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This section describes the existing traffic/circulation setting of the project site, identifies associated 
regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies mitigation measures related to 
implementation of the North River Farms Planned Development (PD) Plan (proposed project). The 
following analysis is based on the North River Farms Transportation Impact Analysis that was prepared 
for the proposed project by Linscott, Law & Greenspan (LLG) in November 2018, and is incorporated 
by reference herein. The Transportation Impact Analysis is included in Appendix N of this EIR. 

4.17.1 Existing Conditions 

Traffic Study Area 

Based on the criteria identified in the San Diego Traffic Engineering Council/Institute of Traffic 
Engineers Guidelines for Traffic Impact Studies in the San Diego Region, March 2, 2000, the study 
area cordons were determined by the limits or extent of where 50 peak-hour project trips would 
travel to/from the site. The traffic study area was developed through coordination between City 
staff and LLG traffic engineers. The traffic study area includes the following locations: 

Intersections 

1. Vandegrift Boulevard/Douglas Drive 

2. Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road 

3. N. River Road/North River Circle 

4. N. River Road/Leon Street 

5. N. River Road/Stallion Drive 

6. N. River Road/Wilshire Road 

7. N. River Road/Sleeping Indian Road 

8. N. River Road/State Route (SR-) 76 
(Mission Road) 

9. Douglas Drive/N. River Road 

10. N. River Road/Avenida Descanso 

11. N. River Road/College Boulevard 

12. Douglas Drive/El Camino Real 

13. Mission Avenue/El Camino Real 

14. Mission Avenue/Douglas Drive 

15. SR-76/Douglas Drive 

16. SR-76/Rancho Del Oro Drive 

17. SR-76/Old Grove Road 

18. SR-76/Frazee Road 

19. SR-76/College Boulevard 

20. SR-76/North Santa Fe Avenue 

21. SR-76/Melrose Drive 

22. SR-76/East Vista Way 

23. College Boulevard/Frazee Road 
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Roadway Segments 

Vandegrift Boulevard 

1. N. River Road to Douglas Drive 

N. River Road 

2. Douglas Drive to College Boulevard 

3. College Boulevard to Vandegrift Boulevard 

4. Vandegrift Boulevard to North River Circle 

5. N. River Circle to Stallion Drive 

6. Stallion Drive to Wilshire Road 

7. Wilshire Road to Sleeping Indian Road 

8. Sleeping Indian Road to SR-76 

Douglas Drive 

9. SR-76 to El Camino Real 

10. El Camino Real to N. River Road 

College Boulevard 

11. N. River Road to Adams Street 

12. Adams Street to SR-76 

13. SR-76 to Frazee Road 

El Camino Real 

14. Mission Avenue to Douglas Drive 

Mission Avenue 

15. El Camino Real to Douglas Drive 

SR-76 

16. Foussat Road to Douglas Drive 

17. Douglas Drive to Rancho Del Oro Drive 
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18. Rancho Del Oro Dive to Old Grove Road 

19. Old Grove Road to Frazee Road 

20. Frazee Road to College Boulevard 

21. College Boulevard to N. Santa Fe Avenue 

22. N. Santa Fe Avenue to Melrose Drive 

23. Melrose Drive to E. Vista Way 

24. E. Vista Way to N. River Road 

25. N. River Road to Via Montellano 

Study Scenario 

The proposed project would include the construction of 689 residential homes with an additional 
mix of retail, restaurant, hotel, and agricultural land uses on the currently agricultural site. Access 
is proposed through N. River Road. Project traffic for each option was analyzed under existing, 
near-term, and Year 2035 conditions.  

The following scenarios are evaluated in this analysis: 

Baseline Conditions 

 Existing 

 Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects 

 Year 2035 (Master Transportation Roadway Plan) 

 Year 2035 (Without Melrose Drive Extension  Alternative 2) 

Proposed Project Conditions (689 dwelling units) 

 Existing Plus Project  

 Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects Plus Project  

 Year 2035 With Project (Master Transportation Roadway Plan) 

 Year 2035 With Project (Without Melrose Drive Extension  Alternative 2) 

Analysis Methodology 

Level of service (LOS) is the term used to denote the different operating conditions that occur on 
a given roadway segment under various traffic volume loads. It is a qualitative measure used to 
describe a quantitative analysis taking into account factors such as roadway geometries, signal 
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phasing, speed, travel delay, freedom to maneuver, and safety. Level of service provides an index 
to the operational qualities of a roadway segment or an intersection. Level of service designations 
range from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and LOS F representing 
the worst operating conditions. Level of service designation is reported differently for signalized 
and unsignalized intersections, as well as for roadway segments.  

Intersections 

Signalized intersections were analyzed in the Transportation Impact Analysis under AM and PM 
peak hour conditions. Average vehicle delay was determined using the methodology found in 
Chapter 18 of the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), with the assistance of the Synchro 
(version 10) computer software. The delay values (represented in seconds) were qualified with a 
corresponding intersection LOS.  

Unsignalized intersections were analyzed under AM and PM peak hour conditions. Average 
vehicle delay and LOS was determined based upon the procedures found in Chapters 19 and 20 of 
the 2010 HCM, with the assistance of the Synchro (version 10) computer software.  

Roundabouts were analyzed using the SIDRA INTERSECTION (Version 7) software. The results 
of the analysis provide delay (in seconds), LOS and queue outputs based upon the procedures 
found in Chapter 22 of the HCM 6. 

Street Segments 

Street segment 
Roadway Classification, Level of Service, and ADT Table. This table provides segment capacities 
for different street classifications, based on traffic volumes and roadway characteristics. The 
roadway classification table is included in Appendix N. 

Existing Roadway Circulation System 

The following describes the existing street system in the traffic study area. A map of the study area 
with existing intersection and roadway segment details is shown in Figure 4.17-1. Based on 
conversations with City staff, the City Roadway Plan Traffic Impact 
Analysis Report (April 2012) was referenced for buildout roadway classifications. 

Vandegrift Boulevard  

Vandegrift Boulevard is classified on the City  Master Transportation Roadway Plan as a 5-
Lane Major Arterial. It is a generally north south roadway built with three northbound lanes 
and two southbound lanes in the traffic study area from the Northern City Limits to N. River 
Road. The posted speed limit is 50 mph. Class II bicycle lanes are provided on both sides of 
the roadway and on-street parking is prohibited. 
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N. River Road  

N. River Road is built to its City  Master Transportation Roadway Plan classification as a Four-
Lane Major Arterial between Douglas Drive and College Boulevard and as a Five-Lane Major 
Arterial from College Boulevard to Vandegrift Boulevard.  

Between Douglas Drive and Vandegrift Boulevard, Class II bicycle lanes are provided on both sides 
of the roadway and on-street parking is prohibited. 

From Vandegrift Boulevard to North River Circle, N. River Road is currently constructed as a four-
lane divided roadway with a paved width of approximately 70 feet. From North River Circle to 
Stallion Drive it then narrows to a two-lane road with a two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL) providing 
curbside parking and bike lanes on both sides of the street. This two-lane portion is paved to four-lane 
secondary collector standards with a TWLTL and a width of 64 feet. East of Stallion Drive to Sleeping 
Indian Road and beyond, the roadway narrows again to a two-lane road with no center turn lane or 
bike lanes, and a paved width of approximately 36 feet. Given there is little to no property fronting 
this 3.5-mile stretch of N. River Road, no traffic signals until the intersection of Vista Way, and the 
speed limit is upwards of 50 55 mph, the roadway essentially functions as a free-flowing two-lane 
highway. The City of Oceanside (City) does not have criteria matching these roadway characteristics 
Therefore, for existing and near-term analysis, a modified daily segment capacity was assumed along 
this roadway to account for the reduced friction and increased speeds. 

N. River Road from Vandegrift Boulevard to the future Melrose Drive connection has a buildout 
classification of Four-Lane Major Arterial. From the proposed Melrose Drive connection to the 
Eastern City Limits, the buildout classification is a Four-Lane Secondary Collector with TWLTL. 

The proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment to reclassify N. River Road from 
Stallion Drive to Sleeping India Road from a Major Arterial to a Secondary Collector. Additional 
details on this reclassification are discussed in Section 4.17.4, Impacts Analysis.  

Douglas Drive  

Douglas Drive is classified as a 4-Lane Secondary Collector in the traffic study area from 
Vandegrift Boulevard to N. River Road. From N. River Road to SR-76, it is classified as a 4-Lane 
Major Arterial. It is currently constructed to its ultimate classification from Vandegrift Boulevard 
to Via Malaguena and then narrows to a two-lane roadway divided by a striped median to Cardiff 
Bay Drive. South of Cardiff Bay Drive it widens to its ultimate classification as a 4-Lane 
Secondary Arterial and then widens again at N. River Road to a 4-Lane Major Arterial. It narrows 
to a four-lane undivided roadway over the San Luis Rey River Bridge and then resumes as a Major 
Arterial to SR-76 with the exception of the segment between El Camino Real and Mission Avenue 
where it provides a TWLTL. The posted speed limit is 40 mph. Class II bicycle lanes are provided 
on both sides of the roadway and on-street parking is prohibited. 
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College Boulevard  

College Boulevard is classified on the City  Master Transportation Roadway Plan and currently built 
as a 6-Lane Major Arterial from N. River Road to SR-76 with a posted speed limit between 40 45 
mph with the exception of the portion of College Boulevard approaching the San Luis Rey River 
Bridge where it narrows to four lanes with a K-rail divider. South of SR-76 within the traffic study 
area, College Boulevard is classified and currently built as a 4-Lane Major Arterial with a posted speed 
limit of 50 mph. Class II bicycle lanes are provided on both sides of the roadway. On-street parking is 
not permitted on any portion of College Boulevard within the traffic study area. 

El Camino Real  

El Camino Real is classified on the City  Master Transportation Roadway Plan and is currently 
built as a 4-Lane Major Arterial between Mission Avenue and Douglas Drive within the traffic 
study area. The posted speed limit is 40 mph. On-street parking is not permitted. 

State Route 76  

SR- Master Transportation Roadway Plan as a Six-Lane Expressway 
from Interstate 5 to Melrose Drive and as a Four-Lane Expressway from Melrose Drive to the Eastern 
City Limits. It is generally an east west facility and is currently built as a four-lane divided expressway 
in the traffic study area. The posted speed limit is 55 mph. Class II bicycle lanes are provided on both 
sides of the roadway and on-street parking is prohibited.  

Existing Bicycle Network 

Based on information in the City  Master Transportation Roadway Plan and field observations, 
there are Class II bike lanes provided along the major street segments within the traffic study area 
described above, with the following exceptions: 

 The portion of N. River Road between Stallion Drive and SR-76 provides a Class III bike route. 

 The San Luis Rey River Trail is a separated Class I Bike Path, and is a generally east west 
facility extending throughout a large portion of the traffic study area. 
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Existing Transit Conditions 

Transit service in the traffic study area is provided by the North County Transit District (NCTD). 
The proposed project is within one mile of the San Luis Rey Transit Center located south of N. 
River Road between Vandegrift Boulevard and Waterview Way. The San Luis Rey Transit Center 
is served by Routes 303, 309, 311, 313, and 315. Based on information obtained from the NCTD, 
the following transit conditions are noted: 

 Route 303 travels from the Oceanside Transit Center to the Vista Transit Center and travels 
along Mission Avenue, Douglas Drive, N. River Road and College Boulevard within the traffic 
study area. This route provides 15 minute headways during weekday hours. 

 Route 309 travels from Oceanside (San Luis Rey Transit Center) to Encinitas primarily 
through El Camino Real. This route provides 30 minute headways during weekday hours. 

 Route 311 travels from the San Luis Rey Transit Center to the Rancho Del Oro SPRINTER 
station through Douglas Drive. This route provides limited, commuter-oriented service on 
weekdays only. 

 Route 313 travels from the Oceanside Transit Center to the San Luis Rey Transit Center 
primarily through Mesa Drive and travels mainly along College Boulevard within the study 
area. This route provides hourly service during weekdays. 

 Route 315 travels from the College Boulevard SPRINTER station to Camp Pendleton (22 
Area) through College Boulevard and Vandegrift Boulevard. This route provides up to 30 
minute headways in the peak direction, with hourly headway in the off-peak direction, 
during weekday hours. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Existing AM (7:00 a.m. 9:00 a.m.) and PM (4:00 p.m. 6:00 p.m.) peak hour traffic volumes at key 
area intersections and 24-hour street segment counts were manually collected in April and November 
2016 while schools were in session. Counts on N. River Road were conducted in October 2017. SR-
76 volumes were taken from the most recently available Caltrans ADT data (2016). Table 4.17-1 shows 
the existing street segment Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes in the traffic study area.  

Table 4.17 1 
Existing Traffic Volumes 
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Table 4.17 1 
Existing Traffic Volumes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The following section presents the analysis of existing traffic study area locations.  
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Peak Hour Intersection Operations 

Table 4.17-2 summarizes the existing intersections LOS. As seen in Table 4.17-2, all intersections 
are calculated to currently operate at LOS D or better except for the following: 

 Intersection No. 2. Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 11. N. River Road/College Boulevard  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 16. SR-76/Rancho Del Oro Drive  LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 17. SR-76/Old Grove Road  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 19. SR-76/College Boulevard  LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 20. SR-76/N. Santa Fe Avenue  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 21. SR-76/Melrose Drive  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

Daily Street Segment Operations 

Table 4.17-3 summarizes the existing roadway segment operations. As seen in Table 4.17-3, the study 
area segments are calculated to currently operate at LOS D or better except for the following: 

 Segment No. 6. N. River Road: Stallion Drive to Wilshire Rd  LOS E 

 Segment No. 7. N. River Road: Wilshire Road to Sleeping Indian Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 10. Douglas Drive: El Camino Real to N. River Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 11. College Boulevard: N. River Road to Adams Street  LOS F 

 Segment No. 12. College Boulevard: Adams Street to SR-76  LOS E 

Table 4.17-2 
Existing Intersection Operations 
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Table 4.17-2 
Existing Intersection Operations 
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Table 4.17-2 
Existing Intersection Operations 

 
 
 

Table 4.17-3 
Existing Daily Street Segment Operations 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

SIGNALIZED  
 

UNSIGNALIZED  

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS  DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS  Delay LOS 

0.0  10.0 A  0.0  10.0 A 

10.1 to 20.0 B  10.1 to 15.0 B 

20.1 to 35.0 C  15.1 to 25.0 C 

35.1 to 55.0 D  25.1 to 35.0 D 

55.1 to 80.0 E  35.1 to 50.0 E 

  80.1 F    50.1 F 
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Table 4.17-3 
Existing Daily Street Segment Operations 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

4.17.2 Regulatory Setting 

City of Oceanside General Plan Master Transportation Roadway Plan 

As required by State of California Law, the City has included and adopted a Master Transportation 
Roadway Plan as part of . In tandem with the other elements of the  General 
Plan, the Master Transportation Roadway Plan creates and addresses goals and policies as they related 
to the City

compose the 
transportation network by providing service standards, objectives, and policies (City of Oceanside 2012). 
Select applicable General Plan goals and their corresponding policies are listed below: 

Objective i: Implement a circulation system that provide a high level of mobility, efficiency, 
access, safety, and environmental consideration that accommodates all modes of travel such as 
vehicular, truck, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and rail. 

Policy 2.4: - and inter-city travel 
with minimum disruption to established and planned residential neighborhoods.  

Policy 2.5: The City will strive to incorporate complete streets throughout the Oceanside 
transportation network which are designed and constructed to serve all users of streets, 
roads and highways, regardless of their age or ability, or whether they are driving, walking, 
bicycling, or using transit. 
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Policy 3.3: All streets within the City shall be designed in accordance with the adopted City of 
Oceanside design standards. Typical cross-sections and design criteria for the various street 
classifications are shown in the City Engineers Design and Processing Manual.  

Policy 3.4: The City may permit construction of private streets within individual 
development projects, provided that:  

 They are designed geometrically and structurally to meet City standards.  

 Only project occupants are served. 

 All emergency vehicle access requirements are satisfied. 

 The streets do not provide direct through route between public streets. 

The Homeowners Association and/or property owners provide an acceptable program for 
financing regular street maintenance. 

Policy 3.20: If the location and traffic generation of a proposed development will result in 
congestion on major streets or failure to meet the LOS D threshold, or if it creates safety 
hazards, the proposed development shall be required to make necessary off-site 
improvements. Such improvements may be eligible for reimbursement from collected 
impact fees. In some cases, the development may have to wait until financing for required 
off-site improvements is available. In other cases where development would result in 
unavoidable impacts, the appropriate findings of overriding consideration will be required 
to allow temporary undesirable levels of service. 

SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 

San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan 
(Regional Plan) the 
Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) and the Regional Transportation Plan and its Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The RCP, adopted in 2004, laid out key principles for managing 

eight policy areas, including urban form, transportation, housing, healthy environment, economic 
prosperity, public facilities, our borders, and social equity. These policy areas were addressed in the 
2050 RTP/SCS and are now fully integrated into the Regional Plan.  

On April 25, 2015, SANDAG released the Draft Regional Plan for public comment, with a closing 
date of July 15, 2015. A Final Regional Plan was adopted by the SANDAG Board of Directors on 
October 9, 2015.  
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SB 743, CEQA Guidelines Update  

In 2013, SB 743 was signed into law and requires new metrics for analyzing transportation impacts 
under CEQA to provide an alternative to level of service (LOS). Measurements of transportation 
impacts may include vehicle miles traveled (VMT),1 vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile 
trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated. 
delay will no longer constitute a significant environmental impact.2 Proposed changes to the CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15064.3, were promulgated by the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) in 
November 2017. The changes are now under consideration by the California Natural Resources 
Agency as part of a comprehensive CEQA Guidelines Update for proposed rule-making and final 
administrative approval. Final rules are anticipated later in 2018. 

At the time of preparation of this EIR, however, evaluation of transportation impacts using the 
VMT metric is not required by the State or City of Oceanside CEQA Guidelines, and LOS is the 
official metric for identifying traffic impacts and mitigation. Even if the draft revisions to the 
CEQA Guidelines are adopted by the California Natural Resources Agency, the possible new 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.3, regarding needed VMT analysis for a development project 
will not require use of the VMT metric to analyze transportation impacts until January 1, 2020. 

4.17.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to traffic and circulation are based 
on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a 
significant impact related to traffic and circulation would occur if the proposed project would: 

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness 
for the performance or 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. 

                                                 
1  VMT refers to the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project. 
2  SB 743 also amends congestion management law to allow cities and counties to opt out of LOS standards within 

certain infill areas. http://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/updates/sb-743/, Transportation Impacts (SB 743), (accessed November 
1, 2017). 
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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, bicycles, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.  

Significance Criteria 

The City uses the published San Diego Traffic Engineering Council/Institute of Traffic Engineers 
guidelines for the determination of the significance of impacts. A project is considered to have a 
significant impact if the new project traffic has decreased the operations of surrounding roadways 
by a defined threshold. The defined thresholds are shown in Table 4.17-4 for roadway segments 
and intersections.  

If a project exceeds the thresholds in Table 4.17-4, then the proposed project may be considered 
to have a significant impact. A feasible mitigation measure will need to be identified to return the 
impact within the thresholds (pre-project plus allowable increase), or the impact will be considered 
significant and unmitigated. 

Two types of traffic-related impacts were identified: direct traffic impacts and cumulative traffic 
impacts. Direct impacts were calculated where proposed project added traffic resulted in a 
degradation in Level of Service (LOS) from acceptable LOS D or better operations to below LOS 
D conditions. Cumulative impacts were calculated where proposed project added traffic resulted 
in significant increase in intersection delay or street segment volume-to-capacity ratios over the 
allowable thresholds shown in Table 4.17-4 at locations with pre-existing LOS deficiencies (LOS 
E or F). Year 2035 significant impacts are considered cumulative since traffic generated by 
existing development, future general growth, and other development projects are all included in 
the Year 2035 traffic volume projections. This is because for an impact to be termed direct, the 
project traffic must be the sole reason that the impact occurs. 

Table 4.17-4 
Traffic Impact Significant Thresholds 
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4.17.4 Impacts Analysis 

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures 
of effectiveness for the performance or 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?  

Proposed Project Trip Generation, Distribution, and Assignment 

Trip Generation  

Trip generation for the proposed development was calculated using the SANDAG (Not so) Brief 
Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region, April 2002. With the 
changes in housing types proposed, three different residential trip rates were used to calculate the 
total proposed project trip generation. The residential trip rates were selected based on the density 
for each planning area. The commercial portion of the site representing the maker spaces and 
farmers market land use types t uses 

reduced from 10 ADT/room to 9 ADT/room because the hotel does not propose to include 
/convention facilities

from SANDAG. se the community amenities 
as ancillary uses to the hotel. 

Primary/Pass-By Trips 

However, several types of retail/commercial developments experience local and regional trips at 
the driveway that are already on the street system whether that development exists or not. These 
trips are known as - trips. 

Pass-by trips that are already on the street system passing along the proposed project frontage (N. River 
Road) and only appear as new trips in and out of the proposed project driveways. Using engineering 
guidelines, 10% of daily and PM peak hour commercial traffic is categorized as pass-by. 
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Primary Trips 

The remaining trips (90
These trips occur due to the development of the proposed project and the proposed project itself 
becomes one end of a primary trip, either the origin or the destination.  

Net Trip Generation 

After accounting for pass-by trips, a mixed-use reduction was applied to the remaining commercial 
and residential trips. Per the SANDAG guide, up to a 10% mixed-use reduction can be applied to 

en the detailed explanation of the walkability of the 
project site in Section 2.2 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix N), as well as in the Planned 
Development Plan (Appendix B), a mixed-use reduction was deemed appropriate. To provide a 
conservative reduction, 5% was applied to the project trip generation. 

Table 4.17-5 shows the proposed project traffic generation. 

Trip Distribution/Assignment 

The distribution of proposed project traffic was determined using a Select Zone Assignment (SZA) 
computerized 
with the base year (existing) roadway network and land use conditions, and matches trip generating 
uses (such as residential) with trip-attracting uses (such as retail/commercial), and presents the 
relative percentage of traffic on the roadway system.  

The future connection of Melrose Drive between N. River Road and SR-76 and Spur Avenue and S. 
Santa Fe Avenue, which is included in later model years of the Series 12 traffic model, is in close 
proximity to the project site. Under existing and near-term conditions, this connection does not exist.  

 



4.17  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

North River Farms Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 9759 

November 2019 4.17-17 

Table 4.17-5 
Proposed Project Trip Generation 
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The connection of Melrose Drive between its current terminus north of SR-76 to N. River Road would have a considerable effect on 
proposed project trip distribution. This connection would allow a substantial share of project-related traffic to use Melrose Drive to 
access SR-76 and the regional street system. In its absence, the majority of project-related traffic bound for SR-76 will travel through 
Vandegrift Boulevard and College Boulevard, through locations already subject to congestion during peak hours. Therefore, two 
separate distributions were prepared focusing on the connection or elimination of the Melrose Drive extensions. The baseline existing 
and near-term analyses 

 

Roadway Plan is assumed to be completed. Therefore, the Year 2035 baseline analysis 
redistributes project traffic within the study area to account for the future extension of Melrose Drive. Further details on this scenario are 
provided under the subheading Year 2035 Traffic Volumes in this section. 

The connection of Melrose Drive over the San Luis Rey Bridge is affected by significant environmental constraints and a lack of funding. 
Therefore, a separate Year 2035 Without Melrose Drive Extension analysis is provided later in this section using the existing and near-term 
project distribution without this connection.  

Once the traffic distribution was established, the project-generated traffic was assigned to the adjacent street system. 



4.17  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

North River Farms Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 9759 

November 2019 4.17-19 

Analysis of Existing Plus Project Scenarios  

The following section presents the analysis of existing study area locations with the addition of project 
traffic. The scenario is hypothetical because it assumes that the proposed project would be fully built 
out immediately and the corresponding full buildout traffic volumes added to existing roadway 
volumes and infrastructure. Thus, the existing plus project analysis presumes that the existing 
environment (existing traffic volumes, existing roadway infrastructure, and existing land uses) will not 
change. The results of this analysis are presented below for disclosure purposes. The identification of 
the proposed proje
analyses that take into account cumulative traffic growth, as well as the changing roadway network 
and land uses that accompany a multi-year development project such as the proposed project. 

Peak Hour Intersection Operations 

Table 4.17-6 summarizes the existing intersections LOS. As seen in Table 4.17-6, with the addition 
of proposed project traffic, all intersections are calculated to continue to operate at LOS D or better 
except for the following:  

 

 

 

 Intersection No. 17. SR-76/Old Grove Road  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

 

 Intersection No. 20. SR-76/N. Santa Fe Avenue  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 21. SR-76/Melrose Drive  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

Based on the City  significance criteria, four significant impacts were calculated with the addition of 
proposed project traffic at the intersections bolded above because the proposed project adds greater 
than 2.0 seconds of delay to these locations in the Existing Plus Project Scenario.  

Table 4.17-6 
Existing Plus Project Intersection Operations 
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Table 4.17-6 
Existing Plus Project Intersection Operations 
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Table 4.17-6 
Existing Plus Project Intersection Operations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Daily Street Segment Operations 

Table 4.17-7 summarizes the existing roadway segment operations. As seen in Table 4.17-7, with 
the addition of proposed project traffic, the study area segments are calculated to continue to 
operate at LOS D or better except for the following: 

 Segment No. 5. N. River Road: North River Circle to Stallion Drive  LOS F 

 Segment No. 6. N. River Road: Stallion Drive to Wilshire Road  LOS F 

 Segment No. 7. N. River Road: Wilshire Road to Sleeping Indian Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 9. Douglas Drive: SR-76 to El Camino Real  LOS E 

 Segment No. 10. Douglas Drive: El Camino Real to N. River Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 11. College Boulevard: N. River Road to Adams Street  LOS F 

 Segment No. 12. College Boulevard: Adams Street to SR-76  LOS E 

SIGNALIZED  
 

UNSIGNALIZED  

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS  DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS  Delay LOS 

0.0  10.0 A  0.0  10.0 A 

10.1 to 20.0 B  10.1 to 15.0 B 

20.1 to 35.0 C  15.1 to 25.0 C 

35.1 to 55.0 D  25.1 to 35.0 D 

55.1 to 80.0 E  35.1 to 50.0 E 

  80.1 F    50.1 F 
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Based on the City  significance criteria, seven significant impacts were calculated with the addition 
of proposed project traffic on the street segments bolded above because the proposed project increases 
the V/C by greater than 0.02 at these locations in the Existing Plus Project Scenario. 

