels from Construction Activities (Residential Receptors)

(Ldn, Inc., 2016c, Table 5-2)
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The FTA has determined vibration levels that would cause annoyance to a substantial number of people and
potential damage to building structures. The FTA criterion for vibration induced structural damage is 0.20
in/sec for the peak particle velocity (PPV). Project construction activities would result in PPV levels below
the FTA’s criteria for vibration induced structural damage. Therefore, project construction activities would
not result in vibration induced structural damage to residential buildings near the demolition and construction
areas. The FTA criterion for infrequent vibration induced annoyance is 80 Vibration Velocity (VdB) for
residential uses. Construction activities would generate levels of 78 Vdb which would not exceed the FTA
criteria for nuisance for nearby residential uses. Therefore, vibration impacts during construction would be
less than significant. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 28)
Given attenuation of vibration velocities with distance, the RMS vibration velocity and peak particle velocity
at the nearest existing residence would be about 78 VdB and 0.03 inch per second, respectively. Based on
the construction vibration human annoyance criterion of 80 VdB published by the FTA, the vibration levels
for the construction activity on nearby residential structures will not be significant. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 28)
During construction of the proposed Project, blasting and use of pile drivers are not proposed, and the
construction equipment expected to be used on-site would not produce significant amounts of ground-borne
vibration or ground-borne noise levels. Additionally, with long-term operation of the proposed Project, there
are no uses proposed on-site that would result in the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels. Accordingly, impacts associated with ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

There are no conditions associated with the proposed Project that would result in the exposure of on- or offsite residents or workers to the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels
on a direct or cumulatively considerable basis. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.10.4.3 Issue c. – Increase in Ambient Noise Levels
Would the Project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity
above levels existing without the Project?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project proposes residential and office/commercial land uses, which are not associated with substantial
noise increases due to stationary operations. Although Project traffic has the potential to result in noise
impacts to off-site sensitive receptors, the results of the traffic-related noise analysis presented in Table 4.1011 demonstrate that Project-related traffic would not increase noise along any roadway segment by more
than 3.0 dBA. Additionally, and as shown in Table 4.10-11, the Project would not result in an increase in
noise along any study area road segment that would change the noise levels from acceptable (without Project
traffic) to unacceptable (with the addition of Project traffic). Accordingly, the Project would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without
the Project, and impacts would be less than significant.
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Significance of Impact

The Project proposes residential and office/commercial land uses, which are not associated with substantial
noise increases due to stationary noise sources. Although vehicular traffic generated by the Project has the
potential to increase noise levels along local roadways that may affect off-site sensitive receptors, noise level
calculations indicate that Project-related traffic would not increase noise along any roadway segment by
more than 3.0 dBA, which is the City’s significance threshold. Accordingly, the Project would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without
the Project, and impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.10.4.4 Issue d. – Increase in Temporary or Periodic Increase in Ambient Noise Levels
Would the Project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?
A.

Impact Analysis

As indicated in Table 4.10-7, construction of the proposed Project would result in a noise level of 82.2 dBA
at a distance of 50 feet from the loudest combined noise source location, which is calculated to reach up to
74.9 dBA at the property line with sensitive receptors (i.e., along the western boundary of Planning Area 1
and the western boundary of Planning Area 2), both of which are below the City of Oceanside daytime
threshold of 85 dBA. However, in the event that construction activities occur at night (i.e., between 8 PM
and 7 AM), there is a potential for Project construction-related activities to violate the noise thresholds set
forth in the General Plan Noise Element. (Ldn, Inc., 2016c, p. 27) This is a significant impact for which
mitigation shall be required.
B.

Significance of Impact

If Project construction occurs at night (6PM to 7AM), nighttime construction activities have the potential to
expose nearby sensitive receptors to noise level increases that exceed the City’s significance threshold for
nighttime construction noise.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.10-1 would ensure that construction activities are restricted to
daytime hours, are monitored to ensure no increases in ambient noise levels by more than 5 dBA at night
(6PM to 7AM), or that such activities have been granted special permission based on extenuating
circumstances. Implementation of the required mitigation would reduce Project construction-related
temporary or periodic noise impacts to below a level of significance.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measure MM 4.10-1, provided above in Subsection 4.10.4.1.C, would apply and would reduce
construction-related noise impacts to below a level of significance. No additional mitigation is required.
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4.10.4.5 Issue e, f. – Noise Levels Due To Public and Private Airports
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels?
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?
A.

Impact Analysis

The nearest airports to the Project site are the Oceanside Municipal Airport, located approximately 4.9 miles
west of the Project site, and the McClellan-Palomar Airport, located approximately 6.1 miles south of the
Project site. There are no private airstrips within two miles of the Project site. (Google Earth, 2016)
According to the airport land use compatibility plans for the Oceanside Municipal Airport and McClellanPalomar Airport, the Project site is not located within the 60 dBA CNEL noise exposure area for either
airport facility (SDALUC, 2010, Exhibit III-1; SDALUC, 2011, Exhibit III-1). Accordingly, the Project
would not expose future residents or workers to excessive airport- or aircraft-related noise levels; as such,
impacts due to airport and aircraft noise would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is not located within the 60 dBA CNEL noise exposure area for either the Oceanside
Municipal Airport or the McClellan-Palomar Airport. Additionally, the Project site is not located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip, and the Project would not expose people residing or working in the Project area
to excessive noise levels. No impact associated with aircraft noise would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING
The following analysis discloses existing population and housing data for the City of Oceanside and assesses
the potential for impacts on population and housing associated with implementation of the Project. The
analysis in this section is based on information contained within the City of Oceanside General Plan (COGP)
(Oceanside, 2002b), and addresses population and housing projections and requirements from the San Diego
County Association of Governments (SANDAG) (SANDAG, 2015a), and (SANDAG, 2013).

4.11.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
The Project site consists of vacant, undeveloped land and does not contain previously built residential,
agricultural, or commercial structures. Currently, the Project site does not contain or support a population
and does not generate employees. As previously depicted on Figure 2-3, Surrounding Land Uses and
Development, the site is bound by a mixture of existing residential developments, the Vista Sports Park, and
open spaces in addition to a planned commercial area.
4.11.1.1 Population Projections
The Project site is located within the City of Oceanside in the County of San Diego. According to the City of
Oceanside General Plan Housing Element, in the year 2010, the City of Oceanside housed a total population
of approximately 167,086 persons. This value reflected an increase of 4% from the recorded population in
the year 2000. The COGP Housing Element estimates that by year 2020, the population of the City of
Oceanside will increase to approximately 195,592 persons, reflecting an increase of approximately 17% from
the year 2010. (Oceanside, 2013, p. 7)
The projected population for the year 2050 for the City of Oceanside is estimated to be 217,108 persons,
representing an increase of 30% as compared to the year 2010. Refer to Table 4.11-1, Oceanside Regional
Growth Forecast, for a depiction of population increases in the City of Oceanside.
Table 4.11-1 Oceanside Regional Growth Forecast
Population
Housing
Jobs

2000
161,029
59,581
39,610

2010
167,086
64,758
N/A*

2020
195,592
69,630
48,464

2030
209,613
73,499
54,597

2040
214,530
73,557
60,377

2050
217,108
73,551
67,550

*Value not included in above source
(SANDAG, 2011)

4.11.1.2 City of Oceanside Housing Element
The City of Oceanside General Plan (2002) contains a Housing Element (updated in April, 2013) that
generally seeks to identify the future housing needs of City residents and to create goals to meet those needs.
The Housing Element contains policies designed to meet the housing needs of the City based on current and
projected statistics. State law requires that each jurisdiction evaluate its housing element every five years to
determine its effectiveness in achieving County and State goals and objectives, and to adopt an Updated
Housing Element that reflects the results of this evaluation.
As noted in the Housing Element, Oceanside is a “jobs-poor” city with 0.68 jobs for each housing unit in
2008 compared to 1.32 jobs per housing unit countywide. By 2050, SANDAG’s forecast shows Oceanside’s
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jobs/housing ratio improving to 0.92, but this would still be significantly lower than the 1.31 jobs/housing
unit forecasted for the all of San Diego County in 2050. This imbalance has significant implications for
future land use policy. (Oceanside, 2013, p. 17)
In addition, the City of Oceanside Housing Element contains a Housing Action Plan (HAP) that identifies
goals and policies that address housing-related issues throughout the City. The primary goal of the HAP is to
ensure that decent, safe housing is available at a cost that is affordable to all current and future residents of
the community. The HAP maintains a reasonable balance between rental and ownership housing
opportunities, between senior and family housing, and encourages a variety of individual choices of tenure,
type, and location of housing throughout the community.
At the time the Housing Element was last updated in 2013, the HAP projected housing need for extremelylow income (ELI) households was assumed to be 50% of the very-low income regional housing need of
1,549 units. As a result, the City has a projected need for 775 very-low income units. (Oceanside, 2013, p.
15)
4.11.1.3 SANDAG San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is a joint powers authority (JPA) under California
state law. SANDAG was established as an association of local governments and agencies that convene as a
forum to address regional issues. SANDAG recent created a document titled “San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan” which was approved on October 9, 2015. The Regional Plan combined the Regional
Transportation Plan and the Regional Comprehensive Plan to create a unified vision for the future, with a
specific approach to make that vision a reality.
The Regional Plan set six goals which are; habitat and open space preservation, regional economic
prosperity, environmental stewardship, mobility choices, partnerships/collaboration, and healthy and
complete communities. The Regional Plan discusses the future of the region, strategies for sustainability,
financing the Plan, benefits of the Plan, and measures of performance. The Regional Plan builds upon the
elements of existing local general plans and provides a blueprint for where and how the San Diego region
will grow. (SANDAG, 2015a, pp. ii-21)

4.11.2 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to population and housing if the Project or any
Project-related component would:
a.

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure);

b.

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere; or

c.

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere.
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The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section XIII of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines
and address typical adverse project effects due to population and housing. (OPR, 2009).

4.11.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.11.3.1 Issue a. – Cause Substantial Population Growth
Would the Project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
A.

Impact Analysis

As with any residential development, the construction of new homes is considered a pull-factor or lure for
new homeowners from outside the area, thereby, having the potential to directly induce growth. The
proposed Project involves the development of up to 313301 homes in an area designated for residential and
commercial land uses under the existing General Plan Land Use Element. As shown in Table 4.11-2,
Existing and Proposed Population Projections, under current General Plan land use designations the Project
site would be expected to generate an approximate maximum population of 534538 residents. However, the
Project proposes a General Plan Amendment (GPA No. 13-00003) which would change land use
designations and increase the potential dwelling unit range from the existing General Plan Land Use
Designations within the Project area and will accommodate residential, commercial, and open space land
uses. Upon adoption of GPA No. 13-00003 by the City, the development of 313301 new homes would
instead be expected to add approximately 923888 new residents to the area. The number of new residents
added to the site for both existing and planned General Plan land use designations were determined using the
generation factor of 2.95 persons per household, as disclosed in the City of Oceanside General Plan Housing
Element (Oceanside, 2013, p. II-9). Implementation of the proposed Project would result in an additional
389354 residents on the Project site than was originally anticipated by the City of Oceanside General Plan.
Thus, the addition of 313301 new homes to the Project area would result in a higher number of residents than
what was anticipated by maximum buildout of the City of Oceanside General Plan Land Use Element for the
Project area.
Additionally, based on the SCAG’s Employment Density Study Summary Report the employment density is
1 employee per every 250 square feet for office uses, and 1 employee per every 500 square feet for restaurant
uses. The Project proposes to develop 20,000 square feet (0.46 acres) of commercial space. For purposes of
analysis throughout this DEIR, it is assumed that the office/commercial building would consist of (10,000
square feet of office space and 10,000 square feet of restaurant space) within Planning Area 1 of the Planned
Development and Mixed Use Plan (PDMUP). Although other commercial uses would be allowed in the
10,000 s.f. of restaurant space assumed herein, other commercial uses would generate fewer traffic-related
impacts. Thus, for purposes of a “worst-case” analysis, 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space is assumed throughout
this DEIR. Build-out of the proposed Project’s mixed use planning area would result in approximately 60
new jobs to the area which would not directly or indirectly induce a substantial population growth to the
area. (SCAG, 2001, Table E-1)
Nonetheless, the addition of more people to the area than planned by the City’s General Plan and assumed in
SANDAG’s Regional Plan has the potential to adversely affect the physical environment. These impacts
have been identified and evaluated in their respective sections of this DEIR. As documented in this DEIR,
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Table 4.11-2 Existing and Proposed Population Projections
Planning
Area

Gross
Developable
Acres

Existing
PA-1
PA-2
PA-3
Lot A
Lot B

9.68
8.496.17
19.3619.01
22.0424.743
1.821.50

Proposed
PA-1

9.68

PA-2

8.496.17

PA-3

19.3619.01

Lot A
Lot B

29.9132.61
1.821.50

Existing GP Land Use
Designations

Existing Land
Use Density
(du/ac)

Dwelling Unit
Count

Max Potential
Population
Outcome1

-8-306-21
19-6867
22-7725-86
2-61-5
51-181179

-8862
201199
227254
1815
534528

8.1

78

230

4.45.3

3733

10997

10.210.0

198190

584561

Planned Commercial (PC)
--2
Estate B – Residential (EB-R)
1.0-3.5
Estate B – Residential (EB-R)
1.0-3.5
Estate B – Residential (EB-R)
1.0-3.5
Estate B – Residential (EB-R)
1.0-3.5
Existing Potential Total 4:
Planned Commercial (PC)
Medium Density A –
Residential (MDA-R)
Medium Density B –
Residential (MDB-R)
Open Space (OS)
Open Space (OS)

0
0
0
0
0
0
Proposed Total 5:
313301
923888
1 Proposed maximum potential population outcome based on the City of Oceanside General Plan Housing Element
generation rate of 2.95 persons per unit.
2Although the General Plan allows for a maximum residential density of 29.0 du/ac in conjunction with a Mixed Use Plan,
the analysis assumes only commercial uses under existing General Plan land use designation buildout.
3 Approximately 7.87 7.90 acres within Lot A are considered undevelopable per General Plan Section 1.25. The acreage in
Lot A has been excluded in the existing gross developable acres. It has not been removed from the proposed acreage because
the undevelopable acreage is proposed as natural open space under the Project.
4 Potential dwelling unit range based on the City of Oceanside Land Use Element projections.
5 Proposed dwelling unit count based on the Project’s Proposed Tentative Map and Development Plans.
Note: Table 4.11-2 excludes acreage associated with Sports Park Way (1.191.51 acres) and undevelopable land in Planning
Area 3 (0.200.17 acre).
(Oceanside, 2002b, p. 62)

the proposed Project’s projected population would result in increased impacts to traffic, noise, air quality,
greenhouse gas emissions, public services, and utilities and service systems. Mitigation measures are
presented in this DEIR to reduce these significant environmental effects to below levels of significance.
Thus, although the projected population of the proposed Project is not within the City’s population
projection, all physical impacts to the environment due to the increase in population have already been
evaluated throughout this DEIR. No additional impacts would occur and thus less-than-significant impact to
the environment would occur.
Furthermore, there are no components of the proposed Project that would remove obstacles to development
in the local area, as the majority of lands surrounding the Project site are developed with urban uses, in the
process of being developed, or are planned as open space. Accordingly, no impact to population growth
would result from any Project-related improvement because these improvements would not induce
substantial growth on surrounding properties.
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Significance of Impact

Implementation of the Project would exceed local or regional projections, although Project would not
indirectly induce growth by removing impediments to growth. Impacts associated with the Project’s
proposed increases in population and jobs on-site have been evaluated throughout this EIR, and mitigation
measures have been imposed where necessary to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore,
Project impacts due to population growth would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.11.3.2 Issue b. – Displace Existing Housing
Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
A.

Impact Analysis

Under existing conditions, the Project site is undeveloped and contains no existing housing that could be
displaced by the proposed Project. Rather, the proposed Project would provide for up to 313301 housing
units on-site that would further improve the housing supply in the region. Accordingly, the Project would
not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The proposed Project would not displace housing resulting in the need for construction of replacement
housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in no impact, no mitigation is required.
4.11.3.3 Issue c. – Displace Substantial Numbers of People
Would the Project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
A.

Impact Analysis

Under existing conditions, the Project site is undeveloped and contains no existing residents that could be
displaced by the proposed Project. Rather, the proposed Project involves the construction of up to 313301
housing units on-site that would further accommodate the housing needs for approximately 923888 residents
(Oceanside, 2013, p. II-9). Accordingly, the Project would not displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The proposed Project would not displace people and would not result in the need for construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES
This Subsection assesses potential impacts resulting from Project-related demands placed on the following
public services: fire protection services, police protection services, schools, parks, libraries, and other public
services and facilities. This analysis is based on letters received from various public service agencies.
Service letters were provided by the Oceanside Fire Department (OFD, 2015), the Oceanside Police
Department (OPD, 2015), the Vista Unified School District (VUSD, 2015), and the Oceanside Public Library
(OPL, 2015). These service letters are provided within Appendix L to this DEIR.

4.12.1

EXISTING CONDITIONS

4.12.1.1 Fire Protection/Emergency Medical Service
Fire protection services to the Project site and surrounding area are provided by the Oceanside Fire
Department (OFD). The OFD serves the City of Oceanside, covering approximately 42 square miles and an
estimated resident population 169,319 (as of 2012). By the year 2035, the resident population is expected to
increase to 188,597 (SANDAG, 2013).
Emergency response services are provided by 115 sworn fire personnel, employed by the OFD. OFD
facilities include eight fire stations, six fire engines, two fire trucks, four ambulances, and other related trucks
and support vehicles. The OFD Administrative headquarters is located at 300 North Coast Highway in the
City of Oceanside (Oceanside, 2016h; OFD, 2015). According to the OFD, the average response time for
urgent calls (in 2014) was six minutes and four seconds (OFD, 2014).
OFD Station 6 and Station 8 are the two nearest stations to the Project site. Station 6 is located
approximately two miles northwest of the Project site at 895 North Santa Fe Avenue, in the City of
Oceanside. Station 8 is located approximately 1.9 miles west of the Project site at 1935 Avenida Del Oro
Unit F, in the City of Oceanside (Google Earth, 2016; OFD, 2015).
According to the OFD, existing staffing at these stations consists of the following (OFD, 2015):
Fire Station #6
 Four firefighters on the fire truck; and
 Two firefighters on the ambulance.
Fire Station #8
 Three firefighters on the fire engine.
In November 2015, the OFD was in the process of undergoing a development study to better assess and
comply with OFD service standards. The OFD stated the departments current policy is to respond to all
emergency calls within five minutes, 90% of the time. Although the deployment model was under review
during the drafting of this DEIR, previous studies performed on the OFD delivery system suggested a four
minute travel time for the initial fire apparatus response, and an eight minute maximum travel time for the
follow-up units. The OFD has also seeks to ensure that four firefighters should arrive on scene initially.
This allows one team of two to enter while one team of two stands by for rescue. In addition, the OFD
indicates that an average single-family dwelling structure requires 14-15 firefighters plus an on-scene
incident commander. (OFD, 2015)
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The OFD has a cooperative agreement with the City of Vista and Carlsbad (as well as other cities in northern
San Diego County) where jurisdictional boundaries do not apply and the “closest unit” concept is used to
reduce response times. (OFD, 2015)
4.12.1.2 Police Service
The Project site is served by the Oceanside Police Department (OPD). The Police Department provides
police services throughout the City’s approximately 42 square mile area and serves an estimated population
of more than 175,000 residents. The Police Department provides a full range of services to the community
including patrol, traffic units, harbor police, school safety enhancement teams, neighborhood officers, and
other services. OPD’s current authorized staffing levels consist of 219 full-time sworn officers, 72 NonSworn support staff, and 139 volunteers. The officers are deployed in order to provide public safety 24 hours
per day, seven days per week. (Oceanside, 2016b; OPD, 2015)
The main police facility is approximately 3.8 miles west of the Project site at 3855 Mission Avenue. This
location serves as the police headquarters and is the primary station that would serve the Project site.
However, officers do not usually respond to calls for service from a station. They are mobile and generally
stay in their assigned areas throughout the duration of the shift. The City of Oceanside is divided into four
sectors and ten beats. OPD officers are assigned to a beat for one year at a time in order to establish a
working relationship with the community members (Oceanside, 2016b).
The OPD has established performance metrics for the response time to Priority One Calls for service. The
goal is to respond to Priority One Calls within five minutes from the time the call is received at their
Communications Center 50% of the time. In 2014, the department received 2,058 Priority One Calls and
responded to 980 of those calls within 5 minutes (or 47.62%). In 2015 (through November 5), the
department received 1,735 Priority One Calls and responded to 805 of those calls within 5 minutes (or
46.40%). More information regarding the number of calls, priority level, and response times for 2014 and
2015, is included in Table 4.12-1, Oceanside Police Department Calls and Response Times.
In addition to performance metrics, the City of Oceanside established a standard of 1.2 Officers per 1,000
people. The OPD stated that the addition of one Officer costs $160,000 for the first year of employment and
$150,000 per year after that. The OPD recommends that developers identify and fund methods to offset the
costs associated with maintaining the same level of public safety that is provided under existing conditions.
The costs are not only those associated with the initial hiring of an Officer, but the long-term costs associated
with employment of an Officer. (OPD, 2015)
4.12.1.3 Schools
The Project site lies within the Vista Unified School District (VUSD). VUSD consists of 29 schools,
including 15 elementary schools, five middle schools, three comprehensive high schools, two alternative
high schools, two schools for students with special needs, one K-8 school, one home-school, and one adult
school (VUSD, 2016). The nearest school to the Project site is Maryland Elementary School, located 0.47
mile south of the Project site. According to the VUSD facilities boundary map and information received
from VUSD, the Project site would be serviced by several school facilities. Table 4.12-2, VUSD Existing
Enrollment and Capacity – Fall 2015, shows the school facilities that would serve the Project, their current
enrollment, capacity, and student generation rates.
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Table 4.12-1 Oceanside Police Department Calls and Response Times

Source: (OPD, 2015, p. 2)

Table 4.12-2 VUSD Existing Enrollment and Capacity – Fall 2015
Facility Name
Bobier Elementary
Empresa Elementary
Temple Heights Elementary
Roosevelt Middle School
Vista High School

Grades
Current
Served Enrollment
K-5
K-5
K-5
6-8
9-12

727
806
638
1022
2553

Student
Capacity

Current Remaining
Capacity

992
857
779
1281
3260

265
51
141
259
707

Student
Generation
Rates
0.40
0.40
0.40
0.20
0.10

Source: (VUSD, 2015)

As shown in Figure 4.12-1, Elementary School Boundary Map, elementary school students west of Melrose
Drive (in Planning Area 1) would attend Temple Heights Elementary School located at 1550 Temple Heights
Drive in the City of Oceanside. Temple Heights Elementary School serves grades kindergarten through fifth
grade, and has a remaining capacity of 141 students. Elementary school students located near the east side of
Melrose Drive (in Planning Areas 2 and 3), would attend Empresa Elementary School, located at 4850
Avenida Empressa in the City of Oceanside. Empresa Elementary School serves grades kindergarten
through fifth grade and has a remaining capacity of 51 students. Elementary school students within the
eastern portion of the Project site, abutting Sports Park Way, would attend Bobier Elementary School located
at 220 W Bobier Drive in the City of Vista. Bobier Elementary School serves grades kindergarten through
fifth grade, and has a remaining capacity of 265 students.
Middle school students associated with the proposed Project would attend Roosevelt Middle School located
at 850 Sagewood Drive. Roosevelt Middle School serves grades six through eight and has a remaining
capacity of 258 students. High school students associated with the Project would attend Vista High School
located at 1 Panther Way in the City of Vista. Vista High school serves grades nine through twelve and has a
remaining capacity of 707 students. (VUSD, 2015)
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4.12.1.4 Parks and Recreational Facilities
The City of Oceanside has over 50 park, recreation, and community facilities including, but not limited to,
multiple beaches, the San Luis Rey River Trail, the Guajome Regional Park, and the Buena Vista Lagoon.
The City’s General Plan Community Facilities Element requires the dedication of at least five acres of
dedicated park land for every 1,000 residents (Oceanside, 2002e, p. 7). For a more detailed discussion
regarding parks and recreational facilities in the region, refer to EIR Subsection 4.13, Recreation.
4.12.1.5 Other Public Facilities
Public library services are provided by Oceanside Public Library (OPL). OPL consists of two library
branches, an adult literacy center, and two bookmobiles with a total of 40 full time equivalent employees.
The residents of the Project site would be served by the Civic Center Library, located at 330 North Coast
Highway in Oceanside, and Mission Branch Library, located at 3861 Mission Avenue in Oceanside. The
Civic Center Library contains 30,000 square feet of building space, with 131,929 available books. The
Mission Branch Library contains 12,000 square feet of building space and 68,011 available books. (OPL,
2015)
The City’s General Plan Community Facilities Element requires 0.55 square feet of library floor area per
resident, a library within ten minutes (driving time) or two miles of all residents, three staff members per
6,000 residents, and 3.0 items (books, etc.) for every resident of Oceanside. (Oceanside, 2002e, pp. 8-9)
There is a proposed library facility in the approved site plan of the El Corazon Planning area. The proposed
facility is approximately 3.5 miles west of the Project site, north of Oceanside Boulevard and east of Ranch
Del Oro Drive. However, there was no timeline or budget associated with the site plan at the time the NOP
to the DEIR was distributed for public review (August, 2015).
4.12.1.6 Applicable Regulatory Standards
A.

California Senate Bill 50 (SB 50)

California Senate Bill 50 (SB 40, also known as the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act) was signed into
law on August 27, 1998. SB 50 allows public school districts to be able to impose impact fees on new
projects to help fund the construction of new public school facilities. It also restricts local agencies from
denying or placing conditions of approval on new developments due to school facilities, except for the
imposition of impact fees. (SB 50, 1998)
B.

City of Oceanside Municipal Code

The City of Oceanside Municipal Code contains several chapters that are dedicated to fee payments for
various public services. Chapter 32C, Public Facility Fee Requirements, addresses the public facility fee
requirements for fire protection, police protection, and library facilities. Chapter 32D, Park Land Dedication
and Payment of Fees, addresses the fee requirements for parkland within the City of Oceanside. Chapter
34E, School Facilities Mitigation, addresses the requirements for school facilities mitigation within the City
of Oceanside.

4.12.2

BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE

The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to public services if the Project or any Projectrelated component would:
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Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services:
a.

Fire protection;

b.

Police protection;

c.

Schools;

d.

Parks; or

e.

Other public facilities.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section XIV of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines
and address typical adverse project effects to public services. (OPR, 2009).

4.12.3

IMPACT ANALYSIS

4.12.3.1 Issue a – Physical Impacts to Fire Protection Facilities
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives?
A.

Impact Analysis

Under existing conditions, the Project site is undeveloped. Development of the Project site could increase
the demand of fire protection and emergency medical needs at the site. The Project would be served by OFD
Station #6 and Station #8 with an estimated response time of five minutes or less. Although buildout of the
Project site would place additional demand on the OFD, the OFD has indicated that fire protection,
emergency response goals, and requirements will be sufficient. The OFD also indicated that increased calls
for service could have a negative effect on overall response time. This impact would accumulate as other
projects are built in the area. The OFD stated that there would not be a need for new OFD facility due to
development of the Project. (OFD, 2015) Accordingly, the proposed Project would have a less-thansignificant impact because it would not result in or require new or expanded fire protection facilities.
Although the Project would not result in the need for new or expanded fire protection facilities, the OFD
indicated that additional fire company (i.e., engines/trucks/ambulances) would be needed as a result of
increased emergency calls. As a standard condition of approval, the Project Applicant would be required to
pay impact fees for fire protection services in accordance with Chapter 32C of the Oceanside Municipal
Code. (Oceanside, 2016a)
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is served by OFD Stations #6 and #8, which have adequate capacity to serve the Project. No
new or expanded fire protection facilities are needed. With mandatory payment of public facility impact
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fees, in compliance with City of Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter 32C, the Project would result in a lessthan-significant impact to fire protection facilities.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.12.3.2 Threshold b – Physical Impacts to Police Protection Facilities
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project site is undeveloped under existing conditions. Development of the Project site would increase
the demand for police protection. The Project site would be served by the OPD, which has identified the
need to for one additional officer due to the Project. The OPD indicated that their current facility would not
require expansion to accommodate the additional personnel. Accordingly, the proposed Project would have
a less-than-significant impact because it would not result in or require new or expanded police protection
facilities.
Nonetheless, as a standard condition of approval, the Project Applicant would be required to pay impact fees
for police protection services in accordance with Chapter 32C of the Oceanside Municipal Code.
(Oceanside, 2016a)
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is served by the OPD from the OPD headquarters, which has adequate capacity to service the
Project. No new or expanded police protection facilities are needed. With mandatory payment of public
facility impact fees, in compliance with City of Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter 32C, the Project would
result in a less-than-significant impact to police protection facilities.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.12.3.3 Issue c – Physical Impacts to School Facilities
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered school facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives?
A.

Impact Analysis

Development of the Project site with up to 313301 residential units would add school-aged children to the
Project site who would attend school facilities in the area. VUSD provided student generation rates,
summarized above in Table 4.12-2, which determine the approximate number of students generated by
residential projects. The student generation rate (per dwelling unit) is 0.40 for elementary schools, 0.20 for
middle schools, and 0.10 for high schools (VUSD, 2015). In total, the Project would add 125121 elementary
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students, 6361 middle school students, and 31 high school students to facilities in the VUSD. Based on the
data provided by VUSD in Table 4.12-2, the Project’s total student generation could be accommodated by
existing capacities within the VUSD.
Although it is possible that the VUSD may need to construct additional school facilities to serve future
populations, it is not known at this time where these facilities would be constructed. An analysis of potential
impacts associated with these speculative facilities is beyond the scope of this EIR (CEQA Guidelines
§ 15145).
In accordance with City of Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter 32E, the proposed Project would be required
to contribute fees to VUSD. Pursuant to the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, payment of
school impact fees constitutes complete mitigation for project-related impacts to school services. Therefore,
with mandatory payment of school impact fees, the Project’s impacts to school facilities would be less than
significant and no mitigation would be required.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is served by the Vista Unified School District from various public school facilities in the
Project vicinity. School facilities in the Project vicinity have adequate capacity to service the Project. No
new or expanded school facilities are needed. With mandatory payment of school impact fees, in compliance
with City of Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter 32E, the Project would result in a less-than-significant
impact to school facilities.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.12.3.4 Issue d – Physical Impacts to Park Facilities
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered parks or recreation facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives?
A.

Impact Analysis

Development of the property with residential and commercial uses would create a demand for public park
facilities. As discussed in DEIR Section 4.13, Recreation, the Project would require 4.624.44 acres of onsite parkland in order to meet the City of Oceanside’s objective of providing 5.0 acres of parkland per 1,000
persons.
The Project’s Planned Development and Mixed-Use Plan (PD/MUP) requires 300 square feet of common
open space per unit on the Project site. As defined by the PD/MUP, common open space areas may consist
of active and passive areas designed and accessible for outdoor living and recreation. These areas can
consist of non-street yard areas, paseos, common recreation areas, common patios, plazas, courtyards, and
garden areas. Thus, the development of up to 313301 dwelling units would require the provision of
approximately 2.152.07 acres of usable open space on-site. In addition to common open space, the Project
also proposes the development of two three recreation areas, including a 0.38-acre recreation facility area in
Planning Area 1, a 0.22-acre recreation area in Planning Area 2, and a 0.440.61-acre facility in Planning
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.12-8

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES

Area 3. In addition, amenity and greenspace areas with turf and shaded gathering spaces are planned
throughout the Project site, along with approximately 0.831.28 acres of trails (1.42.1 miles of trails at five
feet in width). Thus, the Project would provide 3.612.66 acres of usable open space and recreational
facilities and 0.831.28 acre of trails for a total park acreage count of 4.443.94 acres.
The Project would not accommodate sufficient parkland on-site to meet the CFE requirement of 5.0 acres of
parkland per 1,000 persons. In total, the Project proposes approximately 3.612.66 acres of common usable
open space and recreational facilities, along with 0.831.28 acres of trails. Considering only these facilities,
the Project would not meet its parkland requirement by 0.180.50 acre. In addition, the ultimate decision as to
what comprises parkland would be determined by the City Council, which may not provide credit for all
recreational facilities planned on-site. An in-lieu park impact fee would be required by the City for any
portion of the required 4.624.44 acres of parkland that are not accommodated on-site.
Impacts due to the physical construction of on-site recreation facilities have been addressed under the
relevant issue areas identified throughout this DEIR (e.g., air quality, biological resources, cultural resources
etc.). Under each of these Subsections, the Project impacts were determined to be less than significant, or
mitigation measures were imposed to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. There are no
components of the planned recreation facilities on-site that have not already been addressed within this
DEIR. Accordingly, Project impacts due to parkland development on-site would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

Implementation of the Project would require 4.624.44 acres of parkland. The Project proposes the on-site
construction of recreation areas, amenity and greenspace areas, and trails. Impacts associated with the
physical construction of these facilities are addressed under the respective issue areas identified throughout
this DEIR. As concluded throughout this DEIR, the Project’s direct and cumulative impacts associated with
construction would be less than significant, or would be reduced to below a level of significance with the
application of mitigation measures. Additionally, mandatory payment of park impact fees in compliance
with City of Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter 32D would be required. Thus, the Project would result in a
less-than-significant impact to park facilities.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.12.3.5 Issue e – Physical Impacts to Other Public Facilities
Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of any other
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives?
A.

Impact Analysis

The proposed Project would increase the region’s population, creating an additional demand for library
services. The Project proposes up to 313301 residential homes, and 20,000 sq. ft of office/commercial uses.
For purposes of analysis throughout this DEIR, it is assumed that the office/commercial building would
consist of 10,000 sq. ft. of office, and 10,000 sq. ft. of restaurant uses. Although other commercial uses
would be allowed in the 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space assumed herein, other commercial uses would
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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generate fewer traffic-related impacts. Thus, for purposes of a “worst-case” analysis, 10,000 s.f. of
restaurant space is assumed throughout this DEIR. Using the population generation rate in the City of
Oceanside General Plan Housing Element, the Project is anticipated to add 923888 residents to the City of
Oceanside. For a more detailed description of the population generation methodology, please refer to DEIR
Section 4.11, Population and Housing.
The City of Oceanside level of service standards for the Oceanside Public Library require that 3.0 titles
(books) and 0.55 square feet of library space be available per each resident of Oceanside. The Project
generated population would require 2,7692,664 titles and 507.7488.4 square feet of library space.
Additionally, the City staff requirement is three library staff per 6,000 residents of the City, meaning that the
Project would require 0.460.44 additional library staff.
The OPL has indicated that under existing conditions, they would fall short of the City’s service standards
with implementation of the Project (OPL, 2015). Thus, development of the Project would contribute to an
existing deficiency in library service standards. The provision of additional library space would be addressed
through the City’s compliance with the adopted level of service standards. Additionally, mandatory
compliance with Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter 32C requires payment of a public facility impact fees.
These fees would provide funding for library books and library expansion projects. Although there is
potential for the construction of new or expanded library facilities to result in significant environmental
impacts, there are no current proposals for expanded library space within the Project area. The OPL has
indicated that the only proposed library facility in the region is in the approved site plan in El Corazon (OPL,
2015). Any mitigation measures required for new or expanded library facilities would be funded, in part,
from the public facilities impact fees allocated by the City of Oceanside for such purposes. Accordingly, the
proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact because it would not result in or require new or
expanded library facilities.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is served by the Oceanside Public Library from the Civic Center Library and the Mission
Branch Library, which has an existing deficiency in service standards. An additional library facility is
proposed within the El Corazon Specific Plan and impacts relating to the construction of this library are
addressed within the El Corazon Specific Plan environmental reports. In addition, with mandatory payment
of public facility impact fees in compliance with City of Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter 32C, the Project
would result in a less than significant to library facilities.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.13 RECREATION
This Subsection provides an overview of the existing park and recreation facilities located within the Project
vicinity and how these facilities could be physically affected by the Project. This Subsection also describes
on-site recreational facilities proposed by the Project and the environmental impacts that would occur from
the construction of these facilities. This analysis is based in part on the City of Oceanside General Plan
Community Facilities Element and Recreational Trails Element.

4.13.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.13.1.1 Federal Parks
There are no federal parks within the City of Oceanside or in the Project site’s immediate vicinity. The
nearest federal park is the Cleveland National Forest, located approximately seven miles northeast of the
Project site. (Google Earth, 2016)
4.13.1.2 State Parks
There are no state parks located within the City of Oceanside or in the Project site’s immediate vicinity. The
nearest California State park is the Carlsbad State Beach located approximately 7.3 miles southwest of the
Project site. (Google Earth, 2016; CA State Parks, 2016)
4.13.1.3 Regional and Local Parks
Numerous regional and local parks exist within a two mile radius of the Project site. Figure 4.13-1, Existing
Local and Regional Recreation Facilities, depicts the location of these facilities, which are described below.


Vista Sports Park. The Vista Sports Park is northeast of the Project site within the City of Vista. It
includes two synthetic turf soccer/football fields, one pony/colt baseball field, two multi-use ball
fields, a tot lot, and viewing and picnic areas. (Vista, 2016b)



Guajome Regional Park. The Guajome Regional Park is a regional park facility located in
unincorporated San Diego County, approximately one mile north of the Project site. It features a 33site campground, a caravan pavilion, two day use areas with new playgrounds, a basketball court a
lake. (San Diego County, 2016)



Spring Creek Park. Spring Creek Park is approximately 1.5 miles north of the Project site and
features a multipurpose field and playground facility. (Google Earth, 2016)



Alamosa Park. Alamosa Park is located approximately 1.2 miles northwest of the Project site. It
features barbecues, drinking fountains, picnic area, play equipment, restrooms, and a multipurpose
field.



Rancho Del Oro Park. Rancho Del Oro Park is approximately 1.5 mile west of the Project site, in
the City of Oceanside, and includes a multipurpose field and tennis courts. (Oceanside, 2016i)
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Luz Duran Park. The Luz Duran Park, approximately 1.0 mile southeast of the Project site,
includes a large artificial turf soccer field and playground facility. (Vista, 2016b)



Raintree Park. Raintree Park is located two miles southeast of the Project site, in the City of Vista,
and contains an artificial turf soccer field and playground equipment. (Vista, 2016b)



Wildwood Park. Wildwood Park is located 1.5 miles southeast of the Project site, in the City of
Vista. This park is a popular place for picnics and playground games and serves as the second
entrance to the historic Rancho Buena Vista Adobe. (Vista, 2016b)



Civic Center Park. Center Park is a passive park surrounding the City of Vista Civic Center. It is
approximately 1.9 miles southeast of the Project site and features a trail to the library, droughttolerant landscaping, and seating. (Vista, 2016b)



Brengle Terrace Park. Brengle Terrace Park is a regional facility located 1.9 miles southeast of the
Project site, in the City of Vista. It includes a senior center, recreation center, moonlight
amphitheater, community gardens, basketball courts, tennis courts, playground equipment, picnic
areas, and bocce ball courts. (Vista, 2016b)



Bub Williamson Park. Bub Williamson Park is located 1.75 miles southwest of the Project site, in
the City of Vista. It offers a ballfield, multi-purpose field, restrooms, and a covered pavilion for
community use. (Vista, 2016b)

4.13.1.4 Regional Trails and Bikeway System
The City of Oceanside General Plan Recreation Trails Element (RTE) and the City’s Bicycle Master Plan
(BMP) identify the City’s long-term objectives for recreational trails and bikeways. Figure 4.13-2, Existing
and Planned Bicycle Facilities, depicts the existing and planned bicycle facilities within the Project vicinity.
As shown, under existing conditions, Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Way and Melrose Drive include
Class II bicycle facilities.
A Class I Bike Trail (also referred to as the “Rail Trail Connection to Guajome Park”) is planned between
Guajome Regional Park and North Avenue via Sports Park Way and the Vista Sports Park. The City’s BMP
identifies the Rail Trail Connection to Guajome Park as a “top priority project.” This planned trail would
ultimately connect with the San Luis Rey River Trail which extends northeasterly, from Neptune Way, and
follows the river east to its terminus, north of College Boulevard. (Oceanside, 2002c, Figure RT-1;
Oceanside, 2008, Figures 3-1 and 5-2)
On a regional scale, the San Luis Rey River Trail is identified by SANDAG as part of the San Diego County
regional bicycle network. Additionally, the City’s Inland Rail Trail, which begins on the coast in Oceanside
and follows the railway parallel to Oceanside Boulevard, is characterized as a regional facility. Lastly, the
Vista Way Connector, another regional bicycle network, connects the San Luis Rey River Trail to the Inland
Rail Trail. (SANDAG, 2015a, p. 63)
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4.13.1.5 Applicable Environmental Regulations
The following contains brief descriptions of the state and local environmental regulations associated with
recreation and parks.
A.

Quimby Act, California Government Code §66477

The State of California Quimby Act was established by the California Legislature for the purpose of
preserving open space and providing park facilities for California's growing communities. The Quimby Act
allows cities or counties to establish ordinances that require residential subdivisions to provide park and
recreation purposes. Quimby ordinances require the dedication of land and/or payment of fees for park and
recreational purposes as a condition of approval for a tentative map or parcel map.
B.

City of Oceanside General Plan Community Facilities Element

The City of Oceanside General Plan contains a Community Facilities Element (CFE) that guides the
development of community facilities. The CFE intends to ensure that sufficient and adequate public
facilities and services, including park land, are provided to the City of Oceanside. CFE Policy 1.3 notes that
the City shall “…strive to provide 5.0 acres of developed community parks per 1,000 residents within the
City.” (Oceanside, 2002e, p. 7)
C.

City of Oceanside Municipal Code- Chapter 32D

The City of Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter § 32D (Park Land Dedication and Payment of Fees)
implements CFE Policy 1.3. Chapter § 32D requires that residential projects, with more than 50 units, must
dedicate park land on-site at a ratio of 5.0 acres per 1,000 people. If sufficient parkland is not dedicated, the
subdivider must contribute a fair-share payment of fees or a combination of fees and on-site parkland
dedication. Based on criteria set forth in Municipal Code § 32D.4, the City Council determines the
acceptability of land and facilities that are dedicated for park purposes. (Oceanside, 2016a)

4.13.2 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to recreation if the Project or any Project-related
component would:
a.

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated; or

b.

Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

The above thresholds are based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XV and address the Project’s
potential direct or indirect environmental impacts associated with parkland development and usage (OPR,
2009). The Project would result in significant impacts if parkland development on-site would result in
significant environmental impacts, or if the Project inhibits the City from meeting the CFE objective of
providing 5.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 persons.
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4.13.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.13.3.1 Issue a. – Increased Use of Existing Neighborhood and Regional Parks
Would the Project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project proposes the construction of up to 313301 homes on-site, which would result in an increase to
the City’s population by up to 923888 persons (Oceanside, 2013, p. II-9). Chapter 32D of the City of
Oceanside Municipal Code specifies that the minimum park standard is 5.0 acres for each 1,000 residents
(Oceanside, 2016a). Thus, the Project’s future population of 923888 persons would result in the need for
4.624.44 acres of park land (923888 persons x 5.0 acres/1,000 persons = 4.624.44 acres).
The Project does not provide sufficient parkland on-site to meet the CFE requirement of 5.0 acres of
parkland per 1,000 persons. The Project would provide 3.612.66 acres of usable open space and recreational
facilities and 0.831.28 acres of trails (1.42.1 miles of trails at five feet in width) for a total park acreage count
of 4.443.94 acres. Considering only these facilities, the Project would be short of its parkland requirement
by 0.180.50 acre. In addition, the ultimate decision as to what comprises parkland would be determined by
the City Council, which may not provide credit for all recreational facilities planned on-site. Regardless, the
Project could result in a parkland deficiency on-site and increase the use of existing recreational facilities in
the area.
If adequate recreational facilities are not provided on-site, Chapter 32D of the City’s Municipal Code
requires that a park impact fee must be paid by the Project Applicant. Park impact fees would then be used
to increase the number of and improve existing park facilities throughout the City of Oceanside. This further
ensures that increased use of neighboring park facilities would not deteriorate at an accelerated rate.
Given its proximity to the Project site, the Project could result in increased use of the Vista Sports Park.
However, the parkland that would be afforded by the Project’s in-lieu park impact fees would provide more
recreational opportunities in the City of Oceanside. Therefore, park impact fees would result in a reduction
in the number of Oceanside residents who would utilize the Vista Sports Park. As a result, the Project would
not lead to new or increased physical deterioration of the Vista Sports Park or any other parks within the
Project vicinity.
In compliance with Municipal Code Chapter 32D, the payment of park impact fee would ensure that
recreational park improvements in the City of Oceanside would occur and the City’s minimum park standard
would be achieved. With the combination of park impact fees and recreational facilities provided on-site,
future Project residents would not deteriorate or accelerate deterioration of existing park and recreation
facilities. Accordingly, the Project’s impacts to existing recreation facilities would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

Mandatory compliance with Municipal Code Chapter 32D would ensure that the Project dedicates parkland
on-site, and pays an in-lieu park impact fee to ensure the provision of at least 4.624.44 total acres of
parkland. By paying park impact fees, the Project’s impacts to existing parks and recreation facilities in the
region would be less than significant.
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.13.3.2 Issue b. – Construction of Recreational Facilities
Would the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
A.

