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INITIAL STUDY
City of Oceanside California
1.

PROJECT: Riverview Springs Addition (ZA16-00009, D16-00007, & CUP16-00015)

2.

LEAD AGENCY:
City of Oceanside
Development Services Department
Planning Division
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

3.

CONTACT PERSON & PHONE:
Mary P. Wright, Planning Consultant
Phone: (760) 435-3529

4.

PROJECT LOCATION:
4398 Rainier Way, Oceanside, California
APNs 158-030-40, -41, and -42

5.

APPLICANT:
Riverview Springs, LTD
521 Olympic Way
Oceanside, CA 92058

6.

CURRENT GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
Medium Density Residential – C (MDC-R)
MCR-D (Roadway Access Only)

7.

CURRENT ZONING:
Medium Density Residential - B (RM-B)
Medium Density Residential - C (RM-C) (Roadway Access Only)

8.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The project consists of a Zone Change (ZA16-0009), Development Plan (D16-0007), and
Conditional Use Permit (16-00005) for the demolition of carports and miscellaneous structures, and
the construction of an additional 47 apartments within the existing 23.4-acre, 358-unit Riverview
Springs apartment complex located at 4398 Rainier Way, City of Oceanside, California (Figures 1 to
3). As shown on the project site plan (Figure 4), the Applicant proposes 6 apartment buildings within
the approximately 2acre grass and parking lot area along the southern boundary of the site. The
project would meet the City of Oceanside excellence of design features, as noted in the Land Use
Element of the City’s General Plan, thereby allowing the project to achieve a housing density above
the allowed base density. The excellence of design features would include enhanced landscaping
throughout the site and the provision of five affordable housing units. The buildings would be two
stories tall, with 34 one-bedroom units and 13 two-bedroom units ranging in size from 840 to 1,700
square feet. The architectural style of the structures would match the existing apartment buildings,
and would include sloped tile roofs, neutral tan and brown stucco exteriors, framed windows, and
painted railings along balconies. Landscaping similar to the existing would continue to be provided
throughout the development and maintained by the Homeowners Association, including the
landscaping around the proposed structures.
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FIGURE 2
Project Location on USGS Map
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Image Source: NearMaps (flown Jan 2017)
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The project would be constructed on an area that was previously filled to raise the area out of the
floodplain of the San Luis Rey River and currently includes parking and open grass. A parking study
(Appendix A) was completed to address parking demands. The existing parking in the project impact
area consists of 69 covered stalls and 11 uncovered stalls. While the project would remove a total of
80 existing stalls, the project would provide 135 parking spaces consisting of 94 covered stalls,
39 uncovered stalls, and 2 (1 covered) stalls compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act.
Overall, the project site would include 824 spaces with the implementation of the project.
Site access to the apartment complex would continue to be via Rainier Way and Baker Street with
the implementation of the project. Rainier Way would be 27.5 feet wide.
Site drainage and water quality control improvements are also proposed by the Applicant. These
improvements consist of a series of inlets along Rainier Way, as well as a proposed realignment of
the existing storm drain system. As under the existing conditions, the proposed system would outlet
to the San Luis Rey River. The project would include Best Management Practices (BMPs) in
accordance with the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) municipal separate storm sewer system permit that covers the San
Diego Region (Order No. R9-2013-0001) and City of Oceanside (City) BMP Design Manual dated
February 2016. The proposed BMPs include minimizing impermeable area, directing runoff to
proposed permeable areas as feasible, use of permeable pavers within parking areas, and use of
Filterra biofiltration units (BF-3). These BMPs would be maintained by the Homeowners Association
in perpetuity.
The project would require sewer, water, and fire-serve water line lateral connections to existing
facilities within Rainier Way. These laterals would range in size from 2 to 4 inches. Proper trash
enclosures consisting of five new enclosures designed to meet the City’s design requirements would
be provided. New irrigation improvements would follow the City Guidelines and Water Conservation
Ordinance.
The construction phase of the project would involve demolition, vegetation clearing, grading, and
construction. Project grading would involve 995 cubic yards of cut and 580 cubic yards of fill, as well
as 1,732 cubic yards of undercuts. Grading for building footings would be a maximum of 5 feet deep,
the storm drain would be installed a maximum of 9 feet deep, the water line would be a maximum of
4 feet deep and the sewer line a maximum of 8 feet deep. Overall, the project would export
2,147 cubic yards of soil to an appropriate landfill in accordance with regulations. Topography would
range from 60 to 65 feet above mean sea level before and after proposed grading. The existing
retaining wall along the western site boundary and the fence along the southern area of the site
would remain. Construction hours would be limited to between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through
Friday, and non-noise producing construction activities to 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Saturday (excluding
holidays).
The project would include a zone change (ZA16-00009) to allow for the proposed density, which
would be consistent with the density allowed by the General Plan. A Conditional Use Permit
(CUP16-00015) is included as a part of the project to achieve a density above the base General Plan
Residential Medium Density C (RM-C) designation density of 15.1 dwelling units per acre. A
Development Plan (DP16-00017) is also proposed to permit residential development with three or
more units.
9.

SURROUNDING LAND USE(S) & PROJECT SETTING:
The project site consists of an apartment complex surrounded by residential uses in an urbanized
area of the city of Oceanside. Surrounding residential uses include multi-family directly to the south
and east, single-family direct to the west, and single-family and multi-family residential past North
River Road to the north. Other uses in the vicinity include Whalen Lake, Windmill Lake, a solar
facility, and the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant to the east; an open space corridor and
trail along San Luis Rey River to the south; a neighborhood commercial area to the northeast; and
the Oceanside Golf Course and Camp Pendleton to the north. Regional vehicular access is provided
by State Route 76 (SR-76), which is approximately 1 mile to the south of the site.
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10. OTHER REQUIRED AGENCY APPROVALS:
Federal Emergency Management Agency – Conditional Letter of Map Revision (Project Condition)
11. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION:
None
12. CONSULTATION:
City of Oceanside, Development Services Department, Planning Division
Tribal Consultation pursuant to Assembly Bill 52
13. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The project would have the following Potentially Significant Impacts to the resource areas listed
below. A summary of the environmental factors potentially affected by this project, consisting of a
Potentially Significant Impact or Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated, include:
Aesthetics

Air Quality

Land Use/Planning

Agricultural and Forestry
Resources
Cultural and Tribal
Cultural Resources
Hazards & Hazardous
Materials
Mineral Resources

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Geology and Soils
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise

14. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts that may result from the proposed
project. For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist
(Section 2) are stated and answers are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the
Initial Study. The analysis considers the project’s short-term impacts (construction-related), and its
operational or day-to-day impacts. For each question, there are four possible responses. They
include:
1. No Impact. Future development arising from the project’s implementation will not have any
measurable environmental impact on the environment and no additional analysis is required.
2. Less Than Significant Impact. The development associated with project implementation will have
the potential to impact the environment; these impacts, however, will be less than the levels or
thresholds that are considered significant and no additional analysis is required.
3. Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The development will have the potential to generate
impacts which may be considered as a significant effect on the environment, although mitigation
measures or changes to the project’s physical or operational characteristics can reduce these
impacts to levels that are less than significant.
4. Potentially Significant Impact. Future implementation will have impacts that are considered
significant, and additional analysis is required to identify mitigation measures that could reduce
these impacts to less than significant levels.

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact

City of Oceanside, California

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.

8

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

14.1 AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic building along a Statedesignated scenic highway?
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
No Impact. The City of Oceanside General Plan (General Plan; City of Oceanside 2002) scenic area
goal states “encourage the preservation of significant visual open spaces when such preservation is
in the best interest of the public health, safety, and welfare.” While the General Plan does not
designate any scenic corridors, the Environmental Resource Management Element of the General
Plan indicates that hillsides, cultural resources, and natural vegetation are considered scenic.
The project site consists of an existing apartment complex surrounded by residential uses. The
existing structures on-site, and in the vicinity, are two stories and block views of the project area from
off-site public vantage points. For example, hillsides to the north are visible from public vantage points
such as Douglas Drive and San Luis Rey River Trail; however, construction of additional structures
between existing buildings would result in no impacts to these views because the structures would
not block the view or result in an adverse effect on a scenic vista. No impact to scenic vistas would
occur.
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
No Impact. SR-76, which is located approximately 1 mile to the south of the project site, is eligible to
be a State Scenic Highway but is not officially designated as such (California Department of
Transportation 2017a and 2017b) No hillsides, native habitat, rock outcroppings or historic buildings
that may be considered scenic resources are located on-site. Landscaping would be provided in
accordance with the City’s Municipal Code, and mature trees would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. Due to
the distance and intervening features, the site is not visible from SR-76. No impact to scenic
resources would occur.
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
Less than Significant Impact. The project site consists of an existing apartment complex
surrounded by residential uses. The redevelopment of carports and landscaping into residential
buildings would intensify residential uses on the site but would not substantially change the character
of the site or be inconsistent with the surrounding character. In addition, the existing grass area is not
required or dedicated open space. The project architectural style and landscaping would be
consistent with the existing multi-family residential in the area, and mature trees would be replaced at
a 1:1 ratio in accordance with the City Municipal Code. The project would include excellence of
design features in accordance with the General Plan (2002), which include superior landscaping,
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superior hardscape (pavers instead of asphalt or concrete parking areas), and affordable housing
units. The increase in density would not be visually significant considering it would be visually similar
to the condominiums to the south and east. Short-term construction-related aesthetic impacts would
consist primarily of grading activities, presence of construction equipment, and additional signage and
warning markers on roadways. While these construction activities would contrast with the visual
character of the surrounding area, the aesthetic impact would be short-term and would not
significantly degrade the quality of the site or its surroundings. Overall, project visual character and
quality impacts would be less than significant.
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

No Impact. The residential uses would include outdoor lighting. However, this would not be a new
source of lighting as the surrounding area already contains night-lighting. All lighting would comply
with the City’s requirements for shielding to control glare and prevent light spillover onto adjacent
areas. The project would have no impact on day or nighttime views related to light or glare.