Table 4.17-7 
Existing Plus Project Street Segment Operations 
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Table 4.17-7 
Existing Plus Project Street Segment Operations 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Near-Term Cumulative Projects Conditions  

Cumulative projects are other projects in the study area that will add traffic to the local circulation 
system in the near future. LLG consulted with City staff to identify relevant, pending cumulative 
projects in the study area that could be constructed and generating traffic in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. Based on research conducted and information received from City staff, eight cumulative 
projects are planned for the area that would add traffic to the study area street system. Traffic generated 
by these projects was added to the existing traffic volumes to develop the Existing Plus Near-Term 
Cumulative Projects conditions. Proposed project traffic was added to the near-term traffic to arrive at 
the Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions. The following is a brief 
description of each of the cumulative projects, which are described further in Table 4.17-8. Figure 
4.17-2 shows the locations of the cumulative projects.  

1. Villa Storia proposes to develop an approximately 35.59-acre site with a maximum of 420 
residential units. The Villa Storia Project proposes a mix of housing types including single-
family detached and multifamily attached homes. The site is located on Academy Road 
north of SR-76. This project is calculated to generate 3,284 ADT with 58 inbound and 205 
outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 225 inbound and 97 outbound trips during 
the PM peak hour. Trips were assigned to the street system based on the approved Villa 
Storia Traffic Impact Study, prepared by LLG and dated May 19, 2015. 
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2. Mission Cove Mixed-Use proposes to construct 150 apartments, 138 senior/special needs 
housing, 5,000 square feet (SF) of specialty retail, 2,750 SF of office, 2,750 SF of medical 
office, senior/special needs adult day care center for up to 60 adults, and a child day care 
center for up to 50 children. This project is located on the south side of Mission Avenue 
between Airport Road and Foussat Road in the City. This project is calculated to generate 
2,080 net ADT with 58 inbound and 102 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 104 
inbound and 75 outbound trips during the PM peak hour. Trips were assigned to the street 
system based on the Mission Cove Mixed-Use Traffic Impact Study, prepared by RBF 
Consulting and dated August 2011. 

3. Pacific Coast Business Park proposes to construct 1,100,000 SF of industrial use, 518,000 
SF of general office, and 80,500 SF of medical office located south of Old Grove Road and 
west of College Boulevard in the City. This project is calculated to generate 21,597 ADT 
with 2,213 inbound and 273 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 575 inbound and 
2,080 outbound trips during the PM peak hour. Trips were assigned to the street system 
based on the Pacific Coast Business Park Traffic Impact Study, prepared by Kimley-Horn 
and Associates Inc. and dated April 2009. 

4. Rancho Del Oro Village XII (Terraza at Rancho Del Oro) proposes to develop 
approximately 303 residential dwelling units consisting of a variety of multifamily product 
types. This project is located at the northwest quadrant of the College Boulevard and Old 
Grove Road intersection in the City. This project is calculated to generate 2,424 ADT with 
39 inbound and 154 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 169 inbound and 73 
outbound trips during the PM peak hour. Trips were assigned to the street system based on 
the Rancho Del Oro Village XII Traffic Impact Study, prepared by RBF Consulting and 
dated September 2010. 

5. Oceanpointe Development is a multifamily development located in the City. The 
development includes a maximum of 200 dwelling units in three groups on a vacant lot of 
approximately 36 acres. This project is located mid-way between Stage Coach Road and 
San Ramon Drive, south of State Route 76. This project is calculated to generate 1,600 
ADT per day with 26 inbound and 102 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 
112 inbound and 48 outbound trips during the PM peak hour. The traffic volumes for this 

-Family Development 
Traffic Impact Analysis,  Trips were 
assigned to the street system based on the Oceanpointe Multi-Family Development Traffic 
Impact Study, prepared by LOS Engineering Inc. and dated March 2005. 

6. El Corazon proposes to redevelop a 465-acre property near the geographic center of 
Oceanside. The site is bound by Mesa Drive to the north, Rancho del Oro Drive to the east, 
Oceanside Boulevard to the south, and El Camino Real to the west. This project is proposed to 
be developed in several phases. Phase I includes the construction of roads, sidewalks and 
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infrastructure to commercial sites, a Senior center, a hotel, village commercial uses, a green 
waste facility, and interpretive areas and west passive trails. Phase II consist of the construction 
of sports facilities, which includes a soccer field and infrastructure, a softball complex and 
infrastructure, and a baseball complex and infrastructure. 

Phase III includes the construction of a hotel, a cultural/community center and library, a 
park, and passive recreation areas. In addition, the west passive trails will be expanded and 
a native open space restoration greenbelt landscaping will be created. Phase IV consists of 
the construction of a recreation center and a park/recreation area. Phase V consists of a 
19.7 acres expansion of the park. Phase VI includes the construction of roads, sidewalks 
and infrastructure and a park expansion and public safety center. The total net Year 2030 
trip generation at buildout of El Corazon is calculated at 34,604 ADT with 704 inbound 
and 492 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 1,796 inbound and 1,774 outbound 
trips during the PM peak hour. For the cumulative condition, it was assumed Phases 1 and 
2 of the Master Plan would be completed along with the El Corazon Arena generating 
15,251 ADT with 201 inbound and 168 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 459 
inbound and 409 outbound trips during the PM peak hour. Trips were assigned to the street 
system based on the El Corazon Traffic Impact Study, currently under preparation by LLG. 

7. Melrose + Oceanside proposes to construct 313 residential dwelling units on three adjacent 
sites, as well as 10,000 SF of restaurant and 10,000 SF of office space. This project site is 
located east and west of Melrose Drive, north of Oceanside Boulevard/Bobier Drive. This 
project is calculated to generate 4,059 ADT with 125 inbound and 215 outbound trips during 
the AM peak hour and 230 inbound and 130 outbound trips during the PM peak hour. Trips 
were assigned to the street system based on the Melrose + Oceanside Traffic Impact Study, 
prepared by LLG and dated July 26, 2017. 

8. N. River Road Residential Subdivision (Kawano-Nagata) proposes to construct 400 
residential dwelling units on 2 parcels for a total of 25.6 acres at a density of 15.6 units per 
acre. The project site is located on the southern side of N. River Road between Avenida 
Descanso and Calle Montecito. The project is calculated to generate 3,200 ADT, with 51 
inbound and 205 outbound trips during the AM peak hour and 224 inbound and 96 
outbound trips during the PM peak hour. Trips were assigned to the street system based on 
the N. River Road Residential Subdivision Traffic Impact Study, prepared by LOS 
Engineering Inc. and dated October 10, 2016. 
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Table 4.17-8 
Near-Term Cumulative Projects Summary 

SR-76 Cumulative Growth 

To forecast near-term cumulative traffic volumes on SR-76, a regional expressway that serves 
multiple jurisdictions across North County, a growth factor was applied to existing traffic volumes. 
A review of the most recent historical data provided by Caltrans was reviewed between 2012 and 
2016 (a five-year period). According to the data, mostly negative growth has occurred on the 
roadway. However, to be conservative, an ambient growth factor of 2% was applied to the existing 
volumes to arrive at Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects traffic volumes on SR-76. Refer 
to Appendix N for additional details. 
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Analysis of Near Term Scenarios 

Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects 

Peak Hour Intersection Operations 

Table 4.17-9 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for the Existing Plus Near-Term 
Cumulative Projects condition. As seen in Table 4.17-9, with the addition of cumulative projects 
traffic, the following intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Intersection No. 2. Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 11. N. River Road/College Boulevard  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 16. SR-76/Rancho Del Oro Drive  LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 17. SR-76/Old Grove Road  LOS E during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 19. SR-76/College Boulevard  LOS E/F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 20. SR-76/N. Santa Fe Avenue  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 21. SR-76/Melrose Drive  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

Daily Street Segment Operations 

Table 4.17-10 summarizes the key segment operations in the study area for the Existing Plus Near-
Term Cumulative Projects condition. As seen in Table 4.17-10, with the addition of cumulative 
projects traffic, the following street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Segment No. 5. N. River Road: North River Circle to Stallion Drive  LOS E 

 Segment No. 9. Douglas Drive: SR-76 to El Camino Real  LOS E 

 Segment No. 10. Douglas Drive: El Camino Real to N. River Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 11. College Boulevard: N. River Road to Adams Street  LOS F 

 Segment No. 12. College Boulevard: Adams Street to ST-76  LOS E 

Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects Plus Project  

Peak Hour Intersection Operations 

Table 4.17-9 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative 
Projects Plus Project conditions. As seen in Table 4.17-9, with the addition of cumulative projects and 
project traffic, the following intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 



4.17  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

North River Farms Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 9759 

November 2019 4.17-28 

 

 

 Intersection No. 17. SR-76/Old Grove Road  LOS E during the AM/PM peak hours 

 

 Intersection No. 20. SR-76/N. Santa Fe Avenue  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 21. SR-76/Melrose Drive  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

Based on the City  significance criteria, four potentially significant impacts were calculated with the 
addition of project traffic at the intersections bolded above since the proposed project adds greater than 
2.0 seconds of delay to each location under the Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects Plus 
Project. Refer to Sections 4.17.5 and 4.17.6 for discussion regarding mitigation.  

Table 4.17-9 
Near-Term Cumulative Intersection Operations 
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Table 4.17-9 
Near-Term Cumulative Intersection Operations 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

SIGNALIZED  
 

UNSIGNALIZED  

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS  DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS  Delay LOS 

0.0  10.0 A  0.0  10.0 A 

10.1 to 20.0 B  10.1 to 15.0 B 

20.1 to 35.0 C  15.1 to 25.0 C 

35.1 to 55.0 D  25.1 to 35.0 D 

55.1 to 80.0 E  35.1 to 50.0 E 

  80.1 F    50.1 F 
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Daily Street Segment Operations 

Table 4.17-10 summarizes the key segment operations in the study area for the Existing Plus Near-Term 
Cumulative Projects Plus Project conditions. As seen in Table 4.17-10, with the addition of cumulative 
projects and project traffic, the following street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Segment #5. N. River Road: N. River Circle to Stallion Drive  LOS F 

 Segment #6. N. River Road: Stallion Drive to Wilshire Road  LOS F 

 Segment #7. N. River Road: Wilshire Road to Sleeping Indian Road  LOSE 

 Segment #9. Douglas Drive: SR-76 to El Camino Real  LOS E 

 Segment #10 Douglas Drive: El Camino Real to N. River Road  LOS E 

 Segment #11. College Boulevard: N. River Road to Adams Street  LOS F 

 Segment #12. College Boulevard: Adams Street to SR-76  LOS F 

Based on the City  significance criteria, seven potentially significant impacts were calculated with the 
addition of project traffic on the street segments bolded above since the proposed project increases the 
V/C by greater than 0.02 at each location under the Existing Plus Near-Term Cumulative Projects Plus 
Project. Refer to Sections 4.17.5 and 4.17.6 for discussion regarding mitigation.  

Table 4.17-10 
Near-Term Cumulative Street Segment Operations 
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Table 4.17-10 
Near-Term Cumulative Street Segment Operations 
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Year 2035 Conditions 

Year 2035 Network Conditions 

The Year 2030 network was developed as part of the 2030 Master Transportation Roadway Plan. The 
network changes described in the Master Transportation Roadway Plan are included in the buildout 
analysis for roadway segments. The exception to this is that SR-76 remains a four-lane Expressway, as 
adequate funding is not identified to expand the roadway to six lanes. In addition, intersections are 
analyzed using existing geometries. The 2030 Master Transportation Roadway Plan represents the 
planned roadway system along with the classifications of those streets. There are several pieces of the 
transportation network that have changed from existing conditions to the 2030 Master Transportation 
Roadway Plan. The major changes to the circulation network included in the 2030 Master Transportation 
Roadway Plan and those assumed in the Year 2035 analysis are the following: 

 SR-76 is four lanes (six-lane widening not planned or funded per Caltrans) 

 Rancho Del Oro Road at SR-78 is an interchange 

 College Boulevard is six lanes between Old Grove Road and Vista Way 

 College Boulevard is six lanes over the San Luis Rey Bridge 

 N. River Road is four lanes between Vandegrift Boulevard to the City limits 

 Pala Road is connected between Los Arbolitos Boulevard and Foussat Road 

 Melrose Drive is connected between N. River Road and SR-76  

 Melrose Drive is connected between Spur Avenue and N. Santa Fe Avenue  

Table 4.17-11 displays the Year 2035 Master Transportation Roadway Plan roadway 
classifications for study area street segments. 

N. River Road General Plan Amendment  

As previously mentioned, N. River Road is classified on the Master Transportation Roadway Plan 
as a Four-Lane Major Road from Vandegrift Boulevard to the future Melrose Avenue extension 
(approaching Sleeping Indian Road) location and a Four-Lane Secondary Collector with TWLTL 
from the extension to the City Limits. The proposed project proposes improvements to N. River 
Road along the project frontage. The proposed project would dedicate right-of-way along its 
frontage to Four-Lane Secondary Collector standards to accommodate an enhanced parkway for 
pedestrians and on-street bicycle facilities, but only two vehicular lanes (one in each direction) 
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separated by a raised median are proposed. The roadway would be constructed to provide two 20-
foot travel lanes (11-foot vehicle lanes with 5-foot bike lanes and 4-foot bike lane buggers) with a 
16-foot center median. Ten-foot parkways would be provided on both sides of the roadway with 
an 8-foot naturally paved pedestrian path on one side of the road. 

Approaching Sleeping Indian Road, east of the project site, the roadway would also remain two lanes 
and an eastbound left-turn pocket is proposed at the intersection of N. River Road at Sleeping Indian 
Road, thus improving the flow of eastbound through traffic and reducing the potential for vehicular 
conflict due to the slowing of eastbound traffic behind a vehicle turning left onto Sleeping Indian Road.  

The analysis of the intersections provided in this section along the segment of N. River Road from 
Stallion Drive to Sleeping Indian Road show that with the proposed project improvements, LOS 
D or better operations are calculated in the peak hours along this segment.  

Given the above, the proposed project proposes a General Plan Amendment to reclassify N. River 
Road from Stallion Drive to Sleeping Indian Road as a Four-Lane Secondary Collector. 

Table 4.17-11 
Master Transportation Roadway Plan Street Segment Classifications 
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Table 4.17-11 
Master Transportation Roadway Plan Street Segment Classifications 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Year 2035 Traffic Volumes 

A review of the Buildout Year 2030 Master 
Transportation Roadway Plan Traffic Impact Analysis Report (April 2012) was conducted. As 
previously mentioned, t Roadway Plan assumed SR-76 as a six-
lane expressway that results in higher demand for this facility, reducing trips along City streets. 
Therefore, it was decided to use the SANDAG Series 12 Year 2035 forecast traffic model given 
SR-76 is modeled as a four-lane expressway.  

The peak hour turning movement volumes at an intersection were estimated from future ADT 
volumes using the relationship between existing peak hour turning movements and the existing ADT 
volumes. This same relationship can be assumed to generally continue in the future. Additional 
consideration was given to new network connections within the City. 

The future connection of Melrose Drive between N. River Road and SR-76 and Spur Avenue and S. 
Sante Fe Avenue is in proximity to the project site. The connection of Melrose Drive between its current 
terminus north of SR-76 to N. River Road would have a considerable effect on project trip distribution. 
This connection would allow a substantial share of project-related traffic to use Melrose Drive to access 
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SR-76 and the regional street system. With the connection of Melrose Drive, it would be expected that 
project trips originating from and destined east would reroute along N. River Road. Trips to and from 
east on N. River Road to E. Vista Way and Mission Road would reroute to use Melrose Drive. Trips on 
College Boulevard would reroute to Melrose Drive to reach Melrose Drive (south), N. Santa Fe Avenue, 
and College Boulevard (south). With the changes in distribution on N. River Road with the connection 
of Melrose Drive, 61% of trips would be distributed to and from the west and 39% to/from the east (a 
shift from the 75/25 split without Melrose Drive). 

It should be noted that the Oceanside General Plan Land Use allows for the development of 92 
residential units within the current p
residential, U per acre, the adopted General Plan Land Use 
would be expected to generate 1,104 ADT in the future. A review of the SANDAG Series 12 Year 
2035 traffic model shows approximately 1,800 ADT generated by the site and assigned to the street 
system. Therefore, the Year 2035 Without Project traffic volumes are representative of the allowed 
General Plan Land Use designation of 92 DU.  

To provide a conservative analysis, the site was assuming to be vacant land in the future and the 
total site generation of 7,921 ADT by the proposed project from Table 4.17-5 was added to the 
baseline Year 2035 traffic volumes (already assuming the trips generated by 92 DU) to arrive at 
Year 2035 With Project traffic volumes.  

Analysis of Year 2035 Scenarios 

This section provides an analysis of the Year 2035 assuming buildout of the Master Transportation 
Roadway Plan.  

Year 2035 Without Project  

Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.17-12 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for the Year 2035 Without Project 
scenario. As seen in Table 4.17-12, the following intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Intersection No. 2. Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road  LOS F during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 4. N. River Road/Leon Street  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 9. Douglas Drive/N. River Road  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 11. N. River Road/College Boulevard  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 13. Mission Ave/El Camino Real  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 16. SR-76/Rancho Del Oro Drive  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 17. SR-76/Old Grove Road  LOS F/E during the AM/PM peak hours 
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 Intersection No. 18. SR-76/Frazee Road  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 19. SR-76/College Boulevard  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 20. SR-76/N. Santa Fe Avenue  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 21. SR-76/Melrose Drive  LOS F during the AM peak hour 

Segment Operations 

Table 4.17-13 summarizes the key segment operations in the study area for the Year 2035 Without 
Project scenario. As seen in Table 4.17-13, the following street segments are calculated to operate 
at LOS E or F: 

 Segment No. 17. SR-76: Douglas Drive to Rancho Del Oro Drive  LOS E 

 Segment No. 18. SR-76: Rancho Del Oro Drive to Old Grove Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 23. SR-76: Melrose Drive to E. Vista Way  LOS E 

 Segment No.24. SR-76: E. Vista Way to N. River Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 25. SR-76: N. River Road to Villa Montellano  LOS F 

Year 2035 With Project 

Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.17-12 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for the Year 2035 With Project scenario. 
As seen in Table 4.17-12, with the net increase in traffic due to the change in land use, the following 
intersections are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Intersection No. 2. Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road  LOS F during the AM/PM 
peak hour 

 Intersection No. 4. N. River Road/Leon Street  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 9. Douglas Drive/N. River Road  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 11. N. River Road/College Boulevard  LOS E during the AM/PM 
peak hours 

 Intersection No. 13. Mission Ave/El Camino Real  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 

 Intersection No. 17. SR-76/Old Grove Road  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 18. SR-76/Frazee Road  LOS E during the PM peak hour 
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 Intersection No. 20. SR-76/N. Santa Fe Avenue  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 21. SR-76/Melrose Drive  LOS F during the AM peak hour 

Based on the City  significance criteria, eight potentially significant impacts were calculated with 
the addition of project traffic at the intersections bolded above since the proposed project increases 
the delay by greater than 2.0 seconds at each location under the Year 2035 With Project scenario. 
Refer to Sections 4.17.5 and 4.17.6 for discussion regarding mitigation. 

Table 4.17-12 
Year 2035 Intersection Operations 

Master Transportation Roadway Plan 
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Table 4.17-12 
Year 2035 Intersection Operations 

Master Transportation Roadway Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

SIGNALIZED  
 

UNSIGNALIZED  

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS  DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS  Delay LOS 

0.0  10.0 A  0.0  10.0 A 

10.1 to 20.0 B  10.1 to 15.0 B 

20.1 to 35.0 C  15.1 to 25.0 C 

35.1 to 55.0 D  25.1 to 35.0 D 

55.1 to 80.0 E  35.1 to 50.0 E 

  80.1 F    50.1 F 
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Segment Operations 

Table 4.17-13 summarizes the key segment operations in the study area for the Year 2035 With 
Project scenario. As seen in Table 4.17-13, with the net increase in traffic due to the change in land 
use, the following street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Segment No. 13. College Boulevard: SR-76 to Frazee Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 17. SR-76: Douglas Drive to Rancho Del Oro Drive  LOS E 

 Segment No. 18. SR-76: Rancho Del Oro Drive to Old Grove Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 23. SR-76: Melrose Drive to E. Vista Way  LOS E 

 Segment No. 24. SR-76: E. Vista Way to N. River Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 25. SR-76: N. River Road to Villa Montellano  LOS F 

Based on the City  significance criteria, one potentially significant impact was calculated with the 
addition of project traffic on the study area street segments bolded above since the proposed project 
degrades the LOS to unacceptable levels or increases the V/C by greater than 0.02 at each location already 
operating at LOS E or F. Refer to Sections 4.17.5 and 4.17.6 for discussion regarding mitigation. 

Table 4.17-13 
Year 2035 Street Segment Operations 
Master Transportation Roadway Plan 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



4.17  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

North River Farms Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 9759 

November 2019 4.17-40 

Table 4.17-13 
Year 2035 Street Segment Operations 
Master Transportation Roadway Plan 
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Analysis of Year 2035 Scenarios (Without Melrose Drive Extension) 

The Year 2035 network was developed as part of the 2030 Master Transportation Roadway Plan. An 
alternative scenario was analyzed in the General Plan EIR Traffic Study, Alternative 2, to evaluate the 
street network with key changes to the ultimately adopted Master Transportation Roadway Plan.  

The major changes to the circulation network included in Alternative 2 to the Master 
Transportation Roadway Plan include the following: 

 SR-76 is four lanes (six-lane widening not planned or funded per Caltrans) 

 Rancho Del Oro Road at SR-78 is not an interchange 

 College Boulevard is six lanes between Avenida de la Plata and Olive Drive and four lanes 
between Olive Drive and Waring Road 

 Melrose Drive is not connected between N. River Road and SR-76  

 Melrose Drive is not connected between Spur Avenue and N. Santa Fe Avenue  

 Pala Road is not connected between Los Arbolitos Boulevard and Foussat Road 

 Mission Avenue is downgraded from a Four-Lane Major Arterial to a Four-Lane 
Secondary Collector between Coast Highway and Horne Street 

 Coast Highway is two lanes 

Of particular importance within the Project study area is the exclusion of the Melrose Drive 
extension given its close proximity to the Project site. The construction of the Melrose Drive 
extension has been a contentious issue within the City for some time. It has been indicated that 
this connection may not occur due to significant environmental constraints to the river valley and 

 Thoroughfare and Traffic Signal Fee Program Update Study. 
Additional details on this network change are provided below: 

1. Melrose Drive: N. River Road to SR-76 Connection and N. Santa Fe Avenue to Spur 
Avenue: Master Transportation Roadway Plan to 
extend northward as a 4-Lane Major Arterial to connect with N. River Road, east of the 
project site. The effect of this connection in the future is that it relieves N. River Road, 
Vandegrift Boulevard, and College Boulevard west of the project site by allowing traffic 
destined to points south and east to cross the San Luis Rey River using a new bridge. The 
feasibility of this connection being constructed is contentious due to significant 
environmental constraints to the river valley 
Thoroughfare and Traffic Signal Fee Program Update Study.  
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Because of the reasons listed above, a separate analysis has been prepared to analyze the effects 
on the street system with this major connection. For this EIR, the analysis is referred to as the Year 
2035 With Project (Without Melrose Drive Extension) scenario. 

The SANDAG Series 12 Year 2035 traffic forecast was used to forecast future traffic volumes to 
account for SR-76 remaining a four-lane facility. The General Plan EIR Traffic Study included a 
complete set of traffic data for Alternative 2. A review of the change in traffic volumes with and 
without the connection of Melrose Drive was conducted between the adopted Master 
Transportation Roadway Plan Year 2035 traffic volumes and Alternative 2. This relationship was 
assumed to remain constant with the use of the SANDAG Series 12 Year 2035 traffic volumes. 
Therefore, the changes in traffic patterns between the two scenarios were carried over into the Year 
2035 With Project (Without Melrose Drive Extension) traffic volumes.  