Impact Analysis

As stated in Subsection 4.13.3.1, the proposed Project would require 4.624.44 acres of parkland to be
provided in order to meet CFE requirements for recreational facilities. The Project’s Planned Development
and Mixed-Use Plan (PD/MUP) requires 300 square feet of common open space per unit on the Project site.
As defined by the PD/MUP, common open space areas may consist of active and passive areas designed and
accessible for outdoor living and recreation. These areas can consist of non-street yard areas, paseos,
common recreation areas, common patios, plazas, courtyards, and garden areas. Thus, the development of
up to 313301 dwelling units would require the provision of approximately 2.152.07 acres of usable open
space on-site. In addition to common open space, the Project also proposes the development of two three
recreation areas, including a 0.38-acre recreation facility area in Planning Area 1, a 0.22-acre recreation area
in Planning Area 2, and a 0.440.61-acre facility in Planning Area 3. In addition, amenity and greenspace
areas with turf and shaded gathering spaces are planned throughout the Project site, along with
approximately 0.831.28 acres of trails (1.42.1 miles of trails at five feet in width). Thus, the Project would
provide 3.612.66 acres of usable open space and recreational facilities and 0.831.28 acres of trails for a total
park acreage count of 4.443.94 acres.
The Project would not accommodate sufficient parkland on-site to meet the CFE requirement of 5.0 acres of
parkland per 1,000 persons. In total, the Project proposes approximately 3.612.66 acres of common usable
open space and recreational facilities, along with 0.831.28 acres of trails. Considering only these facilities,
the Project would be short of its parkland requirement by 0.180.50 acre. In addition, the ultimate decision as
to what comprises parkland would be determined by the City Council, which may not provide credit for all
recreational facilities planned on-site. An in-lieu park impact fee would be required by the City for any
portion of the required 4.624.44 acres of parkland that are not accommodated on-site.
Impacts due to the physical construction of on-site recreation facilities has been addressed under the relevant
issue areas identified throughout this DEIR (e.g., air quality, biological resources, cultural resources etc.).
Under each of these Subsections, the Project impacts were determined to be less than significant, or
mitigation measures were imposed to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. There are no
components of the planned recreation facilities on-site that have not already been addressed within this
DEIR. Accordingly, Project impacts due to parkland development on-site would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

Two Three recreation areas are proposed on the Project site with the addition of amenity and greenspace
areas with turf and shaded gathering spaces. Effects associated with the physical construction of these
facilities are addressed under the relevant issue areas identified within this DEIR (e.g., air quality, biological
resources, cultural resources etc.). As concluded throughout this DEIR, the Project’s direct and cumulative
impacts associated with construction of the Project would be less than significant, or would be reduced to
below a level of significance with the implementation of mitigation measures.
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
This subsection is based on a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan
Engineers (LLG) titled Traffic Impact Analysis Melrose + Oceanside, Oceanside, California and dated
September 19, 2016 July 13, 2017. A copy of the TIA is included as Technical Appendix J to this DEIR.
The TIA considers traffic impacts associated with the Project and recommends mitigation measures to
address these impacts. The TIA was prepared in accordance with the City of Oceanside traffic study
requirements and, where appropriate, the San Diego County Association of Governments (SANDAG)
Congestion Management Program and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) traffic study
guidelines. Due to the number of tables and figures in this section, all tables and figures are provided at the
end of this Subsection.
Subsequent to the public review period for this DEIR, the Project underwent a redesign to avoid impacts to
sensitive biological resources. As described further in Section 3.0, Project Description, and shown in
strikeout/underline text throughout the revised DEIR, as a result of the redesign the total number of units
proposed by the Project have been decreased from 313 units (including 78 multi-family dwelling units within
Planning Area 1, 37 single-family dwelling units within Planning Area 2, and 290198 multi-family dwelling
units in Planning Area 3) to 301 units (including 78 multi-family dwelling units within Planning Area 1, 33
single-family dwelling units within Planning Area 2, and 190 multi-family dwelling units in Planning Area
3.) The analysis and calculations within the TIA prepared by LLG utilized the dwelling unit count of 313
units, or 10 more dwelling units than are currently proposed; thus, the analysis within the TIA represents a
“worst-case” analysis and overstates, rather than understates, the Project’s potential impacts to
transportation/traffic.

4.14.1 STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION
A study area was chosen for purposes of evaluating Project-related effects to the local traffic network. In
this case, the study area was chosen based on the requirements of the City of Oceanside traffic study
guidelines and direction provided by the City’s engineering staff during the Project’s scoping process. Per
City requirements, the Project’s study area must include any intersection at which the proposed Project
would add 50 or more peak-hour trips and any highway on/off ramp meter locations where the Project would
add 20 or more peak hour trips (LLG, 2017, p. 12; SANTEC, 2000, p. 5)(LLG, 2016, p. 12; SANTEC, 2000,
p. 5). A “peak hour trip” is a trip that occurs between the hours of 7:00AM and 9:00AM (AM peak hour) or
4:00PM and 6:00 PM (PM peak hour). The “50 and 20 peak hour trip” criteria utilized by the City of
Oceanside to define the study area is utilized by many other local jurisdictions and by the SANDAG
Congestion Management Program (CMP), and generally represents the amount of trips at which a typical
intersection would potentially be significantly impacted.
4.14.1.1 Intersections
The Project’s study area includes sixteen intersections where the Project would contribute more than 50 peak
hour trips, with the addition of one intersection that may potentially be impacted in the Year 2030. These
intersections are identified on Figure 4.14-1, Study Area Intersection Locations, and are listed at the end of
this Subsection in Table 4.14-6, Existing Intersection Operations. The Project’s study area includes
intersections under the jurisdiction of the City of Oceanside, City of Vista, and the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans). (LLG, 2017, pp. 12, 22-23)(LLG, 2016, pp. 12, 22-23)
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4.14.1.2 Street Segments
The Project’s study area also includes 24 street segments where the Project is expected to contribute more
than 50 peak hour trips. These street segments are listed in Table 4.14-1, Existing Traffic Volumes, at the
end of this Subsection. The Project’s study area includes street segments under the jurisdiction of the City of
Oceanside and the City of Vista. (LLG, 2017, pp. 24-25)(LLG, 2016, pp. 24-25)
4.14.1.3 Freeway Ramp Meters
All freeway segments are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Caltrans District 11, which includes the City of
Oceanside, requires traffic studies to evaluate potential impacts to freeway ramp meter locations when a
proposed project may contribute 20 or more two-way peak hour trips to a State highway on-ramp that
experiences noticeable delay and unstable traffic flow (SANTEC, 2000, p. 5). Based on this criterion, the
Project’s study area includes only the westbound on-ramp for State Route (SR) 78 at Vista Way for the AM
peak hour only. (LLG, 2017, pp. 13, 25)(LLG, 2016, pp. 13, 25)

4.14.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS
The Project site is located in the eastern portion of the City of Oceanside, north of Oceanside Boulevard, and
west and east of Melrose Drive. The City of Vista boundary is located adjacent to the Project site. Figure
4.14-2, City of Oceanside General Plan Circulation Element, and Figure 4.14-3, City of Vista General Plan
Circulation Element, show the roadway designations for the major roads located adjacent to and surrounding
the Project site.
4.14.2.1 Existing Street System
This subsection provides a brief description of the street system in the Project area. Figure 4.14-1 illustrates
existing conditions in terms of traffic lanes and intersection controls. (LLG, 2017, pp. 7-8)(LLG, 2016, pp.
7-8)
•

College Boulevard is classified on the City of Oceanside Circulation Element 2030 Master
Transportation Roadway Plan (herein, “MTRP”) as a 4-Lane Major Arterial from SR 76 to Old
Grove Road and a 6- Lane Major Arterial between Old Grove Road and SR 78. It is currently built
as a four-lane, divided (raised median), north/south roadway between SR 76, and SR 78. The posted
speed limit ranges between 40 and 45 miles per hour (mph). Class II bicycle lanes are provided and
on-street parking is generally prohibited. Class II Bike Lanes are marked bicycle lanes within
roadways adjacent to the curb lane (Oceanside, 2012, p. 58; LLG, 2016, p. 7).

•

State Route (SR 76) is identified on the City of Oceanside MTRP as “Expressway 76.” It is
currently built as a four-lane, divided, east/west expressway, and occurs within the Project study
area. The posted speed limit is 55 mph. Class II bicycle lanes are provided on both sides of the
roadway and on-street parking is prohibited. (LLG, 2017, p. 7)(LLG, 2016, p. 7)

•

Oceanside Boulevard is classified on the City of Oceanside MTRP as a 4-Lane Major Arterial
between College Boulevard and Melrose Drive. Oceanside Boulevard is currently built as a fourlane, divided, east-west roadway between College Boulevard and Melrose Drive. The posted speed
limit is 50 mph. Class II bicycle lanes are provided and on-street parking is prohibited. (LLG, 2017,
p. 7)(LLG, 2016, p. 7)
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•

Bobier Drive is classified on the City of Oceanside MTRP as a 4-Lane Major Arterial between
Melrose Drive and the City of Vista city limits. Within the City of Vista, Bobier Drive is classified
as a 4-Lane Major Arterial. Bobier Drive is currently built as a four-lane, undivided roadway
providing a Two-Way Left-Turn Lane (TWLTL) median between Melrose Drive and North Santa Fe
Avenue. The posted speed limit is 40 mph. Class II bicycle lanes are provided and on-street parking
is generally prohibited. (LLG, 2017, p. 7)(LLG, 2016, p. 7)

•

North Santa Fe Avenue is classified on the City of Oceanside MTRP as a 4-Lane Major Arterial
between SR 76 and Melrose Drive. Within the City of Vista jurisdiction, North Santa Fe Avenue is
classified as a 4-Lane Major. North Santa Fe Avenue is currently built as a four-lane, divided
roadway between SR 76 and Melrose Drive. Within the City of Vista, North Santa Fe Avenue is
currently constructed as a four-lane, undivided roadway providing a TWLTL median before
transitioning to a two-lane, undivided roadway with intermittent TWLTL medians. South of Bobier
Drive, Santa Fe Avenue widens to a four-lane, divided roadway. The posted speed limit ranges
between 35 and 45 mph. Class II bicycle lanes are provided and on-street parking is generally
prohibited. (LLG, 2017, p. 7)(LLG, 2016, p. 7)

•

Melrose Drive is classified on the City of Oceanside MTRP as a 6-Lane Major Arterial between SR
76 and North Santa Fe Avenue and a Prime Arterial from Santa Fe Avenue to Oceanside Boulevard.
Within the City of Vista, Melrose Drive is classified as a 6-Lane Urban Major. Melrose Drive is
currently built as a two-lane, undivided roadway between North Santa Fe Avenue and Sagewood
Drive and a three-lane, divided roadway between Sagewood Drive and Meadowbrook Drive.
Melrose Drive transitions to a two-lane, divided roadway between Meadowbrook Drive and
Oceanside Boulevard. This two-lane portion of Melrose Drive provides an 18’-wide raised
median constructed in anticipation of the full widening of this segment to a 6-Lane Prime
Arterial. For the purposes of this DEIR, the two-lane portion of Melrose Drive was analyzed in
the TIA as having a capacity of 10,000 Average Daily Traffic (ADT) trips. South of Oceanside
Boulevard, Melrose Drive is currently constructed as a four-lane, undivided roadway providing a
TWLTL median. The posted speed limit ranges between 40 and 45 mph. Class II bicycle lanes
are provided and on-street parking is generally prohibited. (LLG, 2017, pp. 7-8)(LLG, 2016, pp.
7-8)

•

Vista Way is classified on the City of Vista Circulation Element as a 6-Lane Prime Arterial between
Melrose Drive and Vista Village Drive and is currently built as a six-lane divided roadway. Between
Melrose Drive and the SR 78 westbound on-ramp it narrows to four lanes. The posted speed limit is
40 mph. Bicycle lanes are not provided and on-street parking is prohibited. (LLG, 2017, p. 8)(LLG,
2016, p. 8)

4.14.2.2 Existing Traffic Volumes
Existing AM and PM peak hour traffic counts at study area intersections and 24-hour street segment counts
were recorded by LLG during the third week of November 2014 while schools were in session. Table 4.141, Existing Traffic Volumes, shows the existing street segment Delay and LOS in the Project area. Figure
4.14-4, Existing Traffic Volumes, shows the existing AM/PM peak hour turning movements and ADT
volumes. (LLG, 2017, p. 8)(LLG, 2016, p. 8)
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4.14.2.3 Existing Intersection Conditions
Existing peak hour traffic counts were evaluated at study area intersections based on the methodologies
presented below, in Subsection 4.14.3, Methodology for Estimating Project-Related Traffic Impacts. As
described in Subsection 4.14.3, traffic operations of roadway facilities are described using the term “Level of
Service” (LOS). LOS is a qualitative description of traffic flow based on several factors such as speed, travel
time, delay, and freedom to maneuver. Six levels are typically defined ranging from LOS A, representing
completely free-flow conditions, to LOS F, representing breakdown in flow resulting in stop-and-go
conditions (LLG, 2017, p. 14)(LLG, 2016, p. 14). The existing LOS for study area intersections during peak
hours are summarized in Table 4.14-6, Existing Intersection Operations. As shown in Table 4.14-6, all
intersections in the Project study area operate at acceptable LOS during peak hours under existing conditions,
with the exception of the following intersections (LLG, 2017, p. 21)(LLG, 2016, p. 21):
•
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue - LOS E/F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively
Oceanside Boulevard / College Boulevard – LOS E during the PM peak hour
Melrose Drive / Vista Way – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours

4.14.2.4 Existing Daily Street Segment Conditions
Table 4.14-7, Existing Street Segment Operations, summarizes the existing roadway segment operations. As
indicated in Table 4.14-7, all study area segments are calculated to currently operate at LOS D or better
except for the following (LLG, 2017, p. 21)(LLG, 2016, p. 21):
•
•

Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive – LOS F
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard – LOS F

4.14.2.5 Existing Ramp Meter Operations Conditions
Ramp meter analyses were conducted at the SR 78 westbound on-ramp from Vista Way under existing
conditions. Table 4.14-8, Existing Ramp Meter Operations, summarizes the results of the ramp meter
analysis. As shown in Table 4.14-8, under existing conditions, no delay is calculated at this ramp. (LLG,
2017, p. 21)(LLG, 2016, p. 21)
4.14.2.6 Existing Mass Transit
The Project study area is serviced by the North County Transit District (NCTD), a public transit agency
serving various jurisdictions within northern San Diego County. NCTD operates two transit routes in the
Project vicinity, including Bus Route 318, which provides service along Oceanside Boulevard/ W. Bobier
Drive, and the Melrose Drive Sprinter Station, which provides service to the Oceanside Transit Station and
the Vista Transit Station (NCTD, 2014). The Sprinter Station is immediately to the south of the Project site
and the closest bus stop occurs along the Project’s frontage with Oceanside Boulevard.
4.14.2.7 Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
The City of Oceanside identifies existing and planned bicycle trails in the immediate vicinity of the Project
site, including a Class I bike trail called the “Rail Trail Connection to Guajome Park.” Existing bicycle
facilities include Class II bike paths located on Melrose Drive and Oceanside Boulevard (Oceanside, 2012,
pp. 62-63). West of Melrose Drive, Oceanside Boulevard the south side of the right-of-way (ROW) has
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sidewalks with connectivity to other pedestrian facilities; however, the northern edge of Oceanside
Boulevard along the Project’s frontage lacks curb separated sidewalks. East of Melrose Drive, Oceanside
Boulevard has dirt pathways for pedestrian access on both sides of the ROW. Sports Park Way has a
sidewalk on the east side of the ROW, and a curb separated dirt trail on the west side of the ROW. North of
Oceanside Boulevard, Melrose Drive has gravel pathways on both sides of the road, which transition to
cement sidewalks near Meadowbrook Drive. South of Oceanside Boulevard, a combination of cement
sidewalks and gravel pathways exist. (Google Earth, 2016)
4.14.2.8 Existing Airport Facilities
The Project site is located approximately 4.9 miles east of the Oceanside Municipal Airport and 6.1 miles
north of the McClellan-Palomar Airport (Google Earth, 2016). Based on the Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan (ALUCP) for the Oceanside Municipal Airport, the Project site is located within an Airport Influence
Area (AIA) (ALUC, 2010, Exhibit III-6). Safety hazards associated with the Oceanside Municipal Airport
have been evaluated in DEIR Subsection 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Based on the ALUCP
document for the McClellan-Palomar Airport, the Project site is not located within an AIA for the facility
and would not be exposed to safety hazards associated with this facility (ALUC, 2011, Exhibit III-6).
4.14.2.9 Applicable Plans, Regulations, and Policies
A.

SANDAG San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

SANDAG is a regional agency that was established according to the Joint Powers Authority law (Cal. Govt.
Code § 6500). The Project site is within SANDAG’s regional authority. SANDAG recent created a
document titled “San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan” which was approved on October 9, 2015. The
Regional Plan combined the Regional Transportation Plan and the Regional Comprehensive Plan to create a
unified vision for the future with a specific approach to achieve that vision. The Regional Plan commits
more than 50% of its $204 billion investment to transit, including five new Trolley lines, 32 new Rapid lines,
and significant increase in transit frequencies. In addition, 15% of the resources will add Managed Lanes to
existing freeways, $588 million to building 275 miles of bikeways, and a total of $4.9 billion in active
transportation improvements throughout the region. (SANDAG, 2015b)
The Regional Plan sets six goals and discusses the future of the region, strategies for sustainability, financing
the Plan, benefits of the Plan, and measures of performance. The six goals and objectives outlined in The
Regional Plan are as follows: (SANDAG, 2015a, pp. ii-21)
•

Habitat and Open Space Preservation. Focus growth in areas that are already urbanized, allowing
the region to set aside and restore more open space in our less developed areas. Protect and restore
our region’s urban canyons, coastlines, beaches, and water resources.

•

Regional Economic Prosperity. Invest in transportation projects that provide access for all
communities to a variety of jobs with competitive wages. Build infrastructure that makes the
movement of freight in our community more efficient and environmentally friendly.

•

Environmental Stewardship. Make transportation investments that result in cleaner air,
environmental protection, conservation, efficiency, and sustainable living. Support energy programs
that promote sustainability.
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•

Mobility Choices. Provide safe, secure, healthy, affordable, and convenient travel choices between
the places where people live, work, and play. Take advantage of new technologies to make the
transportation system more efficient and accessible.

•

Partnerships/Collaboration. Collaborate with Native American tribes, Mexico, military bases,
neighboring counties, infrastructure providers, the private sector, and local communities to design a
transportation system that connects to the megaregion and national network, works for everyone, and
fosters a high quality of life for all. As we plan for our region, recognize the vital economic,
environmental, cultural, and community linkages between the San Diego region and Baja California.

•

Healthy and Complete Communities. Create great places for everyone to live, work, and play.
Connect communities through a variety of transportation choices that promote healthy lifestyles,
including walking and biking. Increase the supply and variety of housing types -- affordable for
people of all ages and income levels in areas with frequent transit service and with access to a variety
of services.

B.

County of San Diego Congestion Management Program

The San Diego County Congestion Management Program (CMP) was prepared by SANDAG in accordance
with Proposition 111 (June 1990). The intent of the CMP is to directly link land use, transportation, and air
quality planning and to prompt reasonable growth management programs that alleviate traffic-related
impacts and improve air quality. The San Diego CMP was first adopted in 1991 and has been updated
periodically as an element of the RTP, with the most recent update in November 2008. The CMP states that
deficiencies along the CMP roadways must be identified when they occur so that improvement measures can
be identified as early as possible. Understanding the reasons for these deficiencies and identifying ways to
reduce the impact of future development along critical CMP corridors is intended to conserve scare funding
resources and help better allocate those funding resources. San Diego County CMP intersections that are
located in the Project’s study area include: (SANDAG, 2008, Table 2.3 , LLG, 2016, pp. 22-23)
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue
Vista Way / SR 78 WB On-Ramp

In addition, one CMP freeway and one CMP highway are located within the Project study area: SR 78 and
SR 76, respectively (SANDAG, 2008, Table 2.3).
C.

City of Oceanside General Plan Circulation Element

The General Plan for the City of Oceanside contains a Circulation Element that is intended to guide the
development of the local circulation system in a manner that is compatible with the General Plan Land Use
Element. To help meet traffic demands and achieve balanced growth, the City of Oceanside has the
following goals: (Oceanside, 2012, p. 9)
•

A multimodal transportation system, which allows for the efficient and safe movement of all people
and goods and which meets current demands and future needs of the population and projected land
uses with minimal impact to the environment;

•

Alternative modes of transportation to reduce the dependence on the automobile;
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•

Alternative transportation strategies designed to reduce traffic volumes and improve traffic flow;

•

A citywide transportation system that integrates with the regional transportation system; and

•

A multimodal transportation system that creates a balance with preserving community values and
maintaining public acceptance.

D.

City of Oceanside Bicycle Master Plan

The City of Oceanside created a Bicycle Master Plan which was approved in December of 2008. The
Oceanside Bicycle Master Plan is included as a sub-element of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element
and Recreational Trails Element. The Bicycle Master Plan intends to establish facilities for the City’s
bikeway system that could integrate with the existing San Diego County bikeway system and maximize
efficiency between mass transit and bikeways. The City of Oceanside developed the following goal
categories to create fundamental criteria for the City’s bikeway system, including: 1) Popular, 2) Systemic,
3) Destination-Oriented, 4) Safe, 5) Designed to Standards, 6) Maintained, 7) Minimize Liability Exposure,
8) Minimize Cost, 9) Environmentally Sensitive, and 10) Educational. (Oceanside, 2008, pp. ES-1 - ES-4,
and Figures 2.15 and 3.1)
As shown previously on Figure 4.12-2 in DEIR Subsection 4.13, the Bicycle Master Plan depicts existing
and planned bicycle facilities within the Project vicinity. As shown, under existing conditions, Oceanside
Boulevard/West Bobier Way and Melrose Drive include Class II bicycle facilities. A Class I Bike Trail (also
referred to as the “Rail Trail Connection to Guajome Park”) is planned between Guajome Regional Park and
North Avenue via Sports Park Way and the Vista Sports Park. This planned trail ultimately would connect
with the San Luis Rey River Trail which extends northeasterly, from Neptune Way, and follows the river
east to its terminus, north of College Boulevard. (Oceanside, 2008, Figures 3-1 and 5-2)
E.

City of Vista General Plan Circulation Element

The General Plan for the City of Vista contains a Circulation Element that is intended to guide the
development of the local circulation system in a manner that is compatible with the City of Vista General
Plan Land Use Element. To help meet traffic demands and achieve balanced growth, the City of Vista has
the following goals: (Vista, 2012a, p. 3-1)
•

Provide a system of roadways that meets the needs of the community through careful design of and
attention to linkages between neighborhoods, schools, parks, employment centers, and activity nodes;

•

Improve the safety and efficiency of existing transportation facilities by provided complete and safe
connections on roadways, sidewalks, and bikeways. Facilities should be accessible to all users, with
appropriate and necessary amenities;

•

Support a regional transportation system that serves existing and future travel between Vista and
other population and employment centers in North San Diego County and the larger region;

•

Create a truck circulation system that provides effective transport of commodities while minimizing
negative impacts throughout the City;
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•

Encourage alternative forms of transportation to private automobiles that meet the needs of all City
residents by providing improved access to transit connections to employment and other activity
centers;

•

Develop an efficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation system that improves access and linkages in a
manner that is human - scaled, bicycle- and pedestrian - oriented, and transit - accessible, encourages
use of these facilities for recreation, and provides alternatives to the personal automobile;
Preserve and enhance the identity and character of Vista along the City' s roadways;

•
•

Provide an adequate supply of well- designed and convenient parking facilities that meet the
demands of the surrounding land uses and enhance the character of the community; and

•

Enhance Vista's community identity and unique character by strengthening the streetscape
environment through conscientious attention to design considerations along scenic roadways,
gateways, corridors, and at focal intersections.

4.14.3 METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING PROJECT-RELATED TRAFFIC IMPACTS
4.14.3.1 Level of Service (LOS)
Traffic operations of roadway facilities are described using the term “Level of Service” (LOS). LOS is a
qualitative description of traffic flow based on several factors such as speed, travel time, delay, and freedom
to maneuver. Six levels are typically defined ranging from LOS A, representing completely free-flow
conditions, to LOS F, representing breakdown in flow resulting in stop-and-go conditions (LLG, 2017, p.
14)(LLG, 2016, p. 14). Table 4.14-2, Level of Service Thresholds for Signalized and Unsignalized
Intersections, summarizes the LOS and corresponding intersection delay for signalized and unsignalized
intersections.
Based on standards utilized by the City of Oceanside and the City of Vista, intersections that operate at LOS
“E” or “F” are considered deficient (LLG, 2017, p. 15)(LLG, 2016, p. 15). Table 4.14-3, City of Oceanside
Circulation Element Roadway Classifications, and Table 4.14-4, City of Vista Circulation Element Roadway
Classifications Capacity and Levels of Service, summarize the LOS standards utilized by both cities. For
CMP facilities, the San Diego County CMP defines deficient service levels as LOS “F” (SANDAG, 2008, p.
23). Additionally, Caltrans considers LOS “D” to be the limit of acceptable traffic operations during the
peak hour. Table 4.14-8, Existing Ramp Meter Operations, summarizes the typical metered freeway ramp
operational conditions for each LOS classification.
4.14.3.2 Intersection Capacity Analysis
The intersection LOS analysis is based on traffic counts observed during peak hour conditions. The
following peak hours were selected because these periods typically experience the most traffic throughout a
24-hour period:
•
•

Weekday AM Peak Hour (between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM)
Weekday PM Peak Hour (between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM)

For signalized intersections, the City of Oceanside and the City of Vista require that vehicle delay be
evaluated using the methodology described in Chapter 16 of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) with the
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assistance of Synchro (version 7) computer software. Signalized intersections were analyzed using signal
timing plans, where available. Timing inputs for intersections where plans were not available were based on
field observations. The two intersections along SR-76 and the SR-78 interchanges were analyzed using the
most recent Caltrans signal timing plans. The two intersections in the City of Vista were also analyzed using
the signal timing plans obtained from the City of Vista. In general, signal length for intersections along SR76 is 160 seconds during the AM and 180 seconds during the PM peak hour. (LLG, 2017, pp. 14, 21)(LLG,
2016, p. 14)
For unsignalized intersections, the City of Oceanside and the City of Vista require that vehicle delay be
evaluated using the methodology described in Chapter 17 of the HCM with the assistance of the Synchro
(version 7) computer software. (LLG, 2017, pp. 14-15)(LLG, 2016, pp. 14-15)
4.14.3.3 Street Segment Analysis
The street segment analysis is based on the comparison of ADT to the City of Oceanside and the City of
Vista existing ADT Tables. These tables provide capacities for different street classifications based on
traffic volumes and roadway characteristics for the respective cities. The street segments that are located in
the City of Oceanside were analyzed based on the capacities listed in Table 4.14-3, and the capacities within
the City of Vista are summarized in Table 4.14-4. (LLG, 2017, p. 15)(LLG, 2016, p. 15)
4.14.3.4 Metered Freeway Ramps
A ramp meter analysis was conducted at the metered ramps in the study area, to which the Project will add
more than 20 peak hour trips. For ramp meter analysis the Fixed Rate Method was used, meaning the most
restrictive flow rate during the peak hour was utilized, the total discharge and total delay were calculated (in
minutes), and the corresponding queue lengths were calculated. (LLG, 2017, p. 17)(LLG, 2016, p. 17)
4.14.3.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis
CEQA Guidelines § 15130 requires that an EIR disclose the impact from proposed projects along with the
incremental impacts from closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects (i.e.
cumulative impact analysis). Nine cumulative projects were identified in consultation with planning and
engineering staff from the City of Oceanside and City of Vista. These projects were identified based on
records of past, pending, and foreseeable future projects in Oceanside and surrounding jurisdictions as of
approximately August 2015 (the date that the NOP for this DEIR was issued). Table 4.14-14, Cumulative
Projects Summary, provides a summary of the ADT expected with each cumulative development.
4.14.3.6 Future Year Background Traffic
A.

Opening Year Background Traffic

Under existing and near-term conditions, the addition of Project traffic was analyzed assuming the existing
on-the-ground street network.
B.

Long-Range Background Traffic

For the Year 2030 conditions, the addition of Project traffic was measured against the City of Oceanside
Circulation Element buildout capacities for the street system. (LLG, 2017, p. 49)(LLG, 2016, p. 49)
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Existing + Near-Term Cumulative + Project Roadway Conditions

It is anticipated that development of the Project would occur over several years and multiple phases. As part
of the infrastructure improvements proposed by the Project, the traffic facilities listed below will be provided
in addition to existing roadway improvements:
• Project driveways and those facilities assumed to be constructed by the Project to provide access to
the Project site (refer to DEIR Section 3.0, Project Description);
• Improvements to Melrose Drive along the Project frontage to 6-lane prime arterial standards (LLG,
2017, p. 74)(LLG, 2016, p. 74); and
• Driveways and those facilities assumed to be constructed by nearby cumulative development projects
to provide site access.
D.

Long-Range (Post 2030) Roadway Conditions

The Project’s traffic analysis assumes that the traffic facilities listed below will be in place under long-range
(post-2030) conditions, in addition to existing roadway improvements. It is reasonable to anticipate that
these facilities will be in place under long-range (post-2030) conditions because they are planned capital
improvements that have funding programs meant for their eventual construction. The Buildout (Year 2030)
network was developed as part of the City of Oceanside Circulation Element, April 2012, and the major
changes to the circulation network include (LLG, 2017, p. 50)(LLG, 2016, p. 50):
•
•
•
•
•
•

SR 76 widened to six lanes;
N. Santa Fe Avenue as a four lane divided roadway from Melrose Drive and Bobier Drive;
Melrose Drive not extended to SR 76;
Melrose Drive as six lanes from N. Santa Fe Avenue to Hacienda Drive;
North Avenue widened to four lanes; and
Olive Avenue widened to four lanes.

4.14.3.7 Fair-Share Calculation
For cumulative impacts, a monetary contribution toward future improvements, that would maintain preProject roadway conditions, may be required. A project’s “fair share” contribution toward a cumulative
impact at an off-site study area location is determined based on the following calculation (LLG, 2017, p. 20)
(LLG, 2016, p. 20):
Fair Share % = Project Traffic / (Buildout Year 2030 Traffic + Project Traffic – Existing Traffic)

4.14.4 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to transportation/traffic if the Project or any
Project-related component would:
a.

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including
mass-transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit;
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b.

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion/management agency for designated roads or highways;

c.

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks;

d.

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment);

e.

Result in inadequate emergency access; or

f.

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section XVI of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines
and address typical adverse project effects associated with transportation and traffic (OPR, 2009).
When a proposed project would affect a street segment that already operates, or is projected to operate, at
worse than LOS D levels regardless of peak hour analysis, the developer shall propose, prepare, and provide
mitigation measure(s) for the City to review. If there are no feasible mitigation measures that would fully
mitigate traffic impacts, the developer shall propose, prepare, and provide various mitigation measures which
may not include physical improvements to the impacted facility. Where various mitigation measures have
been prepared, agreed upon by the City, and will be implemented, yet are not sufficient to fully mitigate the
traffic impacts, then LOS E during the peak periods would be considered acceptable. A project’s fair share
contributions may also be considered by the City for predetermined project improvements (e.g., TMC,
adaptive signals) in lieu of implemented mitigation measures. (LLG, 2017, p. 15)(LLG, 2016, p. 15)

4.14.5 IMPACT ANALYSIS
The roadway improvements proposed by the Project are described in Section 3.0, Project Description. The
construction of these improvements would be ensured as part of the Project’s conditions of approval issued
by the City of Oceanside as part of the Project’s approval process. As shown on Figure 3-22, the Project
proposes to construct several driveways to connect with existing roadways to provide access to the property,
including: one to Oceanside Boulevard, one to Melrose Drive, and one to Sports Park Way. An internal
emergency access between Planning Area 2 and Planning Area 3 is also proposed. (LLG, 2017, p. 13)(LLG,
2016, p. 13)
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4.14.5.1 Issue a. – Conflict with Circulation Policies
Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass-transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit?
A.

Impact Analysis

The analysis of Issue a. focuses on potential impacts to intersections, based on acceptable LOS standards
established by the General Plans for the Cities of Oceanside and Vista, as well as applicable Caltrans
standards. Refer to Issue b. in Subsection 4.14.5.2 for an analysis of potential impacts to SANDAG CMP
roadway networks, including potential impacts to segments of SR-76 and SR-78 in the Project study area.
Project Trip Generation



The appropriate trip generation rates for the proposed Project were obtained from the SANDAG (Not So)
Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, dated April 2002. The
condominium rate of eight trips per dwelling unit was used for town homes and ten trips per unit was used
for single family units. For purposes of analysis throughout this DEIR, it is assumed that the proposed
20,000 s.f. office/commercial building would consist of 10,000 s.f. of office space and 10,000 s.f. of
restaurant space. Although other commercial uses would be allowed in the 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space
assumed herein, other commercial uses would generate fewer traffic-related impacts. Thus, for purposes of a
“worst-case” analysis, 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space is assumed. For the office/commercial building, the
office rate of 20 trips per 1,000 s.f. was utilized for the 10,000 s.f. office component, and the sit-down
restaurant rate of 160 trips per 1,000 square feet was used for the 10,000 s.f. restaurant space. Using these
trip generation rates, the Project is expected to generation 4,059 ADT with 340 AM peak hour (125
inbound/215 outbound) and 360 PM peak hour (230 inbound/130 outbound) trips. Table 4.14-9, Project
Trip Generation summarizes the Project traffic generation. (LLG, 2017, p. 26)(LLG, 2016, p. 26)
Project Trip Distribution/Assignment



The trip distribution was developed based on a SANDAG computerized traffic model to conduct a Select
Zone Assignment (SZA). (LLG, 2017, p. 26)(LLG, 2016, p. 26) Figure 4.14-5, Project Traffic Distribution,
shows the regional and local distribution of Project trips. Figure 4.14-6, Project Traffic Volumes, depicts the
Project traffic assignment, and Figure 4.14-7, Existing + Project Traffic Volumes, depicts the Existing +
Project traffic volumes.
Analysis Scenarios



Potential impacts to the transportation and circulation network are assessed for each of the conditions listed
below.






Existing
Existing + Project
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative Projects
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative Projects + Project
Buildout (Year 2030)

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.14-12

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
•

4.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Buildout (Year 2030) With Project

Information for existing conditions is disclosed in Subsection 4.14.2, above, and represents the baseline
traffic conditions as they existed in November and December 2014 and are reflective of traffic conditions as
they existed when the NOP for this DEIR was circulated in 2015. The Existing plus Project (E+P) analysis
determines traffic impacts that would occur on the existing roadway system with the addition of Projectrelated traffic. The Existing plus Project scenario is presented to disclose direct impacts as required by
CEQA.
The Existing plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects and Existing plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects plus
Project analyses determine the near-term cumulative traffic impacts based on a comparison of the “with
Project” traffic scenarios to the “without Project” traffic scenario. These analyses include background traffic
from ambient growth and local cumulative development projects and are used to determine potential nearterm cumulative circulation system deficiencies.
The Buildout (Year 2030) and Buildout (Year 2030) plus Project analyses are utilized to determine if
improvement funding through regional transportation mitigation fee programs can accommodate the longterm cumulative traffic at the target levels of service (LOS). If the funded improvements can provide the
target LOS, then the Project’s payment into these mandatory fee programs will be considered as cumulative
mitigation through Conditions of Approval by the City of Oceanside.
Existing plus Project



This Subsection presents an analysis of existing traffic volumes plus traffic generated by Project (Existing
plus Project, or E+P). The E+P scenario rarely materializes as an actual scenario in the real world because
the time period between the environmental baseline date and the date that a project is operating can often be
a period of several years or more. Traffic conditions are not static, other Projects are being constructed, the
transportation network evolves, and traffic patterns change. Regardless, the E+P scenario is evaluated to
satisfy CEQA requirements to identify the Project’s impacts to the existing environment.
Peak Hour Intersection Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-10, Existing + Project Intersection Operations, summarizes the peak hour LOS at Project study
area intersections under E+P conditions. The analysis presented in Table 4.14-10 indicates that all
intersections in the Project study area would operate at acceptable LOS under E+P traffic conditions, with
the exception of the following facilities (LLG, 2017, p. 31)(LLG, 2016, p. 31):
•
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E/F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively
Oceanside Boulevard / College Boulevard – LOS E during the PM peak hour
Melrose Drive / Vista Way – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours

Based on the City of Oceanside significance criteria, significant direct and cumulatively considerable
impacts are calculated at the SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue and Melrose Drive / Vista Way intersections, with
the addition of Project traffic. The increase in delay at the remaining two intersection is less than the
allowable threshold of 2.0 seconds, thus a less-than-significant direct impact is calculated. (LLG, 2017, p.
31)(LLG, 2016, p. 31)
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Daily Street Segments Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-11, Existing + Project Street Segment Operations, summarizes the E+P roadway segment
operations. As shown in Table 4.14-11, with the addition of Project traffic, all study area segments are
calculated to continue to operate at LOS D or better, except for the following segments (LLG, 2017, p.
31)(LLG, 2016, p. 31):
•
•
•

Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive – LOS F
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard – LOS F
Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way – LOS E

Based on the City of Oceanside and City of Vista criteria, significant direct and cumulative impacts were
calculated with the addition of Project traffic on the three Melrose Drive Street segments listed above. The
City of Oceanside requires mitigation for significantly impacted street segments, regardless of peak hour
analysis. (LLG, 2017, p. 31)(LLG, 2016, p. 31)
Ramp Meter Operations Analysis
Ramp meter analyses were conducted at the SR 78 westbound on-ramp from Vista Way under E+P
conditions. Table 4.14-12, Existing + Project Ramp Meter Operations, summarizes the results of the ramp
meter analysis. As shown in Table 4.14-12, with the addition of Project traffic, there is no delay calculated
and no impact would occur. (LLG, 2017, p. 36)(LLG, 2016, p. 36)
Peak Hour Arterial Analysis
Although street segment LOS is measured based on a calculation of the volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C), this
approach has potential inadequacies because it does not take into consideration whether intersections on
either end of the segment operate acceptable level of service. Thus, a peak hour arterial analysis also was
conducted to provide additional information for impacted street segments without using the V/C ratio
measurement. As noted above, significant V/C-related impacts were calculated at the following three
locations:
• Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive
• Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard
• Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way
Table 4.14-13, Existing + Project Peak Hour Segment Operations, summarizes the results of the peak hour
arterial analysis (LLG, 2017, p. 37)(LLG, 2016, p. 37). As indicated in Table 4.14-13 and summarized
below, the peak hour arterial analysis also concludes that Project traffic would impact all three roadway
segments. It is important to note that the results of the peak hour analysis in Table 4.14-13 do not account
for proposed mitigation measures.
•
•
•

Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive (NB): LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours.
Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive (SB): LOS D/E in the AM/PM peak hours,
respectively.
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard (NB): LOS C in the AM/PM peak
hours.
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Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard (SB): LOS F/E in the AM/PM peak
hours, respectively.
Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way (NB): LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours.
Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way (SB): LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours.

Although the northbound segment of Melrose Drive between Meadowbrook Drive and Oceanside Boulevard
would operate at acceptable C during both peak hours, and the segment of Melrose Drive between N. Santa
Fe Avenue and Sage would operate at acceptable LOS D during the AM peak hour, pursuant to City of
Oceanside requirements mitigation is required for significantly impacted road segments based on a V/C
analysis, regardless of the results of the peak hour analysis. Accordingly, Project impacts to all three abovediscussed road segments would be significant and would require mitigation. (LLG, 2017, p. 37)(LLG, 2016,
p. 37)
Existing plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects



Cumulative projects are other projects in the study area that will add traffic to the local circulation system in
the near future. Traffic generated by these projects was added to the existing traffic volumes to develop the
Existing + Near-Term Cumulative Projects (E+NTC) conditions. It should be noted that none of the
following scenarios includes Project traffic; an analysis of impacts from the addition of Project traffic to the
E+NTC conditions are discussed below.
Table 4.14-14, Cumulative Projects Summary, summarizes the near-term cumulative projects trip generation.
As shown in Table 4.14-14, the cumulative projects are calculated to generate 43,062 daily trips with 2,830
inbound and 750 outbound during the AM peak hour and 1,342 inbound and 3,175 outbound during the PM
peak hour. Figure 4.14-8, Near-Term Cumulative Project Traffic Volumes, depicts the Near-Term
Cumulative projects traffic volumes without existing conditions, and Figure 4.14-9, Existing + Near-Term
Cumulative Projects Traffic Volumes, the Near-Term Cumulative projects traffic volumes with existing
conditions (i.e., E+NTC) traffic volumes. (LLG, 2017, pp. 26, 38)(LLG, 2016, pp. 26, 38)
Intersection Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-15, Near-Term Intersection Operations, summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for the
E+NTC projects condition. As shown in Table 4.14-15, with the addition of traffic generated by cumulative
projects, the following intersections are calculated to operate at a deficient LOS E or F (LLG, 2017, p.
42)(LLG, 2016, p. 42):
•
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively.
Oceanside Boulevard / College Boulevard – LOS F during the PM peak hour.
Melrose Drive / Vista Way – LOS FE during the AM and PM peak hours.
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively.

Street Segments Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-16, Near-Term Street Segment Operations, summarizes the key segment operations in the study
area for the E+NTC projects condition. As shown in Table 4.14-16, with the addition of traffic from
cumulative projects, the following street segments are calculated to operate at a deficient LOS E or F (LLG,
2017, p. 42)(LLG, 2016, p. 42):

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.14-15

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
•
•
•

4.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive – LOS F
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard – LOS F
Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way – LOS E

Ramp Meter Operations Analysis
Ramp meter analysis was conducted at the SR 78 westbound on-ramp from Vista Way under E+NTC
conditions. Table 4.14-17, Near-Term Ramp Meter Operations, summarizes the results of the ramp meter
analysis. As shown in Table 4.14-17, with the addition of traffic from cumulative projects, there is no delay
calculated. (LLG, 2017, p. 42)(LLG, 2016, p. 42)
Existing plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects plus Project



Intersection Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-15, summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative
projects + Project condition (E+NTCP). Figure 4.14-10, Existing + Near-Term Cumulative Projects +
Project Traffic Volumes, depicts the traffic volumes of the Existing + Near-Term Cumulative Projects +
Project scenario. As shown in Table 4.14-15, with the addition of Project traffic the following intersections
are calculated to continue to operate at a deficient LOS E or F (LLG, 2017, pp. 42-43)(LLG, 2016, pp. 4243):
•
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively.
Oceanside Boulevard / College Boulevard – LOS F during the PM peak hour.
Melrose Drive / Vista Way – LOS FE during the AM and PM peak hours.
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively.