14.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. Would the
project:
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 to a
non-agricultural use?
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 nonforest use?
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?
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
No Impact. The project area is urban in nature, consisting primarily of residential uses. The most
recent California Important Farmland map identifies the site within an area designated “Urban and
Built-Up Land.” Designated land uses within the project area do not include agricultural uses, and
project implementation would not result in conversion of existing farmland to non-agricultural uses.
The project would therefore have no effect on agricultural resources mapped as Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
No Impact. The project site is in an area designated and zoned for residential development. There
are no agricultural designations in the project area, and no Williamson Act contracts apply. Therefore,
implementation of the project would not result in any conflicts 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))?
No Impact. As the project site is located within an urban area, the project would not conflict with any
zoning for forest land, timberland, or land zoned for timberland production.
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact. The project site does not contain forest resources. Therefore, the project would not result
in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

No Impact. Refer to responses 14.2a-d. No impacts would occur from this project.

14.3 AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?
b. Violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation?
c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under the
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Less than Significant Impact. The Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) is the applicable regional
air quality plan that sets forth the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) strategies for
achieving the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and California Ambient Air Quality Standards.
The San Diego Air Basin is designated a non-attainment area for the federal and state ozone (O3)
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standard. Accordingly, the RAQS was developed to identify feasible emission control measures and
provide expeditious progress toward attaining the standards for ozone. The two pollutants addressed
in the RAQS are reactive organic gases (ROGs) and nitrogen oxides (NOX), which are precursors to
the formation of ozone. Projected increases in motor vehicle usage, population, and growth create
challenges in controlling emissions and, by extension, to maintaining and improving air quality. The
RAQS, in conjunction with the Transportation Control Measure, were most recently adopted in 2016
as the air quality plan for the region.
The growth projections used by the SDAPCD to develop the RAQS emissions budgets are based on
the population, vehicle trends, and land use plans developed in general plans and used by the San
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) in the development of the regional transportation plans
and sustainable communities strategy. As such, projects that propose development that is consistent
with the growth anticipated by SANDAG’s growth projections and/or the General Plan would not
conflict with the RAQS. In the event that a project would propose development that is less dense than
anticipated by the growth projections, the project would likewise be consistent with the RAQS. In the
event a project proposes development that is greater than anticipated in the growth projections,
further analysis would be warranted to determine if the project would exceed the growth projections
used in the RAQS for the specific subregional area.
The project site is designated as Medium Density Residential-C (MDC-R) by the Oceanside General
Plan and no change to this designation is proposed. The project includes a proposed rezone from
RM-B to RM-C to make the zoning consistent with the existing General Plan designation. The project
would be consistent with the current land use designation, and would not result in growth that
exceeds projections anticipated by SANDAG. Additionally, as discussed in Sections 14.3b and 14.3c,
the project would result in emissions that are less than the applicable thresholds for all criteria
pollutants. Therefore, the project would not obstruct or conflict with implementation of the SDAPCD
RAQS. Impacts would be considered less than significant.
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
Less than Significant Impact. The State of California and the federal government have established
health-based ambient air quality standards for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone; carbon
monoxide (CO); NOX; sulfur oxides (SOX); particulate matter up to 10 microns in diameter (PM10);
particulate matter up to 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5); and lead (Pb). Ozone is formed by a
photochemical reaction between NOX and ROGs. The net increase in pollutant emissions of a project
determines the impact on regional air quality.
Air quality emissions related to the project would occur during construction and operation of the
project, as described below.
Construction: Construction-related activities are temporary, short-term sources of air emissions.
Sources of construction-related air emissions include fugitive dust from grading activities, construction
equipment exhaust, and construction-related trips from worker commute, hauling, and materials
delivery. Project grading would involve 995 cubic yards of cut and 580 cubic yards of fill, as well as
1,732 cubic yards of undercuts. Overall, the project would export 2,147 cubic yards of soil. Maximum
daily construction emissions associated with the project were modeled using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) software version 2016.3.1. Air emission estimates in CalEEMod are
based on the duration of construction phases; construction equipment type, quantity, and usage;
grading area; season; and ambient temperature, among other parameters. Construction emissions
were modeled assuming construction would begin in January 2018 and last approximately one year.
Model output results are provided in Appendix B. Standard dust control measures would be
implemented as a part of project construction in accordance with SDAPCD rules and regulations.
Fugitive dust emissions were calculated using CalEEMod default values, and did not take into
account the required dust control measures. Thus, the emissions shown in Table 1 are conservative.
As shown in Table 1, the maximum daily emission levels during construction are projected to be less
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than the applicable thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Impacts would therefore be less than
significant.
Table 1
Summary of Worst-Case Construction Emissions
(pounds per day)
SDAPCD
Project
Significance
Exceeds
Pollutant
Emissions
Threshold
Threshold?
1
ROG
67
250
No
NOX
37
250
No
CO
17
550
No
SOX
0
250
No
PM10
9
100
No
PM2.5
5
67
No
SOURCE: SDAPCD Rule 20.1, 20.2 and 20.3
1
ROG threshold based on federal General Conformity de minimis levels for
ozone precursors identified in Rule 20.1.

Operation: Operational emissions associated with the project, including mobile source emissions and
area source emissions from natural gas use and landscaping equipment, were modeled using
CalEEMod. Mobile emissions were estimated using trip generation rates identified in the Traffic
Impact Analysis prepared for the project. The project would generate 6 trips per unit for a total of 282
daily trips (Appendix C). Based on regional data compiled by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) as part of the emission factor model, the average regional trip length for all trips in San
Diego County is 5.8 miles (CARB 2014). Default vehicle emission factors were used.
As shown in Table 2, operational emissions would not exceed the applicable significance thresholds.
Thus, the project would not violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Impacts would be less than significant.
Table 2
Summary of Operational Emissions
(pounds per day)
SDAPCD
Project
Significance
Exceeds
Pollutant
Emissions
Threshold
Threshold?
1
ROG
2
250
No
NOx
2
250
No
CO
9
550
No
1
SOx
0
250
No
PM10
1
100
No
2
PM2.5
0
67
No
SOURCE: SDAPCD Rule 20.1, 20.2 and 20.3 (SDAPCD 2016).
1
ROG threshold based on federal General Conformity de minimis levels for
ozone precursors identified in Rule 20.1.

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 which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
Less than Significant Impact. Refer to responses 14.3a and 14.3b above. The region is classified
as an attainment area for all criterion pollutants except ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. The San Diego Air
Basin is a nonattainment area for the 8-hour federal and state ozone standards. Ozone is not emitted
directly, but is a result of atmospheric activity on precursors. NOX and ROG are known as the chief
“precursors” of ozone. These compounds react in the presence of sunlight to produce ozone.
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As shown in Tables 1 and 2, emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NO X), PM10, and PM2.5 from
construction and operation would be below the applicable thresholds. Therefore, the project would not
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in emissions of ozone, PM10, or PM2.5, and impacts
would be less than significant.
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Less than Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors near the project site include adjacent residential
uses to the north, south, east, and west, and a school to the southwest.
Construction of the project and associated infrastructure would result in short-term diesel exhaust
emissions from on-site heavy-duty equipment. Construction of the project would result in the
generation of dieselexhaust diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from the use of off-road diesel
equipment required for site grading and excavation, paving, and other construction activities and
onroad diesel equipment used to bring materials to and from the project site. DPM has been
identified by CARB as a carcinogen. Cancer risk is dependent on the exposure concentration (dose)
and duration of exposure. As exposure from diesel-fueled construction vehicles would be short-term,
project construction equipment is not anticipated to result in substantial cancer risk.
Project-related traffic would emit CO. Localized CO concentration is a direct function of motor vehicle
activity at signalized intersections (e.g., idling time and traffic flow conditions), particularly during peak
commute hours and meteorological conditions. Under specific meteorological conditions (e.g., stable
conditions that result in poor dispersion), CO concentrations may reach unhealthy levels with respect
to local sensitive land uses. CO hotspots due to traffic almost exclusively occur at signalized
intersections that operate at a level of service (LOS) E or below. Projects may result in or contribute
to a CO hotspot if they worsen traffic flow at signalized intersections operating at LOS E or F. Based
on the traffic impact analysis, the project would not result in a signalized intersection to operate at
LOS E or worse (see Appendix C), and, therefore, is not anticipated to result in a CO hot spot.
The project is not anticipated to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Project impacts would be less than significant.
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
Less than Significant Impact. The project does not include heavy industrial or agricultural uses that
are typically associated with odor complaints. During construction, diesel equipment may generate
some nuisance odors. Sensitive receptors near the project site include residential uses; however,
exposure to odors associated with project construction would be short term and temporary in nature.
Residential uses do not include operational sources of objectionable odors. Therefore, operation of
the project is not expected to generate significant objectionable odors affecting a substantial number
of people. Impacts would be less than significant.

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact

City of Oceanside, California

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.

14

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

14.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
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
the USFWS?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife 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 tree preservation policy/ordinance?
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?
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 the USFWS?
No Impact. The project area consists of an existing apartment building complex. No native habitat
exists on-site or adjacent to the project site. While a grassy lawn and trees exist on-site, the area is
urbanized and is not anticipated to provide significant biological value to listed or sensitive species.
No impact to sensitive or listed species would occur.
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
No Impact. Refer to above response. No riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities are located
on-site or adjacent to the site. No impact would occur.
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?
No Impact. No federally protected wetlands are located on-site. The project would have no impact on
jurisdictional waters.
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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?
No Impact. The project site consists of an urbanized area that is a part of an existing apartment
complex. The project site is surrounded by residential development, and does not connect areas of
habitat. Additionally, the project site is not within any biological core or linkage areas identified by the
draft Oceanside Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (City of
Oceanside 2010). As the site is already urbanized and trees would be replaced pursuant to the City’s
Policy, the project would result in no change to the site’s biological value related to species
movement and use as a nursery site. Thus, there would be no impact. While no significant impact to
wildlife movement is anticipated, the project would be required to comply with the California Code,
Fish and Game Code Section 3503. Accordingly, the project conditions of approval would include the
requirement for a pre-construction bird nest survey and, if applicable, nest avoidance measures in
accordance with the Fish and Game Code.
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree
preservation policy/ordinance?
No Impact. The project site does not contain sensitive biological resources and implementation of the
project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. The
City of Oceanside General Plan Policy 1.22B states, “mature trees removed for development shall be
mitigated by replacement with an appropriate type, size and number of trees.” The project would
comply with this tree replacement policy. Thus, no impacts would occur.
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?

