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INTRODUCTION

In accordance with Section 15088 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulation (California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines), the City of Oceanside (City) has evaluated the
comments received on the Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for
the Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation Project (proposed project) and has
prepared written responses to these comments. This section contains copies of the comments
received during the public review process and provides an evaluation of and written responses
for each comment.

P-2

COMMENTS RECEIVED

During the public review period from July 9, 2018, through August 8, 2018, the City
received six comment letters from agencies and organizations (Table P-1). No letters from
individuals were received.
Table P-1
Draft IS/MND Commenters
Comment Letter
Designation
A
B
C
D
E
F

Commenter Name/Agency
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
(Cody Ouendo)
County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health,
Hazardous Materials Division (Lauren Robinson)
County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health, Solid
Waste Local Enforcement Agency (Ricardo Serrano)
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Gail Sevrens)
Friends of El Corazon (Joan Bockman)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Christine Medak)

Date
July 23, 2018
July 24, 2018
August 3, 2018
August 6, 2018
August 8, 2018
August 8, 2018

Note: IS/MND = Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This section includes written comments on the Draft IS/MND received by the City and the City’s
responses to those comments.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER A
California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery
July 23, 2018
A-1

The City of Oceanside (City) thanks the California Department of Resources Recycling
and Recovery for reviewing and providing feedback on the Draft Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The City acknowledges the comment as an
introduction to the comments that follow. No further response is required.

A-2

The commenter accurately summarizes the Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility
Relocation Project (proposed project). The comment restates information contained in
the Draft IS/MND and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND; therefore, no further response is required.

A-3

The City notes that the proposed project is an inert debris recycling center and, thus,
is not subject to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. The City also notes
that the comment provides background information and does not raise an issue related
to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further
response is required or provided.

A-4

The commenter describes the criteria in which an activity is considered an inert debris
recycling center. The proposed project meets the outlined criteria and, thus, is considered
an inert recycling facility. The City notes that the comment provides background
information and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required or provided.

A-5

The commenter inquires about the daily throughput of material for the proposed
project. The amount of daily throughput for the proposed project would average
between 500 and 700 tons per day. The comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND; therefore, no
further response is required.

A-6

Please refer to response C-3. As described in the County of San Diego’s Local
Enforcement Agency’s comment letter, the proposed project meets the requirements
of an inert debris recycling center. This comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further
response is required.
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A-7

The commenter provides background information regarding an inert debris facility
and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis
of the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.

A-8

The City acknowledges the comment, and notes that it provides concluding remarks
that do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of
the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.

A-9

The City will provide copies of subsequent environmental documents and public
notices and any notices of determination for the proposed project to the Permitting
and Assistance Branch of the California Department of Resources Recycling and
Recovery. The City acknowledges the comment, and notes that it provides concluding
remarks that do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the
adequacy of the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.

A-10

The City acknowledges the comment and notes that it provides concluding remarks
that do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of
the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B
County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health,
Hazardous Materials Division
July 24, 2018
B-1

The City of Oceanside (City) thanks the County of San Diego’s (County’s)
Hazardous Materials Division (HMD) of the Department of Environmental Health
(DEH) for reviewing and providing feedback on the Draft Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The City notes that the comment is an introduction
to the comments that follow and provides background information regarding the role
of HMD and the Certified Unified Program Agency. Because the comment does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft
IS/MND, no further response is required.

B-2

The commenter summarizes the Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation
Project (proposed project). The City would like to note that the existing facility is
located on a 29-acre site, not a 12-acre site, as noted by the commenter. The comment
restates information contained in the Draft IS/MND and does not raise an issue
related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND;
therefore, no further response is required.

B-3

The commenter states that the proposed project would have to obtain a Unified
Program Facility Permit (UPFP) to submit to the California Environmental Reporting
System (CERS), as well as a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ID number, if
the proposed project generates hazardous waste. The existing facility obtained a
UPFP permit and submitted it through CERS on August 7, 2018. The applicant would
submit the same application prior to beginning of operations at the new location.
Regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ID number, as discussed in
Section 14.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft IS/MND, no hazardous
materials are accepted at the existing facility, and hazardous materials would not be
accepted at the proposed facility. As such, no U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ID number would be required for the proposed project. The City notes that the
comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the Draft IS/MND; therefore, no further response is required.

B-4

The commenter requests that the applicant submit a questionnaire to the HMD Plan
Check Unit to meet the requirements of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan
(HMBP). The applicant submitted a full HMBP at the time of the County’s inspection
of the site on July 13, 2018. The applicant will resubmit an HMBP prior to the start of
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recycling activities at the new location. The City notes that the comment does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft
IS/MND; therefore, no further response is required.
B-5

The commenter expresses concern regarding the UPFP permit for the existing 1,000gallon aboveground diesel fuel tank. On July 13, 2018, DEH performed an inspection of
the existing facility. According to the inspection report, DEH found that the existing
facility did not have a valid UPFP permit from HMD. However, as a result of the
inspection, the applicant filed the application for the permit to comply with this regulation
to correct the violation. DEH granted the applicant a UPFP permit on August 7, 2018.
The applicant was granted a renewed UPFP permit, valid from September 1, 2018,
through August 31, 2019. The applicant will ensure that a new UPFP permit will be
obtained prior to the start of operation at the new location. Further, to provide
clarification, Section 14.8 of the Draft IS/MND has been revised as follows:
The 1,000-gallon aboveground diesel fuel tank has been permitted and
inspected at the current Moody’s facility on July 13, 2018, and has been
permitted by the County of San Diego Department of Environmental
Health on August 7, 2018. The diesel fuel tank would be relocated to the
new proposed facility, which would require the applicant to obtain an
additional permit. The fuel tank provides fuel for daily operations at the
facility. The fuel tank is a double-walled concrete tank designed with
110% of contained overflow capacity. It has been routinely inspected by
the San Diego County Department of Environmental Health at its current
location and this would continue at the proposed location.

B-6

Please refer to response B-5. As discussed in response B-5, the applicant filed the
application for the UPFP permit to comply with this regulation and to correct the
violation found in the July 13, 2018, inspection. DEH granted the applicant a UPFP
permit on August 7, 2018. Further, the inspection found that the facility did not have a
Hazardous Materials Business Plan through CERS. The applicant submitted a Hazardous
Materials Inventory and Emergency Response and Training Plan through CERS as part
of the HMBP submitted on July 13, 2018, the day of the DEH inspection. Both
submittals were accepted by DEH on July 17, 2018. The applicant will ensure that these
permits and all necessary permits will be submitted for the proposed project prior to
relocation of the facility.

B-7

The commenter provides background information regarding the County’s guidance
on hazardous materials and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any
specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.
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B-8

The City acknowledges the comment, and notes that it provides concluding remarks
that do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of
the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER C
County of San Diego, Department of Environmental Health,
Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency
August 3, 2018
C-1

The City of Oceanside (City) thanks the County of San Diego’s (County’s)
Department of Environmental Health, Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency for
reviewing and providing feedback on the Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND). The City notes that the comment is an introduction to the
comments that follow and provides background information regarding the role of the
Local Enforcement Agency for solid waste–handling activities. Because the comment
does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of
the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required.

C-2

Please refer to response B-2.

C-3

The commenter describes the criteria in which an activity is considered an inert debris
recycling center. The Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation Project
(proposed project) meets the outlined criteria and, thus, is considered an inert
recycling facility. The City notes that the comment provides background information
and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis
of the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required or provided.

C-4

The comment references an application to be submitted to the Local Enforcement
Agency by the applicant. The applicant received a permit from the Department of
Environmental Health that is valid from November 1, 2017, to September 30, 2018.
Prior to the start of operation for the proposed project at the new location, the
applicant will submit another application with the Department of Environmental
Health. The City notes that the comment does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further
response is required or provided.

C-5

The commenter outlines clean-up criteria for the existing site once the proposed project is
relocated to the proposed site. As required by County and state regulations, the applicant
will comply with the criteria provided. No further response is required or provided.

C-6

The City acknowledges the comment, and notes that it provides concluding remarks
that do not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of
the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER D
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
August 6, 2018
D-1

The City of Oceanside (City) thanks the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
for reviewing and providing feedback on the Draft Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND). The City notes that the comment is an introduction
to the comments that follow and provides factual background information regarding
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s authority over the Moody’s El Corazon
Recycling Facility Relocation Project (proposed project) site. Because the comment
does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of
the Draft IS/MND, no further response is required.

D-2

The commenter accurately summarizes the proposed project. The comment restates
information contained in the Draft IS/MND and does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND; therefore, no
further response is required.

D-3

The commenter accurately summarizes the Biological Constraints Report for the
proposed project included as Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND. The comment
restates information contained in the Draft IS/MND and Appendix B and does not
raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft
IS/MND; therefore, no further response is required.

D-4

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to the comments that follow.
No further response is required.

D-5

The commenter provides background information regarding the City’s Subarea
Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (Subarea Plan).
The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section
or analysis of the Draft IS/MND; therefore, no further response is required

D-6

The comment restates information contained in the Draft IS/MND and does not raise
an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft
IS/MND. Impacts to wildlife movement were addressed in Section 14.4, Biological
Resources, of the Draft IS/MND. As discussed in this section, the City’s Subarea Plan
identified the study area as a regional corridor for coastal California gnatcatcher
(Polioptila californica californica), while the entire study area is located within the
Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone. Because the proposed project would result in
impacts to only disturbed habitat with little value for wildlife movement within the
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Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone and would not impact any suitable habitat for coastal
California gnatcatcher that may reside in the 500-foot buffer, impacts would be less than
significant. No further response is required.
D-7

As discussed in Section 14.4 of the Draft IS/MND, the El Corazon parcel is
considered a critical conservation and restoration (hardline) area. Therefore, a
minimum of 120 acres of contiguous biological open space must be conserved on the
property. Conservation areas are meant to occur within the vegetated areas along
Garrison Creek (75 acres) and west of the San Diego Gas & Electric transmission
corridor (45 acres). The western portions of the study area (64 acres) were identified
as priority coastal sage scrub restoration sites with the goal of providing contiguous
coastal California gnatcatcher habitat. The Draft IS/MND analyzed potential impacts
to the hardline preserve areas and priority coastal sage scrub restoration sites. As
stated in Section 4.1 of the Biological Constraints Report (Appendix B of the Draft
IS/MND), the proposed project would not preclude the preservation of Garrison
Creek or adjacent upland habitat. Further, as discussed in Section 14.4 of the Draft
IS/MND, the western portions of the project site were identified as a priority coastal
sage scrub restoration sites with the goal of providing contiguous coastal California
gnatcatcher habitat. However, no structures would be built in this area, with the
exception of a berm to shield wildlife and residents from noise impacts. Mitigation
Measures MM-BIO-1 thorough MM-BIO-9 would also be implemented to ensure the
proposed project would not conflict with the Multiple Habitat Conservation Program,
the City’s Subarea Plan, or the El Corazon Specific Plan.
Although 171.25 acres of potential priority coastal sage scrub restoration sites is outlined
in the City’s Subarea Plan, only a minimum of 164 acres is required for restoration. As
such, even with implementation of the proposed project, sufficient acreage would remain
designated as priority coastal sage scrub restoration sites throughout the City. Lastly, the
proposed project would be a temporary use, with the current operation contract period
running through 2025. However, based on future recycling needs and the development
status of the El Corazon Specific Plan area, the City reserves the right to extend
additional contract periods beyond 2025. As such, potential restoration on the project site
could occur in the future following these contract periods.

D-8

Figure P-1, Preserve and Restoration Areas, is included in the responses to comments to
show the boundaries of the El Corazon areas designated as hardline preserve. As shown
on Figure P-1, the hardline preserve areas overlap the project site in the northwestern
boundary. Please refer to response D-7 for a discussion of the proposed project’s impacts
to the hardline preserve boundary and the priority coastal sage scrub restoration sites.
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D-9

The City appreciates this comment, and notes that, although there are some Acacia
(Acacia spp.) species listed on the California Invasive Plant Council website, the two
Acacia species included in the Landscape Concept Plan are not listed on California
Invasive Plant Council website and are not being reviewed for invasiveness. There
are no other species on the proposed landscape plan for the project that are listed or
being reviewed by the California Invasive Plant Council. The list is specific and does
not apply to all genera and hybrids. Rather, the list only provides species and species
under review. However, Table 5-5 in the City’s Subarea Plan specifically lists Acacia
species as prohibited within 1,000 feet of preserve areas within the Wildlife Corridor
Planning Zone. Although Acacia species were originally proposed in the original
landscape plan, the proposed project would include a condition of approval, per the
commenter’s concern, so no Acacia species would be incorporated in the landscape
construction drawing set for the proposed project. Table 5-4 of the City’s Subarea
Plan, referenced in the comment, lists landscaping shrubs approved for use adjacent
to preserve areas and does not require that they conform to the list exclusively. The
proposed project’s plant palette is predominantly California native in composition and
incorporates numerous species from Table 5-4 of the City’s Subarea Plan.
There is no issue with proposing native species and native hybrids on the open space
side of the berm, short of proposing a planting scheme that might be deemed habitat
in the future. To that end, species from Table 5-4 of the City’s Subarea Plan would be
proposed on the landscape construction drawing set, along with other California
native species and hybrids to provide the required screening and a “non-invasive”
transition buffer. In addition, tree placement on the berm would have their locations,
as well as species selection, designed to avoid the potential for shadow on any portion
vegetated open space preserve area. The side of the berm slope that faces the project
site would continue to be designed with groundcover from the proposed Landscape
Concept Plan palette, which includes a native groundcover hybrid.
Figure 5, Landscape Plan, was revised accordingly.

D-10

Figure 3, Biological Resources, included in the Biological Constraints Report
(Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND) was revised to include the locations of coastal
California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus), and yellow-breasted
chat (Icteria virens).

D-11

The City acknowledges this comment, and notes that it does not raise an issue related
to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. It is
important to note that mitigation measures MM-BIO-13 and MM-BIO-14, included in
the Biological Technical Report (Appendix B of the Draft IS/MND), are not included
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in the IS/MND. This is because these mitigation measures have been encapsulated
into MM-BIO-5 of the IS/MND. Also, note that MM-BIO-21 was not included in the
IS/MND because as the CEQA lead agency responsible for mitigation
implementation, the City has the right to access and inspect a mitigation site. Thus,
this mitigation was deemed not necessary to include in the MND. Lastly, mitigation
measure MM-BIO-28 of the BTR was deemed not necessary to include in the
IS/MND because it was determined there would be no light spill-over onto off-site
areas; thus, this mitigation measure has not been included in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program.
D-12

The City appreciates the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s review and
comments on the Draft IS/MND. This comment provides concluding remarks that do
not raise new or additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft
IS/MND. No further response is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER E
Friends of El Corazon
August 8, 2018
E-1

The City of Oceanside (City) appreciates this comment, and notes that it restates
information contained in the Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MND) and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section
or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.

E-2

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to the comments that follow.
No further response is required.

E-3

As discussed in Section 8, Project Description, of the Draft IS/MND, Moody’s
recycling facility is considered a temporary use in relation to the long-term buildout and
development of the El Corazon Specific Plan area. In addition, as described in Section 8,
Moody’s recycling facility operations or its contract with the City runs through 2025. The
comment restates information contained in the Draft IS/MND and does not raise an
issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND;
therefore, no further response is required.

E-4

The City appreciates this comment, and notes that the proposed site plan and berm
design would not preclude future development of the Garrison Creek Trail along the
proposed alignment north and west of the berm. A strip of land (varying from
approximately 30 feet to 60 feet in width) with minimal slope would remain along the
outside perimeter of the berm. This area is sufficiently wide enough to support
development of the proposed trail. As indicated on Figure P-2, Site Plan, enough
space is provided between the berm portion of the Moody’s El Corazon Recycling
Facility Relocation Project (proposed project) and the area where a future trail is
proposed. As a condition of approval for the proposed project, the applicant would
ensure that enough space is provided for future construction of the trail.

E-5

As discussed in response E-4, the City would like to confirm that the trail is not part
of the proposed project and that the applicant would ensure that the proposed project
leaves enough space between the berm portion of the proposed project and the area
where a future trail is proposed. Figure P-2 has been incorporated into these responses
to comments to show the location of the future trail in relation to the project site. The
applicant would ensure that enough space is provided for future construction of the
trail as a condition of approval for the proposed project.
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E-6

The City would like to confirm that the temporary relocation of Moody’s recycling
facility to the project site would not hinder the future development of a park in this
area. Figure P-2 has been incorporated into the responses to comments to show the
location of the future park in relation to the project site. Although the two uses overlap,
the City would like to confirm that the current operation contract for Moody’s recycling
facility runs through 2025. However, based on future recycling needs and the
development status of the El Corazon Specific Plan area, the City reserves the right to
extend additional contract periods beyond 2025. The City would coordinate future
development of this area in conjunction with the development status of the El Corazon
Specific Plan area and completion of the Moody’s operation. Please refer to response
C-5 regarding clean-up efforts after the proposed project stops operating on this site.

E-7

As discussed in Section 14.19, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft IS/MND, the
proposed relocation would not impede access to any portion of the existing El Corazon
Specific Plan area. Figure P-2 has been incorporated into the responses to comments to
show that the location of the proposed Moody’s site does not conflict with the future loop
road and roundabout locations. In addition, the proposed project has been designed to use
the existing graded pad area to access internal roadways within the El Corazon Specific
Plan area so that changes to general landforms and traffic patterns are minimal. Further,
as discussed in Section 8 of the Draft IS/MND, the relocation of Moody’s recycling
facility is considered a temporary use, with the current operation contract running through
2025. However, based on future recycling needs and the development status of the El
Corazon Specific Plan area, the City reserves the right to extend additional contract
periods beyond 2025. As such, the City would coordinate further development of the
proposed roundabout locations and the future loop road in conjunction with the
development status of the El Corazon Specific Plan area.

E-8

The City acknowledges this comment, and notes that it does not raise an issue related
to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. Therefore,
no further response is required.

E-9

The City acknowledges this comment and notes that it expresses general support for the
proposed project and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific
section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no further response is required.

E-10

The commenter suggests adding a pool site on the project site. The City
acknowledges this comment, and notes that the applicant is not responsible for
building a pool, and a pool is not proposed as part of the proposed project. The
comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the Draft IS/MND. Therefore, no further response is required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER F
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
August 8, 2018
F-1

The City of Oceanside (City) thanks the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for reviewing
and providing feedback on the Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MND). The City notes that the comment is an introduction to the comments that
follow and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or
analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.

F-2

The comment expresses general concerns regarding potential effects of the Moody’s
El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation Project (proposed project) on the City’s
Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan. Please
refer to response D-7.

F-3

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to the comments that follow.
The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of any specific section
or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further response is required.

F-4

The City notes that the comment provides background information on the concerns
and mandate of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and does not raise an issue related
to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND. No further
response is required or provided.

F-5

The City notes that the comment provides background information on U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, habitat conservation plans, and the City’s Subarea Habitat
Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan and does not raise an
issue related to the adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND.
No further response is required or provided.

F-6

The commenter accurately summarizes the proposed project. The comment restates
information contained in the Draft IS/MND and does not raise an issue related to the
adequacy of any specific section or analysis of the Draft IS/MND; therefore, no
further response is required.

F-7

The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to the comments that follow.
No further response is required.

F-8

Please refer to response D-5.

F-9

Please refer to response D-7.
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F-10

Please refer to response D-8.

F-11

Please refer to response D-9.

F-12

Please refer to response D-9.

F-13

Please refer to response D-10.

F-14

The City appreciates U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s review and comments on the
Draft IS/MND. This comment provides concluding remarks that do not raise new or
additional environmental issues concerning the adequacy of the Draft IS/MND. No
further response is required.
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
City of Oceanside, California
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

LEAD AGENCY: City of Oceanside, Planning Division
PROJECT MANAGER: Richard Greenbauer, Principal Planner
APPLICANT: JMM Diversified Inc., c/o Dan Niebaum
ADDRESS: 300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, California 92054
PHONE: 760.435.3519
PROJECT LOCATION: North of Oceanside Boulevard and east of El Camino Real
PROJECT TITLE: Moody's El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation Project
DESCRIPTION:

The approximately 12.9-acre project site is situated north of Oceanside Boulevard and east of El Camino
Real, to the west of the SoCal Sports Complex, in the City of Oceanside (San Diego County Assessor’s
Parcel Number [APN] 162-082-51-00). The applicant is proposing to relocate and downsize the Moody’s El
Corazon Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling Facility to the western portion of the El Corazon
Specific Plan area, approximately 2,000 feet to the southwest of the existing recycling facility on an
approximately 12.9-acre site. Materials accepted at the new location would be limited to concrete and asphalt,
and Moody’s anticipates the amount of material processed would be reduced to approximately 175,000 tons
per year. Similar to the current site, an administrative office trailer, vehicle scale, and a small customer parking
area would be centrally located near the facility’s entry drive. Designated areas for recyclable material tipping,
processing, and stockpiling activities are indicated on the site plan. These areas will rotate throughout the site
as needed to support ongoing recycling operations.
CITY PLANNER DETERMINATION: This project has been evaluated by the City Planner of the City of
Oceanside in accordance with the Section 21080(c) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The City Planner determined that this project will not have a potentially significant adverse effect on the
environment and has issued a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). The basis for the City Planner’s
determination is the Initial Study (IS) prepared pursuant to Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines.
Copies may be reviewed or obtained from the Planning Division located in City Hall at 300 N. Coast
Highway (South Building) or online at http://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/dev/planning/ceqa/default.asp.
All public comments on the MND must be provided in writing to the Planning Division within 30 calendar
days of the Clerk-Recorder’s “Filing Date” indicated below.