For purposes of this report, it was assumed SR-76 will continue as a four-lane Expressway, not a six-
lane facility as shown in Alternative 2. In addition, although Alternative 2 considers the College 
Boulevard bridge over the San Luis Rey river to be a six-lane bridge, this improvement project is not 

funding and environmental constraints over the river valley, it was assumed to remain in its current 
configuration as a four-  

Year 2035 Without Project (With Melrose Drive Extension)  

Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.17-14 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for the Year 2035 Without Project 
(With Melrose Drive Extension) scenario. As seen in Table 4.17-14, the following intersections 
are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Intersection No. 2. Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road  LOS F during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 4. N. River Road/Leon Street  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 9. Douglas Drive/N. River Road  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 11. N. River Road/College Boulevard  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 13. Mission Ave/El Camino Real  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 16. SR-76/Rancho Del Oro Drive  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 17. SR-76/Old Grove Road  LOS F/E during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 18. SR-76/Frazee Road  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 19. SR-76/College Boulevard  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 
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 Intersection No. 20. SR-76/N. Santa Fe Avenue  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 21. SR-76/Melrose Drive  LOS F during the AM peak hour 

Segment Operations 

Table 4.17-15 summarizes the key segment operations in the study area for the Year 2035 Without 
Project (With Melrose Drive Extension) scenario. As seen in Table 4.17-15, the following street 
segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Segment No. 11. College Boulevard: N. River Road to Adams Street  LOS F 

 Segment No. 13. SR-76 to Frazee Road  LOS E  

 Segment No. 17. SR-76: Douglas Drive to Rancho Del Oro Drive  LOS E 

 Segment No. 18. SR-76: Rancho Del Oro Drive to Old Grove Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 22. SR-76: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Melrose Drive  LOS F 

 Segment No. 23. SR-76: Melrose Drive to E. Vista Way  LOS E 

 Segment No. 24. SR-76: E. Vista Way to N. River Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 25. SR-76: N. River Road to Villa Montellano  LOS F 

Year 2035 With Project (Without Melrose Drive Extension)  

Intersection Analysis 

Table 4.17-14 summarizes the peak hour intersection operations for the Year 2035 With 
Project (Without Melrose Drive Extension) scenario. As seen in Table 4.17-14, with the net 
increase in traffic due to the change in land use, the following intersections are calculated to 
operate at LOS E or F: 

 Intersection No. 2. Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road  LOS F during the AM/PM 
peak hour 

 

 Intersection No. 9. Douglas Drive/N. River Road  LOS E during the AM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 11. N. River Road/College Boulevard  LOS E/F during the AM/PM 
peak hours 

 Intersection No. 13. Mission Ave/El Camino Real  LOS E during the PM peak hour 
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 Intersection No. 17. SR-76/Old Grove Road  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 18. SR-76/Frazee Road  LOS E during the PM peak hour 

 Intersection No. 19. SR-76/College Boulevard  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 20. SR-76/N. Santa Fe Avenue  LOS F during the AM/PM peak hours 

 Intersection No. 21. SR-76/Melrose Drive  LOS F during the AM peak hour 

Based on City significance criteria, eight potentially significant impacts were calculated with the 
addition of project traffic at the intersections bolded above since the proposed project increases the 
delay by greater than 2.0 seconds at each location under the Year 2035 With Project (With Melrose 
Drive Extension) scenario. Refer to Sections 4.17.5 and 4.17.6 for discussion regarding mitigation. 

Segment Operations 

Table 4.17-15 summarizes the key segment operations in the study area for the Year 2035 With Project 
(Without Melrose Drive Extension) scenario. As seen in Table 4.17-15, with the net increase in traffic 
due to the change in land use, the following street segments are calculated to operate at LOS E or F: 

 Segment No. 11. College Boulevard: N. River Road to Adams Street  LOS E 

 Segment No. 13. College Boulevard: SR-76 to Frazee Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 17. SR-76: Douglas Drive to Rancho Del Oro Drive  LOS E 

 Segment No. 18. SR-76: Rancho Del Oro Drive to Old Grove Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 22. SR-76: N. Santa Fe Avenue to Melrose Drive  LOS F 

 Segment No. 23. SR-76: Melrose Drive to E. Vista Way  LOS E 

 Segment No. 24. SR-76: E. Vista Way to N. River Road  LOS E 

 Segment No. 25. SR-76: N. River Road to Villa Montellano  LOS F 

Based on City significance criteria, two potentially significant impacts were calculated with the addition 
of project traffic on study area street segments bolded above since the proposed project degrades the 
LOS to unacceptable levels or increases the V/C by greater than 0.02 at each location already operating 
at LOS E or F. Refer to Sections 4.17.5 and 4.17.6 for discussion regarding mitigation. 
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Table 4.17-14 
Year 2035 (Without Melrose Drive Extension) Intersection Operations 
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Table 4.17-14 
Year 2035 (Without Melrose Drive Extension) Intersection Operations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

Table 4.17-15 
Year 2035 (Without Melrose Drive Extension) Street Segment Operations 

 

 
 

 

SIGNALIZED  
 

UNSIGNALIZED  

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS  DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS  Delay LOS 

0.0  10.0 A  0.0  10.0 A 

10.1 to 20.0 B  10.1 to 15.0 B 

20.1 to 35.0 C  15.1 to 25.0 C 

35.1 to 55.0 D  25.1 to 35.0 D 

55.1 to 80.0 E  35.1 to 50.0 E 

  80.1 F    50.1 F 
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Table 4.17-15 
Year 2035 (Without Melrose Drive Extension) Street Segment Operations 
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Access Assessment and On-Site Circulation 

Access Assessment (Without Melrose Drive Connection) 

Network Conditions 

The proposed project proposes improvements to N. River Road along the project frontage. The 
proposed project would dedicate right-of-way along its frontage to Four-Lane Secondary Collector 
standards to accommodate an enhanced parkway for pedestrians and on-street bicycle facilities, 
but only two vehicular lanes (one in each direction) separated by a TWLTL are needed to 
accommodate project traffic. The roadway would be constructed to provide two 20-foot travel 
lanes (11-foot vehicle lanes with 5-foot bike lanes and 4-foot bike lane buffers) with a 16-foot 
center median. Ten-foot parkways would be provided on both sides of the roadway with an 8-foot 
naturally paved pedestrian path on one side of the road. An ADT threshold for N. River Road has 
been included in the mitigation measures indicating the amount volume at which four lanes would 
be needed along the project frontage (refer to Section 4.17.5). 

Three entry/exit points are proposed along N. River Road, accessing the northern and southern 
portions of the project site: (A) N. River Road/Western Access, (B) N. River Road/Main Access, 
and (C) N. River Road/Eastern Access/Wilshire Road. Access A and C are being proposed as four-
legged single-lane roundabouts, while a signal is proposed at the main Access B. Wilshire Road is 
proposed to be improved to be realigned to intersect N. River Road at a 90-degree angle.  

The roundabouts along the project frontage would be designed with 150-foot diameters and 55-foot radii. 
With the installation of roundabouts at Access A and C, it is recommended that they provide one 20-foot 
travel lane in each direction through the roundabout with a landscaped median centered in the middle. It 
should be noted that in the Year 2035 (Without Melrose Drive Extension), the westerly roundabout may 
require two lanes in each direction, depending on the Melrose Drive Extension. 

Bike lanes would terminate at the entrance to the roundabouts and merge with the flow of vehicular traffic 
until exiting the roundabouts. Pedestrian crosswalks would be painted within each roundabout.  

The proposed project would widen N. River Road at the main signalized access point to provide 
two through lanes in each direction. The eastbound approach would provide one 100-foot left-turn 
lane with a 90-foot bay taper, two through lanes, and a100-foot dedicated right-turn lane. The 
westbound approach would provide a 100-foot left-turn lane with one through lane and one shared 
through/right-turn lane. The northbound approach would provide a dedicated left-turn lane and 
shared through/right-turn lane. The southbound approach would provide a dedicated right-turn 
lane and a shared through/left-turn lane.  

Figure 4.17-3 shows the proposed project access conditions diagram.  



4.17  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

North River Farms Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 9759 

November 2019 4.17-49 

Traffic Volumes 

Access A primarily serves the residential uses within the site. Access B bisects the main spine road 
within the site and provides access to not only residential uses on-site, but also serves as the 
primary access to the non-residential uses proposed in the southern portion of the proposed project. 
Access C (Wilshire Road) will serve residential uses on site while also providing access to the 
non-residential uses in the southern portion of the site, and includes the realigning of Wilshire 
Road, which provides access to existing farm uses north of N. River Road. The driveway trip 
distribution is provided in Table 4.17-16. 

Table 4.17-16 
Project Access and Trip Distribution 

Pass-by trips are expected to occur at the project driveways. Pass-by trips are trips already on the street 
system passing along the project frontage (N. River Road), and only appear as new trips in and out of the 
project driveways. Per SANDAG guidelines, 10% of daily and PM peak hour commercial traffic is 
categorized as pass-by. These trips were included at the project driveways (14 PM peak hour trips).  

In the Year 2035, the Master Transportation Roadway Plan assumes a major network change 
in the project vicinity: the extension of Melrose Drive between N. River Road and SR-76. With 
the changes in distribution on N. River Road with the connection of Melrose Drive, 61% of 
trips were distributed to and from the west and 39% to and from the east (a shift from the 75/25 
split without Melrose Drive).  

It should be noted that no changes were made to the distribution percentages using each of the 
three driveways with the connection of the Melrose Drive extension: Access A = 30% of project 
trips, Access B = 50% of project trips, and Access C = 20% of project trips. 

Intersection Operations  

Table 4.17-17 summarizes the results of the project access intersection analysis. With the proposed 
network improvements to the project access intersections, LOS B or better operations are 

. This further supports the design of N. River Road to 
provide one travel lane in each direction along the project frontage. As shown in Table 4.17-17, 
impacts would be less than significant. 



4.17  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

North River Farms Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 9759 

November 2019 4.17-50 

Table 4.17-17 
Access Intersection Operations (Without Melrose Drive Extension) 

 

 

 

 
 

Access Assessment (With Melrose Drive Connection) 

Intersection Operations 

Table 4.17-18 summarizes the results of the project access intersection analysis with the connection of 
the Melrose Drive Extension. With the proposed network improvements to the project access 
intersections, LOS B or better operations are calculated under the Year 2035 With Project (Without 
Melrose Drive Extension) scenario with one exception. The increase in ambient traffic on N. River 
Road (without the connection of the Melrose Drive extension) results in LOS E operations at the 
westerly roundabout in the PM peak hour (Access A). Therefore, it is recommended that the westerly 
roundabout be constructed to allow a future conversion to a two-lane roundabout capable of 
accommodating the increase in growth along N. River Road. The roundabout would require two lanes 
once future volumes on N. River Road exceed 21,000 total ADT.  

It should be noted that the near-term volumes with the proposed project are forecasted at 15,708 
ADT along the project frontage. The additional approximately 5,300 trips that would trigger the 
two-lane roundabout would need to result from approximately 34% of ambient growth on the street 
system in the future. Impacts would be less than significant.  

SIGNALIZED  
 

ROUNDABOUT 

DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS  DELAY/LOS THRESHOLDS 

Delay LOS  Delay LOS 

0.0  10.0 A  0.0  10.0 A 

10.1 to 20.0 B  10.1 to 15.0 B 

20.1 to 35.0 C  15.1 to 25.0 C 

35.1 to 55.0 D  25.1 to 35.0 D 

55.1 to 80.0 E  35.1 to 50.0 E 

  80.1 F    50.1 F 
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Table 4.17-18 
Year 2035 With Project (Without Melrose Drive Extension) Access Intersection 

Operations  

 

 

 

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?  

Refer to response (a). As required by the City, the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed 
Master Transportation Roadway Plan and the 

SANDAG Congestion Management Program (CMP) traffic impact study guidelines. The City  
threshold for the need for traffic studies is 500 daily trips for non-conforming land uses and 1,000 daily 

Because significant and unavoidable 
impacts were identified, as discussed in response (a), to one intersection and three street segments, 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable. 

Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?  

The Oceanside Municipal Airport is approximately 4 miles to the project site. According to the 
Oceanside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, the project site lies outside of Review 
Area 1 and 2 and, therefore, would not be subject to airspace protection, notification of overflight, 
limits to height of structures; and compatible development guidelines, including those that apply 
to traffic patterns (San Diego Regional Airport Authority 2010). Further, the proposed project, as 
a low elevation residential development, would not, in any manner, result in a change in air traffic 
pattern. Therefore, the proposed project would not affect traffic patterns at the Oceanside 
Municipal Airport, and impacts would be less than significant.  
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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)?  

The primary roadway improvements would include access improvements on N. River Road to the 
project site, including roundabouts. Additionally, the proposed project would include new roadways 
throughout the project site. Refer to the access assessment analysis above regarding these 
improvements and their operations. The proposed project would not substantially increase hazards 
through a design feature as all improvements would be designed to the applicable City roadway and 
circulation standards. Refer to Chapter 3, Project Description, and Appendix B to this EIR for 
additional details regarding proposed roadway improvements.  

The proposed project includes various residential densities and non-residential land uses within the 
176.6-acre site. Of the 689 residential units, 130 units are proposed at the highest density generating 780 
gross ADT. A total of 250 units are proposed as medium density units generating 2,000 gross ADT. 
Lastly, 309 units are proposed at the lowest density generating 3,090 gross ADT. The proposed project 
also includes non-residential uses which generate 3,540 gross trips. The total trips with the non-residential 
ADT and the mixed land use reduction totals 7,771 ADT. The on-site circulation network would 
adequately and safely handle the estimated ADT at project buildout (Appendix N).  

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Construction 

Construction workers would use N. River Road as a primary access to the project site during 
construction. A portion of the construction phase includes improvements to N. River Road and 
Wilshire Road. Construction of these improvements would require partial road closures, 
construction vehicles entering and exiting the project site, and pedestrian or bicycle lane closures. 
Construction along these roadways may potentially result in impacts to general access to 
surrounding land uses, including emergency access. In order to ensure adequate access to the project 
site and surrounding land uses during construction, a Traffic Control Plan (TCP) would be prepared as 
required by the City prior to permit issuance of construction activity within the public right-of-way. 
The primary purpose of a TCP is to provide for the safe and efficient movement of motorists (including 
emergency vehicles), bicycles, and pedestrians through or around construction zones while protecting 
the workers, equipment, and construction areas. The City requires that TCPs be consistent with the 
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and the San Diego Regional Standard 
Drawings for TCPs. With implementation of a TCP as required by the City, impacts related to 
emergency access during construction would be less than significant.  
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Operation 

As discussed above, the proposed project includes reconstruction of the existing Wilshire Road 
intersection at N. River Road to improve turning movements, reconfigure vehicle lanes and make 
safety improvements. The improved intersection includes a roundabout and would accommodate 
convenient and safe at-grade pedestrian and vehicular movements. Frontage improvements along 
the property edge are anticipated to improve drainage and provide landscape treatments. By the 

 General Plan forecast Year 2035, Wilshire Road would maintain its Collector Road 
classification with a right-of-way (ROW) between 50 and 70 feet. These improvements to Wilshire 
Road intersection at N. River Road would allow police, fire, and medical services to access the 
project site. Roadway design improvements in concert with required mitigation would reduce 
queuing at project intersections; the proposed roundabout would allow for a continuous flow of 
traffic and would ensure minimal queuing and interference to potential emergency vehicles 
attempting access to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in inadequate 
emergency access during operation and impacts would be less than significant. 

As discussed in Section 4.17.1, Existing Conditions, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit modes of 
transportation are accessible to the project site.  

The proposed project proposes improvements to N. River Road along the project frontage. The proposed 
project would dedicate right-of-way along its frontage to Four-Lane Secondary Arterial standards to 
accommodate an enhanced parkway for pedestrians and on-street bicycle facilities. Three entry/exit 
points are proposed along N. River Road, accessing the northern and southern portions of the project site: 
(A) N. River Road/Western Access, (B) N. River Road/Main Access, and (C) N. River Road/Eastern 
Access/Wilshire Road. Access A and C are being proposed as four-legged single-lane roundabouts, while 
a signal is proposed at the main Access B. Wilshire Road is proposed to be improved to be realigned to 
intersect N. River Road at a 90-degree angle. The roundabouts would be designed with 150-foot 
diameters and 55-foot radii. With the installation of roundabouts at Access A and C, it is recommended 
that they provide one 20-foot travel lane in each direction through the roundabout with a landscaped 
median centered in the middle. Bike lanes would terminate at the entrance to the roundabouts and merge 
with the flow of vehicular traffic until exiting the roundabouts. Pedestrian crosswalks would be painted 
within each roundabout. Therefore, the proposed project would improve pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
at access points to the project site.  
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The NCTD provides public transit services to the project site The proposed project is 
proximate to the San Luis Rey Transit Center located south of N. River Road between Vandegrift 
Boulevard and Waterview Way. The San Luis Rey Transit Center is served by Routes 303, 309, 
311, 313, and 315. The proposed project would not conflict with any existing transit stop locations 
or transit routes.  

4.17.5 Mitigation Measures 

significance criteria, the proposed project is calculated to have 2 significant 
direct only impacts, 4 significant direct and cumulative impacts, and 10 significant cumulative 
only impacts to study area intersections and street segments with the addition of project traffic. 
Mitigation for these potentially significant impacts are listed below; refer to Section 4.17.6 for a 
summary of impacts and mitigation. 

Currently at the Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road intersection, dual westbound left-turns are 
provided, but only a single northbound right-turn. No 
Master Transportation Roadway Plan nor does the City control any right-of-way available to widen 
this intersection. Accordingly, MM-TRA-1 is proposed to improve operations at this location.  

MM-TRA-1 Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road. Prior to the issuance of the 100th building 

required to construct a second northbound right turn lane with overlapping traffic 
signal phasing. This improvement shall result in dual northbound to eastbound right 
turn lanes.  All striping, bicycle lanes, traffic signal hardware and traffic signal 
timing shall be completed to the reasonable satisfaction of the City of Oceanside 
Traffic Engineer.  The City shall reasonably cooperate in the acquisition of right of 
way necessary for the improvement. City incurred acquisition cost, if any, shall be 
reimbursed by the applicant. 

MM-TRA-2 N. River Road/Leon Street. Prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 90th 
dwelling unit, the applicant shall signalize this intersection, to the satisfaction of 
the City of Oceanside.. 

Roadway Plan does not identify improvements for the 
intersection of Douglas Drive/N. River Road. T
Program Update Study does not identify a funding mechanism for the proposed project to pay a 
fair share toward. Therefore, mitigation measure MM-TRA-3 is provided. 

MM-TRA-3 Douglas Drive/N. River Road. Prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 
289th 260th dwelling unit, the applicant shall provide an eastbound right-turn 
overlap phase at this intersection. 
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The N. River Road/College Boulevard intersection is currently built with dual westbound to 
northbound right-turn lanes, and reciprocal southbound to eastbound left-turn lanes. Right-turn 
overlap (RTOL) phases are also provided to accommodate heavy right-turn movements. To fully 
mitigate the direct and cumulative impacts to below significant levels, additional lanes would be 
needed at this intersection. Roadway Plan does indicate 
widening of the westbound (College Boulevard) approach to include an additional left-turn lane.  

Roadway Plan, this intersection is forecasted to 
operate at LOS E or F in the future. Per the  adopted General Plan, this intersection is 
accepted at LOS F conditions. Although the City identifies improvements for this intersection, the 

 does not provide a funding 
mechanism for the proposed project to pay a fair share toward. College Boulevard crosses the San 
Luis Rey River in an east-west direction between N. River Road and Adams Street. It currently 
carries four lanes of traffic, two bike lanes and one sidewalk on the north side. Improvements to 
the existing bridge and immediately surrounding roadways would increase the capacity this 
segment of College Boulevard at the N. River Road intersection, as provided in mitigation measure 
MM-TR-4. The applicant has agreed to implement mitigation measure MM-TRA-4. 

MM-TRA-4 N. River Road/College Boulevard. Prior to the issuance of the 127th42nd building permit, 
the applicant shall provide the following improvements to the College Boulevard Bridge 
and surrounding portions of the roadway to the satisfaction of the City of Oceanside: 

 Modification of the existing College Boulevard Bridge to accommodate six (6), 
11-foot lanes of traffic on the existing concrete deck. The barrier and sidewalk 
on the north side of the bridge shall be removed, with the barrier replaced with 
a new type. The existing center barrier shall be removed and replaced with a 
raised center median. 

 Installation of two new 8-foot bicycle and pedestrian cantilevered pathways 
affixed to the north and south side of the College Boulevard Bridge. 

 Restriping of College Boulevard between Adams Street and the eastern limits 
of the bridge to include the addition of two 11-foot lanes. Additionally, the 
existing bicycle lanes shall be reduced to 5 feet in width. The addition of these 
travel lanes shall occur within the existing right-of-way and requires a width 
reduction of the existing median.  

 Conversion of the northbound right-turn lane to Adams Street from College 
Boulevard into a through-lane and right-turn lane. 

 Restriping of the N. River Road/College Boulevard intersection to the following: 
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 The northbound westbound right-turn lane from College Boulevard to 
northbound N. River Road shall be extended to match the widening of the bridge 
described previously. 

 An additional 12-foot northbound westbound through lane shall be provided 
on College BoulevardN. River Road for a total of three northbound 
westbound through lanes. 

 Widening the curb-to-curb width on College Boulevard be 86 feet, to match 
the curb-to-curb width of the bridge.  

 Provision of a new sidewalk along the eastern portion of the N. River Road 
intersection, to create a connection to the 8-foot-wide pathway planned 
along the eastern edge of the bridge. 

 Provision of a connection between the cantilevered pathway and the San 
Luis Rey River Bike Trail. 

Roadway Plan, SR-76 is proposed to be widened 
to six-lanes through this intersection in the future. Although the City identifies improvements for 
this intersection, right-of-
Thoroughfare and Traffic Signal Fee Program Update Study does not provide a funding 
mechanism for the widening for the proposed project to pay a fair share toward. Additionally, the 

and complete the widening that the proposed project could pay a fair share toward. Therefore, 
MM-TRA-5 is provided. 

MM-TRA-5 SR-76/Rancho Del Oro Drive; SR-76/Old Grove Road; SR-76/Frazee Road. 
Prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 165th 149th dwelling unit, the 
applicant shall pay Caltrans an amount not-to-exceed $400,000 to implement 
Adaptive Traffic Signal Controls on SR-76 at up to eight (8) intersections within 
the traffic study area to mitigate the cumulative impacts along SR-76.  

Master Transportation Roadway Plan, the SR-76/College Boulevard 
intersection is forecasted to operate at LOS E or F in the future. The SR-76/College Boulevard 
intersection is proposed to be improved per the City Master Transportation Roadway Plan to 
provide an additional southbound thru lane and three northbound thru lanes with two dedicated 
right-turn lanes with an overlap phase. Per the adopted General Plan, this intersection is 
accepted at LOS E and F conditions with implementation of these improvements. The 
improvements to this intersection have been designed and a construction cost has been prepared. 
Therefore, mitigation measure MM-TRA-6 is provided.  
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MM-TRA-6 SR-76/College Boulevard. Prior to the issuance of the building permit for the 
56th62nd dwelling unit, the applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the 
City-planned improvements at this intersection based on the trips associated with 
final approved residential dwelling units.  

Roadway Plan, the segment of N. River Road from 
North River Circle to Stallion Drive is proposed to be widened to four lanes. To mitigate the 
proposed the applicant shall complete one of the two options, as provided in 
mitigation measure MM-TRA-7.  

MM-TRA-7 N. River Road: North River Circle to Stallion Drive. Prior to the issuance of the 
building permit for the 32nd5th dwelling unit, the applicant shall complete one of 
the following two options: 

 Option 1: Restripe this roadway to remove on-street parking and the bike lane 
buffer to provide four 11-foot lanes, maintain a 10-foot TWLTL, and maintain 
the 5-foot bike lanes
standards and provide an LOS E capacity of 30,000 ADT; or 

 Option 2: Restripe this roadway to provide two 11-foot eastbound travel lanes, an 
11-foot TWLTL, one 11-foot westbound lane, 2-foot bike buffers, and 4-foot bike 
lanes in each direction while maintaining the 8-foot on-street parking on the north 
side of the roadway. This would provide an LOS E capacity of 20,000 ADT.  

Roadway Plan, this segment of N. River Road from 
Stallion Drive to Wilshire Road is proposed to be widened to four lanes. N. River Road serves as 
the project frontage road along this segment. The  Master Transportation Roadway Plan 
identifies this segment as having a future classification of a Four-Lane Major Arterial. However, 
the proposed project proposes a General Plan Amendment to reclassify this roadway to Four-Lane 
Secondary Collector standards. The proposed project would dedicate right-of-way to Four-Lane 
Secondary Collector standards and construct two travel lanes separated by a raised median.  

Roundabouts would be constructed at the westerly and easterly access intersections, and a traffic 
signal would be installed at the main access near the center of the site. It is also proposed to widen 
N. River Road at the main signalized access point to provide two through lanes in each direction. 
As shown in the analysis provided in Section 4.17.4, LOS C or better operations are calculated at 
all project access driveways with these planned improvements in the near-term.  

However, in the Year 2035 without the Melrose Drive Extension condition, the westerly 
roundabout is forecasted to operate at LOS F with a two-lane design. Improvements to widen this 
roundabout to two lanes would be needed once the traffic volumes amount to 21,900 total ADT. 
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To account for this, the proposed project would construct a one-lane roundabout with a 150-foot 
radius, capable of accommodating two lanes in the future through median reconstruction, should it 
be determined necessary in the future. It should be noted that the near-term volumes with the 
proposed project are forecasted at 15,708 ADT. The additional 5,300 trips that would trigger the 
two-lane roundabout would need to result from approximately 34% of ambient growth from other 
projects on the street system in the future. Therefore, mitigation measure MM-TRA-8 is provided. 

MM-TRA-8 N. River Road: Stallion Drive to Wilshire Road. Prior to the issuance of the 
first building permit, the applicant shall pay a fair share contribution toward the 
possible future two-lane roundabout improvements that would be required once 
the 21,000 ADT threshold on N. River Road has been met. 

Roadway Plan, the segment of N. River Road from 
Wilshire Road to Sleeping Indian Road is proposed to be widened to four lanes. The Master 
Transportation Roadway Plan identifies this segment as having a future classification of a Four-Lane 
Major Arterial. However, the proposed project proposes a General Plan Amendment to reclassify this 
roadway to Four-Lane Secondary Arterial standards based on future volumes. This segment of N. 
River Road exceeds the existing two-lane capacity by about 9%, triggering a cumulative impact. The 
Master Transportation Roadway Plan identifies this segment as having a future classification of a Four-
Lane Major Arterial with an LOS E capacity of 40,000 ADT. However, future traffic volumes are 
expected to be less than one-half of the maximum capacity available on the roadway per this 
classification. Therefore, mitigation measure MM-TRA-9 is provided. 

MM-TRA-9 N. River Road: Wilshire Road to Sleeping Indian Road. Prior to the issuance 
of the building permit for the 74th 503rd dwelling unit, the applicant shall widen 
the N. River Road/Sleeping Indian Road intersection to provide an eastbound 
dedicated left-turn lane. 

Right-of-way acquisition may be required to complete this widening. The provision of this turn 
lane would provide a refuge lane for left-turning vehicles, thus improving the flow of eastbound 
thru traffic and reducing the potential for vehicular conflict due to the slowing of eastbound traffic. 
The improvements proposed at the easterly project roundabout at Wilshire Road would also 
improve operations along this segment.  