Based on the City of Oceanside and City of Vista significance criteria, significant direct and cumulatively
considerable impacts were calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue
and the Melrose Drive / Vista Way intersections. The increase in delay at the remaining two intersections is
less than the allowable threshold of 2.0 seconds and hence a less-than-significant direct and cumulatively
considerable impact is calculated. (LLG, 2017, p. 42)(LLG, 2016, p. 42)
Street Segments Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-16 summarizes the key segment operations in the study area for the E+NTCP conditions. As
shown in Table 4.14-16, with the addition of Project traffic, the following street segments are calculated to
operate at a deficient LOS E or F (LLG, 2017, p. 43)(LLG, 2016, p. 43):
•
•
•

Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive – LOS F
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard – LOS F
Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way – LOS E

Based on the City of Oceanside and City of Vista significance criteria, significant direct and cumulatively
considerable impacts were calculated with the addition of Project traffic at the Melrose Drive segments from
N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive, Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard, and Olive Avenue to
Vista Way. The increase in delay at the remaining two intersections is less than the allowable threshold of
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2.0 seconds and hence a less-than-significant direct and cumulatively considerable impact is calculated.
(LLG, 2017, p. 43)(LLG, 2016, p. 43)
Ramp Meter Operations Analysis
Ramp meter analyses were conducted at the SR 78 westbound on-ramp from Vista Way and at the SR 78
eastbound on-ramp from Vista Village Drive under E+NTCP conditions. As shown in Table 4.14-17, with
the addition of cumulative projects and Project traffic, no delay is calculated. (LLG, 2017, p. 43)(LLG,
2016, p. 43) Hence, no impact would occur.
Peak Hour Arterial Analysis
Although street segment LOS is measured based on a calculation of the volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C), this
approach has potential inadequacies because it does not take into consideration whether intersections on
either end of the segment operate acceptable level of service. Thus, a peak hour arterial analysis also was
conducted for the study area street segments that are calculated to operate at LOS E or worse with the
addition of Project traffic. As noted above, V/C-related significant impacts were calculated at the following
three locations:
•
•
•

Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard
Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way

Table 4.14-18, Near-Term + Project Peak Hour Segment Operations, summarizes the results of the peak
hour arterial analysis (LLG, 2017, p. 49)(LLG, 2016, p. 49). The peak hour analysis results are summarized
below. As indicated in Table 4.14-18 and summarized below, the peak hour arterial analysis also concludes
that Project traffic would impact two of the three roadway segments, although the calculations demonstrate
that the segment of Melrose Drive between Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard would operate at
acceptable LOS C during both peak hours. It is important to note that the results of the peak hour analysis in
Table 4.14-18 do not account for proposed mitigation measures.
•
•
•
•
•
•

Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive (NB): LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours
Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive (SB): LOS D/E in the AM/PM peak hours,
respectively
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard (NB): LOS C in the AM/PM peak
hours
Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard (SB): LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours
Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way (NB): LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours.
Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way (SB): LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours.

Although the impacts along Melrose Drive between Meadowbrook Drive and Oceanside Boulevard (NB)
would operate at acceptable LOS C during both peak hours based on the arterial analysis, pursuant to City of
Oceanside requirements, mitigation is required for significantly impacted road segments based on a V/C
analysis, regardless of the results of the peak hour analysis. Accordingly, Project impacts to all three abovediscussed road segments would be significant and would require mitigation. (LLG, 2017, p. 49)(LLG, 2016,
p. 49)
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Buildout (Year 2030)



Two alternatives were analyzed in the long-term. Alternate 1 assumes Melrose Drive is not connected
between Spur Avenue and N. Santa Fe Avenue. Alternate 2 assumes Melrose Drive is connected between
Spur Avenue and N. Santa Fe Avenue as a 4-Lane Major Road.

ALTERNATE 1
Alternate 1 Network Conditions
The Buildout (Year 2030) network analyzed for Alternate 1 was developed in accordance with the City of
Oceanside General Plan Circulation Element. The 2030 Circulation Element Roadway Plan, as shown in
Figure 4.14-11, Buildout (Year 2030) Conditions Diagram - Alternate 1 Conditions, represents the planned
roadway system along with roadway classifications. There are several segments of the transportation
network that are altered from existing conditions to the 2030 Circulation Element Plan. The major changes
to the circulation network include the following: (LLG, 2017, p. 50)(LLG, 2016, p. 50)
•
•
•
•
•
•

SR 76 widened to six lanes
N. Santa Fe Avenue as a four lane divided roadway from Melrose Drive and Bobier Drive
Melrose Drive not extended to SR 76
Melrose Drive as six lanes from N. Santa Fe Avenue to Hacienda Drive
North Avenue widened to four lanes
Olive Avenue widened to four lanes

Alternate 1 Traffic Volumes
The Buildout (Year 2030) baseline traffic volumes for both intersections and street segments were obtained
from the SANDAG Series 11 Sub-Area traffic model prepared for the 2030 Master Transportation Roadway
Plan. Where peak hour intersection volumes were not available in the Circulation Element, volumes at an
intersection were estimated from future ADT volumes using the relationship between existing peak hour
turning movements and the existing ADT volumes. This same relationship can be assumed to generally
continue in the future. Some Circulation Element volumes were adjusted to account for traffic patterns
reflected in the most recent traffic counts at study area locations.
In order to forecast the Year 2030 With Project traffic volumes, LLG tabulated the ADT generated within
traffic analysis zone (TAZ) 334, which contains the entire Project area, by the SANDAG Series 11 traffic
model. This volume was compared to the ADT that would be generated in Year 2030 by the same TAZ with
the development of the proposed Project. In general, the Project results in increased residential density and
decreased commercial development as compared to the land uses assumed in the Series 11 model. The net
trips due to the Project trips added to the street system is 3,534 ADT with 295 AM peak hour trips and 315
PM peak hour trips. A table containing the trips generated by TAZ 334 as included in the Series 11 model
and with the addition of the Project traffic is included in Technical Appendix J. The net trips were
distributed to the street stems using the same distribution as the near-term Project volumes in order to arrive
at Year 2030 With Project Alternate 1 volumes. Figure 4.14-12, Buildout (Year 2030) Without Project
Traffic Volumes - Alternate 1, depicts the Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 1 Without Project traffic volumes.
(LLG, 2017, pp. 50-51)(LLG, 2016, pp. 50-51)
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ALTERNATE 1 WITHOUT PROJECT
Intersection Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-19, Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 1 Intersection Operations, summarizes the peak hour
intersection operations for the Buildout (Year 2030) Without Project condition. As shown in Table 4.14-19,
the following intersections are calculated to operate at deficient LOS E or F in 2030 without the Project
(LLG, 2017, p. 51)(LLG, 2016, p. 51):
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / Melrose Drive – LOS F/E during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively

Street Segments Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-20, Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 1 Street Segment Operations, summarizes the key segment
operations in the study area for the Buildout (Year 2030) Without Project condition. As shown in Table
4.14-20, one study area street segment is calculated to operate at deficient LOS E. (LLG, 2017, p. 51)(LLG,
2016, p. 51)
•

N. Santa Fe Avenue: Mesa Drive to Melrose Drive – LOS E

ALTERNATE 2
Alternate 2 Network Conditions
The Buildout (Year 2030) network analyzed for Alternate 2 was developed in accordance with the City of
Oceanside General Plan Circulation Element. The 2030 Circulation Element Roadway Plan, as shown in
Figure 4.14-13, Buildout (Year 2030) Conditions Diagram - Alternate 2 Conditions, represents the planned
roadway system along with roadway classifications. There are several segments of the transportation
network that are altered from existing conditions to the 2030 Circulation Element Plan. The major changes
to the circulation network include the following (LLG, 2017, p. 52)(LLG, 2016, p. 52):
•
•
•
•
•
•

SR 76 widened to six lanes
N. Santa Fe Avenue as a four lane divided roadway from Melrose Drive and Bobier Drive
Extension of Melrose Drive to SR 76
Melrose Drive as four lanes from SR 76 to N. Santa Fe Avenue and six lanes from N. Santa Fe
Avenue to Hacienda Drive
North Avenue widened to four lanes
Olive Avenue widened to four lanes

Alternate 2 Traffic Volumes
The Buildout (Year 2030) baseline traffic volumes for both intersections and street segments were obtained
from the SANDAG Series 11 Sub-Area traffic model prepared for the 2030 Master Transportation Roadway
Plan. Where peak hour intersection volumes were not available in the Circulation Element, volumes at an
intersection were estimated from future ADT volumes using the relationship between existing peak hour
turning movements and the existing ADT volumes. This same relationship can be assumed to generally
continue in the future.
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Some volumes from the Circulation Element were adjusted to account for traffic patterns reflected in more
recent traffic counts at study area locations. Year 2030 Alternate 2 Project traffic volumes are generally the
same as for Alternate 1 (3,534 ADT with 295 AM peak hour trips and 315 PM peak hour trips), derived by
the process described in Technical Appendix J, Section 11.2. The only difference is the distribution of
Project traffic in the vicinity of the Melrose Drive extension. Ten-percent of Project traffic (353 Daily, 30
AM and 32 PM) traveling to/from SR 76 east of N. Santa Fe Avenue is assumed to remain on SR 76 and
access SR 76 via Melrose Drive, rather than via N. Santa Fe Avenue as in the near-term and Year 2030
Alternate 1 scenarios. Figure 4.14-14, Buildout (Year 2030) Without Project Traffic Volumes - Alternate 2
Conditions, depicts the Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 without Project traffic volumes. (LLG, 2017, p.
58)(LLG, 2016, pp. 52-53)

ALTERNATE 2 WITHOUT PROJECT
Intersection Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-22, Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 Intersection Operations, summarizes the peak hour
intersection operations for the Buildout (Year 2030) Without Project condition. As shown in Table 4.14-22,
the following intersections are calculated to operate at deficient LOS E or F (LLG, 2017, p. 58)(LLG, 2016,
p. 53):
•
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E during the PM peak hour
Melrose Drive / Vista Way – LOS E during the PM peak hour
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / Melrose Drive – LOS E during the AM peak hour

Street Segments Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-23, Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 Street Segment Operations, summarizes key segment
operations in the study area for the Buildout (Year 2030) Without Project condition. As shown in Table
4.14-23, no study area street segments are calculated to operate at deficient LOS E or F in 2030 without the
Project. (LLG, 2017, p. 58)(LLG, 2016, p. 53)
Buildout (Year 2030) With Project



ALTERNATE 1 WITH PROJECT
Intersection Operations Analysis
Figure 4.14-15, Buildout (Year 2030) With Project Traffic Volumes - Alternate 1 Conditions, depicts the
Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 1 with Project Traffic Volumes. Table 4.14-19 summarizes the peak hour
intersection operations for the Buildout (Year 2030) With Project condition. As shown in Table 4.14-19,
with the addition of Project traffic, the following intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F (LLG,
2017, p. 51)(LLG, 2016, p. 51). It should be noted that the same intersections operate at the same deficiency
levels in the without Project scenario.
•
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours
Oceanside Boulevard / Melrose Drive – LOS E during the PM peak hour
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / Melrose Drive – LOS F/E during the AM/ PM peak hours, respectively
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Based on the City of Oceanside significance criteria, the Project would increase the delay at the Oceanside
Boulevard/Melrose Drive intersection by more than 2.0 seconds; thus, the Project’s impacts to the
intersection of Oceanside Boulevard / Melrose Drive would be significant on both a direct and cumulative
basis. The increase in delay at the three intersections with SR-76 is less than the allowable threshold of 2.0
seconds; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. (LLG, 2017, pp. 51-52)(LLG, 2016, p. 51).
Street Segments Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-20 summarizes the key segment operations in the study area for the Buildout (Year 2030) With
Project condition. As shown in Table 4.14-20, with the addition of Project traffic, one study area street
segment is calculated to operate at LOS E or worse. Hence, a significant cumulative segment impact is
calculated in the long term along the following roadway segment. (LLG, 2017, p. 52)(LLG, 2016, p. 52)
•

N. Santa Fe Avenue: Mesa Drive to Melrose Drive – LOS E

However, this potential impact is not considered significant since there is no significant impact in the
buildout condition with the currently adopted City Circulation Element (Alternative 2 network). (LLG,
2017, p. 52)(LLG, 2016, p. 52)
Peak Hour Arterial Analysis
Although street segment LOS is measured based on a calculation of the volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C), this
approach has potential inadequacies because it does not take into consideration whether intersections on
either end of the segment operate acceptable level of service. Thus, a peak hour arterial analysis also was
conducted for the study area street segments that are calculated to operate at LOS E or worse with the
addition of Project traffic. As noted above, V/C-related significant impacts were calculated at the following
location:
•

N. Santa Fe Avenue: Mesa Drive to Melrose Drive

Table 4.14-21, Year 2030 (Alternate 1) + Project Peak Hour Segment Operations, summarizes the results of
the peak hour arterial analysis (LLG, 2017, p. 66)(LLG, 2016, p. 66). The peak hour analysis results are
summarized below. As indicated in Table 4.14-18 and summarized below, the peak hour arterial analysis
also concludes that Project traffic would impact one of the three roadway segments, although the calculations
demonstrate that the segment of Melrose Drive between Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard would
operate at acceptable LOS C during both peak hours. It is important to note that the results of the peak hour
analysis in Table 4.14-21 do not account for proposed mitigation measures.
•
•

N. Santa Fe Avenue: Mesa Drive to Melrose Drive (EB): LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours
N. Santa Fe Avenue: Mesa Drive to Melrose Drive (WB): LOS D in the AM/PM peak hours

Although the impacts along N. Santa Fe Avenue between Mesa Drive and Melrose Drive (WB) would
operate at acceptable LOS D during both peak hours based on the arterial analysis, pursuant to City of
Oceanside requirements, mitigation is required for significantly impacted road segments based on a V/C
analysis, regardless of the results of the peak hour analysis. Accordingly, Project impacts to both the
eastbound and westbound segments of N. Santa Fe Avenue between Mesa Drive and Melrose Drive normally
would require mitigation. However, this potential impact is not considered significant since there is no
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significant impact in the buildout condition with the currently adopted City Circulation Element (Alternative
2 network). (LLG, 2017, pp. 52,66)(LLG, 2016, pp. 52,66)

ALTERNATE 2 WITH PROJECT
Intersection Operations Analysis
Figure 4.14-16, Buildout (Year 2030) With Project Traffic Volumes - Alternate 2 Conditions, depicts the
Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 with Project Traffic Volumes. Table 4.14-22 summarizes the peak hour
intersection operations for the Buildout (Year 2030) With Project condition. As shown in Table 4.14-22,
with the addition of Project traffic, the following intersections are calculated to operate at deficient LOS E or
F (LLG, 2017, p. 59)(LLG, 2016, p. 53). It should be noted that the same intersections operate at the same
deficiency levels in the without Project scenario.
•
•
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E during the PM peak hour
Oceanside Boulevard / Melrose Drive – LOS E during the PM peak hour
Melrose Drive / Vista Way – LOS E during the PM peak hour
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / Melrose Drive – LOS E during the AM peak hour

Based on the City of Oceanside significance criteria, impacts to the Oceanside Boulevard/Melrose Drive and
the Melrose Drive / Vista Way intersections would be directly and cumulatively significant because the
Project would contribute more than 2.0 seconds of delay at this these intersections. The Project’s impacts to
the three two intersections at SR 76 would be less than significant because Project traffic would result in an
increase in delay that is less than 2.0 seconds. (LLG, 2017, p. 59)(LLG, 2016, pp. 53-54)
Street Segments Operations Analysis
Table 4.14-23, Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 Street Segment Operations, summarizes the key segment
operations in the study area for the Buildout (Year 2030) With Project condition. As shown in Table 4.1423, with the addition of Project traffic, no study area street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or
worse. Hence, the Project would have a less-than-cumulatively considerable impact in the long term. (LLG,
2017, p. 59)(LLG, 2016, p. 54)
B.

Significance of Impact

Based on the City of Oceanside and City of Vista significance criteria and the analysis presented above, the
Project is calculated to have significant direct and cumulative impacts at the following intersections and
roadway segments.
Intersection (Near-Term)
• SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue (City of Oceanside)
• Melrose Drive / Vista Way (City of Vista)
Street Segments (Near-Term)
• Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive (City of Oceanside)
• Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard (City of Oceanside)
• Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way (City of Vista)
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Buildout (Year 2030) Intersection (Long-Term) – Alternates 1 and 2
• Oceanside Boulevard / Melrose Drive (City of Oceanside)
• Melrose Drive / Vista Way (City of Vista)
The Project would conflict with the applicable plans for the performance of the circulation system at the
above-listed intersections. Thus, a significant direct and cumulative impact would occur and mitigation is
required.
Table 4.14-25, Impact / Mitigation Measure Summary, depicts the resulting LOS conditions following
implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.14-1 through MM 4.14-5. As shown in Table 4.14-25 and
summarized below, implementation of the required mitigation would reduce the Project’s direct and
cumulative impacts to below a level of significance.



Mitigated Intersection LOS

•

SR 76 / North Santa Fe Avenue: With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-1MM 4.14-3
and MM 4.14-3, the SR 76 / North Santa Fe Avenue intersection would operate at LOS E, and the total
delay at this intersection would be improved as compared to pre-Project conditions during the AM and
PM peak hours (i.e., from 62.5 seconds of delay in the AM peak hour and 108.2 seconds of delay in the
PM peak hour to 55.1 seconds in the AM peak hour and 79.0 seconds in the PM peak hour).
Accordingly, implementation of MM 4.14-3 and MM 4.14-3 would reduce direct and cumulative impacts
to this intersection to below a level of significance.

•

Melrose Drive / Vista Way: With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-1, the Melrose
Drive / Vista Way intersection would be improved from LOS F in the AM/PM peak hours to LOS D in
the AM peak hour and LOS E in the PM peak hour. Thus, with implementation of MM 4.14-1, the
Project’s direct and cumulative impacts to this intersection would be reduced to below a level of
significance.

•

Oceanside Boulevard / Melrose Drive: With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-2, the
PM peak hour LOS at the intersection of Oceanside Boulevard / Melrose Drive would improve from
LOS E to LOS D. Accordingly, with implementation of MM 4.14-2, the Project’s direct and cumulative
impacts to this intersection would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.



Mitigated Roadway Segment LOS

•

Melrose Drive – Between N. Santa Fe Avenue and Sagewood Drive: With implementation of
Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-5, the road segment of Melrose Drive between N. Santa Fe Avenue and
Sagewood Drive would improve from LOS F to LOS B. Thus, with implementation of MM 4.14-5, the
Project’s direct and cumulative impacts to this road segment would be reduced to below a level of
significance.

•

Melrose Drive – Between Meadowbrook Drive and Oceanside Boulevard: With implementation of
Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-4, the road segment of Melrose Drive between Meadowbrook Drive and
Oceanside Boulevard would improve from a volume-to-capacity ratio of 2.396 to 1.597. Although this
road segment would continue to operate at LOS F, MM 4.14-4 would reduce the Project’s direct and
cumulative impacts to below a level of significance.
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Melrose Drive – Between Olive Avenue and Vista Way: Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM
4.14-1 would improve this segment by improving operations and flow. Implementation of MM 4.14-1
would reduce the Project’s impacts to intersections within the Project’s study area to below a level of
significance.

C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Although a significant impact was not identified on Northbound Melrose Drive at the driveway to Planning
Area 2, the following Project Condition of Approval has nonetheless been imposed on the Project to improve
traffic flow at the Access Driveway / N. Melrose Drive (Access to Planning Area 2) intersection:
•

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, the Project Applicant shall provide a dedicated rightturn lane on Northbound Melrose Drive at the driveway to Planning Area 2.

The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the Project’s impact to Project study area
intersections to below a level of significance. It should be noted that the mitigation measures below refer to
“equivalent dwelling units (edu).” Each edu represents the amount of traffic generated by each of the
proposed multi-family homesdwelling unit (du) proposed on-site, or approximately 8 vehicular trips per day.
Thus, each single-family home would represent an edu of approximately 1.25 (or 10 vehicular trips per day);
the 10,000 s.f. office space would represent approximately 25 edu (or 200 vehicular trips per day); and the
10,000 s.f. of restaurant space would represent approximately 200 edu (or 1,600 vehicular trips per day). For
example, the 7897th edu referenced in Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-1 MM 4.14-2, below, would represent
approximately 7897 multi-family homes du; 62 single-family homes; or any combination of multi-family,
single-family dwelling unit, and office uses that is equal to or greater than 624780 vehicular trips per day.
Additionally, because the restaurant use would generate approximately 1,600 vehicular trips per day,
construction of the restaurant space alone would require the implementation of Mitigation Measure MM
4.14-1MM 4.14-2 prior to occupancy permits.
MM 4.14-1

Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit for the 78th equivalent first dwelling
unit (edu), the Project applicant shall improve the Melrose Drive/Vista Way
intersection to provide a Right-Turn Overlap (RTOL) phase for the westbound
approach to this intersection. contribute a fair share to the City of Vista Capital
Improvements Program (CIP) project to add a third southbound through lane on
Melrose Drive between Ascot Drive and W. Vista Way.

MM 4.14-2

Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit for the 97th edu, the Project applicant
shall improve the Oceanside Boulevard/Melrose Drive intersection to provide a
second southbound left-turn lane and northbound Right-Turn-Overlap (RTOL)
phasing. The westbound U-turn movement on Oceanside Boulevard also shall be
prohibited with a R3-4 (No-U-turn symbol) sign. The Project Applicant shall
coordinate with the City and SANDAG before finalizing the improvement plans at
this intersection to match up with the Inland Rail Trail designs. Also required is the
upgrade and relocation of affected signal hardware, conduit, fiber optic connections,
and pedestrian count down timer in order to accommodate the improvements.

MM 4.14-3

Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit for the 270th edu, the Project applicant
shall make a fair-share contribution to the City of Oceanside Impact Fee program
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(Municipal Code Chapter 32B), which the City shall utilize towards the construction
of a second northbound right-turn lane at the SR 76/North Santa Fe Avenue
intersection. If the segment of Melrose Drive between Spur Avenue and N. Santa Fe
Avenue is constructed and operational prior to issuance of an occupancy permit for
the 270th edu, then the Project’ fair-share contribution would be 9.4% of the cost of
the improvement.
MM 4.14-4MM 4.14-3 Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit for the 270th edu, the Project
Applicant shall relocate the bike lane on northbound N. Santa Fe Avenue from the
curb to between the through/left and right/turn lanes. The Project applicant shall also
extend the storage in the #1 northbound left-turn lane on N. Santa Fe Avenue by 400
feet.
The following mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the Project’s impacts to road segments
within the Project’s study area to below a level of significance. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM
4.14-1 also would improve the operations of the Melrose Drive road segment between Olive Avenue and
Vista Way. No additional mitigation is provided or required for impacts to this road segment.
MM 4.14-5MM 4.14-4 Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit for the 62nd edu, the Project
Applicant shall partially widen the west side of the road segment of Melrose Drive
between Meadowbrook Drive and Oceanside Boulevard to 4-Lane Major Arterial
standards with dedication to provide the half-width standard for a 6-Lane Prime
Arterial standards roadway with the development of Planning Area 1. The Project
Applicant also shall construct the east side of Melrose Drive between Meadowbrook
Drive and Oceanside Boulevard to the half width of a 4-Lane Major Arterial
standards with dedication to 6-Lane Prime Arterial standards with the development of
Planning Area 2 or Planning Area 3 (to provide an additional capacity of 5,000
ADT).
MM 4.14-5

MM 4.14-6 Prior to issuance of an occupancy the building permit for the 83rd78th edu,
the Project Applicant shall widen Melrose Drive between North Santa Fe Avenue and
Sagewood Drive to a total width of 65 feet to accommodate travel lanes. The
widening of this segment of Melrose Drive shall be contingent upon the City’s
acquisition of the necessary right-of-way from adjacent property owners. Based upon
the cost of the widening, the Project Applicant shall be credited equal to or less than
their total thoroughfare fees, but not greater. If the credit of thoroughfare fees is less
that the total cost of widening this segment of Melrose Drive, then, the City shall
enter into a reimbursement agreement with the Project Applicant. Reimbursement
will come in the form of area projects fair share contributions collected over time by
the City with a ten year sunset. pay a fair share contribution towards the widening of
the segment of Melrose Drive between N. Santa Fe Avenue and Sagewood Drive to
4-Lane Major Arterial standards (to increase roadway capacity to 40,000 ADT). The
Project’ fair-share contribution would be 9.4% of the total cost of the improvement. 1

1

Impacts associated with required improvements to this segment of Melrose Drive were fully evaluated as part of the City’s
Melrose Drive Extension Project EIR (SCH No. 2002121008), which is herein incorporated by reference and is available for
review at the City of Oceanside Planning Division, 300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054.
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4.14.5.2 Issue b. – Conflict with an Applicable Congestion Management Program
Would the Project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion / management agency for designated roads or highways?
A.

Impact Analysis

The San Diego County CMP prepared by SANDAG is applicable to the Project because of the Project’s
proximity to freeway mainline segments and major intersections that are part of the San Diego County CMP
roadway system. Although the City of Oceanside does not participate in the San Diego County CMP,
SANDAG includes the analysis of freeway mainline segments and major intersections within the City. The
CMP facilities located within the Project study area include the following:
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue
SR 76 / College Boulevard
Vista Way / SR 78 WB On-Ramp

In addition, one CMP freeway and one CMP highway are located within the Project study area: SR 78 and
SR 76, respectively (SANDAG, 2008, Table 2.3).
Provided below is a summary of the Project’s impacts to CMP facilities, based on the analysis presented
above in Subsection 4.14.5.1.
Existing plus Project



Intersection Operations Analysis
As described in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-10, the addition of Project traffic to the
existing circulation network would result in significant impacts to the following CMP facility:
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E/F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively

Implementation of the Project would contribute to a significant direct impact to the SR 76 / N. Santa Fe
Avenue CMP facility by increasing the delay time by 2.2 seconds in the AM peak hour and 3.3 seconds in
the PM peak hour. Since this facility already operates at LOS E/F deficiency, this conflicts with the San
Diego County CMP LOS standards for the highway network, and the Project’s impact would be direct and
cumulatively considerable. The increase in delay at the remaining CMP intersection is less than the
allowable threshold of 2.0 seconds and hence less-than-significant impacts are calculated. (LLG, 2017, p.
32)(LLG, 2016, p. 32)
Daily Highway Segments Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-11, the Project would not contribute
enough traffic to CMP facilities to result in a significant impact. Accordingly, impacts to CMP highway
segments would be less than significant. (LLG, 2017, p. 34)(LLG, 2016, p. 34)
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Ramp Meter Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1, and summarized in Table 4.14-12, the addition of Project traffic would
result in less-than-significant impacts to CMP ramp meter operations. (LLG, 2017, p. 36)(LLG, 2016, p. 36)
Existing plus Near-Term Cumulative Impacts



Intersection Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-15, buildout of the cumulative projects
would result in deficient levels of service at the following CMP facilities (LLG, 2017, pp. 44-45)(LLG,
2016, pp. 44-45):
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E/F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E / F during the AM / PM peak hours, respectively

Street Segments Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-16, all CMP roadway segments within
the Project’s study area would operate at an acceptable LOS under near-term conditions. (LLG, 2017, p.
46)(LLG, 2016, p. 46)
Ramp Meter Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-17, the addition of cumulative traffic
would not affect any CMP ramp meter locations and no impact would occur. (LLG, 2017, p. 48)(LLG, 2016,
p. 48)
Existing plus Near-Term Cumulative plus Project



Intersection Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-15, the following CMP intersections are
anticipated to operate at a deficient LOS under near-term conditions:
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E/F during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F in the AM/PM peak hours, respectively.

The Project would contribute approximately 2.8 seconds during the AM peak hour and 3.8 seconds to the
delay at the SR-76 / North Santa Fe intersection during the PM peak hour, which exceeds the delay threshold
of 2.0 seconds; thus, the Project’s impacts to the intersection of SR-76 / North Santa Fe intersection during
the AM/PM peak hours are significant and would require mitigation. The increase in delay at the
intersection of SR 76 / College Boulevard is less than the allowable threshold of 2.0 seconds and hence a
less-than-significant impact would occur. (LLG, 2017, pp. 44-45)(LLG, 2016, pp. 44-45)
Highway Segments Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-16, all study area CMP highway
segments of SR-76 are projected to operate at LOS D or better under near-term conditions. Accordingly,
impacts would be less than significant. (LLG, 2017, p. 46)(LLG, 2016, p. 46)
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Ramp Meter Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-17, the addition of Project traffic would
not increase the delay or queue distance of study area CMP ramp meter locations. Accordingly, Project
impacts to CMP ramp meter operations would be less than significant. (LLG, 2017, p. 43)(LLG, 2016, p.
43)
Buildout (Year 2030) plus Project



ALTERNATE 1
Intersection Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-19, in Buildout (Year 2030), the
following CMP intersections would operate at a deficient LOS under buildout (Year 2030) conditions:
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F in the AM/PM peak hours, respectively
SR 76 / Melrose Drive – LOS F/E in the AM/PM peak hours, respectively

Although the Project would contribute traffic to the above-listed CMP intersections under buildout (Year
2030) conditions, the Project’s contribution to delay at these intersections would be less than 2.0 seconds,
and would therefore be less than significant. (LLG, 2017, pp. 53-55)(LLG, 2016, pp. 56-57)
Street Segments Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-20, under Buildout (Year 2030) and
Buildout (Year 2030) plus Project conditions, all study area CMP roadway segments (i.e., all segments of
SR-76) would operate at LOS D or better. Accordingly, the Project’s impacts to CMP street segments would
be less than significant. (LLG, 2017, p. 52)(LLG, 2016, p. 58)

ALTERNATE 2
Intersection Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-22, under Buildout (Year 2030) Plus
Project conditions the following CMP facilities would operate at a deficient LOS during the AM and/or PM
peak hours, as follows:
•
•
•

SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E during the PM peak hour
SR 76 / College Boulevard – LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours, respectively.
SR 76 / Melrose Drive – LOS E during the AM peak hour

However, the Project would contribute less than 2.0 seconds of delay to the above-listed intersections.
Accordingly, impacts to CMP intersections under Alternate 2 would be less than significant. (LLG, 2017,
pp. 60-62)(LLG, 2016, pp. 61-62)
Street Segments Operations Analysis
As discussed in Subsection 4.14.5.1 and summarized in Table 4.14-23, in Buildout (Year 2030) and in
Buildout (Year 2030) plus Project conditions, all CMP road segments would operate at an acceptable LOS D
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.14-28

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

or better during both peak hours with the addition of Project traffic. Accordingly, no impact to CMP street
segments would occur. (LLG, 2017, pp. 63-64)(LLG, 2016, pp. 63-64)
B.

Significance of Impact

Based on the City of Oceanside and Caltrans significance criteria and the analysis presented above, the
Project is calculated to have significant direct and cumulative impacts to the intersection of SR 76 / N. Santa
Fe Avenue (near-term conditions only). Although the Project would contribute traffic to other CMP facilities
within the Project’s study area, all remaining CMP facilities would either operate at an acceptable LOS, or
Project impacts to these facilities would be less-than-significant based on City of Oceanside and Caltrans
significance criteria.
As shown in Table 4.14-25 and summarized above, with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-3
and MM 4.14-3, the SR 76 / North Santa Fe Avenue intersection (the only CMP facility significantly
impacted by the Project) would continue to operate at LOS E. However, the total delay at this intersection
would be improved as compared to pre-Project conditions during the AM and PM peak hours (i.e., from 62.5
seconds of delay in the AM peak hour and 108.2 seconds of delay in the PM peak hour to 55.1 seconds in the
AM peak hour and 79.0 seconds in the PM peak hour). Accordingly, implementation of MM 4.14-3 and
MM 4.14-3 would reduce direct and cumulative impacts to this intersection to below a level of significance.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-3 and Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-3, would apply and would reduce impacts
to CMP facilities to below a level of significance. No additional mitigation is required.
4.14.5.3 Issue c. – Change Air Traffic Patterns
Would the Project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or
a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?
A.

Impact Analysis

The proposed Project does not contain an air travel component (e.g., runways, helipads). Thus, air traffic
would not be changed as a result of the Project. As previously described in DEIR Section 3.0, Project
Description, the Project site is proposed to be developed with up to 313301 residential units and 20,000
square feet of office/commercial space. The tallest feature on the Project site would be the
office/commercial building, which would have a maximum height of approximately 45 feet, and would not
include any component that would obstruct the flight path or change air traffic patterns at either of the nearby
airport facilities.
The Project site is located approximately 4.9 miles east of the Oceanside Municipal Airport and
approximately 6.1 miles north of the McClellan-Palomar Airport, which are the only two public airport
facilities within the Project vicinity (Google Earth, 2016).
According to Exhibit III-2 and Exhibit III-6 of the Oceanside Municipal ALUCP, the Project site is located
approximately 3.8 miles east of the nearest boundary of the Oceanside Municipal Airport safety zone and is
located within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) for the Oceanside Municipal Airport Facility (ALUC, 2010,
Exhibit III-2; Exhibt III-6). However, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study of the Project’s proposed
commercial/office building, and determined that the structure does not exceed obstruction standards and
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.14-29

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

would not be a hazard to air navigation. The FAA determined that marking and lighting are not necessary
for aviation safety (FAA, 2015). Additionally, the Project site is not located in the FAA notification zone
and the uses proposed by the Project are compatible with the AIA zone for the Project site (ALUC, 2010, pp.
3-55 - 3-59). Thus, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in a change of air traffic
patterns.
According to Exhibit III-6 of the McClellan-Palomar ALUCP, the Project site is not located within the
Airport Influence Area (AIA) for this facility, nor is the site located within any flight activity zones. Thus,
the Project site is not subject to airport-related hazards associated with this facility and would not result in
increased safety risks associated with this facility (ALUC, 2011, Exhibit III-6). There are no other public
airports or public use airports in the Project vicinity, and there are no components of the proposed Project
that would result in a change in air traffic patterns or a substantial increase in air traffic levels.
Accordingly, the Project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks, and a less than significant impact
would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project is located in an AIA for the Oceanside Municipal Airport, but the proposed land use of the
Project site would not result in a change in air traffic patterns or safety hazards for this facility. A less-thansignificant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.14.5.4 Issue d. – Increase Hazards due to a Design Feature
Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project would be compatible with the surrounding, existing residential and commercial land uses as
described below. As such, there would be no transportation hazards created as a result of an incompatible
land use.
Design features and access for each of the three proposed Planning Areas area discussed below:
Planning Area 1
Two right-in / right-out access driveways are planned for Planning Area 1, one to the residential and one to
the office/restaurant land uses. Planning Area 1 is bound to the south by Oceanside Boulevard and the east
by Melrose Drive. Project access is proposed via a right-in / right-out driveway on Oceanside Boulevard
located approximately 600 feet west of the Oceanside Boulevard / Bobier Drive / Melrose Drive intersection.
Oceanside Boulevard is classified as a Major Arterial and constructed as a four-lane, divided roadway
between College Boulevard and Melrose Drive, along the Project site’s frontage. The posted speed limit is
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50 miles per hour. Class II bicycle lanes are provided and on-street parking is prohibited. As such, no
frontage improvements to Oceanside Boulevard would be required for this driveway. As discussed in DEIR
Chapter 3.0, frontage improvements are proposed along the western edge of Melrose Drive in conjunction
with build-out of Planning Area 1. (LLG, 2017, p. 73)(LLG, 2016, p. 73)
Planning Area 1 would generate 2,203 ADT, with 89 total inbound trips during both the AM and PM peak
hours, of which approximately 28 total trips would be oriented to the site from the west (11 trips to the
residential driveway; 17 trips to the office/restaurant driveway). Additionally, Melrose Drive would be built
to 6-Lane Prime Arterial standards, which would result in increased green time at the Oceanside
Boulevard/Bobier Drive/Melrose Drive intersection being biased towards Melrose Drive. This would result
in gaps in westbound traffic on Oceanside Boulevard that would allow inbound left-turning vehicles to enter
Planning Area 1. However, an eastbound left-turn lane at this driveway was not assumed in the analysis, and
outbound left-turns should be physically prohibited. (LLG, 2017, pp. 73-74)(LLG, 2016, pp. 73-74)
Based on a review of the Project’s planned frontage improvements and access points, LLG determined that
the ingress/egress planned for Planning Area 1 would not result in any safety issues (assuming left turns out
of Planning Area 1 are prohibited by the Project). Accordingly, Project impacts associated with site access
to and from Planning Area 1 would be less than significant. (LLG, 2017, p. 73)(LLG, 2016, p. 73)
Planning Area 2
Planning Area 2 is bound to the west by Melrose Drive and to the north by Meadowbrook Drive. Access
would be available via a right-in/right-out driveway on Melrose Drive located approximately 580 feet south
of the Melrose Drive/Meadowbrook Drive intersection. No access is proposed via Meadowbrook Drive to
the north side of the site.
Melrose Drive is classified as a Prime Arterial (6-lanes) but is currently constructed as a two-lane, divided
roadway between Meadowbrook Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/Bobier Drive. The Project proposes
frontage improvements to both sides of Melrose Drive for this segment to improve to 6-Lane Prime Arterial
standards. The distance between Meadowbrook Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/Bobier Drive is
approximately 1,500’, which corresponds with a 6-Lane Major Arterial with a design speed of 55 mph.
Planning Area 2 would generate 351 ADT, with 25 total inbound trips during the PM peak hour, all of which
would be northbound, right-turning trips. (LLG, 2017, p. 74)(LLG, 2016, p. 74)
Based on the potential speeds on Melrose Drive, a dedicated northbound right-turn lane is required and is
provided on the Project’s Tentative Map. However, no acceleration lane would be possible due to the short
distance from the driveway to Meadowbrook Drive (approximately 600 feet). (LLG, 2017, p. 74)(LLG,
2016, p. 74)
Outbound vehicles, heading south, would conduct a northbound to southbound U-turn at the signal at
Meadowbrook Drive. Vehicles exiting the site would need to evaluate gaps in the three lanes of northbound
traffic. They would then need to weave across three lanes within the approximate 600’ distance from the
driveway to Meadowbrook Drive. This would be more difficult during the PM peak hour, when peak flow is
in the northbound direction. However, this is also when outbound traffic volumes are lowest (10 trips
calculated, or approximately one trip every six minutes). Adequate gaps are expected to occur due to the
signal operations at Oceanside Boulevard / Bobier Drive. Any queuing that could occur would be onsite,
with no interruption to traffic operations on the City’s street. (LLG, 2017, p. 75)(LLG, 2016, p. 75)
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A weaving analysis was conducted at the Planning Area 2 access driveway on Melrose Drive to determine
the impacts, if any, for the Buildout (Year 2030) alternatives. Table 4.14-24, Weaving Analysis – Melrose
Drive at PA-2 Driveway, summarizes the results of the weaving analysis for both Year 2030 Alternates. As
shown in Table 4.14-24, under both Alternates 1 and 2, the calculated weaving LOS is B or better. Thus, the
weaving from PA-2 Driveway to Meadowbrook would operate adequately and site access impacts would be
less than significant. (LLG, 2017, p. 65)(LLG, 2016, p. 65)
Planning Area 3
Planning Area 3 is bound to the south by Bobier Drive and to the east by Sports Park Way. Access is
proposed via an existing, full access, unsignalized “T” driveway on Sports Park Way (constructed, but not
operational) ultimately connecting to Oceanside Boulevard. Planning Area 3 would generate 1,505 ADT,
with 104 total inbound trips during the PM peak hour (the highest inbound volume of either peak hour).
Based on low ambient traffic volumes on Sports Park Way, no additional improvements would be expected
at the driveway. Thus, Project impacts due to ingress/egress at Planning Area 3 would be less than
significant. (LLG, 2017, p. 75)(LLG, 2016, p. 75)
Based on the foregoing analysis, the proposed Project would not create or substantially increase safety
hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use. Therefore, the Project would result in less-thansignificant impacts.
B.

Significance of Impact

No significant transportation safety hazards would be introduced as a result of the proposed Project;
therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.14.5.5 Issue e. – Inadequate Emergency Access
Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access?
A.

Impact Analysis

The Project would provide adequate emergency access through two points. The first emergency access is
located in Planning Area 1 and is provided by a driveway. The second emergency access is between
Planning Areas 2 and 3 and meets the City of Oceanside Fire Department requirements for emergency egress
access. Additionally, emergency vehicles would be able to access the Project site through driveways on
Oceanside Boulevard for Planning Area 1, N. Melrose Drive for Planning Area 2, and Sports Park Way for
Planning Area 3.
Accordingly, the Project has been designed to ensure adequate emergency access to all three planning areas.
Therefore, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact due to emergency access.

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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Significance of Impact

Adequate emergency access would be provided to the Project site during both short-term construction and
long-term operation. The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access to the site or surrounding
properties.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.14.5.6 Issue f. – Conflicts with Adopted Transportation Policies
Would the Project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?
A.