Richard Greenbauer, Principal Planner
Date: July 9, 2018
cc: Project file,
CEQA file,
Project Applicant
Posting: [ ] Civic Center; [ ] Public Library
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INITIAL STUDY
City of Oceanside, California
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

PROJECT TITLE: Development Plan (D14-00012), Conditional Use Permit (CUP-17-00013)
Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation
LEAD AGENCY: City of Oceanside, 300 N. Coast Highway, Oceanside, California 92054
PROJECT MANAGER: Richard Greenbauer, Principal Planner; 760.435.3519
PROJECT LOCATION: 3210 Oceanside Boulevard, City of Oceanside, California
APPLICANT: JMM Diversified Inc.; 3210 Oceanside Boulevard, Oceanside, California 92056
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Specific Plan (SP)
ZONING DESIGNATION: Specific Plan (Sp-1-09), El Corazon Specific Plan
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility presently operates within the El Corazon Specific Plan area
(Assessor’s Parcel Number [APN] 162-082-51) within the City of Oceanside (City) in San Diego County
(County). The facility is currently located on an approximate 29-acre site in the northeast corner of the
Specific Plan area. The existing recycling facility was established on the El Corazon property in 1998, and
processes construction and demolition debris. The Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation
Project (proposed project) is intended to relocate and downsize the Moody’s El Corazon Construction and
Demolition Debris Recycling Facility to the western portion of the El Corazon Specific Plan area (refer to
Figure 1, Regional Map, and Figure 2, Vicinity Map), approximately 2,000 feet to the southwest of the
existing recycling facility on an approximately 12.9-acre site (refer to Figure 3, Existing and Proposed
Facility Boundaries). The proposed project site is currently a mass-graded vacant pad located north of the
El Corazon Compost Facility and directly west of the SoCal Sports Complex soccer fields.
Asphalt, concrete, dirt, and mixed materials are currently processed at the Moody’s facility. These materials,
after being recycled on site, are resold to the public or provided to the City as contracted. Recycled materials
include sand, decomposed granite, Class II spec base, non-spec base, rock, and fill dirt. Presently, the facility
processes about 250,000 tons of materials annually. No hazardous materials are accepted or produced at the
facility. Materials accepted at the new location would be limited to concrete and asphalt, and Moody’s
anticipates the amount of material processed would be reduced to approximately 175,000 tons per year.
The Moody’s recycling facility is considered a temporary use in relation to the long-term buildout and
development of the Specific Plan area. The proposed relocation site encompasses areas designated as “Parks
and Recreation” (Park 7) and “Civic Services” (a portion of Civic Services Site 3) under the Specific Plan District
Map (City of Oceanside 2009a). Specifically, these areas are planned for future uses including athletic fields,
basketball courts, a skate/BMX park, picnic, playground, and parking areas. Development of these planned uses
is not anticipated in the near to mid-term future of the Specific Plan implementation and would not conflict with
Moody’s operations or its contract with the City, which runs through 2025. It is estimated that, once commenced,
the transition to the new recycling location will take approximately 24 months to complete. In transitioning to the
proposed site, the recycling facility would be classified as a “Major Utility” use under the City’s Zoning Ordinance
(City of Oceanside 2017a). As presented in the El Corazon Specific Plan, Figure 2-2: Allowable Uses by District,
within the Parks and Recreation District a Major Utility use is permitted with approval of a Conditional Use Permit.
In addition to approval of a Conditional Use Permit, transitioning the recycling facility to a smaller site in El
Corazon would require approval of a Development Plan. The Development Plan for the proposed project
encompasses a 12.9-acre site and includes areas for the continued processing and storage of recyclable
materials. Similar to the current site, an administrative office trailer, vehicle scale, and a small customer parking
area will be centrally located near the facility’s entry drive. Designated areas for recyclable material tipping,
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processing, and stockpiling activities are indicated on the site plan (refer to Figure 4, Site Plan); however,
these areas will rotate throughout the site as needed to support ongoing recycling operations. The existing
recycling facility is typically open from 7:00 a.m.–4:00 p.m. on weekdays and 8:00 a.m.–3:00 p.m. on
Saturdays. It is closed on Sundays. This schedule will be maintained at the new location.
The existing office trailer will be re-purposed at the new location and upgraded with solar panels to provide
electricity as needed for office uses. A truck scale will be relocated from its existing location and installed
adjacent to the office trailer where it will be directly accessible upon entering the site. A customer/visitor
parking area consisting of five spaces will also be designated adjacent to the office trailer and storage
container. Potable water would be delivered and stored at the office structure to provide for domestic use
needs, including service for a single restroom facility. Two additional "porta-potties" will be located on site and
will be relocated as needed to be near ongoing operations. Well water will be used at the new location for dust
control, while at the current facility such water is provided from a City water main. Detailed operations of the
existing and proposed sites are described throughout the Environmental Checklist analysis in Section 14.
The proposed project coincides with the planned reduction and eventual conclusion of reclamation
activities. Additionally, the project would support the continued implementation of land uses designated
under the El Corazon Specific Plan, while allowing for the continued operation of an important recycling
resource for the City and the North County region.
“Moody’s” recycling operation is an integral part of the City of Oceanside’s strategy to meet the 2020
State of California mandate for a 75% diversion of waste material from landfills. The City currently
operates at a diversion rate of approximately 72%, which is one of the highest in Southern California.
Moody’s recycling processes represent approximately 50% of that diversion rate (by weight). Moody’s
current operating contract with the City runs through 2025 and would transfer to the new site. This is the
same contract period as the El Corazon Compost Facility. Through coordination with the City, Moody’s
also provides services related to implementing the state-mandated El Corazon reclamation plan and has
provided extensive grading and earth-moving services to support implementation of land uses within the
El Corazon Specific Plan area, including the existing SoCal Sports Complex soccer fields.
9.

SURROUNDING LAND USE(S) AND PROJECT SETTING

The project site is located in the City of Oceanside, California, and is surrounded by a variety of land uses,
including industrial facilities, and commercial and residential developments. El Corazon Compost Facility
(3210 Oceanside Boulevard) is located directly south of the project site. SoCal Sports Complex (3300 El
Corazon Drive) is located directly east of the project site. Undeveloped open space area borders the project
site to the north, which provides a buffer between the residential neighborhoods across Mesa Drive.
10.

OTHER REQUIRED AGENCY APPROVALS

None
11.

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

None
12.

CONSULTATION

A. Federal, State, and Other Local Agencies Consulted:
None
B. Persons Consulted:
Richard Greenbauer, Principal Planner, City of Oceanside; William A. Ramsey, AICP, Planning Consultant,
City of Oceanside
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SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED
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
Biological Resources
Hazards
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Utilities Systems

Agricultural
Cultural Resources
Hydrology and Water
Quality
Noise
Recreation

Air Quality
Geological
Land Use and Planning
Population and Housing
Transportation
Tribal Cultural Resources

DETERMINATION. (To be completed by lead agency) Based on this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described herein have
been included in this project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects
that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

____________________________________________
Richard Greenbauer, Environmental Coordinator
14.

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.
A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault
rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors
as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).
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2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with
mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial
evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact”
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.
4. “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a
“Less-Than-Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly
explain how they reduce the effect to a less-than-significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier
Analyses,” as described in (5), may be cross-referenced).
5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process,
an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section
15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope
of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or
outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the
statement is substantiated.
7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s
environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact
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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) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is a vacant, graded lot located within the El Corazon
Specific Plan, in a developed area containing industrial facilities, and commercial and residential
developments. Construction of the proposed project would affect the visual environment during
excavation, grading, and on-site storage of equipment and materials. However, although views may be
altered, construction would be short term and temporary. Temporary visual impacts could include views
of large construction equipment, storage areas, and any potential signage. All construction equipment
would be removed from the project site upon completion of the proposed project. Further, due to the
distance of the project to nearby roads and residents, and the existing topography surrounding the
project site, there are no direct views to the project site. The addition of a proposed perimeter berm and
landscaping will further provide visual screening of the project from off-site views. Thus, motorists and
residents in the surrounding area would not experience visual obstructions of project construction.
The closest visual resources to the project site, as identified in the City of Oceanside General Plan
(General Plan), is the Mission San Luis Rey, located approximately 1.8 miles north of the project site,
and the Dignity Memorial Cemetery, located approximately 0.7 miles south of the project site. These
resources are identified in the General Plan as visual open space areas (City of Oceanside 2002).
The proposed project would not be visible from these locations. The proposed project would introduce
additional structures that would be temporary and removed when the proposed project is phased out
in accordance with the El Corazon Specific Plan (City of Oceanside 2009a). Due to the project’s
distance from these visual resources, and because the project site is surrounded by existing
industrial, commercial, and recreational uses, the project would not have a substantial effect on a
scenic vista. Thus, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
No Impact. The closest eligible state scenic highway, State Route (SR-) 76, is located approximately
1.25 miles north of the project site, and the closest officially designated California Scenic Highway to
the project site is an 18-mile portion of SR-78, located approximately 42 miles southeast of the
proposed project site (Caltrans 2011). Due to the distance of the project site and intervening terrain
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from the closest designated California Scenic Highway, the site would not be visible from SR-78.
Therefore, no impact to trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings within a state scenic highway
would occur.
c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is currently characterized by graded, vacant land
with little native vegetation. A few non-native shrubs and weeds, as well as dirt patches, are
present throughout the site. The site lacks visual quality. As discussed in a, above, aesthetic
impacts during the construction phase of the project would be temporary. Once the proposed
project is constructed, residents along El Camino Real and people using the SoCal Sports Complex
would experience a changed aesthetic because they are located in close proximity to the proposed
project site, which is currently vacant.
Once constructed, the project would introduce structures similar to those that currently operate on
the existing facility, including an administrative office trailer, vehicle scale, and a small customer
parking area, near the facility’s entry drive. A truck scale and metal shipping container will be
placed near the proposed office trailer. The shipping container would provide storage for materials
and products used for site equipment and machinery. Two “porta-potties” will be located on site and
will be relocated as needed to be near ongoing operations. Further, the project would introduce
designated areas for recycle material tipping, processing and stockpiling activities to the site. These
areas would rotate throughout the site to support ongoing recycling operations.
Although these proposed features could be visible from nearby land uses, such as residential areas
along El Camino Real and Mesa Drive, the project would incorporate a 15-foot-high earthen berm
to be located along the north and west boundaries of the proposed site to provide a visual buffer for
surrounding land uses (refer to Figure 5, Conceptual Landscape Plan). The exterior of the berm
would be landscaped with shrubs, trees, and groundcover to enhance the visual screen. The
landscape plant palette contains native California, southwestern natives, and Mediterranean
climate species that are combined to screen the operations and yard areas. Additionally, the site
would also be buffered from the existing compost facility and soccer field complex located to the
south and east, respectively, by the existing grading and orientation of these use areas within the
El Corazon Specific Plan area. Further, although residential and recreational land uses surrounding
the proposed project site would have partial views of the proposed facility, the site would have a
smaller footprint than the existing recycling facility. The project would have similar characteristics to
the existing recycling facility and does not incorporate additional components that may alter the
aesthetic style of the El Corazon Specific Plan area. Additionally, according to the El Corazon
Specific Plan, the proposed project would eventually be phased out, and its aesthetic impacts as a
result of the project would be nonexistent (City of Oceanside 2009a). Therefore, impacts due to
potential alteration of the existing visual character of the project area would be less than significant.
d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would introduce minimal additional lighting on
site, including mounted office trailer security and convenience lighting, as well as safety lighting in the
parking area. While no specific details on lighting are available for outdoor lighting at this time, all
lighting would be required to adhere to Chapter 39 of the City’s Municipal Code, which outlines light
pollution regulations (City of Oceanside 2017a). In general, all outdoor lighting would be shielded and
directed away from adjacent properties resulting in zero direct light trespass. Further, due to the
minimal amount of structures introduced at the site, the project would not introduce large expanses of
glass or other highly reflective materials that may lead to a glare impact on nearby land uses.
Because proposed lighting is minimal, and all lighting would be required to adhere to the standards
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No Impact

Less-Than-Significant
Impact

Potentially Significant
Unless Mitigated

Potentially Significant
Impact

set forth in the City of Oceanside’s Municipal Code, additional light as a result of the proposed project
would have a less-than-significant impact.

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?
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) Would the project 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 proposed project site is designated as “Other Land” by the Department of Conservation
(DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC 2014a). The DOC categorizes “Other Land”
as land not included in any other mapping category. Examples include low-density rural developments;
brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry,
or aquaculture facilities; strip mines; borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than 40 acres. Additionally,
vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development and greater than 40
acres is mapped as “Other Land” (DOC 2017). Areas surrounding the proposed project site are
designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land.” The DOC defines “Urban and Built-Up Land” as occupied
structures with a building density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately 6 structures to a 10acre parcel. Thus, the proposed project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural uses, and no impact would occur.
b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?
No Impact. The proposed project site is neither zoned for agricultural use, nor subject to a
Williamson Act contract (DOC 2014b). Therefore, implementation of the project would not result
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in any conflicts with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract. No impacts
would occur.
c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?
No Impact. The project site is zoned for Civic Services and Parks and Recreation under the El
Corazon Specific Plan (City of Oceanside 2009a). No lands within the City of Oceanside are zoned as
forest land or timberland, or for timberland zoned Timberland Production. Relocation of the recycling
facility within the El Corazon Specific Plan area is consistent and in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance and the El Corazon Specific Plan. Implementation of the project would not conflict with any
existing zoning for forest land or timberland, and no impacts would occur.
d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact. The project site contains no forested areas or designated forest land, and implementation
of the project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use.
No impact would occur.
e)

Would the project 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?

14.3 AIR QUALITY. 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?

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
Potentially
Significant
Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

No Impact. As previously discussed, the proposed project and the surrounding areas are not
designated for agricultural use. Thus, implementation of the project would not result in changes
in the environment that would result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use. No
impacts would occur.
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a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. An Air Quality Analysis Technical Report was prepared for the
proposed project in September 2017 by Dudek. Information from this Technical Report is used herein,
and is included as Appendix A to this MND.
The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) and San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) are responsible for developing and implementing the clean air plans for attainment and
maintenance of the ambient air quality standards in the basin—specifically, the State Implementation
1
Plan (SIP) and San Diego County Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS). The federal ozone (O3)
maintenance plan, which is part of the SIP, was adopted in 2012 (SDAPCD 2012). The most recent
O3 attainment plan was adopted in 2016. The SIP includes a demonstration that current strategies
and tactics will maintain acceptable air quality in the basin based on the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). The RAQS was initially adopted in 1991 and is updated on a triennial basis
(most recently in 2016). The RAQS outlines SDAPCD’s plans and control measures designed to
attain the state air quality standards for O 3. The SIP and RAQS rely on information from the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) and SANDAG, including mobile and area source emissions and
information regarding projected growth in the County as a whole and the cities in the County, to
project future emissions and determine the strategies necessary for the reduction of emissions
through regulatory controls. CARB mobile source emission projections and SANDAG growth
projections are based on population, vehicle trends, and land use plans developed by the County and
the cities in the County as part of the development of their general plans.
If a project involves development that is of greater intensity than that anticipated in the local plan and
SANDAG’s growth projections, the project could be in conflict with the SIP and RAQS and may
contribute to a potentially significant cumulative impact on air quality. The proposed project is within
the El Corazon Specific Plan, which was originally approved in 2009 and provides for the long-term
development of a variety of park, habitat and open space, hotel, commercial, residential, public, and
semi-public land uses within prescribed planning districts. Thus, the adoption of the Specific Plan
(SP) predates the adoption of the most recent standards established by the SIP and the RAQS, and
the proposed use would not constitute an increase in intensity over that envisioned in the local plan
nor the Regional Air Quality Plan’s growth projections.
The existing Moody’s recycling facility is classified as a temporary use in relation to the long-term
buildout and development of the Specific Plan area. The current facility operates under a Revised
Grading Plan for the El Corazon Specific Plan area, and the CEQA evaluation was deemed to be
adequately covered in the adopted Negative Declaration for the U.S. Silica Company Reclamation
Plan, dated October 1, 1992. As the current operation was already accounted for in the RAQS and
the proposed project would reduce processing throughput compared to the existing facility, the
proposed project’s emissions are already accounted for in the RAQS and SIP.
The proposed relocation site encompasses an area designated as “Parks and Recreation” (Park 7)
and “Civic Services” (a portion of Civic Services Site 3) under the Specific Plan District Map (City of
Oceanside 2009a). Specifically, these areas are planned for future uses, which include athletic fields,
basketball courts, a skate/BMX park, picnic, playground, and parking areas. Development of these
planned uses is not anticipated in the near to mid-term future of the Specific Plan implementation and
would not conflict with Moody’s current operating contract with the City, which runs through 2025.

1

For the purpose of this discussion, the relevant federal air quality plan is the ozone maintenance plan (SDAPCD 2012). The
RAQS is the applicable plan for purposes of state air quality planning. Both plans reflect growth projections in the basin.
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In transitioning to the proposed site, the recycling facility has been classified by the City as a “Major
Utility” use under the City’s zoning ordinance. The proposed project would be consistent with the El
Corazon Specific Plan land use designation for the site.
While the SDAPCD and City do not provide guidance regarding the analysis of impacts associated with
air quality plan conformance, the County’s Guidelines for Determining Significance and Report and
Format and Content Requirements – Air Quality discusses conformance with the RAQS (County of San
Diego 2007). The guidance indicates that if a project, in conjunction with other projects, contributes to
growth projections that would not exceed SANDAG’s growth projections for the City, the project would
not be in conflict with the RAQS (County of San Diego 2007). As previously discussed, the proposed
project would not contribute to growth in the region as it already exists.
Notably, the proposed project would require a conditional use permit in order for the facility site to be
approved for the operation of a “Major Utility” use. However, because the Moody’s Recycling Facility
currently exists within the El Corazon Specific Plan and the proposed project would simply relocate
the facility and reduce the annual operational capacity (i.e., reduction from 250,000 to 175,000 tons
annually), the underlying projections in the RAQS and SIP take into account the growth projections of
the proposed project. Therefore, impacts would be considered less than significant.
b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction and operational air pollutant emissions, CARB
significance thresholds, and associated project impacts are discussed herein. The analysis criteria for
air quality impacts are based upon the approach recommended by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District’s (SCAQMD) CEQA Handbook. The handbook establishes aggregate emissions
calculations for determining the potential significance of a proposed action. In the event that the
emissions exceed the established thresholds, air dispersion modeling may be conducted to assess
whether the proposed action results in an exceedance of an air quality standards. The City of
Oceanside has adopted this methodology. As noted under Threshold a), an Air Quality Analysis
Technical Report was prepared for the proposed project, and information from the technical report is
used herein and is included as Appendix A to this MND.
Construction Emissions
Construction of the proposed project would result in the temporary addition of pollutants to the local
airshed caused by on-site sources (i.e., off-road construction equipment, soil disturbance, and volatile
organic compound (VOC) off-gassing) and off-site sources (worker vehicle trips). Construction
emissions can vary substantially day to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of
operation, and for dust, the prevailing weather conditions.
Criteria air pollutant emissions associated with construction activity were quantified using the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). Default values provided by the program were
used where detailed proposed project information was not available. A detailed depiction of the
construction schedule—including information regarding phasing, equipment used during each phase,
haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles—is included in Section 5.2.1 of Appendix A.
CalEEMod inputs for the proposed project are outlined in Appendix A.
Implementation of the proposed project would generate air pollutant emissions from dust, off-road
equipment, vehicle emissions, and asphalt pavement application. Entrained dust results from the exposure of
earth surfaces to wind from the direct disturbance and movement of soil, resulting in PM10 (particulate matter
with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns) and PM2.5 (particulate matter with an
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 2.5 microns) emissions. The proposed project is subject to
SDAPCD Rule 55, Fugitive Dust Control. This rule requires that the proposed project take steps to restrict
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visible emissions of fugitive dust beyond the property line (SDAPCD 2009). Compliance with Rule 55 would
limit fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) generated during grading and construction activities. To account for dust
control measures in the calculations, it was assumed that the active sites would be watered at least two
times daily, resulting in an approximately 55% reduction of particulate matter.
Exhaust from internal combustion engines used by construction equipment and worker vehicles
would result in emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5. The application of asphalt
pavement would also produce VOC emissions.
Table 14.3-1 shows the estimated maximum daily construction emissions associated with the
construction of the proposed project without mitigation. Complete details of the emissions calculations
are provided in Appendix A of this document.