14.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5 of CEQA?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5 of CEQA?
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?
d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?
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Potentially
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

No Impact. A Draft Oceanside Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities
Conservation Plan has been prepared to address habitat conservation within the City. Per this
conservation plan, the project site is mapped as Developed Area (City of Oceanside 2010). The
project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan for the City or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan because the site is not planned for conservation and does not contain sensitive
biological resources. There would be no impact.
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a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§15064.5 of CEQA?
No Impact. The existing project site consists of an apartment complex built in the early 1990s (City
Project number P-16-86). Based on their age, the structures on-site are not considered historic. In
1
addition, a records search was completed on March 7, 2018 by RECON Environmental, Inc. at the
South Coastal Information Center that found no record of a historical resource on the project site. The
geotechnical report (Appendix D) states that 19 feet of engineered soil exists at the proposed pad
areas. Grading for building footings would be a maximum of 5 feet deep, the storm drain would be
installed a maximum of 9 feet deep, the water line would be a maximum of 4 feet deep and the sewer
line a maximum of 8 feet deep. Thus, the proposed improvements would not disturb the native soil.
Due to the minimal grading proposed and the existing site disturbance from previous development,
impacts to subsurface historical resources are not anticipated. Thus, no impact to a historical
resource would occur.
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.5 of CEQA?
No Impact. The existing project site consists of an apartment complex built in the early 1990s (City
Project number P-16-86). The site is located in proximity to the San Luis Rey River corridor. A
1
records search was completed on March 7, 2018 by RECON at the South Coastal Information
Center that found no record of an archaeological resource on the project site. According to the
geotechnical report (see Appendix D), the proposed pad area has engineered fill to a depth of
approximately 19 feet below ground surface. Grading for building footings would be a maximum of 5
feet deep, the storm drain would be installed a maximum of 9 feet deep, the water line would be a
maximum of 4 feet deep and the sewer line a maximum of 8 feet deep. Thus, the proposed
improvements would not disturb the native soil. No known archaeological resources exist onsite or
are expected to occur within the subsurface engineered fill. Due proposed grading primarily occurring
within engineered fills and the minimal amount of grading proposed, no impact to an archaeological
resource is anticipated to occur.
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
No Impact. According to the geotechnical report (see Appendix D), the site is underlain by
engineered fill to a depth of 19 feet. Underlying the engineered fill is late Holocene-age alluvial flood
plain deposits. Grading for building footings would be a maximum of 5 feet deep, the storm drain
would be installed a maximum of 9 feet deep, the water line would be a maximum of 4 feet deep and
the sewer line a maximum of 8 feet deep. Thus, the proposed improvements would not disturb the
late Holocene-age alluvial flood plain deposits. Engineered fill has no potential to yield significant
paleontological resources or unique geologic features, and alluvial soils have a low potential to yield
such resources. Considering grading excavation would be limited to the engineered fills, no impact to
paleontological resources or unique geologic features would occur.
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
No Impact. There are no known grave sites on the project site and the disturbance of human remains
is not anticipated. In the unlikely event that human remains are encountered, State Health and Safety
Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County of San
Diego (County) Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98. The County Coroner must be notified of any human remain finds
immediately. If the remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner would notify the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which would determine and notify a Most Likely
Descendant (MLD). With the permission of the landowner or his/her authorized representative, the
1

Note that this record search includes confidential information pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21082.3.
Thus, the records search is not available to the general public and is not included as an Appendix to this document.
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MLD may inspect the site of the discovery, and shall complete the inspection within 24 hours of
notification by the NAHC. The MLD would have the opportunity to make recommendations to the
NAHC on the disposition of the remains. Compliance with applicable regulations ensures no
significant impact would occur.

14.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potentially 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 for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
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 onsite 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?
e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving:
1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
Less than Significant Impact. According to the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (see
Appendix D), the project site is within the seismically active southern California region. The
project site does not lie within the Alquist–Priolo fault zone, and the potential for direct surface
fault rupture is unlikely. The Newport–Inglewood Fault, Rose Canyon Fault, and Elsinore Fault
are located approximately 14 kilometers to the southwest, 15.8 kilometers to the southwest and
1.83 kilometers to the northeast, respectively. Potential impacts to the project would be reduced
through adherence to requirements specified in the Alquist–Priolo Act, the Uniform Building
Code (UBC), Title 24 of the California Building Code, and all development regulations of the City,
including the Seismic Hazard Mitigation Ordinance. Impacts would be less than significant.
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2) Strong seismic ground shaking?
Less than Significant Impact. According to the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (see
Appendix D), the Newport-Inglewood Fault has the potential to result in a 0.40g peak ground
acceleration (a measure of the maximum force experienced by a small mass located at the
surface of the ground during an earthquake) at the project site. As indicated above, the project
would comply with the Alquist–Priolo Act, UBC, Title 24 of the California Building Code, and all
development regulations of the City, including the Seismic Hazard Mitigation Ordinance.
Considering compliance with these regulations, the impacts from strong seismic ground shaking
would be less than significant.
3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Less than Significant Impact. Soil liquefaction occurs within relatively loose, cohesionless
sands located below the water table that are subjected to ground accelerations from earthquakes.
According to the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (see Appendix D), the soils present onsite have a negligible risk for liquefaction. Seismically induced soil settlement was also identified
as having a low risk on-site considering building regulations and the soils present. Impacts would
be less than significant.
4) Landslides?
No Impact. Landslides are mass movements of the ground that include rock falls, relatively
shallow slumping and sliding of soil, and deeper rotational or transitional movement of soil or
rock. According to the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (see Appendix D), the site is
located in a relatively flat area, and no landslides have been mapped in the area. In addition,
future construction would comply with the UBC and the City’s Seismic Hazard Mitigation
Ordinance. Overall, no landslide-related impact would occur.
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Less than Significant Impact. As required by City regulations, the project would include BMPs
during grading and construction. The construction phase of the project would displace soils and
temporarily increase the potential for soil erosion. The project would include approximately 2 acres of
grading. Construction-phase BMPs may include, but are not limited to, soil stabilizers, sand bag
berms, stabilized construction entrances, and other runoff controls. Operational BMPs would include
landscaping and a storm drain system, which would reduce the potential for erosion (Appendix E).
With adherence to regulations, impacts would be less than significant.
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?
Less than Significant Impact. Refer to responses above. Underlying soils consist of engineered fill
and alluvium (see Appendix D). Adherence to standard engineering practices would result in less
than significant impacts related to subsidence of the land. Furthermore, the project is not located on
an unstable geologic unit. Thus, the project would have a less than significant impact related to 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 Uniform Building Code (1997),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
Less than Significant Impact. According to the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation (see
Appendix D), the site is underlain by engineered fill and alluvial soils. The expansion potential of
these soils would be minimal. Adherence to standard engineering practices, contained within the
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most recent UBC, would reduce impacts associated with seismic hazards. Impacts would be less
than significant.
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?

No Impact
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No Impact. The proposed project would be connected to public sewer system and does not include
the installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems; therefore, there would be
no impact.