Impact Analysis

The bikeway and pedestrian improvements proposed by the Project would be built in accordance with the
City of Oceanside General Plan and City of Oceanside Bicycle Master Plan. Proposed Project facilities are
described in detail in Subsection 3.0, Project Description, of this DEIR. Existing conditions relating to these
facilities are described in Subsection 4.14.2.6 and 4.14.2.7. The Project is designed as a residential and
commercial mixed-use development with walkways, trails, and convenient public access to transit facilities.
The General Plan Circulation Element indicates that the planned “Rail Trail Connection to Guajome Park” (a
Class I Bike lane) will travel parallel to Oceanside Boulevard, east along North Drive, then north through the
eastern edge of the Project site, along Sports Park Way to Guajome Park (Oceanside, 2012, Figure 6.2). The
Project accommodates a Class I bike path along Sports Park Way, north of West Bobier Drive, which would
then connect to the existing portion of the Rail Trail to Guajome Park. In addition, existing Class II bicycle
paths are present along Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive and Melrose Drive. Implementation of the
proposed Project would not interfere with Class II bicycle paths are present along Oceanside Boulevard/West
Bobier Drive, while the Class II bicycle path along Melrose Drive would be replaced by the Project as part of
required frontage improvements along this roadway.
The Project also proposes pedestrian trail and walking facilities throughout the three Planning Areas in
addition to pedestrian curb separated sidewalks along N. Melrose Drive, Oceanside Boulevard, and Sports
Park Way. Implementation of the Project would improve pedestrian facilities in the area, increasing
pedestrian safety and performance.
The Project is located in the vicinity of two transit routes which would provide bus service along Oceanside
Boulevard/ W. Bobier Drive and the Melrose Drive Sprinter Station, and further providing service to the
Oceanside Transit Station and the Vista Transit Station (NCTD, 2014). The Sprinter Station is
approximately 0.01-mile from the Project site. The closest bus stop is less than 0.01-mile south of the
Project site on Oceanside Boulevard. The proposed Project is designed to provide residents with safe access
to public transit facilities in the area and thus would not decrease performance or safety of such facilities.
In summary, the Project does not have the potential to conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities, including the goals and polices of the RTP as described above. As such, a less-thansignificant impact would occur, and no mitigation is required.
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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Significance of Impact

The Project is designed to minimize potential conflicts with non-vehicular means of transportation. Potential
impacts to the performance or safety of transit, bicycle, and pedestrian systems would be less than
significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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Table 4.14-1 Existing Traffic Volumes

a. Average Daily Traffic Volume counts commissioned by LLG in November 2014.
(LLG, 2017, Table 3-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 3-1)
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Table 4.14-2 Level of Service Thresholds for Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections

(LLG, 2017, Table 4-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 4-1)

Table 4.14-3 City of Oceanside Circulation Element Roadway Classifications

a. Curb-to-curb width/total right-of-way width, in feet
b. Vandegrift Boulevard and El Camino Real are the only Circulation Element roadways designated as a 5-lane Major Arterial. It is not
intended that other roadways be built to 5-lane Major Arterial standards.
c. Same capacity applied to one-way, two-lane collector.
(LLG, 2017, Table 4-2)(LLG, 2016, Table 4-2)
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Table 4.14-4 City of Vista Circulation Element Roadway Classifications Capacity and Levels of
Service

a. TWLTL = Two-Way Left-Turn Lane (striped center median)
b. Semi-Rural Streets – capacities identified are the maximum recommended volumes to maintain this classification. If volumes exceed
this capacity, either a classification modification should be considered or measures should be taken to reduce through traffic.
(LLG, 2017, Table 4-3)(LLG, 2016, Table 4-3)
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Table 4.14-5 Traffic Impact Significant Thresholds

Source: SANTEC/ITE Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies in the San Diego Region, March 2, 2000.
a. All level of service measurements are based upon HCM procedures for peak-hour conditions. However, V/C ratios for Roadway
Segments may be estimated on an ADT/24-hour traffic volume basis (using Table 2 or a similar LOS chart for each jurisdiction). The
acceptable LOS for freeways, roadways, and intersections is generally “D” (“C” for undeveloped or not densely developed locations per
jurisdiction definitions.) For metered freeway ramps, LOS does not apply. However, ramp meter delays above 15 minutes are considered
excessive.
b. If a proposed project’s traffic causes the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are deemed to be significant. These
impact changes may be measured from appropriate computer programs or expanded manual spreadsheets. The project applicant shall then
identify feasible mitigations (within the Traffic Impact Study [TIS] report) that will maintain the traffic facility at an acceptable LOS. If
the LOS with the proposed project becomes unacceptable (see note a above), or if the project adds a significant amount of peak hour trips
to cause any traffic queues to exceed on- or off-ramp storage capacities, the project applicant shall be responsible for mitigating significant
impact changes.
c. The impact is only considered significant if the total delay exceeds 15 minutes.
General Notes:
1. V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio
2. Speed = Arterial speed measured in miles per hour
3. Delay = Average stopped delay per vehicle measured in seconds for intersections, or minutes for ramp meters.
4. LOS = Level of Service
(LLG, 2017, Table 5-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 5-1)
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Table 4.14-6 Existing Intersection Operations

a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level of Service.
(LLG, 2017, Table 6-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 6-1)
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Table 4.14-7 Existing Street Segment Operations
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Existing Street Segment Operations (Cont’d)

a. Capacities based on City of Oceanside and City of Vista Roadway Classification & LOS table.
b. Average Daily Traffic.
c. Level of Service.
d. Volume to Capacity ratio.
e. This section of Melrose Drive is generally a four-lane Major Road and a portion is three lanes. Hence a lower capacity of 30,000 (75%
of a
Major Road) is assumed.
f. Although this two-lane portion of Melrose Drive provides an 18’ raised median constructed in anticipation of the full widening of this
segment to 6-Lane Prime Arterial standards, for purposes of being conservative, it was analyzed with a capacity of 10,000 ADT.
(LLG, 2017, Table 6-2)(LLG, 2016, Table 6-2)

Table 4.14-8 Existing Ramp Meter Operations

a. Lane Utilization factor accounted for in peak hour demand calculation. (Assumed 10 % for HOV). Demand flow is per lane.
b. Meter Rates obtained from CALTRANS
c. Queue calculated assuming vehicle length = 25’
d. SOV – Single Occupancy Vehicle.
(LLG, 2017, Table 6-3)(LLG, 2016, Table 6-3)
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Table 4.14-9 Project Trip Generation

(LLG, 2017, Table 7-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 7-1)
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Table 4.14-10 Existing + Project Intersection Operations
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Table 4.14-10 Existing + Project Intersection Operations (Cont’d)

a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level of Service.
c. Increase in Delay due to project traffic
d. The increase in delay due to the project is less than the allowable 2.0 seconds under the significance criteria. Therefore impacts would
be less than significant.
(LLG, 2017, Table 8-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 8-1)
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Table 4.14-11 Existing + Project Street Segment Operations

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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Existing + Project Street Segment Operations (Cont’d)

(LLG, 2017, Table 8-2)(LLG, 2016, Table 8-2)
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Table 4.14-12 Existing + Project Ramp Meter Operations

a. Lane Utilization factor accounted for in peak hour demand calculation.
b. Meter Rates obtained from CALTRANS
c. Queue calculated assuming vehicle length = 25’
d. SOV – Single Occupancy Vehicle
(LLG, 2017, Table 8-3)(LLG, 2016, Table 8-3)

Table 4.14-13 Existing + Project Peak Hour Segment Operations

(LLG, 2017, Table 8-4)(LLG, 2016, Table 8-4)
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Table 4.14-14 Cumulative Projects Summary

General Note:a. For cumulative projects with partial occupancy, the trips generated by the remaining portion of the projects were assigned
to the street system.
(LLG, 2017, Table 9-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 9-1)
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Table 4.14-15 Near-Term Intersection Operations

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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Table 4.14-15 Near-Term Intersection Operations (Cont’d)

a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle
b. Level of Service.
c. Increase in delay due to project traffic.
d. The increase in delay is less than the allowable threshold of 2 seconds and hence a significant impact is not calculated.
(LLG, 2017, Table 10-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 10-1)
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Table 4.14-16 Near-Term Street Segment Operations
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Table 4.14-16 Near-Term Street Segment Operations (cont’d)

(LLG, 2017, Table 10-2)(LLG, 2016, Table 10-2)

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.14-52

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Table 4.14-17 Near-Term Ramp Meter Operations

a. Lane Utilization factor accounted for in peak hour demand calculation.
b. Meter Rates obtained from CALTRANS
c. Queue calculated assuming vehicle length = 25’
d. SOV – Single Occupancy Vehicle.
(LLG, 2017, Table 10-3)(LLG, 2016, Table 10-3)

Table 4.14-18 Near-Term + Project Peak Hour Segment Operations

(LLG, 2017, Table 10-4)(LLG, 2016, Table 10-4)
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Table 4.14-19 Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 1 Intersection Operations
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Table 4.14-19 Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 1 Intersection Operations (Cont’d)

a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level of Service.
c. Increase in delay due to project
d. The increase in delay is less than the allowable threshold of 2 seconds and hence a significant impact is not calculated.
General Notes:
1. Bold indicates a potential significant impact.
(LLG, 2017 , Table 11-1)(LLG, 2016 , Table 11-1)
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Table 4.14-20 Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 1 Street Segment Operations

(LLG, 2017, Table 11-2)(LLG, 2016, Table 11-2)
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Table 4.14-21 Year 2030 (Alternate 1) + Project Peak Hour Segment Operations

(LLG, 2017, Table 11-7)(LLG, 2016, Table 11-7)
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Table 4.14-22 Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 Intersection Operations
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Table 4.14-22 Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 Intersection Operations (Cont’d)

a. Average delay expressed in seconds per vehicle.
b. Level of Service.
c. Increase in delay due to project
d. The increase in delay is less than the allowable threshold of 2 seconds and hence a significant impact is not calculated.
General Notes:
1. Bold indicates a potential significant impact.
(LLG, 2017, Table 11-3)(LLG, 2016, Table 11-3)

Table 4.14-23 Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 Street Segment Operations
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Table 4.14-23 Buildout (Year 2030) Alternate 2 Street Segment Operations (Cont’d)

(LLG, 2017, Table 11-4)(LLG, 2016, Table 11-4)

Table 4.14-24 Weaving Analysis – Melrose Drive at PA-2 Driveway

(LLG, 2017, Table 11-6)(LLG, 2016, Table 11-6)
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Table 4.14-25 Impact / Mitigation Measure Summary
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Table 4.14-25 Impact / Mitigation Measure Summary (Cont’d)
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Table 4.14-25 Impact / Mitigation Measure Summary (Cont’d)

(LLG, 2017, Table 14-1)(LLG, 2016, Table 14-1)
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4.15 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
This Subsection addresses the topics of water service and supply, wastewater collection and treatment,
stormwater drainage management, and solid waste collection and disposal. The information contained herein
is based in part on information contained in the Project’s Water Service Analysis (dated February 16, 2016
August 30, 2017) prepared by Dexter Wilson Engineering Inc. and provided as Technical Appendix K1 to
this DEIR (Dexter Wilson, 2017a)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a). Information in this Subsection also is based in
part on the information contained in the Project’s Sewer Service Analysis (dated August 1131, 20167)
prepared by Dexter Wilson Engineering Inc. and provided as Technical Appendix K2 to this DEIR (Dexter
Wilson, 2017b)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b). Information contained in this section also is based in part on written
correspondence with the City of Oceanside Solid Waste and Recycling Department (OSWR, 2015), copies of
which are provided in Technical Appendix L. A complete list of references can be found in DEIR Section
8.0 References.

4.15.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS
4.15.1.1 Water Service and Supply
A.

Existing Site and Area Conditions

The Project site is located within the service area of the City of Oceanside Water Utilities Department. The
City Water Utilities Department provides water services over a 42 square mile area within the City. The
Water Utilities Department operates and maintains over 500 miles of water lines that distribute water
throughout the City. The Department also manages 12 reservoirs with a capacity of 50.5 million gallons
(Oceanside, 2016c). The City purchases water from the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) and
delivers it throughout Oceanside. Oceanside also has a direct water filtration plant and a reverse osmosis
plant. (Oceanside, 2016c)
For potable water service, the Project site is located in an area served by the Peacock Hills 626 Pressure
Zone. The City of Oceanside considers this to be a subzone of the Guajome 511 Pressure Zone. Generally
the water supply to the 626 Pressure Zone comes from the 800 Pressure Zone aqueduct piping in North Santa
Fe Avenue. The water supply originates at the City of Oceanside Robert E. Weese Water Treatment Plant
off of Gopher Canyon Road, west of Interstate 15. At Mesa Drive and North Santa Fe Avenue, a 24” 800
Pressure Zone pipeline extends west and south in Mesa Drive to Old Grove Road. At Old Grove Road, the
24” pipeline turns south and east to just south of Ocean Ranch Boulevard terminating at a pressure regulating
station. This pressure regulating station breaks the 800 Pressure Zone down to the 626 Pressure Zone. The
station includes a 6” and a 12” pressure regulating valve. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 3)(Dexter Wilson,
2016a, p. 3)
A second source of supply to the 626 Pressure Zone is a pressure regulating station located at the intersection
of Crestview Drive and Darwin Drive. At the intersection, there is a 24” 800 Pressure Zone pipeline. The
pipeline is the main supply to the two Guajome Tanks located at the intersection of Peacock Boulevard and
Temple Heights Drive. This pressure regulating station includes a 4” and a 10” pressure reducing valve.
(Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 3)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 3)
In addition to potable water requirements, the Project area also requires certain levels for fire hydrant flows.
The requirements for fire hydrant flows are detailed in the City’s Design and Construction Manual. The
City’s Design and Construction Manual identifies the fire flow requirement for multi-family residential
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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development to be 3,000 gpm at 20 psi residual and for commercial development to be 4,000 gpd at 20 psi
residual for water system planning purposes. Actual fire hydrant flows for the Project could be reduced
based on having fire sprinkler systems installed as part of building construction. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p.
7)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 7)
Under existing conditions, the Project site is undeveloped and does not use any potable water. There are
existing potable water lines adjacent to the Project site. Oceanside Boulevard west of Melrose Drive and
West Bobier Drive east of Melrose Drive include existing 12” 626 Pressure Zone Pipelines. The pipeline
installed beneath Melrose Drive extending north to Meadowbrook Drive also is a 12” 626 Pressure Zone
water main. Figure 4.15-1, Existing Water System, shows the existing 626 Pressure Zone water lines in the
vicinity of the Project site. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 3)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 3)
Fire hydrant flows were evaluated by first obtaining field data for the 626 Pressure Zone. The field data was
gathered to use in computer modeling of the 626 Pressure Zone. Dexter Wilson worked in collaboration with
the City of Oceanside Fire Department to conduct the fire hydrant flow tests. Three tests were conducted at
the following locations; Darwin Drive between Glenhaven Drive and Peacock Boulevard; Meadowbrook
Drive at Melrose Drive; and Oceanside Boulevard at Melrose Drive. The field fire hydrant tests revealed the
measured static pressures at each of the three test sites to be a calculated hydraulic grade line of 587 to 588
feet. The elevations used for the test hydrants were obtained from Google Earth. The expectation was that
the calculated hydraulic grade line would be closer to 626 feet. This information was brought to the attention
of the City of Oceanside Water Utilities Department, which discovered that the Old Grove Pressure
Reducing Station settings were set about 16 psi (37 feet) too low. By raising the set point 16 psi, the
working hydraulic grade line would be higher by 37 feet, or (588+37=625 feet) which is closer to the
expected value. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, pp. 7-8)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, pp. 7-8)
Once the field data were generated, a computer model of the 626 Pressure Zone system was generated. The
approach was to calibrate the computer model under existing conditions using hydrant flow test field data,
and then use that model to analyze the addition of the Project to the 626 Pressure Zone system. (Dexter
Wilson, 2017a, p. 8)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 8)
In order to evaluate the on-site public water system for the Project and the surrounding area, a computer
model known as the KYPIPE software program was used. A computer model was developed for the entire
626 Pressure Zone in order to analyze existing demand conditions as well as existing plus Project demands in
order to assess the Project impact on the current water service system. The computer model for the 626
Pressure Zone incorporates all of the major piping within the pressure zone. But, it should be noted that culde-sac piping and short side loops were not included in order to minimize the computer model’s complexity.
Also, the exclusion of these small facilities would not change the outcome of the analysis. Water demands
were calculated based on land use. Table 4.15-1, 626 Pressure Zone Existing Water Demands, shows a
summary of the land uses within the 626 Pressure Zone and their estimated water demand factors from the
City of Oceanside Design Guide. The peaking factors used in the model for maximum day demand and peak
hour demand are 2 and 3 respectively, per the Design Guide. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, pp. 8-9)(Dexter
Wilson, 2016a, pp. 8-9)
The existing 626 Pressure Zone typical water demand scenarios were analyzed. This was done by using the
computer model. The computer model analyzed average day demands, maximum day demands, and peak
hour demands. The results under all three demand scenarios showed the existing 626 Pressure Zone system
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Source(s): Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc. (08-30-2017)
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Table 4.15-1 626 Pressure Zone Existing Water Demands

1: based on build-out of existing land uses with the 626 Pressure Zone
(Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 10)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 10)

operates with enough capacity for the existing demands. Under maximum day demand plus fire flow, the
existing 626 Pressure Zone system can maintain proper residual pressures. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, pp. 714)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, pp. 7-12)
B.

Water Supply and Management

San Diego County Water Authority Urban Water Management Plan
The Urban Water Management Planning Act (Water Code §10610 through 10656) requires urban water
supplies to update their Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). The UWMP must be submitted to the
Department of Water Resources every five years (Oceanside, 2011, p. 1-1). The San Diego County Water
Authority 2010 UWMP acts as the urban water management plan for San Diego County. San Diego County
is the primary supplier for the City of Oceanside potable water supply (Oceanside, 2011, p. 20). The UWMP
includes a summary of the water delivery system, service area characteristics, current and projected water
demands, methods for demand management, water conservation activities, water supplies, water quality,
regional water management planning, water supply reliability, scenario planning and a shortage contingency
plan. (Oceanside, 2011, p. v). The Project would receive potable water supplies from the City of Oceanside,
and the City’s primary supplier of potable water sources is the San Diego County Water Authority.
Therefore, the San Diego County UWMP is applicable to the Project site’s potable water supply.
City of Oceanside Urban Water Management Plan
The City of Oceanside qualifies as an “Urban Water Supplier” as defined in the California Water Code
section 10617 because the City is a public agency directly providing water for municipal purpose to more
than 3,000 customers. As such, the City is required to complete an Urban Water Management Plan every
five years. (Oceanside, 2011, p. 3) The UWMP includes a summary of the service area, system demands,
demand projections, water use reduction plan, water system supplies, future water projects, water supply
reliability and water shortage contingency planning, and demand management measures. (Oceanside, 2011,
p. 1). The City of Oceanside provides potable water service to the Project area.
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4.15.1.2 Sewer Service and Treatment
Sewer service to the Project area is conveyed via the City of Oceanside, and includes an 8” and 10” sewer
collector main in Melrose Drive from Meadowbrook Drive north to North Santa Fe Avenue. Sewer service
also includes 12”, 15”, and 18” gravity sewer lines in North Santa Fe Avenue. The 18” gravity sewer line
connects to an existing 24” trunk sewer at Mission Avenue/Highway 76. The trunk sewer continues north
working its way to the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant. The City of Vista has an existing gravity
sewer which connects to the North Santa Fe Avenue sewer near Melrose Drive. Figure 4.15-2, Existing
Sewer System, shows the proposed Project location and the existing sewer facilities in its vicinity. (Dexter
Wilson, 2017b, p. 2)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 3)
The nearest existing sewer main to the Project site is located in Meadowbrook Drive to the east of Melrose
Drive. The existing 8” gravity sewer provides service to approximately 36 homes on Meadowbrook Drive
and Eastview Court on the east side of Melrose Drive. This sewer connects to the existing 8” gravity sewer
line in Melrose Drive and flows north toward North Santa Fe Avenue. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, p. 5)(Dexter
Wilson, 2016b, p. 3)
4.15.1.3 Stormwater Drainage
The site has significant elevation changes from the southerly high points along Oceanside Boulevard to the
northerly boundary of the site, ranging from less than 5% to 25% of slope. The site is sparsely vegetated by
weeds and annual grasses. Under existing conditions, storm water runoff has two main drainage patterns,
along with minor drainage associated with Melrose Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive. The
existing drainage areas flow via overland sheet flow, largely in a northerly direction. Flows were measured
at a 100-year flood rate in cubic feet per second (cfs). Figure 4.15-3, Existing Stormwater Drainage
Conditions, illustrates the drainage pattern of the Project site under existing conditions, which also are
discussed below:
•

West of Melrose Drive (Planning Area 1): Flows from Planning Area 1 drain north to an on-site
headwall at a rate of 9.34 cfs. Flows from Planning Area 1 then tie into an existing 30” RCP
storm drain east of Melrose Drive at a rate of 19.85 cfs. This runoff ultimately discharges
adjacent to the western boundary of proposed Planning Area 2. From there, a local unnamed
creek conveys runoff northerly at a rate of 13.31 cfs. Flows from the unnamed creek ultimately
discharge to the San Luis Rey River. A small portion of Planning Area 1 drains south to
Oceanside Boulevard at a rate of 7.63 cfs.

•

East of Melrose Drive (Planning Areas 2 and 3): The portions of the Project site located east of
Melrose Drive and that are proposed for development with residential uses exhibit two separate
discharge points, roughly corresponding the northern boundaries of proposed Planning Areas 2
and 3. As shown on Figure 4.15-3, Planning Area 2 drains north via overland flow to the
unnamed creek at a rate of 14.61 cfs. Planning Area 3 drains west-northwest via overland flow to
the unnamed creek as well at a rate of 34.70 cfs. As noted above, flows from the unnamed creek
ultimately discharge to the San Luis Rey River.

•

Existing Roadways: As shown on Figure 4.15-3, West Bobier Drive runoff drains west via curb
and gutter, and turns the corner to drain northwest along Melrose Drive. Oceanside Boulevard
has a high point adjacent to Planning Area 1. Runoff draining west in Oceanside Boulevard is
conveyed via curb and gutter at a peak rate of 7.63 cfs, ultimately reaching Buena Vista Creek.
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Source(s): Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc. (08-31-2017)
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Runoff draining east within Oceanside Boulevard is conveyed to Melrose Drive via curb and
gutter. Melrose Drive drains northwest to existing inlets which confluence with runoff from
Planning Area 1 in Melrose at a rate of 19.85 cfs (as discussed above). These combined flows
discharge to the headwall adjacent to the Planning Area 2 boundary at a rate of 13.31 cfs, and
ultimately discharge to the San Luis Rey River.
It is also important to note that there are no off-site areas that are tributary to the Project site. (Hunsaker,
2017a, pp. 3-5 & Appendix 1; Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-3B p. 3)(Hunsaker, 2016a, p. 3 & Appendix 1;
Hunsaker, 2016b, Form I-3B p. 3)
4.15.1.4 Solid Waste Collection and Disposal
Solid waste collection and disposal is provided by the City of Oceanside through a private company, Waste
Management Inc. of North County. Waste Management Inc. of North County is under franchise agreement
with the City. Under existing conditions, the Project site does not produce solid waste requiring landfill
disposal. Solid waste collected in the City of Oceanside goes through Palomar Transfer Station, located in
Carlsbad. The facility is owned and operated by Republic Industries. The final destination is the El Sobrante
Landfill in Riverside County (OSWR, 2015).
The El Sobrante Landfill is located east of I-15, and south of the City of Corona at 10910 Dawson Canyon
Road in unincorporated Riverside County (Google Earth, 2016). According to the City of Oceanside and
Waste Management staff, the El Sobrante Landfill is proposed for closure in 2077 (OSWR, 2015).
According to the Cal Recycle Solid Waste Information System, the El Sobrante Landfill has a maximum
permitted capacity of 184,930,000 tons, and a remaining capacity of 145,530,000 tons (as of April 06, 2009,
the most recent year for which data has been reported to CalRecycle) (CalRecycle, n.d.). The most recent
information provided by the City of Oceanside and Waste Management staff stated that the permitted
capacity is 12,700 tons per day. In addition, the average daily tonnage per day is 8,500 tons (OSWR, 2015).
4.15.1.5 Applicable Environmental Regulations
A.

Water Supply and Water Quality Regulations



Federal Clean Water Act

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (also known as the Clean Water Act [CWA]) is the principal
federal statute that addresses water resources. The statute employs a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory
tools to reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways, finance municipal wastewater treatment facilities,
and manage polluted runoff. The broad goal is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s waters so that they can support “the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and
wildlife and recreation in and on the water.”
Section 402 of the CWA authorizes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
program that covers point sources of pollution discharging to a water body. The NPDES program also
requires operators of construction sites one acre or larger to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) for construction activities and obtain authorization to discharge storm water under a NPDES
construction storm water permit.
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Federal Safe Drinking Water Act

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) authorizes the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to set national health-based standards for drinking water. The purpose of this is to protect against
both naturally-occurring and man-made contaminants that may be found in drinking water. The EPA, states,
and water systems work in collaboration to ensure the standards are met.



Urban Water Management Planning Act

Since 1984, the Urban Water Management Planning Act, has required “urban water suppliers” to develop
written “urban water management plans.” While generally aimed at encouraging water suppliers to
implement water conservation measures, it also created long-term planning obligations. In preparing urban
water management plans, urban water suppliers must describe the following:
•
•
•

Existing and planned water supply and demand;
Water conservation measures and a schedule for implementing and evaluating such measures;
and
Water shortage contingency measures.

The Urban Water Management Planning Act requires urban water suppliers to use a 20-year planning
horizon and to update the data in the urban water plans every 5 years. Urban Water Management Plans are
exempt from CEQA, and thus do not generate any EIRs of use for future land use or water planning. In
preparing their 20-year management plans, water suppliers must directly address the subject of future
population growth. The suppliers must also identify sources of supply to meet demand. The plan must
“identify and quantify, to the extent practicable, the existing and planned sources of water available to the
supplier.” In identifying these future water sources, though, the suppliers need not conduct environmental
review.



California Senate Bill 610

The California Water Code (Water Code) Sections 10910 through 10915 were amended by the enactment of
Senate Bill 610 (SB 610) in 2002. SB 610 requires an assessment of whether available water supplies are
sufficient to serve the demand generated by a proposed project, as well as the reasonably foreseeable
cumulative demand in the region over the next 20 years under average normal year, single dry year and
multiple dry year conditions. Under SB 610, water assessments must be furnished to local governments for
inclusion in any environmental documentation for certain projects (as defined in Water Code § 10912[a])
subject to CEQA. For the purposes of SB 610, “project” means any of the following:
1. A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units.
2. A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or having
more than 500,000 sq. ft. of floor space.
3. A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than
250,000 sq. ft. of floor space.
4. A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms.
5. A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more
than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 sq. ft. of
floor area.
Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
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6. A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this subdivision.
7. A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water
required by a 500 dwelling unit project.
The Project’s proposed 313301 residential units comprise only 62.660.2% of the 500 dwelling units specified
in Water Code § 10912(a)(1). For purposes of analysis throughout this DEIR, it is assumed that the
proposed 20,000 s.f. office/commercial building would consist of 10,000 sq. ft. of office space and 10,000
sq. ft. of restaurant space. . Although other commercial uses would be allowed in the 10,000 s.f. of
restaurant space assumed herein, other commercial uses would generate fewer traffic-related impacts. Thus,
for purposes of a “worst-case” analysis, 10,000 s.f. of restaurant space is assumed throughout this DEIR.
The 10,000 sq. ft. of restaurant use proposed by the Project would comprise only 2.0% of the 500,000 s.f. of
floor space specified for commercial business establishments per Water Code § 10912(a)(2). The 10,000 s.f.
of office use comprises only 4.0% of the total 250,000 sq. ft. of office space referenced in Water Code
§ 10912(a)(3).
Thus, combined, the Project’s land uses comprise only 68.664.2%
(62.660.2% + 2.0% + 4.0% = 68.664.2%) of the level of intensity necessary to meet the definition of
“project” pursuant to Water Code § 10912(a). A similar result would occur if the analysis were based on the
number of employees, because the proposed office/commercial building would result in only 60 new jobs (as
discussed previously in EIR Subsection 3.3.2), or approximately 6.0% of the 1,000 employees specified in
Water Code §§ 10912(a)(2) and (3). Thus, an employee-based analysis also shows that the Project’s
proposed intensity is only 68.664.2% (6.0% + 62.660.2% = 68.664.2%) of the level of intensity necessary to
meet the definition of “project” pursuant to Water Code § 10912(a). Therefore, because the Project does not
meet the definition of a “project” pursuant to SB 610, a Water Supply Assessment is not required for the
proposed Project.



California Senate Bill 221

Signed into law on October 8, 2001, Senate Bill 221 established a process whereby sufficient water supply
must be identified and available for new development for any residential development of 500 homes or more,
or, in the case wherein a water supplier has fewer than 5,000 service connections or the proposed
development would increase the number of connections by at least 10 percent, unless there is proof of
adequate water over at least the next 20 years, including long periods of drought.
The Project proposes the construction of up to 313301 residential units and 20,000 sq. ft. of
office/commercial. This is less than the 500 homes or more requirement described by SB 221. As such, it is
not required for the Project to identify sufficient water supply for the proposed development.



California Senate Bill 901

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) authorizes the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to set national health-based standards for drinking water to protect against both naturally-occurring
and man-made contaminants that may be found in drinking water. The EPA, states, and water systems work
in collaboration to ensure the standards are met.



California Water Conservation Act of 2009

The Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SBx7-7) requires all California urban water agencies to set and meet
certain demand reduction targets in order to assist the State in reducing urban water use by 20 percent by
2020. The Act also requires each agency to monitor its progress toward its targets. This was implemented
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for the purpose of meeting the mandate to reduce per capita urban water consumption by 20 percent
statewide.



Executive Order B-29-15

On April 1, 2015, California Governor Jerry Brown issued Executive Order B-29-15 which orders the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) to impose mandatory water use restrictions to achieve a 25
percent reduction in potable urban water usage through February 18, 2016. It addresses facilitating funding
for projects designed to increase local water supplies and improve water supply reliability. It also orders
more frequent reporting and modifications to the State’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance;
mandates Agricultural water suppliers to prepare their Agricultural Water Management Plans by specific
dates; and orders the State to coordinate their water conservation related goals with other State departments
like the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Forestry and Fire Protection, and the Energy
Commission. In addition, Executive Order B-29-15 requires that the SWRCB impose restrictions that
require commercial, industrial, and institutional properties to implement water efficiency measures to reduce
potable water usage to meet this mandated water usage reduction target.
Since Governor Brown issued this Executive Order, the City of Oceanside has taken numerous steps to
restrict water use. The City of Oceanside was assigned to cutback water use by 20% and implement Level 2
Drought restrictions. At the time that the NOP went out for public review (August 26, 2015) the City had
reduced lawn watering to two days per week for ten minutes or less. Other restrictions on irrigation,
washing, leaks, fountains, and hotels and restaurants were being implemented and enforced. In addition to
enforcing the restrictions on City residents, the City removed 131,229 square feet of irrigable turf, turned off
the Civic Center Fountain, posted signage at the harbor, published online resources for ways to save water,
and did outreach events about saving water. (Oceanside, 2016c)
B.

Sewer & Stormwater Systems



Stormwater Discharges RWQCB Order No. R9-2015-0100

On May 8, 2013, the San Diego RWQCB adopted Order No. R9-2013-0001 (NPDES No. CAS019266),
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges
from the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s) Draining the Watersheds within the San Diego
Region (Order No. R9-2013-0001, or “Regional MS4 Permit”). The Regional MS4 Permit applies to the
County of San Diego and several incorporated cities, including the City of Oceanside, as well as portions of
southwestern Riverside County. The Regional MS4 Permit was subsequently amended two times pursuant
to NPDES Permit Order No. R9-2015-0001 (NPDES No. CAS010266), adopted February 11, 2015, and
NPDES Permit Order No. R9-2015-0100 (NPDES No. CAS010266), adopted November 18, 2015. NPDES
Permit Order No. R9-2015-0100 regulates discharge of urban runoff within the San Diego area, including the
City of Oceanside. The Regional MS4 Permit sets an outcome-based approach with measurable results, and
mandates compliance with its urban runoff principles and practices at the jurisdictional and at the watershed
levels.
C.

Solid Waste Regulations



California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939)

Signed into law in 1989, the California Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill 939) established
an integrated waste management system. The waste management system focused on source reduction,
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recycling, composting, and land disposal of waste. In addition, the bill established a 50% waste reduction
requirement for cities and counties by the year 2000, along with a process to ensure environmentally safe
disposal of waste that could not be diverted.



California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act (AB 1327)

Signed into law in 1991, the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act (AB 1327) added
Chapter 18 to Part 3 of Division 30 of the Public Resources Code. Chapter 18 required the California
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) to develop a model ordinance for adoption of recyclable
materials in development projects (It should be noted that the CIWMB no longer exists and its duties have
been assumed by CalRecycle). Local agencies were then required to adopt the model, or an ordinance of
their own, in order to govern adequate areas for collection and loading of recyclable materials in
development projects. This Act requires all development projects that are commercial, industrial,
institutional, or marina in nature and where solid waste is collected and loaded, to provide an adequate area
for collecting and loading recyclable materials over the lifetime of the project. The area is required to be
provided before building permits are issued.



Mandatory Commercial Recycling Program (AB 341)

AB 341 made a legislative declaration that it is the policy goal of the state that not less than 75% of solid
waste generated be source reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020, and required the Department of
Resources Recycling and Recovery, by January 1, 2014, to provide a report to the Legislature that provides
strategies to achieve that policy goal and also includes other specified information and recommendations.
This bill increased diversion requirements by an additional 25% over Business as Usual as was defined under
AB 939 and SB 1322 which were signed into law as the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, which
as of the year 2000 only required 50 percent diversion. (Ldn, 2016b, p. 7).

4.15.2 BASIS FOR DETERMINING SIGNIFICANCE
The proposed Project would result in a significant impact associated with utilities and service systems if the
Project or any Project-related component would:
a.

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board;

b.

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;

c.

Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects;

d.

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed;

e.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the
project, that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments;

f.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs; or
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Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section XVII of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines
and address typical adverse project effects due to the need for new or expanded utilities and service systems.
(OPR, 2009).

4.15.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS
4.15.3.1 Issue a. – Exceedance of Wastewater Treatment Requirements
Would the Project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?
A.

Impact Analysis

Wastewater generated by the Project would be treated by the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant
which is operated by the City Of Oceanside, and no septic systems or alternative wastewater treatment
systems are proposed as part of the Project. Pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the City
is subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program. The San Diego
RWQCB is responsible for enforcing the City’s Waste Discharge Requirements as established under
RWQCB Order No. R9-2015-0010 (NPDES Permit No. CAS010266). Order No. R9-2015-0010 sets forth
discharge prohibitions including effluent limitation, receiving water limitations, monitoring mechanisms, and
penalties for non-compliance with the provisions of the permit. (RWQCB, 2014, p. 3)
Accordingly, the City of Oceanside is required pursuance to Order No. R9-2015-0010 to comply with all
applicable waste discharge requirements. The Project’s contribution of wastewater to the City of Oceanside
treatment facilities would comply with all applicable waste discharge requirements. Therefore, the Project
would not have any potential to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the San Diego RWQCB.
Further, the Project would not install or utilize septic systems or alternative wastewater treatment systems.
Therefore, the Project would have no potential to result in exceedances of the applicable wastewater
treatment requirements established by the RWQCB. Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the San Diego RWQCB. The City of
Oceanside would provide wastewater treatment and collection services to the Project, and the City is required
to operate all of its treatment facilities in accordance with applicable waste treatment and discharge standards
and requirements set forth by the RWQCB. The proposed Project would not install or use septic systems or
alternative wastewater treatment systems. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.15.3.2 Issue b. – Capacity of Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities
Would the Project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
A.

Impact Analysis

Proposed Water Service Facilities
In order to assess the potential impact of the Project’s water supply needs, a Water Service Analysis Report
was prepared. The Water Service Analysis Report is available in DEIR Technical Appendix K1. The
estimated water demand for the Project is calculated using the proposed number of dwelling units and the
area of development based on the water use factors presented in the City of Oceanside’s Design and
Construction Manual. The dwelling unit density for the Project is shown below in Table 4.15-2, Residential
Density for the Project. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 6)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 6)
Table 4.15-2 Residential Density for the Project

(Dexter Wilson, 2017a, Table 2)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, Table 2)

The proposed dwelling unit densities correspond to a water demand factor of 2,400 gallons per day (gpd) per
acre for Planning Area 2 and 2,500 gpd per acre for Planning Areas 1 and 3. The office/commercial land use
water demand is 1,850 gpd per acre. The total average water demand for the Project site is 92,482 85,539
gpd. The total estimated average water demand for the Project is calculated and summarized below in Table
4.15-3, Water Demands for the Project. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 6)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 6)
Table 4.15-3 Water Demands for the Project

(Dexter Wilson, 2017a, Table 3)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, Table 3)
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The maximum day demands are two times the average, and peak hour demands are three times the average
according to the City’s Design Manual. This corresponds to 184,964171,078 gpd (128119 gallons per
minute [gpm]) and 277,446256,617 gpd (193178 gpm) respectively. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 7)(Dexter
Wilson, 2016a, p. 7)
The fire hydrant flow requirements for the area are 3,000 gpm at 20 psi residual for multi-family residential
development, and 4,000 gpd at 20 psi residual for water system planning purposes. Actual fire hydrant flow
requirements for the Project may be reduced based on having fire sprinkler systems installed as part of
building construction. For the Project’s Pressure Zone, the Peacock Hills 626 Pressure Zone, maximum day
demands plus 4,000 gpm fire flow is greater than the peak hour demand; therefore, the maximum day
demand plus fire flow requirement will govern the water system sizing. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 7)(Dexter
Wilson, 2016a, p. 7)
The Water Service Analysis also evaluated the available water system pressure for the Project site.
Elevations on the site range between 330 feet and 425 feet. This results in a maximum static water pressure
range of 94 psi to 135 psi on the property. (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 7)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 7)
In addition, the Water Service Analysis conducted computer modeling with the Project added to the 626
Pressure Zone system. The computer modeling determined the existing Peacock Hills 626 Pressure Zone has
adequate distribution system capacity to provide acceptable service to the proposed Project. (Dexter Wilson,
2017a, p. 15)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 15)
A summary of the analysis results is provided below (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 14)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p.
14):
•

Planning Area 1: Multi-Family Residential 3,000 gpm fire flow at Node 944 – 3241 psi residual;
Office Commercial, 4,000 gpm fire flow at Node 940 – 2231 psi residual.

•

Planning Area 2: Single Family Residential, 1,500 gpm fire flow at Node 908 – 83 psi residual.

•

Planning Area 3: Multi-Family Residential 3,000 gpm fire flow at Node 912 – 4431 psi residual;
Multi-Family Residential, 3,000 gpm fire flow at Node 924 – 3129 psi residual.

In all cases, the Maximum Day Demand plus Fire Flow is met with greater than 20 psi residual pressure at
the fire flow location (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 14)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 14). Thus, the existing
Peacock Hills 626 Pressure Zone has adequate distribution system capacity to provide acceptable service to
the proposed Project (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 15)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 15).
Potable water service would be provided to the Project site via connections to existing potable water lines in
the 626 Pressure Zone. The connections are located in Oceanside Boulevard west of Melrose Drive, and
West Bobier Drive east of Melrose Drive along with existing lines in Melrose Drive north of Oceanside
Boulevard (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 3)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 3). The on-site water system for the
Project is proposed in Planning Area 1, west of Melrose Drive, where an 810” public water line is proposed
to loop through the site and connect to the existing 12” water main in Oceanside Boulevard at two locations.
For Planning Areas 2 and 3, east of Melrose Drive, the proposed 8” water lines are proposed to connect to
the existing 12” main in Melrose Drive for Planning Area 2 and at the proposed 8” water line extension in
Sports Park Way in Planning Area 3. The 8” water line in Sports Park Way is a proposed water line
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improvement which would be constructed by the Project from the terminus of the City of Oceanside’s 12”
water line in West Bobier Drive. Figure 4.15-4, Proposed Water System Improvements, shows the existing
water system along with the water system improvements proposed by the Project. Expected finish grade
elevations for all areas of the Project site would be such that static pressures would be greater than 80 psi;
therefore, pressure regulators would be required for all building services within the proposed Project.
(Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 12)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 12) For a detailed description of the water system
improvements proposed by the Project, please refer to Technical Appendix K1 to this DEIR.
In order to meet the potable water demand of the Project, construction of new potable water pipelines and
facilities would be necessary. The Project proposes connections to existing potable water lines, as well as
installation of new potable water lines. Construction of these new facilities would pose a significant nearterm environmental impact. The impact of constructing the new potable water facilities is assessed below.
Proposed Wastewater Service Facilities
The Project would connect to the domestic wastewater system for wastewater collection and treatment. The
natural drainage on the property is to the north. The domestic wastewater system is maintained by the City
of Oceanside. Wastewater flows generated by the Project would be designed to gravity sewer north into
lines installed beneath Melrose Drive. The proposed on-site sewer system is designed to gravity flow into
Melrose Drive at two locations south of Meadowbrook Drive. In addition, a new gravity sewer extension
would be needed in Melrose Drive south of Meadowbrook Drive. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, p. 5)(Dexter
Wilson, 2016b, p. 3)
The off-site sewage system impacts caused by the Project were evaluated based on design criteria from the
City of Oceanside. The design criteria are based on the City of Oceanside Water Utilities Department,
Water, Sewer, and Reclaimed Water Design & Construction Manual. The City’s Wastewater Master Plan
was also used for sewer generation rates for residential development. The City’s Wastewater Master Plan
identifies the average per capita sewage flow to be 73 gpd. The City of Oceanside General Plan Housing
Element uses a population density factor of 2.95 persons per dwelling unit. The population density factor
corresponds to an average sewage generation rate of 215 gpd. The commercial and institutional (office)
sewer generation rates are referenced from the City’s Design Guide. The sewer generation rates for the
Project and the surrounding area are presented below in Table 4.15-4, Project and Surrounding Area Sewer
Generation Rates. These values were used to size the planned on-site sewers and the offsite sewers adjacent
to the Project. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, pp. 5-6)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 5)
Table 4.15-4 Project and Surrounding Area Sewer Generation Rates

(Dexter Wilson, 2017b, Table 1)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, Table 1)
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The peaking factor is identified in the City of Oceanside Design & Construction Manual. To convert average
dry weather flows to peak wet weather flows, the peaking factors shown below in Table 4.15-5, Peaking
Factors. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, p. 6)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 6)
Table 4.15-5 Peaking Factors

(Dexter Wilson, 2017b, Table 2)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, Table 2)

The gravity sewer analyses are made using a computer program which uses the Manning Equation for all of
its calculations. The Manning's "n" used by the computer program is held as a constant for all depths in a
circular conduit. The value of Manning's "n" used for this study is 0.013 which corresponds with the
recommended value in the City's design manual. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, p. 7)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 6)
Gravity sewer lines are designed to convey peak wet weather flow. Pipes that are 10” in diameter and
smaller are designed to convey this flow with a maximum depth-to diameter (d/D) ratio of 0.50. Pipes that
are 12” and larger in diameter are designed for a maximum d/D ratio of 0.67. Gravity sewer lines are
designed to maintain a minimum velocity of 2.0 feet per second at peak flow to prevent the deposition of
solids. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, p. 9)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 7)
Based on the sewer generation factors presented in Table 4.15-4, the estimated sewer generation for the
Project is calculated below in Table 4.15-6, Estimated Sewer Flow from the Project. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b,
p. 9)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 7)
Table 4.15-6 Estimated Sewer Flow from the Project

(Dexter Wilson, 2017b, Table 3)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 7)

The Project site proposes to connect to the existing sewer system in Melrose Drive. Three sewage flow
scenarios were calculated as part of the analysis of the existing sewer system in Melrose Drive. The three
separate scenarios addressed the question of whether these is capacity for the proposed Project in the existing
sewer system under peak flow conditions. The three scenarios are: 1) Existing sewage flow generated within
the sewer sub-basins based on existing land uses and flowing through the existing gravity sewer system; 2)
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Existing sewer system analysis with existing sewage flow plus the flows from the proposed Project; and 3)
Recommended gravity sewer line sizes in Melrose Drive with existing plus proposed Project sewage flows.
The full calculations for these scenarios are included in DEIR Technical Appendix K2. (Dexter Wilson,
2017b, p. 8)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 8)
Under existing flows, the existing 8” and 10” gravity sewer lines in Melrose Drive flow at or below half full
for the entire reach to North Santa Fe Avenue, with the exception of the last two 8” segments which flow at
0.56 d/D, which is greater than the City’s design criteria. When the proposed Project flows are added to the
existing sewer system, the maximum d/D ratio is 0.70 for the two 8” reaches at the downstream end of the
system. In total, eleven ten reaches of the sewer system flow over the design capacity of 0.50 d/D including
the two 8” reachers which are over design capacity under existing conditions. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, p.
8)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 8)
Based on the calculations of existing peak flow, depth of flow in the existing sewer mains, and flow from the
Project, Dexter Wilson Engineering Inc., determined that the existing 8” gravity sewer line in Melrose Drive
does not have sufficient flow capacity for the proposed Project. Therefore, the Project proposes a new
gravity sewer line in Melrose Drive. The new gravity sewer line would be constructed from the existing 10”
gravity sewer line at Willowbrook Drive south to the Project site at slopes matching the existing 8” sewer
line. The diameter of the proposed sewer line would be 10” up to Meadowbrook Drive and 8” up to the
Project discharge point. Refer to Figure 4.15-5, Proposed Sewer System Improvements, for the proposed
improvements to the sewer system. (Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 10) With the new sewer line in Melrose
Drive, the maximum depth-to-diameter in any reach is less than the required design capacity of 0.50 d/D.
The existing 8” gravity sewer line ultimately would be abandoned and removed as part of the new 10” sewer
construction. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, pp. 8-9)(Dexter Wilson, 2016b, p. 8)
The on-site sewer system for the Project is intended to be privately owned and maintained as required by the
City of Oceanside Water Utilities Department. The specific layout of the sewer system is dependent upon
the configuration of the buildings within the site. The final on-site sewer system design would be prepared
as part of the final improvement plans for the Project when the building layouts are known. In addition, the
private on-site sewer system would be designed, and constructed in accordance with the requirements of the
City of Oceanside’s Building Department Standards Water, Sewer, and Reclaimed Water Design and
Construction Manual. The on-site private sewer system would be designed as a gravity flow system. On-site
sewage pumping is not needed for the proposed Project. (Dexter Wilson, 2017b, p. 9)(Dexter Wilson,
2016b, p. 10)
In order to provide adequate sewer system facilities for the Project site, construction of a new 10” sewer line
would be necessary. The Project proposes connections to existing sewer lines, as well as the installation of a
new sewer line. Construction of the new sewer pipeline would pose a near-term environmental impact. The
significance of this impact is discussed below.
Analysis of Near-Term Impacts Due To Construction
The proposed Project would create significant near-term environmental impacts due to the construction of
new potable water facilities and new sewer facilities. The near-term impacts to air quality, and greenhouse
gasses were included in the analysis in Subsections 4.2, Air Quality, and 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
respectively. Construction impacts relating to noise would be less than significant because the equipment
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Source(s): Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc. (08-31-2017)

Figure 4.15-5

Source: Dexter Wilson Engineering, Inc.
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used for the construction of the proposed water and wastewater facilities would be subject to the mitigation
measures detailed in DEIR Subsection 4.10, Noise. All of the proposed improvements would take place in
existing roadways or on-site within the Project’s proposed development impact limits. Therefore, the
physical impacts of constructing these facilities would be less than significant or have been addressed
elsewhere within this DEIR (e.g., 4.3 Biological Resources; 4.4 Cultural Resources; 4.5 Geology and Soils;
4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 4.8 Hydrology/Water Quality).
Construction of the proposed water and wastewater improvements would, however, require improvements
within Melrose Drive. During construction of these facilities, there is a potential for near-term impacts to
traffic, particularly if the Project were to require lane closures along one or more road segments, or lane
closures at any intersections. Accordingly, the Project’s near-term construction impacts to traffic are
evaluated as potentially significant and mitigation would be required.
B.