Master Transportation Roadway Plan, the segment of Douglas Avenue 
from SR-76 to El Camino Real is identified as having a future classification of a Four-Lane Major 
Arterial. Therefore, mitigation measure MM-TRA-10 is provided. 

MM-TRA-10 Douglas Avenue: SR-76 to El Camino Real. Prior to the issuance of the 
building permit for the 39th 531st dwelling unit, the applicant shall construct a 
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raised median within the existing TWLTL to achieve a Four-Lane Major Road 
LOS E capacity of 40,000 ADT. 

Currently, a TWLTL is provided between Mission Avenue and El Camino Real. No driveways 
exist along this segment which would be constrained by a raised median. The intersection to the 
mobile home parks at Madra Lane would be accommodated by a break in the median providing 
left-turn pockets. 

Master Transportation Roadway Plan, the segment of Douglas Avenue 
from El Camino Real to N. River Road is proposed to be widened to Six-Lane Major Arterial 

Thoroughfare and Traffic Signal Fee Program Update Study. Therefore, mitigation measure MM-
TRA-11 is provided. It should be noted that with the connection of the Melrose Drive extension, 
no impact would occur along this street segment. 

MM-TRA-11 Douglas Avenue: El Camino Real to N. River Road. Prior to the issuance of 
the building permit for the 473rd 425th dwelling unit, the applicant shall pay a 
fair share contribution toward the widening of this segment of Douglas Avenue 
to Six-
Roadway Plan based on the trips associated with the actual approved residential 
units. Since the widening of Douglas Avenue is funded by mandatory 
transportation impact fees, the proposed project shall be credited any additional 
fair share contribution against those fees. 

tation Roadway Plan, the segment of College Boulevard 
from N. River Road to Adams Street is proposed to be widened to six lanes. The Master 
Transportation Roadway Plan identifies this segment as having a future classification of a Six-
Lane Major Arterial. To fully mitigate the cumulative impact to below significant levels, additional 
lanes would be needed along this roadway segment. However, no improvement plans are identified 

ing 
mechanism in place for the proposed project to pay a fair share toward. Further, project traffic 
would account for only approximately 8% of the total College Boulevard Bridge volume. 
Requiring the applicant to complete bridge widening would be out of proportion with project 
impacts. College Boulevard crosses the San Luis Rey River in an east-west direction between N. 
River Road and Adams Street. It currently carries four lanes of traffic, two bike lanes and one 
sidewalk on the north side. Improvements to the existing bridge and immediately surrounding 
roadways would increase the capacity this segment of College Boulevard at the N. River Road 
intersection, as provided in mitigation measure MM-TR-4 (listed above). The applicant has agreed 
to implement mitigation measure MM-TRA-4.  
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Master Transportation Roadway Plan, the segments of College Boulevard 
from Adams Street to SR-76 and SR-76 to Frazee Road is built to its ultimate classification as a Six-

Roadway Plan, the SR-76/College 
Boulevard intersection is proposed to be improved per the City Master Transportation Roadway Plan 
to provide an additional southbound thru lane and three northbound thru lanes with two dedicated right-
turn lanes with an overlap phase. Mitigation measure MM-TRA-6 (listed above) would improve 
operations along these roadway segments by improving a constrained intersection. Mitigation measure 
MM-TRA-6 is required to be implemented prior to a dwelling unit count consistent with reducing 
potential impacts at these roadway segments. 

4.17.6 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Table 4.17-19 provides a summary of potentially significant impacts and level of significant after 
the incorporation of mitigation measures.  

Table 4.17-19 
Significant Impact Summary 
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Table 4.17-19 
Significant Impact Summary 
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Table 4.17-19 
Significant Impact Summary 
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Table 4.17-19 
Significant Impact Summary 

The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact associated with a change 
in air traffic patterns. 

The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact associated with hazards 
due to a design feature.  

The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact associated with 
inadequate emergency access.  
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This section describes the existing setting for tribal cultural resources, identifies associated 
regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and establishes mitigation measures related 
to implementation of the North River Farms Planned Development (PD) Plan (proposed project). 
The following analysis is based on the Native American Archaeological, Built Environment, and 
Paleontological Resources Survey Report prepared for the proposed project by Dudek in June 
2016. This report is included as Appendix F1 of this EIR. 

4.18.1 Existing Conditions 

Refer to Section 4.5, Cultural Resources, and Appendices F1 and F2 of this EIR for a full 
discussion regarding the existing cultural and historical setting of the proposed project.  

Dudek conducted a South Coast Information Center (SCIC) records search that indicate that 14 
archaeological sites have been recorded within the 0.5 miles records search area. One of these 
archaeological sites (CA-SDI-16083) is located within the project site. An additional archaeological 
(CA-SDI-12241) site has been recorded directly adjacent to the project site. Archaeologists re-
located CA-SDI-16083 at its previously recorded location. Subsequent evaluation efforts determined 
this resource not to be eligible for CRHR listing. No surface artifacts were observed on the project 
site adjacent to CA-SDI-12241 and, as such, this resource remains unevaluated for CRHR listing and 
will not be impacted by the proposed project. A newly recorded isolated portable milling slab 
(RF2014-ISO-01) was recorded within the southern portion of the project site. Isolates are not 

 

To date, the City has received three requests for consultation pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52. 
These requests were formally made by the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians, the Pala Band 
of Mission Indians, and the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians, and The City responded to each 
tribe s request for consultation under AB 52. The Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians submitted a 

the San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians; the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians did not request 
consultation with the City. The City also notified the San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians, per 
the recommendation of the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians.  

While some tribes requested consultation, 
outreach attempts. Thus, meaningful consultation only occurred with the San Luis Rey Band of 
Mission Indians. The City met with the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians, during which the 
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tribe requested an additional pedestrian survey of the project site, as well as historical 
photographs. The request pedestrian survey and photographs have been provided to the San Luis 
Rey Band of Mission Indians, and consultation is ongoing.  

During consultation under AB 52, no tribal cultural resources were identified that have potential 
to be impacted by the project. 

4.18.2 Regulatory Setting 

State 

California Register of Historical Resources and the California Environmental Quality Act 

CEQA requires that all private and public activities not specifically exempted be evaluated 
against the potential for environmental damage, including effects to historical resources. 
Historical resources are recognized as part of the environment under CEQA. The act defines 

 historically 
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, 

Section 5020.1[j]). 

Lead agencies have a responsibility to evaluate historical resources against the CRHR criteria prior to 

impacts is required if the proposed project will cause substantial adverse change. Substantial adverse 
change includes demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of a 
historical resource would be impaired. While demolition and destruction are fairly obvious 
significant impacts, it is more difficult to assess when change, alteration, or relocation crosses the 
threshold of substantial adverse change. The CEQA Guidelines provide that a project that demolishes 
or alters those physical characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance 
(i.e., its character-
The CRHR is used in the consideration of historical resources relative to significance for purposes of 
CEQA. The CRHR includes resources listed in or formally determined eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and some California State Landmarks and Points of 
Historical Interest. Properties of local significance that have been designated under a local 
preservation ordinance (local landmarks or landmark districts) or that have been identified in a local 
historical resources inventory may be eligible for listing in the CRHR, and are presumed to be 
significant resources for purposes of CEQA unless a preponderance of evidence indicates otherwise. 
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resource meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR (California Public Resources Code, Section 
5024.1; 14 CCR 4852), which include the following: 

 It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; or 

 It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history; or 

 It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; or 

 It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or 
history of the local area, California, or the nation. 

Senate Bill 18 

The Traditional Tribal Cultural Places Bill of 2004 (SB 18) requires local governments to consult 
with Native American tribes during the project planning process. The intent of this legislation is 
to American places of 
prehistoric, (County of San Diego 
2007). The purpose of this consultation is to protect the identity of the cultural place and to 
develop appropriate and dignified treatment of the cultural resource. The consultation is required 
whenever a General Plan, General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan, Specific Plan Amendment, 
or Open Space Element is proposed for adoption. As part of the planning process, California 
Native American tribes must be given the opportunity to consult with the lead agency for the 
purpose of preserving, mitigating impacts to, and identifying cultural places. 

Assembly Bill 52 

AB 52, which took effect July 1, 2015, establishes a consultation process between California 
Native American tribes and lead agencies in order to address tribal concerns regarding project 
impacts and mitigation to tribal cultural resources (TCRs). Public Resources Code, Section 
21074(a) defines TCRs and states that a project that has the potential to cause a substantial 
adverse change to a TCR is a project that may have an adverse effect on the environment. A 
TCR is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe that is either (1) listed or eligible for listing in the 
CRHR or a local register of historical resources, or (2) determined by a lead agency to be a TCR. 

Native American Historic Resource Protection Act 

State law addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites, and protects 
such remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction; establishes procedures to be 
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implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a project; and 
establishes the NAHC to resolve disputes regarding the disposition of such remains. In addition, the 
Native American Historic Resource Protection Act (PRC Section 5097 et seq.) makes it a misdemeanor 
punishable by up to 1 year in jail to deface or destroy a Native American historic or cultural site that is 
listed or may be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. 

California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 

The California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (California Repatriation 
Act) (25 U.S.C., Chapter 32), enacted in 2001, requires all state agencies and museums that 
receive state funding and that have possession or control over collections of human remains or 
cultural items, as defined, to complete an inventory and summary of these remains and items on 
or before January 1, 2003, with certain exceptions. The California Repatriation Act also provides 
a process for the identification and repatriation of these items to the appropriate tribes. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 

California law protects Native American burials, skeletal remains, and associated grave goods, 
regardless of their antiquity, and provides for the sensitive treatment and disposition of those 
remains. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that if human remains are 
discovered in any place other than a dedicated cemetery, no further disturbance or excavation of 
the site or nearby area reasonably suspected to contain human remains can occur until the County 
Coroner has examined the remains (Section 7050.5b). If the coroner determines or has reason to 
believe that the remains are those of a Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC 
within 24 hours (Section 7050.5c). The NAHC will notify the most likely descendant, and with the 
permission of the landowner, the most likely descendant may inspect the site of discovery. The 
inspection must be completed within 24 hours of notification of the most likely descendant by the 
NAHC. The most likely descendant may recommend means of treating or disposing of, with 
appropriate dignity, the human remains and items associated with Native Americans. 

4.18.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to traffic and circulation are based 
on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a 
significant impact related to traffic and circulation would occur if the proposed project would: 

1. 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: 
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a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by 
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

4.18.4 Impacts Analysis 

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)? 

No historical resources, as defined by PRC Section 5020.1(k), are present within areas that will 
be impacted by the project. One archaeological site (CA-SDI-16083) is located within the project 
site. An additional archaeological (CA-SDI-12241) site has been recorded directly adjacent to 
the project site. Subsequent evaluation effort determined CA-SDI-16083 not to be eligible for 
CRHR listing. A Native American Monitor from the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians was 
present for all activities. CA-SDI-12241 remains unevaluated for CRHR listing, however is 
outside the project limits and will not be impacted. A newly recorded isolated portable milling 
slab was recorded within the southern portion of the project site. 
resources under CEQA, and are not eligible for CRHR. Impacts would 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 Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe? 

No tribal cultural resources have been identified that could be impacted by the project through 
consultation with traditionally geographically affiliated California Native American Tribes. As 
indicated in Sections 4.18.1, the City has received three requests for consultation under 
Assembly Bill (AB) 52. These requests were formally made by the San Luis Rey Band of 
Mission Indians, and the Rincon Band of Mission Indians. The City also notified the San Pasqual 
Band of Mission Indians, per the recommendation of the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians. The 
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City responded to each tribes request for consultation under AB 52. While some tribes requested 
 Thus, 

meaningful consultation only occurred with the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians. 
Consultation with tribal representatives has not identified or provided information regarding any 
tribal cultural resources as defined by AB 52. Outside of the AB 52 consultation process, the San 
Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians and the Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians (through provision of 
a comment letter during the public scoping process, refer to Appendix A) provided input 
regarding suggested mitigation measures for unanticipated discovery of cultural resources. These 
measures have been incorporated into the EIR as mitigation measure MM-CUL-1 (refer to 
Section 4.5. While no tribal cultural resources that may be affected by the project have been 
identified, mitigation measure MM-TCR-1 is incorporated in the event of unanticipated 
discovery of unknown tribal cultural resources. With incorporation of mitigation measure MM-
TCR-1, impacts would be less than significant. 

4.18.5 Mitigation Measures 

MM-TCR-1 An appropriate approach to potential impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs) 
(as defined by PRC Section 21074) is developed in response to the identified 
presence of a TCR by California Native American Tribes through the process of 
consultation. While no TCRs have been identified that may be affected by the 
project, the following approach for the inadvertent discovery of TCRs has been 
prepared to ensure there are no impacts to unanticipated resources.  

 The City shall require that a Native American and archaeological monitor are present 
during ground-disturbing activities with the greatest potential to encounter Native 
American cultural resources, consistent with, and as required by MM-CUL-1. 

 The archaeological and Native American monitors shall have the authority to 
temporarily halt work to inspect areas as needed for potential cultural material or 
deposits. Should a potential TCR be inadvertently encountered, all construction 
work involving ground-disturbance occurring within 50 feet of the find shall 
immediately stop and the City notified. If the unanticipated resource is 
archaeological in nature, appropriate management requirements shall be 
implemented as outlined in MM-CUL-1. Ground disturbance in this area shall not 
commence until the qualified archaeological principal investigator, meeting the 

aluate the 
significance of the find and determine whether or not additional study is 
warranted. The 50 foot buffer may be adjusted based on the recommendation of 
the qualified archaeological principal investigator. Should it be required, 
temporary flagging may be installed around this resource in order to avoid any 
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disturbances from construction equipment. Depending upon the significance of 
the find under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5(f); PRC Section 21082), the 
archaeological monitor in correspondence with the qualified archaeological 
principal investigator may simply be required to record the find to appropriate 
standards (thereby addressing any data potential).  

 If the qualified archaeological principal investigator observes the discovery to be 
potentially significant under City, CEQA or Section 106 of the NHPA, additional 
efforts such as preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, and/or 
data recovery may be warranted prior to allowing construction to proceed in this 
area. The feasibility for avoidance of any identified resource will also be 
discussed with the City. The City shall be notified of any identified Native 
American cultural resource, regardless of significance, and provided the 
opportunity to provide management recommendations prior to moving forward in 
construction in areas that might disturb the identified resource. If the City 
determines through consultation with NAHC-listed representatives that the 
potential resource appears to be a tribal cultural resource (as defined by PRC 
Section 21074), any affected tribe shall be provided a reasonable period of time to 
conduct a site visit and make recommendations regarding future ground 
disturbance activities as well as the treatment and disposition of any discovered 
tribal cultural resources. Depending on the nature of the potential resource and 
Tribal recommendations, review by a qualified archaeologist may be required. 
Implementation of proposed recommendations will be made based on the 
determination of the City that the approach is reasonable and feasible. All 
activities shall be conducted in accordance with regulatory requirements. 

4.18.6 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant, with incorporation of 
mitigation measure MM-TCR-1.  
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This section describes the existing utilities setting of the project site, identifies associated 
regulatory requirements, evaluates potential impacts, and identifies feasible mitigation measures 
related to implementation of the North River Farms Planned Development (PD) Plan (proposed 
project). This analysis is based in part on the following technical studies and plans:  

 Sewer Service Analysis for the North River Farms Project in the City of Oceanside 
(sewer report) prepared by Dexter Wilson Engineering Inc. in July 2018 (Appendix O) 

 Water Service Analysis for the North River Farms Project in the City of Oceanside (water 
report), prepared by Dexter Wilson in July 2018 (Appendix P) 

 Tentative Map Drainage Study for North River Farms, City of Oceanside, California 
(drainage study), prepared by Hunsaker & Associates in March 2018 (Appendix L) 

 City of Oceanside Engineering Division Priority Development Project Stormwater 
Quality Management Plan for North River Farms (SWQMP), prepared by Hunsaker & 
Associates in February 2016 (Appendix K) 

 Water Supply Assessment and Water Supply Verification for the North River Farms 
Project prepared by Infrastructure Engineering Corporation on July 2018 (Appendix Q)  

 City of Oceanside 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, prepared by RMC Water and 
Environment Consultant (June 2016) (Appendix R) 

 City of Oceanside Water Conservation Master Plan Update, prepared by Maddaus Water 
Management Inc. April 29, 2016 (Appendix S) 

4.19.1 Existing Conditions 

Water Utilities Department 

The Water Utilities Department is responsible for providing potable water, wastewater, and 
stormwater services to the City of Oceanside (City). This department is also responsible for 
overseeing waste and recycling services, as well as implementing the Zero Waste Plan. 
Each division is described in further detail below. 

Water Division 

The Water Division provides potable water services to the City through operating and 
maintaining water treatment, distribution, and metering facilities. In 2015, the Water Division 
purchased 
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Authority (SDCWA), 13% was supplied from local groundwater sources, and less than 1% was 
supplied from treated recycled water1 (Appendix R).  

The City receives treated and raw water from SDCWA. Raw water is treated at the Robert A. Weese 
Filtration Plant (Weese Plant) to meet potable water standards. The Weese Plant has a capacity of 25 
million gallons per day (mgd) and the annual water supply for the City in 2012 comprised an average 
day demand of 24.9 mgd (or 27,902 acre-feet per year). 
mgd Mission Basin Groundwater Purification Facility (Mission Basin Plant). The Mission Basin 
Plant treats brackish groundwater extracted from the Mission Basin via eight wells owned and 
operated by the City. Recycled water is treated at the San Luis Rey Wastewater Treatment Plant (San 
Luis Rey Plant) and used for non-potable use to offset demands for potable water (Appendix R). 

Table 4.19-1 -dry-year events, per the 
Urban Water Management Plan (Appendix R).  

Table 4.19-1 
Supply and Demand Comparison  Normal, Single-, and Multiple-Dry-Year Events 

Water service to the project site will be provided by the City, and is within the existing 420 
Pressure Zone. The 420 Pressure Zone is fed by two operating pressure reducing stations. One 
pressure reducing station is located at the intersection of North Old River Road and College 
Boulevard, and the other is located approximately 2,700 feet north of the intersection of Wilshire 
Road and North River Road, which is supplied from the existing 24-inch 800 Pressure Zone 
                                                 
1  The recycled water is non-potable and was delivered to Whelan Lake and an irrigation customer.  
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pipeline in Wilshire Road and connects to the existing 10-inch 480 Pressure Zone water line in 
Wilshire Road extending south to North River Road (Appendix P).  

There are two existing pressure-reducing stations in the vicinity, which supply the 480 Zone system. 
One station is located on Wilshire Road at the intersection with Las Tunas Drive. The second station 
supplying the 480 Zone is at the intersection of N. River Road and Wilshire Road. This station is 
connected to the existing 24-inch 800 Pressure Zone water line, which extends from North Santa Fe 
Avenue across the San Luis Rey River and into Wilshire Road. This station is at the eastern boundary 
of the project site and will remain in service supplying the 480 Zone water to the existing 16-inch 
water line in N. River Road east of Wilshire Road (Appendix P).  

An existing 14-inch 420 Pressure Zone water main is located in N. River Road within the project 
area. This water main will remain in place and as the backbone for the 420 Pressure Zone water 
system through the project.  

Table 4.19-2 shows the average daily water demand rates by residential land use type and 
density, which are derived from Section 2 of the City Design and Construction Manual (revised 
August 1, 2017). The hotel water use demand factor was taken from the June 2015 Integrated 
Master Plan Volume 1, Water Master Plan, Section 3.5.  

A minimum residual pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (psi) must be maintained under maximum 
day demands plus fire flow. Minimum service static pressure is 50 psi. A minimum residual pressure of 
35 psi must be maintained under peak hour demands and 45 psi must be maintained under maximum 
day demands. Water mains are required to have a minimum diameter of 8 inches. Pipeline velocity 
must not exceed 7.5 feet per second under maximum flow conditions not including fire flow.  

Table 4.19-2 
Average Daily Water Demand Rates 
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Wastewater Division 

The Wastewater Division provides wastewater collection, treatment, and disposal services of 
sewage for the City. The Wastewater Division owns and operates the San Luis Rey Plant 
(secondary treatment capacity is 13.5 mgd and tertiary treatment capacity is 0.7 mgd) and the La 
Salina Wastewater Treatment Plant (secondary treatment capacity is 5.5 mgd) (City of Oceanside 
2018a; San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 2011). The proposed project lies in the 
service area of the San Luis Rey Plant, which also provides service for Rainbow Metropolitan 
Water District and a portion of the City of Vista (City of Oceanside 2018b). The San Luis Rey 
Plant has an annual average flow of 9.77 mgd (City of Oceanside 2012a). 

The existing public sewer system includes the 18-inch through 30-inch N. River Road Trunk Sewer, 
which extends east to Stallion Drive. The existing 8-inch collector sewer extending north of N. River 
Road in Stallion Drive is the easternmost part of the City sewer service area at this time. Sewage 
collected by the N. River Road Trunk Sewer flows west and ultimately flows to the North Valley Lift 
station near the intersection of Plumosa Street and N. River Road. This lift station conveys the 
sewage flow in the trunk sewer to the San Luis Rey Plant for treatment and disposal (Appendix P).  

At Stallion Drive and N. River Road there is a sewer meter (Stallion Meter) for the flows 
entering the City sewer system from Rainbow Municipal Water District. Rainbow Municipal 
Water District operates a 15-inch gravity sewer in N. River Road east of Stallion Drive. This 
Rainbow Municipal Water District 15-inch gravity sewer in N. River Road runs through the 
middle of the project site from east to west (Appendix P).  

The sewer generation rates for various land uses are referenced from the City Water, Sewer, and 
Reclaimed Water Design and Construction Manual, as updated December 2010. Table 4.19-3 
lists sewer generation rates for various land use types as a reference. These values are used to 
size the on-site sewers and the off-site sewers adjacent to the proposed project. 

Table 4.19-3 
Average Sewer Generation Rates 
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Stormwater 

The project site is currently an agricultural farm, with gently sloping terrain towards the San Luis 
Rey River. As discussed in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, the existing site drainage 
areas flow through overland sheet flow, largely in a southwesterly direction (Appendices K and L). 
On-site runoff reach the San Luis Rey River through overland land flow, and there is also an existing 
channel conveying off-site flows through the site (Appendices K and L) (refer to Figure 4.10-2). 

The Series 100 outlet begins at the northeastern portion of the project site and flows south parallel to 
Wilshire Road until discharging into a desilting basin. The Series 110 outlet is similar to 100, flowing 
south towards a desilting basin. The discharge from the two desilting basins will outlet to the east of 
Wilshire Road together with flow from a portion of N. River Road. The Series 200 outlet is located 
south of N. River Road, and the area gently slopes towards the San Luis Rey River. The Series 300 
outlet is similar to 200 but discharges downstream of 200. The Series 400 outlet is the southernmost 
portion of the project site and discharges downstream of 300 (Appendix L). 

The drainage study (Appendix L) calculates existing 100-year peak flow based on existing 
runoff outlet locations and characteristics of the underlying soils. Refer to Attachment A of 
Appendix L for an existing condition hydrology map identifying the series outlet locations.  
These factors contribute to the hydrologic modeling of runoff using the Advance Engineering 
Software (AES) (version 2015) in compliance with the San Diego County Flood Control 
District Hydrology Manual (Appendix L). Table 4.19-4 summarizes the calculated 100-year 
peak flow through the project site, which includes runoff from off-site areas. 

Table 4.19-4 
Existing Conditions Hydrology  
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Solid Waste and Recycling 

The City implements and oversees solid waste and recycling services to ensure compliance with 
Waste Management disposes of solid waste 

collected in the City at the El Sobrante Landfill located at 10910 Dawson Canyon Road, Corona, 
CA 92883 (City of Oceanside 2012b). Recyclables are collected by Waste Management and 
delivered to the Waste Management Materials Recovery Facility located at 2050 North Glassell 
Street, Orange, California 92865.  

The City adopted and enacted the Zero Waste Strategic Resource Management Plan, which 
establishes methods to reach the goal of diverting 75% to 90% of solid waste by 2020, which 

-R0636-1 
the State of California Assembly Bill 341 (AB 341) (City of Oceanside 2012b). The City is 
currently diverting waste and recycling at a rate of 67% with an ultimate goal to reach 90% (City 
of Oceanside 2012b). 

4.19.2 Regulatory Setting 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

The San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulates water quality in 
portions of San Diego, Orange, and Riverside Counties pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA). RWQCB sets standards, determines regulatory compliance, issues discharge permits, 
and enforces other actions related to ensuring the water quality of the region. The San Luis Rey 
Plant, La Salinas Treatment Plant, and Mission Basin Groundwater Purification Facility in the 
City operate in compliance with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permit No. CA0107433 adopted by the RWQCB through Order No. R9-2011-0016, as amended 
by Orders No. R9-2012-0042 and R9-2012-0060.  

City of Oceanside 

General Plan 

The State of California requires that each city draft and adopt a comprehensive general plan that 
provides long-
general plan has several required elements. The relevant elements are the Environmental Resource 
Management Element and the Hazardous Waste Management Element. All other specific plans and 
programs adopted by the City must be consistent with the General Plan and its elements. 
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Environmental Resource Management Element 

The Environmental Resource Management Element focuses on conserving and preserving 
natural resources and open space within the City. These resources include water, soil, coastal, 
minerals, habitats, air, agriculture, culture, and recreation space. This element is consistent with 
the General Plan and all other elements. 

Hazardous Waste Management Element 

The Hazardous Waste Management Element provides overall policy guidance for safe and 
effective managing of hazardous waste within the City. Items within this e scope include 
hazardous waste facilities, pollution prevention, and waste reduction and elimination. This 
element is consistent with the General Plan and all other elements.  