14.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact
on the environment?
Less than Significant Impact. For assessing the significance of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
CEQA Guidelines allow lead agencies to adopt GHG thresholds of significance and to consider
thresholds of significance adopted or recommended by other public agencies, or recommended by
experts, provided that the thresholds are supported by substantial evidence. The City of Oceanside
has not adopted its own GHG Thresholds of Significance for CEQA and currently follows guidance
from the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) report CEQA & Climate
Change, dated January 2008, as screening criteria to determine when a GHG analysis would be
required and when a cumulatively significant contribution of GHGs would occur.
The CAPCOA guidance identifies several potential approaches for assessing a project’s GHG
emissions; among these approaches the guidance introduces the concept of establishing thresholds
based on GHG emission market capture rates. Following this approach, a lead agency defines an
acceptable market capture rate and identifies the corresponding emissions level. State GHG
emissions reduction targets proposed and/or codified by Executive Order (EO) S-3-05, AB 32, EO B30-15, and Senate Bill (SB) 32 include achieving 1990 emission levels by 2020; 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030; and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. The 2020 and 2030 reduction
targets have been codified by AB 32 and SB 32, respectively, and the 2050 reduction targets
proposed by EO-3-05 have not yet been codified. The most ambitious reduction target, 80 percent
below 1990 levels, corresponds to a 90 percent reduction in statewide business-as-usual emissions.
Thus, the guidance identifies a project-level threshold of 900 metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide
equivalent (CO2E) annually that would correspond to a 90 percent market capture rate. Following
rationale presented in the CAPCOA Guidance, the aggregate emissions from all projects with
individual annual emissions that are equal to or less than 900 MT CO2E would not impede
achievement of the state GHG emissions reduction targets codified by AB 32 (2006) and
SB 32 (2016), and impacts under the CEQA would therefore be less than cumulatively considerable.
If a project exceeds this screening level threshold, then additional analysis would be required to
determine conformity with GHG reduction targets.
To estimate the project annual MT CO2E emissions, CalEEMod was utilized (CAPCOA 2016). The
project would generate GHG emissions during both construction and project operation.
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Construction emissions were modeled assuming construction would begin in January 2018 and last
approximately one year. Construction emissions are calculated for construction activity based on the
construction equipment profile and other factors determined as needed to complete all phases of
construction. Based on guidance from the South Coast Air Quality Management District, total
construction GHG emissions resulting from a project should be amortized over 30 years and added to
operational GHG emissions to account for their contribution to GHG emissions over the lifetime of a
project (South Coast Air Quality Management District 2009).
Project operation would also generate GHG emissions through vehicle trips, energy use, water use,
and waste generation. Vehicle trips were assumed to total 282 daily trips (see Appendix C) with a
standard trip length of 5.8 miles (CARB 2014). It was also assumed that the project would be required
to comply with the 2016 Title 24 energy code, and energy would be provided based on SDG&E’s
specific energyintensity factors (i.e., the amount of carbon dioxide [CO2], methane [CH4], and nitrous
oxide [N2O] per kilowatt-hour). The landscaping equipment emission values were derived from
CARB’s 2011 InUse Off-Road Equipment Inventory Model. Based on California Green Building
Standards requirements, a 20 percent reduction in indoor water use was included in the water
consumption calculations for the project. GHGs generated by solid waste disposal was calculated
using waste disposal rates identified by California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
as well as AB 341 mandated waste reduction of 75 percent by 2020 (California Department of
Resources Recycling and Recovery 2016).
The CalEEMod results for the project are summarized in Table 3, with the detailed information in
Appendix B. As indicated in the Table 3, the primary source of GHG emissions is vehicles and the
project would result in a total of 349 MT CO2E per year. Annual emissions would not exceed
900 MT CO2E per year. Impacts would be less than significant.
Table 3
Project GHG Emissions
(MT CO2E per Year)
Emission Source
Project GHG Emissions
Vehicles
234
Energy Use
79
Area Sources
1
Water Use
16
Solid Waste Disposal
8
Construction
11
TOTAL
349
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in response 14.7a, the annual 900 MT CO2E screening
level corresponds to the most ambitious state reduction target and is highly conservative. Projects
with individual annual emissions that are equal to or less than 900 MT CO2E would not impede
achievement of the state GHG emissions reduction targets codified by AB 32 (2006) and
SB 32 (2016), and impacts under CEQA would therefore be less than cumulatively considerable. As
the project would not exceed the 900 MT CO2E screening threshold for GHG emissions, GHG
impacts associated with the project would be less than significant. Further, the project’s 2020
emissions represent the maximum emissions inventory for the project, as project emissions would
continue to decline from 2020 through at least 2050 due to regulatory requirements. Given the
reasonably anticipated decline in project emissions, due to existing regulatory programs, once the
project is fully constructed and operational, the project emissions would continue to decline in line
with the GHG reductions needed to achieve the GHG emissions reduction goals. Impacts would be
less than significant.
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14.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:
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 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?
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 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?
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?
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?
Less than Significant Impact. The project consists of a 47-unit residential apartment development
and does not include any use that would involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of significant
hazardous materials. The project construction and typical residential activities may involve the use of
small amounts of solvents, cleaners, paint, oils, and fuel for equipment, and pesticides/herbicides.
However, use of these common hazardous materials in small quantities would not represent a
significant hazard to the public or environment and would not involve the routine transport or disposal
of hazardous materials. Additionally, there are numerous regulations in place that regulate proper
disposal of hazardous materials and protect public safety including the Clean Air Act, Clean Water
Act, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, and the Toxic
Substances Control Act. The project would result in a less than significant risk to the public related to
hazardous materials.
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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?
No Impact. Refer to response 14.8a. The project would not result in the use of hazardous materials
that could result in reasonably foreseeable upset or accident conditions involving a release of
hazardous materials into the environment. No impact would occur.
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
No Impact. The site is within 0.25 mile of Foussat Elementary School, located at 3800 Pala Road,
Oceanside, CA 92058; however, the project construction and operations would not result in the
emission of hazardous materials that would affect the nearby 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?
No Impact. A hazardous waste site record search was completed in September 2017, using
GeoTracker, an online database of hazardous site records maintained by the California State Water
Resources Control Board (State of California 2017). The project site is not included on a list of sites
containing hazardous materials. No sites in the immediate project vicinity (within 0.25 mile) came up
during the record search. Therefore, there would be no impact related to an identified hazardous
materials site.
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?
Less than Significant Impact. The Oceanside Municipal Airport is located approximately 2 miles
southwest of the project site. This airport safety is addressed by the Oceanside Municipal Airport
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The project site is located outside the Airport Influence
Zone and all safety zones (San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission 2010). Thus, the
potential safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area would be less than
significant.
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?
No Impact. The project site is not near a private airstrip and would not result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area. There would be no impact.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
No Impact. The project would have no impact on emergency response plans or emergency
evacuation plans as no revisions to adopted emergency plans would be required for the project.
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?
No Impact. The project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of wildland fires,
because the project site does not adjoin any wildland areas.
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14.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
a. Violate any water
requirements?

quality

standards

or

waste

discharge

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
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 which would result in flooding on or off site?
e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater 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 which 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?

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
Less than Significant Impact. A Storm Water Quality Management Plan was prepared for the
project by Alidade Engineering (see Appendix E). This plan follows the City Engineering Division’s
guidance for priority development projects. The discussion below is based on the results of the
technical report.
Typical pollutants from a residential infill project include trash and debris, and oil and grease. Other
potential pollutants for residential projects include bacteria/virus, heavy metals, nutrients, pesticides,
sediments, and oxygen demanding substances. Receiving waters downstream from the project site
include San Luis Rey River and offshore/Pacific Ocean. The San Luis Rey River is impaired for
chloride, enterococcus, fecal coliform, phosphorus, total dissolved solids, nitrogen and toxicity, and
bacteria. The Pacific Ocean shoreline is impaired for enterococcus and total coliform. Considering
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this and the project location in the basin, the overall pollutants of concern are nutrients, organic
compounds, and bacteria/viruses.
To ensure the project would not contribute to water quality impairment in downstream receiving
waters, the project would implement structural BMPs in the form of permeable pavement and
biofiltration units. The permeable pavement would be located within the proposed parking areas sited
between each housing unit. Stormwater runoff would be directed towards the proposed parking areas
that would be constructed of permeable materials to allow for infiltration into the underlying soils.
These permeable pavement areas would allow for half of the project site’s runoff to be filtered into the
ground. The remaining runoff would be directed into Filterra biofiltration units located throughout the
project site, and would be effective for the removal of bacteria and viruses from entering the receiving
waters of the project site. The permeable pavement and biofiltration units would be maintained and
funded by the future homeowner’s association.
Other BMPs that would be implemented include, but would not be limited to source control BMPs and
site design BMPs. Source control BMPs would include prevention of illicit discharges into the
municipal separate storm sewer system, storm drain stenciling and signage, and protecting trash
storage areas from rainfall, run-on, runoff and wind dispersal. Site design BMPs would include
minimization of impervious surfaces and soil compaction, directing runoff to pervious areas,
biofiltration, runoff rate controls, and the use of landscaping with native or drought tolerant species.
Additional impacts related to water quality could occur during the earthwork and construction phase,
when there would be a potential for erosion and siltation. Compliance with the statewide NPDES
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity would prevent
storm water pollution from impacting downstream waters. This includes the preparation of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan with water quality control measures to be implemented during
construction, as applicable.
As summarized above and detailed in the project’s Storm Water Quality Management Plan, the
project would incorporate site design, source control, and structural BMPs that would ensure the
project would minimize site runoff and treat and retain storm water runoff to prevent adverse impacts
to water quality during operation. The construction phase would be required to comply with the
NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. As a
result, the project would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements and
impacts would be less than significant.
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 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)?
Less than Significant Impact. The project would not involve groundwater wells or pumping.
Implementation of the project would result in an increase in the impervious surface area; however,
this increase would not be substantial enough to affect groundwater recharge. In addition, the project
would implement structural BMPs in the form of permeable pavement, thereby allowing for runoff
infiltration into underlying soils within the project site. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?
Less than Significant Impact. A Preliminary Drainage Study was prepared for the project by Alidade
Engineering (Appendix F). The following analysis is based on this study.
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There are no streams or rivers on the project site. Existing on-site drainage consists of six drainage
basins. One basin, approximately half of the project site, flows towards the south and either infiltrates
into the underlying soils or flows to the adjacent property to the south before being intercepted by the
on-site storm drain system. The remaining five drainage basins flow to the north where runoff is
intercepted by the existing on-site storm drain systems. The project site does not accept any off-site
run-off.
In the proposed condition, the site would consist of 13 drainage basins. The majority of the runoff
from the site would be directed into the five proposed permeable pavement parking areas, which
would result in infiltration into the underlying soils and the minimization of runoff into the on-site storm
drain system. Two of the other drainage basins would flow directly into additional Filterra units, while
the remaining drainage basins will either be intercepted by local area drains and conveyed to the
onsite storm drain system or enter one of the existing curb inlets located on Rainer Way to the north
of the project site. Ultimately, site runoff would be either infiltrated into the ground or directed into
filtration units and discharged into the storm drain system. This would be similar to the existing
drainage pattern.
The existing basins’ 100-year peak discharge rate is 5.46 cubic feet per second. With implementation
of the project more impervious surface would cover the site than in the pre-development condition.
After development, peak discharges on the site would increase by 4.39 cubic feet per second during
the 100-year storm event. However, the proposed use of permeable pavement within the proposed
parking areas, as well as the use of Filterra biofiltration units, would allow runoff rates to be reduced,
resulting in a net zero increase in the amount of runoff draining to the storm drain system during the
100-year storm. Ultimately, stormwater BMPs would be implemented in compliance with regulations.
Thus, the project would not alter drainage patterns in a manner that would result in downstream
erosion or siltation. The project’s impact on drainage patterns would be less than significant.
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 which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
Less than Significant Impact. As detailed in the Preliminary Drainage Study (see Appendix F) and
summarized in response 14.9c above, the project would not substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or the runoff volumes. Thus, the project would not increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, and impacts would be less
than significant.
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
Less than Significant Impact. The project would result in a net zero increase in amount of runoff
due to the inclusion of permeable pavement. The calculations set forth in the Drainage Study (see
Appendix F) comply with the San Diego County Hydrology Manual, the City of Oceanside
requirements, and the NPDES permit. The project would not have the capacity to create or contribute
runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
The project would comply with all City and Regional Water Quality Control Board storm water quality
standards during construction and operation. The project would include stormwater BMPs to maintain
water quality (see response 14.9a). The project also includes the necessary storm drain system
improvements to accommodate any increased flows from the project site. Thus, project impacts
associated with runoff would be less than significant.
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Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Less than Significant Impact. As detailed in the discussion under 14.9a, above and in the Storm
Water Quality Management Plan (see Appendix E), the project would incorporate site design, source
control, and structural BMPs that would ensure the project would treat and retain storm water runoff
to prevent adverse impacts to water quality. As a result, the project would not substantially degrade
water quality and impacts would be less than significant.