Significance of Impact

Water would be conveyed to the site through a combination of existing and proposed potable water lines
within the City of Oceanside. Based on the Water Service Analysis, additional pipes and a public water main
are needed in order to supply adequate water to the Project site. The public water main improvement would
take place in existing roadways; therefore, construction of this facility would cause a significant near-term
direct impact to traffic. The near-term impact would occur in the area due to lane disruptions, lane closures,
and/or detours.
Wastewater would be conveyed from the Project site through the City’s wastewater collection network.
Wastewater would be treated at City of Oceanside treatment facilities. Based on the Sewer Service Analysis,
an additional sewer line would need to be constructed in order to provide sufficient flow capacity to the
Project site. This improvement would take place in an existing roadway; therefore, construction of this
facility would cause a significant near-term impact to traffic in the area due to lane disruptions, lane closures,
and/or detours. Construction of this facility would cause a direct near-term impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.15-1 would ensure that a construction traffic management plan
is implemented to mitigate for the near-term impact to traffic due to construction of potable water facilities
and wastewater facilities in existing roadways. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure MM
4.15-1 the Project’s direct impact due to near-term construction of water and wastewater facilities within
existing roadways would be reduced to less than significant.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

The following mitigation measure has been identified to reduce the Project’s near-term construction of water
and wastewater facilities within existing roadways to below a level of significance.
MM 4.15-1

Prior to the issuance of water and sewage facility building permits taking place in an
existing roadway, the Project Applicant shall submit a construction traffic
management plan to the City of Oceanside in order to minimize the impact caused by
construction traffic. The construction traffic management plan shall be prepared by a
traffic consultant, identify the lane configuration during construction, and assess
whether the construction in the existing roadways is acceptable during peak hours, or
if it will need to occur outside of peak hours. Evidence of completion of this
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mitigation measure shall be provided to the City of Oceanside prior to any
construction activities affecting existing roadways.
4.15.3.3 Issue c. – Result in the Construction of New Storm Water Drainage Facilities
Would the Project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
A.

Impact Analysis

As previously described in Section 3.0, Project Description and Subsection 4.8, Hydrology & Water Quality,
the proposed Project would install an on-site network of storm drains and water quality detention basins to
capture and convey stormwater runoff. The storm water drainage conditions proposed by the Project are
illustrated below in Figure 4.15-6, Proposed Stormwater Drainage Conditions.
The Project is required to prepare a Stormwater Quality Mitigation Plan (SWQMP) in order to meet the
requirements of the City of Oceanside’s NPDES permit. As described in Subsection 4.8, a SWQMP is a sitespecific post-construction water quality management program. The SWQMP designed to address pollutants
of concern and volumes of water discharged to the existing stormwater facilities. The Project’s SWQMP
proposes the construction of three detention basins, placing one on each planning area. Each basin is
designed to have a total depth of 5 ft., and a maximum water surface elevation of 4 ft. The maximum
outflow for Basin 1 and 2, which are proposed in Planning Areas 1 and 2, respectively, would be 63.3 and
7.64.1 cfs respectively. The maximum outflow for detention basin 3 (Planning Area 3), would be 16.534.0
cfs. (Hunsaker, 2017a, p. 6)(Hunsaker, 2016a)
The Project’s storm drainage system is designed to ensure that Project-related flows would not exceed the
capacities of any existing or planned storm water drainage facilities. As shown in Table 4.8-1 in DEIR
Subsection 4.8.3.2, the proposed hydromodification/bio-retention basins would attenuate the 100-year peak
flow from 99.344 cfs under existing conditions to 64.681.78 cfs under proposed conditions. Thus, peak
runoff from the Project site has no potential to exceed the capacity of the storm drain systems. The Project’s
proposed drainage system also was reviewed by the City of Oceanside Engineering Division, which
determined that the Project’s proposed drainage plan would not exceed the capacity of downstream facilities.
As such, the Project has no potential to result in the need for new or expanded storm water drainage
facilities, beyond those facilities that are already proposed by the Project.
Accordingly, the installation of drainage infrastructure to serve the proposed Project would not result in any
significant physical effects on the environment that are not already identified and disclosed as part of this
DEIR. In addition, Project-related drainage would not exceed the capacity of any existing or planned storm
water drainage facilities. Thus, construction or expansion of such facilities would not be required.
Accordingly, impacts would be less than significant and mitigation would not be required.
B.

Significance of Impact

Implementation of the Project and the proposed design features would not require construction or expansion
of storm water drainage facilities that are not already addressed throughout this DEIR. Construction of the
proposed storm drainage improvements is an integral component of the Project’s construction phase, impacts
for which have been evaluated throughout this DEIR. In each case, impacts are found to be less than

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 4.15-22

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

4.15 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

significant, or would be reduced to less than significant levels with the incorporation of mitigation. There
are no components of the on-site drainage improvements that would result in environmental effects not
addressed in this DEIR. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.15.3.4 Issue d. – Sufficient Water Supplies to Service the Project
Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
A.

Impact Analysis

As part of the Water Service Analysis prepared for the Project, water demands for the development were
calculated as an estimated average in each Planning Area. The average daily water demand factors based on
land acreage for the City of Oceanside are summarized below in Table 4.15-7, Average Daily Water Demand
Factors. Table 4.15-3, shown above, summarizes the water demands for the Project. The average water
demand for the Project site was estimated to be 92,48285,539 gpd (6459 gpm), while maximum demand was
estimated to be 184,964171,078 gpd (128119 gpm) and peak hour demands estimated as 277,446256,617
gpd (193178 gpm) (Dexter Wilson, 2017a, p. 7)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, p. 7).
Table 4.15-7 Average Daily Water Demand Factors

(Dexter Wilson, 2017a, Table 1)(Dexter Wilson, 2016a, Table 1)

The proposed Project would be supplied by the City’s Water Utility water sources. The City’s Water Utility
relies on potable water from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California through the San Diego
County Water Authority (SDCWA) and the Mission Groundwater Basin of the Lower San Luis Rey River
Valley (Oceanside, 2011, p. 20).
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According to the City of Oceanside Urban Water Management Plan, the SDCWA projected normal water
demands for their service area from 2005 to 2030 using a computer model based on SANDAG demographic
and economic projections through the year 2030. SDCWA concluded that if projected SDCWA and member
agencies supplies are developed as planned, along with the Metropolitan Water District of Southern
California’s (MWD) Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), no shortages are anticipated within the SDCWA’s
service area under normal-year, single-dry year or multiple dry water years through 2030. (Oceanside, 2011,
p. 20)
Based on the data in the City of Oceanside Urban Water Management Plan, the City would not experience
any supply deficiencies during normal or dry year conditions with implementation of the proposed Project.
Furthermore, the City’s water supplier includes programs designated specifically to provide water supply
during drought conditions. Therefore, activation of these programs can increase water supplies over normal
year conditions.
In response to the current statewide drought and Executive Order B-29-15, the City of Oceanside was
assigned to cutback water use by 20% and implement Level 2 Drought restrictions. At the time that the NOP
went out for public review (August 26, 2015), the City had reduced lawn watering to two days per week for
ten minutes or less. This was the main action being taken by the City because outdoor irrigation used about
60-70% of total residential water use. Other restrictions on irrigation, washing, leaks, fountains, and hotels
and restaurants were being implemented and enforced. In addition to enforcing the restrictions on City
residents, the City removed 131,229 square feet of irrigable turf, turned off the Civic Center Fountain, posted
signage at the harbor, published online resources for ways to save water, and did outreach events about
saving water. (Oceanside, 2016c)
The Project will be consistent with the Executive Order B-29-15 which orders the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB) to impose mandatory water use restrictions to achieve a 25 percent reduction in
potable urban water usage through February 18, 2016. On February 2, 2016 the SWRCB adopted an
extended and revised emergency regulation to ensure that urban water conservation continues in 2016. The
Executive Order requires water use reductions statewide to be achieved by urban water supplies, such as the
SDCWA and MWD. The SWRCB emergency regulations are enforceable through significant daily fines
and imposition of possible additional civil and criminal penalties. The Project will adhere to these
emergency water conservation regulations (e.g., reduced watering of landscaping, prohibitions/restrictions on
washing cars and driveways, etc.) and will provide project design features such as drought tolerant
landscaping. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with Executive Order B-29-15 and no significant
impacts will result.
In conclusion, the Project’s Water Service Analysis and the City of Oceanside Urban Water Management
Plan demonstrate the City would have sufficient supplies of water, even during drought conditions, through
the Year 2030 based on existing water supplies. Therefore, the Project would have no potential to result in
the need for new or expanded water entitlements or treatment capacity. Accordingly, impacts would be less
than significant and mitigation is not required.
B.

Significance of Impact

Potable water supplies would be provided to the Project site from the City of Oceanside. As documented in
the Water Service Analysis and the City of Oceanside Urban Water Management Plan, there are sufficient
water supplies available to service the Project during normal and dry water conditions. The Project would
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not cause an impact due to insufficient water supplies. The Project would be required to comply with all
applicable regulations with respect to water conservation measures adopted as a result of Executive Order B29-15 and will implement project related water conservation measures as design features. Thus, a less-thansignificant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.15.3.5 Issue e. – Adequate Wastewater Treatment Capacity
Would the Project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may
serve the Project, that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?
A.

Impact Analysis

According to the Sewer System Analysis, under average flow conditions the Project would generate 69,590
67,010 gpd (4847 gpm) across all three Planning Areas. The peak flow conditions would generate
191,373184,278 gpd (133128 gpm). Flows from the Project would be conveyed to the San Luis Rey
Wastewater Treatment Plant. The San Diego County UWMP determined that the planned treatment capacity
of the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant will be 13.5 million gpd by the year 2015, and 17.4 million
gpd by the year 2040 (Oceanside, 2011, p. F-3). The San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant has annual
average flows of about 9.3 million gpd, leaving approximately 4.2 million gpd of available capacity. Based
on the existing flow rate of 9.3 million gpd, the current demand is 69% of the 2015 capacity. The proposed
Project has projected average flows of 0.07 million gpd. The Project’s estimated sewage demand is
approximately 0.020.005% of the 2015 projected capacity. Thus, the Project’s contribution to the San Luis
Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant would not require or result in the construction of a new wastewater facility.
With the exception of new on-site sewer conveyance lines, and proposed nearby off-site sewer pipe
construction, the Project would not create the need for any new or expanded wastewater facility. Therefore,
The San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant would have adequate capacity to treat flows from the Project,
and a less-than-significant impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

Wastewater would be collected on the Project site by the on-site drainage system installed during the
Project’s construction. As documented in the San Diego County UWMP, the San Luis Rey Treatment Plant
has sufficient capacity for the Project’s wastewater flows. With the exception of new on-site sewer
conveyance lines and proposed nearby off-site sewer pipe construction, the Project would not create the need
for any new or expanded wastewater facility. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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4.15.3.6 Issue f. – Sufficient Landfill Capacity
Would the Project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the Project’s
solid waste disposal needs?
A.

Impact Analysis

Construction Impact Analysis
During construction of the proposed Project, solid waste requiring landfill disposal would be required. The
solid waste generated would primarily consist of discarded materials and packaging generated by the
construction process. Based on preliminary architecture drawings provided by the Project Applicant, and as
summarized in Table 4.15-8, Proposed Building Area, construction proposed by the Project would result in a
future total building area of approximately 794,361626,362 sq. ft. This square footage is based on assuming
each Planning Area is built-out with the largest unit types for each Planning Area.
Table 4.15-8 Proposed Building Area
Planning Area
(Land Use)
1 (Townhomes)
1 (Office/Commercial)
2 (Single-Family)
3 (Townhomes)

Unit Size Range
(square feet)
1,204-1,763
20,000
2,207-2,416
1,6811,698-2,0302,048
Totals:

Total Units/Buildings
78
1
3733
198190
313301 – Residential
1 – Office/Commercial

Max. Building Square
Footage1
137,514
20,000
89,39279,728
401,940389,120
648,846626,362

1. Maximum Building Square Footage assumes all units within each planning area and land use category would consist of
the upper end of the unit size range.

Utilizing a residential construction waste generation factor of 4.39 pounds per square foot (EPA, 2009, p. 8),
approximately 2,848,4342,749,729 pounds of construction waste would be generated by the Project. This is
equivalent to approximately 1,4241,375 tons. (EPA, 2009, p. 10) Over the 782 working days of Project
construction (see DEIR Table 3-12), Project construction would result in the generation of up to 1.821.76
tons of solid waste per day. Additional waste would be expected from infrastructure installation and other
Project-related construction activities.
Non-recyclable construction waste generated by the Project would be disposed at the El Sobrante Landfill.
The El Sobrante Landfill is not expected to reach its total maximum permitted daily disposal capacity during
Project’s construction period. Thus, construction waste generated by the Project is not anticipated to cause
the landfill to exceed its maximum permitted daily disposal use. The El Sobrante Landfill has a maximum
daily capacity of 12,700 tons per day, and a remaining landfill capacity of 145,530,000 tons (CalRecycle,
n.d.). The Project’s daily construction waste generation of approximately 1.821.76 tons per day represents a
mere 0.014% of the daily disposal capacity at this landfill. As such, the landfill would have sufficient daily
and overall capacity to accept solid waste generated by the Project’s construction phase; therefore, impacts to
landfill capacity associated with the Project’s near-term construction activities would be less than significant.
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Operational Impact Analysis
Based on solid waste generation factors from CalRecycle, and as summarized in Table 4.15-9, Solid Waste
Generation for the Melrose + Oceanside Project, at full build-out the Project is projected to produce
approximately 1.061.02 tons per day of solid waste. The Project would be served by Waste Management
Inc. for solid waste disposal. The waste generated in the City of Oceanside goes through the Palomar
Transfer Station, located in Carlsbad. The waste is then delivered to the El Sobrante Landfill in Riverside
County. Non-Recyclable solid waste generated during long-term operation of the Project would be disposed
at the El Sobrante Landfill. As shown above in Table 4.15-9, during long-term operation, solid waste
generated by the Project would represent approximately 0.0006650.0000803% of the daily disposal capacity
at the El Sobrante Landfill. Thus, solid waste generated by the Project would not cause this landfill to
exceed its maximum permitted daily disposal volume. Because the Project would generate a relatively small
amount of solid waste per day as compared to the permitted daily capacity at the El Sobrante Landfill,
impacts to the receiving landfill facility during the Project’s long-term operational activities would be less
than significant.
Table 4.15-9 Solid Waste Generation for the Melrose + Oceanside Project

Land Use
Single Family
Residential
Multi-Family
Residential
Commercial

Generation
Factor
9.8 pounds/
dwelling unit/ day
6 pounds/
dwelling unit/ day
6 pounds/ 1,000
sq. ft./day

Estimated Total
Units of
Proposed
Project

Estimated Tons
per Day

3733

0.1816 tons

276268

0.8280 tons

20,000 sq. ft.

0.06 tons

Total:

1.061.02

El Sobrante Daily
Maximum
Permitted
Throughput
12,700 tons per
day
12,700 tons per
day
12,700 tons per
day
12,700 tons per
day

Proposed Project
Percent of Daily
Intake
0.000013
0.000650.000063
0.000005
0.0006650.0000803

Waste Generation Factors from (CalRecycle, 2013a; CalRecycle, 2013b)

B.

Significance of Impact

There is adequate capacity available at the El Sobrante Landfill to accept the Project’s solid wastes during
both construction and long-term operation. Landfill capacity would not be exceeded as a result of the
proposed Project. Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
4.15.3.7 Issue g. – Compliance with Solid Waste Regulations
Would the Project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
A.

Impact Analysis

The California Integrated Waste Management Act (Assembly Bill (AB) 939), signed into law in 1989,
established an integrated waste management system that focused on source reduction, recycling, composting,
and land disposal of waste. In addition, the bill established a 50% waste reduction requirement for cities and
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counties by the year 2000, along with a process to ensure environmentally safe disposal of waste that could
not be diverted. AB 341 made a legislative declaration that it is the policy goal of the state that not less than
75% of solid waste generated be source reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020.
The City of Oceanside has a number of recycling programs to facilitate diverting recyclables away from the
landfill. The Project would be required to participate in these programs as applicable to reduce the volume
of solid waste being delivered to the El Sobrante Landfill. The City of Oceanside adopted a Zero Waste
Resolution on August 25, 2010, which established a milestone to achieve 75% landfill diversion by 2020.
According to the City of Oceanside, the City of Oceanside has achieved a 72% diversion/recycling rate, and
is expected to meet the 75% reduction target by 2020 (Oceanside, 2010b; Oceanside 2016c, 2016f). With
mandatory compliance to AB 939, AB 341, and the City’s Zero Waste Ordinance, the Project would not
result in a significant impact due to noncompliance with regulations related to solid waste. A less-thansignificant impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste disposal, reduction and. recycling. The Project would not conflict with any applicable solid waste
regulations. Thus, a less than significant impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

Because the proposed Project would result in a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation is required.
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5.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
5.1

SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED
PROJECT IS IMPLEMENTED

IF THE

PROPOSED

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR disclose the significant environmental effects of a project which
cannot be avoided if the proposed project is implemented (CEQA Guidelines § 15126[b]). As described in
detail in Section 4.0 of this DEIR, although the proposed Project would result in potentially significant
impacts to the environment, mitigation measures have been identified to reduce to below a level of
significance all of the Project’s potentially significant direct, indirect, and cumulatively considerable
impacts. With implementation of the required mitigation, there would be no significant environmental
effects which cannot be avoided if the proposed Project is implemented.

5.2

SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS WHICH WOULD
PROPOSED ACTION SHOULD IT BE IMPLEMENTED

BE INVOLVED IN THE

The CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to address any significant irreversible environmental changes that would
be involved in the proposed action should it be implemented (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(c)). An
environmental change would fall into this category if: a) the project would involve a large commitment of
non-renewable resources; b) the primary and secondary impacts of the project would generally commit future
generations to similar uses; c) the project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any
potential environmental accidents; or d) the proposed consumption of resources are not justified (e.g., the
project results in the wasteful use of energy).
Determining whether the proposed Project may result in significant irreversible environmental changes
requires a determination of whether key non-renewable resources would be degraded or destroyed in such a
way that there would be little possibility of restoring them. As stated in Appendix F of the CEQA
Guidelines, an EIR need not contain a separate section on energy use if the items required by Appendix F are
covered throughout the various parts of the EIR. Natural resources in the form of construction materials and
energy resources would be used in the construction of the proposed Project, but development of the Project
site as proposed would have no measurable adverse effect on the availability of such resources, including
resources that may be non-renewable (e.g., fossil fuels). Construction and operation of the proposed Project
would not involve the use of large sums or sources of non-renewable energy. Additionally, the Project is
required by law to comply with the California Building Standards Code (CALGreen), compliance with
which reduces a building operation’s energy volume that is produced by non-renewable energy resources.
The Project would be subject to regulations and mitigation measures related to air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions to reduce the Project’s reliance on non-renewable energy sources. For example, natural gas
fireplaces (wood-burning fireplaces are prohibited by the PD/MUP) are restricted to 152146 homes on-site.
The Project also would be subject to the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, which contains
provisions designed to increase energy efficiency and availability of renewable energy. The Project also
would be subject to California Energy Code, or Title 24, which contains measures to reduce natural gas and
electrical demand, thus requiring less non-renewable energy resources. The Project would avoid the
inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy during Project construction, operation,
maintenance, and/or removal. With mandatory compliance to the energy efficiency regulations and
mitigation measures, the Project would not involve the use of large sums or sources of non-renewable
energy.
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DEIR Subsection 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, provides an analysis of the proposed Project’s
potential to transport or handle hazardous materials which, if released into the environment, could result in
irreversible damage to the environment. As concluded in the analysis, compliance with federal, state, and
local regulations related to hazardous materials would be required of all contractors working on the property
during the Project’s construction and of all residents that occupy the Project’s buildings. As such,
construction and long-term operation of the proposed Project would not have the potential to cause
significant irreversible damage to the environment, including damage that may result from upset or accident
conditions.
As demonstrated in the analysis presented throughout DEIR Section 4.0, implementation of the proposed
Project would not result in any significant and unavoidable environmental effects that cannot be feasibly
reduced to below levels of significance with implementation of required Mitigation Measures and mandatory
compliance with Federal, State, and local regulations and requirements.
Implementation of the proposed Project would not commit surrounding properties to land uses other than the
uses currently planned for those properties by the cities of Oceanside and Vista. The Project site is located in
a portion of the City of Oceanside that is in close proximity to areas designated for residential uses.
Specifically, land located to the west and east of the Project site, within the City of Oceanside is designated
for residential and small areas of commercial uses. South of the Project site are several existing commercial
uses, south of which area light industrial uses. North of the Project site are existing and planned residential
uses and a park facility and open space. Use of the Project site as a residential and commercial mixed-use
development is compatible in character with surrounding development and the Project would not create any
primary or secondary effects that would preclude the use of surrounding properties for their existing and/or
intended uses.
In summary, there would be no significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the proposed
Project is implemented.

5.3

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the proposed Project would be growth inducing. The
CEQA Guidelines identify a project as growth inducing if it would foster economic or population growth or
the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment (CEQA
Guidelines § 15126.2(d)). New employees and new residential developments represent direct forms of
growth. These direct forms of growth have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets and
resulting in additional economic activity in the area.
A project could indirectly induce growth at the local level by increasing the demand for additional goods and
services associated with an increase in population or employment and thus reducing or removing the barriers
to growth. This typically occurs in suburban or rural environments where population or employment growth
results in increased demand for service and commodity markets responding to the new population of
residents or employees. Economic growth would likely take place as a result of the proposed Project’s
operation as a residential and office/commercial mixed-use development. The Project’s construction-related
employees and operational-related residents and employees would purchase goods and services in the region,
but any secondary increase in employment associated with meeting these goods and services needs would be
marginal, accommodated by existing goods and service providers, and highly unlikely to result in any new
physical impacts to the environment. In addition, the Project would create 60 jobs which would serve the
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housing units either already built or planned for development within the City. Therefore, while the Project
would create economic opportunities causes by use of the property for some commercial development, and
would introduce new residents to the Project site, these changes would not induce substantial new growth in
the region such that adverse environmental effects, beyond those disclosed by this DEIR, would occur.
Under CEQA, growth inducement is not considered necessarily detrimental, beneficial, or of significance to
the environment. Typically, growth-inducing potential of a project would be considered significant if it
fosters growth or a concentration of population in excess of what is assumed in pertinent master plans, land
use plans, or in projections made by regional planning agencies such as SANDAG and if such growth
increases result in physical environmental effects that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance.
Significant growth impacts also could occur if a project provides infrastructure or service capacity to
accommodate growth beyond the levels currently permitted by local or regional plans and policies resulting
in new growth and attendant environmental effects that would otherwise not have occurred in the absence of
the proposed Project. In general, growth induced by a project is considered a significant impact if it directly
or indirectly affects the ability of agencies to provide needed public services, or if it can be demonstrated that
the potential growth significantly affects the environment is some other adverse way.
The area surrounding the Project site is primarily characterized by residential uses with some commercial
and light industrial uses further to the west and south of the Project site within the City of Oceanside and
residential uses within the City of Vista to the east. Development of the Project site with residential and
office/commercial land uses would not directly induce surrounding properties to develop, although the
introduction of new residents to the site could accelerate the development of commercial uses at the
southeast corner of Melrose Drive and Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Drive. However, development of
commercial uses on this parcel would be consistent with the City’s General Plan Land Use Element. All
remaining parcels surrounding the Project site are either developed, in the process of being developed, or are
planned for long-term conservation as open space. Accordingly, the growth-inducing impacts of the Project
would be minimal and would be less than significant. The Project is not expected to induce growth or land
use changes on the other parcels in the vicinity, as other lands surrounding the site are either already
developed or planned to be developed consistent with their General Plan land use designations.
Furthermore, the proposed Project’s improvements to the public infrastructure, including roads, drainage
infrastructure, and other utility improvements are consistent with the City of Oceanside’s General Plan and
would not indirectly induce substantial population growth in the local area. Upgraded water and sewer
facilities proposed by the Project would be sized to serve future uses on-site, and would not indirectly induce
growth in the surrounding area by removing obstacles to development. As noted above, a majority of the
Project’s vicinity has been fully built out, is under construction, or is planned for open space; thus, the
infrastructure improvements proposed by the Project would not be growth inducing.
In summary, the proposed Project would have no potentially significant growth inducing impacts to the
environment.

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 5-3

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

5.4

5.0 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS

EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT DURING THE EIR DRAFTING PROCESS

5.4.1 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES


Existing Conditions

A.

Forest Resources

There are no forest or timberland resources on the Project site. Based on a biological survey conducted by
Alden Environmental on the Project site, the Project’s physical disturbance footprint contains seven distinct
vegetation and land cover types including Southern Willow Scrub, Mule Fat Scrub, Diegan Coastal Sage
Scrub, Broom Baccharis Scrub, non-native grassland, developed/ornamental, and disturbed habitat (Alden,
2016, p. 5). None of these vegetation communities are associated with forest or timberland. As such, there
are no forest or timber resources within the Project site or in its off-site disturbance area under existing
conditions.
B.

Agricultural Uses

The Project site is not used for agriculture. The Project site contains soils classified by the California
Department of Conservation (CDC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) as “Farmland of
Local Importance” with small areas of “Grazing Lands” and does not contain any soils considered to be
“Prime Farmland,” “Unique Farmland,” or “Farmland of Statewide Importance” (“Important Farmland”).
(CDC, 2015)
The Project site is not within an agricultural preserve, nor is it subject to a Williamson Act contract. Under
existing conditions, the Project site is vacant and undeveloped. Lands surrounding the Project site are not
used for agricultural production and include high-density residential, medium-density residential, open space,
single-family residential, and commercial land uses.



Applicable Environmental Regulations

California Land Conservation Act
The California Land Conservation Act (CLCA) of 1965, also known as the Williamson Act (CA Gov. Code
§ 51200, et seq.), allows owners of agricultural land to have their properties assessed for tax purposes on the
basis of agricultural production rather than current market value. The main purpose of the Act is to
encourage property owners to continue to farm their land, and to prevent the premature conversion of
farmland to urban uses. After an agricultural preserve has been established, the land within the preserve is
automatically restricted to agricultural and related open space uses for a minimum of ten years. The contract
remains in effect until the land owner or local government cancels the contract by filing a notice of nonrenewal. Once canceled, the land is protected under the “non-renewal” status for a period of ten years,
during which time tax rates gradually increase during the non-renewal period, until they reach normal (i.e.,
non-restricted) levels upon termination of the contract. Under a set of specifically defined circumstances, a
contract may be cancelled without completing the process of term non-renewal. Local activities such as
eminent domain also result in the termination of Williamson Act contracts.
The California Department of Conservation’s Williamson Act Map for San Diego County (2013/2014) does
not identify any active Williamson Act contracts within the Project site or surrounding areas (CDC, 2013).
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Basis for Determining Significance

The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to agriculture and forestry resources if the Project
or any Project-related component would:
a.

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance as depicted on
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the CA. Resources
Agency;

b.

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract;

c.

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources
Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g));

d.

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses; or

e.

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section II of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and
address typical adverse effects to agricultural and forestry resources. (OPR, 2009).



Impact Analysis

5.4.1.2

Issue a. – Convert Farmland

Would the Project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance as
depicted on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the CA
Resource Agency?
A.

Impact Analysis

According to mapping information available from the California Department of Conservation (CDC)
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), soils on-site consist of “Farmland of Local
Importance” with small areas of “Grazing Land” (CDC, 2015). No portion of the Project site is designated
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (“Farmland”). Accordingly, the
Project has no potential to convert state-mapped Farmlands to a non-agricultural use and thus, no statesignificant farmland conversion impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is not designated as Prime, Unique, or Statewide Importance Farmland. Accordingly, the
Project would not convert any Prime, Unique, or Statewide Importance Farmlands to non-agricultural use.
No impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

No impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required.
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Issue b. – Conflict with Existing Zoning for Agricultural Uses

Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract?
A.

Impact Analysis

According to the City of Oceanside Zoning Map, the Project site is zoned for “Residential Estate B/Scenic
Park Overlay (RE-B-SP), and “Neighborhood Commercial (CN),” neither of which comprises an agricultural
zone. None of the properties surrounding the Project site are zoned for agricultural production. . No lands
in the Project vicinity are zoned for agricultural use, nor are there any Williamson Act Contract lands in the
Project vicinity. Moreover, there are no current Williamson Act contracts on lands within or surrounding the
Project property. Thus, the Project has no potential to conflict with existing agricultural zoning designations
or Williamson Act contracts. (Oceanside, 2009; CDC, 2013)
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not in a Williamson Act Contract. No lands within
the Project vicinity are zoned for agricultural use, nor are there any Williamson Act contracted lands in the
Project vicinity. Therefore, no zoning impact to agricultural land uses would occur as a result of a conflict
with either agricultural zoning or Williamson Act Contracted lands.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

No impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required.
5.4.1.4

Issue c. – Conflicts with Existing Zoning for Forest Land, Timberland, or Timberland
Production

Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
A.

Impact Analysis

According to the City of Oceanside and City of Vista Zoning Maps, there are no lands within the Project
vicinity that are zoned for forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code § 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code § 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code § 51104(g)). Accordingly, no impact to forest-zoned or timberland-zoned lands would
occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project area is not zoned for forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production. Therefore, no zoning
impact to forest or timberland uses would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

No impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required.
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Issue d. – Loss of Forest Land or Conversion of Forestland

Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses?
A.

Impact Analysis

There are no forest lands within the City of Vista or the City of Oceanside; accordingly, the proposed Project
has no potential to result in the loss of forest land or conversation of forest land to non-forest uses.
Therefore, no forest land loss or conversion impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project would not result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. Accordingly, no
forest land conversion impact would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

No impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required.
5.4.1.6

Issue e. – Conversion of Farmland to Nonagricultural Use or Forestland to NonForest Use

Would the Project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or conversion or forest land to
non-forest use?
A.

Impact Analysis

As indicated in the above analysis in Subsections 5.4.1.2 through 5.4.1.5, there are no agricultural lands or
forest lands within the Project vicinity. Accordingly, the Project has no potential to result in changes to the
existing environment that could result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or the
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not
result in changes to the existing environment in such a manner as to result in the conversion of Farmland to
non-agricultural use or the conversion of forest land to non-forest uses. No impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site does not possess and is not located in the vicinity of and agricultural or forest lands.
Therefore, no agricultural or forestry conversion impacts would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

No impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required.

5.4.2 MINERAL RESOURCES


Existing Conditions

A.

Mineral Resources Zones

The California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) requires the state geologist to
classify areas identified by the California Office of Planning and Research into Mineral Resource Zones.
The primary purpose of mineral land classification is to assure that mineral potential and its significance is
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recognized and considered before land use decisions that preclude mining are made. The SMARA requires
the State Geologist to classify land according to the presence, absence, or likely occurrence of significant
mineral deposits in certain areas of the State subject to urban expansion or land uses incompatible with
mining. The State classification system is broken out into four general Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ), as
follows (CDC, 1996):


MRZ-1: Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present,
or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence.



MRZ-2: Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, or
where it is judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence.



MRZ-3: Areas containing mineral deposits the significance of which cannot be evaluated from
available data.



MRZ-4: Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other MRZ zone.

As mapped by the California Department of Conservation (CDC), the Project site is located in the MRZ-3
zone, which indicates that there are no known mineral resources present on the Project site. (CDC, 1996)



City of Oceanside Land Use Regulations

City of Oceanside General Plan
The City of Oceanside General Plan Land Use Element includes a map of the mineral resource zones within
the City. Pursuant to the General Plan, mining land uses are only permitted within the areas determined to be
of regional significance by the State Mining and Geology Board pursuant to SMARA. Areas designated by
the General Plan for mining are primarily located in the northern part of the city, along the San Luis Rey.
The Project site is not identified by the Oceanside General Plan Environmental Resource Management
Element as containing any known sand deposits. (Oceanside, 2002a, Figure ERM-5)



Basis for Determining Significance

The proposed Project would result in a significant impact to mineral resources if the Project or any Projectrelated component would:
a.

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state, or

b.

Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan.

The above-listed thresholds are derived directly from Section XI of Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines and
address typical adverse effects to mineral resources. (OPR, 2009).
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Impact Analysis

5.4.2.2

Issue a. – Loss of Availability of a Known Mineral Resource

Would the Project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state?
A.

Impact Analysis

As mapped by the California Department of Conservation (CDC), the Project site is located in the MRZ-3
zone, which indicates that there are no known mineral resources present on the Project site. (CDC, 1996)
Accordingly, the proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and/or residents of the state, and no state-significant mineral resource
impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is not located in an area containing a known mineral resource that is of value of the region
and the state. Accordingly, no state-significant loss in available mineral resources impacts would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

No impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required.
5.4.2.3

Issue b. – Loss of Availability of a Locally Important Mineral Resource Recovery
Site

Would the Project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
A.

Impact Analysis

According to General Plan Figure LU-22, Mineral Resource Areas, the Project site is not identified by the
General Plan as a locally important mineral resource recovery site (Oceanside, 2002a, p. 88). The Project
site is not located within a Specific Plan, and there are no other land use plans applicable to the Project site
that identify the site as containing locally important mineral resources. Accordingly, no locally-significant
mineral resource impact would occur.
B.

Significance of Impact

The Project site is not located in a locally important mineral resource site delineated on a local general plan,
and there are no specific plans or other land use plans that apply to the Project site. Accordingly, no locallysignificant loss in available mineral resources impacts would occur.
C.

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

No impact would occur; therefore, no mitigation is required.
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6.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR address the cumulative impacts of a project when
the project’s incremental effect would be cumulatively considerable. Cumulatively considerable means that
the incremental effects of an individual project would be considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past, current, or probable future projects. A cumulative effect is not deemed considerable if the
effect would essentially be the same whether the proposed Project is implemented or not.
Probable future projects may be limited to those which: 1) have an application on file at the time that the Notice
of Preparation is released; 2) are included in an adopted capital improvement program, general plan, regional
transportation plan, or other similar plan; 3) are included in a summary of projections of projects (or
development areas designated) in a general plan or similar plan; 4) are anticipated as later phases of approved
projects; or 5) are included in money budgeted by public agencies.
The basis for the analysis of cumulative impacts is dependent on the nature of the issue. According to Section
15130 of the CEQA Guidelines, the discussion of cumulative effects “need not provide as great a detail as is
provided for the affects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by standards of
practicality and reasonableness.” The evaluation of cumulative impacts will be based on a “a list of past,
present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those
projects outside of the control of the agency.” Present and probable future projects are addressed in this
cumulative analysis, while past projects were considered as part of the existing setting and analyzed under
each individual topic in Section 4.0, Environmental Analysis. This analysis includes projects that require
agency approval for an application that has been received by the reviewing agency at the time of the DEIR,
but does not include information that became known or available after the completion of the DEIR.
In addition, reasonable mitigation measures for cumulatively significant impacts should be discussed;
however, CEQA acknowledges that “with some projects, the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts
may involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather than the impositions of conditions on a projectby-project basis.”

6.1

SCOPE OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS

CEQA requires that an EIR contain an assessment of the cumulative impacts that may be associated with a
proposed project. As noted in CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a), “an EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a
project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” “A cumulative impact consists of
an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR together with other
projects creating related impacts” (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)(1)). As defined in CEQA Guidelines §
15355:
‘Cumulative Impacts’ refers to two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts.
(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a
number of separate projects.
(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other
closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future
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projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.
CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b) describes two acceptable methods for identifying a study area for purposes of
conducting a cumulative impact analysis. These two approaches include: “1) a list of past, present, and
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including if necessary, those projects outside
the control of the agency [‘the list of projects approach’], or 2) a summary of projections contained in an
adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been
adopted or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area wide conditions contributing to the
cumulative impact [‘the summary of projections approach’].”
The list of projects approach generally is used in this DEIR for near-term cumulative impacts (except as
otherwise noted). The list of projects was generated by the Project’s traffic consultant, LLG, in collaboration
with the City of Oceanside. Using the list of project approach, the cumulative study area includes Projects
within the City of Oceanside and the City of Vista. The study area is bounded by the Camp Pendleton Marine
Corps Base to the north, the eastern portion of the City of Vista to the east, the City of Carlsbad to the south,
and the Pacific Ocean to the west. This study area exhibits similar characteristics in terms of climate, geology,
and hydrology, and therefore is also likely to have similar biological characteristics and cultural resources.
This study area also encompasses the service areas of the Project’s primary public service and utility providers.
Areas outside of this study area either exhibit topographic, climatological, or other environmental
circumstances that are different from those of the Project area, or are simply too far from the proposed Project
site to produce environmental effects that could be cumulatively considerable.
The study area for near-term cumulative impacts includes approved and pending development projects in
proximity to the Project site. As such, the cumulative impact analysis analyzes nine other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects within this study area. This methodology presents a more reasonable approach
to cumulative analysis than the General Plan projection approach by recognizing development projects that
actually have the potential to be made fully operational during a similar timeframe as the proposed Project.
Specific development projects included in the cumulative traffic impact analysis shown below in Table 6-1,
Near-Term Cumulative Projects.
Table 6-1

Near-Term Cumulative Projects

(Ldn, 2016a, Table 4.3)
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The summary of projections approach was utilized for the long-term cumulative impact analysis, except as
otherwise noted herein. The cumulative impact network was generated by the Project’s traffic consultant, LLG
by utilizing the City of Oceanside’s 2030 Circulation Element Roadway Plan, which is part of the City’s
General Plan. Using the summary of approach, the cumulative study area includes transportation networks
and land uses within the City of Oceanside and nearby portions of the City of Vista. The study area is bounded
by the Camp Pendleton Marine Corps Base to the north, the eastern portion of the City of Vista to the east, the
City of Carlsbad to the south, and the Pacific Ocean to the west. This study area exhibits similar characteristics
in terms of climate, geology, and hydrology, and therefore is also likely to have similar biological
characteristics and cultural resources. This study area also encompasses the service areas of the Project’s
primary public service and utility providers. Areas outside of this study area either exhibit topographic,
climatological, or other environmental circumstances that are different from those of the Project area, or are
simply too far from the proposed Project site to produce environmental effects that could be cumulatively
considerable.

6.2

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following discussion of cumulative impacts is organized by each environmental topic addressed for the
proposed Project. The cumulative study area for each issue is explained below and is identified for each issue
area based on the information provided in Subsection 6.1.

6.2.1 AESTHETICS
The cumulative study area for the issue of aesthetics is the Project’s viewshed for the discussion of the Project’s
effects on visual resources, and the northern San Diego region for the issue of potential light and glare effects.
It is assumed that development of the cumulative projects would be designed to mitigate any adverse aesthetic
impacts to the viewshed, consistent with the policies identified in the City of Oceanside General Plan, the Vista
General Plan, and/or the local ordinances and policies of each jurisdiction. The Project site is within the
Guajome Regional Park Sphere of Influence, and surrounding cumulative developments may also be located
in the Sphere of Influence and subject to the same policies. The Guajome Regional Park Sphere of Influence
sets limitations and guidelines on developments to ensure consistency with the Guajome Park.
Due to the existing topography, landscaping, and development within the Project vicinity, the Project’s
viewshed is fairly limited. Thus, the Project’s potential to result in cumulatively considerable visual quality
impacts would be limited to a geographic area that extends a relatively short distance from the Project site.
Based on viewshed analyses conducted in Google Earth, the Project site under existing conditions is primarily
visible to traffic along Oceanside Boulevard/West Bobier Way and Melrose Drive; the existing residential
community located west and northwest of the Project site; the Vista Sports Park; as well as portions of the
residential communities that are currently under construction northeast and east of the Project site.
Accordingly, the Project’s cumulative study area for purposes of an aesthetics evaluation is limited to these
surrounding areas, as areas beyond this study area would not be in the same viewshed as the proposed Project.
Because the developments to the northeast and east are anticipated to be constructed prior to construction of
the proposed Project, the analysis herein assumes that these communities (Vista Ridge Apartments and Laurel
Pointe) would be fully developed and occupied prior to buildout of the proposed Project. Aside from these
two developments, there are no other cumulative development projects within the Project’s cumulative study
area for aesthetics and visual quality.
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Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista (Threshold a). The Project would have less-thansignificant impacts on scenic vistas because the Project would preserve the vast majority of the existing
deciduous willow trees and rock outcroppings on-site, thereby largely preserving views of these visual
resources from surrounding areas to the northwest, north, and northeast. The Project is designed in a manner
that is visually compatible with existing single- and multi-family developments to the west and northwest, and
also would be visually compatible with development within the Vista Ridge Apartments and Laurel Pointe
communities. There are no other reasonably foreseeable cumulative development projects in the Project’s
cumulative study area. Accordingly, the Project’s impacts to scenic vistas would be less-than-cumulatively
considerable.
Substantially damage scenic resources (Threshold b). The Project has been designed to preserve the vast
majority of the existing deciduous willow trees and boulder outcroppings on-site. Additionally, the Project is
not within the viewshed of any designated scenic highways. Accordingly, cumulatively considerable impacts
would not occur.
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site (Threshold c). Although
temporary construction activities would degrade the visual quality of the Project site, construction activities
would be of short term duration and construction equipment would not be prominently visible on-site.
Furthermore, aside from Vista Ridge Apartments and the Laurel Pointe community, which would be fully
built-out prior to Project construction, there are no other construction activities anticipated to occur concurrent
with Project construction activities. As such, construction-related impacts to visual character or quality would
be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Additionally, and based on the extensive discussion and analysis provided in DEIR Subsection 4.1.4.3, the
Project would be visually compatible with existing developments in the site vicinity, and impacts due to the
planned visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings would be less than significant. Additionally,
the Project would be consistent with the site’s existing and proposed Scenic Park Overlay zoning designation
for the portion of the Project site located east of Melrose Drive. There are no other cumulative developments,
aside from the Vista Ridge Apartments and the Laurel Pointe community, that have the potential to contribute
to the Project’s visual effects to the existing viewshed. Because the existing viewshed comprises urban
development dominated by single- and multi-family communities with some neighborhood-serving
commercial uses, and because the Project primarily proposes to develop the site with single- and multi-family
communities and office/commercial land uses in a manner consistent with the Project’s proposed PD/MUP
development standards and design guidelines, impacts due to the planned visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Create a new source of substantial light or glare (Threshold d). The Project would be subject to compliance
with the PD/MUP’s design guidelines related to lighting, and also would be subject to Chapter 39 of the City’s
Municipal Code. Although no developments are currently planned within the Project’s cumulative study area
(other than the Vista Ridge Apartments and the Laurel Pointe community), all other developments within the
City of Oceanside would be required to comply with the lighting provisions of Municipal Code Chapter 39.
Developments within the City of Vista (including Vista Ridge and Laurel Pointe) would be subject to similar
requirements pursuant to the Lighting standards of the City of Vista Design Guidelines (Vista, 2014). Abutting
the Project site’s northern boundary is the Vista Sports Park which contains bright evening sports lighting,
while Project lighting (i.e., street lights) would not exacerbate lighting effects with the Vista Sports Park.
Lighting proposed as part of the Project would be similar to existing single-family and multi-family residential
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developments surrounding the Project site. Accordingly, Project impacts due to lighting would be less-thancumulatively considerable.