Urban Water Management Plan and Water Conservation Master Plan Update 

As required by California Water Code Sections 10617 and 10620, the City, as an urban water supplier, 
must prepare and adopt an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) every 5 years (Appendix R). The 
City adopted its 2015 UWMP in June 2016. The UWMP describes current water system services, 
facilities, supplies, and demands and 
planning within its service area for variable water years (average, single-dry, and multiple-dry years) 
over a 20-year horizon. Based on the 2015 UWMP, which is appended and incorporated by reference, 

supplies and water conservation, supplies will meet demands under all water years through 2040.  

The City also has prepared its Water Conservation Master Plan Update (Master Plan Update) to 
-effectively help meet future water needs and satisfy state-

mandated per capita reduction targets in accordance with the 2009 Water Conservation Act 
(SBX7-7). The Master Plan Update (Appendix S) makes recommendations for specific water 
conservation measures to help the City achieve conservation goals set by the Water Conservation 
Act of 2009 (Senate Bill X7-7) and a reduction of 25 gallons per capita per day by 2020 
(Appendix S). The plan is consistent with the 2015 UWMP.  

Zero Waste Strategic Resource Management Plan 

In response to the adoption of Resolution No. 10-R0636-1 by the City Council on August 25, 2010, 
to divert 75% of waste by 2020 (also aligned with Assembly Bill 341), the City developed the Zero 
Waste Strategic Resource Management Plan (Zero Waste Plan). The Zero Waste Plan identifies and 
recommends strategies for the City to achieve this goal. At the time of the drafting of the Zero Waste 
Plan, the City had already reached 67% waste diversion (City of Oceanside 2012b). The private 
companies contracted to provide solid waste and recycling services, Waste Management, Agri 
Service Inc., and Moodys, are also working in support of the City to achieve this goal. 
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City of Oceanside Municipal Code 

impact fees as a condition of approval of building permits for development projects. Specifically, 

including residential and nonresidential development, on any property within the citywide area of 
benefit established pursuant to this chapter, the applicant for such permit shall pay or cause to be paid 
any fees established and apportioned pursuant to this chapter for the purpose of defraying the actual or 
estimated cost of constructing the 8b). Public facilities, 

General Plan, including water, sewer, and stormwater systems. 

 The 
Solid Waste and Recycling Code provides definitions, administration requirements, enforcement, 
and regulations for storage, disposal, and collection of solid waste and provision of recycling 
facilities and separation of recyclables within the City.  

4.19.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The significance criteria used to evaluate the project impacts to utilities and service systems are based 
on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a 
significant impact related to utilities and service systems would occur if the proposed project would: 

1. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements 
and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed. 

5. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 

 

6. 
solid waste disposal needs. 

7. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  
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4.19.4 Impacts Analysis 

Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board?  

The San Luis Rey Plant operates in compliance with discharge permit NPDES No. CA0107433 
issued by the RWQCB through Order No. R9-2011-0016, as amended by Orders No. R9-2012-0042 
and R9-2012-0060. The proposed project would generate wastewater to be treated at the San Luis 
Rey Plant, and required to comply with the applicable NPDES permit issued by the RWQCB. The 
San Luis Rey Plant treats an annual average of 9.77 mgd and has a secondary treatment capacity of 
13.5 mgd and a tertiary treatment capacity of 0.7 mgd. As discussed in the analysis for thresholds 2 
and 5, development of the proposed project would not exceed the capacities of the San Luis Rey 
Plant and associated conveyance facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

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?  

Water 

On-Site Infrastructure 

Based on the average water demand rates shown in Table 4.19-2, which are derived from the most 
recent City  Design and Construction Manual (2010revised August 1, 2017), the proposed project 
would have an average day demand of 374,190 gallons per day (gpd) of potable water (or 419 acre-
feet per year) as shown in Table 4.19-5.  

Table 4.19-5 
Proposed Project Potable Water Demands 
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Table 4.19-5 
Proposed Project Potable Water Demands 

As shown in Table 4.19-5, the proposed project would have an average day demand of 374,190 gpd, or 
260 gallons per minute (gpm), a maximum day demand of 748,380 gpd, or 520 gpm, and a peak hour 
demand of 1,122,570 gpd, or 780 gpm. Further, the proposed 
year) is approximately 419 acre-feet per year. The water report used these calculated water demands for 
the proposed project and other existing development in the vicinity to determine water infrastructure 
adequacy and proposed the necessary improvements as described in Chapter 3, Project Description. 

There is an existing 14-inch 420 Pressure Zone water main located in N. River Road on the project 
site. This water main is expected to remain in place and become the backbone for the 420 Pressure 
Zone water system within the proposed project (Appendix P).  

As discussed in Section 4.19.1, there are two existing and active pressure reducing stations 
supplying the existing 420 Pressure Zone. Of the two active stations the College at N. River 
Road Pressure Reducing Station is intended to remain as the primary supply to the 420 
Pressure Zone service area. This is because the College at N. River Road Pressure Reducing 

water system. This pressure reducing station is supplied by a 24-inch pipeline, which 
provides sufficient hydraulic capacity for the College at N. River Road PRS to function as 
the primary feed to the 420 Pressure Zone.  

For a second source to the 420 Pressure Zone, which will have increased water demand due to 
the project, a new pressure reducing station will be constructed by the project at the Wilshire 
Road and N. River Road intersection. The existing 800/480 Zone Pressure Reducing Station 
supplying the 16-inch 480 Zone pipeline to the east of Wilshire Road is located at this 
intersection. The existing pressure reducing station will remain in place. The new Pressure 
Reducing Station is proposed to connect to the existing 24-inch 800 Pressure Zone pipeline to 
supply the new 420 Zone Pressure Reducing Station.  
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Connecting to the existing College an N. River Road Pressure Reducing Station and the proposed new 
Pressure Reducing Station will be the existing 14-inch 420 Pressure Zone water main in N. River Road. 
The internal water distribution piping for the project will extend off of this existing 14-inch water line. 
Thus the 420 Pressure Zone and the project will have a primary supply source from the west, and a new 
supply source from the new pressure reducing station on the east side of the 420 pressure zone area.  

The new pressure reducing station to be constructed at the N. River Road and Wilshire Road 
intersection is proposed to have the same pressure reducing valve configuration as the primary 420 
Zone pressure reducing station at College and N. River Road. This means the new pressure reducing 
station will have a main valve at 12-inch diameter and a smaller valve at 6-inch diameter.  

This pressure reducing station is proposed to be constructed in a vault to be located adjacent to the 
proposed N. River Road/Wilshire Road roundabout. The new pressure reducing station will be 
supplied from the existing 800 Pressure Zone 24-inch Transmission Main with a 16-inch feed line, 
and will connect to the existing 14-inch 420 Pressure Zone pipeline in N. River Road with a new 16-
inch water line. The exact configuration of the piping and the location of the new pressure reducing 
station vault with be worked out during the final design of the project improvements.  

Currently, the off-site infrastructure is not available to supply recycled water to the proposed 
project. However, the proposed project would construct recycled water facilities to obtain 
beneficial use of recycled water when it becomes available. The use of recycled water would be 
for parks and irrigated open space. Some areas of agriculture may be able to use recycled water 
depending on the type and purpose of plants that are cultivated. 

The proposed improvements to the water system infrastructure, as included as part of the overall 
project outlined within the PD Plan, would ensure that future development within the project site 
would have an adequate water distribution system. Construction of the water system 
improvements and connection to existing facilities are part of the overall implementation of the 
proposed project, and no additional environmental effects would occur beyond what is analyzed 
within this EIR. As concluded by the water report prepared by Dexter Wilson and found in 
Appendix P, development of the proposed water infrastructure improvements would adequately 
serve the increase in demand and result in less-than-significant impacts. 

Fire Protection Water Flows 

Fire hydrant flow requirements vary by the type of land use and are established for water system 
planning purposes by the City in Section 2 of the City of Oceanside Design and Construction 
Manual, revised August 2017. The fire flow requirement is 4,000 gpm, 3,000 gpm, and 1,500 gpm 
for commercial land uses, multifamily residential land uses, and single-family residential land uses, 
respectively. A minimum residual pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (psi) must be maintained 
under maximum day demands plus fire flow.  
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As calculated by the water report prepared by Dexter Wilson (Appendix P), the proposed water 
system improvements would adequately deliver a fire flow of 4,000 gpm to the commercial land 
uses, 3,000 gpm to the multifamily residential land uses, and 1,500 gpm to the single-family 
residential land uses. Additionally, under each maximum daily demand plus fire flow scenario, the 
minimum residual pressures are greater than the requirement of 20 psi. Therefore, impacts to fire 
protection water flows would be less than significant. 

Water Treatment Plants 

Both the Weese Plant and the Mission Basin Plant will serve the project site. The Mission Basin 
Plant was recently expanded to its current maximum capacity of 6.3 mgd.  

Additionally, the City is planning to expand its recycled water system through both additional non-
potable recycled water deliveries and an indirect potable reuse (IPR) project to increase water supply 
reliability. The IPR project would produce advanced treated water that would eventually be used to 

potable water. 
Advanced treated water would be injected into the Mission Basin for groundwater recharge using 
advanced treated water produced by the San Luis Rey Plant (Appendix R). 

While the Weese Plant is close to treatment capacity, the City plans to increase reliance on local 
water sources (e.g., groundwater, IPR) in the future; which would utilize the Mission Basin Plant 
and the San Luis Rey Plant. With the Weese Plant, Mission Basin Plant, and the San Luis Rey 
Plant combined, there would be adequate treatment capacity to accommodate the proposed 
project. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

The Weese Plant has a capacity of 25 mgd, and the annual water supply for the City in 2012 
comprised an average day demand of 24.9 mgd (or 27,902 acre-feet per year). Local groundwater is 

 

Wastewater 

Based on the average sewer generation rates shown in Table 4.19-3, the proposed project would have a 
total sewer generation flow rate of 120,270 gpd as shown in Table 4.19-6.  
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Table 4.19-6 
Proposed Project Sewer Generation Flows 

On-site sewer facilities for the proposed project would include a backbone public gravity sewer 
collection system. For higher density residential areas, local private sewer collection facilities 
would be used. The sewer collection system for the proposed project would direct sewage flow 
toward N. River Road. A sewer collector in N. River Road would convey sewage west to tie into 
the N. River Road Trunk Sewer in the intersection of N. River Road and Stallion Drive west of 
the proposed project. Figure 3-10 shows the proposed backbone sewer collection system for the 
proposed project (Appendix O).  

Peak sewage flow from the proposed project was estimated to be 300,675 gpd, which was used to size 
the proposed sewer system. As described in Chapter 3, the proposed on-site sewer system includes a 
new gravity sewer in the western portion of N. River Road and an extension of this new sewer in N. 
River Road west of the project site. Instead of connecting directly to the existing 15-inch Rainbow 
MWD gravity sewer in N. -site sewer system would connect to N. River 
Road only at the western- . East of the 

-inch Rainbow MWD sewer line 
will be left in place to convey Rainbow MWD flows. To the west, a new truck sewer main will be 
constructed for existing Oceanside flow, existing Rainbow MWD flow, plus N. River Farms flow.  

This new 2124-inch sewer is proposed to extend to the existing 21-inch sewer in N. River Road, 
which is located approximately 1,500 feet west of Stallion Drive. This would eliminate the need for a 
new on-site sewer lift station. By setting a sewer slope of 0.2% for the 2124-inch sewer and using a 
slope of 0.5% for the proposed 10- ,
depth at the southwestern quadrant of the project site would be deep enough for gravity sewer flow. 
Refer to the proposed Appendix O) for specific sewer system design criteria 
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deviations that are incorporated into project design to avoid the need for a new on-site sewer lift 
station.  

Based on the buildout peak wet weather flows, the sewer system analysis indicates that the 
existing 18-inch segments of the N. River Road Trunk sewer do not have sufficient flow capacity 
to accommodate the proposed project. These 18-inch sewer segments in N. River Road extend 
from Stallion Drive west to the west end of Melba Bishop Park. Therefore, the total length of 18-
inch sewer, which needs upsizing to 21 24 inches is approximately 1,500 linear feet. The 2124-
inch replacement will provide the needed flow capacity for the proposed project (Appendix O). 
The potential impacts related to the construction of this off-site sewer replacement is 
incorporated into the analysis throughout this EIR. 

The North Valley Sewer Lift Station receives the flow from the N. River Road trunk sewer and 
pumps it to the San Luis Rey Plant; other parts of the City also flow to this station. The peak 
sewer flow from the proposed project is estimated to be 300,675 gpd, or approximately 0.3 mgd. 
The existing peak wet weather flow at this station is 6.69 mgd, and it has an estimate long-term 
peak wet weather flow of approximately 7.34 mgd without and 7.64 mgd with the proposed project 
(Appendix O). Based on a capacity of 8.52 mgd, the North Valley Sewer Lift Station has available 
capacity to serve the proposed project (Appendix O). 

The proposed improvements to the sewer system infrastructure, as included as part of the overall 
project outlined within the proposed PD Plan, would ensure that future development within the 
project site would have an adequate sewer system. The construction of the on-site sewer system 
and upgrades to existing facilities are part of the overall construction of the proposed project and 
no additional environmental effects would occur beyond what is analyzed within this EIR. As 
concluded by the sewer report prepared by Dexter Wilson and found in the proposed 
sewer report (Appendix O), development of the proposed sewer infrastructure improvements 
would adequately serve the increase in demand and would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

The project site is within the service area of the San Luis Rey Plant, which has a secondary 
treatment capacity of 13.5 mgd (with up to 1.5 mgd for the Rainbow Municipal Water District) 
and a tertiary treatment capacity of 0.7 mgd. The San Luis Rey Plant has an annual average flow 
of 9.77 mgd (City of Oceanside 2012a); therefore, the San Luis Rey Plant does not use full 
treatment capacity during normal operations. Based on the average sewer generation of 0.12 
mgd, the proposed project would account for approximately 1% of San Luis Rey Plant
operational flows, and would not exceed the San Luis Rey Plant  capacity. As calculated in the 
sewer report, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in sewer generation 
such that the City would be required to expand its treatment facilities. Therefore, impacts would 
be less than significant.  
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Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  

The drainage study (Appendix L) and the Stormwater Quality Management Plan (Appendix K) 
were used for the analysis found in Section 4.10. As discussed in Table 4.10-3 in Section 4.10, 
the proposed project would increase peak runoff flows from the project site. However, the 
proposed drainage system would be designed in accordance with City requirements to 
accommodate predicted peak flows from the project site such that runoff would not exceed the 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Additionally, post construction, the proposed 
project would introduce new sources of pollutants from urban runoff. Sources would include 
hardscape areas such as sidewalks and parking lots, proposed on-site storm drain inlets, 
landscaping, and agriculture areas. With the incorporation of stormwater drainage and water 
quality treatment systems in the form of biofiltration designed in accordance with the City  
BMP Design Manual, stormwater runoff containing potential pollutants sourced from the project 
site would be treated to the maximum extent practicable prior to discharge or infiltration in 
accordance with the Regional MS4 Permit.  

As described in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, per the Oceanside Subarea Habitat 
Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (Oceanside Subarea Plan), a 100-
foot conservation buffer (i.e., no impacts) is required to be placed around the San Luis Rey 
River, beginning at the outer edge of the riparian vegetation. Impacts within the buffer are 
proposed; however, they are required for improvements to N. River Road and for off-site storm 
drain easements and outfalls to the San Luis Rey River. This would result in impacts to native 
upland vegetation and riparian/wetland habitats, which will require mitigation. Implementation 
of MM-BIO-2 would require preservation in accordance with the Oceanside Subarea Plan and 
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  

Therefore, the operation of the proposed project would not exceed existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Upon 
implementation of MM-BIO-1, construction of new stormwater facilities would not result in 
significant environmental effects. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?  

The City Water Division purchases approximately 86% of its potable water supply from 
SDCWA treated at the Weese Plant and the remaining is drawn from groundwater treated at the 
Mission Basin Plant. SDCWA determined that no water supply shortages under normal year, 
single-dry year, or multiple-dry years would be expected through 2040 (Appendix R). 
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Additionally, the City is planning to increase use of local sources, as described in the response 
(a), through the planned IPR project.  

The proposed project would establish a maximum 689 dwelling units, in addition to proposed 
commercial and agricultural areas. Table 4.19-7 outlines past and forecasted future water use for 
single- and multi-f 2015 UWMP. Due to the 
difference in current and proposed land use designations, any water used by the proposed project 
would be an increase beyond water use projections as described above. As stated in Section 15155 

-

would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, that of 500 residential dwelling 
units. The proposed project meets these criteria, and, therefore, a water supply assessment (WSA) 
was prepared for the project and is included as Appendix Q to this EIR.  

As the proposed project includes a general plan amendment, its water demand was not accounted 
-adopted water planning 

documents, such as the 2015 UWMP and the 2016 Water Conservation Plan. Table 4.19-7 
outlines the project future potable and recycled water demands within the City. 

Table 4.19-7 
Projected Total Water Demands (acre-feet per year) 

The 2015 UWMP estimated that the project site would have an approximate demand of 164 AFY 
through year 2040, resulting from continued agricultural use. The WSA calculated the proposed 
project to have a potential water demand of approximately 389 acre-feet per year2 (AFY) at 
buildout (Appendix Q). This represents a conservative estimate by assuming a worst case water 
demand scenario for buildout of commercial, mixed use, and residential. Therefore, the proposed 
project would result in a 0.7% increase in estimated total City-wide water demand through year 
2040 compared to what was assumed for the project site in the 2015 UWMP (Appendix Q).  

                                                 
2  Note that for the purposes of the WSA (Appendix Q), water demand was calculated based on rates provided in 

the 2015 UWMP, as the 2015 UWMP is the basis for long-term water supply projections. This results in a 
different water demand projection provided in the water report prepared by Dexter Wilson (Appendix P), which 

ater 
infrastructure design. 
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At present, the City has three major water supply sources: SDCWA purchases, local groundwater 
from Mission Basin, and non-potable recycled water from San Luis Rey Water Reclamation 
Facility.  The City treats 
purchased untreated water from SDCWA at the Robert A. Weese Water Filtration Plant. 

 Brackish groundwater 
is extracted and becomes potable water through a desalting process at the Mission Basin 
Groundwater Purification Facility (MBGPF). The City also recycles wastewater at the San Luis 
Rey Water Reclamation Facility and uses it to irrigate the Oceanside Municipal Golf Course, 
which comprises about 0.5% of total water use.  

The City has plans to expand its recycled water system through both additional non-potable 
recycled water and indirect potable reuse to increase water supply reliability; the City is also 
undergoing a feasibility study for seawater desalination (Appendix Q). Planned water supplies 
are outlined in Table 4.19-8, per the 2015 UWMP.  

Table 4.19-8 
Historical and Project Water Supplies (acre-feet per year) 

The projected water demand associated with the proposed 
UWMP. The water demand associated with the proposed 
total demand by 0.7% in 2040 under normal year conditions and 0.6% in 2040 under single-dry year 
conditions (Appendix Q). To offset the small incremental increase in demand under normal and single-
dry year conditions, the City plans to purchase the additional water from SDCWA (Appendix Q).  

Under multiple-dry year conditions, the project will increase the supply shortfall to 3.9% and 8.4% for 
the third year of 2035 and 2040, respectively. Therefore, the project creates an incremental shortfall of 
approximately 0.6% in 2040. These deficits would be addressed through implementation of 
extraordinary conservation measures and/or through the conversion of additional customers to recycled 
water. In addition, the City has developed a Water Shortage Contingency Plan that identifies ways in 
which the City can reduce water consumption during catastrophic events and in drought years. As part 
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of the Water Shortage Contingency Plan, the Drought Ordinance established four drought stages of 
actions that can be taken to reduce water demand up to 40% or more. 

Because the occupants of the project would be a customer within the C
project would likely have to adhere to any extraordinary conservation measures imposed by the 
City. Given the small incremental impact of the project on the shortage projections during multiple 
dry-years, it is not expected that the City would have to change either its current supply strategy or 
the implementation of its Water Shortage Contingency Plan in response to a drought, to meet the 
project and existing/planned water demand. 

Additionally, the proposed land uses changes from agricultural would increase source water to the 
San Luis Rey Wastewater Facility, providing for additional recycled water production. The 
proposed project also would 
Shortage Contingency Plan in the event of a severe drought. While the proposed project would 
result in an increase in water demand compared to the existing land uses and what was assumed in 
the 2015 UWMP, the City has determined it has sufficient water supplies from available 
entitlements and resources to serve the proposed project, in addition to other existing and planned 

. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 

 

As reported, the proposed project would generate an average dry weather sewer flow of 0.12 
mgd, as calculated in the sewer report (Appendix O). This wastewater generation would 
account for 1% of San Luis Rey Plant capacity. The proposed project would not result in a 
substantial increase in sewage generation.  

As described in Chapter 3, the proposed on-site sewer system includes a new gravity sewer in the 
western portion of N. River Road and an extension of this new sewer in N. River Road west of the 
project site. A new sewer line would connect directly to the existing 15-inch Rainbow Municipal 
Water District gravity sewer in N. River Road. This new 2124-inch gravity sewer in N. River Road 
would replace an existing 18-inch sewer line and would extend from the western boundary of Melba 

 The construction of the on-site sewer 
system and upgrades to existing off-site facilities are part of the overall construction of the 
proposed project and no additional environmental effects would occur beyond what is analyzed 
within this EIR. As concluded by the water report prepared by Dexter Wilson and found in 
Appendix O, development of the proposed sewer infrastructure improvements would adequately 
serve the increase in demand and result in a less-than-significant impact. However, the applicant 
must pay an impact fee prepared by the City to address the incremental impact on the existing 
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sewer capacity in accordance maintain consistency with the General Plan Community 
Facilities Element Policies regarding managing growth so that it may be upsized at a future time 
when deemed appropriate. The impact fee is determined based on a proportional cost to upsize 
the sewer pipe. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
 

The project site would be provided solid waste disposal services by Waste Management as with the rest 
of the City. The solid waste collected from the City is now disposed of at the El Sobrante Landfill 
located in Corona, California. The El Sobrante Landfill has a maximum permitted throughput of 
16,054 tons per day with estimated remaining capacity of 145,530,000 tons and projected closure date 
of January 1, 2045 (CalRecycle 2018). The Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis prepared by Dudek 
(used for Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and found in Appendix H) estimated that the 
proposed project would generate approximately 155 tons of solid waste per year, which equates to 
approximately 0.42 tons of solid waste per day (Appendix H). Therefore, the El Sobrante Landfill has 
sufficient permitted capacity remaining to serve the proposed project. Additionally, the proposed 
project s, which would further reduce solid waste sent 
to El Sobrante Landfill. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

The proposed project would be subject to the Zero Waste Plan, which is aligned with AB 341. 
The goal of both AB 341 and the Zero Waste Plan is to divert 75% of waste by 2020. The 
proposed project would be required to collaborate with the solid waste providers that service 
the City, such as Waste Management, Agri Service Inc., and Moodys, in order to ensure proper 
compliance with the Zero Waste Plan. Grading would be balanced with cut and fill, therefore 
no grading waste would be expected to be generated during construction. Demolition would be 
limited to the existing structures on site. The waste related to construction would be limited to 
excess construction materials, solid waste discarded by construction workers on site, and 
demolition materials, and would last approximately 5 years. During the operational phase of 
the proposed project, waste would be generated by the residents living on site, visitors and 
employees of the commercial land uses, and workers associated with maintenance and 
landscaping on the site.  
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During both constru

from solid waste. The proposed project would also be required to comply with required solid waste 
and recycling measures as provided in the California Green Building Code. Collaboration with the 
applicable solid waste service providers would ensure compliance with the Zero Waste Plan and the 
relevant statutes that the plan addresses. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

4.19.5 Mitigation Measures 

MM-BIO-2 would reduce impacts associated with construction and operation of new stormwater 
drainage facilities to less than significant.  

4.19.6 Level of Significance After Mitigation 

Impacts associated with construction and operation of new stormwater drainage facilities would be 
less than significant upon implementation of MM-BIO-2. No mitigation is required to minimize 
impacts associated with an exceedance in wastewater treatment requirements, construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment facilities, water supplies, wastewater treatment capacity, 
landfill capacity, or solid waste regulations because impacts would be less than significant.  
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) to analyze cumulative impacts. The purpose of this section of the EIR is to explain the 
methodology for the cumulative analyses and present the potential cumulative effects of the 
North River Farms Planned Development (PD) Plan (proposed project). 

Section 15355 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines defines 

f the 
CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for analyzing significant cumulative impacts in an EIR. 
T
effects attributable to the project alone be guided by standards of 

(Guidelines § 15130(b).) The discussion should also focus only 

projects. According to Section 15130 an EIR should not discuss impacts which do not 
 

Cumulative impacts can result from the combined effect of past, present, and future projects 
located in proximity to the project under review. Therefore, it is important for a cumulative 
impacts analysis to be viewed over time and in conjunction with other related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future developments whose impacts might compound or interrelate with 
those of the project under review.  

According to Section 15130(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, a cumulative impact analysis may be 
conducted and presented by either of two methods:  

(A) a list of past, present, and probable activities producing related or 
cumulative impacts; or  

(B) a summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related 
planning document, or in a prior environmental document that has been adopted 
or certified, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions 
contributing to the cumulative impact.  

With the exception of the impact analyses of air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, the cumulative 
list approach has been used in this cumulative analysis, as discussed below. The cumulative impacts of 
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air quality and greenhouse gas emissions have been evaluated using the summary of projections 
method because the geographic scope of such impacts tends to be broad and area-wide. 

Based on information provided by the City of Oceanside (City) and the cumulative projects used 
in the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan (LLG) (Appendix N), a 
list of cumulative projects under consideration for this analysis is presented in Table 5-1. These 
projects are shown on Figure 4.17-2. 

Table 5-1 
Cumulative Projects 
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5.4.1 Aesthetics 

Projects contributing to cumulative visual effects include those within the project viewshed. The 
viewshed encompasses the area within which the viewer is most likely to observe the proposed 
project and surrounding uses. Therefore, the project viewshed is the geographic extent for the 
analysis of cumulative impacts to visual resources and aesthetics.  