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?
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project site is within a mapped 100-year flood hazard
area (Federal Emergency Management Agency [FEMA] 2012). The site is specifically within FEMA
Zone A99, which states “[a]reas to be protected from 1% annual chance flood event by a Federal
flood protection system under construction.” The San Luis Rey channel and levee improvements
were built between 1988 and 2000, but associated permitting is ongoing. The channel and levee
improvements provide sufficient flood protection for this property, and an ongoing maintenance plan
ensures these improvements will continue to provide adequate flood protection (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers [ACOE] 2010). A conditional letter of map revision based on fill (CLOMR-F) is included as
a part of the project to address the required permitting and formally remove it from the mapped
floodplain. The CLOMR-F would demonstrate that all structures for the proposed development will be
constructed above the base flood elevations previously adopted. As the project would include a
revision to the FEMA mapping that would result in the project being located outside of a 100-year
flood hazard area, the project impact related to placing housing within a mapped flood hazard would
be less than significant.
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?
Less than Significant Impact. Refer to response 14.9g above. As indicated above, the project is
within a mapped flood hazard area but improvements have already been completed that protect the
site from flood conditions. In addition, the project will include a CLOMR-F which requires that
proposed improvements would not affect off-site flooding conditions. Thus, the project would not
place structures in a floodplain that would impede or redirect flows in a manner that would result in
significant impacts to other properties. Impacts would be less than significant.
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?
Less than Significant Impact. Refer to response 14.9g above. The project will include a CLOMR-F
that would demonstrate that all structures for the proposed development will be constructed above
the base flood elevations previously adopted. The project would be protected by improvements
completed within the San Luis Rey channel. As a part of the previous permitting, those improvements
are required to be maintained by the ACOE during the ongoing construction/permitting and ultimately
the City of Oceanside post-construction (ACOE 2010). With proper maintenance, the improvements
would adequately protect the site from flooding. Impacts would be less than significant.

j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
No Impact. The project site is approximately 4.5 miles from the Pacific Ocean and is outside of the
Tsunami Inundation Area as defined by the San Diego County Tsunami Inundation Maps (California
Department of Conservation 2017). There would be no tsunami-related impact (California Department
of Conservation 2017). Considering the site’s location relative to hillsides and bodies of water, no
impact from seiche or mudflow is expected.
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14.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
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?
c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?
a) Physically divide an established community?
No Impact. The project would not have an impact on the physical arrangement of an established
community. The project would result in the construction of 47 apartments that would be compatible
with the surrounding apartment complex. The proposed structures would be placed on private
property within the southern portion of the existing Riverview Springs apartment complex, adjacent to
another existing complex to the south. As this area is already a private area meant for existing
residents of the Riverview Springs apartment complex, the redevelopment of this area would not
divide an established community. Therefore, no impacts would occur.
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?
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed residential development would be consistent with the
City General Plan designation (MDC-R – Medium Density Residential). This designation allows for a
base density of 15.1 dwelling units per acre with a maximum potential density of 20.9 dwelling units
per acre. In accordance with the General Plan, the project would include excellence of design
features (see Project Description) in order to achieve densities that exceed the allowed base density.
A Conditional Use Permit (CUP16-0000) is also included as a part of the project to achieve densities
above the base General Plan Residential Medium Density C designation density of 15.1 dwelling
units per acre. The proposed multi-dwelling unit structures are also consistent with the residential unit
type allowed by this land use designation.
A portion of the project is within the MCR-D General Plan designation and the Medium Density
Residential - C (RM-C) zone. More specifically, the project proposes roadway improvements to this
area of the project site. As roadway uses are allowed in this zone and the project would not change
the existing use in this area, no land use impact would occur.
The project is located in the Medium Density Residential - B (RM-B) zone and Medium Density
Residential - C (RM-C) (Roadway Access Only). This zone allows for a base density of 3,600 squarefeet per unit and a maximum density of 2,500 square feet per dwelling unit. Setbacks are required to
be 20 feet in front, 5 or 10 feet side yards, 10 feet on corner side yards, and 15 feet on rear yards. As
indicated in the Project Description, the project would include a zone change (ZA16-00009) to allow
for the proposed density, which would be consistent with the density allowed by the General Plan.
The project would provide all required setbacks.
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The General Plan, Land Use Element contains several policies applicable to the project, including the
community values policy that land uses shall be attractively planned and benefit the community, and
the land use compatibility policy that the use of land shall not create negative visual impacts to
surrounding land uses. As discussed in Section 14.1, Aesthetics, the project would redevelop within
the existing private Riverview Springs apartment complex area in a manner that would be compatible
with surrounding land uses and would not result in an adverse visual impact to the surrounding
community. The project would promote the City’s housing objective to provide decent, safe, and
sanitary housing. The project features would also be consistent with the City’s other land use
objectives, including noise, cultural resources, paleontological resources, open space, grading,
landscaping, architecture, and topographic resources. Thus, the project would not conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation including, but not limited to the general plan, or zoning
ordinance. Project implementation would not result in significant physical environmental impacts
related to land use plan or zoning inconsistencies. Impacts would be less than significant.
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

No Impact. Refer to response 4.4(f) (Biological Resources). The project site is within the boundaries
of the Draft Oceanside Subarea Plan. Per this plan, the site is not located in an area identified for
conservation and is mapped as “Urban Development” (City of Oceanside 2010). The project would
not conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan for
the City because the site is not planned for conservation. The site is planned for residential
development within the urbanized area of the City. No sensitive resources were identified on or
adjacent to the project site. Thus, there would be no impact.

14.11 MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
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?
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?
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?
No Impact. The City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance do not designate the site as having
mineral resources nor do they permit any mineral extraction on or near the project site. Therefore, the
project would have no impact.
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?
No Impact. Refer to response 14.11a, above.
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14.12 NOISE. Would the project:
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 groundborne
vibration or groundborne 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?
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?
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?
Less than Significant.
Existing Conditions
Existing noise levels in the vicinity of the project site were measured on August 30, 2017. Noise
measurements were taken to obtain typical ambient noise levels at the project site and in the vicinity.
+Three short-term (15-minute) measurements were taken, as described below. The primary sources
of on-site noise were due to vehicle traffic on Douglas Drive, vehicles within the residential complex,
and aircraft. The measurement locations are shown on Figure 5, and detailed data are contained in
Appendix G.
Measurement 1 was located 50 feet west of Douglas Drive. The main source of noise was vehicle
traffic on Douglas Drive. Other noise sources included aircraft. The average measured noise level
was 66.7 A-weighted decibels (dB[A]) equivalent noise level (Leq).
Measurement 2 was located near the center of the project site on a grass lawn south of the existing
carports. The main source of noise was vehicle activity within the residential complex. Other noise
sources included aircraft and residents. Loud vehicles on Douglas Drive were occasionally audible.
The average measured noise level was 49.5 dB(A) Leq.
Measurement 3 was located near the western project boundary at the edge of the grass lawn south of
the existing carports. The noise sources at Measurement Location 3 were the same as those at
Measurement Location 2. The average measured noise level was 45.2 dB(A) Leq.