6.2.2 AIR QUALITY
The Project’s TIA identified nine (9) projects in the proposed Project’s cumulative study area that are currently
planned for development and could compound the Project’s air quality emissions to create a cumulatively
significant effect, if these projects are under simultaneous construction. These projects are identified in Table
6-1. For purposes of analysis herein, it is assumed that if the Project results in direct impacts due to a violation
of an air quality standard, those impacts also would be considered cumulatively considerable.
Conflict with or obstruction implementation of the applicable air quality plan (Threshold a). The Project
proposes to implement the “Professional Commercial (PC)” General Plan land use designation for the portion
of the Project site located west of Melrose Drive; thus, this portion of the Project site is consistent with the
City of Oceanside General Plan land use designation and growth projection. For the portions of the Project
located east of Melrose Drive, the Project proposes a General Plan Amendment to allow for the development
of up to 235223 residential dwelling units, consisting of 3733 single-family homes and up to 198190
townhomes. The 235223 homes proposed by the Project east of Melrose Drive are greater than the maximum
181179 dwelling units allowed under the existing General Plan land use designations. Additionally, the
Project’s long-term operational emissions of ROGs, CO, and PM10 would have the potential exceed the
SDAPCD thresholds of significance. As such, the Project would potentially be inconsistent with the 2009
RAQS and SIP. However, the Project is located within Subregional Area (SRA) 43 – Oceanside which
includes the entire City of Oceanside. SANDAG’s population estimate for this area in 2010 was 159,423, and
the forecasted population in 2020, at Project buildout, is 186,615. Based on this information, SANDAG’s
projections anticipated approximately 27,192 new residents in this SRA over a 10-year period. Since the
economic recession hit in 2007, homebuilding in this area was slowed considerably, and development in this
area has not kept pace with SANDAG’s projections. Thus, the additional residential units in the area as a
result of the proposed Project would be accommodated in the population forecast used to prepare the 2009
RAQS. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 23). Other developments in the region may also propose land uses that would exceed
the growth projections in the RAQS and/or would emit criteria pollutants in excess of the RAQS emissions
thresholds. Therefore, the Project’s potential impacts due to a conflict with the RAQS would be cumulatively
considerable. However, compliance with Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1 would ensure compliance with
standard state and federal requirements by not allowing wood burning fireplaces to be installed on-site.
Although the Project would exceed the growth forecast used in the RAQS and SIP, SANDAG regularly updates
its growth projections based on the General Plan land uses of each jurisdiction within the County. Thus, future
updates to the RAQS and SIP would account for the Project’s expected population. Therefore, because all
emissions would be reduced to a level below significant and because SANDAG would ensure future updates
to its growth forecasts are reflective of the Project’s planned increase in intensity on-site, the Project would be
consistent with the 2009 RAQS and SIP. Thus, mandatory compliance with the required mitigation would
reduce the Project’s cumulatively-considerable impact to below a level of significance.
Violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality projection, or result
in a new increase of any criteria pollutant (Thresholds b and c). Project-related construction emissions
would be below the SDAPCD screening thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Project operations would have
the potential to exceed the SDAPCD screening thresholds for ROGs, CO, and PM10. ROGs are a precursor to
ozone, for which the SDAB is considered non-attainment. Other Projects in the SDAB region also have the
potential to exceed the SDAPCD screening thresholds. Therefore, impacts due to the Project’s emissions of
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ROGs, CO, and PM10 under long-term operating conditions would be cumulatively considerable prior to
mitigation. However, compliance with Mitigation Measure MM 4.2-1 would ensure compliance with standard
state and federal requirements by prohibiting wood burning fireplaces to be installed on-site in order to reduce
the Project’s operational emissions for ROG and CO to below a level of significance. Mandatory compliance
with the required mitigation would reduce the Project’s cumulatively considerable impact to below a level of
significance.
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations (Threshold d). Construction-related
emissions would expose nearby receptors to DPM concentrations that have a potential to result in an increased
cancer risk of 0.792 in one million, which is below the threshold of significance of 1 per one million. The
maximum DPM is projected to occur approximately 385 meters from the geometric center of the Project site.
As shown on Figure 4.2-2, land within 385 meters of the Project’s geographic center consists of developed
areas (single- and multi-family homes and the Vista Sports Park), as well as undeveloped lands to the east and
southeast, a single-family residential community located to the northeast of the Project site a multi-family
community to the east (Vista Ridge Apartments) that are currently under construction. Construction activities
associated with these developments are currently on-going and are anticipated to be completed prior to the
Project’s opening year (2016), indicating there is no potential for cumulatively considerable DPM impacts
associated with Laurel Pointe or Vista Ridge Apartments. There are no other development applications
currently on file with the City of Oceanside or the City of Vista for the remaining undeveloped lands within
385 meters of the Project site. As such, the Project’s DPM emissions would not mix with DPM emissions
from any other cumulative development project, even if these other projects are under construction
simultaneous with the Project. Accordingly, the Project’s near-term DPM impacts would be less-thancumulatively considerable. Additionally, under long-term operating conditions, the Project has no potential to
cause or contribute to a CO hotspot because it would not generate the traffic volumes necessary to create CO
“hot spot” conditions because none of the intersections in the Project’s study area would come close to
approaching the volumes evaluated in the 2003 SCAQMD study, which concluded that even the most
congested intersections in Los Angeles do not result in CO “hot spots”; as such, no cumulatively considerable
impacts would occur associated with CO hotspots or other sources of substantial pollutant concentration during
long-term operation. (Ldn, 2016a, p. 21)
Create objectionable odors (Threshold e). The Project’s odors during short-term construction would be
temporary, short-term, and intermittent in nature, and would cease upon the completion of the respective phase
of construction. Odors produced during near-term construction and long-term operational activities would be
required to comply with SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) and California Health & Safety Code, Division
26, Part 4, Chapter 3, Section § 41700, which prohibit the emission of any material which causes nuisance to
a considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health or safety of the public, including odors.
Surrounding developments under construction are to be completed prior to the Project’s construction, thus, no
potential for cumulatively-considerable construction impacts to occur.

6.2.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Buildout of the City of Oceanside is expected to occur in conformance with the Oceanside Subarea Plan.
Additionally, the City of Vista, which abuts the Project’s eastern boundary, is in the process of adopting a
subarea plan in conformance with the North County MHCP. The MHCP and the various subarea plans provide
for the long-term protection of sensitive or protected plants, animals, and habitat within the region. Thus, the
cumulative analysis in this section assumes full buildout of the City of Oceanside and the City of Vista in
conformance with their respective General Plans and, in accordance with their respective subarea plans.
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Effect on sensitive species (Threshold a). The Project would result in impacts to a sensitive plant species,
the thread leaved brodiaea. Additionally, the Project would result in impacts to coastal California gnatcatcher
habitat, which includes approximately 1.2 acres of Diegan coastal sage scrub habitat, and the least Bell’s vireo
habitat, which includes approximately 0.03 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.01 acre of mule fat scrub.
Impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher and the least Bell’s vireo would be significant if construction
activities were to take place during the breeding season. As other developments in the Project region occur, it
is possible that these projects may result in similar impacts to the thread leaved brodiaea, and/or coastal
California gnatcatcher habitat, least Bell’s vireo habitat, and/or impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher
and least Bell’s vireo. The Project’s impacts to thread leaved brodiaea, and coastal California gnatcatcher
habitat, least Bell’s vireo habitat, and to the coastal California gnatcatcher and least Bell’s vireo represent a
cumulatively-considerable impact prior to mitigation. Compliance with Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-1
through MM 4.3-5, and MM 4.3-8 would ensure that impacts to sensitive habitat where the thread leaved
brodiaea, and California gnatcatcher, and least Bell’s vireo are found would be mitigated through
compensatory preservation, and that grading activities are limited during breeding season. Mandatory
compliance with the required mitigation would reduce the Project’s cumulatively considerable impact to below
a level of significance.
No direct impacts to other sensitive species observed on-site or degradation of wetland/riparian habitat for
Federal and State listed species would occur as a result of Project implementation. Therefore, there is no
potential for the Project to contribute to a cumulative impact to sensitive animals or sensitive wetland/riparian
habitat.
Although direct Project impacts would be limited to the thread leaved brodiaea, and coastal California
gnatcatcher, and the least Bell’s vireo, the Project also has the potential to result in indirect cumulativelyconsiderable impacts due to Project lighting, construction noise during MBTA protected species breeding
season, non-native plant invasion, development in raptor foraging habitat, and/or human intrusion. Other
developments in the region adjacent to open space areas also have the potential to result in indirect impacts to
sensitive plants and/or animals. Accordingly, the Project’s indirect impacts are cumulatively considerable.
However, Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-26 imposes requirements for Project lighting. Additionally, Mitigation
Measure MM 4.3-26 would reduce Project impacts due to lighting to a level below significant. Mitigation
Measures MM 4.3-3, and MM 4.3-4, and MM 4.3-5 further would ensure that indirect effects associated with
construction noise are reduced to less than significant. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-57 would ensure that the
Project’s landscaping excludes invasive exotic plant species. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.32 would reduce Project-related impacts due to loss of raptor habitat to less than significant. Additionally,
Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-611 would ensure that permanent fencing is constructed at the interface between
residential development and natural open space areas on-site. Collectively, these mitigation measures would
reduce the Project’s cumulatively considerable indirect impacts to sensitive habitats, plants, and animals in the
on-site open space to below a level of significance.
Effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community (Threshold b). The Project would
impacts riparian habitat, including 0.20.03 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.20.01 acre of mulefat scrub
habitat, and also would result in direct impacts to sensitive upland communities, including 1.2 acre of Diegan
coastal sage scrub and 34.731.9 acres of non-native grassland. Other developments in the region also could
result in impacts to riparian habitats, Diegan coastal sage scrub, and/or non-native grassland. Accordingly, the
Project’s impacts to riparian habitat and sensitive natural communities would be cumulatively considerable.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-78 would ensure that Project impacts to 0.020.03-acre of
southern willow scrub and 0.020.01-acre of mulefat scrub are mitigated at a minimum 3:1 ratio
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(mitigation:impact) through on-site preservation. Additionally, MM 4.3-78 would ensure that impacts to nonwetland Water of the U.S./Waters of the State are mitigated at a 2:1 ratio. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-2,
detailed in Subsection 4.3.5.2, requires mitigation of coastal sage scrub at a minimum 3:1 ratio through on-site
preservation within the on-site open space areas, and requires on-site preservation of non-native grassland
scrub at a 0.5:1 ratio. Implementation of the required mitigation would reduce the Project’s cumulatively
considerable impacts on riparian and other sensitive natural communities to below a level of significance.
Effect federally protected wetlands (Threshold c). The Project would result in no impact to Corps
jurisdictional wetlands, but would result in impact to a 0.1-acre ephemeral drainage that is a non-wetland
Waters of the U.S. is regulated by the Corps and is not addressed under this significance criterion. In addition,
the Project would result in direct impacts to federally-protected CDFW wetland habitat. This impact includes
0.020.03 acre of southern willow scrub and 0.020.01 acre of mule fat scrub, in addition to 0.1 acre of CDFW
streambed drainage (non-wetland) habitat. Other developments in the region also may result in significant
direct impacts to federally protected Corps or CDFW jurisdictional areas, including wetlands. Accordingly,
the Project’s direct impacts to Corps and CDFW jurisdictional areas would be cumulatively considerable.
However, implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-78, would ensure that Project impacts to 0.04-acre
of CDFW wetlands (including 0.020.03-acre of southern willow scrub and 0.020.01-acre of mule fat scrub)
are mitigated through preservation of similar habitat at a 3:1 ratio. Additionally, Mitigation Measure MM 4.389 would ensure that all applicable permits for impacts to jurisdictional wetlands are obtained prior to the
impacts occurring. Therefore, implementation of the required mitigation would reduce the Project’s
cumulatively considerable impacts to federally- and state-protected wetlands and associated riparian habitats
to below a level of significance.
Interfere with the movement of any fish or wildlife species (Threshold d). The proposed Project would
not result in cumulatively-considerable impacts to wildlife movement corridors or wildlife nurseries because
none exist on the Project site. However, the Project would remove vegetation from the site that has the
potential to support coastal California gnatcatcher, southwestern willow flycatcher, the least Bell’s vireo,
nesting raptors, and other MBTA-protected species that may be present in on-site open space areas during the
breeding season (March 1 February 15 to August 1531 for the gnatcatcher, April 10-July 31 March 15 through
September 15 for the vireo/flycatcher, February 15 through September 15 August for other MBTA-protected
species, and February 1 to January through August 1 for raptors). As other developments in the region also
may adversely affect migratory birds, the Project’s impacts would be cumulatively considerable.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-3, and MM 4.3-4 and MM 4.3-5, would ensure that the
Project’s indirect impacts to protected birds would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Potentially
impacted bird species that may be present in on-site open space areas during the breeding season (March 1
February 15 to August 1531 for the gnatcatcher, April 10-July 31 March 15 through September 15 for the
vireo/flycatcher, February 15 through September 15 August for other MBTA-protected species, and February
1 to January through August 1 for raptors). Impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels by
requiring avoidance and/or surveys during the relevant breeding seasons. Additionally, implementation of
Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-910 would ensure that impacts to nesting raptors are avoided during Project
construction. With implementation of the required mitigation, the Project’s cumulatively-considerable impacts
would be less than significant.
Conflict with local policies protecting biological resources (Threshold e). The proposed Project would not
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources (other than potential conflicts
with the OSP/NCCP and/or USP) NSSP as discussed under Subsection 4.3.3.6. Accordingly, the Project has

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 6-8

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

6.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

no potential to contribute to a cumulatively significant impact due to a conflict with such local policies or
ordinances.
Conflict with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (Threshold f). In the absence of mitigation, the
Project would conflict with OSP/NCCP Sections 4.4 (Diegan coastal sage scrub impacts); 5.2.4 (southern
willow scrub and mulefat scrub habitat impacts, and impacts to Corps and CDFW jurisdictional areas); and
5.2.8 (potential conflict with the various provisions intended to reduce the potential for indirect impacts on
open space areas), and 5.4 (potential conflict with OSP/NCCP parcels requiring corrective action). Because
other projects in the OSP/NCCP Plan Area also have the potential to conflict with the provisions of the
OSP/NCCP and/or the Draft Vista Subarea Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (VSP/NCCP), the
Project’s impacts would be cumulatively considerable. Mitigation Measures MM 4.3-1011 through MM 4.318 have been imposed on the Project to ensure Project compliance with Sections 4.4, 5.2.4, and 5.2.8 of the
OSP/NCCP. Combined with Project design features and mitigation measures identified in other sections of
this DEIR (e.g., Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality), these mitigation measures would ensure that the
Project fully complies with the OSP/NCCP. Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-19 has been imposed on the Project
to ensure compliance with Section 5.4 of the OSP/NCCP, and requires compliance with the mitigation methods
contained in the Coastal Sage Scrub Restoration Plan (Technical Appendix C2). The USFWS and CDFW
approved the mitigation approach on May 4, 2017 and May 8, 2017, respectively (refer to DEIR Technical
Appendix L.) Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.3-19 would fulfill the requirements of Section 5.4
of the OSP/NCCP, as confirmed by the Wildlife Agencies. As such, the required mitigation would reduce
potential cumulatively considerable impacts associated with a conflict with the OSP/NCCP to a level below
significant.

6.2.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES
This cumulative impact analysis considers development of the proposed Project in conjunction with other
development projects and planned development in the vicinity of the Project site, including buildout of the
Oceanside General Plan Land Use Plan and buildout of nearby portions of the City of Vista.
Cause a change in the significance of a historical resource (Threshold a). The Project site contains no
significant historical resources. Given the undeveloped and vacant nature of the site, no historical resources
would be impacted by the Project. As such, the Project has no potential to result in cumulatively-considerableimpacts to historical resources.
Cause a change in the significance of an archeological resource (Threshold b). One pre-historic
archaeological resource site (Site CA-SDI-6093) was found to be eligible for the California Register of
Historical Resources. However, this site is located outside of the Project’s impact area and is located in the
Project’s designated open space area. Nonetheless, there is a potential for future Project residents to indirectly
impact Site CA-SDI-6093. Because other archaeologically sensitive site in the region also may be subject to
indirect impacts, the Project’s indirect impacts to Site CA-SDI-6093 would be cumulatively considerable.
Additionally, there is a potential for uncovering archaeological resources that may be buried beneath the
surface and not previously recorded by site investigations. Other developments in the region also have the
potential to adversely affect resources buried beneath the surface. Thus, the Project’s impacts to archaeological
resources would be cumulatively considerable prior to mitigation. Although implementation of the proposed
Project would not directly impact Site CA-SDI-6093, or the other less-than-significant resources on-site,
implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-15 and MM 4.4-6 would ensure this e sites isare subject to a
Preservation Plan detailing protective measures, milling feature recording, site mapping program, proposed
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future maintenance activities, and protective land use measures; and subject to a Controlled Grade Procedure
to establish requirements for ground disturbing work and is capped to preclude any future disturbance to
thisthese sites. This would avoid indirect impacts to thisthe resources that may result from nearby residential
development. Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-21 through MM 4.4-4, MM 4.47, and MM 4.4-8 would ensure that an archaeological and Native American monitoring program is
implemented during ground disturbing activities and would ensure that any archaeological resources that may
be uncovered are appropriately treated as recommended by the Project archaeologist and Native American
monitor. With implementation of the required mitigation, the Project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
to archaeological resources would be reduced to less than significant.
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature
(Threshold c). The proposed Project has the potential to impact paleontological resources that may be buried
beneath the ground surface of the Project site and/or off-site improvement area. As other developments in the
Project region occur, it is possible that these projects also may result in impacts to paleontological resources if
found buried beneath the ground surface. Thus, the Project’s potential impacts to subsurface paleontological
resources are cumulatively considerable and require mitigation. However, Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-59
through MM 4.4-711 would ensure the proper identification and subsequent treatment of any paleontological
resources that may be encountered during ground-disturbing activities. Therefore, with implementation of
Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-59 through MM 4.4-711, the Project’s direct and cumulative impact to
paleontological resources would be reduced to less-than-significant.
Disturb any human remains (Threshold d). Due to mandatory compliance with the provisions of California
Health and Safety Code §7050.5 as well as Public Resources Code §5097 et. seq., any human remains
encountered during ground disturbing activities would be treated in an appropriate manner. Because other
development projects within the region similarly would be required to comply with state law, any cumulative
impact associated with human remains discovery would be less than significant.
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public
Resources Code 21074 (Threshold e) Consultation with the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians (Tribe)
did not result in the identification of any tribal cultural resources (TCRs) on the Project site. However,
representatives from the Tribe conveyed that they would require monitors on-site for any activities associated
with the Project. Although the significance of a tribal cultural resource would not change due to the Project,
a potential cumulatively-considerable impact would occur if Project-related grading and ground-disturbing
activities were not monitored by an archaeologist and Native American monitor. Other developments in the
region also have the potential to result in impacts to surface or sub-surface TCRs. Thus, the Project’s potential
impacts to tribal cultural resources would be cumulatively considerable and require mitigation in the form of
archaeological and Native American monitoring of grading and ground-disturbing activities. However,
compliance with Mitigation Measures MM 4.4-1 through MM 4.4-4, MM 4.4-7, and MM 4.4-8 would ensure
that all grading and ground disturbing activities associated with the Project are subject to monitoring by a
qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor, and further would ensure that any TCRs that may be
uncovered would be treated appropriately. Mandatory compliance with the required mitigation would reduce
the Project’s potentially cumulatively considerable impact to below a level of significance.

6.2.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
With the exception of erosion hazards, potential geologic and soils effects are inherently restricted to the areas
proposed for development and would not contribute to cumulative impacts associated with other existing,
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planned, or proposed development. That is, issues including fault rupture, seismic ground shaking,
liquefaction, landslides, and expansive soils would involve effects to (and not from) the proposed development,
and are specific to on-site conditions. Accordingly, addressing these potential hazards for the proposed
development would involve using measures to conform to existing requirements, and/or site-specific design
and construction efforts that have no relationship to, or impact on, off-site areas. Because of the site-specific
nature of these potential hazards and the measures to address them, there would be no connection to similar
potential issues or cumulative effects to or from other properties. Nonetheless, the potential for the Project’s
cumulatively considerable impacts are provided below for each threshold of significance in DEIR Subsection
4.5, Geology and Soils.
Expose people or structures to risk due to a ruptured earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking
or seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, or landslides (Threshold a). Impacts due to
earthquakes, strong seismic ground shaking, or seismic-related ground failure would be issues that would
involve site-specific effects. Thus, the Project would not contribute to a cumulatively-considerable impact
related to the exposure of people or structures to risks due to a ruptured earth quake fault, strong seismic ground
shaking, or seismic-related ground failure.
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil (Threshold b). Measures would be incorporated into
the Project’s design during construction and long-term operation to ensure that erosion impacts are less than
significant. Other development projects in the vicinity of the Project site (including nearby development
projects located within the Cities of Oceanside and Vista) would be required to comply with similar regulatory
requirements as the Project to preclude substantial adverse erosion impacts, such as the need to obtain an
NPDES permit and mandatory compliance with the resulting SWPPPs and WQMPs during construction and/or
operation. All development projects in the vicinity of the Project site also would be required to comply with
applicable building code ordinances in their governmental jurisdiction, which would preclude water-related
erosion and wind-related erosion hazards during construction. Therefore, because the Project would not result
in significant erosion impacts, and because other projects within the cumulative study area would be subject
to similar requirements to control erosion hazards during construction and long-term operation, impacts
associated with wind and water erosion hazards would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Locate the Project on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable and
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse
(Threshold c). Measures would be incorporated into the Project’s design during construction and long-term
operation to ensure that unstable soil impacts are less than significant. In addition, the location of the Project
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable is a site-specific impact, and thus the Project would have no potential
to contribute to unstable soils on other properties in the area. Accordingly, impacts would be less-thancumulatively considerable.
Locate the Project on expansive soil (Threshold d). Impacts due to locating the Project on expansive soil
would be site-specific and impacts would not occur outside the Project site. Although soils on the Project site
have a high soil expansion potential, the Project would mitigate these impacts on-site. Thus, a cumulatively
considerable impact due to locating a project on expansive soils would not occur.
Soils incapable of supporting the use of septic tanks (Threshold e). The Project does not propose the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal systems. Accordingly, no cumulatively considerable impacts
associated with septic tanks would occur with Project implementation.
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6.2.6 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
The CEQA Guidelines emphasize that the effects of GHG emissions are cumulative because there is no
evidence a project the scale of the proposed Project could individually cause changes to climate. The CEQA
Guidelines require that the effects of GHG emissions be analyzed in the context of CEQA’s requirements for
cumulative impacts analysis (See CEQA Guidelines § 15130[f]). Global Climate Change (GCC) occurs as the
result of global emissions of GHGs.
Generate GHGs that may have a significant impact on the environment (Threshold a). The CEQA
Guidelines emphasize that the effects of GHG emissions are cumulative, and should be analyzed in the context
of CEQA’s requirements for cumulative impacts analysis (See CEQA Guidelines § 15130[f]). Accordingly,
the Project-specific impact analysis provided in EIR Subsection 4.6 reflects a cumulative-impact analysis of
the Project’s GHG emissions. As concluded in Subsection 4.6, the Project would exceed the City of Oceanside
GHG reduction target of 16% below 2020 BAU conditions, as the Project’s GHG emissions would be 34.04%
below BAU (2020) conditions. Furthermore, the Project’s service population efficiency would be 3.02 MT
CO2e/year/SP in 2020, which is below the City of Oceanside’s required efficiency target of 3.34 MT
CO2e/year/SP for the year 2020. Beyond 2020, the Project’s emissions would continue to decline over time
beyond 2020 in order to comply with EO S-B-15 2030 targets and AB 32 2050 targets. Project compliance
with EO S-3-05 demonstrates that the Project would not inhibit the ability of the City of Oceanside or the State
of California to achieve the GHG reductions required by EO S-3-05 in 2020, EO B-30-15 in 2030, and AB 32
in 2050, while still accommodating growth. Therefore, the Project’s GHG emissions impacts would be lessthan-cumulatively considerable with incorporation of mitigation in the form of mandatory adherence to current
and future regulations that would assist the State in achieving the AB 32 GHG reduction target. (Ldn, 2016b,
pp. 28-29)
Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of GHGs (Threshold b). The City of Oceanside has not yet adopted a Climate Action Plan. Nonetheless, the
Project would achieve the GHG reduction target specified in EO S-3-05, (i.e., a 16% reduction as compared to
2020 BAU conditions and a 2020 GHG efficiency of less than 3.34 MT CO2e), thereby demonstrating Project
consistency with AB 32. AB 32 is the primary plan for reducing GHG emissions in the State of California. In
addition, the Project would be consistent with or otherwise would not conflict with all of the CARB Scoping
Plan measures for reducing GHGs. There are no other applicable plans, policies, or regulations addressing
GHGs that apply to the proposed Project. There is not a City Climate Action Plan, and conclusions regarding
the 2030 and 2050 regulatory reduction targets would be speculative at this time (CEQA Guidelines § 15145).
Accordingly, no cumulatively-considerable impact would occur.

6.2.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Because the issue of hazards and hazardous materials tend to be site-specific in nature and because the analysis
in Subsection 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, demonstrates that the proposed Project would not
involve the use or storage of hazardous materials or substances during construction or long-term operation, the
Project has no potential for cumulatively considerable impacts due to hazards or hazardous materials.
Nonetheless, the Project’s potential for cumulatively-considerable impacts is discussed below for each of the
thresholds listed in Subsection 4.7. The cumulative study area includes existing and planned developments
within a one-mile radius of the Project site. A one-mile radius is appropriate because that is the standard
distance used in regulatory database searches of properties that may generate or store toxic materials.
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Create a significant hazard to the public through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials, and/or release of hazardous materials into the environment (Thresholds a and b). Due to the
presence of a high-pressure gas line on-site, there is a remote potential for near-term construction-related
impacts if construction activities inadvertently disrupt the gas line. However, this potential impact is sitespecific in nature, and has no potential to result in cumulatively considerable impacts. There are no known
construction projects surrounding the Project that that also have the potential for gas line disruption.
Accordingly, impacts associated with the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, and impacts
associated with reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment, would be less-than-cumulatively considerable. Additionally, there are no longterm operational conditions associated with the Project with the potential to result in significant cumulative
effects associated with the storage, use, disposal, transport, or upset and accident conditions involving
hazardous materials; thus, no cumulatively-considerable impacts would occur under long-term conditions.
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials within on-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school (Threshold c). The Project site is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or
planned school; therefore, the Project would not contribute to a cumulatively-considerable hazards/hazardous
materials impact on any public or private schools located within a ¼ miles of the Project site.
Located on a site include on a list of hazardous materials sites (Threshold d). The Project site is not
located on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5. Therefore,
the Project has no potential for cumulatively-considerable impacts associated with existing site contamination.
Result in an airport related safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area (Threshold
e). Although the Project has no potential to expose residents or workers to hazards associated with the
McClellan-Palomar Airport due to the site’s distance from this facility, the Project site is identified with the
potential for impacts due to the Oceanside Municipal Airport. However, based on a determination issued by
the ALUC on February 24, 2016, the Project was found to be consistent with the Oceanside Municipal Airport
ALUCP. Because other developments within the cumulative study area also would be required to be subject
to ALUC review for any planned development within the AIA of the Oceanside Municipal Airport, the
Project’s potential to expose residents or workers to airport-related hazards would be less-than-cumulatively
considerable.
Result in a private airport related safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area
(Threshold f). The Project site is not located within close proximity of any private airstrips. The Project
therefore has no potential to result in cumulatively-considerable impacts due to private airstrips.
Impair implementation with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan
(Threshold g). The Project site does not contain any emergency facilities nor does it serve as an emergency
evacuation route. Other cumulative developments would be reviewed by the City of Oceanside or City of
Vista to ensure no interference with emergency access and evacuation routes would occur. Accordingly, the
Project has no potential to result in cumulatively-considerable impacts associated with emergency evacuation
plans or evacuation routes, and impacts would be less than significant.
Expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires
(Threshold h). The Project site is not located within or in close proximity to areas identified as being subject
to wildland fire hazards. Additionally, there are no components of the proposed Project that would cause or
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contribute to increased wildland fire hazards on other properties. Therefore, there is no potential for the Project
to result in significant cumulative effects associated with wildland fire hazards.

6.2.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
For purposes of evaluating the Project’s cumulatively considerable impacts to hydrology and water quality,
the cumulative study area encompasses both the San Luis Rey and Carlsbad watersheds, both of which would
receive runoff from the Project site. These areas include the cities of Oceanside, Vista, and unincorporated
lands within San Diego County, as well as the cities of Carlsbad, Encinitas, San Marcos, and Escondido. The
analysis in this section assumes buildout of these cities and unincorporated lands in accordance with the
applicable General Plan land use designations.
Consistent with DEIR Subsection 4.8, the analysis of potential cumulative impacts to hydrology and water
quality is divided into seven general topics of discussion by combining the Thresholds of Significance into
groupings of like topics, as follows: 1) water quality (Thresholds a, k, l, v, and f); 2) groundwater (Threshold
b, s, t); 3) erosion (Thresholds c, m, and z); 4) site hydrology (Thresholds d, n, o, y); 5) storm drainage system
(Threshold e); 6) flood hazards (Thresholds g, h, and i); 7) large-scale natural disasters (Threshold j); 8) basin
plan consistency (Thresholds p, x); 9) habitat and aquatic resources (Thresholds q, r, u); 10) groundwater
quality (Thresholds s, t); and 11) staging area impacts (Threshold w).
Water Quality (Thresholds a, k, l, v, and f). As discussed under the analysis of Subsection 4.8.3.1, and
pursuant to the City’s NPDES MS4 Municipal Stormwater Permit for construction activities, a SWMP would
be required for each phase of the Project’s construction, which would identify BMPs that the Project would be
required to implement to ensure pollutants of concern are prevented, minimized, and/or otherwise properly
treated prior to being discharged from the subject property. Mandatory compliance with the SWMP
requirements would ensure that the proposed Project’s construction does not violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge requirements, increase pollutant discharges, alternate water quality, affect water
temperatures or oxygen levels downstream, or otherwise adversely affect receiving waters. Other construction
projects within the cumulative study area also would be required to comply with NPDES permits for each
respective jurisdiction to reduce potential impacts due to construction-related runoff. Because both the Project
and all future developments that are currently under construction within the cumulative study area would be
subject compliance with the NPDES permits and would be required to prepare site-specific SWMPs that
identify BMPs, the Project’s impacts to water quality during near-term construction would be less-thancumulatively considerable.
In addition, long-term operation of the Project would be subject to the NPDES Regional MS4 permit, which
is implemented by Municipal Code Section 40. The NPDES Regional MS4 permit requires the preparation of
site-specific post-construction SWMPs to ensure the ongoing protection of the watershed basin and provides
an enforceable means by which to address the Project’s pollutants of concern for receiving waters. Other
developments within the cumulative study area also would be required to prepare site-specific postconstruction SWMPs to ensure that operation of the cumulative developments do not result in runoff that would
exacerbate existing water quality impairments within the San Luis Rey and/or Carlsbad watersheds.
Accordingly, with mandatory compliance to the required site-specific post-construction SWMPs, the Project’s
operational impacts to water quality would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Groundwater (Threshold b, s, t). As discussed under the analysis of Subsections 4.8.3.2 and 4.8.3.10,
potable water to the Project site would be provided by the City of Oceanside, which gets a portion of its supplies
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from groundwater resources. The planned expansion of the Mission Basin Groundwater Facility, which would
serve the proposed Project, is considered a reliable source of up to 7,130 acre-ft per year of potable water
during multiple-dry water years. Based on historic rates, the City of Oceanside pumped a maximum of 4,455
acre-ft per year between 2001 and 2010. Thus, even with the proposed Project, the City’s groundwater supplies
would be adequate to serve the City during the planning horizon through at least 2035, including cumulative
development within the City’s water supply areas. Thus, impacts to groundwater supply would be less-thancumulatively considerable. (Oceanside, 2011, pp. 20-24)
Additionally, the Project site is not located over any groundwater basins. The Mission Groundwater Basin is
the nearest groundwater basin to the Project site, and generally underlies the San Luis Rey River Valley,
located approximately 1.7 miles north of the Project site. Thus, although development of the Project would
increase impervious surface coverage on the property, the Project would not directly interfere with
groundwater recharge because almost all of the Project related runoff would discharge to the San Luis Rey
River, as occurs under existing conditions. Additionally, although the Project would reduce the 100-year peak
flow from 99.344 cubic feet per second (cfs) to 64.681.78 cfs, the total amount of water leaving the site under
developed conditions would be virtually the same as occurs under existing conditions. Additionally, and as
discussed under Subsection 4.8.3.1, the Project’s required long-term operational SWMPs would ensure that
runoff from the Project site does not contain substantial pollutants that could impair surface or groundwater
quality. Other developments within the cumulative study area would also be required to implement operational
SWMPs in accordance with the Regional MS4 Permit, and also would be required to demonstrate that overall
runoff does not substantially change in terms of peak volumes or total volumes of runoff. Accordingly, the
Project’s impacts to groundwater supply, recharge, and quality would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Erosion (Thresholds c, m, z). As discussed under Subsection 4.8.3.3, during near-term construction activities
the Project would be required to prepare and implement a site-specific SWMP, which would preclude nearterm erosion and siltation impacts. Additionally, the Project’s proposed grading plan accommodates runoff
discharge points that occur in roughly the same location as the existing site discharge points. Other
developments within the San Luis Rey and Carlsbad watersheds also would be subject to NPDES requirements
to prepare site-specific SWMPs to ensure erosion and siltation hazards during construction are substantially
reduced, and also would be required to demonstrate that any grading activities do not change the course of a
river or a stream in a manner that would result in erosion or siltation. Thus, near-term construction activities
associated with the Project would have a less-than-cumulatively considerable impact due to erosion and
siltation.
Additionally, the Project would be subject to a post-construction SWMP. The proposed bioretention detention
basins included in the Project’s Preliminary SWMP are rated as having a “high” effectiveness at would
adequately removing remove sediment from storm water runoff and were designed based on the design
requirements in the City of Escondido Storm Water Design Manual and also meet the requirements of the San
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board R9-2013-0001 (Hunsaker, 2017b, Form I-6 p.1) (Hunsaker,
2016b) (Hunsaker, 2015c, p. 38). Other cumulative developments within the San Luis Rey and Carlsbad
watersheds would similarly be required to demonstrate through site-specific SWMPs measures to control
erosion. Accordingly, the Project’s operational impacts due to erosion and siltation would be less-thancumulatively considerable.
Site Hydrology (Thresholds d, n, o, y). As discussed under the analysis of Subsection 4.8.3.4, although the
Project would result in the introduction of approximately 24.6 acres of impervious surfaces on-site. (Hunsaker,
2017b, Form I-3B p. 1)(Hunsaker, 2015c, p. 2) Construction of the proposed detention/water quality basins
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within Planning Areas 1 through 3 would reduce peak rates of runoff during 100-year storm events from 99.344
cfs under existing conditions to 64.681.78 cfs with buildout of the proposed Project. The Project would result
in a 0.68 cfs increase in flows within the portion of Melrose Drive; however, this increase is not considered
substantial and would be conveyed through areas that are largely built-out. Thus, additional cumulative
increases within this portion of the Project’s watershed are not expected. Additionally, Project runoff overall
would decrease to the on-site unnamed stream from 64.681.78 cfs compared to 99.344 cfs under existing
conditions. Therefore, no cumulatively-considerable impact would occur due to increased runoff, floods, or
other environmental harm.
Storm drainage system (Threshold e). The Project site would create runoff water, but the runoff produced
by the Project would not exceed the capacity of existing storm drainage system, or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff. The Project’s site-specific SWMP would reduce the amount of runoff
leaving the Project site to below a level of significance. As such, the Project has no potential to result in
cumulatively-considerable impacts related to exceedances of available storm drain capacity.
Flood hazards (Thresholds g, h, i). The Project site and the surrounding areas are not located in a 100-year
flood hazard area and are not located in a dam inundation area. Thus, cumulatively-considerable impacts
relating to flood hazards and flooding due to failure or a levee or dam would not occur. Additionally,
construction of the proposed detention/water quality basins within Planning Areas 1 through 3 would reduce
peak rates of runoff during 100-year storm events from 99.344 cfs under existing conditions to 64.681.78 cfs
with buildout of the proposed Project. As such, the Project has no potential to result in cumulativelyconsiderable impacts related to flood hazards on- or off-site.
Large scale natural disasters (Threshold j). The Project site is not subject to hazards associated with seiches,
tsunamis, or mudflows. There are no components of the proposed Project that would increase the potential for
seiches, tsunamis, or mudflows. Therefore, the proposed Project has no potential to result in cumulativelyconsiderable effects due to the exposure of people or structures to risks associated with seiches, tsunamis, or
mudflows.
Downstream water quality and beneficial uses (Thresholds p, x). As discussed under the analysis of
Subsections 4.8.3.8 and 4.8.3.9, the Project’s Preliminary SWMP identifies BMPs and LID measures to reduce
to below a level of significance the potential for Project-related runoff to contribute to existing water quality
impairments to receiving waters. Additionally, there are no components of the proposed Project’s near-term
construction or long-term operation that would interfere with any beneficial uses for downstream receiving
waters. Other developments within the cumulative study area also would be required to prepare SWMPs that
demonstrate the substantial reduction of pollutants of concern in runoff, and that beneficial uses of receiving
waters would not be adversely affected. Accordingly, the Project’s impacts to downstream water quality
impairments and beneficial uses would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Habitat and aquatic impacts (Threshold q, r, u). The Project is tributary to environmentally sensitive areas
located on-site, including wetlands and riparian habitat. Compliance with the mitigation measures presented
in EIR Subsection 4.3, and assuming compliance with construction SWPPP and post-construction SWQMP,
Project-related impacts to habitat and aquatic impacts would be less than significant. Thus, the Project would
not contribute to a cumulatively-considerable impact to land or aquatic habitats.
Groundwater quality (Threshold s, t). Mandatory compliance with the construction and post-construction
SWMPs would address groundwater quality and ensure that impacts to groundwater would be less than
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significant. The Project would not substantially contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or
groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses. Thus a less-than-significant
impact would occur, and the Project would not contribute to cumulatively-considerable groundwater quality
impacts.
Staging area impacts (Threshold w). The Project proposes a residential and office/commercial mixed-use
community. These uses have no potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas of material storage,
vehicle/equipment fueling, vehicle/equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous
materials handling/storage, deliver areas, loading docks, or other outdoor work areas. Thus, a less-thancumulatively considerable impact would occur.

6.2.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING
For purposes of analysis within this Subsection, the Project’s cumulative study area includes all areas covered
by the planning documents identified under DEIR Subsection 4.9. The Project is not subject to any other
applicable planning documents beyond what is discussed in Subsection 4.9; thus, the Project has no potential
to result in cumulatively considerable effects to planning documents not identified in Subsection 4.9.
Divide an established community (Threshold a). The Project would accommodate pathways through the
Project site that would improve access to and between existing established communities surrounding the
Project site. The Project has no potential to physically divide any established communities; therefore, the
Project would have no potential for cumulatively-considerable impacts to existing established communities.
Conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (Threshold b). The Project is in compliance with all of the applicable land use plans, policies, and
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Although the Project
proposes changes in the Project site’s land use and zoning designations, all impacts associated with the
proposed Project have been mitigated to a less-than-significant level, where feasible within this DEIR.
Additionally, other developments within the region also would be required to demonstrate compliance with
applicable planning documents that were adopted to reduce environmental impacts as part of the required
CEQA process for those developments. Thus, the Project would not result in any cumulatively-considerable
impacts due to a conflict with applicable plans or policies that were adopted for the purpose of attenuating
environmental effects. As such, cumulatively-considerable impacts would be less than significant.
Conflict with a habitat conservation plan (Threshold c). With implementation of mitigation as described
in DEIR Subsection 4.3, the proposed Project would be fully consistent with the Oceanside Subarea Plan.
Accordingly, the Project has no potential to result in cumulatively-considerable impacts due to a conflict with
any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

6.2.10 NOISE
For purposes of analysis within the Noise Subsection, the Project’s cumulative study area as identified in the
Project’s TIA, and also shown above under Subsection 6.1, was utilized. This study area was used because
the cumulative impact study area for the TIA is the largest study area, therefore making the best to
conservatively identify the Project’s impacts due to noise. The Project’s noise study identified cumulative
noise levels during construction, exterior noise levels, and transportation noise levels. As such, analysis of
these cumulative scenarios included developments and roadways within the Project’s vicinity that are planned
and permitted in the area, along with development assumed to be in place in near-term Project buildout.
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Exposure of persons or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general
plan or noise ordinance (Threshold a). The Project’s near-term construction-related noise would reach 82.2
dBA at a distance of 50 feet. This is below the City of Oceanside’s construction-related threshold of 85.0
dBA. As discussed above under Subsection 6.1, there are no other projects within the Project vicinity expected
to be under simultaneous construction with the proposed Project within the immediate vicinity of the Project
site. Accordingly, a cumulatively-considerable noise impact would not occur.
Residential uses in Planning Area 1 would shield off-site multi-family and single-family homes from noise
associated with the proposed on-site office/commercial uses.
Project-related traffic would increase noise in the Project vicinity by up to 0.6 dBA. The overall cumulative
roadway segment noise levels would increase from between 0.1 dBA CNEL to 1.3 dBA CNEL with the
development of the Project and all the cumulative projects included as part of the Project’s traffic impact
analysis (DEIR Technical Appendix J), and above under Subsection 6.1. On a cumulative basis, the total noise
level increase with the addition of Project and cumulative development traffic would be less than the readilyperceptible 3.0 dBA that is utilized as a threshold of significance by the City of Oceanside. Additionally, the
Project would not result in an increase in noise along any study area road segment that would change the noise
levels from acceptable (without Project traffic) to unacceptable (with the addition of Project traffic).
Accordingly, Project traffic-related noise would be less-than-cumulatively considerable. (Ldn, Inc., 2015c, p.
23)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels
(Threshold b). Construction of the proposed Project would not require the use of any construction equipment
or operations that would result in substantial ground-borne vibration or noise, such as pile drivers and blasting.
Operation of the Project, which proposes residential and office/commercial land uses, also would not result in
substantial ground borne vibration or noise. Furthermore, there are no construction activities in the Project
vicinity or land uses expected to result in substantial ground-borne vibration or noise. Accordingly, the
Project’s construction and long-term operational activities have no potential to result in cumulativelyconsiderable ground-borne vibration or noise.
Increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project
(Threshold c). Based on the data presented under Subsection 4.10.7.1, the residential and office/commercial
land uses proposed by the Project have no potential to result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels due to either off-site traffic or on-site operational noise. As such, impacts due to a substantial
increase in ambient noise levels would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project (Threshold d). Construction of the Project has the potential to result in significant noise
impacts if construction were to occur at night (i.e., between 8 PM and 7 AM). However, there are no other
cumulative developments expected to be under construction concurrent with the proposed Project.
Accordingly, the Project’s impacts due to a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels due to proximity to
airports and/or private airstrips (Thresholds e and f). The Project has no potential to expose sensitive
receptors to substantial airport-related noise. The Project does not propose any aircraft facilities and therefor
has no potential for cumulatively considerable impacts due to airport- and aircraft-related noise.
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6.2.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Build-out of the Project site is expected to generate a resident population that falls within the City of Oceanside
General Plan’s expected population and within the projections elaborated within the SANDAG Regional Plan,
as explained in Subsection 4.2.4.1. The discussion in Subsection 4.2.4.1 found that land uses on the Project
site would be more intense than planned by SANDAG; however, SANDAG regularly updates its growth
projections based on the General Plan land uses within the County. Thus, SANDAG would ensure future
updates to its growth forecasts are reflective of the Project’s planned increase in intensity on-site through
updates to the City of Oceanside General Plan. Thus, the potential cumulative impacts of population and
housing growth are analyzed in the context of SANDAG jurisdictional projections as they pertain to the City
of Oceanside General Plan area.
Induce substantial population growth in an area (Threshold a). The proposed Project would lead to the
development of 313301 new homes which could potentially increase the population of the area by
approximately 923888 people. The General Plan land use designations for the Project site would provide for
the development of between 51-181179 dwelling units, resulting in a maximum population increase of 534528
residents. The 534528 residents were accounted for in the General Plan. Thus, implementation of the Project
would result in 389360 additional residents than was assumed by the General Plan, resulting in substantial
population growth in the area.
As demonstrated in EIR Subsection 4.11, in the year 2010, the City of Oceanside housed a total population of
167,086 people. In addition, the SANDAG 2050 Regional Growth forecast stated that by the year 2050 the
population of the entire City would increase by 50,002 to a total of 217,108 under the current General Plan.
Thus, an increase of 923888 (389354 more than assumed by the General Plan) residents to the 70.65-acre
property would not be in accordance with regional growth projections presented by SANDAG. However, all
impacts to the environment due to the increase in population have already been evaluated throughout this DEIR
and were determined to be less than significant, or were mitigated to below levels of significant. No additional
impacts would occur associated with Project-related population growth that are not otherwise accounted for
by this DEIR. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in cumulativelyconsiderable impacts due to substantial population growth.
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitation the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere (Thresholds b and c). The Project site is vacant and undeveloped under
existing condition, and the Project would not result in the displacement of a substantial amount of existing
housing or people. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not require the need for construction of
replacement housing elsewhere and would not result in cumulatively-considerable impacts to the region.