As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, the proposed project would not substantially impact 
a scenic vista. Scenic vistas identified in Section 4.1 include the San Luis Rey River, 
Guajome Regional Park, and the Morro Hills community. Although the proposed project 
would not result in an impact to these scenic vistas, the proposed project could combine with 
other projects to result in a cumulative impact. However, none of the cumulative projects 
listed in Table 5-1 are within the same viewshed as the proposed project and would not be 
within the viewshed of the San Luis Rey River, Guajome Regional Park, and the Morro Hills 
community. Therefore, the proposed project would not combine with other projects to result 
in a cumulative impact to these scenic resources.  

There are no state-designated scenic highways adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, the project site. While 
not officially designated at the time of preparation of this EIR, portions of I-15 from approximately 
SR-76 north to SR-91 are considered to be eligible for state scenic highway designation (Caltrans 
2017). The project site is located over 8 miles from the southern point of this eligible state scenic 
highway, with intervening topography. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially 
damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway, and would not combine with other projects to 
result in an impact to this eligible state scenic highway.  

The proposed project would result in a strong change in the visual environment. This would 
occur through the proposed conversion of existing agricultural lands and associated existing 
structures to a planned residential, mixed-use, and agricultural community. However, it is the 
intent of the PD Plan and its development guidelines to encourage visual coherence and quality 
influenced by the local agricultural lands. Additionally, as mentioned previously, none of the 
cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 are within the same viewshed as the proposed project. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not combine with other cumulative projects to 
substantially degrade the visual character of the site or the surroundings. 

The project site and much of the surrounding agricultural and open space areas do not currently have 
substantial sources of nighttime lighting, while the more urbanized area to the west of the project site 
contains numerous lighting sources. While the proposed project would introduce new sources of 
lighting to the project site, light spillover into adjacent properties would be restricted through 

 a common aspect 
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of light pollution, would be minimized through the use of downward facing and shielded light fixtures 
and appropriately chosen lighting sources for the intended use such that excess lighting is avoided. 
Other projects and existing developm
Municipal Code. Additionally, as mentioned previously, none of the cumulative projects listed in Table 
5-1 are within the same viewshed as the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
combine with other projects to result in significant impacts associated with lighting.  

Concerning glare, the use of reflective building materials and finishes, as well as reflective lighting 
structures and metallic surfaced, would be minimized with the project. The proposed residential 
structures would have facades incorporating windows for internal lighting and visual articulation; 
however, such structures would not create a new source of substantial glare. While larger windows 
may be used within the Village Core, none of the proposed structures would have large, 
uninterrupted expanses of reflective glazing or glass. The majority of proposed exterior finishes 
would consistent of non-reflective materials such as wood. Similarly, existing development 
surrounding the project site is not made of materials that result in glare. And, as mentioned 
previously, none of the cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 are within the same viewshed as the 
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project would not combine with other cumulative 
projects or existing development to result in significant glare. Overall, the proposed project would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable impact on aesthetics. 

5.4.2 Agricultural Resources  

The geographic context considered for agricultural resources is the County of San Diego 
(County). Th  Purchase of Agricultural Conservation 
Easement (PACE) Program, an agricultural conservation program initiated by the County, 
incorporates land within this geographic area.  

Cumulative projects within the County would increase development that could preclude 
agricultural operations or reduce the compatibility of the surrounding area with agriculture. 
These projects could result in potential cumulative impacts from the conversion of agricultural 
land and of compatibility with agricultural uses.  

As discussed in Section 4.2, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, the entire project site is considered 
to represent a significant agricultural resource. Development of the proposed project would directly 
contribute to the loss of approximately 176.6 acres of significant agricultural resources, and impacts 
would be potentially significant. While the proposed project includes approximately 31.668.1 acres 
of proposed agricultural uses, for the purposes of a conservative analysis, the entire project site would 
be considered impacted. Mitigation Measure (MM-) AG-1 would require purchase of mitigation 
credits into the PACE Program, or a similar program within the City should one be established prior 
to grading, equal to the loss of significant agricultural resources.  
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by the Board of Supervisors in September 2014. With this expanded component, easement lands 
acquired by the County under the PACE Program can be used as off-site mitigation for 
agricultural impacts resulting from private development projects. Applicants may purchase 
PACE credits to mitigate for agricultural impacts at a 1:1 ratio. One credit is equal to 1 acre of 
agricultural land. Cumulative projects would be subject to similar analysis and could purchase 
PACE credits to mitigate impacts, if agricultural resources are identified. Upon implementation 
of the PACE Program the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative loss of 
agricultural land. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
impact on agricultural resources. 

5.4.3 Air Quality 

The geographic context considered for the cumulative air quality analysis is the San Diego Air 
Based (SDAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
(SDAPCD). 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 

impact on air quality. As described previously, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant individual impact from short-term construction and long-term operations. 

The SDAB is a nonattainment area for ozone (O3) under the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (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 that emit these 
pollutants or their precursors (i.e., volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx) for O3). In analyzing cumulative impacts from a project, the analysis must specifically 
evaluate the proposed 
the basin is designated as nonattainment for the CAAQS and NAAQS. If the proposed 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 proposed 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 proposed 
accounts for a significant proportion of the cumulative total emissions (i.e., it represents a 
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Additionally, for the SDAB, the Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) serves as the long-term 
regional air quality planning document for the purpose of assessing cumulative operational 
emissions in the basin to ensure the SDAB 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 would have 
the potential to result in cumulative operational impacts if they represent development and 
population increases beyond regional projections. 

The SDAB has been designated as a federal nonattainment area for O3 and 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 the basin. As discussed in Section 4.3, Air 
Quality, 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 cumulative emissions. 

Regarding long-term cumulative operational emissions in relation to consistency with local air 
quality plans, the state implementation plan (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 that 
propose 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 growth assumptions for the region 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. 

5.4.4 Biological Resources 

Cumulative impacts consider the potential regional effects of a project and how a project may affect 
an ecosystem or one of its members beyond the project limits and on a regional scale. It is presumed 
that all reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, including those described in Table 5-1, would be 
required to conform to existing regulations with respect to avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
of impacts to sensitive habitat, achieving no-net-loss of wetlands and like/kind replacement for 
impacts to sensitive habitat that cannot be avoided. Therefore, it is assumed that impacts would be 
assessed and mitigated pursuant to CEQA, and those projects within the 
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As discussed in Section 4.4, Biological Resources, no special-status plant or wildlife species 
have a high or moderate potential of occurrence and therefore are not expected to occur on the 
project site. However, construction activities could result in indirect impacts to wildlife. Construction 
activities could result in the loss of nests, eggs, and fledglings of nesting birds protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) if vegetation clearing and ground-disturbing activities occur 
during the nesting season (February 15 through August 31 for most species, January 15 through 
August 31 for raptors). MM-BIO-1, which requires pre-construction nesting bird surveys, would 
reduce potentially significant impacts to nesting birds protected under the MBTA to a level below 
significance. Pallid bat has potential to roost in the eucalyptus woodland on site. However, only a 
minimal amount (0.10 acres) of eucalyptus woodland would be impacted. Both pallid bat and 
western mastiff bat have potential to forage on site. However, because these bat species are highly 
mobile, it is unlikely that the proposed project would result in the loss of individual special-status bat 
species. Therefore, because indirect impacts to migratory birds would be mitigated, the proposed 
project would not impact migratory birds at a regional level.  

The proposed project will result in direct permanent impacts to the vast majority of project site 
(approximately 170 acres), of which approximately 0.42 acres are considered sensitive. Impacts to 
native upland vegetation and riparian/wetland habitats are considered significant under the Oceanside 
Subarea Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (Oceanside Subarea 
Plan) and require mitigation. Vegetation communities considered sensitive are those listed in Habitat 
Groups A through E (City of Oceanside 2010). Direct impacts to 0.02 acres of southern arroyo 
willow riparian forest, 0.15 acres of mulefat scrub, 0.18 acres of non-vegetated channel, and 0.07 
acres of disturbed wetland, which are all in Habitat Group A of the Oceanside Subarea Plan, would 
be a potentially significant impact. Implementation of MM-BIO-2, which requires preservation in 
accordance with the Oceanside Subarea Plan. 

The proposed project is within the Oceanside Subarea Plan, a draft plan used as a guidance 
document for projects in the City. The proposed project is consistent with the requirements of the 
Oceanside Subarea Plan. Specifically, as required in Section 5.3.4 of the Oceanside Subarea 
Plan, the proposed project would mitigate for impacts to biological resources within the Off-Site 
Mitigation Zone with mitigation within the Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone or pre-approved 
Mitigation Areas (City of Oceanside 2010). The proposed project would directly impact the 0.42 
acres of sensitive vegetation communities that would require mitigation under the Oceanside 
Subarea Plan. These vegetation communities do not function as a habitat corridor and have little 
habitat value for wildlife due to their isolation from a larger habitat corridor and small patch size. 
Therefore, mitigation occurring within the riparian corridor of the San Luis Rey River would 
provide preservation of biologically superior habitat, as well as fulfillment of the requirements of 
the Oceanside Subarea Plan for habitat in the Off-Site Mitigation Zone.  
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In addition, although impacts would occur within the buffer of the San Luis Rey River, they 
would occur primarily within agricultural land (0.58 acres), developed land (0.36 acres), and 
disturbed habitat (0.31 acres). The remaining impacts are to 0.15 acres of mulefat scrub, 0.02 
acres of non-vegetated channel, 0.07 acres of disturbed wetlands, and 0.02 acres of southern 
arroyo willow riparian forest. Therefore, there would be a total of 1.50 acres of impacts within 
the 100-foot buffer of the San Luis Rey River. Impacts within the buffer are required for 
improvements to N. River Road and for off-site storm drain easements and outfalls to the San 
Luis Rey River. These improvements are required to support the proposed project and do not fall 
under one of the three prohibited uses within the buffer. 

Of the 1.50 acres of impacts within the 100-foot buffer, 0.58 acres of existing agriculture and the 
existing road and adjacent disturbed habitat (0.67 acres) would remain. However, impacts to 0.26 
acres of native habitat within the 100-foot buffer of the San Luis Rey River would be potentially 
significant. This impact includes 0.07 acres of disturbed wetland, 0.15 acres of mulefat scrub, 
0.02 acres of non-vegetated channel, and 0.02 acres of southern arroyo willow riparian forest. 
Implementation of MM-BIO-2, which requires preservation in accordance with the Oceanside 
Subarea Plan, and MM-BIO-3, which requires revegetation of slopes, would reduce potentially 
significant impacts to a level below significance. Because the proposed project would mitigate 
these direct impacts, the proposed project would not result in a loss of vegetation that is 
regionally significant; therefore, it would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  

5.4.5 Cultural Resources 

A cumulative impact in terms of cultural resources refers to the mounting aggregate effect upon 
cultural resources due to modern or recent historical land use, such as residential development or 
natural processes that result from human activity (e.g., erosion). As discussed in Section 4.5, 
Cultural Resources, 12 historical-era (greater than 45 years old) structures are present on the 
project site. Refer to Section 4.5.1. While most appear to have been heavily modified and are in 
disrepair, given the lack of information related to original owner/builder, ownership history, and 
relationship to nearby Guajome Rancho, impact to these structures could represent 
damage/destruction of CRHR eligible historical resources and, consequently, represent a 
potentially significant impact under CEQA. However, it was determined that these structures do 
not meet the criterion to be considered historically significant. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not contribute to a cumulative impact associated with historic structures.  

There is some potential for unidentified subsurface artifacts to be present within the project 
site. The area observed to have the highest potential to contain yet-identified subsurface 
cultural material or deposits is within 300 feet of CA-SDI-16083. However, it is possible for 
other locations within the project site to contain unanticipated buried deposits. Therefore, 
impacts related to encountering previously unidentified subsurface artifacts would be 
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potentially significant. MM-CUL-1 would require cultural and Native American resource 
monitoring during ground-disturbing activities, including a pre-grading meeting, qualifications 
and abilities for the monitor, procedures should resources be encountered, and reporting 
protocols. Incorporation of MM-CUL-1 would reduce potentially significant impacts to a level 
below significance. Monitoring programs would likely be required of all cumulative projects to 
ensure minimal impacts to cultural resources. Upon implementation of MM-CUL-1, 
cumulative impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant.  

The site has been in agricultural use for at least several decades. Repeated plowing and ripping 
of the fields for agricultural purposes over the years has disturbed and reworked native soils, 
likely to a depth of 3 feet or more (depending the types of crops grown and specific tilling 
practices). Surface disturbances and shallow grading in this context is unlikely to yield 
significant paleontological resources. In the remote chance that a fossil is present within surface 
soils, it would likely be ex-situ (i.e., out of context), fragmented, and undiagnostic (i.e., not 
identifiable). However, the proposed project would require excavation at depth within and 
adjacent to areas of low to moderate paleontological sensitivity; therefore, impacts to 
paleontological resources would be potentially significant.  

For surface disturbances (i.e., clearing/grubbing/grinding) and shallow grading (less than 3 feet) 
within areas of low to moderate paleontological sensitivity, MM-CUL-2 will be incorporated to 
halt ground disturbance in the immediate area of an inadvertent fossil discovery until a qualified 
paleontologist can evaluate the discovery, reducing the potentially significant impact to a level 
below significance. MM-CUL-2 would require determinations of the uniqueness or significance 
of paleontological resources inadvertently discovered to be made by qualified, trained 
paleontologists familiar with the fossils under consideration.  

For all excavation activities within older alluvium with high sensitivity, and for any 
construction activities that involve excavation greater than 3 feet in depth within geologic 
units with a low paleontological potential, a Paleontological Mitigation and Monitoring 
Program will be required as incorporated in MM-CUL-3. Therefore, with the incorporation 
of MM-CUL-3, potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a level below 
significance. MM-CUL-2 and MM-CUL-3 would minimize impacts to a less-than-significant 
level; therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact 
to paleontological resources. The project site is not currently used as a cemetery and is not 
otherwise known to contain human remains. However, this does not preclude finding human 
remains during project excavation and grading activities. Disturbance of any unknown 
human remains would be a potentially significant impact. However, as standard construction 
practice, should any human remains be encountered, California Health and Safe Code, 
Section 7050.5, states that no further disturbance shall occur in the immediate area until the 
County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to 
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California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98
adherence with the California Health and Safety Code and incorporation of MM-CUL-1 
would ensure any potential impacts would be less than significant. 

As discussed in this analysis, the proposed project would not result in a significant individual 
impact on cultural resources with mitigation incorporated. Therefore, after mitigation, the 
proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to cultural resources. 

5.4.6 Energy Consumption 

Potential cumulative impacts on energy would result if the proposed project, in combination 
with past, present, and future projects, would result in the wasteful or inefficient use of 
energy. This could result from development that would not incorporate sufficient building 
energy efficiency features, would not achieve building energy efficiency standards, or would 
result in the unnecessary use of energy during construction and/or operation. The cumulative 
projects within the areas serviced by the energy service providers would be applicable to this 
analysis. Projects that include development of large buildings or other structures that would 
have the potential to consume energy in an inefficient manner would have the potential to 
contribute to a cumulative impact. Projects that would mostly include construction, such as 
transportation infrastructure, could also contribute to a cumulative impact; however, the 
impact of these projects would be limited because they would typically not involve 
substantial ongoing energy use. Other development projects within the region would result in 
incremental increases in long-term energy consumption similar to the proposed project 
through the introduction of new population to the region. Each of these projects, however, 
would be required to comply with local and state regulations for reducing energy 
consumption and increasing energy efficiency during operation. 

As described above, the proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use 
of energy due to various design features, including the offset of 100% of residential and non-residential 
buildings energy usage through the installation of PV solar panels. Similar to the proposed project, the 
cumulative projects would be subject to CALGreen, which provides energy efficiency standards for 
commercial and residential buildings. CALGreen would implement increasingly stringent energy 
efficiency standards that would require the proposed project and the cumulative projects to minimize 
the wasteful and inefficient use of energy. In addition, cumulative projects would be required to meet or 
exceed the Title 24 building standards, further reducing the inefficient use of energy. Future 
development would also be required to meet even more stringent requirements, including the objectives 
set in the Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan (CARB 2016), which would seek to make all newly 
constructed residential homes ZNE consumers by 2020, and all new commercial buildings ZNE 
consumers by 2030. Furthermore, various federal and state regulations, including the Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard, Pavley Clean Car Standards, and Low Emission Vehicle Program, would serve to reduce the 
transportation fuel demand of cumulative projects. 
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In consideration of cumulative energy use, the proposed project would not contribute to a 
substantial demand on energy resources or services such that new regional energy facilities 
would be required to be constructed as a result of the incremental increase in energy demand 
resulting from the proposed project.  

In summary, with adherence to the increasingly stringent building and vehicle efficiency 
standards, and with implementation of the proposed project
energy consumption, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative impact to the 
wasteful or inefficient use of energy. As such, the proposed project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact on energy.  

5.4.7 Geology and Soils 

The geographic context considered for potential cumulative impacts to people and structures 
related to geologic and seismic hazards is more localized, or site-specific, than other impacts. As 
analyzed in Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, the proposed project would experience less-than-
significant impacts related to geology and soils with implementation of MM-GEO-1. Impacts 
related to earthquakes and adverse soil conditions would be less than significant with 
implementation of MM-GEO-1, which provides seismic design, grading, foundation, retaining 
walls, site drainage, and moisture protection recommendations. Similarly geologic/soil issues 
relate to local, site-specific soil conditions, ground response to earthquakes, and the potential for 

than significant with implementation of MM-GEO-1.  

Although impacts identified as less than significant can compound to generate a significant 
cumulative impact, the geology and soils impacts of the proposed project would not be cumulative 
because of their localized nature. The only projects in the cumulative scenario that could contribute 
to or compound the identified impacts would be those that are overlapping or adjacent to the 
proposed project. Such projects would likewise be subject to the CBC and geologic hazard 
regulations, and would, thus, be designed and constructed to avoid substantial adverse impacts with 
respect to geology, soils, and seismic hazards. However, as shown in Table 5-1, none of the 
identified cumulative projects would be adjacent to or located on the project site. For this reason, 
cumulative impacts with respect to geology and soils would be less than significant. 

5.4.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Due to the global nature of the assessment of GHG emissions and the effects of global climate change, 
impacts can currently only be analyzed from a cumulative impact context; therefore, this analysis 
in Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, includes the assessment of both project and cumulative 
impacts. Under CEQA, a project would have a significant cumulative impact caused by the combined 
impact of past, present, and probable future projects if its incremental impact represents a 
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The proposed project would generate GHG emissions that contribute to potential cumulative 
impacts of GHG emissions on climate change. However, MM-GHG-1 and MM-GHG-2, which 
would result in the proposed project offsetting approximately 30% of its annual GHG emissions in 
order to reduce impacts from GHG emissions to a level that meets the calculated efficiency metric 
of 3.5 MT CO2e/SP/yr. Therefore, after mitigation, the proposed project would result in a less 
than significant and would not cumulatively considerable impact to GHG emissions. 

5.4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would result from projects that 
combine to increase exposure to hazards and hazardous materials. Therefore, the geographic 
context considered for potential cumulative impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials is 
more localized, or site-specific, than other impacts. 

As described in Section 4.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the proposed project would have less-
than-significant impacts relative to hazards and hazardous materials with mitigation measures 
incorporated. Based upon the age of on-site structures, there is potential for asbestos-containing 
material (ACM) and/or lead-containing paint (LCP) to be present. Therefore, impacts associated with 
demolition and removal of these structures would be potentially significant. MM-HAZ-1 requires the 
implementation of an ACM and LCP work plan prior to demolition of these structures to confirm the 
presence of these hazardous materials and to determine the appropriate healthy and safety 
requirements for demolition and disposal. With incorporation of MM-HAZ-1, potentially significant 
impacts related to the release of hazardous materials would be reduced to a level below significance.  

During both construction and operation of the proposed project, there is potential for release of 
hazardous materials related to storage, transport, use, and disposal from construction debris, 
landscaping, and commercial products. However, the proposed project would be required to adhere 
to federal, state, and local laws, such as CalOSHA requirements, Hazardous Waste Control Act, 
CalARP, and the California Health and Safety Code, which regulate the management and use of 
hazardous materials, which are intended to minimize risk to public health associated with 
hazardous materials. Additionally, the proposed project proposes residential development, which is 
not typically considered a source of substantial hazardous materials. 

Although cumulative projects have the potential to result in significant impacts to hazards and 
hazardous materials, these projects would also be subject to federal, state, and local regulations that 
would help reduce potential impacts. Cumulative projects may also require similar mitigation measures 
to help further reduce potential impacts. In addition, as shown in Table 5-1, none of the identified 
cumulative projects would be adjacent to or in close proximity to the project site. Therefore, the 
proposed project combined with the cumulative projects provided in Table 5-1 would not result in a 
cumulative significant impact related to hazards and hazardous materials. 
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As discussed in Section 4.9, the proposed project includes reconstruction of the existing Wilshire 
Road intersection at N. River Road to improve turning movements, reconfigure vehicle lanes, and 
make safety improvements. Roadway design improvements in concert with required mitigation 
would reduce queuing at project intersections; the proposed roundabout would allow for a continuous 
flow of traffic and would ensure minimal queuing and interference to potential emergency vehicles 
attempting access to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to a 
cumulative impact associated with interference with emergency response and evacuation.  

Wildland fires are a common natural hazard in most of Southern California with a long and extensive 
history. Southern California landscapes include a diverse range of plant communities, including vast 
tracts of shrublands and riparian habitats. Wildfire in this Mediterranean-type ecosystem ultimately 
affects the structure and functions of vegetation communities and will continue to have a substantial 
and recurring role. The proposed project is expected to be vulnerable to recurring wildfire ignition and 
spread and may be subject to nearby wildfire that could, under worst-case conditions, spread through 

s. 
However, the project site, once developed, would not facilitate wildfire spread, especially given the 
ignition resistance of the structures and planned landscape and farmlands.  

, as well as OFD Form 5205-17 (2017 Fire Master 
Plans for Commercial and Residential Development), govern the building, infrastructure, and 
defensible space requirements detailed in  FPP. While these standards will 
provide a high level of protection to structures in this development, there is no guarantee that 
compliance with these standards will prevent damage or destruction of structures by fire in all 
cases. However, the proposed project would meet or exceed applicable code requirements for 
fire at the time of building permit application, minimizing risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires to the extent feasible. 
redundant layering of protection materials, measures, and methods that have been shown through 
post-fire damage assessments to reduce risk. It is the intent of the FPP to recommend the 
construction of structures that are defensible from wildfire and, in turn, do not represent 
significant threat of ignition source for adjacent communities. During extreme fire conditions, 
there are no guarantees that a given structure will not burn. Fire safety measures identified in the 
FPP and incorporated into the proposed project, are designed to reduce the likelihood that fire 
would impinge upon the proposed structures. Wildfires may occur in the area that could damage 
property or harm persons. However, implementation of the recommendations in the FPP would 
substantially reduce the risk associated with the proposed 
location. Therefore, the proposed project would implement features that would meet or exceed 
applicable code requirements for fire at the time of building permit application, minimizing risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires to the extent feasible and would not facilitate 
wildfire spread to the surrounding area. Cumulative projects would also be subject to federal, 
state, and local regulations that would help reduce potential impacts related to wildland fires. 
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Cumulative projects may also require similar features or mitigation measures to help further 
reduce potential impacts. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact associated with wildland fire.  

5.4.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

The geographic context considered for potential cumulative impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality would include the San Luis Rey River watershed and the area covering the Mission Basin. 

The primary pollutants of concern on the project site would be associated with private vehicle 
use (e.g., any leakage of grease/oils), landscaping/grounds and agricultural work (e.g., 
improper/excessive use of pesticides, herbicides, and/or fertilizers), and/or trash (e.g., due to 
improper waste disposal). The release of such pollutants would be localized and periodic, minor 
in magnitude (especially in comparison to the total volume of stormwater discharges entering 
San Luis Rey River from the entire urban watershed), and would not contribute to impairments 
under Section 303(d) of the CWA. Nevertheless, because the cumulative effects of past projects 

water quality problems are generally cumulative, all efforts must be made to reduce pollutant 
concentrations within stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable, even if the 
impact of an individual project appears inconsequential.  

Therefore, source control BMPs would include storm drain stenciling or signage; protection of 
trash storage areas from rainfall, run-on, runoff, and wind; and vegetative landscaping to control 
for erosion (Appendix K). All runoff flow within the project site would be transported through 
the proposed drainage system and contained and treated in on-site biofiltration basins. The 
biofiltration basins would treat runoff to the maximum extent practicable prior to discharge into 
the San Luis Rey River using natural processes and flow attenuation. The BMPs likewise would 
ensure that the contribution of the proposed project to cumulative impacts on water quality 
would be less than significant with mitigation. Cumulative projects would also be subject to 
federal CWA, state, and local regulations and would be required to implement BMPs to reduce 
potential pollutant concentrations within stormwater discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable. Cumulative projects may require mitigation measures to help further reduce potential 
impacts. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable impact on water quality. 

Concerning groundwater resources, because of the cumulative nature of groundwater impacts
meaning that all urban growth and development relying on the Mission Basin would demand 
water the proposed 
could be cumulatively considerable, particularly in the context of climate change and the trend 
toward increased reliance on local supplies. However, given that the City sources the vast 
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majority of water from the San Diego County Water Authority and is located outside the Mission 
vide water through 

groundwater. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with cumulative projects, would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable impact on groundwater resources. 