Table 14.3-1
Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
VOC

NOx

1.86
1.75
0.72
1.86
75
No

24.17
22.60
7.06
24.17
250
No

Year
2018
2019
2020
Maximum Daily Emissions
SDAPCD Threshold
Threshold Exceeded?

CO

SOx
pounds per day
10.33
0.02
7.64
0.02
7.61
0.01
10.33
0.02
550
250
No
No

PM10

PM2.5

1.10
1.01
0.46
1.10
100
No

0.96
0.78
0.37
0.96
55
No

Notes:
VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SDAPCD = San Diego Air Pollution Control District.
See Appendix A for complete results.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. These emissions reflect CalEEMod
“mitigated” output, which accounts for compliance with SDAPCD Rule 55 (Fugitive Dust).

As shown in Table 14.3-1, daily construction emissions would not exceed the significance thresholds
for any criteria air pollutant. Therefore, impacts during construction would be less than significant.
Operational Emissions
Operation of the proposed project would generate VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions
from mobile sources, including vehicle trips; area sources, including the use of consumer products
and landscape maintenance equipment; and energy sources. As discussed in Section 5.2.2 of
Appendix A, Operation, pollutant emissions associated with long-term operations were quantified
using CalEEMod. Proposed project-generated mobile source emissions were estimated in CalEEMod
based on proposed project-specific trip rates. CalEEMod default values were used to estimate
emissions from the proposed project area and energy sources.
Table 14.3-2 presents the maximum daily area, energy, and mobile source emissions associated with
operation (Year 2021) of the proposed project. The values shown are the maximum summer or winter
daily emissions results from CalEEMod. Detailed emission calculations are provided in Appendix A.

Table 14.3-2
Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
Emission Source
Area
Energy

VOC

NOx

0.27
0.00

0.00
0.00

CO
SOx
pounds per day
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

PM10

PM2.5

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
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Table 14.3-2
Estimated Maximum Daily Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
Emission Source
Mobile
Offroad
Total
SDAPCD Threshold
Threshold Exceeded?

VOC
0.15
2.28
2.70
75
No

NOx
0.63
17.74
18.38
250
No

CO
1.73
12.04
13.78
550
No

SOx
0.01
0.04
0.05
250
No

PM10
6.17
0.68
6.85
100
No

PM2.5
1.14
0.65
1.78
55
No

Notes:
VOC = volatile organic compound; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; CO = carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; PM10 = coarse particulate
matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; SDAPCD = San Diego Air Pollution Control District.
See Appendix A for complete results.
The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod. These emissions reflect CalEEMod
“mitigated” output, which accounts for compliance with SDAPCD Rule 55 (Fugitive Dust) and Rule 67.0.1 (Architectural Coatings).

As shown in Table 14.3-2, the combined daily area, energy, and mobile source emissions would not
exceed the City’s operational thresholds for VOC, NO x, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5. Impacts
associated with proposed project-generated operational criteria air pollutant emissions would be less
than significant.
c)

Would the project 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. Air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The nonattainment status
of regional pollutants is a result of past and present development, and the SDAPCD develops and
implements plans for future attainment of ambient air quality standards. Based on these
considerations, project-level thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants are relevant in the
determination of whether a project’s individual emissions would have a cumulatively significant impact
on air quality. As described in Section 6.2 of Appendix A, the proposed project would have a lessthan-significant impact for short-term construction and long-term operations.
The San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) is a nonattainment area for O3 under the NAAQS and California Ambient
Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). The poor air quality in the SDAB is the result of cumulative emissions
from motor vehicles, off-road equipment, commercial and industrial facilities, and other emission sources.
Projects that emit these pollutants or their precursors (i.e., VOCs and NOx for O3) potentially contribute to
poor air quality. In analyzing cumulative impacts from a project, the analysis must specifically evaluate the
project’s contribution to the cumulative increase in pollutants for which the basin is designated as
nonattainment for the CAAQS and NAAQS. If the project does not exceed thresholds and is determined to
have less-than-significant project-specific impacts, it may still contribute to a significant cumulative impact
on air quality if the emissions from the project, in combination with the emissions from other proposed or
reasonably foreseeable future projects, are in excess of established thresholds. However, a project would
only be considered to have a significant cumulative impact if the project’s contribution accounts for a
significant proportion of the cumulative total emissions (i.e., it represents a “cumulatively considerable
contribution” to the cumulative air quality impact).
Additionally, for SDAB, the RAQS serves as the long-term regional air quality planning document for
the purpose of assessing cumulative operational emissions in SDAB to ensure it continues to make
progress toward NAAQS- and CAAQS-attainment status. As such, cumulative projects located in the
San Diego region would have the potential to result in a cumulative impact to air quality if, in
combination, they would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the RAQS. Similarly, individual
projects that are inconsistent with the regional planning documents upon which the RAQS is based
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would have the potential to result in cumulative operational impacts if they represent development
and population increases beyond regional projections.
SDAB has also been designated as a state nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The
nonattainment status is the result of cumulative emissions from all sources of these air pollutants and
their precursors within SDAB. As discussed previously, the proposed project would not exceed
significance thresholds during construction or operation. As such, the proposed project would result in
less-than-significant impacts to air quality relative to emissions.
Regarding long-term cumulative operational emissions in relation to consistency with local air quality
plans, the SIP and RAQS serve as the primary air quality planning documents for the state and SDAB,
respectively. The SIP and RAQS rely on SANDAG growth projections based on population, vehicle
trends, and land use plans developed by the cities and the County as part of the development of their
general plans. Therefore, projects involving development that is consistent with the growth anticipated by
local plans would be consistent with the SIP and RAQS and would not be considered to result in
cumulatively considerable impacts from operational emissions. As stated previously, the proposed project
would be consistent with the existing zoning and land use designation for the site, and would not result in
significant regional growth that is not accounted for within the RAQS. As a result, the proposed project
would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional O3 concentrations or other criteria
pollutant emissions. Cumulative impacts would be less than significant during operation.
d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Air quality varies as a direct function of the amount of pollutants
emitted into the atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing
meteorological conditions. Air quality problems arise when the rate of pollutant emissions exceeds the
rate of dispersion. Reduced visibility, eye irritation, and adverse health impacts upon those persons
termed “sensitive receptors” are the most serious hazards of existing air quality conditions in the area.
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on
the population groups and the activities involved. People most likely to be affected by air pollution, as
identified by CARB, include children, the elderly, outdoor athletes, and people with cardiovascular
and chronic respiratory diseases; however, for the purposes of this analysis, residents are also
considered sensitive receptors. As such, sensitive receptors include residences, schools,
playgrounds, child-care centers, athletic facilities, long-term health-care facilities, rehabilitation
centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes. The closest sensitive receptor to the proposed
project is Ocean Shores High School, which is about 1,300 feet to the south of the facility. The closest
residences to the proposed project is 870 feet to the north of the facility.
Health Impacts of Toxic Air Contaminants
“Incremental cancer risk” is the net increased likelihood that a person continuously exposed to
concentrations of toxic air contaminants (TACs) resulting from a project over a 9-, 30-, and 70-year
exposure period would contract cancer based on the use of standard Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) risk-assessment methodology (OEHHA 2015). In addition, some TACs
have non-carcinogenic effects. TACs that would potentially be emitted during construction activities
would be diesel particulate matter (DPM), emitted from heavy-duty construction equipment and
heavy-duty trucks. Heavy-duty construction equipment and diesel trucks are subject to CARB
Airborne Toxic Control Measures to reduce DPM emissions. According to the OEHHA, health risk
assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be
based on a 30-year exposure period for the maximally exposed individual resident; however, such
assessments should be limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project (OEHHA
2015). Thus, the duration of proposed construction activities (approximately 24 months) would only
constitute a small percentage of the total long-term exposure period and would not result in exposure
of proximate sensitive receptors to substantial TACs.
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In an abundance of caution based on the 15-year duration of operations, a voluntary Health Risk
Assessment (HRA) was performed. The HRA methodology the detailed assessment is provided as
part of Appendix A. Based on the HRA included in Appendix A, the Maximally Exposed Individual
Receptor would be located directly north of the proposed project boundary on Mt. Vernon Avenue.
The results of the HRA for project operations are summarized in Table 14.3-3.

Table 14.3-3
Operational Activity Health Risk Assessment Results
Impact Parameter
MEIR – Cancer Risk
HIC

Units
Per Million
Not Applicable

Proposed Project Impact
1.0
0.0002

CEQA Threshold
10.0
1.0

Level of Significance
Less than Significant
Less than Significant

Sources: Appendix B
Notes: MEIR – Maximally Exposed Individual Receptor; HIC – Chronic Hazard Index

The results of the operational HRA demonstrate that the off-road equipment and mobile sources TAC
exposure would result in cancer risk at the Maximally Exposed Individual Receptor below the 10 in a
million threshold, as well as Chronic Hazard Index less than 1. Therefore, TAC emissions from
operation of the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations, and impacts would be less than significant.
Health Impacts of Carbon Monoxide
Mobile-source impacts occur on two basic scales of motion. Regionally, proposed project-related
travel will add to regional trip generation and increase the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within the
local airshed and the SDAB. Locally, proposed project traffic will be added to the City’s roadway
system. If such traffic occurs during periods of poor atmospheric ventilation, consists of a large
number of vehicles “cold-started” and operating at pollution-inefficient speeds, and operating on
roadways already crowded with non-project traffic, there is a potential for the formation of microscale
carbon monoxide (CO) “hotspots” in the area immediately around points of congested traffic. Because
of continued improvement in mobile emissions at a rate faster than the rate of vehicle growth and/or
congestion, the potential for CO hotspots in the basin is steadily decreasing.
Projects contributing to adverse traffic impacts may result in the formation of CO hotspots. To verify
that the proposed project would not cause or contribute to a violation of the CO standard, a screening
evaluation of the potential for CO hotspots was conducted. A traffic impact analysis (STC Traffic
2016, provided as Appendix E), evaluated the level of service (LOS) (i.e., increased congestion)
impacts at intersections affected by the proposed project. The potential for CO hotspots was
evaluated based on the results of the traffic report. As the City of Oceanside does not have CO
hotspots guidelines, the CO hotspot screening guidance in the County of San Diego’s Guidelines
(County of San Diego 2007) was followed to determine if the proposed project would require a sitespecific hotspot analysis. The County recommends that a quantitative analysis of CO hotspots be
performed for intersections operating at or below a LOS of “E” and with peak-hour trips exceeding
3,000 trips. The proposed project’s traffic impact analysis determined that there would be no
intersections that would operate at a LOS E or lower with the proposed project (Appendix E).
Therefore, a quantitative analysis is not required for the proposed project. In addition, because of
continued improvement in vehicular emissions at a rate faster than the rate of vehicle growth and/or
congestion, the potential for CO hotspots in the SDAB is steadily decreasing. Background CO levels
in the area, as shown in Appendix A Table 3, Ambient Air Quality Data, are less than 20% of the 1and 8-hour CAAQS and would be expected to improve further due to reductions in motor vehicle
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emissions. Based on these considerations, proposed project operation would result in a less-thansignificant impact to air quality with regard to potential CO hotspots.
Health Impacts of Other Criteria Air Pollutants
As indicated in Tables 14.3-1 and 4.13-2, construction and operation of the proposed project would
not result in emissions that exceed the SDAPCD’s emission thresholds for any criteria air pollutants.
Some VOCs would be associated with motor vehicles and construction equipment, while others
would be associated with architectural coatings, the emissions of which would not result in the
exceedances of the SDAPCD’s thresholds. Generally, the VOCs in architectural coatings are of
relatively low toxicity. Additionally, SDAPCD Rule 67.0.1 restricts the VOC content of coatings for
both construction and operational applications (SDAPCD 2015).
In addition, VOCs and NO x are precursors to O3, for which the SDAB is designated as nonattainment
with respect to the NAAQS and CAAQS. (The SDAB is designated by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency as an attainment area for the 1-hour O3 NAAQS standard and 1997 8-hour
NAAQS standard.) The health effects associated with O3 are generally associated with reduced lung
function. The contribution of VOCs and NO x to regional ambient O3 concentrations is the result of
complex photochemistry. The increases in O3 concentrations in the SDAB due to O3 precursor
emissions tend to be found downwind from the source location to allow time for the photochemical
reactions to occur. However, the potential for exacerbating excessive O3 concentrations would also
depend on the time of year that the VOC emissions would occur because exceedances of the O 3
ambient air quality standards tend to occur between April and October when solar radiation is highest.
The overall effect of a single project’s emissions of O3 precursors is speculative due to the lack of
quantitative methods to assess this impact. Nonetheless, the VOC and NOx emissions associated with
proposed project construction could minimally contribute to regional O3 concentrations and the associated
health impacts. Due to the minimal contribution during construction and operation, as well as the existing
good air quality in coastal San Diego areas, health impacts would be considered less than significant.
Similar to O3, construction of the proposed project would not exceed thresholds for PM10 or PM2.5 and
would not contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for particulate matter. The proposed
project would also not result in substantial DPM emissions during construction and operation, and
therefore, would not result in significant health effects related to DPM exposure. Due to the minimal
contribution of particulate matter during construction and operation, health impacts would be
considered less than significant.
Regarding nitrogen dioxide (NO2), according to the construction emissions analysis, construction of
the proposed project would not contribute to exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for NO 2. NO2
and NOx health impacts are associated with respiratory irritation, which may be experienced by
nearby receptors during the periods of heaviest use of off-road construction equipment. However,
these operations would be relatively short term, and the proposed project would be required to
comply with SDAPCD Rule 55, which limits the amount of fugitive dust generated during construction
(SDAPCD 2009). Additionally, off-road construction equipment would be operating at various portions
of the site and would not be concentrated in one portion of the site at any one time. Construction of
the proposed project would not require any stationary emission sources that would create substantial,
localized NOx impacts. Therefore, health impacts would be considered less than significant.
The VOC and NOx emissions, as described previously, would minimally contribute to regional O 3
concentrations and the associated health effects. In addition to O 3, NOx emissions would not
contribute to potential exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for NO2. As shown in Appendix A
Table 3, the existing NO2 concentrations in the area are well below the NAAQS and CAAQS
standards. Thus, it is not expected the proposed project’s operational NOx emissions would result in
exceedances of the NO2 standards or contribute to the associated health effects. CO tends to be a
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localized impact associated with congested intersections. The associated CO “hotspots” were
discussed previously as a less-than-significant impact. Thus, the proposed project’s CO emissions
would not contribute to significant health effects associated with this pollutant. PM 10 and PM2.5 would
not contribute to potential exceedances of the NAAQS and CAAQS for particulate matter, would not
obstruct the SDAB from coming into attainment for these pollutants, and would not contribute to
significant health effects associated with particulates. Therefore, health impacts associated with
criteria air pollutants would be considered less than significant.
e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The State of California Health and Safety Code, Division 26, Part 4,
Chapter 3, Section 41700; SDAPCD Rule 51; and City of Oceanside Municipal Code Section 13.16,
commonly referred to as public nuisance law, prohibit emissions from any source whatsoever in such
quantities of air contaminants or other material that cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance
to the public health or damage to property. Projects required to obtain permits from SDAPCD are
evaluated by SDAPCD staff for potential odor nuisance, and conditions may be applied (or control
equipment required) where necessary to prevent occurrence of public nuisance.
SDAPCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) also prohibits emission of any material that causes nuisance to a
considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health, or safety of any person (SDAPCD
1976). A project that involves a use that would produce objectionable odors would be deemed to
have a significant odor impact if it would affect a considerable number of off-site receptors. Odor
issues are very subjective by their very nature and due to the fact that their measurements are
difficult to quantify. As a result, this guideline is qualitative and will focus on the existing and potential
surrounding uses and location of sensitive receptors.
The occurrence and severity of potential odor impacts depends on numerous factors. The nature,
frequency, and intensity of the source; the wind speeds and direction; and the sensitivity of receiving
location each contribute to the intensity of the impact. Although offensive odors seldom cause physical
harm, they can be annoying and cause distress among the public and generate citizen complaints.
Odors would be potentially generated from vehicles and equipment exhaust emissions during
construction of the proposed project. Potential odors produced during construction would be
attributable to concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of construction equipment.
Such odors would disperse rapidly from the proposed project site and generally occur at magnitudes
that would not affect substantial numbers of people. Therefore, impacts associated with odors during
construction would be less than significant.
Land uses and industrial operations associated with odor complaints include agricultural uses,
wastewater treatment plants, food-processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries,
landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding (SCAQMD 1993). The proposed project includes construction
and demolition debris recycling, which includes the operation of diesel off-road equipment and onroad vehicles. As the material processed at the facility will be inorganic, there would not be odors
associated with them as is typical with a landfill or composting facility. Similar to construction, any
odors from equipment would disperse rapidly from the proposed project site and generally occur at
magnitudes that would not affect substantial numbers of people. Therefore, proposed project
operations would not result in an odor impact and would therefore be less than significant.
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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 Game or the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as 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) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. According to the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB), 11 special-status plant species have been recorded as occurring within the project area
(CDFW 2016). However, the Biological Technical Report (Appendix B) prepared for the proposed
project identifies the suitable habitat for special-status plants that occurs off site within the 500-foot
buffer, and there is no suitable habitat on site. The project area includes the 12.9-acre project site as
well as a 500-foot buffer surrounding the project site for a total of 64.7 acres (refer to Figure 3 of
Appendix B). There is a potential for special-status plant species to occur within the coastal scrub or
riparian scrub and forest portion of the project area on the northern edge. From the CNDDB recorded
occurrences, six special-status plant species have moderate potential to occur off site: San Diego
thorn-mint (Acanthomintha ilicifolia), San Diego ambrosia (Ambrosia pumila), Orcutt’s spineflower
(Chorizanthe orcuttiana), San Diego button-celery (Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii), Orcutt’s
hazardia (Hazardia orcuttii), and thread-leaved brodiaea (Brodiaea filifolia) (CDFW 2016). No
sensitive or special-status plant species were recorded during the vegetation mapping site survey.
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Four special-status wildlife species were observed during the reconnaissance survey within the project
area: coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica), least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii
pusillus), Nuttall’s woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), and yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens). Given the
repeatedly disturbed nature of the site, there is little to no potential for special-status wildlife species to
occur on-site (Appendix B). A number of raptor species could use the project area for foraging and
could potentially use adjacent native habitat for nesting. A number of ground-nesting bird species may
use the native habitat on site for nesting. While these species may not be considered special status,
they are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Impacts to raptor species and nesting birds are
generally addressed by conducting pre-construction surveys, avoiding tree removal or ground
disturbance at the nest during the breeding season if nests are present, and providing a buffer around
nest locations. Surveys for evidence of burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) were negative. There is no
potential for burrowing owls on the site because the entire site is regularly maintained.
Overall, the proposed project would not have any direct impacts on special-status vegetation
communities, plants, or wildlife species. Riparian areas and special-status upland vegetation are
limited to the 500-foot buffer surrounding the project site. Since the proposed project site is within 500
feet of vegetation communities that are known to support special-status wildlife species such as
coastal California gnatcatcher and least Bell’s vireo, the specific mitigation measures related to these
species, as outlined in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the El Corazon Specific
Plan, would apply to this project. Since no suitable burrows were located and are not expected due to
the regular maintenance of the site, no additional burrowing owl measures are recommended. With
the implementation of the listed mitigation measures, potential impacts as a result of the proposed
project would not have a significant impact on biological resources or potentially occurring specialstatus species within the 500 feet surrounding the project site. MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-9, taken
directly from the El Corazon Specific Plan FEIR (City of Oceanside 2009b), would apply to the
proposed project and would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. It should be noted that the
mitigation measures, as well as the numbering of the mitigation measures from the El Corazon
Specific Plan FEIR, have been clarified to be more applicable to the proposed project.
MM-BIO-1

Night work shall be prohibited. Night (security) lighting should be of the lowest
illumination necessary for human safety, selectively placed, shielded, and directed
away from natural habitats.