Image Source: NearMaps (flown Jan 2017)
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Construction Noise
Project construction noise would be generated by diesel engine-driven construction equipment used
for demolition, site preparation and grading, building construction, loading, unloading, and placing
materials and paving. Diesel engine-driven trucks also would bring materials to the site and remove
the soils from excavation. Construction equipment with a diesel engine typically generates maximum
noise levels from 80 to 90 dB(A) Leq at a distance of 50 feet (Federal Highway Administration [FHWA]
2006). During excavation, grading, and paving operations, equipment moves to different locations
and goes through varying load cycles, and there are breaks for the operators and for nonequipment
tasks, such as measurement. Although maximum noise levels may be 80 to 90 dB(A) at a distance of
50 feet during most construction activities, hourly average noise levels from the grading phase of
construction would be 82 dB(A) Leq at 50 feet from the center of construction activity when assessing
the loudest pieces of equipment working simultaneously.
Residential uses are located adjacent to the project area. Noise levels due to construction of the
project were calculated using SoundPLAN. Noise levels were modeled at a series of 22 receivers
located at the adjacent sensitive uses. The results are summarized in Table 4. Modeled receiver
locations and construction noise contours are shown in Figure 6. SoundPLAN data are contained in
Appendix G.
Table 4
Construction Noise Levels
at Adjacent Sensitive Receivers
Noise Level
Receiver
[dB(A) Leq]
1
69
2
70
3
70
4
70
5
70
6
71
7
71
8
71
9
70
10
67
11
60
12
68
13
71
14
71
15
71
16
73
17
71
18
70
19
68
20
71
21
66
22
62
As shown, construction noise levels would range from 60 to 73 dB(A) Leq at the adjacent residential
receivers. The project would be required to comply with the Noise Control chapter of the City’s
Municipal Code Section 38.17(h), which prohibits construction between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m. Monday through Sunday. Although the existing adjacent residences would be exposed to
construction noise levels that may be heard above ambient conditions, the exposure would be
temporary and would comply with City requirements. Therefore, construction noise impacts would be
less than significant.
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Stationary Noise
The City’s Municipal Code identifies acceptable noise level standards for individual zoning districts
within the community. The project site is zoned Medium Density Residential, the properties to the
west are zoned Single-Family Residential, and the properties to the immediate east are zoned
Medium Density Residential. The applicable noise level limits for these residential zones are a
50 dB(A) Leq from 7:00 a.m. to 9:59 p.m. and 45 dB(A) Leq from 10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m.
The noise sources on the project site after completion of construction are anticipated to be those that
would be typical of any residential complex, such as vehicles arriving and leaving, children at play,
and landscape maintenance machinery. These noise sources are the same as those that currently
existing on site. None of these noise sources are anticipated to violate the Oceanside Municipal Code
or result in a substantial permanent increase in existing noise levels. However, the project would
include residential exterior heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) units that would sit on
concrete pads and second floor walkways adjacent to the proposed buildings. These units have the
potential to produce noise in excess of City limits.
It is not known at this time which manufacturer, brand, or model of unit or units would be selected for
use in the project. For the purposes of this analysis, to determine what general noise levels the HVAC
units would generate, it was assumed that the units would be similar to a Trane split system unit with
a sound power level of 72 dB(A). For the daytime hours, the HVAC units were modeled at full
capacity. For the nighttime hours, the HVAC units were modeled at 50 percent capacity. Modeled
receivers and HVAC locations are shown in Figure 7. The results are summarized in Table 5. As
shown, HVAC noise levels would be less than the daytime and nighttime noise ordinance limits at the
adjacent properties.
Table 5
HVAC Noise Levels
Noise Level
[dB(A) Leq]
Receiver
Daytime Nighttime
1
44
41
2
45
42
3
46
43
4
46
43
5
46
43
6
47
44
7
47
44
8
48
45
9
41
38
10
35
32
11
33
30
12
45
42
13
43
40
14
42
39
15
42
39
16
44
41
17
42
39
18
42
39
19
42
39
20
42
39
21
38
35
22
35
32
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Traffic Noise
The City of Oceanside’s Noise Element of the General Plan contains policies to serve as guides for
identifying noise levels and reducing or avoiding adverse noise effects on residents. The Noise
Element does not explicitly identify noise level limits for specific land use types, but does provide
distances to the 65 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) noise contour for various land uses.
The State of California noise/land use compatibility standards indicate that an exterior noise level of
65 CNEL is considered acceptable for residential uses. Additionally, an interior noise level of
45 CNEL is required by Title 24 (Title 24, California Code of Regulations [CCR], Section 1207).
Noise generated by future traffic was modeled using SoundPLAN Essential, version 3.0. The
SoundPLAN program (Navcon Engineering 2015) uses the FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model algorithms
and reference levels to calculate noise levels at selected receiver locations.
The roadways in the vicinity of the project site include Douglas Drive and North River Road. For the
purpose of traffic noise compatibility analysis, the noisiest condition is represented as the maximum
LOS C traffic volume. This condition represents a condition where the maximum number of vehicles
are using the roadway at the maximum speed. LOS A and B categories allow full travel speed but do
not have as many vehicles, while LOS E and F have a greater number of vehicles, but due to the
traffic volume travel at reduced speeds, thus generating less noise. Douglas Drive is a 4-lane major
arterial with a maximum LOS C capacity of 35,000 average daily traffic (ADT) and North River Road
is a 4-lane secondary collector with a maximum LOS C capacity of 25,000 ADT (City of Oceanside
2012).
On-site traffic noise contours were developed using the SoundPLAN program. Noise level contours
were modeled at the first-floor level. These contours take into account shielding provided by proposed
and adjacent buildings. Future vehicle traffic noise-level contours are shown in Figure 8. SoundPLAN
data are contained in Appendix G. As shown in Figure 8, first-floor exterior noise levels are projected
to be less than 65 CNEL across the entire project site.
Noise levels were also modeled for a series of 24 first- and second-floor receivers located at the
proposed buildings. Exterior noise levels are summarized in Table 6. As shown, exterior noise levels
would range from 40 to 61 CNEL, and would be less than significant.
Interior noise levels for habitable rooms are regulated by Title 24 of the CCR California Noise
Insulation Standards. Title 24, Chapter 12, Section 1207.4, of the California Building Code requires
that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources not exceed 45 CNEL in any habitable room
within a residential structure. A habitable room is a room used for living, sleeping, eating, or cooking.
Bathrooms, closets, hallways, utility spaces, and similar areas are not considered habitable rooms for
this regulation (24 CCR 1207). Interior noise levels can be reduced through standard construction
techniques. When windows are closed, standard construction techniques provide various exterior-tointerior noise level reductions depending on the type of structure and window. According to the
FHWA, standard wood frame construction would achieve an exterior-to-interior noise reduction of
25 dB(A) (FHWA 2011). Based on these standards, interior noise levels would be reduced to less
than 45 CNEL.
The project would comply with all external and interior noise levels. Therefore, implementation of the
project would not expose people to a significant source of traffic noise, and impacts would be less
than significant.

Image source: NearMaps (flown June 2017)
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Table 6
Traffic Noise Levels
Exterior Noise Level
(CNEL)
Receiver
First-Floor
Second-Floor
1
41
42
2
43
43
3
43
43
4
40
43
5
40
42
6
42
43
7
43
44
8
41
44
9
41
43
10
43
45
11
44
45
12
42
45
13
41
44
14
44
46
15
46
48
16
43
47
17
42
46
18
46
49
19
49
51
20
48
51
21
47
50
22
52
55
23
58
61
24
54
57
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?
Less than Significant Impact. Construction operations have the potential to result in varying
degrees of temporary ground vibration, depending on the specific construction equipment used and
operations involved. Ground vibration generated by construction equipment spreads through the
ground and diminishes in magnitude with increases in distance. The effects of ground vibration may
be imperceptible at the lowest levels, low rumbling sounds and detectable vibrations at moderate
levels, and damage to nearby structures at the highest levels. Human reaction to vibration is
dependent on the environment the receiver is in as well as individual sensitivity. For example,
vibration outdoors is rarely noticeable and generally not considered annoying. Typically, humans
must be inside a structure for vibrations to become noticeable and/or annoying. Based on several
federal studies the threshold of perception is 0.035 inches per second (in/sec) peak particle
velocity (PPV), with 0.24 in/sec PPV being a distinctly perceptible (California Department of
Transportation 2013).
Vibration perception would occur at structures, as people do not perceive vibrations without vibrating
structures. According to the Federal Transit Administration, vibration levels due to heavy-duty
construction equipment such as large bulldozers would be 0.89 in/sec PPV at 25 feet. The nearest
building is more than 25 feet from the construction area. As construction vibration levels would
generally not be perceptible to the average person at this distance and no structural or cosmetic
damage to structures would occur, groundborne vibration from construction would be less than
significant.
Once construction is complete, the proposed residential uses would not be a source of groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels. Ground-borne vibration impacts would be less than significant.
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c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?
Less than Significant Impact. Traffic noise would result from the trips generated by the project. An
increase of 3 decibels (dB) is considered a perceptible increase in noise. A project-related increase of
3 dB or more may be considered significant.
Off-site traffic noise was modeled using the FHWA Traffic Noise Prediction Model algorithms and
reference levels. Traffic noise levels were calculated at 50 feet from the centerline of the affected
roadways to determine the noise level increase associated with the project. The model uses various
input parameters, such as traffic volumes; vehicle mix, distribution, and speed. The main source of
traffic noise in the vicinity of the project site would be vehicle traffic on Douglas Drive.
Traffic noise levels were calculated based on the total average daily traffic volume. For modeling
purposes, “hard” ground conditions were used for the analysis, since a majority of the project area is
paved and the hard site provides the most conservative impact assessment. Existing and existing
plus project traffic volumes on Douglas Drive were obtained from the project traffic report (see
Appendix C).
Table 7 presents a conservative assessment of traffic noise levels based on the existing and existing
plus project noise levels generated by traffic. Table 4 also summarizes the direct traffic noise level
increases due to the project. Noise level calculations are contained in Appendix G. As shown, the
project would not result in a measurable increase in noise levels adjacent to Douglas Drive. Impacts
would be less than significant.
Table 7
Traffic Noise Level with and without Project and Ambient Noise Increases
Existing
Existing + Project
Noise Level
Noise Level Direct Noise
Roadway Segment
Volume
(CNEL)
Volume
(CNEL)
Increase
Douglas Drive
North River Road to Rainier Way 33,496
75.4
33,519
75.4
0
Rainier Way to Pala Road
36,794
75.8
36,817
75.8
0
South of Pala Road
36,955
75.8
36,975
75.8
0
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
Less than Significant Impact. Noise associated with grading and construction activities for the
proposed project would result in short-term noise at adjacent residences. As discussed in Section
14.12a, construction noise levels would range from 60 to 73 dB(A) Leq at the adjacent residential
receivers. The project would be required to comply with the Noise Control chapter of the City’s
Municipal Code Section 38.17(h), which prohibits construction between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m. Monday through Saturday. Although the existing adjacent residences would be exposed to
construction noise levels that may be heard above ambient conditions, the exposure would be
temporary and would comply with City requirements. Therefore, construction noise impacts would be
less than significant.
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?
Less than Significant Impact. The Oceanside Municipal Airport is located approximately two miles
southwest of the project site. Airport noise is regulated by the Oceanside Municipal Airport ALUCP.
The project site is located just outside the Airport Influence Zone and, as shown in Exhibit III-1 of the
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ALUCP, the project site is well outside the 60 dB contour for the Oceanside Municipal Airport (San
Diego County Airport Land Use Commission 2010). Therefore, aircraft noise impacts would be less
than significant.
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?