Upon completion of construction, the proposed project would increase peak runoff flows from 
the project site. However, the proposed drainage system would be designed in accordance with 
City requirements to accommodate predicted peak flows from the project site such that runoff 
would not exceed the existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Additionally, as 
described previously, post construction, the proposed project would introduce new sources of 
pollutants from urban runoff. Sources would include hardscape areas such as sidewalks and 
parking lots, proposed on-site storm drain inlets, landscaping, and agriculture areas. With the 
incorporation of stormwater drainage and water quality treatment systems in the form of 

containing potential pollutants sourced from the project site would be treated to the maximum 
extent practicable prior to discharge or infiltration in accordance with the Regional MS4 Permit. 
Therefore, the operation of the proposed project would not exceed existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Cumulative projects would also be subject to federal, state, and local regulations concerning 
runoff flows and stormwater quality. Cumulative projects and would be required to implement 
BMPs to reduce potential pollutant concentrations within stormwater discharges to the maximum 
extent practicable. Cumulative projects may require mitigation measures to help further reduce 
potential impacts to hydrology and water quality. Therefore, the operation of the proposed 
project would not would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact to drainage or water 
quality from project operation. 

The southern portions of the project site would be located within the 100-year flood hazard area. 
Specifically, residential, commercial, and recreational structures within the Riverside Village and 
Village Core Planning Areas would be located within the 100-year flood hazard area. Therefore, 
the proposed project would place within a 100-year flood hazard area structure which would 
impede or redirect flood flows. The applicant is required to demonstrate appropriate grading 
elevations and flood control improvements necessary to remove the portions of the property from 
the 100-year flood hazard area defined by FEMA through the Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) 
process. The Conditional LOMR Request is included as Appendix L2. As part of the Conditional 
LOMR Request, hydrological modeling is performed to analyze potential changes in flood 
elevations at the project site, as well as downstream and upstream of the project site. The 
hydrological modeling determined that all building pads within the project site, as well as 
downstream and upstream of the site within the floodway, would be above the 100-year 
floodplain inundation elevation (Appendix L2). The LOMR process is required to be completed 
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prior any occupancy within the existing 100-year flood hazard zone. The applicant shall be 
required to construct flood control improvements to contain or redirect the 100-year flood flows 
away from the property as necessary, such that hazards from the 100-year flood would not 
adversely affect proposed structures on site. Potential impacts related to the 100-year flood 
hazard area would be less than significant, which would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  

5.4.11 Land Use and Planning 

Although land use and planning impacts tend to be localized, and specific impacts are tied either 
directly or indirectly to specific action, the proposed project may have the potential to work in 
concert with other past, present, or future projects to either cause unintended land use impacts
such as reducing available open space or to accommodate increased growth that may result in 
more intensive land uses. Therefore, the geographic context for cumulative analysis is the policy 
area, which in this case is the City.  

The proposed project and related cumulative projects in the immediate vicinity are subject to the 
goals and policies of the General Plan and other planning documents, as applicable. The 
proposed project, in combination with other related cumulative projects, would not disrupt or 
divide the Morro Hills region of the City. As stated in Section 4.11, Land Use and Planning, the 
proposed project would not physically divide an established community. The project site serves 
as a transition point between the agricultural and farming uses associated with South Morro Hills 
and a more urbanized area to the west. The proposed project itself would serve as an effective 
transition point between these two areas, by tying together the surrounding land uses and using 
agriculture as an organizing element of the overall neighborhood plan; therefore providing better 
public access to agricultural uses. The proposed project would be compatible with the 
surrounding land uses, and rather than dividing an established community, would establish a 
gateway to the South Morro Hills region of the City. 

Furthermore, residential development projects identified in the cumulative projects list, are not 
located in close proximity to the proposed project, such that they would combine to physically 
divide an established community. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable impact to physical division of an established community. 

Prior to approval, the proposed project, and all related cumulative projects, must be found 
consistent with the General Plan. The cumulative projects requiring General Plan 
Amendments also would require approval by the City. Consistency with applicable 
General Plan policies (and any other applicable planning documents) would ensure compliance 
and orderly development of the proposed project and other related cumulative projects. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact 
concerning conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations. 
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5.4.12 Mineral Resources 

The geographic context for cumulative analysis would be the City, because aggregate materials 
are located throughout the City and are identified as a mineral resource within the City. As 
described in Section 4.12, Mineral Resources, the California Department of Conservation 
identifies approximately 49.9 acres of the project site as MRZ-2 and potentially contains 
construction grade aggregate materials. Figure ERM-
portion of the project site south of N. River Road is located in an area identified to contain 

l Plan, the County 
undertook a River Sand Resource Study in June 1974; the study concludes that the San Luis Rey 
River probably does not have the potential for supplying an increasingly large percentage of the 

transportation than trucking becomes available 
(City of Oceanside 2002). The City has historically permitted mineral resource extraction for 
silica found along El Camino Real north of Oceanside Boulevard. 

Despite the known mineral resource designation of the project site, the surrounding area has 
experienced increasing urbanization and development with land uses (such as residential) 
incompatible with typical mineral extraction and processing operations. Similarly, the project site and 
surrounding area are historically and cur
uses such as agriculture, open space, and residential that would preclude mineral resource operations. 
Therefore, based on development of the area, existing on-site and surrounding uses, and the Ci
General Plan, the development of the proposed project over approximately 49.9 acres of land 
designated as MRZ-2 would not result in the cumulative loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and residents of the state.  

5.4.13 Noise 

The geographic context for cumulative analysis would be areas immediately surrounding the 
project site, because construction and operational noise primarily affects areas in the vicinity of 
the project site. None of the cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1, would be located adjacent to 
the project site. Construction schedules and activities for potential future projects near the project 
site are currently unknown; therefore, potential construction noise impacts associated with two 
simultaneous projects are speculative. However, cumulative projects would need to comply with 

although several construction activities may occur simultaneously as projects in the surrounding 
community, given the distance between the project site and the cumulative projects within the 

unlikely that the noise increase would exceed 3 dB (the minimum change in the sound level of 
individual events that an average human ear can detect). Therefore, the increased noise would 
not result in significant cumulative impacts. 
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As none of the cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1, would be located adjacent to the project site, no 
cumulatively considerable operational stationary noise impacts would occur. As shown in Table 4.13-8, 

-related impacts would result in a 2 dB or less increase (rounded to whole 
numbers) along area roadways. Therefore, the increase in noise associated with cumulative traffic 
would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant.  

5.4.14 Population and Housing 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with population and 
housing consists of the City.  

As shown in Table 5-1 of this EIR, the majority of cumulative projects listed have a residential 
component. In conjunction with the proposed project, several thousand new residential units 
would be developed in the City. In additional, mixed use, office, industrial, and commercial 
development, which can indirectly lead to population growth, are planned to be developed. As 
discussed in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, the proposed project would introduce a 
population beyond what is planned for the project site, and the development of the site may 
encourage intensified uses in areas surrounding the project site. The expansion of existing utility 
infrastructure could act as a removal of a barrier to growth, resulting in the potential for 
surrounding properties to intensify development. Therefore, the proposed project would be 
considered growth inducing, and the proposed project would result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact to population growth.  

Concerning displacement of housing and people, as discussed in Section 4.14 of this EIR, the 
proposed project would not displace any people. In addition, while there is potential for other 
cumulative projects listed in Table 5-1 to demolish existing housing and displace people, the 
majority of the cumulative projects would result in new residential development. When 
compared to the potential for displacement of homes or people, the proposed project, in 
combination with other cumulative projects, would provide a substantial amount of new housing 
such that any demolition of existing housing units and displacement of people would not 
necessitate the construction of new housing elsewhere. Therefore, a potential cumulative impact 
to displacement of housing and people would not occur, and the proposed project would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable impact. 

5.4.15 Public Services 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with public services 
consists of the City, because fire protection, police protection, school, recreation, and other 
public services are provided by the City, or within the City.  

As described in Section 4.14, Population and Housing, access to N. River Road and Wilshire Road 
from fire and police protection services would potentially be impeded during site improvements and 
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construction. However, the proposed project would incorporate a construction traffic control plan. 
Cumulative impacts could occur if additional improvements were to occur on these roadways 
associated with another project at the same time. However, the City would review and approve the 
traffic control plan, and would ensure such conflicts would not occur.  

d introduce a long-term permanent increase in 
population to the City. This increase in population would directly increase the demand for fire 
protection, police protection, schools, parks and recreation, and other public services. As described in 
Section 4.15, Public Services, the proposed project is projected to add a conservatively estimated 265 
calls per year to the City 65 calls/year (0.73 
calls per day) to a station that currently responds to 5.4 daily calls is considered insignificant and the 

FPP (Appendix J). Nonetheless, OFD has indicated that a future station in this area may be necessary 
to address existing response gaps in the area. The project applicant would pay the appropriate fire 
mitigation fees to help fund such future improvements as OFD deems are needed; however, no new 
station is currently planned for the area. Mitigation measure MM-PUB-1 would require the provision 
of a temporary permanent fire station such that response times to the entire project site are within 
acceptable response goal of 5 minutes. With incorporation of mitigation measure MM-PUB-1, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

The cumulative increase in demand for law enforcement, fire services, recreational facilities, 
and/or libraries could result in the expansion of existing, or the construction of new facilities, 
which could have adverse impacts on the environment; however, all new or expanded facilities 
would be required to undergo environmental review and be required to demonstrate compliance 

through impact fees and taxes accumulated from future residents would contribute to the future 
expansion or construction of new facilities to maintain adequate levels of service. Specifically, the 
City  Municipal Code Chapters 32B and 32C require that new development pay a fee apportioned 
to the C
provide funds to the City Police Department, recreational facilities, and libraries for expanding 
facilities to better serve the area. The development impact fee amount would be determined by the 
impact fee schedule and no building permit would be issued until the fees have been paid. The 
current Public Facility Impact Fee is $2,621 per unit (City of Oceanside 2017). With adherence 
to the municipal code, and payment of the impact fees, the proposed project would have less-
than-significant impacts to police protection, recreational facilities, and libraries during its 
operational phase. Cumulative residential projects in the City would also be subject to 
development impacts fees and its residents would likewise pay taxes. Therefore, because the 
expansion of existing or the construction of new facilities would be required to undergo CEQA 
review, and because the proposed project would contribute its fair share financial contribution 
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through ongoing tax assessments to maintain adequate levels of service, impacts to police 
protection, recreation, and library facilities would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Cumulative projects that involve residential development would increase the public school 
population in the cumulative project area. As noted in Table 4.15-1 in Section 4.15, El Camino 
High School is currently at over-capacity The increase in demand for school facilities could 
result in the expansion of existing, or the construction of new facilities, which could have 
adverse impacts on the environment; however, all new or expanded facilities would be required 
to undergo environmental review and be required to demonstrate compliance with the General 
Plan. The proposed project would be subject to assessment of applicable school fees, which is 
currently $3.79 per square foot of residential development and $0.61 per square foot of 
commercial development (Soto, pers. comm. 2018), which the proposed project would be subject 
to. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact, 
because all residential and commercial projects would be subject to these fees.  

5.4.16 Recreation 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with recreation consists 
of the City, because recreational facilities are provided by the City. The proposed project would 
contribute a direct permanent increase to the population of the City and increase the demand for 
recreational areas. Therefore, the proposed project would likely increase the use of existing 
nearby parks and recreational trails. However, the proposed project includes the development of 
usable recreational open space and facilities as defined in the proposed PD Plan. Additionally, 

pay an impact fee to the City for use of maintaining standards of operations and to meet new 
demand of park facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the deterioration of 
existing neighborhood or regional parks because park and open space, beyond what is required 
by the City, would be provided by the proposed project. Because other residential projects would 
be subject to these same fees, impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

5.4.17 Traffic and Circulation 

The geographic scope of the cumulative traffic and circulation impacts is the study area summarized 
in Section 4.17, Traffic and Circulation, and further detailed in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
(Appendix N). Likewise, cumulative traffic impacts of the proposed project are evaluated and 
detailed in Section 4.17 and Appendix N to this EIR. with 
the addition of project traffic, the proposed project is calculated to have two significant direct and 
cumulative impacts and one significant cumulative-only impacts to study area intersections and street 
segments after the incorporation of mitigation measures as follows:  

 Intersection No. 2. Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road (Cumulative) 
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 Intersection No. 11. N. River Road/College Boulevard (Direct and cumulative) 

 Street Segment No. 11. College Blvd: N. River Road to Adams Street (Cumulative) 

Currently at the Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road intersection, dual westbound left-turns are 
provided, but only a single northbound right-turn is provided. No improvement plans are identified 

does the City control any right-of-way to widen this 
intersection. Accordingly, MM-TRA-1 is proposed to improve operations at this location. The 
improvement described at MM-TRA-1 would fully mitigate permanent operational impacts at this 
intersection to less-than-significant levels.  However, temporary impacts to this intersection are 
significant and unavoidable.  

The N. River Road/College Boulevard intersection is currently built with dual westbound to 
northbound right-turn lanes, and reciprocal southbound to eastbound left-turn lanes. Right-turn 
overlap (RTOL) phases are also provided to accommodate heavy right-turn movements. To fully 
mitigate the direct and cumulative impacts to below significant levels, additional lanes would be 
needed at this intersection. Right-of-way is constrained at this location and would be infeasible 
to obtain, and the intersection is very proximate to the College Boulevard bridge across the San 
Luis Rey River. The C
(College Boulevard) approach to include an additional left-turn lane. However, the 
implementation of these planned improvements which would include widening of the bridge 
over the river by any one private development project would be economically infeasible. 

s accepted at LOS F 

and Traffic Signal Fee Program Update Study does not provide a funding mechanism for the proposed 
project to pay a fair share toward.  

. 
River Road to Adams Street is proposed to be widened to six lanes. The Master Transportation 
Plan identifies this segment as having a future classification of a Six-Lane Major Arterial. To fully 
mitigate the cumulative impact to below significant levels, additional lanes would be needed along 
this roadway segment. 
and Traffic Signal Fee Program Update Study nor is a funding mechanism in place for the 
proposed project to pay a fair share toward. College Boulevard crosses the San Luis Rey River in 
an east-west direction between N. River Road and Adams Street. It currently carries four lanes of 
traffic, two bike lanes and one sidewalk on the north side. Improvements to the existing bridge and 
immediately surrounding roadways would increase the capacity this segment of College Boulevard 
at the N. River Road intersection, as provided in mitigation measure MM-TR-4. The applicant has 
agreed to implement mitigation measure MM-TRA-4. Requiring the applicant to widen the 
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College Boulevard Bridge is disproportionate to the project impact at this location. (Refer to 
Topical Response TR-2) However, the applicant has agreed to implement MM-TRA-4. The 
additional travel lanes provided by mitigation measure MM-TRA-4 would add approximately 
10,000 ADT of capacity to College Boulevard, according to City standards for a 6-Lane Major 
Arterial. The proposed project would add approximately 3,886 ADT to College Boulevard between 
N. River Road and Adams Street (including the bridge) during cumulative scenarios. As such, once 
the improvements identified at MM-TRA-4 are completed, this impact would be fully mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels. However, the identified impact would occur at an earlier equivalent 
dwelling unit than the 142nd, as identified in mitigation measure MM-TRA-4. Thus, the bridge 
improvements identified in MM-TRA-4 are not guaranteed to be completed early enough to reduce 
near-term significant project impacts at this location. Therefore, impacts to this segment are 
considered significant and unavoidable, until the construction of bridge improvements. 

Therefore, the proposed project would result in cumulatively considerable traffic and circulation impacts.  

5.4.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 4.18, consultation with tribal representatives did not result in the 
identification of any Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs). Each cumulative project subject to 
Assembly Bill 52 would require tribal consultation on a case by case basis to identify any 
potential TCRs affected by each cumulative project. As the proposed project would not result in 
a significant impact to TCRs, it would not result in a cumulatively considerable impact. 

5.4.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with utilities and service 
systems consists of the City, because the City would provide utilities to the proposed project.  

The proposed improvements to the water system infrastructure, as included as part of the overall project 
outlined within the PD Plan, would ensure that future development within the project site would have 
an adequate water distribution system. The construction of the water system and connection to existing 
facilities are part of the overall construction of the proposed project and no additional environmental 
effects would occur beyond what is analyzed within this EIR. As concluded by the water report 
prepared by Dexter Wilson and found in Appendix P, development of the proposed water infrastructure 
improvements would adequately serve the increase in demand. While the Weese Plant is close to 
treatment capacity, the City plans to increase reliance on local water sources (e.g., groundwater, IPR) in 
the future; which would utilize the Mission Basin Plant and the San Luis Rey Plant. Therefore, it is 
anticipated that, with the Weese Plant, Mission Basin Plant, and the San Luis Rey Plant combined, 
there would be adequate treatment capacity to accommodate the proposed project. Therefore, by 
improving the water system infrastructure to accommodate the proposed project, the proposed project 
would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  
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The proposed improvements to the sewer system infrastructure, as included as part of the overall 
project outlined within the proposed PD Plan, would ensure that future development within the project 
site would have an adequate sewer system. The construction of the on-site sewer system and upgrades 
to existing facilities are part of the overall construction of the proposed project and no additional 
environmental effects would occur beyond what is analyzed within this EIR. As concluded by the 
sewer report prepared by Dexter Wilson and found in Appendix O, development of the proposed sewer 
infrastructure improvements would adequately serve the increase in demand. The project site is within 
the service area of the San Luis Rey Plant, which has a secondary treatment capacity of 13.5 million 
gallons per day (mgd) (with up to 1.5 mgd for the Rainbow Municipal Water District) and a tertiary 
treatment capacity of 0.7 mgd. The San Luis Rey Plant has an annual average flow of 9.77 mgd (City 
of Oceanside 2012); therefore, the San Luis Rey Plant does not use full treatment capacity during 
normal operations. Based on the average sewer generation of 0.12 mgd, the proposed project would 

in San Luis Rey Plant to exceed its capacity. As calculated in the sewer report, the proposed project 
would not result in a substantial increase in sewer generation such that the City would be required to 
expand its treatment facilities. Therefore, by improving the wastewater system infrastructure to 
accommodate the proposed project, the proposed project would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  

The proposed project would increase peak runoff flows from the project site. However, the proposed 
drainage system would be designed in accordance with City requirements to accommodate predicted 
peak flows from the project site such that runoff would not exceed the existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems. Additionally, post construction, the proposed project would introduce new sources of 
pollutants from urban runoff. Sources would include hardscape areas such as sidewalks and parking 
lots, proposed on-site storm drain inlets, landscaping, and agriculture areas. With the incorporation of 
stormwater drainage and water quality treatment systems in the form of biofiltration designed in 

s BMP Design Manual, stormwater runoff containing potential pollutants 
sourced from the project site would be treated to the maximum extent practicable prior to discharge or 
infiltration in accordance with the Regional MS4 Permit. The operation of the proposed project would 
not exceed existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff. By incorporating stormwater drainage and water quality treatment systems into the 
proposed project, the proposed project would not contribute individually significant amounts of 
stormwater into the existing systems and therefore, would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  

n 
demand on potable water, even if individually minor, could be cumulatively considerable, 
particularly in the context of climate change, existing drought conditions, and the trend toward 
increased reliance on local supplies. However, a net increase in potable water demand by 225 
AFY represents only a 0.7% increase in estimated total City-wide water demand through year 
2040 compared to what was assumed for the site in the 2015 UWMP (Appendix Q). 
Additionally, the proposed land uses changes from agricultural would increase source water to 
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the San Luis Rey Wastewater Facility, providing for additional recycled water production. The 

Shortage Contingency Plan in the event of a severe drought. While the proposed project would 
result in an increase in water demand compared to the existing land uses and what was assumed 
in the 2015 UWMP, the City has sufficient water supplies from available entitlements and 
resources to serve the proposed project. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to water demand 
would be less than significant.  

The proposed project would generate approximately 155 tons of solid waste per year, which 
equates to approximately 0.42 tons of solid waste per day (Appendix H). Therefore, the El 
Sobrante Landfill has sufficient permitted capacity remaining to serve the proposed project. 

would further reduce solid waste sent to El Sobrante Landfill. During both construction and 

proposed project would also be required to comply with required solid waste and recycling 
measures as provided in the California Green Building Code. Collaboration with the applicable 
solid waste service providers would ensure compliance with the Zero Waste Plan and the 
relevant statutes that the plan addresses. The proposed project would not contribute significant 
amounts of solid waste, which would result in the exceedance of landfill capacity; therefore, 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant.   
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This chapter includes the following other considerations that are required in an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR): 

 Growth inducement (Section 6.1) 

 Significant and irreversible environmental effects (Section 6.2) 

 Significant and unavoidable environmental impacts (Section 6.3) 

Section 15126.2(d) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines mandates 
that the growth inducing nature of the North River Farms Planned Development (PD) Plan 
(proposed project) be discussed. This CEQA Guideline states the growth-inducing analysis is 
intended to address the potential for the proposed  
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 

mandates that a CEQA document speak to the proposed d to induce substantial 
population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes or businesses) or 
indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other infrastructure).  

A project may be distinguished as either facilitating planned growth or inducing unplanned 
growth. Facilitating growth is relating to the establishment of direct employment, population, or 
housing growth that would occur within a project site. Inducing growth is related to lowering or 
removing barriers to growth or by creating an amenity or facility that attracts new 
population/economic activity. For purposes of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analysis, 
a significant growth inducement impact would occur if the proposed project, and associated 
infrastructure improvements, directly or indirectly removes obstacles to growth such that the 
induced growth would significantly burden existing community services, the environment or 
cause a demand for General Plan Amendments. This section contains a discussion of the growth 
inducing factors related to the proposed project and as defined under CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15126.2(d). A project is defined as growth inducing when it directly or indirectly: 

1. Fosters population growth 

2. Fosters economic growth 

3. Includes the construction of additional housing in the surrounding environment 

4. Removes obstacles to population growth 
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5. Taxes existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that 
could cause significant environmental effects 

6. Encourages or facilitates other activities that could significantly affect the environments, 
either individually or cumulatively 

It must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little 
significance to the environment.  

Refer to Section 4.14, Population and Housing, for a full discussion of potential growth inducing 
impacts. As discussed in Section 4.14, the proposed project would directly induce growth 
through the development of residential and commercial land uses, which would introduce new 
residents and jobs1 to the area. 

2.86 persons per dwelling unit and 13.8 employees per developed acre by 2025. The proposed 

proposed project, is 2,161 people (1,971 of which would be residents). The proposed project 
would introduce a population beyond what is planned for the project site. Further, construction of 
the proposed project would generate an economic stimulus from the use of building materials, 
the sales of residential units, the operation of the proposed and agricultural 
facilities, and the introduction of new consumer demand in the area. The proposed project would 
introduce a population beyond what is planned for the project site and the development of the 
site may encourage intensified uses in areas surrounding the project site. The expansion of 
existing utility infrastructure could act as a removal of a barrier to growth, resulting in the 
potential for surrounding properties to intensify development. Therefore, the proposed project 
would be considered growth inducing.  

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(c), requires that an EIR identify any significant irreversible 
environmental changes associated with the proposed project. Such changes include, for example, 
the intensification of land use or irreversible damage from environmental accidents associated 
with the proposed project. Implementation of the proposed project would result in irreversible 
environmental changes. Approval of the proposed PD Plan would commit the City of Oceanside 
(City) to the development of urban uses including 689 residential dwelling units, associated 
recreational facilities, commercial land uses, and circulation system improvements at the project 
site, as well as other off-site improvements described throughout this EIR. This includes the 
irreversible conversion of existing agricultural land on the project site. Construction and 

                                                 
1  It is not known how many of the jobs would employ residents that currently live in the region versus how many 

would relocate to the area. Therefore, this analysis uses SANDAG employment density forecasts to estimate an 
effective population induced by the proposed project. Refer to Section 4.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this EIR.  
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operation of the proposed project would require the use of resources that include but are not 
limited to soils, gravel, concrete, and asphalt; lumber and other related forest products; 
petrochemical construction materials; steel, copper, and other metals; water; fuels; and energy. 
Because the proposed project would result in an increase in population in the City, it would 
result in an incremental increase in the consumption of resources such as water, fuels, and 
electricity during long-term operation and occupancy. As such, the proposed project would result 
in the long-term use of fossil fuels and other nonrenewable resources. 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.2(b), requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts that 
cannot be avoided, including those impacts that can be mitigated but not reduced to a less-than-
significant level. Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, of this EIR describes the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project and recommends mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts, where feasible. As discussed in this EIR, implementation of the proposed project would 
result in significant impacts to population and housing, and transportation and traffic.  

The significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level and, 
therefore, are considered significant unavoidable impacts are related to population and 
housing (growth inducement) and traffic and circulation. Refer to Sections 4.14 and 4.17 of 
this EIR for additional information.  
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Section 15126.6(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines requires that an 
environmental impact report (EIR) 
or to the location of the project, that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives but would avoid 
or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects of the project, and evaluate the 

 need not consider 
every conceivable alternative to a project. Instead, the EIR must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.  

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project may have 
on the environment (California Public Resources Code, Section 21002.1), the purpos
alternatives discussion is to focus on alternatives to the project or its location that are capable of 
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if the alternatives would 
impede to some degree the attain  

However, an EIR need not consider alternatives that are infeasible. There also is no ironclad 
rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed in an EIR, other than 

an EIR should only discuss those alternatives necessary to foster meaningful public 
participation and informed decision-making.  

 CEQA also 
requires that an EIR identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the 
evaluated alternatives. If the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project 
Alternative, then the EIR shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
other alternatives (14 CCR 15126.6(e)(2)). 

This EIR has that the North River Farms Planned Development (PD) Plan (proposed project) 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts, even with incorporation of feasible 
mitigation, related to the following: population and housing (growth inducement), and traffic and 
circulation. The proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts that would be 
reduced to a level below significant related to the following: agricultural resources, air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise, public services, tribal cultural 
resources, and utilities and service systems. The proposed project would result in no impact or 
less-than-significant impacts to the following: aesthetics, energy consumption, hydrology and 
water quality, mineral resources, and recreation.  
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For each of the alternatives identified, this EIR conducts the following assessment:  

 Described the alternative 

 Identified the impacts of the alternative and evaluated the significance of those impacts 

 Evaluated each alternative relative to the proposed project, specifically addressing project 
objectives, avoidance or reduction of significant impacts, and comparative merits 

Based on the identified significant environmental impacts above, the objectives established for 
the project (refer to Section 7.2.1, Project Objectives, below), consideration of local plans and 
zoning designations, and consideration of public input, this EIR evaluates five alternatives to the 
proposed project: 

1. No Project (No Build) Alternative 

2. Existing Zoning  Residential Alternative 

3. Existing Zoning  Agriculture Alternative 

4. Reduced Development Alternative 

5. Clustering Alternative 

6. Single Family Residential Alternative 

7.2.1 Project Objectives 

The underlying purpose of the proposed project is to implement a planned residential, mixed-use, 
and sustainable community by repurposing existing, agricultural land situated in the northeastern 
portion of the City of Oceanside (City), guided by the following project objectives: 

1. Provide visual and functional compatibility with adjacent residential neighborhoods, 
other nearby land uses, development, and natural features. 