MM-BIO-2

To avoid attracting predators of the target species of concern, the project site shall be
kept clean of debris on a daily basis. All food-related trash items shall be enclosed in
sealed containers and regularly removed from the site. Pets shall not be allowed on
site where they may come in contact with any listed species.

MM-BIO-3

Construction employees shall strictly limit their activities, vehicles, equipment, and
construction materials to the proposed footprint and designated staging areas and
routes of travel. The construction area(s) shall be the minimal area necessary to
complete the project and shall be specified in the construction plans.

MM-BIO-4

A monitoring biologist shall be retained during the initial construction phase to
oversee the installation of temporary construction fencing. The monitoring biologist
shall oversee the installation of construction fencing to limit areas of disturbance and
specify construction area limits, and staging areas. Additionally, the biologist shall
oversee the installation of construction fencing and erosion control measures within
or up-slope of upland restoration and/or preservation areas. The project operations
manager shall be responsible for monitoring fencing and erosion control features on
a weekly basis and daily during rain events to ensure that any breaks in the fence or
erosion control measures are immediately repaired.
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MM-BIO-5

At least seven days prior to beginning any site grading or site preparation activities, a
minimum of three focused surveys, on three separate days, shall be conducted to
determine the presence of California gnatcatcher and vireo, nest building activities, egg
incubation activities in or within 500 feet of the project impact limits. If any gnatcatcher
or vireo nest is found within 500 feet of initial vegetation clearing/grubbing or project
construction, the monitoring biologist shall postpone any site work that would occur
within 500 feet of the nest and contact and coordinate with the Wildlife Agencies. In
addition, the biologist shall walk ahead of any clearing/grubbing equipment to flush
birds towards areas of coastal sage scrub to be avoided. The monitoring biologist will
also record the number and location of gnatcatchers disturbed by vegetation
clearing/grubbing. The applicant shall notify the Wildlife Agencies at least 7 days prior
to vegetation clearing/grubbing to allow the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to coordinate
with the biologist on bird flushing activities.

MM-BIO-6

The monitoring biologist shall submit a letter report(s) (including photographs of
impact areas) to the Wildlife Agencies during project construction within 500 feet of
avoided habitat. The report shall document that work did not occur within the 500-foot
setback except as approved by the Service, and general compliance with all
conditions. The reports shall also outline the duration of gnatcatcher and vireo
monitoring, the location of construction activities, the type of construction which
occurred, and equipment used. The reports shall specify numbers, locations and
gender of gnatcatchers and vireo (if present), observed gnatcatchers and vireo
behavior, and remedial measures employed to avoid, minimize and mitigated impacts
to gnatcatchers and vireo. Raw field notes shall be made available to the Wildlife
Agencies upon request.

MM-BIO-7

A final report shall be submitted to the Wildlife Agencies within 60 days of project
completion including: as built construction drawing with an overlay of habitat that was
impacted, avoided, photographs of habitat areas that were to be avoided and other
relevant summary information documenting that authorized impacts were not
exceeded and that general compliance with all biological resources mitigation
measure related to project construction were achieved.

MM-BIO-8

The project biologist shall be empowered to halt work activity if necessary and to
confer with the City of Oceanside Environmental Coordinator (Development Services
Department, Planning Division) to ensure the proper implementation of species and
habitat protection measures.

MM-BIO-9

If any dead or injured listed species are encountered, initial notification must be made
within 3 working days, in writing to the Service’s Division of Law Enforcement in
Torrance California and by telephone and in writing to the applicable jurisdiction,
Carlsbad Field Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department
of Fish and Wildlife.

b) Would the project 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?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. Sensitive natural communities and special-status
vegetation communities present on site include those listed in Habitat Groups A, C, E, and F by the
Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP) and City of Oceanside Subarea Habitat Conservation
Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (Subarea Plan) (City of Oceanside 2010). The project
area is dominated by disturbed habitat, which lacks vegetation. The area has been repeatedly disked
with the exception of non-native vegetation growing around the equipment storage area. The
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surrounding habitat within the 500-foot buffer consists of coastal scrub (California sagebrush
(Artemisia californica) and coyote brush scrub (Baccharis pilularis)), urban and developed, riparian
scrub (mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia ssp. salicifolia)), riparian forest (arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis)),
and disturbed habitat (ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus) and yellow star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis)).
Off-site disturbed habitat consists of areas dominated by Maltese star-thistle (Centaurea melitensis),
sweet fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), and bromes (Bromus sp.).
Disturbed land is not considered a sensitive biological resource by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFG 2010) and does not require mitigation per the Subarea Plan. As the entire project
area has been disturbed as a result of historical sand mining activities and before commencement of
existing reclamation and processing of concrete, asphalt, and rock material, impacts to sensitive
natural vegetation communities are determined to be less than significant.
As previously discussed under Threshold a), four special-status wildlife species were observed during
the reconnaissance survey within the study area, coastal California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo,
Nuttall’s woodpecker, and yellow-breasted chat. Given the repeatedly disturbed nature of the site,
there is little to no potential for special-status wildlife species to occur within the disturbed habitat (onsite) of the project site (Appendix B). However, a number of raptor species could use the Study Area
for foraging and could potentially use adjacent native habitat for nesting. A number of ground-nesting
bird species may use the native habitat on site for nesting. While these species may not be
considered special status, they are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Impacts to raptor
species and nesting birds are generally addressed by conducting pre-construction surveys, avoiding
tree removal or ground disturbance at the nest during the breeding season if nests are present, and
providing a buffer around nest locations. All potential impacts to wildlife species would be mitigated
through the implementation of MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-9, presented under Threshold a).
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
No Impact. No wetlands exist or were identified on site or immediately adjacent to the site. Thus, the
project would not result in impacts to wetlands.
d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Wildlife movement is likely contained off site in the riparian area and
native scrub habitats (Appendix B). The remainder of the site may provide for localized wildlife movement,
but the project site itself would not be used as a wildlife corridor due to the unsuitable habitat and constant
human activity. The Subarea Plan identifies the Study Area as a regional corridor for coastal California
gnatcatcher (City of Oceanside 2010). The entire Study Area is also located within the Wildlife Corridor
Planning Zone. The Subarea Plan states the following (City of Oceanside 2010):
Properties within this zone must be protected to maintain and enhance wildlife habitat
value and connectivity for wildlife movement. Removal of native habitats or undeveloped
land that may serve as movement or dispersal corridors will be avoided. Where impacts
cannot be avoided, they must be mitigated by conservation, restoration, and/or
enhancement of habitats within this zone, with particular focus on maintaining and
increasing net gnatcatcher breeding habitat within the zone. All mitigation for impacts to
habitats within the zone and south of SR-76 must be placed within the zone and south of
SR-76 (until all possible mitigation opportunities are exhausted in this area).
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The Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone is focused on preserving and restoring suitable habitat for coastal
California gnatcatcher habitat and ensuring continued movement of the species through the area. The
proposed project would result in impacts only to disturbed habitat with little value for wildlife movement
within the Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone and would not impact any suitable habitat for coastal California
gnatcatchers that may reside in the 500-foot buffer. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as tree preservation policy/ordinance?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City of Oceanside General Plan establishes an Environmental
Resource Management Element (City of Oceanside 2002) that serves as a guide for conservation of
natural resources and open space under the City’s influence. This element was prepared so as to be
consistent with other relevant acts, plans, and policies such as the California Endangered Species
Act, CEQA, and with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB). The proposed project would be consistent with all relevant plans including
the General Plan and the Oceanside Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities
Conservation Plan (Oceanside Subarea Plan). The project site is entirely mass-graded and contains
no trees. Therefore, the project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances, and impacts
resulting from the proposed project would be less than significant.
f)

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The project site is located within the North County MHCP
(SANDAG 2003), which is a long-term regional conservation plan established to protect sensitive
species and habitats in northern San Diego County. The MHCP is divided into seven subarea plans—
one for each jurisdiction within the MHCP—that are permitted and implemented separately from one
another. The Draft Oceanside MHCP Subarea Plan (SAP) has been prepared and is used as a
guidance document for projects in the City of Oceanside. The purpose of the SAP is to address how
the City “will conserve natural biotic communities and sensitive plant and wildlife species pursuant to
the California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCP Act) and the U.S. Endangered
Species Act (ESA)” (City of Oceanside 2010). Although this plan has not been adopted and remains a
draft, incidental take permits are issued by the City with Wildlife Agencies’ (WAs) approval, City
departments review private development applications and capital improvement projects for
consistency with the plan to ensure consistency and to seek direction for mitigation.
The project site is located in the vacant part of the Subarea Plan area and designated “disturbed land”
(see Figure 2-3, Generalized Land Use and Figure 3-1, Vegetation Communities in City of Oceanside
2010). The vegetated portions of the Study Area (within the 500-foot buffer area surrounding the project
site), are classified as both pre-approved mitigation areas (PAMA), and hardline preserve areas (see
Figure 4-1 in City of Oceanside 2010). The project site itself is not located within any of the Biological Core
and Linkage Areas identified in the North County MHCP (see Figure 2-4 in SANDAG 2003).
Section 4.3.1.2 of the Subarea Plan defines PAMA as “areas that have significant resource value and
therefore would qualify for on-site mitigation credit” (City of Oceanside 2010). Development is allowed
within PAMA areas, subject to planning guidelines to avoid, minimize, and fully mitigate impacts as set
forth in Section 5.3.2 of the Subarea Plan. Section 5.3.2 states that at least 50% of a parcel located within
a PAMA must be conserved as biological open space, and no more than 25% impact to coastal sage
scrub habitat would be allowed. The project site does not contain any habitat that would require mitigation.
As stated in the Oceanside Subarea Plan, the westerly and northerly portions of the 465-acre El
Corazon parcel is considered a critical conservation and restoration (hardline) area, requiring that a
minimum of 120 acres of contiguous biological open space must be conserved on the El Corazon
property. Conservation areas are meant to occur within the vegetated areas along Garrison Creek (75
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acres) and west of the San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) transmission corridor (45 acres). The
western portions of the project site were identified as priority coastal sage scrub restoration sites with
the goal of providing contiguous coastal California gnatcatcher habitat.
The Subarea Plan requires Garrison Creek and its associated native habitats to be conserved within
the El Corazon parcel, along with a minimum 100-foot buffer of adjacent upland habitat. No structures
are allowed within the biological open space, though some trails may be permitted and existing
service roads would continue to be maintained. The proposed project would not preclude the
preservation of Garrison Creek or adjacent upland habitat. No structures are proposed to be built as
part of the project, with the exception of a 15-foot-high earthen berm along the project site’s northern
and western boundaries to shield wildlife and residents from noise impacts.

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
Potentially
Significant
Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

However, implementation of MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-9, presented under Threshold a), would
ensure the proposed project would not conflict with the MHCP, Oceanside Subarea Plan, or the El
Corazon Specific Plan. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

14.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in Section 15064.5 of CEQA?
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 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?
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5 of CEQA?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The El Corazon Specific Plan documents that there are no identified
historical resources located within the Specific Plan area (City of Oceanside 2009a). The Environmental
Resource Management Element of the City of Oceanside General Plan identifies Mission San Luis Rey,
located 3 miles to the north, as a prominent historical and cultural resource (City of Oceanside 2002).
However, the proposed project would have no effect on the Mission. According to the Preliminary
Geotechnical Report performed for the site, the near-surface soils beneath the project site consist of fill
composed of mixtures and layers of sand, silty sand, silt, and clay. This fill is estimated to occur with a
uniform thickness of approximately 10 to 20 feet throughout the project site. The proposed project would
entail excavation of maximum of 6 feet below the existing grade, although the average depth of
excavation would be approximately 2 to 3 feet below grade. This excavation of near-surface soils are
expected to be suitable fill for construction of the proposed berm. Thus, excavation of the site is not
expected to disturb any native soils (Taylor Group Inc. 2017). As the entire project site has been
disturbed as a result of historical sand mining activities prior to the existing mass-grading of the project
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site, and no identified historical resources are known to be located within the Specific Plan area and no
alterations or demolitions of buildings or structures would occur as a result of the project, impacts to
historical resources are determined to be less than significant.
b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 of CEQA?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The El Corazon Specific Plan also documents that there
are no identified archaeological resources located within the proposed project area (City of
Oceanside 2009a). The potential for intact, unknown, subsurface prehistoric archaeological materials
to be present in the project site is considered extremely low because the entire project site has been
heavily disturbed as a result of historical sand mining activities before commencement of existing
reclamation and processing of concrete, asphalt, and rock material. The proposed project site is
currently a mass-graded vacant pad with a nominal 3% slope that descends from east to west. The
grading plan includes approximately 36,000 cubic yards of cut and fill in preparation of the site
(including the construction of the berm) and would be completed on approximately 12.9 acres. The
average depth of excavation would be approximately 2 to 3 feet below grade, with the maximum
excavation occurring at 6 feet below grade. The existing soils at this grade consist of fill composed of
mixtures and layers of sand, silty sand, silt, and clay, estimated to occur with a uniform thickness of
approximately 10 to 20 feet throughout the project site. As such, excavation of the site is not expected
to disturb any native soils (Taylor Group Inc. 2017).
However, although unlikely, there is the potential for previously unknown subsurface artifacts to be
encountered during ground-disturbance activities, particularly in areas outside of nearby historic
tailing ponds. Archaeological monitoring is recommended during any ground disturbance that extends
beyond previously disturbed depths, in order to protect any previously unknown subsurface cultural
deposits, including during any pre-construction soil testing and the initial grading of the site. In the
event that any previously undetected cultural resources are encountered, all work should cease in the
vicinity of the discovery in order to evaluate findings and determine whether additional archaeological
work is needed. Therefore, impacts to archaeological resources would be potentially significant, and
implementation of mitigation measure MM-CUL-1 would be required.
MM-CUL-1: Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project applicant shall retain a
geologist to assess the potential for on-site grading to disturb previously undisturbed
areas and shall provide that assessment to the City of Oceanside (City) for determination.
In the event the City determines, based on that geological assessment, that grading has
a reasonable potential to disturb previously undisturbed areas, the City shall require the
applicant/operator to retain a qualified archaeological monitor (Register of Professional
Archeologists [RPA]-registered) to monitor ground-disturbing activities associated with
the proposed project, including but not limited to grading, excavation, clearance, and
grubbing. The archaeological monitor shall conduct preconstruction training to prepare
construction personnel of appropriate actions to be taken in the event of a cultural
resources discovery. The duration and timing of monitoring shall be determined by the
qualified archaeologist and subject to approval by the City.
The qualified archaeologist, based on observations of soil stratigraphy or other factors, and
subject to the approval of the City, may reduce the level of monitoring as warranted. In the
event that cultural resources are unearthed during ground-disturbing activities, the qualified
archaeological monitor shall have the authority to halt or redirect ground-disturbing activities
away from the vicinity of the find so that the find can be evaluated. If the find is determined to
be potentially significant, the archaeologist, in consultation with the City and appropriate
Native American monitor(s) and group(s) (if the find is a prehistoric or Native American
resource), shall develop a treatment plan. Construction activities shall be redirected to other
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work areas until the treatment plan has been implemented or the qualified archaeologist
determines that work can resume in the vicinity of the find.
With implementation of MM-CUL-1, potentially significant impacts to archaeological resources would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level.
c) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The City of Oceanside General Plan does not identify any
unique geologic features or paleontological resources within proximity to the proposed project site.
Additionally, due to the project site’s location and the extensive disturbance that has occurred on and
adjacent to the property, there is minimal potential for sub-surface resources.
As described previously, the proposed project site is currently a mass-graded vacant pad with a
nominal 3% slope that descends from east to west. The grading plan includes approximately 36,000
cubic yards of cut and fill in preparation of the site, and would be completed on approximately 12.9
acres. According to the El Corazon Specific Plan, the proposed project site mainly consists of sandy
and silty soils, which have little to no potential to support paleontological resources. In addition, the
proposed project site and surrounding areas have been heavily disturbed by mining, and due to the
existing fill that is present between 10 to 20 feet below grade throughout the site, ground disturbance
is not expected to disturb native soils (Taylor Group Inc. 2017).
However, because the exact depths of any potential paleontological resources are unknown, in the event
that unexpected intact paleontological resources are unearthed during grading, trenching, or any grounddisturbing activities, work in the area of the find shall halt until the monitoring paleontologist has made the
necessary findings as to origin. Implementation of MM-CUL-2 would be required in order to mitigate any
potential impacts to paleontological resources. Additionally, the proposed project would be required to
comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 should any
unknown paleontological resources be discovered.
MM-CUL-2: Prior to the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project applicant shall retain a geologist
to assess the potential for on-site grading to disturb previously undisturbed areas and shall
provide that assessment to the City of Oceanside (City) for determination. In the event the
City determines, based on that geological assessment, that grading has a reasonable
potential to disturb previously undisturbed areas, the City shall require the applicant/operator
to retain a qualified paleontologist (an individual with an MS or PhD in paleontology or
geology who is familiar with paleontological procedures and techniques, who is
knowledgeable in the geology and paleontology of San Diego County (County), and who has
worked as a paleontological mitigation project supervisor in the County for a least one year.
The paleontologist shall attend the pre-construction meeting to consult with the grading and
excavation contractors concerning excavation schedules, paleontological field techniques,
and safety issues. The paleontologist/paleontological monitor (an individual who has
experience in the collection and salvage of fossil materials, working under the direction of a
qualified paleontologist) shall be on site on a full-time basis during the original cutting of
previously undisturbed deposits of high paleontological resource potential (e.g., Quaternary
terrace and landslide deposits correlative with the Bay Point Formation and Torrey
Sandstone) to inspect exposures for contained fossils.
In the event that paleontological resources are discovered or unearthed during project
subsurface activities, all earth-disturbing work within 50 feet of the find shall be temporarily
halted or diverted until the discovery is examined by a qualified paleontologist. The
paleontologist shall notify the City to determine procedures that should be followed before
construction is allowed to resume at the location of the find. If the City determines that
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avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist shall prepare an excavation plan for mitigating the
effect of the proposed project on the qualities that make the resource important. The plan shall
be submitted to the City for review and approval prior to implementation.
With implementation of MM-CUL-2, potentially significant impacts to paleontological resources would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level.
d) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The proposed project site is not currently used as a
cemetery and is not otherwise known to contain human remains. There is a low probability of
encountering human remains during ground-disturbing activities given the heavily disturbed nature of
the site as a result of historic sand mining activity, and the presence of fill that is between 10 to 20 feet
below grade throughout the site. However, unanticipated discoveries of human remains require
handling in accordance with California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, which states that in
the event that human remains are discovered during construction, construction activity shall be halted
and the area shall be protected until consultation and treatment can occur as prescribed by law. In the
unexpected event that human remains are unearthed during construction activities, impacts would be
potentially significant, and implementation of mitigation measure MM-CUL-3 would be required.
MM-CUL-3: As specified by California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human remains are
found on the project site during construction or during archaeological work, the person
responsible for the excavation, or his or her authorized representative, shall immediately
notify the San Diego County Coroner’s office by telephone. No further excavation or
disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains
shall occur until the Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition
pursuant to Public Resources Code 5097.98. If such a discovery occurs, a temporary
construction exclusion zone shall be established surrounding the area of the discovery so that
the area would be protected, and consultation and treatment could occur as prescribed by
law. By law, the Coroner will determine within two working days of being notified if the
remains are subject to his or her authority. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be Native
American, he or she shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within
24 hours. The NAHC will make a determination as to the Most Likely Descendent. If Native
American remains are discovered, the remains shall be kept in-situ, or in a secure location in
close proximity to where they were found, and the analysis of the remains shall only occur on
site in the presence of a Luiseño Native American monitor.
With implementation of MM-CUL-3, potentially significant impacts to human remains would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level.