6.2.12 PUBLIC SERVICES
This cumulative impact analysis considers development of the proposed Project in conjunction with other
development projects and planned development in the vicinity of the Project site, including buildout of the
Oceanside General Plan Land Use Plan. This study area was selected because the proposed Project is within
jurisdiction of the City of Oceanside, and thus future residents would be served by public facilities within the
City.
Result in adverse physical impacts associated with the provision or new or physically altered fire
protection facilities (Threshold a). Although the proposed Project would be adequately served by fire
protection services, based on the proximity and response time estimated from nearby fire station facilities, the
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Project would nonetheless result in an incremental increase in requests for service, which in turn would affect
the fire department’s ability to provide acceptable levels of service. The increased demand for fire protection
services are associated with an increased number of emergency and public service calls due to the increase in
the introduction of residential and office/commercial structures, increased traffic volumes, and increased
populations in the City. When these impacts are considered in the context of on-going cumulative development
throughout the City of Oceanside, such impacts would be cumulatively considerable. However, the proposed
Project and all cumulative developments within the City of Oceanside would be required to contribute public
facility impact fees pursuant to Oceanside Municipal Code Chapter 32C. Mandatory fee contributions by the
Project and cumulative developments would ensure that adequate funding is provided to the City of Oceanside
Fire Department for the acquisition of additional facilities, equipment, and personnel. Accordingly, the
proposed Project’s impact to the Oceanside Fire Department is evaluated as less than significant on a
cumulative basis.
Result in adverse physical impacts associated with the provision or new or physically altered police
protection facilities (Threshold b). Although the Project site would be adequately served by police facilities,
the increased population that would be generated by the Project, when considered in conjunction with other
on-going development throughout the City, has the potential to adversely affect service response times.
However, the proposed Project and all cumulative developments would be required to contribute public facility
impact fees pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 32C, which would help provide for adequate equipment and
personnel in the Project area. Therefore, with mandatory payment of public facility impact fees, Project
impacts to police protection services would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Result in adverse physical impacts associated with the provision or new or physically altered school
facilities (Threshold c). The proposed Project, when considered in conjunction with on-going development
throughout the VUSD, would cumulatively affect the ability of the VUSD to provide school services within
the school district. However, the Project and all cumulative developments within the VUSD’s service area
would be required to contribute fees to the VUSD in accordance with Chapter 32E of the Oceanside Municipal
Code. Pursuant to the Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, payment of school impact fees constitutes
complete mitigation for project-related impacts to school services. Therefore, although the Project’s impacts
to school services would be cumulatively considerable, cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
contribution of mandatory school impact fees.
Result in adverse physical impacts associated with the provision or new or physically altered park
facilities (Threshold d). The Project proposes recreational areas on the Project site, and cumulatively
considerable effects associated with the physical construction of these facilities have been addressed under the
relevant issue areas identified throughout this Subsection, and were concluded to be less than significant or
reduced to a level of less than significant with the application of mitigation measures. Additionally, the Project
and all cumulative developments would be required to contribute parkland fees in accordance with Chapter
32D of the Oceanside Municipal Code. Compliance ensures there is enough parkland to serve all residents in
the City. Therefore, although the Project’s impacts to parks would be cumulatively considerable, impacts
would be less than significant with the provision of parkland facilities on-site and contribution of mandatory
park impact fees.
Result in adverse physical impacts associated with the provision or new or physically altered other
public facilities (Threshold e). The proposed Project, when considered in conjunction with on-going
development throughout the City of Oceanside, would cumulatively affect the ability of the Oceanside Public
Library system to provide adequate book titles and library space in the City. However, the Project and all
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cumulative developments would be required to contribute fees to the OPL in accordance with Oceanside
Municipal Code Chapter 32C. Mandatory contribution of fees would ensure the continued provision of library
items and library floor space in accordance with City standards. Therefore, although the Project’s impacts to
library services would be cumulatively considerable, cumulative impacts would be less than significant with
the mandatory contribution of public facility impact fees pursuant to Municipal Code Chapter 32C.

6.2.13 RECREATION
This cumulative impact analysis considers development of the proposed Project in conjunction with other
development projects and planned development in the vicinity of the Project site, including buildout of the
Oceanside General Plan Land Use Plan and buildout of nearby portions of the City of Vista. This study area
was selected because people tend to utilize community recreation facilities that are near where they live;
because the Project site abuts the City of Vista boundary, consideration of nearby portions of Vista are included
in this analysis. Additionally, the study area includes all of the City of Oceanside because the Project has the
potential to conflict with the City-wide standard of 5.0 acres of parkland per 1,000 persons, which also could
represent a cumulatively-considerable impact.
Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks such that physical deterioration of the
facility would occur (Threshold a). The Project would be required to comply with Municipal Code Chapter
32D, which implements the PFE’s parkland requirements and specifies parkland dedication requirements and
imposes in-lieu park impact fees. Other developments within the City and surrounding areas would either be
subject to Municipal Code Chapter 32D, or would be subject to the parkland requirements of other
jurisdictions, such as Chapter 17.32 of the City of Vista Development Code (requiring the dedication of
4.624.44 acres of land for each 1,000 persons or payment of in lieu fees). Compliance ensures there is enough
parkland to serve the population. It is important to note that Project residents and residents from cumulative
developments may increase utilization of nearby recreation facilities in the area, including the Vista Sports
Park. However, payment of fees by the Project and cumulative developments would ensure the provisions of
parkland in accordance with City standards, and would ensure that cumulatively-considerable impacts would
not occur. Impacts to existing recreational facilities would be reduced to less-than-significant levels.
Accordingly, the Project’s impacts to existing parks and recreational facilities within the region would be lessthan-cumulatively considerable.
Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment (Threshold b). Two Three recreation areas are
proposed on the Project site within Planning Areas 1, 2, and 3, 1.4 2.1 miles of trails, and amenity/greenspace
areas with turf and shaded gathering spaces are planned throughout the Project site. Cumulative effects
associated with the physical construction of these facilities have been addressed under the relevant issue areas
identified throughout this DEIR (e.g., air quality, biological resources, cultural resources etc.). As concluded
throughout this DEIR, the Project’s cumulatively-considerable impacts associated with construction of the
Project would be less than significant, or would be reduced to below a level of significance with the application
of mitigation measures. Accordingly, the Project’s impacts associated with park and recreation facility
construction on-site would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.

6.2.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
A list of nine cumulative projects was identified in consultation with planning and engineering staff from the
City of Oceanside and the City of Vista based on their records of past, pending, and foreseeable future projects
in Oceanside and surrounding jurisdictions as of approximately August 2015 (the date that the NOP for this
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DEIR was issued). Table 4.14-13 in EIR Subsection 4.14 details all of the cumulative projects identified to be
in the Project’s study area. The list of nine projects identified by the City of Oceanside and the City of Vista
encompasses all of the projects used in the near-term cumulative impact analysis. The City of Oceanside 2030
Circulation Element Roadway Plan was utilized in order to analyze long-term cumulative impacts to the
transportation network.
Conflict with an applicable plan establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system (Threshold a). The project includes a General Plan Amendment, and hence all significant
impacts that are considered “direct” impacts herein also are considered “cumulatively considerable.” As
concluded under Subsection 4.14.5.1, the addition of Project traffic to the existing and planned circulation
network would result in cumulatively considerable impacts at the following intersections and road segments
during the listed traffic scenarios:
Intersection (Near-Term)
 SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue
 Melrose Drive / Vista Way
Street Segments (Near-Term)
 Melrose Drive: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Sagewood Drive
 Melrose Drive: Meadowbrook Drive to Oceanside Boulevard
 Melrose Drive: Olive Avenue to Vista Way
Buildout (Year 2030) Intersection (Long-Term) – Alternates 1 and 2
 Oceanside Boulevard / Melrose Drive
Table 4.14-25, Impact / Mitigation Measure Summary, shown in DEIR Subsection 4.14, depicts the resulting
LOS conditions following implementation of Mitigation Measures MM 4.14-1 through MM 4.14-65. As
shown in Table 4.14-25 and summarized in Subsection 4.14, implementation of the required mitigation would
reduce the Project’s direct and cumulative impacts to below a level of significance.
Conflict with the SANDAG CMP (Threshold b). As concluded under Subsection 4.14.5.2, the addition of
Project traffic to the existing and planned CMP Roadway System would result in cumulatively considerable
impacts to the following CMP facility:


SR 76 / N. Santa Fe Avenue – LOS E during the AM and PM peak hours (near-term conditions)

With implementation of Mitigation Measure MM 4.14-3 and MM 4.14-4, the SR 76 / North Santa Fe Avenue
intersection would continue to operate at LOS E. However, the total delay at this intersection would be
improved as compared to pre-Project conditions during the AM and PM peak hours (i.e., from 62.5 seconds of
delay in the AM peak hour and 108.2 seconds of delay in the PM peak hour to 55.1 seconds in the AM peak
hour and 79.0 seconds in the PM peak hour). Accordingly, implementation of MM 4.14-3 and MM 4.14-4
would reduce direct and cumulative impacts to this intersection to below a level of significance.
Result in a change in air traffic patterns (Threshold c). The Project has no potential to result in changes to
air traffic patterns. Accordingly, impacts would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
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Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (Threshold d). There are no components of the
proposed Project that would have the potential to contribute to a cumulative impact associated with hazards
due to a design feature.
Result in inadequate emergency access (Threshold e). The Project site would provide adequate emergency
access through two points on-site. Additionally, the Project site is not identified as an emergency access route,
or identified in any emergency response plans that could adversely affect emergency responders’ response
times. Thus, there is no potential for Project-related cumulatively-considerable impacts to emergency access.
Conflict with adopted policies regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities (Threshold f).
The proposed Project would not conflict with adopted policies or programs in the City of Oceanside General
Plan regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Other proposed developments in the area would
be required to comply with the applicable CMP and the Circulation Element of the General Plan. Additionally,
the Project, and well as all other cumulative developments, would be required to comply with the City of
Oceanside Bicycle Master Plan. The Project would have a less-than- cumulatively considerable impact to
adopted policies and programs regarding public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, as well as a less-thancumulatively considerable impact to the performance of such facilities.

6.2.15 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
This cumulative impact analysis considers development of the proposed Project in conjunction with other
development projects and planned development in the vicinity of the Project site, including buildout of the
Oceanside General Plan Land Use Plan. This study area was selected because utilities and service systems are
provided to all of the existing and planned developments in the City of Oceanside by the same service
providers.
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB (Threshold a). The City of Oceanside, as
well as surrounding jurisdictions such as the City of Vista, are subject to RWQCB Order No. R9-2015-0100.
Mandatory compliance with Order No. R9-2015-0100 by the City of Oceanside and other jurisdictions would
ensure that a cumulative impact associated with the RWQCB wastewater treatment requirements would not
occur. Accordingly, impacts associated with wastewater treatment requirements would be less-thancumulatively considerable.
Result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities (Threshold b). Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the construction of new water
facilities in existing roadways, and sewer connections immediately adjacent to public roadways, which would
result in a near-term impact to traffic prior to mitigation. However, none of the cumulative projects within the
Project’s study area would require improvements within Melrose Drive. Thus, the Project has no potential for
cumulative impacts associated with the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities.
Additionally, and based on the discussion and analysis in Subsection 4.15.3.2, the Project and other cumulative
developments would not result in nor require the construction or expansion of any water or wastewater
treatment plants. Accordingly, Project impacts due to the construction of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities
(Threshold c). As described in EIR Subsection 3.0, the Project proposes three water quality/detention basins
on-site. Impacts associated with the construction of these facilities have been evaluated throughout this DIEIR
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and mitigation measures have been imposed where necessary. There are no components of the Project’s
proposed storm water drainage facilities that would result in cumulatively considerable impacts not otherwise
addressed on this Subsection or throughout this DEIR. Accordingly, the Project’s impact would be less-thancumulatively considerable.
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project (Threshold d). Implementation of the Project
would cause a less-than-significant impact due to water supplies because sufficient water supplies are available
from the City of Oceanside through the year 2030, including the Project and other cumulative developments.
The Project’s impact to water supplies would therefore be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to the providers existing commitments (Threshold e).
Implementation of the Project would cause a less-than-significant impact due to wastewater treatment capacity
because adequate capacity exists or is planned to meet the City’s future wastewater needs and other cumulative
developments wastewater needs. Accordingly, the Project’s impacts on wastewater treatment facilities would
be less-than-cumulatively considerable.
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs (Threshold f). As previously shown in DEIR Subsection 4.15, during long-term operation,
solid waste generated by the Project would represent approximately 0.0006650.0000803% of the daily disposal
capacity at the El Sobrante Landfill. This landfill is currently projected to remain open until 2077 and has
sufficient daily capacity to handle solid waste generated by the Project and other cumulative developments
both during construction and long-term operation. Accordingly, the Project’s impacts to solid waste are lessthan-cumulatively considerable.
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste (Threshold g). The
Project and other cumulative developments would be required to comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste, including the provisions of AB 939 requiring the diversion of at least
50% of solid waste from local landfills. In addition, the Project and other cumulative developments would be
required to comply with AB 341, which sets a policy goal for the State that not less than 75% of solid waste
generated be source reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020. Furthermore, the City of Oceanside
adopted a Zero Waste Resolution which established a milestone to achieve 75% landfill diversion by 2020.
According to the City of Oceanside, the City has achieved a 72% diversion/recycling rate, and is expected to
meet the 75% reduction target by 2020. Thus, the proposed Project, along with cumulative developments
would be subject to mandatory compliance with AB 939, AB 341, and the City’s Zero Waste Ordinance, and
impacts would be less-than-cumulatively considerable.

6.2.16 OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
A.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

This cumulative impact analysis considers development of the proposed Project in conjunction with other
development projects and planned development in the vicinity of the Project site, including buildout of the
Oceanside General Plan Land Use Plan and nearby portions of Vista.
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Threshold a). The
proposed Project is not designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
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Importance. Therefore, the Project has no potential to contribute to cumulatively-considerable impacts
associated with farmland conversion.
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract (Threshold b). The
Project site is not zoned for agricultural uses, and the properties surrounding the Project site are not zoned for
agricultural production. Therefore, the Project has no potential to result in cumulatively-considerable impacts
due to a conflict with existing agricultural zoning designations in the vicinity.
Conflict with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of forestland, timberland, or Timberland Production,
or result in the loss of forest land (Thresholds c and d). The Project site does not conflict with zoning for
forest land, timberland, or timberland production. The Project would not contribute to a cumulativelysignificant impact on forest lands. The Project site is not located in an area with any forest lands.
Result in the conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use (Threshold e). Considering the above analysis, the Project does not have the potential to result in
cumulatively-considerable impacts due to the loss or premature conversion of agricultural or forest lands.
B.

Mineral Resources

This cumulative impact analysis considers development of the proposed Project in conjunction with other
development projects and planned development in the vicinity of the Project site, including buildout of the
Oceanside General Plan Land Use Plan and nearby portions of the City of Vista.
Loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents
of the state (Threshold a). The Project site is not located in an area with a known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and residents of the state. Therefore, the Project would not result in cumulativelyconsiderable impacts to important regional and statewide mineral resources.
Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan (Threshold b). The Project site is not located in an
area that is a locally important mineral resource recovery site and the site is not part of a specific plan or other
land use plan. Therefore, the Project would have no potential for cumulatively-considerable effects associated
with the loss of locally important mineral resources.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a) indicates the scope of alternatives to a proposed project that must be
evaluated:
“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate
the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not
required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for
selection of a range of project alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives. There is no ironclad rule governing the nature or
scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.”
As discussed in Section 4.0 of this DEIR, the proposed Project would not result in any significant adverse
environmental effects that cannot be mitigated to below levels of significance after the implementation of
Project design features, mandatory regulatory requirements, and feasible mitigation measures. Hence, the
alternatives selected for evaluation herein aim to further reduce the Project’s adverse effects on the
environment even though those effects would be less than significant.

7.1

ALTERNATIVES UNDER CONSIDERATION

CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e) requires that an alternative be included that describes what would reasonably
be expected to occur on the property in the foreseeable future if the Project were not approved, based on
current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services (i.e., “no project”
alternative). For projects that include a revision to an existing land use plan, the “no project” alternative is
considered to be the continuation of the existing land use plan into the future. For projects other than a land
use plan (for example, a development project on an identifiable property), the “no project” alternative is
considered to be a circumstance under which the project does not proceed (CEQA Guidelines
§15126.6(e)(3)(A-B). This DEIR includes two “no project” alternative analyses. Because Planning Area 1’s
existing zoning designation of Neighborhood Commercial is inconsistent with the Professional Commercial
land use designation per the Zoning Consistency Matrix in the City of Oceanside’s Zoning Ordinance Article
Section 230, a Change of Zone or a General Plan Amendment would be required in order to develop the site
in accordance with the General Plan. This potential scenario where the existing General Plan and zoning
land uses are implemented on the Project site is referred to herein as the Reduced Intensity Alternative
(RIA). The potential scenario where the Project does not proceed is considered to be the No Project
Alternative (NPA). A third alternative also is considered. The potential scenario where the Project site is
developed with a greater number of townhome units on the site is referred to herein as the Regional Plan
Alternative (RPA).
The following scenarios are identified by the City of Oceanside as potential alternatives to implementation of
the proposed Project are summarized below.
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7.1.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
The No Project Alternative (NPA) considers no development on the Project site beyond that which occurs
under existing conditions. As such, the entire 70.65-acre site would remain undeveloped. Under this
alternative, no improvements would be made to the Project site and none of the Project’s on- or off-site
utility and infrastructure improvements would occur. This alternative was selected by the Lead Agency to
compare the environmental effects of the proposed Project with an alternative that would leave the property
in its existing undeveloped condition.

7.1.2 REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE
The Reduced Intensity Alternative (RIA) would develop the Project site in accordance with the site’s
existing General Plan land use designations. The City of Oceanside General Plan designates approximately
9.68 acres of the western portion of the site (Planning Area 1), west of Melrose Drive, for development with
Professional Commercial (PC) land uses. Although the Project is not proposing to change the General Plan
land use designation on this portion of the site, it is assumed that Planning Area 1 would be developed with
accessory neighborhood serving commercial retail space, with no residential or office uses. However under
the RIA, a General Plan Amendment would still be required to change the current General Plan designation
on Planning Area 1 from Professional Commercial (PC) to Neighborhood Commercial (NC) in order bring
the site’s General Plan designation into conformance with the existing zoning designation of Neighborhood
Commercial (CN). The site’s existing Neighborhood Commercial zoning designation is inconsistent with the
Professional Commercial land use designation per the Zoning Consistency Matrix in the City of Oceanside’s
Zoning Ordinance Article Section 230. Based on a fiscal impact analysis prepared by the London Group, a
total of 46,783 square feet (s.f.) of commercial retail land uses could be accommodated within Planning Area
1 (London Group, 2015, p. 9). Under this alternative, the approximately 60.9759.46 acres located east of
Melrose Drive (i.e., Planning Areas 2 and 3, and the open space areas located north of Planning Areas 2 and
3 and east of Sports Park Way) would be developed with Estate B – Residential land uses, which allows a
base density of 1.0 dwelling unit per acre (du/ac) and a maximum potential density of 3.5 du/ac. The
General Plan Amendment would not apply to the 1.51-acre area within the Sports Park Way right-of-way or
adjacent landscaped areas. The Project proposes an open space area in the northern portion of the site and an
open space area east of Sports Park Way (1.50 acres), however, under the RIA, the entire area east of
Melrose Drive would be developed with homes, and anthe open space areas would not occur. However,
approximately 8.07 acres of riparian vegetation on the property are considered “undevelopable” under the
City’s General Plan Section 1.25, while an additional 1.19 acres are also not developable because this area is
within the existing Sports Park Way easement; thus, the developable acreage on this portion of the site would
be approximately 51.7151.39 acres. (Oceanside, 2002b, p. 21; Alden, 2017, p. 7)(Oceanside, 2002b, p. 21;
Alden, 2016, p. 6). Under this Alternative, the northern portions of the Project site that are planned for open
space by the Project would instead be developed with single-family residential uses. Accordingly, the
eastern portions of the Project site would be developed with between 51 and 181179 single-family homes
(Oceanside, 2002a, Table LU-2). The RIA would result in 61.561.1 acres of on-site physical impacts,
whereas the proposed Project would result in 38.335.35 acres of on-site physical impacts. Due to revisions
incorporated into the Project, the Project’s impact areas were reduced from 38.28 acres to 35.35 acres. It
should be noted the impact limits exclude the planned 34.11 acres of open space and the 1.19 acres
associated with the portions of Sports Park Way right-of-way that are improved under existing conditions.
This alternative was selected by the Lead Agency to compare the environmental effects of the proposed
Project against what could reasonably occur on the Project site if the site were developed in strict accordance
with the specifications provided in the City of Oceanside General Plan.
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7.1.3 REGIONAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE
On October 9, 2015, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) adopted a Regional Plan, titled
“San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan,” which combined SANDAG’s Comprehensive Plan (RCP) with
the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). Included in the
Regional Plan is a Smart Growth Concept Map, which identifies the Project site as a “Potential Community
Center” due to the site’s location within ¼-mile of a transit station (i.e., the Melrose Sprinter Station, located
immediately south of the Project site). Within Community Centers, the Regional Plan recommends a
minimum residential density of 20 du/ac, with no employment-generating land uses. Areas that are
identified on SANDAG’s Smart Growth Concept Map are prioritized in terms of regional transportation
infrastructure funding. Accordingly, the Regional Plan Alternative (RPA) considers development of the
Project site at a density of 21.0 dwelling units per acre, consistent with the City’s “High Density Residential
(HD-R)” General Plan land use category. Under the RPA, a General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone
would be required to re-designate the property for HD-R land uses. Assuming the same development area
proposed by the Project (i.e., 38.3 acres within Planning Areas 1 through 3) tThe RPA would result in
788731 multi-family homes, including 203 homes in Planning Area 1, 178129 homes in Planning Area 2,
and 407399 homes in Planning Area 3. As with the proposed Project, a total of 34.11 acres would be
preserved as open space, including the 29.9132.61 acres located between and north of Planning Areas 2 and
3 would be permanently conserved as open space, along with an additional 1.821.50 acres of open space
located east of Sports Park Way. This Alternative is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6.

7.2

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED

An EIR is required to identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as
infeasible. Among the factors described by CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 in determining whether to exclude
alternatives from detailed consideration in the EIR are: a) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives,
b) infeasibility, or c) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. With respect to the feasibility of
potential alternatives to the proposed Project, CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(f)(1) notes:
“Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure,
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries…and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or
otherwise have access to the alternative site…”
In determining an appropriate range of alternatives to be evaluated in this DEIR, a number of possible
alternatives were initially considered and, for a variety of reasons, rejected. Alternatives were rejected
because either: 1) they could not accomplish the basic objectives of the Project, 2) they would not have
resulted in a reduction of significant adverse environmental impacts, or 3) they were considered infeasible to
construct or operate. Aside from the consideration of alternative sites, as discussed below, there are no other
alternatives that have been identified by the Lead Agency and rejected.
A summary of the alternative that was considered but rejected is described below.
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7.2.1 ALTERNATIVE SITES
CEQA does not require that an analysis of alternative sites always be included in an EIR. However, if the
surrounding circumstances make it reasonable to consider an alternative site then this alternative should be
considered and analyzed in the EIR. In making the decision to include or exclude analysis of an alternative
site, the “key question and first step in analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would
be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need to be considered for inclusion
in the EIR” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(f) (2)).
Based on a review of aerial photography, the City of Oceanside General Plan Land Use Plan Map and a list
of approved/pending development proposals within the City of Oceanside and nearby portions of the City of
Vista that are included in the Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis (EIR Technical Appendix J; refer to EIR
Table 4.14-13 for a list of cumulative developments), there are no other available, undeveloped properties of
similar size (i.e., approximately 70.65 acres) that are located in close proximity to mass transit service that
could be developed as proposed by the Project.
If alternative sites located within the City of Oceanside not zoned for mixed-use development are considered,
there would not be any site large enough to accommodate the development proposed by the Project due to
the scattered and relatively sparse availability of undeveloped lands in the Project site’s vicinity that are not
already planned for open space preservation. Additionally, and given the Project’s relatively few impacts
(all of which are mitigated to less-than-significant levels), it is highly unlikely that development on a
different property would result in fewer environmental impacts than would occur with implementation of the
proposed Project on the 70.65-acre Project site. All undeveloped land within the City of Oceanside similar
in size to the Project site (i.e., approximately 70.65 acres) and not part of an approved/pending development
proposal is located farther from mass transit facilities, including bus service and Sprinter rail service, than the
Project site. Therefore, operational impacts associated with traffic, vehicular noise, and air/GHG emissions
would be increased as a larger percentage of Project residents would be required to drive rather than utilize
mass transit. Furthermore, many of the Project’s environmental effects would merely be displaced to another
property rather than be avoided or reduced by placing the Project in another nearby location. Therefore,
development of the Project site as proposed by the Project would result in fewer environmental impacts in
the local area than would result from the development of other vacant properties in the Project vicinity.
For these reasons, an alternative sites analysis is not required for the proposed Project.

7.3

ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

The following discussion compares the impacts of each alternative considered by the Lead Agency with the
impacts of the proposed Project, as detailed in DEIR Subsection 4.0, Environmental Analysis. A conclusion
is provided for each impact as to whether the alternative results in one of the following: (1) reduction or
elimination of the proposed Project’s impact, (2) a greater impact than would occur under the proposed
Project, (3) the same impact as the proposed Project, or (4) a new impact in addition to the proposed
Project’s impacts. Table 7-1, Alternative to the Proposed Project – Comparison of Environmental Impacts,
at the end of this section compares the environmental hazard and resource impacts of the alternatives with
those of the proposed Project and identifies the ability of the alternative to meet the basic objectives of the
Project. The underlying purpose of the proposed Project is to develop underutilized property with a mixture
of multi-family townhomes, single-family homes, and office/ neighborhood serving commercial uses that
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will provide housing and employment opportunities in close proximity to regional transportation facilities
(such as the Melrose Sprinter Station) while preserving natural open space in sensitive biological habitats.
The underlying purpose of the Project would be achieved by the proposed Project, in part, through a
proposed General Plan Amendment and Change of Zone that would allow increased density and a mix of
uses on the Project site in order to take advantage of its close proximity to regional transportation facilities.
As described in DEIR Subsection 3.2, the proposed Project’s basic objectives are:
A. To efficiently develop an underutilized property comprising approximately 50-100 acres with a
complementary mix of land uses, including multi-family residential, single-family residential, office
and/or commercial, and open space.
B. To provide a variety of housing opportunities that offers a diverse range of housing types and
lifestyle opportunities on an underutilized property in the City of Oceanside that will assist in
meeting the regional demand for housing.
C.

To provide employment generating land uses on an underutilized property in the City of Oceanside to
promote economic growth in the City.

D. To provide for higher intensity development in close proximity to alternative modes of transportation
in order to encourage the use of mass transit in lieu of automobiles.
E.

To create a mixed-use development that is visually compatible with existing and planned
development in the immediate vicinity of the property, and that minimizes operational conflicts, such
as high noise levels or traffic congestion, to the extent possible with surrounding existing and
planned land uses while talking into consideration the topographic constraints of the site.

F.

To provide homes that are attractive to buyers, offer a diverse range of housing types and lifestyle
opportunities and that are competitively priced with other homes in the Project site’s vicinity.

G. To construct an office and/or commercial retail building at one of the City’s General Plan Circulation
Element primary arterial roadway intersections that can attract tenants at competitive lease rates to
help ensure that the building is occupied and positively contributes to the local economy.
H. To provide new pedestrian facilities and bicycle lanes that connect to regional facilities, such as the
rail-trail connection to the Guajome Regional Park, the Vista Sports Park, and existing and planned
bicycle paths per the City’s Bicycle Master Plan.
I.

To plan and construct capital improvements for water, sewer, and drainage to provide adequate
infrastructure capacity to service a mixed-use development on an underutilized property in the City
of Oceanside.

J.

To conserve natural resources during the construction and operation of a new mixed-use
development by utilizing energy efficient construction practices and by incorporating energy efficient
features into the project’s design.

K. To preserve valuable open space and biological habitat in the City of Oceanside.
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7.3.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
The No Project Alternative (NPA) allows decision-makers to compare the environmental impacts of
approving the proposed Project to the environmental impacts that would occur if the property were to be
unchanged from existing conditions. Under existing conditions, the 70.65-acre Project site is undeveloped.
Ornamental landscaping, including trees and groundcover, is present on a small portion of the Project site.
The site contains five sensitive vegetation communities, four special status plant species, and five special
status animal species. The property has variable topography, with elevations generally sloping downward
from south to north. Overall topographic relief on the Project site is approximately 165 feet. Outcrops of
boulders occur in the northern portions of the site and an unnamed creek is also present. Under this
alternative, no improvements would be made to the Project site and none of the Project’s on- or off-site
utility and infrastructure improvements would occur. Refer to the description of the Project site’s existing
physical conditions in Section 2.0 of this DEIR. (Alden, 2017)(Alden, 2016; LLG, 2016)
A.

Aesthetics

Under existing conditions, the northern portions of the Project site that are proposed as open space by the
Project exhibits scenic elements, although views of these scenic features from the north (e.g., Vista Sports
Park) would be retained by the Project. Under the No Project Alternative, the visual character and quality of
the site would be maintained in its existing condition. No structures or landscaping would be introduced on
the property beyond that which exists under the existing conditions. Buildout of the site with the proposed
Project would implement design guidelines and development standards that would maintain the urban
residential character of the surrounding area. The Project would be fully landscaped and would complete
street improvements on surrounding roadways. Although the proposed Project would result in less-thansignificant impacts to aesthetics (as discussed in detail in DEIR Subsection 4.1), under the NPA impacts to
aesthetics, including less-than-significant impacts to scenic resources and less-than-significant impacts due to
Project lighting, would be reduced as compared to the proposed Project.
B.

Air Quality

The NPA would result in no short-term construction activities or long-term operational activities that have
the potential to result in the emissions of air pollutants or odors. Under the NPA, there would be no impacts
due to emissions of criteria pollutants, exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration,
the creation of objectionable odors, or due to a conflict with the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS). All
of the Project’s short- and long-term air quality effects would be avoided under the alternative. Although
implementation of the Project, along with the mitigation measures specified in DEIR Subsection 4.2 and the
Project design features described in DEIR Subsection 3.0, would reduce the Project’s air quality impacts to
below a level of significance, implementation of the NPA would avoid all air quality impacts associated with
the proposed Project.
C.

Biological Resources

The NPA would leave the property in its existing condition; no grading would occur under this alternative
and there would be no potential impacts to special status plants, animals, or sensitive vegetation communities
on the Project site. Although mitigation is identified in DEIR Subsection 4.3 that would reduce the Project’s
direct, indirect, and cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources to below a level of
significance, implementation of the NPA would avoid impacts to biological resource associated with the
proposed Project.
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Cultural Resources

The NPA would leave the property in its existing condition; no grading would occur under this alternative
and there would be no potential impacts to subsurface archeological or paleontological resources that may
exist beneath the ground surface. Therefore, selection of this alternative would avoid all site disturbances on
the property and the Project’s less-than-significant impacts to cultural resources would not occur.
E.

Geology and Soils

The NPA would result in no grading of the property; therefore, no impacts to geology or soils would occur.
Because no new structures would be constructed, there would be no increased risks to structures or people
associated with the seismic ground shaking or geologic hazards. Selection of this alternative would avoid the
Project’s less-than-significant impacts to geology and soils.
F.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As more fully discussed in EIR Subsection 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, implementation of the proposed
Project would result in annual GHG emissions that amount to 2,974 MT CO2e, or 34.04% less than BAU
(2020) conditions, which meets the AB 32 and City of Oceanside GHG reduction target of 16% below 2020
BAU conditions. The Project would not generate substantial GHG emissions – either directly or indirectly –
that would have a significant impact on the environment. Impacts would be less than cumulatively
considerable. Implementation of the NPA would result in no net increase of GHG emissions as compared to
existing conditions. Under the NPA, the Project site would be retained in its existing condition as vacant
land, and no development would be allowed. Although GHG emissions associated with development of the
site would be avoided, this alternative would hinder achievement of the City’s and SANDAG’s goals to
promote the siting of multi-family and accessory neighborhood serving commercial uses in close proximity
to the Melrose Sprinter Station. A direct comparison of the GHG emissions under the NPA and the proposed
Project indicates that the NPA would result in reduced GHG emissions. However, at a more regional scale,
retention of the Project site as vacant land, which is located in close proximity to mass transit facilities,
would undermine efforts by the City of Oceanside, SANDAG, and the State of California to achieve a
reduction in average vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and concomitant reduction in GHGs. Because the
Project proposes multi-family and office/ accessory neighborhood serving commercial land uses in close
proximity to mass transit, the proposed Project would contribute to a reduction in VMTs and a reduction in
the ratio of GHG emissions per service population (i.e., total residents plus total jobs). The NPA would not
lessen the demand for multi-family housing in the area, so selection of the NPA has the potential to displace
the Project’s environmental impacts to another location, further from public transit, rather than avoiding the
Project’s impacts altogether. Further, displacing multi-family development to other properties further from
mass transit has the potential to increase vehicular-related GHG impacts by increasing VMT. Nonetheless,
GHG emissions associated with development of the Project site would be completely avoided under the
NPA.
G.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The NPA would result in no grading and no development of the property; therefore, no impacts would occur
during construction or long-term operation, including impacts due to potential hazards associated with the
existing 30-inch high pressure gas line on the Project site. Selection of NPA would avoid the Project’s lessthan-significant impacts due to hazards and hazardous materials.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

No changes to existing hydrology and drainage conditions would occur under the NPA. No storm water
improvements would be constructed and rainfall would be discharged from the site as occurs under existing
conditions. Neither the proposed Project nor the NPA would result in substantial alternations to the drainage
pattern of the site. Accordingly, implementation of the proposed Project and the NPA both would result in
less-than-significant impacts to existing drainage patterns, although impacts would be slightly reduced under
the NPA because no grading would occur.
Because buildings, roadways, and parking lots would not be developed on-site under the NPA, an increase of
impervious surfaces and urban pollutants would not occur. Although the Project’s impacts to water quality
would be reduced to below a level of significance through the incorporation of design features, Best
Management Practices (BMPs), and Low Impact Development (LID) strategies, impacts to water quality
would nonetheless be reduced under the NPA in comparison to the proposed Project. Erosion and associated
sedimentation effects would continue to occur as they do under existing conditions, because the undeveloped
Project site does not have any constructed erosion control features.
I.

Land Use / Planning

The NPA would result in no grading or development of the property; therefore, the Project site would remain
undeveloped. As with the proposed Project, leaving the 70.65-acre site in its existing, mostly undeveloped
condition would not create any land use conflicts with residential, commercial, recreational, and open space
land uses that surround the site. The NPA would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or
regulations adopted for the purpose of attenuating adverse environmental effects. Additionally, and as with
the proposed Project, the NPA would not physically divide an established community. Nonetheless, because
the Project would change the site’s physical condition to provide for residential, office/ accessory
neighborhood serving commercial, and recreational land uses, the Project’s less-than-significant impacts
under the issue of Land Use and Planning would be avoided under the NPA.
J.

Noise

The NPA would result in no construction on-site and, therefore, would not generate any near-term noise
associated with construction. Additionally, because the property would not be developed and no new traffic
trips would be generated under the NPA, the NPA would not contribute to an incremental increase in areawide noise levels. Also, there would be no sources of stationary noise introduced on the site. Although
noise impacts associated with the Project would be reduced to below a level of significance through
compliance with the mitigation measures specified in DEIR Subsection 4.10, selection of the NPA would
avoid noise impacts associated with the proposed Project.
K.

Population and Housing

Under the NPA, no development would occur on the property and no housing units would be constructed.
The NPA would therefore have no potential to directly or indirectly induce substantial population growth, or
to displace existing housing or substantial numbers of people. Although the proposed Project also would not
displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, the Project would result in some population
growth in the City through the introduction of up to 313301 residential units and up to 20,000 square feet of
office/ accessory neighborhood serving commercial land uses; therefore, the Project’s less-than-significant
impacts due to population and housing would be reduced under the NPA.
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Public Services

The NPA would not result in the introduction of any developed land uses to the site and therefore would not
result in the need for additional police, fire protection, library services, or school services. Therefore,
selection of this alternative would avoid the Project’s less-than-significant impacts to public services.
M.

Recreation

The NPA would not result in development of the Project site and, therefore, would not result in an increase
in population or the need for additional park facilities. Although the proposed Project would dedicate park
land on-site and would also pay a park impact fee for park improvements in the area, which would reduce the
Project’s impacts due to recreation to below a level of significance, implementation of the NPA would result
in no net increase in demand for recreational facilities and would therefore avoid impacts to recreation
associated with the proposed Project.
N.

Transportation / Traffic

Under the NPA, no new development would occur on the property and no additional traffic would be
generated. Additionally, the Project’s proposed frontage improvements to Melrose Drive would not occur
under the NPA, and this road segment would need to be improved by others in the future. Under long-term
conditions the lack of improvements along Melrose Drive that would occur under the NPA along the Project
site’s frontage would result in significant and unavoidable long-term level of service impacts. Although the
Project’s impacts to transportation and traffic would be mitigated to below levels of significance by the
mitigation measures listed in DEIR Subsection 4.13, the NPA would nonetheless result in fewer impacts to
transportation facilities within the Project vicinity because it would not generate any traffic. Impacts
associated with a conflict with policies, plans, or programs for alternative modes of transportation also would
not occur under the NPA, and would be slightly reduced in comparison to the proposed Project. As with the
proposed Project, implementation of the NPA would have no effects to air traffic patterns or safety risks.
However, under the NPA, impacts to emergency access could occur if improvements to Melrose Drive along
the Project site’s frontage are not in place under long-term conditions; thus, impacts to emergency access
would be slightly increased under the NPA under long-term conditions, although these impacts would be less
than significant.
O.

Utilities and Service Systems

No additional domestic water, sewer, or storm water drainage facilities would be needed under the NPA, and
there would be no change in the demand for domestic water or waste water treatment services as compared to
existing conditions. Also, the NPA would not result in an increased demand for solid waste collection and
disposal. Neither the proposed Project nor the NPA would result in significant or cumulatively considerable
impacts to utilities and service systems. Nonetheless, selection of this alternative would avoid all of the
Project’s less-than-significant impacts to utilities and service systems.
P.

Conclusion

Implementation of the NPA would result in no physical environmental impacts beyond those that have
historically occurred on the undeveloped property. Almost all effects of the proposed Project would be
avoided or lessened by the selection of this alternative. Because this alternative would avoid almost all of
the Project’s impacts, it warrants consideration as the “environmentally superior alternative.” However,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(2), if a no project alternative is identified at the “environmentally
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superior alternative” then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives. The Regional Plan Alternative (RPA), as described in Subsection 7.3.3, is identified as the
environmentally superior alternative.
The NPA would fail to meet all of the Project’s objectives. This alternative would fail to make efficient use
of an underutilized property and would not provide a complementary mix of land uses, including multifamily residential, single-family residential, office/accessory neighborhood serving commercial, or open
space. Furthermore, retention of the site in its existing condition would not attract new employment
opportunities to the City and would not help meet the regional demand for housing nor promote economic
growth within the City. Moreover, selection of the NPA would not provide multi-family and employmentgenerating land uses in close proximity to alternative modes of transportation. This alternative would fail to
create a mixed-use development that is visually compatible with existing and planned development, and
would fail to provide homes that are attractive to a range of buyers and competitively priced with other
homes in the Project’s vicinity. Selection of the NPA would not result in the construction an office/
accessory neighborhood serving commercial building at the intersection of General Plan Circulation Element
roadways that would attract tenants at competitive lease rates, and would not result in positive contributions
to the local economy. Moreover, the NPA would not provide new connections to proposed pedestrian
facilities and bicycle lanes to regional facilities in the area. This alternative would fail to construct capital
improvements for water, sewer, and drainage and would not provide infrastructure capacity to service a
mixed-use development on an underutilized property in the City of Oceanside. In addition, the NPA would
not construct a new mixed-use development that would result in the conservation of natural resources during
construction and operation by using energy efficient construction practices or incorporates energy efficient
features into a project’s design. However, the NPA would better meet the Project’s objective to “preserve
valuable open space and biological habitat within the City of Oceanside. Also, adoption of the NPA would
preclude the development of higher intensity uses on the Project site as recommended by SANDAG’s
Regional Plan, thereby the NPA would not achieve the objectives of SANDAG’s Regional Plan and inhibit
the ability of the City of Oceanside, County of San Diego, and State of California in addressing GHG
emissions through a reduction in VMTs and a reduction in the average annual carbon dioxide equivalents
(CO2e) per service population.