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

No Impact. There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project. No impact would occur.

14.13 POPULATION & HOUSING. Would the project:
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?
c. Displace substantial numbers of people,
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

necessitating

the

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)?
Less Than Significant Impact. The project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan
designation (MDC-R – Medium Density Residential) and a rezone from RM-B to RM-C is proposed in
order to be consistent with the General Plan. The project includes the development of 47 apartment
units, which would not result in a substantial increase in population. Per SANDAG estimated, the
average persons-per-home within the City is 2.88. As such, the project is estimated to result in an
increase 135 persons (SANDAG 2016). The project would not indirectly induce substantial population
growth and would not require the extension of roads or infrastructure as the project site is in
surrounded by existing residential development with associated roads and infrastructure. Population
and housing impacts would be less than significant.
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
No Impact. The project consists of a 47-unit apartment building development on vacant portions of
an existing residential development, in an existing residential area. Implementation of the project
would not require the removal of existing housing. Thus, the project would have no impact related to
displacing existing housing or necessitating the construction of new housing.
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
No Impact. Refer to response 4.13a and 4.13b, above.

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact
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Potentially
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14.14 PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for 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:
Fire Protection?
Police Protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?
1) Fire protection?
Less than Significant Impact. The project would be served by the City of Oceanside Fire
Department. All fire prevention requirements would be adhered to including hydrant identification
markers, fire extinguishers, fire sprinkler system, and a manual and automatic fire alarm system.
Plans would be submitted to the Fire Prevention Bureau for plan check review and approval. No new
fire facilities or expansion of facilities would be required to serve the project. Therefore, impacts
associated with the provision of fire protection services would be less than significant.
2) Police protection?
Less than Significant Impact. The project would be served by the City of Oceanside Police
Department. The addition of 47 apartment units would not result in the need for a new police facility
and all required impact fees for new development would be paid in accordance to City of Oceanside
ordinances. As no new or expanded police facilities are required to serve the project, impacts
associated with the provision of police protection services would be less than significant.
3) Schools?
Less than Significant Impact. The project consists of 47 apartment units. The occupants of these
units may have children that would attend Oceanside schools. The project applicant would pay all
new development impact fees in compliance with Ordinance 91-34 and it would also comply with
Government Code Section 65995 and Education Code Section 53080, which allows school districts to
impose mitigation fees on new development as a method of addressing increased enrollment. SB 50
states that statutory fees are the exclusive means of considering and mitigating school impacts. The
project would pay applicable fees and student generation would not require the construction or
expansion of a new school to serve the project. Therefore, impacts associated with the construction
of new school facilities would be less than significant.
4) Parks?
Less Than Significant Impact. The closest city parks to the project site include Heritage Park,
approximately 0.5 mile south of the site, and Libby Lake City Park, approximately 1.5 miles northeast
of the site. In addition, the San Luis Rey River trail is located approximately 0.25 mile south of the
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project site. The Community Facilities Element of the City of Oceanside’s General Plan (2002) states
that park development in the amount of 6 acres per year is needed in order to meet park development
policy goals. The project would consist of 47 apartment units, whose occupants would likely use
these surrounding park facilities. The project applicant would pay all new development impact fees in
compliance with Ordinance 91-10. No new or expanded park facilities would be required as a result of
the project. Impacts would be less than significant.
5) Other public facilities?

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

No Impact. No significant impacts to other public facilities would occur with project implementation as
the proposed project is in an urbanized area and is served by cable, gas, electric, and telephone
service providers. No impacts would result.

14.15 RECREATION. Would the project:
a. 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?
b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment?
a) 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?
Less than Significant Impact. Refer to response 14.14-4, Parks. While some residents and visitors
are likely to visit existing neighborhood and regional parks, the project would not generate a
significant increase in demand on these or other recreational facilities that would either result in or
increase physical deterioration of the facility. In addition, the existing apartment complex contains its
own private recreational amenities, including three pools, a tennis court, and two tot-lots. Impacts
would be less than significant.
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
No Impact. The proposed project consists of six apartment buildings totaling 47 units, but does not
include recreational facilities. Persons residing in the new units would be allowed to utilize the existing
recreational amenities located within the apartment complex, which are considered adequate to serve
the existing and proposed population. Refer also to response 14.14-4, Parks. No new recreational
facilities would be required to serve the project, and no impact would occur.
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14.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:
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?
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?
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?
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 masstransit 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?
Less than Significant Impact. A Traffic Impact Analysis has been prepared pursuant to the City of
Oceanside guidelines, and it is included as Appendix C. The analysis below is based on information
provided in the Traffic Impact Analysis.
Methodology
The TIS analysis summarized below was completed based on the City of Oceanside policies and the
San Diego Traffic Engineer's Council/Institute of Transportation Engineers Guidelines. In summary,
the analysis evaluates intersections and roadway segments based on an LOS analysis that considers
the roadway traffic volumes, roadway capacity, traffic volumes, and vehicle delay at intersections.
The capacities are based on the General Plan 2012 Circulation Element roadway classifications and
the volumes are based on traffic counts completed in April 2016. The LOS analysis utilizes a scale of
LOS A to LOS F, where LOS A represents free-flowing traffic and LOS F represents substantial traffic
congestion. The City has established LOS “D” or better as the objective for intersections and street
segments. Per the San Diego Traffic Engineer's Council/Institute of Transportation Engineers
Guidelines, a project-related increase of 0.02 volume to capacity ratio to a roadway segment or a
project-related increase of 2 seconds of delay to an intersection operating at LOS E or F may be
considered significant.
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Project Trip Generation
The proposed 47 units would generate approximately 282 ADT based on the trip generation rates for
multi-family residential land uses cited in SANDAG’s Brief Guide to Vehicular Traffic Generation
Rates for the San Diego Region dated April, 2002. Based on the type and density of homes proposed
by the project, SANDAG specifies a rate of 6 trips/unit. The project is calculated to generate 282 trips
with 23 trips (5 inbound/18 outbound) in AM peak hour and 25 trips (18 inbound/8 outbound) during
PM peak hour.
Existing Plus Project Conditions
Under the existing conditions, all three study area intersections would operate acceptable at LOS C
or better (Table 8). With the addition of project traffic to the existing conditions, all study area
intersections would continue to operate at acceptable LOS C or better. Thus, the project would have
a less than significant direct impact to intersections.

Intersection
Douglas Drive and
North River Road
Douglas Drive and
Rainier Way
Douglas Drive and
Pala Road

Table 8
Existing Plus Project Intersection Analysis
Existing
Control
Peak
Type
Hour
Delaya
LOSb
AM
29.0
C
Signal
PM
23.1
C
AM
8.0
A
Signal
PM
7.2
A
AM
23.8
C
Signal
PM
19.0
B

Existing + Project
Delay
LOS
∆c
29.0
C
0.0
23.1
C
0.0
8.8
A
0.1
7.4
A
0.0
23.7
C
0.0
19.1
B
0.0

Source: Appendix C
a
Average Delay expressed in seconds per vehicle
b
Level of Service
c
∆ denotes an increase in delay due to the project

As shown in Table 9, all three street segments would operate at acceptable LOS D under both the
existing and the existing plus project conditions. Thus, the project would have a less than significant
direct impact to roadway segments.
Table 9
Existing Plus Project Street Segment Analysis
Existing
Existing + Project
Capacity
Street Segments
(LOS)a
ADTb
LOSc V/Cd
ADT
LOS V/C
∆e
Douglas Drive: North River
40,000
33,496
D
0.84 33,519
D
0.84
0.00
Road to Rainier Way
Douglas Drive: Rainier
40,000
36,794
D
0.92 36,817
D
0.92
0.00
Way to Pala Road
Douglas Drive and Pala
40,000
36,955
D
0.92 36,975
D
0.92
0.00
Road
Source: Appendix C
a
Capacities based on the 2012 Circulation Element in the City of Oceanside adopted General Plan.
b
Average Daily Traffic Volumes
c
Level of Service
d
Volume to Capacity
e
∆ denotes an increase in delay due to project