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact
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14.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving (i.) rupture of a
known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist, or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault (Refer to DM&G
Pub. 42)?; or, (ii) strong seismic ground shaking?; or, (iii) seismicrelated ground failure, including liquefaction?; or, (iv) landslides?
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in
on-site 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) Would the project 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. Ground rupture is characterized by bedrock slippage along an
established fault that may result in displacement of the ground surface. For ground rupture to
occur along a fault, an earthquake usually exceeds magnitude 5.0. Since no faults are currently
known to cross the proposed project site, the risk of ground rupture is considered remote.
No known active or potentially active faults exist on or adjacent to the proposed project site, and
the site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (DOC 2007). Although no
known active seismic faults traverse the City of Oceanside, the nearest known “active” faults to
the proposed project site are the northwest-trending Rose Canyon Fault, Agua Caliente Fault,
and Elsinore Fault (City of Oceanside 2002).
The existing office trailer would be re-purposed at the new location and upgraded with solar
panels to provide electricity as needed for office uses. A truck scale would be relocated from its
existing location and installed adjacent to the office trailer where it would be directly accessible
upon entering the site. A metal shipping container would also be placed near the office trailer to
provide storage for materials and products used with site equipment and machinery. A single
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restroom facility associated with the office space would be located on site for staff use, and two
additional “porta-potties” would be located on site and would be relocated as needed to be near
ongoing operations. No permanent structures would be built on site. Proper engineering design
and construction of the project, in conformance with California Building Code standards, would
ensure that impacts due to fault rupture would remain below a level of significance for the project
site. Therefore, impacts with regards to seismic rupturing would be less than significant.
2) Strong seismic ground shaking?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Ground shaking is considered to be the greatest seismic hazard
in San Diego County. Structural damage caused by seismically induced ground shaking is a
detrimental effect directly related to faulting and earthquake activity. The intensity of ground
shaking is dependent on the magnitude of the earthquake, distance from the earthquake, and
local seismic condition. Earthquakes of magnitude 5.0 or greater on the Richter scale are
generally associated with significant damage. No known active or potentially active faults exist on
or adjacent to the proposed project site, and the site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone (DOC 2007).
Due to regional proximity to major known active fault zones such as the Rose Canyon Fault,
Agua Caliente Fault, and Elsinore Fault, the project site is likely to be subjected to strong ground
motion from seismic activity similar to that of the rest of the San Diego County and Southern
California. However, no substantial geologic hazards are known to exist on the site that would
adversely affect the site. The proposed project would be in conformance with the California
Building Code and the seismic design criteria recommendations of the project engineer, and thus,
would not expose people or mobile structures on site to potential substantial adverse effects from
seismic ground shaking. No permanent structures are proposed as part of the project. Therefore,
it is determined that impacts would be less than significant.
3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Liquefaction typically occurs when a site is subjected to strong
seismic shaking, on-site soils are cohesion-less, groundwater is encountered within 50 feet of the
surface, and other factors contribute, such as relative densities, confining pressures, soil type,
and grain size. The El Corazon Specific Plan identifies that surrounding areas contain remnants
of tailing ponds which have resulted from historical mining (City of Oceanside 2009a). Soil types
in tailing ponds range from sands to clays. While clays are not prone to liquefaction, sand layers
within the tailing ponds are potentially liquefiable. More specifically the proposed project area was
identified to primarily contain Las Flores loamy fine sand (USDA 2017).
According to the City of Oceanside General Plan, the project area is not susceptible to
liquefaction hazards (City of Oceanside 2002). Additionally, considering the proposed use of the
project site, and considering no permanent structures would be developed on site, impacts as a
result of potential liquefaction would not be substantial. With the unlikeliness of liquefaction,
seismic-related ground failure impacts would be less than significant.
4) Landslides?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to the City of Oceanside General Plan (City of
Oceanside 2002), the project site is located within an area identified as highly susceptible to
landslides. However, the project site is not anticipated to be prone to landslides as it is relatively
flat in its existing state, and the proposed grading plan is designed to maintain minimal slope
across the pad (at an approximate 1.5% grade) to provide functional areas for the recycling
facility. The project site is not downhill of any steep slopes, nor uphill of any existing development.
Although the project site is located within an area identified as highly susceptible to landslides,
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there is no evidence of past slope failure on or around the project site. Additionally, considering
no permanent structures are proposed on site, impacts as a result of landslides is not expected to
be substantial. Therefore, impacts are determined to be less than significant.
b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction activities such as excavation and grading may have the
potential to cause soil erosion or loss of topsoil. Short-term erosion effects during the construction
phase of the project would be prevented through required implementation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
permit, and incorporation of best management practices (BMPs) intended to reduce soil erosion.
Additionally, the proposed project site was identified to mainly contain Las Flores loamy fine sand,
which is defined to be moderately well drained (USDA 2017). The SWPPP would include standard
construction methods such as temporary detention basins to control on-site and off-site erosion. A
SWPPP is required by the City of Oceanside during plan review and approval of project improvement
plans; therefore, with implementation of an approved SWPPP, impacts resulting from erosion during
construction operations would remain below a level of significance.
The proposed project would continue the same operational uses at the proposed site that occur at the
existing Moody’s facility, at a smaller scale. A 15-foot-high earthen berm would be incorporated designed
along the north and west boundaries of the proposed site to provide a visual and acoustic buffer from
surroundings for the recycling operation and material storage areas. The exterior edge of the berm would
be landscaped with shrubs, trees, and groundcover to enhance the visual screen, while the interior edge
of the berm would be landscaped with erosion control groundcover and low-height spreading shrubs. The
proposed grading plan is designed to maintain the minimal slope across the pad (at an approximate 1.5%
grade) to provide functional areas for the recycling operations. Approximately 1,500 square feet of
impervious paving areas are proposed for the new site. The grading plan includes +/-36,000 cubic yards
each of cut and fill in preparation of the site (including construction of the berm), resulting in a balanced
site with no import/export of material. Similar to the existing facility, all areas adjacent to the stockpiles on
site would be surrounded by base material; this material allows for the absorption of stormwater.
Additionally, as the site is designed to drain from east to west, a stormwater detention basin would be
located at the west end of the pad adjacent to the interior edge of the perimeter berm (refer to Figure 5).
The basin would discharge to an existing natural drainage area immediately west of the site. Stormwater
collected at the detention basin would also be intermittently used for the water truck on site.
As the proposed project would implement BMPs to ensure potential soil erosion at the project site would
not be substantial, and the project would be required to comply with the City of Oceanside’s Grading
Ordinance (City of Oceanside 1992); impacts relating to soil erosion and loss of topsoil are determined to
be less than significant.
c)

Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on - or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Thresholds (a3) and (a4) regarding liquefaction and
landslides. Soils found at the site consist of mainly Las Flores loamy fine sand (USDA 2017). As
previously described, the proposed project site is currently a mass-graded vacant pad with a nominal
3% slope that descends from east to west. The proposed grading plan is designed to maintain the
minimal slope across the pad (at an approximate 1.5% grade) to provide functional areas for the
recycling operations. Approximately 1,500 square feet of impervious paving areas are proposed for
the new site. The grading plan includes +/-36,000 cubic yards each of cut and fill in preparation of the
site (including construction of the berm), resulting in a balanced site with no import/export of material.
Due to the relatively flat nature of the project site and its surroundings, the proposed project site is not
anticipated to be prone to, or result in landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
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collapse. The project site is not downhill of any steep slopes, nor uphill of any existing development.
Although the project site is located within an area identified as highly susceptible to landslides, there
is no evidence of past slope failure on or around the project site. Additionally, considering the
proposed land use, which does not include any permanent structures, impacts as a result of unstable
soils is not expected to be substantial.
Additionally, compaction of any fill soils placed during grading would be tested by the grading
contractor to comply with the requirements of the grading plans and the City’s Grading Ordinance.
Further, site stabilization and soil compaction requirements, and design parameters established by
the most recent California Building Code (2016) (California Building Standards Commission 2015)
would ensure impacts would be less than significant.
d) Would the project 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. As previously described, soils found at the site consist of mainly Las
Flores loamy fine sand (USDA 2017), which has medium expansion potential. However, as the
project does not propose any permanent or habitable structures, potential impacts to life or property
as a result of expansive soil is not determined to be substantial. As described under Threshold c),
compaction of any fill soils placed during grading would be tested by the grading contractor to comply
with the requirements of the grading plans and the City’s Grading Ordinance. Further, site
stabilization and soil compaction requirements, and design parameters established by the most
recent California Building Code (2016) (California Building Standards Commission 2015) would
ensure impacts related to expansive soil would be less than significant.
e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
Potentially
Significant
Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

No Impact. The proposed project would not include use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems. Therefore, no impacts would result.

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) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. A Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report for the proposed
project was prepared by Dudek in September 2017. Information from this report is used herein, and is
provided as Appendix C to this MND.
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Construction
Table 14.7-1, Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions, shows the estimated annual
greenhouse gas (GHG) construction emissions associated with the proposed project by year.

Table 14.7-1
Estimated Annual Construction GHG Emissions
CO2
Year
2018
2019
2020
Total

228.15
260.68
23.63
512.46

CH4
N2O
Metric Tons per Year
0.07
0.00
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.16
0.00

CO2E
229.87
262.67
23.81
516.35

Notes:
CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent
See Appendix C for complete results.

As shown in Table 14.7-1, estimated total proposed project-generated construction GHG emissions are
approximately 516 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2E) over 3 years (2018 through
2020). The amortized construction GHG emissions over the lifetime of the proposed project (30 years)
would be approximately 17 MT CO2E per year. Because there is no separate GHG threshold for
construction, the evaluation of significance is discussed in the operational emissions analysis herein.
Operation
The proposed project would generate operational GHG emissions from area sources (landscape
maintenance), energy sources (electricity consumption), mobile sources (vehicle trips), water supply
and wastewater treatment, and solid waste. In regards to energy use, as discussed in Section 4.3.2 of
Appendix C, the proposed project would produce on-site renewable solar energy, which would reduce
GHG emissions that would otherwise be generated using non-renewable energy sources. Table 14.72 presents the long-term operational GHG emissions for the proposed project.

Table 14.7-2
Estimated Annual Operational GHG Emissions (2021)
CO2
Emissions Source
Area
Energy
Mobile
Offroad
Solid Waste
Water and Wastewater

0.00
1.51
80.86
535.69
0.05
0.02

CH4
N2O
Metric Tons per Year
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

CO2E

Total
Notes:
CO2 = carbon dioxide; CH4 = methane; N2O = nitrous oxide; CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent.
Numbers may not add exactly due to rounding.
See Appendix C for complete results.

0.00
1.52
80.97
538.03
0.12
0.02
620.66
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The Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report (Appendix C) also estimates the gain of sequestered
carbon that would result from planting and growth of trees on site. The gain of sequestered carbon resulting
from planting and growth of approximately 10 pine trees on site is estimated based on the carbon
sequestration rate for the tree species, the number of new trees, and the growing period. Table 14.7-3
presents the estimated one-time carbon-stock change resulting from proposed planting of new trees.

Table 14.7-3
Planted Trees – Estimated Gain of Sequestered Carbon
Project Tree
Category/Species
Torrey
Pine
(Pinus
torreyana)

Tree
Category
Pine

Growing
Period
(year)
20

Number of
Trees
(trees)
10

Tree CO2 Sequestered
Factor
(MT CO2/Tree/Year)
0.0319

Sequestered
CO2
(MT CO2)
6.38

Source: CAPCOA 2016.
Notes: CO2 = carbon dioxide; MT CO2 = metric tons carbon dioxide
See Appendix C for calculations and sources.

As presented in Table 14.7-3, the gain in sequestered carbon resulting from planting 10 trees would be
approximately 6.38 MT CO2. To interpret an annual sequestration, the total sequestered CO2 was divided by
the proposed project life time of 30 years, resulting in 0.21 MT CO2 annually, as shown in Table 14.7-4.

Table 14.7-4
Estimated Annual Net GHG Emissions (2021)
Emission Source
Amortized Construction Emissions
Annual Operational Emissions
Subtotal
Amortized Sequestered Carbon
Total Net Annual Emissions

CO2E
Metric Tons per Year
17.21
620.66
637.87
(0.21)
637.66

Notes: CO2E = carbon dioxide equivalent.

The total proposed project emissions during operation were estimated to be approximately 621 MT CO 2E
per year. With amortized construction emissions, the total operational emissions for the proposed project
were estimated to be 638 MT CO2E per year. The planting of trees sequestered carbon and thus reduced
the amount of operational emissions by an estimated 0.21 MT CO2E per year, resulting in an overall
operational GHG impact of 638 MT CO2E per year. As such, the proposed project’s emissions would not
exceed the 900 MT CO2E per year threshold and would be less than significant.
The emissions presented in Table 14.7-4 are conservative because the proposed project’s GHG emissions are
expected to decrease below the estimates presented here due, in part, to reasonably foreseeable improvements
in fuel efficiency, fleet turnover, and other technological improvements related to transportation and energy. It also
is anticipated that CARB, the California Energy Commission, and other state, regional, and local agencies will
enact new or enhanced regulations prior to the proposed project’s build-out year to reduce GHG emissions in
furtherance of the state’s GHG reduction policy goals. The full extent of such reductions cannot be quantified or
estimated at this time due to the uncertainties regarding the precise technological and regulatory advancements,
and the corresponding modeling limitations. No mitigation is required under this threshold.
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b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plans,
policies or regulations related to GHG emissions reduction. Project consistency with applicable plans
is outlined below, and analyzed in detail within Section 5.2 of Appendix C.
Consistency with SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
Regarding consistency with SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (Regional Plan), the
proposed project would include site design elements and project design features developed to
support the policy objectives of the Regional Transportation Plan and Senate Bill (SB) 375. For
example, the proposed project will reduce traffic in the area from 376 trips to 150 trips per day, which
will serve to reduce vehicle miles traveled. Additionally, on-site generation of energy for electricity and
use of non-potable water for dust suppression will support environmental stewardship in everyday
operations of the proposed project. As shown in Table 10 of Appendix C, the proposed project is
consistent with applicable policy objectives and strategies from the Regional Plan.
Consistency Analysis with City of Oceanside General Plan
The proposed project would be consistent with the goals set forth in the City’s Environmental
Resource Management Element and Land Use Element of the General Plan that are designed to
reduce the emissions of GHGs; reduce energy use in buildings and infrastructure; and promote the
use of renewable energy sources, conservation, and other methods of efficiency. As shown in Table
11 of Appendix C, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable and goals and policies of
the City’s General Plan to the extent feasible.
Consistency with SB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05



Executive Order (EO) S-3-05. This EO establishes the following goals: GHG emissions should be
reduced to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.
SB 32. This bill establishes for a statewide GHG emissions reduction target whereby CARB, in
adopting rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective
GHG emissions reductions, shall ensure that statewide GHG emissions are reduced to at least
40% below 1990 levels by December 31, 2030.

The analysis below evaluates whether the GHG emissions trajectory after proposed project
completion would impede the attainment of the 2030 and 2050 GHG reduction goals identified in EOs
B-30-15 and S-3-05.
To begin, CARB has expressed optimism with regard to both the 2030 and 2050 goals. It states in the
First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan that “California is on track to meet the near-term
2020 GHG emissions limit and is well positioned to maintain and continue reductions beyond 2020 as
required by AB [Assembly Bill] 32” (CARB 2014, p. ES2). With regard to the 2050 target for reducing
GHG emissions to 80% below 1990 levels, the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan
states the following (CARB 2014, p. 34):
This level of reduction is achievable in California. In fact, if California realizes the
expected benefits of existing policy goals (such as 12,000 megawatts of renewable
distributed generation by 2020, net zero energy homes after 2020, existing building
retrofits under AB 758, and others) it could reduce emissions by 2030 to levels
squarely in line with those needed in the developed world and to stay on track to
reduce emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050. Additional measures, including
locally driven measures and those necessary to meet federal air quality standards in
2032, could lead to even greater emission reductions.
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In other words, CARB believes that the state is on a trajectory to meet the 2030 and 2050 GHG
reduction targets set forth in AB 32, EO B-30-15, and EO S-3-05. This is confirmed in the Second
Update which states (CARB 2017, p. 7):
The Proposed Plan builds upon the successful framework established by the Initial
Scoping Plan and First Update, while also identifying new, technologically feasibility
and cost-effective strategies to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction
targets in a way that promotes and rewards innovation, continues to foster economic
growth, and delivers improvements to the environment and public health, including in
disadvantaged communities. The Proposed Plan is developed to be consistent with
requirements set forth in AB 32, SB 32, and AB 197.
The proposed project would not interfere with implementation of any of the previously described GHG
reduction goals for 2030 or 2050 because the proposed project would result in minimal annual GHG
emissions (as described in Section 5.1 of Appendix C) and, although not quantified specifically, would
actually reduce operational GHG emissions compared to existing operations since it would reduce
material throughput from 250,000 tons per year to 175,000 tons per year, which would equate to
reduced off-road equipment operations and reduced traffic in the area from 376 trips to 150 trips per
day. This is consistent with CARB’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, which notes that
achieving no net increase in carbon emissions is the correct overall objective (CARB 2017).
Furthermore, the proposed project emissions estimates presented are a conservative representation
of proposed project emissions due to the reasonably foreseeable and anticipated technological and
regulatory advancements that will continue to advance the state’s GHG policies. Therefore, the
proposed project would be consistent with SB 32 and EO S-3-05.

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?

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
Potentially
Significant
Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

The proposed project was shown to be consistent with SANDAG’s Regional Plan, the City of
Oceanside General Plan, SB 32, and EO S-3-05. The proposed project does not conflict with any
plans adopted with the purpose of reducing GHG emissions; therefore, the proposed project’s
impacts on GHG emissions would be less than significant.

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
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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)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would entail routine transport of
potentially hazardous materials, including gasoline, oil solvents, and cleaners, which are typical to
construction of such facilities. Proper BMPs, preparation of a SWPPP, and hazardous material handling
protocols would be required to ensure safe storage, handling, transport, use, and disposal of all hazard
materials during the construction phase of the proposed project. Construction would also be required to
adhere to any local standards set forth by the City of Oceanside, as well as state and federal health and
safety requirements that are intended to minimize hazardous materials risks to the public, such as
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements, the Hazardous Waste Control
Act, the California Accidental Release Prevention program, and the California Health and Safety Code.
During operation, the primary equipment proposed for use would consist of four front-end loaders (for
moving and loading recycle material), three tractors (for keeping yard in order), a 1,000-gallon
aboveground diesel fuel tank, and a new recycling unit (self-contained, maneuverable “crushing” unit
that processes the recycle material). The unit is incorporated with a conveyor belt system which feeds
recycled material into stockpiles where directed in conjunction with site operations. Because the
operational phase of the project would primarily involve the asphalt and concrete materials recycling
process and associated operational activities that currently operate at the existing Moody’s facility
site, none of the proposed land uses would introduce new hazards to the public. Materials accepted
at the new location will be limited to concrete and asphalt; it is anticipated the amount of material
processed will be reduced to 175,000 tons per year. No hazardous materials are accepted at the
existing facility and would not be accepted at the proposed facility.
The 1,000-gallon aboveground diesel fuel tank has been permitted and inspected at the current
Moody’s facility on July 13, 2018, and has been permitted by the County of San Diego Department of
Environmental Health on August 7, 2018. The diesel fuel tank would be relocated to the new
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proposed facility, which would require the applicant to obtain an additional permit. The fuel tank
provides fuel for daily operations at the facility. The fuel tank is a double-walled concrete tank
designed with 110% of contained overflow capacity. It has been routinely inspected by the San Diego
County Department of Environmental Health at its current location and this would continue at the
proposed location.
Furthermore, the project involves relocating and downsizing an existing operational recycling facility
within the El Corazon Specific Plan. As such, the project would not introduce additional hazardous
materials that may result in a substantial impact. It is determined that the proposed relocation of the
recycling facility would not create any additional or substantial hazards; therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.
b)

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?
Less-Than-Significant Impacts. As discussed in Threshold a), a variety of hazardous substances
and wastes typical to standard construction would be stored and used at the site during construction.
Accidental spills, leaks, fires, explosions, or pressure releases involving hazardous materials
represent a potential threat to human health and the environment. During both construction and
operation of the proposed project, there is potential for release of hazardous materials related to
storage, transport, use, and disposal of construction debris, landscaping, and commercial products.
However, the proposed project would be required to adhere to federal, state, and local laws such as
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements, the Hazardous Waste Control
Act, the California Accidental Release Prevention program, and the California Health and Safety Code,
which regulate the management and use of hazardous materials and are intended to minimize risk to
public health associated with hazardous materials. Additionally, the proposed project involves similar
operation to that of the existing recycling facility and would maintain the same operation protocols
regarding hazardous materials. Further, proper BMPs, preparation of a SWPPP, and hazardous
material handling protocols would be required to ensure safe storage, handling, transport, use, and
disposal of all hazard materials during the construction phase of the proposed project. Therefore,
through compliance with these regulations, impacts would be less than significant.

c)

Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The two nearest schools to the proposed project site are EG
Garrison Elementary School, located approximately 0.8 miles west of the proposed project site and
Ocean Shores High School, located approximately 0.25 miles south of the proposed project site.
Although Ocean Shores High School is located approximately 0.25 miles from the project site, as
stated in Thresholds a) and b), the project would involve limited amounts of hazardous materials
during construction. Proper BMPs, preparation of a SWPPP, and hazardous material handling
protocols would be required. The proposed project would perform similar operations to the currently
existing recycling facility, which does not accept hazardous materials. Further, the proposed project
would be required to comply with all state, and federal, and local health and safety requirements.
Implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated to affect any surrounding schools, and
impacts are determined to be less than significant.