7.3.2 REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE
The Reduced Intensity Alternative (RIA) would develop the Project site in accordance with the site’s land
use designations, as specified in the City of Oceanside General Plan. In accordance with the City of
Oceanside Zoning Ordinance, the approximately 9.68 acres located west of Melrose Drive (Planning Area 1)
would be developed with Neighborhood Commercial (CN) land uses.
The Project is not proposing to change the General Plan land use designation on this portion of the site.
However, under the RIA a General Plan Amendment is assumed to occur to change the current Professional
Commercial (PC) designation to the Neighborhood Commercial (NC) designation in order to be consistent
with the Neighborhood Commercial (CN) zoning designation on-site. It is assumed that Planning Area 1
would be developed with commercial-oriented land uses, with no residential uses. The proposed
Neighborhood Commercial General Plan designation states a policy that the designation shall “provide
commercial uses which meet the day to day commercial needs of the community. Commercial center
development is implicit.” (Oceanside, 2002b, p. 49). Based on a fiscal impact analysis prepared by the
London Group, a total of 46,783 square feet (s.f.) of commercial retail land uses could be accommodated
within Planning Area 1 (London Group, 2015, p. 9). Under this alternative, the approximately 60.9759.46
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acres located east of Melrose Drive (i.e., Planning Areas 2 and 3 , and the open space areas located north of
Planning Areas 2 and 3 and east of Sports Park Way) would be developed with Estate B – Residential land
uses, which allows a base density of 1.0 dwelling unit per acre (du/ac) and a maximum potential density of
3.5 du/ac. The General Plan Amendment would not apply to the 1.51-acre area within the Sports Park Way
right-of-way or adjacent landscaped areas. The Project proposes an area of open space (29.9132.61 acres) in
the northern portion of the site and an open space area east of Sports Park Way (1.50 acres), however, under
the RIA the entire area would be developed with single-family residential homes, and the 29.9134.11 acres
would not be preserved as open space. However, approximately 8.07 acres of riparian vegetation on the
property are considered “undevelopable” under the City’s General Plan Section 1.25, while an additional
1.19 acres are also not developable because this area is within the existing Sports Park Way easement; thus,
the developable acreage on this portion of the site would be approximately 51.7151.39 acres. (Oceanside,
2002b, p. 21; Alden, 2017, p. 7)(Oceanside, 2002b, p. 21; Alden, 2016, p. 6). Under this Alternative, the
northern portions of the Project site that are planned for open space by the Project would instead be
developed with single-family residential uses. Accordingly, the eastern portions of the Project site would be
developed with between 51 and 181179 single-family homes (Oceanside, 2002a, Table LU-2). The RIA
would result in 61.561.1 acres of on-site physical impacts, whereas the proposed Project would result in 38.3
35.35 acres of on-site physical impacts. Due to revisions incorporated into the Project, the Project’s impact
areas were reduced from 38.28 acres to 35.35 acres. It should be noted the impact limits exclude the planned
34.11 acres of open space and the 1.19 acres associated with the portions of Sports Park Way right-of-way
that are improved under existing conditions. This alternative would be fully consistent with the site’s
General Plan and zoning designations. The site’s land use designations under the RIA are shown graphically
below in Figure 7-1, Reduced Intensity Alternative.
A.

Aesthetics

Under the RIA, land uses within the portion of the Project site located west of Melrose Drive would be
developed only with commercial land uses pursuant to the site’s existing “Neighborhood Commercial”
General Plan land use designation. However, east of Melrose Drive, single-family homes would be
constructed in all areas of the Project site that do not comprise “undevelopable land.” Thus, under this
Alternative, the northern portions of the Project site that are planned for open space by the Project would
instead be developed with single-family residential uses. As a result, views from the north, which includes
views of prominent boulder outcroppings and wetland vegetation, would be adversely affected. Under the
proposed Project, the northern portions of the Project site would be retained as natural open space. Thus,
under the RIA, impacts to views from the north would be significant and impacts would be greater than the
proposed Project as the boulder outcroppings that exist in the northern portions of the Project site would be
removed under the RIA. In the southern portions of the site, development with single-family residential uses
would have similar effects to existing viewsheds as the proposed Project. Accordingly, and in comparison to
the proposed Project, the RIA would result increased impacts to aesthetics because the RIA would impact
scenic resources visible from the Vista Sports Park that would be preserved under the proposed Project.
Impacts associated with lighting would be similar to the proposed Project, although greater areas of the
Project site (specifically, the northern portions of the Project site) would contain lighting elements not
proposed by the Project; thus, lighting impacts would slightly increase under this alternative.
B.

Air Quality

Construction characteristics associated with the RIA would be similar to the proposed Project, except that the
RIA would require grading in the northern portions of the Project site that are planned for Open Space by the
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Project. Additionally, total building area would likely be similar to total building areas that would occur
under the proposed Project; thus, air quality impacts associated with the construction of residential and
office/ accessory neighborhood serving commercial uses would be similar. Nonetheless, because the RIA
would require grading over a much larger portion of the Project site (i.e., 38.336.17 acres of on- and offphysical impacts under the proposed Project and approximately 61.561.1 acres of on-site physical under the
RIA), near-term construction-related air quality impacts would be increased under the RIA. Additionally,
odor impacts would slightly increase, as areas planned for construction would be closer to single-family
homes currently under construction to the northeast of the Project site, whereas the proposed Project does not
propose any new development in close proximity to these homes that are currently under construction.
During construction, neither the RIA nor the proposed Project would result in significant impacts due to the
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Under long-term operating conditions, air quality emissions associated with the RIA would be less than
under the proposed Project. Specifically, the Project would result in approximately 4,059 average daily trips
(ADT), whereas the RIA would result in between approximately 2,4522,483 ADT (if Planning Areas 2 and 3
are developed at 1.0 du/ac) and 3,5913,662 ADT (if Planning Areas 2 and 3 are developed at the maximum
allowed 3.0 du/ac)1. Although the RIA would result in less ADT as compared to the proposed Project, it is
reasonable to assume that single-family units constructed in a less compact manner as compared to the
Project would result in fewer residents seeking alternative modes of transportation, possibly resulting in an
increase in vehicle miles travelled (VMT) as compared to the proposed Project. Increased VMTs are
associated with increased emissions of criteria pollutants associated with vehicular traffic. The RIA would
not lessen the demand for multi-family housing in the area, so selection of the RIA has the potential to
displace multi-family development and its associated environmental impacts to another location, further from
public transit, rather than avoiding the Project’s impacts altogether. Nonetheless, implementation of the RIA
would result in fewer air quality emissions as compared to the proposed Project based solely on the reduction
of ADT under the RIA as compared to the Project. Although the RIA proposes more intensive commercial
uses in Planning Area 1 as compared to the Project, the reduction in ADT under the RIA demonstrates that
impacts due to operational air quality emissions would be less than significant with the incorporation of
mitigation measures and would be reduced in comparison to the proposed Project. Odor impacts under both
the RIA and proposed Project would be similar, as the operation of residential and commercial land uses
would not result in the generation of substantial amounts of odor. However, the RIA would not exceed the
growth forecasts assumed for the site by the RAQS; although the Project would not conflict with the RAQS,
the RAQS assumed less development on-site than would occur under the proposed Project. Accordingly,
impacts due to a conflict with the RAQS under the RIA would be reduced as compared to the proposed
Project’s less-than-significant impact due to a conflict with the RAQS. Additionally, during long-term
operation, neither the RIA nor the proposed Project would result in significant impacts due to the exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, as residential and office/ accessory neighborhood
serving commercial land uses are not associated with the emission of odors that could affect a substantial
number of people.



Trip generation information for the RIA was obtained from SANDAG’s “(Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic
Generation Rates for the San Diego Region.” The commercial uses in Planning Area 1 under the RIA were assumed to
comprise “Specialty Retail/Strip Commercial” land uses, which would generate 40 daily trips per 1,000 s.f. For the portions
of the site located east of Melrose Drive, it was assumed that residential development at 1.0 du/ac would yield 12 trips per
home and development at 3.5 du/ac would yield approximately 10 trips per home. (SANDAG, 2002)
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Biological Resources

Impacts to biological resources within the portion of the Project site located west of Melrose Drive (Planning
Area 1) would be identical under the proposed Project and the RIA. Within the portions of the site located
east of Melrose Drive (Planning Areas 2 and 3), however, areas planned for direct physical impacts would
increase from 28.625.6 acres of impact under the proposed Project to approximately 51.751.39 acres under
the RIA. Within the portions of the Project site located east of Melrose Drive, areas of expanded impact
would include an increase in impacts to Diegan coastal sage scrub from 1.2 acres under the proposed Project
to approximately 4.9 acres under the RIA. Additionally, impacts to non-native grassland would increase
from 24.931.9 acres under the proposed Project to approximately 43.553.2 acres under the RIA. Impacts to
wetland/riparian plant communities (i.e., southern willow scrub and mule fat scrub) would be slightly
reduced in comparison to the proposed Project (which would impact 0.020.03 acre each of southern willow
scrub and 0.01 acre of mule fat scrub), as these areas are assumed to remain undeveloped under the RIA
because they comprise “undevelopable lands” per the City of Oceanside General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.
Both the RIA and the proposed Project would be required to comply with the various provisions of the
Oceanside Subarea Plan; thus, impacts due to a conflict with the Oceanside Subarea Plan would be similar
under both the Project and the RIA. Additionally, both the RIA and the proposed Project would have similar
less-than-significant impacts adverse effects to wildlife movement corridors. In summary, implementation of
the RIA would result in greater impacts to biological resources than the proposed Project due to the increase
in areas subject to development, although in both cases impacts to biological resources would be mitigable to
a level below significance.
D.

Cultural Resources

There are no known historic resources on the property; thus, impacts to historical resources would not occur
under either the RIA or the proposed Project. However, there are several recorded archeological resources
on-site, and portions of the Project site are identified as containing paleontologically significant soils with a
high potential for uncovering fossil resources. As noted previously, the disturbance area and depth of
grading under the RIA for the portions of the Project site located west of Melrose Drive would be identical to
the proposed Project; thus, impacts to archaeological and paleontological resources would be identical to the
proposed Project for this portion of the Project site. However, east of Melrose Drive, the RIA would result in
an increase in areas subject to physical impact as compared to the proposed Project. As a result, the RIA
would result in significant direct impacts to Site CA-SDI-6093 that would be avoided by the Project.
Additionally, the RIA would result in impacts to soils in the northern portions of the Project site, portions of
which have a “high” potential for containing fossil resources. Accordingly, impacts to archaeological
resources and potential impacts to paleontological resources would increase under the RIA in comparison to
the proposed Project.
E.

Geology and Soils

The RIA would physically disturb a larger physical area (approximately 23.225.8 acres more) than the
proposed Project; therefore, the RIA would have a greater potential for soil erosion during the construction
phase as compared to the proposed Project. Although soil erosion impacts would be less than significant
under both the Project and this alternative, impacts under the RIA would slightly increase due to the
increased areas planned for development. Under both the proposed Project and the RIA, impacts to geology
and soils would be mitigable to below a level of significance, although impacts would be greater under the
RIA due to the increase in areas subject to development.

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside

SCH No. 2015081067
Page 7-14

MELROSE + OCEANSIDE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
F.

7.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As more fully discussed in EIR Subsection 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, implementation of the proposed
Project would result in less-than-significant direct and less-than-significant cumulatively considerable
impacts due to GHG emissions. Implementation of the RIA would result in fewer GHG emissions as
compared to the proposed Project because the RIA would reduce traffic generated by the site from 4,059
ADT under the proposed Project to between 2,4522,483 ADT (if Planning Areas 2 and 3 are developed at 1.0
du/ac) and 3,5913,662 ADT (if Planning Areas 2 and 3 are developed at the maximum allowed 3.5 du/ac)1.
As such, and based purely on the RIA’s level of GHG emissions associated with tailpipe emissions from
vehicular traffic, the RIA would result in less GHG emissions as compared to the Project. However, under
the RIA, the Project site would not be developed with mixed uses in Planning Area 1 and the average net
residential density would decrease from approximately 8.3 du/ac under the proposed Project to between 0.9
du/ac and 3.5 du/ac under the RIA due to the single-family development in this portion of the site under the
RIA. Thus, this alternative would be less effective in meeting the City’s and SANDAG’s goals to promote
the siting of higher-density residential and commercial uses in close proximity to the Melrose Sprinter
Station. A direct comparison of the GHG emissions under the RIA and the proposed Project indicates that
the RIA would result in reduced GHG emissions based on reduced traffic. At a more regional scale,
development of the Project site without mixed uses, without multi-family uses, and at net residential
densities of only between 0.9 du/ac and 3.5 du/ac would be less effective in assisting the City of Oceanside,
SANDAG, and the State of California in achieving a reduction in average vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and
concomitant reduction in GHGs. Because the Project proposes multi-family and office/ accessory
neighborhood serving commercial land uses in close proximity to mass transit, the proposed Project would
contribute to a regional reduction in VMTs and a reduction in the ratio of GHG emissions per service
population (i.e., total residents plus total jobs). The RIA would not lessen the demand for multi-family
housing in the area, so selection of the RIA has the potential to displace a portion of the Project’s
environmental impacts to another location if multi-family housing that could be accommodated on the
Project site is instead developed elsewhere, further from public transit, rather than avoiding the Project’s
impacts altogether. Further, displacing multi-family development to other properties further from mass
transit has the potential to increase vehicular-related GHG impacts by increasing VMT. Nonetheless, total
GHG emissions associated with development of the Project site would be reduced under the RIA; therefore,
impacts due to GHG emissions would be reduced under the RIA as compared to the proposed Project.
G.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Land uses that would occur on-site under the RIA would have the same or similar potential to handle and
store hazardous materials as would the proposed Project. With mandatory regulatory compliance, neither the
RIA nor the proposed Project would be expected to pose a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. In addition, the proposed Project and the RIA both would have the same potential to rupture
the high pressure gas line present on-site during construction, and would be subject to the same mitigation
requirements in order to ensure grading would not occur in a close proximity to the pipeline. Both the
proposed Project and the RIA would be located within an AIA for the Oceanside Municipal Airport and
would be required to comply with the mandatory regulations relating to the AIA. Thus, with mandatory
compliance and mitigation, the Project and the RIA would have similar less-than-significant impact to
hazards and hazardous materials.
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Hydrology and Water Quality

The RIA would disturb approximately 23.225.8 acres more than the proposed Project, which would result in
increased areas of construction-related effects to water quality. Although construction-related impacts under
the RIA likely would be mitigable, they would increase in relation to the proposed Project because the
expanded impact areas would expose more soil that could result in sedimentation in runoff from the site.
Under long-term operating conditions, larger areas of the Project site would consist of impervious surfaces,
which in turn could result in the generation of more polluted stormwater runoff as compared to the Project.
Additionally, peak runoff volumes under the RIA would increase in relation to the Project, which could in
turn increase flooding potential and water quality impacts downstream. Although these impacts would likely
be mitigated to less than significant, hydrology and water quality impacts would increase under the RIA as
compared to the Project. Additionally, due to the increase in developed area under the RIA, the RIA has
greater potential than the proposed Project to alter the drainage pattern of the Project site. Neither the RIA
nor the proposed Project would result in significant impacts associated with on-site flood hazards or on-site
impacts due to the failure of a dam or levee.
In summary, both near-term construction activities and long-term operational characteristics of the RIA
would result in increased but less-than-significant impacts to hydrology and water quality in comparison to
the proposed Project.
I.

Land Use and Planning

Neither the RIA nor the proposed Project would result in the physical division of an established community;
thus, impacts would be similar. Both the proposed Project and the RIA would comply with applicable
General Plan and other policy documents, resulting in no impact. However, the RIA would require an
Amendment to the General Plan designation for Planning Area 1 to be consistent with the site’s zoning
designation. Although the Project proposes to amend the City’s General Plan for Planning Areas 2 and 3, the
analysis throughout this DEIR demonstrates that, all environmental effects associated with the Project’s
proposed General Plan Amendment would be less than significant. Implementation of the RIA would result
in increased physical impacts on-site, which could in turn result in an increased potential for conflict with the
Oceanside Subarea Plan in relation to biological effects. Additionally, the RIA would introduce residential
uses adjacent to the southern edge of the Vista Sports Park, which would not be developed under the
proposed Project. Accordingly, impacts to land use and planning would increase under the RIA in relation to
the proposed Project, although impacts would be less than significant.
J.

Noise

During near-term construction, the types of construction activities conducted on the site would be similar
under both the RIA and the proposed Project; however, under the RIA, development would occur over a
larger physical area than the Project and require grading and construction in closer proximity to the Vista
Sports Park and residential uses to the north and northeast of the Project site. Therefore, it is anticipated that
the duration of noise impacts during the grading, building construction, and architectural coating phases
would increase under this alternative as compared to the proposed Project. Regardless, the types of
construction equipment used and the types of construction activities conducted on-site would be similar
under this alternative and the Project, and the peak daily noise levels generated during the construction phase
would also be similar and are expected to be less than significant.
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Under long-term operational conditions, noise generated by both the proposed Project and the RIA primarily
would be associated with vehicles traveling to and from the site, on-site vehicle idling, maneuvering,
parking, landscape maintenance, music and other amplified sounds typically found in a mixed-use
community, and barking dogs. The proposed Project would result in approximately 4,059 average daily trips
(ADT), whereas the RIA would result in between approximately 2,4522,483 ADT (if Planning Areas 2 and 3
are developed at 1.0 du/ac) and 3,5913,662 ADT (if Planning Areas 2 and 3 are developed at the maximum
allowed 3.5 du/ac)1. Thus, noise from vehicular traffic generated by the site would be decreased under the
RIA as compared to the proposed Project. Under both the Project and RIA, long-term operational-related
noise impacts would be less than significant.
K.

Population and Housing

Under the RIA, the Project site would be developed with between 51 and 181179 single-family homes, along
with 46,783 square feet of commercial land uses. Under the proposed Project, up to 313301 homes and
20,000 square feet of office/ accessory neighborhood serving commercial land uses would be constructed onsite, which would result in an increase in population in the area as compared to the RIA. The Project would
generate approximately 923888 residents, while the RIA would generate between 150151 and 534528
residents. Although the Project’s impacts due to the inducement of substantial population growth would be
less than significant, impacts under the proposed Project would be greater than under the RIA because the
Project proposes greater development intensity on-site than currently allowed by the Oceanside General Plan.
Impacts due to the displacement of homes or people would not occur under either the proposed Project or the
RIA as the Project site does not contain any homes or residents under existing conditions.
L.

Public Services

The RIA would result in between 51 and 181179 single-family homes, along with 46,783 square feet of
commercial land uses, whereas the Project proposes up to 313301 multi-family homes and 20,000 square feet
of office/ accessory neighborhood serving commercial uses on-site. Thus, the proposed Project would result
in increased demand for additional police, fire, library, and school services as compared to the RIA. Impacts
to public services under the Project and the RIA would be less than significant because neither the Project
nor the RIA would result in the need to physically alter a public service facility.
M.

Recreation

The RIA would have a lower demand for recreation facilities than the proposed Project; however, if the RIA
were to be built out to its maximum density, it would result in the need for in-lieu fee payments to be used by
the City towards development of recreational resources within the City. Because both the RIA and the
proposed Project would be required to contribute in-lieu fees for parkland development, impacts would be
similar and would be less-than-significant with the payment of required fees.
N.

Transportation / Traffic

The RIA would include between 51 and 181179 single-family homes, along with 46,783 square feet of
commercial land uses. Under the proposed Project, up to 313301 homes and 20,000 square feet of office/
accessory neighborhood serving commercial would be constructed on-site. The proposed Project would
result in approximately 4,059 average daily trips (ADT), whereas the RIA would result in between
approximately 2,4522,483 ADT (if Planning Areas 2 and 3 are developed at 1.0 du/ac) and 3,5913,662 ADT
(if Planning Areas 2 and 3 are developed at the maximum allowed 3.5 du/ac)1. Although the Project’s
impacts to study area road segments and intersections would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with
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incorporation of mitigation, traffic impacts associated with the RIA would be less and would therefore
require fewer off-site transportation-related improvements as compared to the proposed Project. Neither the
proposed Project nor the RIA would result in adverse impacts associated with air traffic patterns.
Additionally, improvements under both the RIA and the proposed Project would not substantially increase
hazards due to a design feature; result in inadequate emergency access; or conflict with adopted policies,
plans, or programs regarding alternative modes of transportation.
O.

Utilities and Service Systems

Selection of the RIA would have a lower demand for water, sewer, and storm water drainage
service/facilities than the proposed Project due to the reduced number of homes that would occur under the
RIA. In addition, the RIA would result in a slightly reduced demand for solid waste collection and disposal
services as compared to the proposed Project. Neither the proposed Project would nor the RIA would result
in significant or cumulatively considerable impacts to utilities and service systems, but impacts would be
slightly reduced under the RIA due to the reduction in development intensity.
P.

Conclusion

Selection of the RIA would reduce the Project’s impacts associated with air quality, GHG emissions, noise
(long-term), population/housing, public services, recreation, transportation/traffic, and utilities/service
systems. However, due to the increase in areas subject to physical impact under the RIA, impacts to
aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soils, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning,
and noise (near-term) would increase under the RIA in relation to the proposed Project. The RIA serves as a
No Project Alternative because it evaluates what likely would occur on-site under existing General Plan land
use designations. Although this alternative would avoid or lessen some of the Project’s impacts, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2), a No Project Alternative cannot be determined to be the sole
“environmentally superior alternative.” The EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives. Therefore, the Regional Plan Alternative, as described in Subsection 7.3.3, is
identified as the environmentally superior alternative.
The RIA would meet the Project’s objectives to a much lesser extent than the proposed Project. The RIA
would be less effective than the proposed Project in providing for a complementary mix of land uses,
including multi-family residential, single-family residential, and office/ accessory neighborhood serving
commercial land uses. The RIA would provide fewer housing opportunities and less of a diverse range of
housing types and lifestyle opportunities on-site than the proposed Project. Thus, the RIA would be less
effective than the proposed Project in providing housing but more effective at providing employment
opportunities on-site by providing for approximately 136 long-term employment opportunities compared to
the Project’s approximate 60 employment opportunities. The RIA also would be less effective in providing
multi-family residential uses in close proximity to mass transit facilities. However, the RIA would provide
employment-generating land uses in close proximity to mass transit facilities. The RIA also would fail to
create a mixed-use development, and would be much less effective in achieving the objective to preserve
valuable open space within the City of Oceanside. This alternative would also be less effective in meeting
the City’s and SANDAG’s goals to promote the siting of higher-density residential and commercial uses in
close proximity to the Melrose Sprinter Station. The RIA generally would comply with the remaining
objectives of the proposed Project.
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7.3.3 REGIONAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE
The Regional Plan Alternative (RPA) allows decision-makers to compare the environmental impacts of
approving the proposed Project to the environmental impacts that would occur if the property were to be
developed with high-density residential uses, only. As indicated above in Subsection 7.1.3, the SANDAG
Regional Plan’s Smart Growth Concept Map identifies the Project site as a “Potential Community Center”
due to the site’s location within ¼-mile of a transit station (i.e., the Melrose Sprinter Station, located
immediately south of the Project site). Within Community Centers, the Regional Plan recommends a
minimum residential density of 20 du/ac, with no employment-generating land uses. Accordingly, the RPA
considers development of the Project site at a density of 21.0 dwelling units per acre, consistent with the
City’s “High Density Residential (HD-R)” General Plan land use category. Under the RPA, a General Plan
Amendment and Change of Zone would be required to re-designate the property for HD-R land uses.
Assuming the same development area proposed by the Project (i.e., 38.3 acres within Planning Areas 1
through 3) tThe RPA would result in 788731 multi-family homes, including 203 homes in Planning Area 1,
178129 homes in Planning Area 2, and 407399 homes in Planning Area 3. As with the proposed Project, a
total of 34.11 acres would be preserved as open space, including the 29.9132.61 acres located between and
north of Planning Areas 2 and 3 would be permanently conserved as open space, along with an additional
1.821.50 acres of open space located east of Sports Park Way. All other components of the RPA would be
identical to the proposed Project. The site’s land use designations under the RPA are shown graphically
below in Figure 7-2, Regional Plan Alternative.
A.

Aesthetics

Under the RPA, land uses on the Project site would have higher densities than the current General Plan
designation, and higher densities than the designations proposed by the Project’s General Plan Amendment
and Zoning Amendments. Under this alternative, the northern portions of the Project site that are planned for
open space would still be planned for open space. This would ensure preservation of the prominent boulder
outcroppings and wetland vegetation in these portions of the site. As a result, views from the north would be
preserved. Thus, impacts to views from the north would be the same as the proposed Project. In the
southern portions of the site, development with multiple story multi-family residential uses would have
increased effects to existing viewsheds due to the increased building heights. Accordingly, and in
comparison to the proposed Project, the RPA would result in increased, though less-than-significant impacts
Regional Plan Alternative to aesthetics because it would impact the viewshed visible from Oceanside
Boulevard and Melrose Drive due to the increased building heights. Impacts associated with lighting and
glare would be less-than-significant and similar to the proposed Project.
B.

Air Quality

Construction characteristics associated with the RPA would be similar to the proposed Project. Additionally,
the total physical disturbance area would be similar to the proposed Project; thus, air quality impacts
associated with the construction of residential uses would be similar, though slightly increased due to the
increased number of homes on the site. Grading would be required over the same area of the Project site
(i.e., 38.336.17 acres of on- and off-site physical impacts); thus, near-term grading-related air quality and
odor impacts would be similar to the proposed Project. Additionally, during construction, neither the RPA
nor the proposed Project would result in significant impacts due to the exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations. Regardless, due to the increase in the number of dwelling units on-site
under the RPA, impacts during construction would be slightly higher than for the proposed Project.
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Under long-term operating conditions, the primary source of air quality pollutants from both the Project and
RPA would occur as a result of vehicular traffic. Under the proposed Project, approximately 4,059 ADT
would be generated. Under the RPA, approximately 4,4924,167 ADT would be generated (788731 homes x
6 ADT/home = 4,7284,386 ADT; with a 5% reduction in traffic due to proximity to transit, the total ADT
under the RPA would be 4,4924,167 ADT) (SANDAG, 2002). Thus, the RPA would result in approximately
10.7% more vehicular-related air quality pollutant emissions as compared to the proposed Project. Although
operation of the office and restaurant uses as proposed by the Project would result in additional operational
air quality impacts as compared to multi-family residential uses that are proposed for Planning Area 1 by the
RPA, total air quality pollutant emissions would nonetheless increase under this alternative as compared to
the proposed Project due to the increase in the number of homes on-site. Although the RPA would result in
more ADT as compared to the proposed Project, the RPA likely would result in more residents seeking
alternative modes of transportation, thereby resulting in a reduction in VMT as compared to what would
occur under the proposed Project. Reduced VMTs are associated with a reduction in the emission criteria
pollutants as some of the tailpipe emissions from single passenger vehicles are replaced by emissions from
mass transit opportunities, such as the Melrose Sprinter Station and local bus routes. Nonetheless,
implementation of the RPA would result in increased air quality emissions as compared to the proposed
Project based primarily on the increase in ADT that would occur under the proposed Project, even following
the incorporation of mitigation measures. Odor impacts under both the RPA and proposed Project would be
similar, as the operation of residential and/or commercial land uses would not result in the generation of
substantial amounts of odor. Both the proposed Project and the RPA would exceed the growth forecasts
assumed for the site by the RAQS. Although neither the Project nor the RPA would conflict with the RAQS,
the RAQS assumed less development on-site than would occur under the proposed Project and RPA.
Accordingly, because more residents are proposed under the RPA as compared to the proposed Project,
impacts due to a conflict with the RAQS under the RPA would be increased, though still would remain
below a level of significance. Additionally, during long-term operation, neither the RPA nor the proposed
Project would result in significant impacts due to odor, as residential and office/ accessory neighborhood
serving commercial land uses are not associated with the emission of odors that could affect a substantial
number of people.
C.

Biological Resources

Impacts to biological resources on the Project site would be identical under the proposed Project and the
RPA because the development areas would be the same. The RPA would still preserve the 29.9132.61 acres
north of Planning Areas 2 and 3 for Open Space (included as part of the Project’s 34.11 total acres of open
space) which would conserve the majority of the sensitive habitat and wetlands located on-site. Impacts to
all of the types of biological resources on-site would be exactly the same due to the same acreage of
disturbance occurring on-site. Both the RPA and the proposed Project would be required to comply with the
various provision of the Oceanside Subarea Plan; thus, impacts due to a conflict with the Oceanside Subarea
Plan would be similar under both the Project and the RPA. Additionally, both the RPA and the proposed
Project would have the same less-than-significant impacts to wildlife movement corridors. In summary,
implementation of the RPA would result in the same impacts to biological resources as the proposed Project
due to the same area of physical disturbance, and in both cases impacts to biological resources would be
mitigable to a level below significance.
D.

Cultural Resources

There are no known historic resources on the property; thus, impacts to historical resources would not occur
under either the RPA or the proposed Project. However, there are several recorded archeological resources
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on-site, and portion of the Project site is identified as containing paleontologically significant soils with a
high potential for uncovering fossil resources. As noted previously, the physical disturbance area under the
proposed Project and the RPA would be identical; thus, impacts to archeological and paleontological
resources would be identical to the proposed Project throughout the Project site. The RPA would continue to
avoid impacts to Site CA-SDI-6093, and impacts to soils in the northern portions of the Project site (which
have a high potential for containing fossil resources) also would be avoided. Accordingly, impacts to
archeological resources and paleontological resources would be the exact same under the RPA as compared
to the proposed Project.
E.

Geology and Soils

The RPA would physically disturb the same area as the proposed Project; therefore, the same potential for
soil erosion during the construction phase would occur as compared to the proposed Project. Additionally,
the potential for encountering adverse geologic conditions on-site is the same under both the proposed
Project and the RPA. Under the proposed Project and the RPA, impacts to geology and soils would be
mitigable to below a level of significance, and impacts would be contained to the same disturbance area as
the proposed Project.
F.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As more fully discussed in EIR Subsection 4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, implementation of the proposed
Project would result in less-than-significant direct and cumulatively considerable impacts due to GHG
emissions. Implementation of the RPA would result in more GHG emissions as compared to the proposed
Project because the RPA would increase traffic generated by development on the site from 4,059 ADT under
the proposed Project to 4,4924,167 ADT under the RPA. Thus, the RPA would result in approximately
10.7% more vehicular-related GHG emissions as compared to the proposed Project. As such, and based on
the RPA’s level of GHG emissions based on traffic as well as the increased demand for electricity, natural
gas, and water that would occur under the RPA, the RPA would result in more GHG emissions as compared
to the Project. However, under the RPA, the Project site would be developed with densities exceeding 20
du/ac, in conformance with the SANDAG Regional Plan’s policies related to “Potential Community
Centers.” By contrast, the proposed Project would only yield a net residential density of 8.3 du/ac, which is
less than 50% of the density recommended by the Regional Plan for sites located within ¼-mile of a transit
station. Thus, this alternative would be more effective in meeting the City’s and SANDAG’s goals to
promote the siting of higher-density residential and commercial uses in close proximity to the Melrose
Sprinter Station. A direct comparison of the GHG emissions under the RPA and the proposed Project
indicates that the RPA would result in increased GHG emissions based on increased traffic. At a more
regional scale, development of the Project site with densities exceeding 20 du/ac would be more effective in
assisting the City of Oceanside, SANDAG, and the State of California in achieving a reduction in average
vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and concomitant reduction in GHGs. Because the Project proposes fewer
future residents in close proximity to mass transit, the RPA would better contribute to a regional reduction in
VMTs and a reduction in the ratio of GHG emissions per service population (i.e., total residents plus total
jobs) as compared to the proposed Project. The RPA would better accommodate the demand for multifamily housing in the area, and said housing would be located in close proximity to public transit. By
accommodating more multi-family homes on-site as compared to the proposed Project, the RPA would be
more effective in reducing VMTs as compared to the proposed Project. Nonetheless, total GHG emissions
associated with development of the Project site would be increased under the RPA as compared to the
proposed Project.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Land uses that would occur on-site under the RPA would have the same or similar potential to handle and
store hazardous materials as would the proposed Project. With mandatory regulatory compliance, neither the
RPA nor the proposed Project would be expected to pose a significant hazard to the public or the
environment. In addition, the proposed Project and the RPA both would have the potential to rupture the
high pressure gas line present on-site during construction, and would be subject to the same mitigation
requirements in order to ensure grading would not occur in a close proximity to the pipeline. Both the
proposed Project and the RPA would be located within an AIA for the Oceanside Municipal Airport and
would be required to comply with the mandatory regulations relating to the AIA. Thus, with mandatory
compliance and mitigation, the Project and the RPA would have similar less-than-significant impact to
hazards and hazardous materials.
H.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The proposed Project would disturb the same acreage as the proposed Project. Construction-related impacts
under the RPA would expose the same amount of soil that could result in sedimentation in runoff from the
site as compared to the proposed Project. Thus, a similar impact would occur.
Under long-term operating conditions, the same areas of the Project site would consist of impervious
surfaces, which in turn would result in the generation of similar amounts of polluted stormwater runoff as
compared to the Project. Additionally, peak runoff volumes under the RPA would be similar in relation to
the Project. Impacts under the proposed Project and the RPA would be mitigated to a level below
significant. The RPA has the same potential as the proposed Project to alter the drainage pattern of the
Project site. Neither the RPA nor the proposed Project would result in significant impacts associated with
on-site flood hazards or on-site impacts due to the failure of a dam or levee.
In summary, both near-term construction activities and long-term operational characteristics of the RPA
would result in similar less-than-significant impacts to hydrology and water quality in comparison to the
proposed Project.
I.

Land Use and Planning

Neither the RPA nor the proposed Project would result in the physical division of an established community;
thus, impacts would be similar. Both the Project and the RPA would change the land use and zoning
designation on the property. The land use policy, zoning inconsistency, and inconsistency with other policy
documents have all been evaluated and the Project is found to be consistent with applicable policy
documents by including mitigation measures that effectively minimized the conflicts with the applicable
policy documents. The RPA would also include mitigation measures to effectively minimize the conflicts
with the applicable policy documents. Thus the RPA and proposed Project comply with applicable General
Plan and other policy documents, resulting in no impact. Implementation of the RPA would result in the
same amount of physical impacts on-site compared to the Project, which would result in the same potential
for conflict with the Oceanside Subarea Plan. As such, impacts to land use and planning would be similar
under the RPA in relation to the proposed Project.
J.

Noise

During near-term construction, the types of construction activities conducted on the site would be similar
under both the RPA and the proposed Project. It is anticipated that the duration of noise impacts during the
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building construction and architectural coating phase would slightly increase under this alternative as
compared to the proposed Project due to the increased number of dwelling units, although overall daily noise
levels would not increase. The types of construction equipment used and the types of construction activities
conducted on-site would be similar under this alternative and the Project, and the peak daily noise levels
generated during the construction phase would also be similar and are expected to be less than significant.
Under long-term operational conditions, noise generated by both the proposed Project and the RPA primarily
would be associated with vehicles traveling to and from the site, on-site vehicle idling, maneuvering,
parking, landscape maintenance, music and other amplified sounds typically found in a mixed-use
community, and barking dogs. Under the proposed Project, a total of 313301 residential units and up to
20,000 square feet of office/ accessory neighborhood serving commercial space would be constructed, which
would be less intense compared to the RPA, which would include 788731 multi-family homes. Although it
may be reasonable to assume that a higher-density, multi-family development would prioritize use of the
nearby alternative transit facilities, the RPA is nonetheless calculated to result in a 10.7% increase in traffic
as compared to the proposed Project. Thus, it can reasonably be assumed that operational-related noise on
the local roadway system under the RPA would be increased as compared to the proposed Project. Under
both the Project and RPA, long-term operational-related noise impacts would be less than significant.
K.

Population and Housing

Under the RPA, the Project site would be developed with 788731 multi-family dwelling units. Under the
proposed Project, up to 313301 homes and 20,000 square feet of office/ accessory neighborhood serving
commercial land uses would be constructed on-site. Thus, the RPA is calculated to result in a future
population of 2,325 persons, as compared to the 923888 residents and 609 employees that would be
generated under the proposed Project. Although the impacts due to the inducement of substantial population
growth would be less than significant under both the proposed Project and the RPA, population-related
effects to the environment under the RPA would slightly increase as compared to the proposed Project. This
is because the RPA proposes greater intensity on-site than currently allowed by the Oceanside General Plan
and greater intensity than proposed by the Project, resulting in more people residing on the property.
Impacts due to the displacement of homes or people would not occur under either the proposed Project or the
RPA as the Project site does not contain any homes under existing conditions.
L.

Public Services

The RPA would result in the construction of 788731 multi-family homes on-site, whereas the Project
proposes up to 313301 homes and 20,000 square feet of office/ accessory neighborhood serving commercial
uses on-site. Due to the increase in population on-site, the RPA would result in increased demand for police,
fire, library, and school services as compared to the proposed Project. Impacts to public services under the
Project and the RIA would be less than significant because neither the Project nor the RIA would result in
the need to physically alter a public service facility.
M.

Recreation

The RPA would have a higher demand for recreation facilities than the proposed Project. Specifically, the
2,3252,157 residents that would be generated by the RPA would result in a demand for 11.610.8 acres of
parkland (2,3252,157 residents x 5 acres of parkland/1,000 residents = 11.610.8 acres of parkland), as
compared the 4.624.44 acres of parkland demand that would occur under the proposed Project (as discussed
in EIR Subsection 4.13, Recreation). Due to the density proposed on-site as part of the RPA, it is likely that
a majority of the recreational needs would need to occur off-site through the payment of in-lieu fees to
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achieve the required parkland. Because more parkland off-site would be needed under the RPA, impacts to
recreation would be increased under the RPA as compared to the proposed Project, but remain less than
significant.
N.

Transportation / Traffic

The RPA proposes 788731 townhomes, which would result in the generation of approximately 4,4924,167
ADT, and which represents a 10.72.6% increase in ADT as compared to the 4,059 ADT that would be
generated under the proposed Project. Thus, the RPA would result in more traffic than the proposed Project.
Although it may be reasonable to assume that the increased density under the RPA would result in a higher
percentage of future residents on-site utilizing alternative transportation, the RPA would nonetheless result in
more overall traffic as compared to the proposed Project and would likely result in the need for more off-site
improvements than is required for the proposed Project. Neither the proposed Project nor the RPA would
result in adverse impacts associated with air traffic patterns. Additionally, improvements under both the
RPA and the proposed Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature; result in
inadequate emergency access; or conflict with adopted policies, plan, or programs regarding alternative
modes of transportation. Nonetheless, traffic-related impacts under the RPA would be increased as
compared to the proposed Project, yet mitigated to less-than-significant levels.
O.

Utilities and Service Systems

Selection of the RPA would result in a higher demand for water, sewer, and storm water drainage
service/facilities than the proposed Project due to the increase in the number of residential homes that would
occur on-site. In addition, the RPA would result in an increased demand for solid waste collection and
disposal services as the proposed Project. Neither the proposed Project nor the RPA would result in
significant direct or cumulatively considerable impacts to utilities and service systems, but impacts would be
increased under the RPA due to the increase in development intensity.
P.

Conclusion

As compared to the proposed Project, selection of the RPA would result in increased impacts to the
following issue areas, primarily related to the increased number of homes on-site that would occur under this
alternative: aesthetics; air quality (near- and long-term); greenhouse gas emissions; noise (long-term);
population and housing; public services; recreation; transportation and traffic; and utilities and service
systems. The RPA would result in similar impacts to the proposed Project under the following issue areas:
biological resources; cultural resources; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology and
water quality; land use and planning; and noise (near-term). Implementation of the proposed Project would
not reduce any of the proposed Project’s impacts. However, this alternative would implement SANDAG’s
Regional Plan goals to develop the Project site as a Community Center, with densities exceeding 20 du/ac.
The increased density would better support alternative transportation in the Project area as compared to the
proposed Project, and would therefore reduce the average VMTs within the local region as compared to the
proposed Project or the site’s existing General Plan land use designations. Such a reduction in average
VMTs would result in a concomitant reduction in air quality pollutants, greenhouse gases, and energy
consumption. For this reason, the RPA is identified as the Environmentally Superior Alternative pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2).
The RPA would meet most of the Project’s objectives, and in some cases more effectively than the proposed
Project, and in other cases less effectively. The RPA does not propose a complementary mix of land uses,
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including multi-family residential, single-family residential, office/ and/or commercial, and open space. The
RPA provides no employment opportunities on-site that would assist in promoting economic growth within
the City. Although, the RPA would provide for more housing opportunities on-site to meet regional
demands. The RPA would be more effective than the proposed Project in providing higher intensity land
uses in close proximity to alternative modes of transportation. Although mixed uses are not proposed under
the RPA (unlike the proposed Project), the RPA and the proposed Project would be visually compatible with
existing and planned development in the immediate vicinity of the property, and would incorporate
mitigation measures where necessary to minimize operational conflicts with surrounding land uses. Both the
RPA and the proposed Project would provide homes that are attractive to buyers and that are competitively
priced with other homes in the Project’s vicinity. Unlike the proposed Project, the RPA would not meet the
Project’s objective to provide for an office/ accessory neighborhood serving commercial retail building at the
intersection of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element primary arterial roadways that would positively
contribute to the local economy. All of the remaining Project objectives, including objectives related to
pedestrian paths and bicycle lanes, capital improvements, conservation of natural resources, and preservation
of open space and biological habitat, would be equally met under both the proposed Project and the RPA.
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7.0 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Alternative to the Proposed Project – Comparison of Environmental Impacts

PROPOSED PROJECT
SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS
AFTER MITIGATION

LEVEL OF IMPACT COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE

REGIONAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE

Aesthetics
Air Quality

Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant

Avoided
Avoided

Increased
Increased

Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards/Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use/Planning
Noise

Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant

Avoided
Avoided
Avoided
Avoided
Avoided
Reduced
Reduced
Avoided

Population / Housing
Public Services
Recreation
Transportation/ Traffic
Utilities / Service Systems

Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant
Less-than-Significant

Reduced
Avoided
Avoided
Avoided
Avoided

Increased
Near-Term: Increased
Long-Term: Reduced
Increased
Increased
Increased
Reduced
Similar
Increased
Increased
Near-Term: Increased
Long-Term: Reduced
Reduced
Reduced
Similar
Reduced
Reduced

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

Objective A: To efficiently develop an underutilized property
comprising approximately 50-100 acres with a complementary
mix of land uses, including multi-family residential, single-family
residential, office and/or commercial, and open space.
Objective B: To provide a variety of housing opportunities that
offers a diverse range of housing types and lifestyle opportunities
on an underutilized property in the City of Oceanside that will
assist in meeting the regional demand for housing.
Objective C: To provide employment generating land uses on an
underutilized property in the City of Oceanside to promote
economic growth in the City.
Objective D: To provide for higher intensity development in close
proximity to alternative modes of transportation in order to
encourage the use of mass transit in lieu of automobiles.

Similar
Similar
Similar
Increased
Similar
Similar
Similar
Near-Term: Similar
Long-Term: Increased
Increased
Similar
Increased
Increased
Increased

LEVEL OF IMPACT COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE

REGIONAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE

No

Yes, but to a lesser degree

Yes, but to a lesser degree

No

Yes, but to a lesser degree

Yes, but to a lesser degree for housing
but not for economic growth

No

No

Yes

No

No

No
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Alternative to the Proposed Project – Comparison of Environmental Impacts

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

LEVEL OF IMPACT COMPARED TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE

REGIONAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE

Objective E: To create a mixed-use development that is visually
compatible with existing and planned development in the
immediate vicinity of the property, and that minimizes operational
conflicts, such as high noise levels or traffic congestion, to the
extent possible with surrounding existing and planned land uses
while talking into consideration the topographic constraints of the
site.

No

Yes

Yes

Objective F: To provide homes that are attractive to buyers, offer
a diverse range of housing types and lifestyle opportunities and
that are competitively priced with other homes in the Project site’s
vicinity
Objective G: To construct an office and/or commercial retail
building at one of the City’s General Plan Circulation Element
primary arterial roadway intersections that can attract tenants at
competitive lease rates to help ensure that the building is occupied
and positively contributes to the local economy.
Objective H: To provide new pedestrian facilities and bicycle
lanes that connect to regional facilities, such as the rail-trail
connection to the Guajome Regional Park, the Vista Sports Park,
and existing and planned bicycle paths per the City’s Bicycle
Master Plan.
Objective I: To plan and construct capital improvements for
water, sewer, and drainage to provide adequate infrastructure
capacity to service a mixed-use development on an underutilized
property in the City of Oceanside.
Objective J: To conserve natural resources during the
construction and operation of a new mixed-use development by
utilizing energy efficient construction practices and by
incorporating energy efficient features into the project’s design.
Objective K: To preserve valuable open space and biological
habitat in the City of Oceanside.

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes
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review at the City of Oceanside Planning Division, 300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054.
Appendix A

Notice of Preparation for Melrose + Oceanside, and Written Comments.

Appendix B
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Appendix H2 Hunsaker & Associates - San Diego Inc. 2015. Hydromodification Management Plan. 2015.
Appendix H3 Hunsaker & Associates - San Diego Inc. 20162017b. Priority Development Project Storm
Water Mitigation Plan for Melrose Heights. May 25, 2016August 25, 2017.
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