Conclusion
The proposed 47 apartment units would generate approximately 282 ADT. The distribution of these
trips onto the roadway network would result in less than significant impacts per the City of Oceanside
significance thresholds. In addition, the project would not result in changes to the existing public
transit facilities within the area, including bicycle lanes and pedestrian pathways. No conflicts with
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applicable plans, ordinances or polices establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system have been identified. Impacts would be less than significant.
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?
Less than Significant Impact. Refer to response 4.16a, above. The addition of project trips to the
roadway network would have a less than significant impact per the established significance
thresholds.
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?
No Impact. See response to 14.8e (Hazards and Hazardous Materials). The project site is outside of
the Oceanside Municipal Airport ALUCP Review Areas and the Federal Aviation Administration
Height Notification Boundary (San Diego Airport Authority 2010). The project is outside of the Marine
Corps Air Station Camp Pendleton Federal Aviation Administration Height Notification Boundary, but
is within the Overflight Area and Review Area 2 (San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission
2008). As the project is located outside of the Height Notification Boundaries of both ALUCPs and the
proposed two-story structures would be located between existing two-story apartment structures, no
impact to air traffic would occur.
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
No Impact. The project would take primary access from the existing Rainier Way and Douglas Drive
intersection. The project would retain Rainier Way in its current alignment, and the proposed roadway
width would be 27.5 feet. The roadway design would comply with City standards and has been
approved by the City Fire and Police Departments, including standards intended to provide adequate
emergency access and traffic safety. No new public roadways are proposed as part of the project. No
impact would occur.
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
No Impact. The proposed structures would primarily be accessed via the Douglas Drive and Rainier
Way intersection. Secondary access would be provided via North River Road and Baker Street to
Rainier Way. The south side of the structures could also be accessed via Brisbane Way that connects
to Rainer Way near Douglas Drive. The Fire Department has reviewed and approved the proposed
Rainier Way improvements. Thus, there would be no impact associated with inadequate emergency
access.
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?
No Impact. The project would not conflict with the policies of the City’s Bicycle Master Plan or the
Pedestrian Master Plan, as no bicycle lanes or pedestrian walkways are being removed as a result of
the project. The project site in within 0.25 mile of existing public transit facilities (North County Transit
District bus stop, Bus Routes 303, 309, and 311), but would not interfere within the operation or
safety of these facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in any conflicts regarding policies,
plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. There would be no impact.
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14.17 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in
terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k).
Assembly Bill 52 requires that prior to release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative
declaration, or environmental impact report for a project, the lead agency shall begin consultation with
California Native American tribes that request, in writing, to be informed by the lead agency through
formal notification of proposed projects in the geographic area that is traditionally or culturally
affiliated with the tribe. Tribes who receive a formal project notification have 30 days to respond and
request consultation.
The City of Oceanside, as lead agency, formally initiated the AB 52 consultation process on January
22, 2018 and provided formal notification to California Native American tribes as identified by the
NAHC. Responses were received by the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians, Jamul Indian Village, San
Luis Rey and Pala Bands of Mission Indians, and the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians 2. On January
26, 2018, the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians sent a letter requesting the San Pasqual Band of
Mission Indians be notified but they did not request consultation themselves. It is noted that the San
Pasqual Band of Mission Indians was included in the January 22, 2018 initial notification. The Jamul
Indian Village sent an email on February 6, 2018 stating they will defer to the Pala Band and did not
request consultation themselves. Consultation was requested by the following tribes: Pala Band of
Mission Indians (letter dated February 6, 2018), San Luis Rey Band of Mission (meetings on
December 21, 2017 and February 20, 2018), and Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (letter dated
February 22, 2018). The San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians concluded consultation on April 9,
2018 and Pala Band of Mission Indians concluded consultation on April 10, 2018. Rincon Band of
Luiseño Indians concluded consultation on April 20, 2018.
Based on the various tribal consultations, it is acknowledged that the general San Luis Rey River
Valley has areas with tribal cultural resources. Thus, additional effort was taken to address the
2

Note that this record search and the tribal consultations include confidential information pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21082.3. Thus, the tribal letters, records search results and specific tribal resource
information disclosed during consultation is not available to the general public and is not included as an Appendix to
this document.
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potential for tribal cultural resources at the project site. A records search at the South Coastal
Information Center was completed on March 7, 2018, as requested. This records search identified
several significant historical and archaeological resources in the area, but no resources were
recorded on the project site.
Due to the presence of other known tribal resources in the river valley, the potential for unknown
subsurface tribal resources was addressed during consultation. This included an evaluation of the
subsurface conditions and project’s subsurface impacts. The site was previously filled in order to
raise the site out of the San Luis Rey River floodplain and is currently underlain by approximately
19 feet of fill material. Project construction activities would not reach native soils and would be limited
to previously deposited, engineered, fill soils. Grading for building footings would be a maximum of
5 feet deep, the storm drain would be installed a maximum of 9 feet deep, the water line would be a
maximum of 4 feet deep and the sewer line a maximum of 8 feet deep. With these subsurface
conditions considered and the tribal resources information provided by the tribes, the project would
have a less than significant potential to impact a significant subsurface tribal resource.
Based on information provided by the tribes, the project would not affect a tribal cultural resource
listed or eligible for listing on the local of California Registrar of Historical Resources, or a significant
resource pursuant to the criteria set forth in Public Resources Code section 5024.1. Thus, impacts
to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.
b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1.
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

14.18 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:
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 projects projected demand in addition to the providers existing
commitments?

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

As stated above, notification in accordance with AB 52 was initiated, and no significant tribal cultural
resources have been identified on the project site. As no significant tribal resources have been
identified on the project site, project impacts to tribal resources would be less than significant.
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f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
Less than Significant Impact. The project would generate a minimal increase in wastewater that
can be accommodated by the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant managed by the
Wastewater Division of the City’s Water Utilities Department. Wastewater generated by the project
would not result in an exceedance of applicable wastewater treatment requirements. Impacts would
be less than significant.
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?
No Impact. Due to the size of the project (approximately 2 acres) and the nature of development (47
apartment units), implementation of the project would generate minimal additional water and
wastewater demands. No new water or wastewater treatment facilities are required to serve the
project. Sewer and water improvements would be primarily on-site with connections to the existing
utility lines in Rainier Way. All physical impacts of these improvements are considered as part of the
project. No new facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be required that would result in
physical impacts. No impact would occur.
c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
Less than Significant Impact. Refer to response 14.9a (Hydrology and Water Quality). The project
includes storm water drainage facility improvements necessary to support the proposed project.
Improvements would include the installation of a reinforced concrete pipe along the project boundary
underneath Rainier Way and the placement of Filterra biofiltration units along the proposed
stormwater pipes. These storm drain facilities would be connected to existing storm drain facilities
located at the eastern and western ends of the property. No additional off-site facilities would be
required; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
Less than Significant Impact. The City of Oceanside Water Utilities Department Urban Water
Management Plan (City of Oceanside 2010) serves as the City’s water supply and demand planning
document. The availability of future water supplies is based on anticipated development consistent
with applicable land use plans. As a result, the project’s water needs have been accounted for in the
City’s Urban Water Management Plan, adopted in 2010. Existing water supplies would be adequate
to serve the project because the project would be consistent with the anticipated land use based on
the City of Oceanside General Plan. Therefore, the project would not trigger the need for new
entitlements and existing water supplies would be adequate to serve the project. Impacts would be
less than significant.
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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?
Less than Significant Impact. Refer to response 14.9b (Hydrology and Water Quality). The project
would generate a minimal increase in wastewater. Impacts would be less than significant.
f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?
Less than Significant Impact. The California Public Resources Code requires each city in the state
to divert at least 75 percent of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source reduction,
recycling, composting, and transformation by 2020. The City of Oceanside has developed solid waste
and recycling requirements that ensure compliance with the state requirements through the
implementation of numerous waste reduction and recycling programs, policies, and outreach projects.
The proposed project would comply with these requirements. Due to compliance with existing
regulation and the minimal amount of waste that would be generated by 47 apartment units, existing
landfills capacity would be adequate to serve the project’s waste disposal needs, and impacts would
be less than significant.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
No Impact. Refer to response 14.17f, above.

No Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact
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Potentially
Significant
Unless Mit.
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14.19 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Would the project:
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to decrease below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of major periods of
California history or prehistory?
b. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable (A cumulatively considerable impact
means the project’s incremental effects are considerable when
compared to the past, present, and future effects of other projects)?
c. Does the project have environmental effects which will have
substantial adverse effects on human beings, directly or indirectly?
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to decrease below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of major periods of
California history or prehistory?
No Impact. No sensitive biological or cultural resources are known to occur on-site or are expected to
occur.
b) Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable
(A cumulatively considerable impact means the project’s incremental effects are considerable when
compared to the past, present, and future effects of other projects)?
Less than Significant Impact. The project is within an urbanized area with surrounding parcels that
are already developed with residential uses. The incremental contribution towards cumulative impacts
would be less than significant considering the existing site conditions, nature of the proposed
redevelopment and low number of units proposed. Impacts would be less than significant.
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will have substantial adverse effects on human
beings, directly or indirectly?
Less than Significant Impact. The project would consist of 47-unit multi-family residential
redevelopment within an existing apartment complex. The proposed uses would be consistent with
the surrounding apartment complexes and single-family developments, and would not result in
substantial impacts. The project would not result in environmental effects that would have a
substantial adverse effect on human beings, directly or indirectly. Impacts would be less than
significant.
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19. REFERENCES:
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)
2016
California Emissions Estimator model (CalEEMod). User’s Guide Version 2016.3.1. September.
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2014
Emission Factors (EMFAC) model, version 1.07, update March 15, 2015.
California Department of Conservation
2017
San Diego County Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, Oceanside
Quadrangle/San Luis Rey Quadrangle. Accessed October 13, 2017 at
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/geologic_hazards/Tsunami/Inundation_Maps/SanDiego/Do
cuments/Tsunami_Inundation_OceansideSanLuisRey_Quads_SanDiego.pdf
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
2015
AB341 Report to the Legislature Accessed October 13, 2017 at
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/publications/Documents/1538/20151538.pdf
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
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2017a
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2011.
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2015
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Oceanside, City of
2002
General Plan. Land Use Element. June.
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Oceanside Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (Draft
Subarea Plan). Website Accessed September 29, 2017 at
http://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/dev/planning/subarea.asp
2012
General Plan. Circulation Element. September.
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
2016
Demographic and Socioeconomic Estimates. Oceanside. March 9, 2016. Accessed January 24,
2018 at
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San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission
2008
MCAS Camp Pendleton Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. Adopted June 2008.
http://www.san.org/File-Manager?Command=Core_Download&EntryId=2987
2010

Oceanside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. http://www.san.org/FileManager?Command=Core_Download&EntryId=2988

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
2009 Greenhouse Gas CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group 14.
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2009/nov19mtg/ghgmtg14.pdf. November 19.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE)
2010
Operations, Maintenance, Repair, Replacement and Rehabilitation Manual. San Luis Rey River
Flood Control Project (Murray Road to Pacific Ocean). April.

Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

53

City of Oceanside, California

CEQA Compliance and Findings
Under CEQA, the City is the lead agency. As such, the City is responsible for environmental analysis of
the project, and for approval of the project. The City has determined that a Negative Declaration is the
appropriate CEQA document for the Riverview Springs Addition Project and satisfies CEQA requirements
(PRC 210000 et seq.; 14 CCR 15000 et seq.). A Negative Declaration can be utilized for a project if that
project will not result in significant environmental impacts (CEQA Section 21064). This finding is based on
the Final ND and Initial Study Checklist prepared for the project (Section 14.0, above).