d)

Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment?
No Impact. The project site is not included on any hazardous waste site lists including the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control’s EnviroStor database (California Department of Toxic
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Substances Control 2017), the State Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker site (SWRCB
2017), the Cortese list (CalEPA 2017), the Superfund Site list (EPA 2017a, 2017b), or other lists
compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code. Therefore, the project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and no impact would occur.
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 closest airport to the project site is the Oceanside Municipal
Airport, located approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the site. According to the Oceanside Municipal
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), the project site lies within “Review Area 2” and is subject
to airspace protection, notification of overflight, and limits to height of structures; however, the project
site is not within specific safety zones subject to precise compatible development guidelines, and is not
subject to land use type restrictions (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2010). Additionally,
the project site is not located within the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA’s) notification boundary,
and thus is not subject to height restrictions. The project site is located in the 225 mean sea level in
regards to Part 77 Airspace Surfaces. According to the ALUCP, the FAA must be notified of any
proposed construction or alteration having a height greater than an imaginary surface extending 500
feet outward and 1 foot upward (slope of 50 to 1) from the runway elevation, and the project would be
required to notify the FAA for construction of structures that are more than 200 feet above ground level
(San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2010). The project would not exceed the height limit and
slope allowed by the FAA. As such, the proposed project would not expose workers or patrons to safety
hazards associated with airports. Impacts 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 proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact
would occur.

g) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City of Oceanside’s Public Safety Element of the General Plan
lists SR-76 and El Camino Real as the nearest primary evacuation routes for the area (City of
Oceanside 2002). The City of Oceanside has an adopted Emergency Plan (City of Oceanside 2009c)
that outlines how local jurisdictions would implement a comprehensive emergency management
system in response to a disaster.
In an emergency, the proposed project employees would use the existing unpaved access road (that
currently serves the existing recycling facility), south of the proposed project site, to connect to
Oceanside Boulevard, which then connects to El Camino Real approximately 0.2 miles west. The
project would reduce the existing recycling facility’s footprint, would not create any new
entrances/exits to surrounding roads, and would not invoke change to an existing emergency plan.
Additionally, since the proposed recycling facility would be limited to only concrete and asphalt
material, it is estimated that the generated truck trips would be reduced from 376 daily trips to 150
daily trips, compared to the existing recycling facility. This reduction in truck trips as a result of the
proposed relocation would further ensure the project would not result in any impairment to the City’s
Emergency Plan. Therefore, it is determined that impacts would be less than significant.
h)

Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?
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14.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the
project:
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
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) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Potentially
Significant
Unless Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project site is located in an urbanized area of the City,
within the El Corazon Specific Plan area. The project site is an undeveloped mass-graded pad.
According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Local Responsibility Area
map, the project site is not within or adjacent to a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (CAL FIRE
2009). Further, although open space and undeveloped land border the site to the north and east, the
project site is located in a mostly developed area and is surrounded by a variety of land uses,
including industrial facilities, and commercial and residential developments. The surrounding open
spaces have been previously disturbed and thus do not represent a significant potential for wildland
fires. As such, impacts to risk from wildland fires would be less than significant.
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Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project could result in sediment discharges.
As described in Section 14.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, gasoline, oil solvents, and cleaners, and
other materials which are typical to construction could be released and impact water quality. The project
applicant has prepared and secured City approval of a Stormwater Quality Mitigation Plan (SWQMP) and
would also be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP, to ensure the project meets the permit
requirements of the San Diego RWQCB. The SWPPP would include standard construction methods such
as temporary detention basins to control on-site and off-site erosion and sedimentation. A SWPPP is
required by the City of Oceanside during plan review and approval of project improvement plans.
As previously stated, the proposed project site is located within the El Corazon Specific Plan area. As
stated in the Specific Plan, BMPs to control pollutants and sediment from entering storm water runoff are
required for the Specific Plan area during construction. Additionally, the proposed project would be subject
to compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding storm water runoff and
water quality. The municipal storm water National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit CAS
0108758 (Order R9-2007-01) issued to San Diego County requires the development and implementation
of a program addressing urban runoff pollution issues in development planning for public and private
projects. For the proposed project, these programs would consist of the City of Oceanside Clean Water
Program, Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Program, and the Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan. These plans and programs work in conjunction with each other and establish actions the
proposed project can take to ensure compliance with regulations established by the federal Clean Water
Act, the California Water Code, and the City of Oceanside Municipal Code. Through preparation and
implementation of a SWPPP, compliance with all applicable water quality permits and regulations, and
implementation of BMPs, the proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements, and impacts would be less than significant.
b) Would the project 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 proposed project involves the relocation and downsizing of
the existing Moody’s recycling facility. Potable water would be delivered and stored at the office
structure to provide for domestic use needs, including service for the single restroom facility. Well
water would be used at the proposed project site for dust control purposes. Although well water is
proposed to be used for dust control on site, it is determined that such use would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
c) Would the project 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. The project site is currently a mass-graded, vacant pad with a
nominal 3% slope that descends from east to west. The proposed grading plan is designed to
maintain the minimal slope across the pad at an approximate 1.5% grade, in order to provide
functional areas for the recycling operation. All site grading would be subject to the provisions of a
City-approved SWPPP which would minimize any potential soil erosion. Furthermore, the proposed
grading concept for the project does not significantly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area. Approximately 1,500 square feet of impervious paving areas are proposed for the new site.
These impervious surfaces introduced on site would consist of the proposed administrative office
trailer, vehicle scale, and a small customer parking area that will be centrally located near the facility’s
entry drive. The grading plan includes approximately 36,000 cubic yards of both cut and fill in
preparation of the site, which also includes the construction of the berm. This results in a balanced
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site with no import/export of material. Because the site would then be designed to drain from east to
west, a stormwater detention basin will be located at the west end of the pad adjacent to the interior
edge of the perimeter berm. The basin will discharge to an existing natural drainage area immediately
west of the site. Finally, the interior edge of the berm would be landscaped with erosion control
groundcover and low-height spreading shrubs. Therefore, the proposed project would not
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion. Impacts would be less than significant.
d) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Threshold c), implementation of the proposed
project would not result in a substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern. The project would
include the development of a stormwater detention basin, located at the west end of the pad adjacent
to the interior edge of the perimeter berm. The basin will discharge to an existing natural drainage
area immediately west of the site. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, such that it would increase flooding on or off site.
Additionally, majority of the project site would be comprised of pervious materials, which would further
reduce the potential for flooding on site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
e) Would the project 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. Refer to discussion under Thresholds a) and c). A SWPPP would be
prepared for the proposed project to minimize impacts to water quality. Further, as discussed in
Thresholds c) and d), the proposed project would not result in a substantial alteration of the existing
drainage patterns. Although the project would be graded to maintain the minimal slope across the pad
(at an approximate 1.5% grade) to provide functional areas for recycling operations, implementation of
the project would maintain a balanced site with no import/export of material. As the site is designed to
drain from east to west, a stormwater detention basin will be placed at the west end of the pad adjacent
to the interior edge of the perimeter berm. This would ensure runoff from large storm events would not
exceed the capacity of the stormwater drainage system. Further, although the project would increase
the amount of impervious surfaces found on the proposed site in comparison to existing conditions, this
increase would not be substantial, and majority of the project site would retain pervious surfaces. As
such, the project would not contribute runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing and planned
stormwater drainage system, nor would the project provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff. Impacts would be less than significant.
f)

Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As previously discussed under Thresholds a), c), and e), the project
applicant would be required to prepare a City-approved SWPPP for the proposed project, which is
intended to ensure the project meets the permit requirements of the San Diego RWQCB and incorporates
BMPs that would provide water quality treatment consistent with San Diego RWQCB’s standards. Further,
the proposed bioretention basin would assist in treating runoff before releasing it to the public storm
drain system. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

g) Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map
06073C0754H, the project site does not fall within a 100-year special flood hazard area (FEMA
2012). Additionally, the proposed project does not involve housing; as such, no impact would occur.
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h) Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?
No Impact. As previously described under Threshold g), according to the Federal Emergency
Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map 06073C0754H, the project site does not fall within a
100-year special flood hazard area (FEMA 2012). As such, the project would not place structures within
a FEMA-designated 100-year floodplain, and no structures would impede or redirect flood flows.
Therefore, it is determined that no impact would occur.
i)

Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. According to the Draft Dam Failure Map developed for County of
San Diego Hazard Mitigation Planning, the project site is located approximately 4.9 miles southwest
of the Pilgrim Creek Dam. The Pilgrim Creek Dam has a dam location/relative hazard rating of “low,”
and no Emergency Action Plan is required (County of San Diego 2009). Because the proposed
project is not located within the designated Dam Inundation Area, and because the Pilgrim Creek
Dam is identified as having a “low” hazard rating, impacts to substantial risks involving failing of a
levee or dam are considered to be less than significant.

j)

Would the project result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

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?

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
Potentially
Significant
Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project site is located approximately 3.11 miles east of
the Pacific Ocean and does not fall within the tsunami inundation zone as defined by California
Emergency Management Agency’s Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning (California
Emergency Management Agency 2009). There is no known history of impacts to the project site by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, and inundation at the project site is considered unlikely. Therefore,
impacts related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow are determined to be less than significant.
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a) Would the project physically divide an established community?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would relocate the Moody’s El Corazon
Recycling Facility within the El Corazon Specific Plan area. The facility currently occupies an
approximate 29-acre site in the northeast corner of the Specific Plan area. Under the proposed
project, the facility would be relocated to a smaller approximately 12.9-acre site located roughly 2,000
feet to the southwest of the existing facility within a more west-central portion of the Specific Plan
area. The proposed project site is located in a largely urbanized area, generally surrounded by similar
or compatible land uses. The project does not include the extension of any major arterial streets or
other infrastructure through any established neighborhoods or communities. The project site is
disturbed from previous mass grading, and is currently undeveloped. Implementation of the proposed
relocation would not impede access to any portion of the existing Specific Plan area. The project is
consistent with the General Plan in that it will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare
of persons residing or working in the surrounding areas. Additionally, the proposed relocation of the
recycling facility within the El Corazon Specific Plan area is consistent and in compliance with the
Zoning Ordinance and the El Corazon Specific Plan. Therefore, the project would not physically
divide an established community, and impacts are determined to be less than significant.
b) Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would require approval of a Development Plan
and a Conditional Use Permit. The Development Plan describes all proposed site operations for the
relocated Moody’s recycling facility. The proposed project would transition the recycling facility to a
smaller site within the El Corazon Specific Plan area, allowing it to continue serving as an integral
part of the City’s waste diversion strategy while providing a valuable community resource for the
North County region. Transitioning to a smaller site coincides with the planned reduction and
conclusion of reclamation activities at El Corazon, while supporting the continued implementation of
future land uses and development as designated under the El Corazon Specific Plan. Additionally, the
layout and design of the recycling facility site is consistent and in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance. The project has been designed to complement its surroundings and existing uses in the El
Corazon Specific Plan area. This project is also consistent with the purposes of the City’s Zoning
Ordinance in providing the continuation of an appropriate use designated as a Major Utility on Cityowned land (City of Oceanside 2015a). The project has been designed to use the existing graded pad
area and to access internal roadways within the El Corazon Specific Plan area so that changes to
general landforms and traffic patterns are minimal. Adequate utilities and services currently serve the
facility at the existing site and are available to serve the use proposed for the site. Relocation of the
recycling facility within the El Corazon Specific Plan area is consistent and in compliance with the
Zoning Ordinance and the El Corazon Specific Plan. There are no specific conditions required by the
Zoning Ordinance or Specific Plan provisions for this proposed use and site relocation.
The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan since the project site is located within the El
Corazon Specific Plan area and is designated as Specific Plan by the General Plan Land Use Map. The
recycling facility is classified by the City as a temporary use in relation to the long-term buildout and
development of the Specific Plan area. The proposed relocation site encompasses areas designated as
“Parks and Recreation” (Park 7) and “Civic Services” (a portion of Civic Services Site 3) under the
Specific Plan District Map (City of Oceanside 2009a). These areas are planned for future development
of specific recreational uses. The recycling operation would not conflict with development of these
planned uses, which are not anticipated in the near to mid-term future of the Specific Plan
implementation. The project is consistent with the General Plan in that it will not be detrimental to the
public health, safety, or welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding areas. Therefore, the
proposed project would comply with all applicable land use plans. With approval of the Development
Plan and Conditional Use Permit for the proposed project, there would be no project impacts.
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c) Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. As described within Section 14.4, the project site is
located within the North County MHCP (SANDAG 2003), which is a long-term regional conservation
plan established to protect sensitive species and habitats in northern San Diego County. The MHCP
is divided into seven subarea plans—one for each jurisdiction within the MHCP—that are permitted
and implemented separately from one another. The Oceanside Subarea Habitat Conservation
Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (also referred to as the Subarea Plan) has been
prepared and is used as a guidance document for projects in the City of Oceanside. The purpose of
the Subarea Plan is to address how the City “will conserve natural biotic communities and sensitive
plant and wildlife species pursuant to the California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act
(NCCP Act) and the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA)” (City of Oceanside 2010).
The project site is located in the vacant part of the Subarea Plan area ( see Figure 2-3 in City of
Oceanside 2010). The vegetated portions of the Study Area (within the 500-foot buffer area
surrounding the project site), are considered both PAMA and hardline preserve areas (see Figure
4-1 in City of Oceanside 2010). The northwestern half of the Study Area is also considered
PAMA and hardline preserve (Figure 4 of Appendix B). The project site itself is not located within
any of the Biological Core and Linkage Areas identified in the North County MHCP ( see Figure 24 in SANDAG 2003).
Section 4.3.1.2 of the Subarea Plan defines PAMA as “areas that have significant resource value and
therefore would qualify for on-site mitigation credit” (City of Oceanside 2010). Development is allowed
within PAMA areas, subject to planning guidelines to avoid, minimize, and fully mitigate impacts as
set forth in Section 5.3.2 of the Subarea Plan. Section 5.3.2 states that at least 50% of a parcel
located within a PAMA must be conserved as biological open space, and no more than 25% impact to
coastal sage scrub habitat would be allowed (City of Oceanside 2010). The Study Area does not
contain any habitat that would require mitigation.
As stated in the Oceanside Subarea Plan, the El Corazon parcel is considered a critical conservation
and restoration (hardline) area, requiring that a minimum of 120 acres of contiguous biological open
space must be conserved on the El Corazon property. Conservation areas are meant to occur within
the vegetated areas along Garrison Creek (75 acres) and west of the SDG&E transmission corridor
(45 acres). The western portions of the Study Area were identified as priority coastal sage scrub
restoration sites with the goal of providing contiguous coastal California gnatcatcher habitat.
The Subarea Plan requires Garrison Creek and its associated native habitats to be conserved within
the El Corazon parcel, along with a minimum 100-foot buffer of adjacent upland habitat. No structures
are allowed within the biological open space, though some trails may be permitted, and existing
service roads would continue to be maintained. The proposed project would not preclude the
preservation of Garrison Creek or adjacent upland habitat. No structures would be built with the
exception of a berm to shield wildlife and residents from noise impacts.
Implementation of mitigation measures MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-9, taken directly from the El
Corazon Specific Plan FEIR and outlined in Section 14.4, would be required to reduce impacts to
a less-than-significant level. Implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure
compliance with the El Corazon Specific Plan, the MHCP, and the Oceanside Subarea Plan.
Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant with the proposed mitigation.
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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) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value
to the region and the residents of the state?
No Impact. The proposed project site and surrounding areas within the El Corazon Specific Plan
were mined for over 60 years by the U.S. Silica Mining Company (City of Oceanside 2009a). By
1994, mining operations on the proposed project site had ceased indefinitely because it was
determined that all the economically viable minerals had been removed. The proposed project would
not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site, and it has
been determined that the project would have no impact on mineral resources.
b)

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

14.12 NOISE. Would the project result in:
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?

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
Potentially
Significant
Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

No Impact. Refer to Threshold a). Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the loss
of any available locally important mineral resources, and no impact would occur.
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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) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. A Noise Analysis Technical Report for the proposed project was prepared
by Dudek in October 2017. This technical report is included as Appendix D to this MND and information
from this report is used herein. On-site noise-generating activities associated with the proposed project
would include short-term construction and long-term operational noise associated with the proposed
project. The proposed project would also generate off-site traffic noise along adjacent roadways
(specifically along Oceanside Boulevard). These potential effects are analyzed herein.
Construction Noise (Short-Term Impacts)
The proposed project would grade approximately 12.3 of the 12.9 acres on the new site and install
the recycling equipment, office trailer, and parking spaces. Construction of the project is planned to
commence in March 2018 and would last approximately 24 months, ending in March 2020. Project
construction would generally involve the following phases: demolition, site preparation, grading, and
paving. Equipment that would be in operation during construction would include crawler tractors,
loaders, backhoes, graders, pavers, and rollers. The typical maximum noise levels for various pieces
of construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet are presented in Table 5, Construction Equipment
Maximum Noise Levels, of Appendix D. Note that the equipment noise levels presented in Table 5 of
Appendix D are maximum noise levels. Typically, construction equipment operates in alternating
cycles of full power and low power, producing average noise levels less than the maximum noise
level. The average sound level of construction activity also depends on the amount of time that the
equipment operates and the intensity of construction activities during that time.
The nearest noise-sensitive receptors to the project construction work would be the residences to the
north, on the north side of Mesa Drive. The closest point of construction activities to the nearest
noise-sensitive receivers would be approximately 950 feet (during site preparation and grading of the
site boundaries) and the furthest would be approximately 1,700 feet. The nearest noise-sensitive
receivers are located approximately 1,250 feet away from the acoustic center of construction activity
(the idealized point from which the energy sum of all construction activity noise near and far would be
centered). Thus, the distance to construction activities for the closest residences would be as near as
950 feet away, but would typically be approximately 1,250 feet away. Residences are also located to
the west of the project site, on the west side of El Camino Real. The nearest residences to the west
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are located approximately 1,300 feet from the closest construction activities, and construction would
typically be approximately 1,700 feet or more away. A large earthen berm (approximately 15 feet in
height) blocks the line-of-sight between the sports fields and the proposed project site. Additionally,
based on the El Corazon Specific Plan, residential land uses are planned to be constructed
approximately 2,500 feet to the east of the nearest portion of the project site (City of Oceanside
2009a). Typical construction distance would be approximately 2,850 feet. A large earthen berm
(approximately 15 feet in height) blocks the line-of-sight between the potential future residential area
and the proposed project site.
The Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (FHWA 2008)
was used to estimate construction noise levels at these noise-sensitive land uses. Although the
model was funded and promulgated by the Federal Highway Administration, the RCNM is often used
for non-roadway projects, because the same types of construction equipment used for roadway
projects are also used for other project types. Input variables for the RCNM consist of the
receiver/land use types, the equipment type and number of each (e.g., two graders, a loader, a
tractor), the duty cycle for each piece of equipment (e.g., percentage of hours the equipment typically
works per day), and the distance from the noise-sensitive receiver. Although some of the existing
residences to the north and west may benefit to some extent from topographical shielding during
portions of the construction work, no topographical or structural shielding was assumed in the
modeling. Barrier shielding (from the existing berm located to the east of the proposed project site)
2
was accounted for in estimating construction noise at the planned residential uses to the east. The
RCNM has default duty-cycle values for the various pieces of equipment, which were derived from an
extensive study of typical construction activity patterns. Those default duty-cycle values were used for
the noise analysis (Appendix D). The types and numbers of construction equipment by phase as
provided by the applicant was used for the noise analysis (Appendix D).
The noise levels from proposed construction activities are summarized in Table 6 of Appendix D. The
complete set of RCNM input and output data for construction noise is provided as part of Appendix D.
As shown, at the nearest existing residences, located to the north of the proposed project site, noise
levels would range from approximately 57 to 59 A-weighted decibels (dBA) equivalent noise level (Leq)
when construction would take place at or near the project boundary. More typical construction noise
levels at the residences to the north would range from approximately 55 dBA Leq to 57 dBA Leq. At the
nearest residences west of the project site, noise levels would range from approximately 54 dBA Leq to
56 dBA Leq when construction would take place at or near the project boundary; more typically, noise
levels would range from approximately 53 dBA Leq to 55 dBA Leq. At the planned future residences
further to the east, the worst-case noise levels would range from approximately 42 dBA Leq to 44 dBA
Leq; more typically, the noise levels would be in the 41 dBA Leq to 43 dBA Leq range.
Although nearby off-site residences would be exposed to audible noise from construction activities,
the exposure would be relatively low compared to existing ambient levels because of the distances
separating the receivers and the project site. Furthermore, the noise from construction would be
short-term and would cease upon project construction. Construction activities associated with the
proposed project would take place only during the permitted hours (7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday, or from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. on Saturdays), and would not take place on Sundays
or federal holidays, and would therefore not violate City of Oceanside noise standards for
construction. Therefore, noise impacts from construction are considered less than significant.

2

Barrier attenuation was calculated using the Fresnel Equation, per Beranek 1971. Barrier attenuation input and output values
are provided as part of the Noise Analysis Technical Report (Appendix D).
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Operational Noise (Long-Term Impacts)
On-Site Operational Noise
The proposed project would include a 15-foot high earthen berm along the project’s northern and
western boundaries as a project design feature to provide a visual and acoustic buffer from
surroundings for the recycling operation and material storage areas. The exterior edge of the berm
will be landscaped with shrubs, trees, and groundcover to enhance the visual screen. The site will
also be buffered from the existing compost facility and soccer field complex located to the south and
east, respectively, by the existing grading and orientation of these use areas within El Corazon.
The primary equipment proposed for use with the new recycling facility would consist of four front-end
loaders (for moving and loading recycle material), three tractors (for keeping the yard in order), and a
new recycling unit (self-contained, maneuverable “crushing” unit which processes the recycle
material). The unit is incorporated with a conveyor belt system which feeds recycled material into
stockpiles where directed in conjunction with site operations.
Table 7 in Appendix D presents a comparison between the existing and proposed operational
components of each facility. The proposed relocated facility operations would occupy a smaller
footprint (approximately 12.9 acres compared to 29 acres currently). Additionally, the estimated
annual tonnage processed would be reduced by approximately 30%, and dirt and mixed materials
would no longer be processed at the proposed facility. The primary equipment used would be nearly
the same, though it is estimated that only three tractors would be used as opposed to four at the
facility’s current location (Appendix D).
In order to assess noise impacts at the nearby noise-sensitive land uses, the same noise model
(RCNM) used for the construction analysis was used. The modeling included the anticipated
3
acoustical shielding from the planned 15-foot-high earthen berm at the project’s northern and
western boundaries. The acoustical shielding from the existing berm located to the east of the
proposed project site was also accounted for in estimating construction noise at the planned future
residential uses further to the east (Appendix D).
The noise levels from proposed operational activities are summarized in Table 8 of Appendix D. The
complete set of RCNM input and output data for operational noise is provided in Appendix D. At the
nearest existing residences, located to the north of the proposed project site, the approximate noise
level at the residences to the north would range from approximately 41 dBA Leq to 44 dBA Leq; at the
nearest residences west of the project site, noise levels would range from approximately 39 dBA Leq
to 40 dBA Leq; at the planned future residences to the east, operational noise levels would range from
approximately 46 dBA Leq to 47 dBA Leq (Appendix D). Noise levels from operational noise is
anticipated to be less than the City of Oceanside’s Municipal Code daytime (7:00 a.m. to 9:59 p.m.)
noise standard of 50 dBA Leq. The recycling facility currently operates and would continue to operate
during daytime hours (typically from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on weekdays and 8:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. on
Saturdays). The facility is closed on Sundays. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed the
applicable noise standard. In addition, the estimated operational noise levels would be lower than the
measured existing ambient noise levels at off-site receivers, which ranged from 52 dBA Leq to 63 dBA
Leq. Thus, on-site operational noise would be less than significant.

3

Barrier attenuation was calculated using the Fresnel Equation, per Beranek 1971. Barrier attenuation input and output values
are provided as part of Appendix D.

Initial Study/Environmental Checklist

-48-

City of Oceanside, California

Off-Site Operational (Traffic) Noise
The proposed project would result in a net decrease in vehicle trips along the adjacent roadways,
because annual (and thus, daily and hourly) material tonnage would be less than currently accepted
and processed. Approximately 150 daily vehicle trips are predicted to be generated from the future
recycling facility, compared to 376 daily trips with the existing recycling facility, which is a reduction of
226 daily trips. Table 9 in Appendix D summarizes the net change in vehicle trips along the project
roadways. As shown in Table 9, existing plus project traffic volumes would be marginally lower than
the existing scenario for the roadways studied (Appendix E). Therefore, the corresponding change in
traffic noise levels would be inaudible and impacts would be less than significant.
b) Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Construction activities that might expose persons to excessive groundborne vibration or ground-borne noise could cause a potentially significant impact. Ground-borne
vibration information related to construction activities has been collected by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans 2013). Information from Caltrans indicates that transient vibrations (such as
construction activity) with a peak particle velocity of approximately 0.035 inches per second may be
characterized as barely perceptible, and vibration levels of 0.24 inches per second may be
characterized as distinctly perceptible. The heavier pieces of construction equipment, such as
bulldozers, would have peak particle velocities of approximately 0.089 inches per second or less at a
distance of 25 feet (DOT 2006). Ground-borne vibration is typically attenuated over short distances. At
the nearest existing residential use distance to the nearest construction area (approximately 950 feet)
and with the anticipated construction equipment, the peak particle velocity would be negligible
(approximately 0.0004 inches per second). This vibration level would be well below the threshold of
“barely perceptible” of 0.035 inches per second vibration. The major concern with regards to
construction vibration is related to building damage. Construction vibration as a result of the proposed
project would not result in structural building damage, which typically occurs at vibration levels of 0.5
inches per second or greater for buildings of reinforced-concrete, steel or timber construction.
Operational vibration levels would be similar to that estimated for construction, because the types of
equipment would be similar. Therefore, impacts related to ground-borne vibration during construction
and operations would be less than significant.
c) Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed under Threshold a), the proposed project would
generate relatively low levels of operational noise compared to the measured ambient noise levels in
the nearby residential areas. Also, as discussed under Threshold a), project-related off-site traffic
noise along the adjacent arterial roadways (Oceanside Boulevard and El Camino Real) would be
equivalent to that experienced today. Therefore, the project would not result in a substantial
permanent increase in ambient noise levels, and impacts are determined to be less than significant.
d) Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed under Threshold a), the proposed project would result
in temporary noise increases during the planned 24-month construction period. The temporary
increases in ambient noise levels would vary depending on the location of the construction activities
and the type of equipment being used. As shown in Table 6 of Appendix D, noise levels from
construction activities would range from approximately 41 dBA Leq to 59 dBA Leq at existing and
planned future noise-sensitive receivers. Although nearby off-site residences would be exposed to
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audible noise from construction activities, the exposure would be relatively low compared to existing
ambient levels because of the distances separating the receivers and the project site, and would not
exceed FICON thresholds amounting to a substantial increase (Appendix D). Temporary noise
increases at adjacent existing noise-sensitive land uses from construction activities are considered
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 1.3 miles
to the northwest of the project site. Based on the Oceanside Municipal ALUCP (San Diego County
Airport Land Use Commission 2010), the project site is located within Area 2 (“locations beyond
Review Area 1 but within the airspace protection and/or notification overflight areas depicted on the
associated maps in this chapter”) of the Airport Influence Area of the airport. However, based on the
ALUCP, the proposed project site is approximately 1.2 miles outside of the airport’s 60 decibel
Community Noise Equivalent Level noise contour. Accordingly, the proposed project would not
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive airport-related noise levels.
Therefore, 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?

14.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly
example, by proposing new homes and businesses or indirectly
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

(for
(for
the
the

No Impact

Less-ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
Potentially
Significant
Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

No Impact. There are no private airstrips located in the vicinity of the proposed project site. The
airport closest to the project site is the Oceanside Municipal Airport, a public airport located
approximately 1.2 miles to the northwest. No impacts are anticipated for the project site with regard to
noise generated by private airstrips.
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a) Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or
other infrastructure)?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project involves the relocation and continued operation of the
existing Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility within the El Corazon Specific Plan area. Under this
proposed relocation, the facility would transition to a smaller, approximate 12.9-acre site, located
roughly 2,000 feet to the southwest, within a more west-central portion of the Specific Plan area.
Asphalt, concrete, dirt, and mixed materials (combinations of allowed recyclable materials) are
currently accepted at the Moody’s facility. Presently, the facility processes 250,000 tons of material
annually. No hazardous materials are accepted. Materials accepted at the new location will be limited
to concrete and asphalt where it is anticipated the amount of material processed will be reduced to
175,000 tons per year. Transitioning the recycling facility to a smaller site in the El Corazon Specific
Plan area coincides with the planned reduction and eventual conclusion of reclamation activities. This
will also support the continued implementation of land uses designated under the El Corazon Specific
Plan, while allowing for the continued operation of an important recycling resource for the City and the
North County region.
Implementation of the proposed project would continue existing Moody’s facility uses within the El
Corazon Specific Plan area on a smaller scale. Although the project anticipates 2 additional
employees on site (10 total employees proposed, in comparison to the existing 8 employees), this
increase in staff is considered negligible. Implementation of the proposed project would not
substantially induce population growth, and impacts would be less than significant.
b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
No Impact. The proposed project location would be on a vacant site within the El Corazon Specific
Plan area, and would not displace any existing housing, nor necessitate construction of replacement
housing elsewhere. Therefore, no impact would result due to implementation of the proposed project.
c)

Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?
No Impact. As previously described, the proposed project location would be on a vacant site within
the El Corazon Specific Plan area, and would not displace any people. Implementation of the
proposed project would not necessitate construction of replacement housing elsewhere; therefore, no
impact would occur.
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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) Would the project result in impacts related to fire protection?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project involves the relocation and continued operation of the
existing Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility within the El Corazon Specific Plan area. Under this
proposed relocation, the facility would transition to a smaller, approximate 12.9-acre site, located
roughly 2,000 feet to the southwest within a more west-central portion of the Specific Plan area. The
objective of the project is to implement the planned reduction and eventual conclusion of reclamation
activities. The City of Oceanside Fire Department (OFD) provides fire protection services to the City
of Oceanside. OFD owns and operates eight fire stations serviced by 115 sworn personnel who
service 180,000 residents within approximately 41 square miles (OFD 2017). Due to their proximity,
Fire Station Nos. 3 and 7 would primarily serve the proposed project area. Per the City of Oceanside
General Plan Community Facilities Element, OFD aims to provide a 5-minute response time to all
developed areas within the City of Oceanside (City of Oceanside 2002). The proposed project would
not result in an increase in service population as an existing facility is being relocated. On-site
personnel is planned to increase by only two people; therefore increase in fire service demand would
not be substantial due to the minimal increase of approximately two people. OFD Station 3 is closest
to the project site, located just 0.3 miles to the southwest of the project site.
However, the project would add approximately two employees to the project operation, resulting in a
minimal increase in demand. The project will comply with the Uniform Fire Code, Uniform Building
Code, and applicable City of Oceanside Fire Codes to achieve acceptable levels of fire protection. The
project shall also comply with all applicable fire codes and ordinances for access, water mains, fire flow,
fire hydrants, and fire lanes applicable to the project during construction and operation. The Oceanside
Fire Department has also recommended a condition of approval requiring the installation of a standard
fire hydrant at or near the project entrance that would connect to an existing 10-inch recycled water line.
The hydrant would provide more than adequate fire suppression services for the project site. City of
Oceanside Municipal Code Chapters 32B and 32C (City of Oceanside 2015) require that new
development pay a fee apportioned to the City of Oceanside’s public facilities. The proposed project
would be required to pay such fees that would provide funds to OFD for expanding facilities to better
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serve the project area. With adherence to the Municipal Code design standards and payment of the
impact fees, the proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts to fire protection.
2) Would the project result in impacts related to police protection?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The project site is currently serviced by the Oceanside Police
Department (OPD). The OPD employs 228 sworn officers and 84 support professional staff
members (OPD 2017). OPD headquarters is located at 3855 Mission Avenue, approximately 3.7
miles north of the project site. The project would add 2 additional employees (10 total employees in
comparison to the existing 8 employees at the current facility) to the proposed project operation,
resulting in a minimal increase in demand on police services. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project is not anticipated to substantially increase OPD’s response time, and current OPD
staffing levels would adequately serve the proposed project site.
The City of Oceanside Municipal Code Chapters 32B and 32C require that new development pay a
fee apportioned to the City of Oceanside’s public facilities. The proposed project would be required
to pay such fees that would provide funds to the OPD for potentially expanding facilities to better
serve the area. With adherence to the Municipal Code and payment of the impact fees, the
proposed project would have less-than-significant impacts to police protection.
3) Would the project result in impacts related to schools?
No Impact. The City of Oceanside is currently served by the Oceanside Unified School District. The
proposed project is not anticipated to impact school facilities by way of a significant increase in
students because the proposed project does not include the development of residential units as part
of the project. Therefore, new school facilities would not be required as a result of project
implementation. The Oceanside Unified School District levies development fees for projects with
potential to increase the demand for school services (OUSD 2017). The proposed project would not
establish new residential development that would directly increase the population of the City of
Oceanside, and the proposed project would not be responsible for payment of Oceanside Unified
School District impact fees. Therefore, no impact to school facilities would occur with implementation
of the proposed project.
4) Would the project result in impacts related to parks?
No Impact. The proposed project would not establish new residential development that would directly
increase the population of the City of Oceanside, and therefore would not create an increase in the
demand for dedicated park land. Therefore, no impacts would occur.
5) Would the project result in impacts related to other public facilities?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project would not establish new residential
development that would directly increase the population of the City of Oceanside. The project would
add 2 employees to the proposed project operation (for a total of 10 employees in comparison to
the existing 8 employees at the current facility), resulting in a minimal increase in demand on public
facilities such as libraries and hospitals. Therefore, no significant impacts to other public facilities are
anticipated to occur with project implementation. Impacts would be less than significant.
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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?
No Impact. The proposed project would relocate the Moody’s Recycling Facility to the western
portion of the El Corazon Specific Plan area. As previously stated in Section 14.14, neither the
construction nor operation of the proposed project would generate any additional population that
would increase the use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities.
Because no population growth would occur as a result of the proposed project, there would be no
increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks due to project implementation.
Therefore, no impact would occur.
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. As previously discussed in Threshold a), the proposed project would consist of
relocating Moody’s Recycling Facility, and would not result in a local population increase such that
the construction or expansion of recreation facilities would be required. The proposed project does
not include construction or expansion of recreational facilities or require construction or expansion
of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Expansion
of already existing recreational facilities would not be required. Therefore, 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) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation
including mass-transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City of Oceanside General Plan Circulation Element includes a
Bicycle Master Plan and a Pedestrian Master Plan. The Circulation Element provides goals,
objectives, and policies to maintain and improve the City’s transportation system, which consists of
roadways, public transit, rail service, airport, and pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The Master
Transportation Roadway Plan is the Circulation Element’s main policy tool for designating future road
improvements, extensions, and special intersection design treatments (City of Oceanside 2012).
A Focused Traffic Impact Analysis was prepared for the proposed project in August 2016 by STC
Traffic Inc. reviewed by the City’s Development Services Department Transportation Division, and the
analysis and conclusion have been approved as submitted. Information from the Traffic Impact
Analysis is used herein and is included as Appendix E to this MND. The recycling facility would
relocate from the northeast corner of the El Corazon Specific Plan area to the proposed site at the
southwest corner. Immediate access to the existing recycling facility is currently taken from
Oceanside Boulevard, approximately 1,200 feet east of El Camino Real. The un-signalized access
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road intersection provides both left-turn and right-turn access from Oceanside Boulevard and is
restricted to right turns only at the driveway approach of the intersection. An existing unpaved access
road borders the site on the south and east and would provide direct, adequate access to the
proposed facility.
The circulation study area for the proposed project is based on direction from City of Oceanside staff
and includes the following intersections and roadway segments:
Intersections




El Camino Real/Oceanside Boulevard
El Corazon Entrance/Oceanside Boulevard
Rancho del Oro Drive/Oceanside Boulevard

Roadway Segments






Oceanside Boulevard – Garrison Street to El Camino Real
Oceanside Boulevard – El Camino Real to El Corazon Entrance
Oceanside Boulevard – El Corazon Entrance to Rancho de Oro Drive
El Camino Real – Mesa Drive to Oceanside Boulevard
El Camino Real – Oceanside Boulevard to Fire Mountain Road/Skyline Drive

LOS was determined at the study area intersections for the AM and PM peak hours. The AM
intersection analysis evaluates LOS during the hour with the highest vehicular traffic between 7:00
a.m. and 9:00 a.m. The PM intersection analysis evaluates LOS during the hour with the highest
vehicular traffic between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., except at the El Corazon Entrance/Oceanside
Boulevard intersection, where the hour with the highest vehicular traffic between 2:30 p.m. and 4:30
p.m. was evaluated. Signalized and un-signalized intersection operations were analyzed with Synchro
9 software (Trafficware). Synchro 9 uses the methodologies outlined in the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) (TRB 2000). Signal timing data and parameters such as cycle lengths, splits,
clearance intervals, etc. were obtained from the current signal timing sheets provided by the City and
calibrated into the Synchro model. Synchro reports delays, which correspond to a particular LOS, to
describe the overall operation of an intersection. Within the City of Oceanside, all signalized and unsignalized intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better. Traffic analysis methodology is
outlined in detail in Appendix E.
The trip generation and trip distribution of the existing recycling facility were derived from information
that was provided that included the number of loads per day by material type and number of loads by
city of origin. Based on the information that was provided, it was estimated that the existing recycling
facility generates a total of 376 trips per day, with an estimated 42 trips occurring during both the AM
and PM peak hours. Relocation of the recycling facility to the proposed project site, and
discontinuation of the recycling of dirt/mix materials, would result in a trip generation reduction of 150
trips per day, with an estimated 17 trips occurring during both the AM and PM peak hours.
The number of trips associated with the recycling of dirt/mix materials was estimated to be
approximately 226 daily trips, with approximately 25 AM peak hour trips and approximately 25 PM
peak hour trips. Under the analyzed existing plus project conditions, the delivery of dirt/mix materials
to the El Corazon Recycling Facility would no longer occur; therefore, traffic volumes in the study
area are expected to decrease slightly under existing plus project conditions. The level of service
analysis results (Appendix E) showed that all study intersections and roadway segments currently
operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS D or better) and are expected to continue operating at
LOS D or better under existing plus project conditions (Appendix E).
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The change in operations to eliminate the processing of dirt/mix materials at the proposed relocation
would result in a reduction of 226 daily trips. However, these trips would still occur elsewhere in the
region as these dirt/mix construction debris loads would need to be delivered to an alternate recycling
facility within San Diego County. Because most of the trips originate in North San Diego County, it is
assumed that most or all trips would divert to another similar facility in the North San Diego County
area. Research of other recycling facilities in the area revealed that the closest facility to the El
Corazon site that processes dirt/mix materials from construction debris is EDCO Recycling Facility
located at 224 South Las Posas Road in San Marcos.
A VMT analysis was performed for the trips that would be diverted from the existing recycling facility
site to another similar facility in the region such as the EDCO Recycling Facility in San Marcos. The
results of the analysis showed that the total VMT for the diverted trips is expected to increase by
approximately 581 miles. The VMT analysis is outlined in detail within Appendix E.
Due to the relatively low number of trips that would be diverted, the decrease in truck trips as a result
of the proposed relocation and the subsequent increase in trips near the EDCO Recycling Facility in
San Marcos is not expected to result in any noticeable changes in traffic operations or delay in the
immediate vicinity of either recycling facility. Implementation of the proposed project would not
surpass the City’s LOS D threshold at any of the study area intersections or roadway segments, and
implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plans or policies related
to the City’s Traffic and Circulation Element, nor the Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan.
Therefore, the project would not conflict with any applicable traffic-related policy or regulation, and
impacts would be less than significant.
b) Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion/management agency for designated roads or highways?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Refer to Threshold a). Implementation of the proposed project would
reduce the existing trip generation of the recycling facility, would not result in construction of new
public roadways, would not surpass the City’s existing LOS D threshold, and would not conflict with
any applicable Congestion Management Program guidelines. An existing unpaved access road
borders the site on the south and east and would provide direct, adequate access to the proposed
site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
c)

Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that result in substantial safety risks?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As previously described in Section 14.8, the closest airport to the project
site is the Oceanside Municipal Airport, located approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the site. According to
the Oceanside Municipal ALUCP, the project site lies within “Review Area 2” and is subject to airspace
protection, notification of overflight, and limits to height of structures; however, the project site is not within
specific safety zones subject to precise compatible development guidelines, and is not subject to land use
type restrictions (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2010). Additionally, the project site is not
located within the FAA’s notification boundary and thus is not subject to height restrictions. The project site
is located in the 225 mean sea level in regards to Part 77 Airspace Surfaces. According to the ALUCP, the
FAA must be notified of any proposed construction or alteration having a height greater than an imaginary
surface extending 500 feet outward and 1 foot upward (slope of 50 to 1) from the runway elevation, and
the project would be required to notify the FAA for construction of structures that are more than 200 feet
above ground level (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority 2010). The project would not exceed the
height limit and slope allowed by the FAA. Additionally, due to the nature and scope of the proposed
project, project implementation would not have the capacity to result in a change in air traffic patterns at
the Oceanside Municipal Airport. As such, implementation of the proposed project would not expose
workers or patrons to substantial safety risks, and impacts would be less than significant.
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d) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
No Impact. No public roadways or alteration to public roadways or circulation facilities are proposed
as part of the project. As previously described, an existing unpaved access road borders the
proposed project site on the south and east and would provide direct access to the proposed facility.
This would be the single access point for the site. This road takes access from Oceanside Boulevard
approximately 1,200 feet east of El Camino Real and also connects to the existing Moody’s location.
An employee parking area containing eight spaces would be designated along the perimeter of the
site near the entry drive and immediately adjacent to the access road. Similar to existing operations,
trucks entering the site would be required to sign in at the office, pay fees based on load and material
type, and provide information regarding the origin of the recycle materials. The trucks would then be
directed to the appropriate area of the site, unload their materials and exit the site. As the project
does not propose any new circulation development, it is determined that the project would not
substantially increase hazards due to design features, and no impact would occur.
e) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As previously described under Section 14.9, the Public Safety
Element of the City of Oceanside General Plan lists SR-76 and El Camino Real as the nearest
primary evacuation routes for the project area (City of Oceanside 2002). The City of Oceanside has
an adopted Emergency Plan (City of Oceanside 2009c) that outlines how local jurisdictions would
implement a comprehensive emergency management system in response to a disaster.
In an emergency, staff and customers associated with the proposed facility would use the existing
unpaved access road (that currently serves the existing recycling facility), south of the proposed
project site, to connect to Oceanside Boulevard, which then connects to El Camino Real
approximately 0.2 miles west. The project would reduce the existing recycling facility’s footprint,
would not create any new entrances/exits to surrounding roads, and would not invoke change to an
existing emergency plan. Additionally, since the proposed recycling facility would be limited to only
concrete and asphalt material, it is estimated that the generated truck trips would be reduced from
376 daily trips to 150 daily trips, compared to the existing recycling facility. This reduction in truck
trips as a result of the proposed relocation would further ensure the project would not result in any
impairment to the City’s Emergency Plan or designated emergency access. Therefore, it is
determined that impacts would be less than significant.
f)

Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As previously described under Threshold a), implementation of the
proposed relocation of the Moody’s recycling facility would result in a decrease in truck trips in
comparison to the existing facility within the El Corazon Specific Plan area. Implementation of the
proposed project would not surpass the City’s LOS D threshold at any of the study area intersections
or roadway segments, and implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any
applicable plans or policies related to the City’s Traffic and Circulation Element, including the Bicycle
Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan. No public roadways, public transit, bicycle or pedestrian
facilities are proposed as part of the project, and the project would not result in the alteration to any
existing public circulation. Therefore, impacts are determined to be less than significant.
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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)

b)

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)?
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 Resources Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American Tribe.

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change related to 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)?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed in Section 14.5, Cultural Resources, the Cultural
Resources Report prepared for the El Corazon Specific Plan area does not identify any historical,
archeological, or paleontological resources located within the El Corazon Specific Plan area (City of
Oceanside 2009b). The project site is not known to be listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources. Historically, the site has
been heavily disturbed by mineral mining for six decades. The near-surface soils beneath the project
site consist of fill composed of mixtures and layers of sand, silty sand, silt, and clay. This fill is
estimated to occur with a uniform thickness of approximately 10 to 20 feet throughout the project site.
The proposed project would entail excavation of maximum of 6 feet below the existing grade,
although the average depth of excavation would be approximately 2 to 3 feet below grade. This
excavation of near-surface soils is expected to be suitable fill for construction of the proposed berm
(Taylor Group Inc. 2017). Thus, excavation of the site is not expected to disturb any native soils that
may host historical artifacts that could be listed on the California Register of Historic Resources or
another local register. There is no remaining indication that the geographic area of the proposed
project was used by California Native Americans for religious, ritual, or other special activities (City of
Oceanside 2009b). Due to the extensive previous disturbance and grading on the project site, it is
unlikely that any tribal cultural resources would be unearthed during construction of the proposed
project. As such, impacts are determined to be less than significant.
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 Resources Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe.
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Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. As described under Threshold a), as well as in Section
14.5, Cultural Resources, the Cultural Resources Report prepared for the El Corazon Specific Plan
area does not identify any historical, archeological, or paleontological resources located within the El
Corazon Specific Plan area (City of Oceanside 2009b). Historically, the site has been heavily
disturbed by mineral mining for six decades, and there are no California Native American tribes
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. Additionally, no
evidence of human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries, were discovered
during the records search, literature review, field survey, or site testing and evaluation for the El
Corazon Specific Plan area (City of Oceanside 2009b).
The City has been participating in ongoing consultation with the San Luis Rey Band of Mission
Indians. The San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians met with the City’s Principal Planner, Richard
Greenbauer, on June 7, 2018. The San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians indicated to Mr.
Greenbauer that they believe there is a chance that tribal cultural resources could be present on site
and so they’ve requested that Native American monitoring be allowed during initial site excavation.
However, as discussed in Section 14.5 Cultural Resources, although unlikely, there is the potential for
previously unknown subsurface artifacts or remains to be encountered during ground disturbance
activities particularly in areas outside of nearby historic tailing ponds. Archaeological monitoring is
recommended during any ground disturbance that extends beyond previously disturbed depths, in
order to protect any previously unknown subsurface cultural deposits, including during any preconstruction soil testing and the initial grading of the site. With implementation of mitigation measures
MM-CUL-1 and MM-CUL-3, previously identified in Section 14.5, potential impacts to cultural
resources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. In order to address the potential for
discovery of tribal cultural resources, mitigation measure MM-TCR-1 would be implemented.
Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant unless mitigated.

14.18 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the
project:
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

No Impact

Less–ThanSignificant Impact

Unless
Potentially
Significant
Mitigated

Potentially
Significant Impact

MM-TCR-1: In conjunction with the monitoring that will occur as spelled out in MM-CUL-1, in the
event that cultural resources are unearthed during ground-disturbing activities, a Luiseño
monitor, shall be called to examine the find. The Luiseño monitor shall have the authority
to halt or redirect ground-disturbing activities away from the vicinity of the find so that the
find can be evaluated. If the find is determined to be a tribal cultural resource, the
Luiseño monitor(s) shall collaborate with the archaeologist in development of a treatment
plan. Construction activities shall be redirected to other work areas until the treatment
plan has been implemented or the qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the
Luiseño monitor(s), determines that work can resume in the vicinity of the find.
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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?
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the projects solid waste disposal needs?
g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?
a) Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed project consists of the relocation of the Moody’s
Recycling Facility approximately 2,000 feet southwest of the existing facility, to a more west-central
portion of the El Corazon Specific Plan area. In addition to repurposing the existing office trailer with the
associated restroom, the project would add two “porta-potties” on site. Wastewater generated within the
El Corazon Specific Plan area, which includes the project site, is treated at the San Luis Rey
Wastewater Treatment Plant (City of Oceanside 2017b). All sewage collected at the San Luis Rey
Wastewater Treatment Plant is treated to levels set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The
addition of two “porta-potties” on site would not substantially increase the wastewater treatment demand
of the project in comparison to the existing facility’s demands, and it is determined that the San Luis Rey
Wastewater Treatment Plant would continue to adequately serve the proposed relocation of Moody’s
Recycling Facility. Furthermore, because the current facility is not of a land use or scale that exceeds
the wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB, the proposed project would also not
exceed these requirements. Therefore, project implementation would have a minimal contribution to the
amount of wastewater treated at the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant, and impacts are
determined to be less than significant.
b) Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. Potable water would be delivered and stored at the office structure to
provide for domestic use needs, including service for a single restroom facility. While the existing
facility uses water from a City water main for dust control on site, well water would be used at the
proposed site for dust control needs. Due to the proposed use of well water for necessary dust control
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activities, there would be a slight decrease in water demand in comparison to existing facility
conditions. Thus, the proposed project would not require the expansion of existing water treatment
facilities and would not require the construction of new water treatment facilities.
As previously described under Threshold a), the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant would
continue to serve the proposed facility relocation. The addition of two “porta-potties” on site would not
substantially increase the wastewater treatment demand of the project in comparison to the existing
facility’s demands. The proposed project would not require any off-site sewer improvements, and no
new or expanded facilities would be required. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
c)

Would the project 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. As previously described in Section 14.9, a stormwater detention basin
would be placed at the west end of the pad adjacent to the interior edge of the perimeter berm. This basin
would discharge to an existing natural drainage area immediately west of the project site and would
ensure runoff from large storm events would not exceed the capacity of the stormwater drainage system.
Although the existing site includes approximately 1,500 square feet of impervious surface area, the
majority of the 12.9-acre project site would retain pervious surfaces. Considering the landscape of the
proposed site, implementation of the project would not contribute runoff that would exceed the capacity of
existing stormwater drainage systems, and thus would not result in the construction or expansion of
stormwater drainage facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

d) Would the project 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. As previously described in Threshold b), potable water would be
delivered and stored at the office structure to provide for domestic use needs, including service for a
single restroom facility. While the existing facility uses water from a City water main for dust control
on site, well water would be used at the proposed site for dust control needs. Due to the proposed
use of well water for necessary dust control activities, there would be a slight decrease in water
demand in comparison to existing facility conditions. Therefore, continued delivery of potable water to
the office structure would be sufficient for the proposed relocation, and the project would not require
new or expanded entitlements. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
e) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City of Oceanside Water Utilities Department’s Wastewater
Division collects, treats, and disposes of all of the City of Oceanside’s sewage at the San Luis Rey
Wastewater Treatment Plant and the La Salina Wastewater Treatment Plant. All sewage is treated to
levels set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The project would be serviced by the San
Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant, where wastewater would be treated to the secondary level by
conventional biological treatment followed by clarification. The San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment
Plant serves areas east of Interstate 5, and treats sewage from the Rainbow Municipal Water District
and a portion of the City of Vista. Both plants discharge treated effluent through the Oceanside Ocean
Outfall (City of Oceanside 2017). As described in response to Threshold b), the San Luis Rey
Wastewater Treatment Plant serves the existing Moody’s Recycling Facility, and would continue to
adequately serve the proposed relocation of the facility. The proposed project’s inclusion of two
“porta-potties” on site would account for a minimal increase in the San Luis Rey Wastewater
Treatment Plant’s normal operational flows. Implementation of the proposed project would not require
off-site sewer improvements to adequately provide sewer service to the proposed project. Impacts
are determined to be less than significant.
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Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. The proposed facility relocation would continue to be provided solid
waste disposal services by Waste Management, as with the rest of the City of Oceanside. The solid
waste collected from the City of Oceanside is disposed of at El Sobrante Landfill located in Corona,
California. Construction of the project site would not require any export of materials. Waste generated
during operation of the proposed project would be similar to existing facility conditions, which is
limited to solid waste discarded by facility personnel on site.
Moody’s Recycling Facility is an integral part of the City’s strategy to meet the 2020 State of
California mandate for a 75% diversion of waste material from landfills. The City currently operates at
a diversion rate of approximately 72% which is one of the highest in Southern California. Moody’s
recycling processes represent approximately 50% of that diversion rate (by weight). Asphalt,
concrete, dirt, and mixed materials (combinations of allowed recyclable materials) are currently
accepted at the Moody’s facility. These materials are then recycled on site and resold to the public or
provided to the City as contracted. Recycled materials include sand, decomposed granite, Class II
spec base, non-spec base, rock, and fill dirt. Materials accepted at the new location will be limited to
concrete and asphalt; it is anticipated the amount of material processed will be reduced to 175,000
tons per year. No hazardous materials are currently accepted, nor would be accepted at the proposed
relocation. The proposed relocation of Moody’s would support the continued implementation of land
uses designated under the El Corazon Specific Plan, while allowing for the continued operation of an
important recycling resource for the City and the North County region.
With consideration that waste generated as a result of construction and operation of the project would
be minimal and similar to existing conditions, El Sobrante Landfill would continue to sufficiently
accommodate the facilities solid waste disposal needs (CalRecycle 2017). Further, the proposed
relocation would aid the continued reduction of solid waste sent to landfills. Therefore, impacts are
determined to be less than significant.

g) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
Less-Than-Significant Impact. As described under Threshold f), Moody’s Recycling Facility is an
integral part of the City’s strategy to meet the 2020 State of California mandate for a 75% diversion of
waste material from landfills. The City currently operates at a diversion rate of approximately 72%
which is one of the highest in Southern California. Moody’s recycling processes represent
approximately 50% of that diversion rate (by weight). The proposed relocation of Moody’s would
support the continued implementation of land uses designated under the El Corazon Specific Plan,
while allowing for the continued operation of an important recycling resource for the City and the
North County region. The project would be in compliance with all applicable statutes and regulations
related to solid waste, and impacts are determined to be less than significant.
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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 the potential to achieve short-term, to the
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals?
c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable (Cumulatively considerable means the
projects incremental effects are considerable when compared to the
past, present, and future effects of other projects)?
d. 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?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The proposed project is located in a fully developed and
suburbanized area of Oceanside. Although the project site is mass-graded, the proposed relocation of
the existing Moody’s Recycling Facility has the potential to degrade the quality of the surrounding
natural environment. However, implementation of the recommended mitigation measures identified in
Section 14 of this MND, would reduce potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation has
been proposed in order to reduce impacts to biological resources and cultural resources.
As discussed in Section 14.4, Biological Resources, given the repeatedly disturbed nature of the site,
there is little to no potential for special-status wildlife species to occur within the disturbed habitat (on
site) of the project site (Appendix B). However, a number of raptor species could use the project area
for foraging and could potentially use adjacent native habitat for nesting. While these species may not
be considered special status, they are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Impacts to
raptor species and nesting birds are generally addressed by conducting pre-construction surveys,
avoiding tree removal or ground disturbance at the nest during the breeding season if nests are
present, and providing a buffer around nest locations. All potential impacts to wildlife species would
be mitigated through the implementation of MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-9.
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Additionally, as discussed in Section 14.5, Cultural Resources, although the project site does not
support any important examples of major periods in California history or prehistory ; in the event
that sub-surface cultural resources are discovered during grading/construction activities, the
resource would be preserved in accordance with specified mitiga tion measures (MM-CUL-1, MMCUL-2, MM-CUL-3, and MM-TCR-1).
Therefore, project impacts related to biological and cultural resources would be less than significant
with the proposed mitigation.
b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. As discussed throughout Section 14, the proposed project
would not result in significant impacts on aesthetics, agricultural and forestry resources, air quality,
geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality,
land use, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation
and traffic, or utilities and service systems. Mitigation measures recommended for biological
resources (MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-9, cultural resources (MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, and MM-CUL3), and tribal cultural resources (MM-TCR-1) would reduce impacts to below a level of significance.
With proposed mitigation, no residual significant impacts would result with implementation of the
proposed project.
Additionally, the Moody’s recycling facility is considered a temporary use in relation to the long term buildout and development of the El Corazon Specific Plan area. The proposed relocation
site encompasses areas designated as “Parks and Recreation” (Park 7) and “Civic Services” (a
portion of Civic Services Site 3) under the Specific Plan District Map. Specifically, these areas
are planned for future uses including athletic fields, basketball courts, a skate/BMX park, picnic,
playground, and parking areas. Development of these planned uses is not anticipated in the near
to mid-term future of the Specific Plan implementation and would not conflict wit h Moody’s
relocation operations or its contract with the City which runs through 2025. Transitioning the
recycling facility to a smaller site in El Corazon coincides with the planned reduction and eventual
conclusion of reclamation activities. This will also support the continued implementation of land
uses designated under the El Corazon Specific Plan, while allowing for the continued operation
of an important recycling resource for the City and the North County region. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant with the proposed mitigation.
c) Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable
(Cumulatively considerable means the projects incremental effects are considerable when compared
to the past, present, and future effects of other projects)?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The proposed project would incrementally contribute to
cumulative impacts in combination with other projects occurring within the City of Oceanside. As provided
in the analysis presented previously, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts to
aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and
hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, mineral resources, noise, population and housing,
public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems. It has been
determined that these environmental topics would not contribute to potential cumulative impacts.
Potentially significant impacts as a result of the project were identified for biological resources,
cultural resources, land use and planning, and tribal cultural resources. With adoption of
recommended mitigation for these environmental topics, implementation of the proposed project
would not result in any residually significant impacts that could contribute to a cumulative impact. In
the absence of residually significant impacts, the incremental accumulation of effects would not be
cumulatively considerable, and impacts would not be substantial. Implementation of identified
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mitigation in Sections 14.4, Biological Resources (MM-BIO-1 through MM-BIO-9), 14.5, Cultural
Resources (MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, and MM-CUL-3), and 14.17, Tribal Cultural Resources (MMTCR-1) would be required.
Additionally, all reasonably foreseeable future development in the City of Oceanside would be subject
to the same land use and environmental regulations that are described throughout this document.
Furthermore, all development projects are guided by the policies identified in the City of Oceanside
General Plan and by the regulations established in the Municipal Code. Therefore, compliance with
applicable land use and environmental regulations would ensure that environmental effects
associated with the proposed project do not combine with effects from reasonably foreseeable future
development in Oceanside to cause cumulatively considerable significant impacts. Therefore,
cumulative impacts would be less than significant with the proposed mitigation.
d) Does the project have environmental effects which will have substantial adverse effects on human
beings, directly or indirectly?
Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. Based on the previous analysis, the potential for adverse
direct or indirect impacts to human beings were considered in the response to certain threshold
questions in Sections 14.3, Air Quality; 14.5, Cultural Resources; 14.6, Geology and Soils; 14.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; 14.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials; 14.9, Hydrology and Water
Quality; 14.12, Noise; 14.13, Population and Housing; 14.14, Public Services; 14.15, Recreation;
14.16, Transportation/Traffic; 14.17, Tribal Cultural Resources; and 14.18, Utilities and Service
Systems. All potential impacts in these environmental issue areas are less than significant or
mitigated to below a level of significance with the mitigation herein (MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2, MMCUL-3, and MM-TCR-1). Therefore, it has been determined that there would be no significant direct
or indirect effect on human beings with the incorporation of the proposed mitigation; therefore,
impacts would be less than significant with the proposed mitigation.
15. PREPARATION. The initial study for the subject project was prepared by:

________________________________________________
Sarah Lozano, AICP, Environmental Project Manager, Dudek
16. DETERMINATION. (To be completed by lead agency) Based on this initial evaluation:
[ ] I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
[X] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described herein have
been included in this project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
[ ] I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.
[]

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant
unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
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[ ] I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
17. DE MINIMIS FEE DETERMINATION (Chapter 1706, Statutes of 1990-AB 3158)
[ ] It is hereby found that this Project involves no potential for any adverse effect, either individually
or cumulatively, on wildlife resources and that a "Certificate of Fee Exemption" shall be prepared.
[X] It is hereby found that this Project could potentially impact wildlife, individually or cumulatively,
and therefore fees shall be paid to the County Clerk in accordance with Section 711.4(d) of the
Fish and Game Code.
18. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: The initial study for this project has been reviewed and the
environmental determination, contained in Section V. preceding, is hereby approved:

____________________________________________
Richard Greenbauer, Principal Planner, Environmental Coordinator

19. PROPERTY OWNER/APPLICANT CONCURRENCE: Section 15070(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines
provides that lead agencies may issue an MND where the initial study identifies potentially significant
effects, but, revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the applicant before a
proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial study are released for public review would avoid the
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur. The property
owner/applicant signifies by their signature below their concurrence with all mitigation measures
contained within this environmental document. However, the applicant’s concurrence with the MND is not
intended to restrict the legal rights of the applicant to seek potential revisions to the mitigation measures
during the public review process.

________________________________________________
Signature of project applicant or authorized representative

________________________________________________
Print name of project applicant or authorized representative

20.
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Existing and Proposed Facility Boundaries
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Moody’
s El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation Project
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FIGURE 4

Site Plan
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Moody s El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation Project
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FIGURE 5

Conceptual Landscape Plan
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Moody’s El Corazon Recycling Facility Relocation Project
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