2. Provide for varying housing densities and diverse housing types to support an inclusive 
multi-generational approach to meet the current and future housing demand on a site 
located near transit, retail, recreational amenities, and schools. 

3. Use agriculture as an organizing element of the overall neighborhood plan and provide 
better public access to agricultural uses. 
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4. Provide for the long-term preservation of agriculture through an urban farm and other 
amenities that will serve as community assets and as a transition between urban uses and 
adjacent agricultural land.  

5. Design buildings, spaces, and uses that enhance and respect the agricultural character 
of the area. 

6. Create flexibility in the plan to accommodate possible changes in the demand for housing 
types, the local economy, commercial, retail, and community needs during implementation. 

7. Create a walkable and bikeable environment that promotes and enhances the pedestrian 
experience throughout the site, with safe, convenient, and attractive connections between 
communities, open space, parks, paseos, agriculture, and other amenities.  

8. Provide a plan that creates connectivity to adjacent neighborhoods, the City bike master 
plan, the transit center, and the San Luis Rey River Trail.  

9. Provide for a mix of land uses that integrate housing, commercial, educational, and 
neighborhood serving retail on a single site with public open space, an urban farm, 
naturalized environments, and recreation areas  in an overall design that advances 
sustainability principles. 

10. Provide opportunities for physical improvements to public infrastructure such as public 
roadways, utilities, sidewalks, intersections, and bike and pedestrian connections. 

11. Provide a sufficient number of residences to support necessary improvements to public 
facilities and allow for an urban farm, education, and retail/commercial components. 

12. Include a mix of land uses and facilities that will maintain a positive fiscal impact on the 
 

7.2.2 Feasibility 

CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(f)(1), identifies the factors to be taken into account to determine 
the feasibility of alternatives. The factors include site suitability; economic viability; availability of 
infrastructure; general plan consistency; other plans or regulatory limitations; jurisdictional 
boundaries; and whether the applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to 
the alternative site. No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable 
alternatives. An alternative does not need to be considered if its environmental effects cannot be 
reasonably ascertained and if implementation of such an alternative is remote or speculative. 

7.2.3 Evaluation of Significant Impacts 

According to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(b), the alternatives discussion should focus on 
those alternatives that, if implemented, could eliminate or reduce any of the significant 
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environmental impacts of the proposed project. The alternatives will be evaluated to determine if, 
as anticipated when selected as alternatives, they would substantially reduce or eliminate any 
significant adverse environmental effects. The significant effects of the project impacts are 
considered to be those that are identified to be significant prior to the incorporation or 
implementation of any mitigation measures.  

7.2.4 Rationale for the Selection of Alternatives 

As part of an alternatives analysis, CEQA requires an EIR to address a No Project Alternative. The 
purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project Alternative is to allow decision makers to compare 
the impacts of approving a proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project.  

EIRs should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but rejected, 
and briefly explain the reasons why the Lead Agency made such a determination. Among the 
factors that may be used in an EIR to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration are (i) 
failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, and/or (iii) inability to avoid 
significant environmental impacts. 

In accordance with these requirements and based on comments received during the CEQA 
Notice of Preparation and scoping process for the proposed project, five alternatives to the 
proposed project were considered and analyzed compared to the proposed project. A No Project 
(No Build) A  Three of the alternatives 
considered are based on input provided by public scoping and consultation; these three 
alternatives are the Existing Zoning  Residential, Existing Zoning  Agricultural, and the 
Reduced Development Alternative, as analyzed in Section 7.4.  

This EIR considered additional alternatives that are not carried forward for detailed analysis. 
During the public scoping process for the proposed project, members of the public identified a 
possible agritourism alternative consistent with the existing General Plan designations while also 
providing mixed-use land uses compatible with the agritourism objectives of the City Agritourism 
Strategic Plan. However, the provision of such land uses would require amendments to the 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance to change the underlying designations to allow development 
of mixed-use and viable agritourism uses. Therefore, the suggested agritourism alternative, which 
does not amend the existing land use designation, is not feasible, and this alternative was not 
carried forward. Instead, in consultation with members of the public, a similar version of this 
alternative was considered and included as the Reduced Development Alternative. The Reduced 
Development Alternative would require amendments to the underlying land use designations to 
achieve development of residential, mixed-use, and viable agritourism uses. 



7  ALTERNATIVES 

North River Farms Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 9759 
November 2019 7-5 

Table 7-1 provides a summary of the major attributes of each alternative under consideration and 
the proposed project for comparative purposes. Additional detail for each alternative under 
consideration is found below. 

Table 7-1 
Comparative Summary of Alternatives Under Consideration and Proposed Project 

7.4.1 No Project (No Build) Alternative 

Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, the project site would remain in its existing 
condition and would not involve the construction of a new residential, mixed-use, and 
agricultural community in the South Morro Hills area of the City. None of the proposed 
residential, commercial, or park uses would be developed on site. The agricultural uses on site 
would continue to operate as they exist today. Proposed improvements to N. River Road would 
not occur. None of the proposed off site roadway, storm drain, sewer, or sidewalk improvements 
would be constructed. 
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As described in Chapters 2 and 4 of this EIR, in its existing condition the vast majority of the 
project site is covered by agricultural fields, with associated uses such as structures converted for 
office space and farm operations, storage areas, a transfer facility, and several vacant, dilapidated 
single-family structures present on site. A number of unpaved access roads are distributed across 
the site. These features would remain unchanged under this alternative.  

Aesthetics 

No changes to the existing condition of the project site would occur under this alternative. The 
existing topography, structures, vegetation, and other existing elements on site would remain 
unchanged. While this alternative would result in the continued existence of the dilapidated 
structures and overall lack of visual quality of the site, it would still result in no changes to the 
visual environment. Therefore, no visual or aesthetic impacts would occur. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

No construction or development resulting in impacts and conversion of existing agricultural 
resources would occur under this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project.  

Air Quality 

This alternative would not result in construction activities or operational traffic trips and 
emissions-generating land uses that would act as sources for pollutant emissions. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources  

No significant impacts to sensitive biological resources would occur under this alternative; 
existing sensitive resources, both on and off site would not be impacted. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project.  

Cultural Resources 

This alternative would not require any excavation or grading; therefore, this alternative would 
not encounter known and unknown potentially significant cultural, archaeological, or 
paleontological resources. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared 
to the proposed project. 
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Energy Consumption 

This alternative would not result in an increased demand for energy sources during construction 
or operation. The project site would continue to demand energy for its existing uses. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project.  

Geology and Soils 

No development would occur on site or off site under this alternative; therefore, there would be 
no exposure to potential geologic hazards that could affect people or structures. This alternative 
would not increase potential for erosion because ground-breaking activities would not occur. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

This alternative would not require the use of construction equipment or result in GHG emitting 
construction activities. The existing land uses would remain in their existing condition and no 
increase in land use intensity would occur. The proposed project includes a combination of project 
design and mitigation, including the purchase of carbon offsets, to offset its construction and 
operational GHG emissions; however, this alternative would not generate any GHG emissions and 
would not require any mitigation or project design features to offset GHG emissions. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Since construction and operation of the proposed project would no longer occur, this 
alternative would not require the transport, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
Additionally, demolition of the existing structures on site that may contain hazardous 
building materials would not occur under this alternative. As the proposed project would not 
be developed under this alternative, the potential for wildfire hazards resulting from the 
proposed remain unchanged. Evacuation and 
emergency response to the proposed project would not be required. Therefore, this alternative 
would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would not increase the impervious area of the project site, alter peak runoff flow, or 
introduce new sources of stormwater pollution. Drainage of the project site would remain as it 
currently exists. Additionally, this alternative would not place new housing or structures within a 
100-year flood hazard zone. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared 
to the proposed project. 
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Land Use and Planning 

No residential, commercial, or mixed-use development would occur under this alternative, and 
the proposed General Plan and zoning amendments would not be required. This alternative 
would be fully consistent with the General Plan. Therefore, this alternative would result in 
reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Mineral Resources 

No construction or development that could potentially impact known mineral resources would 
occur under this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared 
to the proposed project. 

Noise 

This alternative would not require use of noise and vibration generating construction equipment. 
The alternative would not result in operational noise from project-generated vehicle trips or noise 
from commercial land uses. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared 
to the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

This alternative would not result in the construction of new residential and commercial 
development. Therefore, no new population would be introduced to the area and this alternative 
would be consistent with the regional growth forecasts. Therefore, this alternative would avoid 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Public Services 

No residential or commercial development that generates a need for new public services would 
occur under this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared 
to the proposed project. 

Recreation 

No residential or commercial development that generates a need for new recreational facilities 
would occur under this alternative. No new parks or recreational facilities would be developed 
under this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to 
the proposed project. 
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Traffic and Circulation 

This alternative would not result in the introduction of new trips to the circulation network. This 
alternative would not result in the roadway and intersection improvements both on and off site. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

No construction or development would occur on site under this alternative. Therefore, this 
alternative does not have the potential to affect Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs). Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

No residential or commercial development that generates a need for new utilities and service 
systems would occur under this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would only meet Objective 1, which is to provide visual and 
functional compatibility with adjacent residential neighborhoods, other nearby land uses, development, 
and natural features. This alternative would not meet any of the remaining 11 objectives.  

7.4.2 Existing Zoning  Residential Alternative 

The Existing Zoning  Residential Alternative is shown on Figure 7-1 and summarized in Table 
7-1. This alternative would develop residential land uses that are allowed under the existing 
General Plan and zoning designations. The project site has a General Plan land use designation 
of A (Agricultural) and is zoned A-SP (Agricultural  
General Plan and zoning ordinance, residential development shall only be permitted if it does not 
interfere with existing agricultural operations and the open space character of the area is 
preserved. Minimum lot areas shall be determined by topography, adjacent land uses, and 
infrastructure; however, under no circumstances shall lot areas be less than 2.5 acres (City of 
Oceanside 2002). Based on the requirements of the City  and the zoning 
ordinance, the project site could feasibly be developed with 61 residential lots at approximately 
2.5 acres each while also providing an internal roadway network to service each lot. It is 
assumed that one single-family residential unit would be located on each lot. As the designation 
would remain agricultural, such uses would still be permitted on site. No commercial land uses 
are included in this alternative.  
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Improvements to N. River Road would include construction of intersections for access north and 
south into the project site; no roundabouts are included under this alternative. This alternative 
would not provide right-of- General Plan as 
ultimately built out as a four-lane major road. Therefore, N. River Road would remain a two-lane 
roadway through the project site with no additional improvements. Additional site access would 
be provided off Wilshire Road. Off-site roadway improvements would be provided adjacent to 
the project site on N. River Road, along Wilshire Road, and to provide access to the site at the N. 
River Road/Wilshire Road intersection (without a roundabout), similar to that proposed by the 
proposed project. No other off-site improvements would occur as a result of this alternative.  

Aesthetics 

Under this alternative, the entire project site would be developed as low-density, single-family 
homes with an internal roadway system that provide access to each property. Compared to the 
proposed project, this alternative would reduce the bulk and scale of development across the 
project site, resulting in less overall contrast in visual character compared to the existing 
conditions and surrounding areas. Structures (both residential and any potential accessory 
structures) would be spaced apart from one another and no clustering or massing would occur. 
The large lot single-family homes would be consistent in character with the existing large 
residential lots found to the north and east of the project site. Additionally, more of the project 
site would likely remain as open space or contain vegetation and small agricultural plots. This 
alternative would likely not result in a visually cohesive development across the project site that 
would otherwise be required by a PD Plan. However, individual lots would still likely provide 
landscaping and other vegetation that would provide visual relief and screening of any structures 
from public views. This alternative would not adversely affect scenic resources, including the 
San Luis Rey River and Guajome Regional Park. Therefore, this alternative would result in 
reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

This alternative would result in residential development on land designated as Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland, thereby converting such land to non-
agricultural uses. Compared to the proposed project, substantially less of the project site would be 
developed as residences and roadways, retaining much of the land within the site as farmland. Like the 
proposed project, this alternative would mitigate for all impacts to agricultural lands through the 

  Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement (PACE) Program 
or a similar program in the City should one be established and effective prior to grading. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 
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Air Quality 

Construction emissions resulting from development of this alternative would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project due to a smaller amount of required grading and development 
of structures. The construction phase of this alternative would be shorter than the proposed 
project, reducing emissions. 

During operation, the average daily trips (ADTs) would be sourced only from the 61 residences. 
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in lower 
transportation-related operational emissions. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources  

This alternative would be located within the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, it 
would have the same potential to impact sensitive biological resources that exist or have the 
potential to exist on site. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not impact 
sensitive wildlife, and mitigation for avoidance of nesting birds would be required. This 
alternative would result in direct impacts to on-site sensitive vegetation communities, similar to 
the proposed project. This alternative could also result in development within the 100-foot buffer 
of the San Luis Rey River, and mitigation in accordance with the Oceanside Subarea Habitat 
Conservation Plan/Natural Communities Conservation Plan (Oceanside Subarea Plan) would be 
required, similar to the proposed project. However, this alternative does not require the off-site 
storm drainage improvements that would be required with the proposed project. As such, this 
alternative would avoid impacts to non-vegetated channel and southern arroyo willow riparian 
forest. While the individual parcels under this alternative would include areas of on-site sensitive 
communities of disturbed southern willow scrub, mulefat scrub, and disturbed wetland, ultimate 
configuration of the single-family residences on these large lots could feasibly avoid these areas. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources 

This alternative would result in development of the same site as the proposed project. While less 
overall excavation would be required, this alternative would have the same or similar potential of 
encountering significant unknown cultural and/or paleontological resources during excavation. 
Potential development under this alternative could occur in areas adjacent to site CA-SDI-12241, 
where potential for unidentified subsurface artifacts may exist. Additionally, excavation within 
areas of moderate and high paleontological sensitivity could occur. This alternative would 
require the same cultural and paleontological mitigation as required of the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project.  
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Energy Consumption 

Construction activities would be shortened, resulting in reduced energy consumption compared 
to the proposed project. Similarly, the operation of 61 large lot residences would require less 
energy in the long-term compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils 

This alternative would be located on the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, existing 
geologic conditions and potential hazards would be the same as under the proposed project. 
Similar mitigation required for unsuitable soils and grading requirements would be required for 
this alternative as under the proposed project. During construction of this alternative Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) and Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be require 
to control for erosion, as required of the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result 
in similar impacts as the proposed project.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

The required grading and construction equipment would be substantially fewer in number 
compared to the proposed project. A shorter construction schedule and few equipment would 
result in reduced GHG emissions during construction compared to the proposed project.  

During operation, the ADT would be sourced only from the 61 residences. Compared to the 
proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in lower transportation-related 
operational emissions. It is reasonable to assume that similar mitigation required of the proposed 
project, including the purchase of carbon offsets, would be implemented with this alternative. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under this alternative, potential impacts related to existing hazardous materials sites and 
contamination would be similar to the proposed project. It is assumed that the existing structures 
on site that contain potentially hazardous materials would be demolished and similar mitigation 
required of the proposed project would occur under this alternative. Construction and operation 
of this alternative would require the use, transport, storage, and disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials similar to that of the proposed project.  

All new structures would be required to be built per the requirements of the City and Oceanside 
Fire Department codes that govern building, infrastructure, defensible space, and landscaping 
requirements, similar to that of the proposed project. In the event of an emergency requiring 
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evacuation, this alternative would result in a substantially smaller population to be evacuated, 
reducing impacts to evacuation routes. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would have similar potential to affect hydrology and water quality through 
changes in peak runoff flow, erosion, and siltation, which would be reduced through 
implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs. Construction and operation of this alternative would 
have similar sources of stormwater pollutants as the proposed project, and similar 
construction BMPs, source control facilities, and drainage management area facilities would  
be employed under this alternative to control stormwater pollution and flooding. This 
alternative would still place housing and structures within a 100-year flood hazard zone; the 
alternative would be held to the same requirements as the proposed project . However, this 
alternative would result in a decreased impervious footprint and have fewer sources of 
pollutants compared to the proposed project. Additionally, less area of the project site would 
be altered from its existing condition. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Land Use and Planning 

This alternative would be consistent with the existing General Plan and zoning designations of 
the project site and would not require an amendment to either. Similar to the proposed project, 
this alternative would be designed and would implement measures such that development on site 
under this alternative would be consistent with the objectives and policies of the General 
Plan and other applicable planning documents. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Mineral Resources 

This alternative would result in a smaller development footprint being located within the Mineral 
Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2). However, residential development under this alternative as well as 
the existing surrounding land uses would be incompatible with extractive land uses, similar to 
the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the 
proposed project.  

Noise 

Overall, construction activities would be reduced and shortened under this alternative compared 
to the proposed project. Construction activities under this alternative would likely be located a 
similar distance to existing sensitive receptors.  
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Fewer dwelling units would result in fewer ADT and a reduced contribution to traffic noise. 
Residential lots would still be located along N. River Road and may be exposed to noise 

fic volumes along the roadway. 
Similar interior noise mitigation would be required of this alternative. This alternative does not 
propose a mix of commercial and residential uses. As such, it avoids potential noise impacts on 
residential uses that are in proximity to commercial mechanical equipment and truck delivery 
noise under the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

This alternative would be consistent with the existing General Plan and zoning designations for 
the project site. It would therefore be consistent with regional and local growth projections, 
which use these existing designations as a basis for analysis for planned growth in the area. As 
discussed in Section 4.14, under the existing land use designations (this alternative), the project 
site could conservatively result in the generation of approximately 174 new residents. 
Additionally, this alternative would not require the upsizing of a portion of the existing off-site 
sewer line in N. River Road. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the proposed project. 

Public Services 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for public services, including 
fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities. This alternative 
would be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City and 
school district. Overall, the reduced number of residential units would result in a smaller increase 
in demand for public services compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative 
would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Recreation 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for parks and recreational 
facilities. Overall, the reduced number of residential units would result in a smaller increase in 
demand for these facilities compared to the proposed project. Additionally, this alternative would be 
required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City. While this 
alternative does not provide any new parks and recreational facilities, each lot is a minimum of 2.5 
acres with one single-family residential dwelling unit located on each lot. As such, it is assumed that 
adequate private open space is available for each new resident under this alternative. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 



7  ALTERNATIVES 

North River Farms Revised Final Environmental Impact Report 9759 
November 2019 7-15 

Traffic and Circulation 

This alternative would result in substantially fewer ADTs compared to the proposed project. 
Potentially significant impacts that would occur under the proposed project would be reduced or 
avoided. As with the proposed project, this alternative would include some off-site roadway 
improvements on N. River Road and Wilshire Road. Additional access through the project site from 
N. River Road to Wilshire Road would be provided. This alternative would not provide ROW for N. 
River Road General Plan as ultimately built out as a four-lane major road. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

This alternative would result in new development within the same project site. As such, this 
alternative would have similar potential to affect TCRs as the proposed project. To date, 
consultation with tribes has not identified any TCRs that could be affected by the project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project.  

Utilities and Service Systems 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for utilities and service 
systems, including water, sewer, storm drainage, and waste management. This alternative would 
be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City. Overall, the 
reduced number of residential units would result in a smaller increase in demand for utilities and 
service systems compared to the proposed project. Additionally, this alternative would not 
require the upsizing of a portion of the existing off-site sewer line in N. River Road or off-site 
storm drainage outlets south of the project site. Therefore, this alternative would result in 
reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

The Existing Zoning  Residential Alternative would not meet Objectives 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, and 
12. The Existing Zoning  Residential Alternative would not provide a mix of land uses that 
include diverse residential housing options, commercial, with connectivity to agricultural land 
uses. This alternative would meet Objectives 3, 4, and 10, but to a lesser extent compared to the 
proposed project. Splitting the project site into 61 residential lots would decrease overall 
agricultural production. Agricultural uses would still be incorporated into this alternative but 
would not serve as community assets. Improvements to roadways would be provided, but not to 
the same degree as the proposed project. This alternative would meet Objectives 1 and 5. 
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7.4.3 Existing Zoning  Agriculture Alternative 

The Existing Zoning  Agriculture Alternative is shown on Figure 7-2. This alternative is 
consistent with the existing General Plan and zoning designations of the project site for 
agricultural uses. The purpose of this alternative is to maximize agricultural production on site 
while still remaining consistent with the underlying designations and allowable uses on site. As 
shown on Figure 7-2, the Existing Zoning  Agriculture Alternative would include 
approximately 2.7 million square feet of intensive agricultural production in the form of 
greenhouses and hydroponics. This method consists of high-intensity, short-rotation growth of 
valuable crops such as leafy greens, basil, carrots, and microgreens, which would allow for 
greater return on investment. Intensive farming would likely have the highest returns; however, 
this form of farming requires suitable soils and has a high water demand. The remainder of the 
site would be used for internal circulation, parking, storage, staging, drainage, and other needs.  

Improvements to N. River Road would include construction of intersections for access north and 
south into the project site; no roundabouts are included under this alternative. This alternative 
would not provide right-of- City General Plan as 
ultimately built out as a four-lane major road. Therefore, N. River Road would remain a two-lane 
roadway through the project site with no additional improvements. Additional site access would be 
provided off Wilshire Road. Off-site roadway improvements would be provided adjacent to the 
project site on N. River Road and along the bend of Wilshire Road similar to that proposed by the 
proposed project. No other off-site improvements would occur as a result of this alternative. 

Aesthetics 

Under this alternative, the majority of the project site would be developed as greenhouses with an 
internal dirt roadway system to provide internal circulation throughout the site. The greenhouses would 
be single-story with a height necessary to allow for growth and air circulation. Greenhouses would be 
primarily composed of translucent or partially opaque materials to allow for light penetration with a 
metal support structure. These greenhouses would have long, simple facades, with little to no visual 
relief or interest, contributing to an appearance of a massing of multiple rows of structures. It is 
expected that this alternative would also have support structures and areas for storage and processing. 
Such areas would be similar to existing structures on the proposed project, but increased in size. Similar 
to the proposed project, this alternative would result in a high visual change compared to the existing 
condition. However, the introduction of numerous greenhouses and associated structures on the project 
site would not strongly contrast the existing visual character of the agricultural lands to the north and 
east of the site, particularly where similar intensive agricultural lands already exist. This alternative 
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would not provide for substantial visual improvement of the project site in the same way as the 
proposed project. Despite this, this alternative would not substantially degrade the visual character of 
the site and would be visually consistent with its surroundings. Therefore, this alternative would result 
in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

This alternative would retain agricultural uses throughout the site. It would not require the 
conversion of any of the land designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
and Unique Farmland to non-agricultural uses. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Air Quality 

Construction emissions resulting from development of this alternative would be reduced compared to 
the proposed project due to a smaller amount of required grading and development of structures. The 
development associated with this alternative would primarily be greenhouses with associated accessory 
structures; these would not require the same extent of construction time and equipment as the proposed 
project. For example, architectural coatings of greenhouses would not be required. The construction 
phase of this alternative would be shorter than the proposed project, reducing emissions. 

During operation, this alternative would have fewer ADTs compared to the proposed project. 
Trips would be primarily associated with employees and truck haul trips for shipment of goods. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources  

This alternative would be located within the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, it 
would have the same potential to impact sensitive biological resources that exist or have the 
potential to exist on site. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not impact 
sensitive wildlife, and mitigation for avoidance of nesting birds would be required. This 
alternative would result in direct impacts to on-site sensitive vegetation communities, similar to 
the proposed project. This alternative could also result in development within the 100-foot buffer 
of the San Luis Rey River, and mitigation in accordance with the Oceanside Subarea Plan would 
be required, similar to the proposed project. However, this alternative does not require the off-
site storm drainage improvements. As such, this alternative would avoid impacts to non-
vegetated channel and southern arroyo willow riparian forest. While the greenhouse, internal 
roadway, and accessory structure configuration under this alternative would include areas of on-
site sensitive communities of disturbed southern willow scrub, mulefat scrub, and disturbed 
wetland, ultimate configuration of the structures could feasibly avoid these areas. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 
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Cultural Resources 

This alternative would result in development of the same site as the proposed project. While 
less overall excavation would be required, this alternative would have the same or similar 
potential of encountering significant unknown cultural and/or paleontological resources 
during excavation, should deeper cuts be required. Potential development under this 
alternative could occur in areas adjacent to site CA-SDI-12241, where potential for 
unidentified subsurface artifacts may exist. Additionally, excavation within areas of 
moderate and high paleontological sensitivity could occur. This alternative would require the 
same cultural and paleontological mitigation as required of the proposed project. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project.  

Energy Consumption 

Construction activities would be shortened and reduced, resulting in reduced energy 
consumption compared to the proposed project. Despite including intensive agricultural 
operations, this alternative would likely require less operational energy use compared to the 
proposed project because 689 residential units and commercial land uses would no longer be 
introduced to the site. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared 
to the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils 

This alternative would be located on the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, existing 
geologic conditions and potential hazards would be the same as under the proposed project. 
Similar mitigation required for unsuitable soils and grading requirements would be required for 
this alternative as under the proposed project. During construction of this alternative SWPPPs 
and BMPs would be required to control for erosion, as required of the proposed project. 
However, this alternative would require substantially less grading than the proposed project, 
resulting in a reduced potential in increasing erosion and sedimentation. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts as the proposed project.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Construction emissions resulting from development of this alternative would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project due to a smaller amount of required grading and development 
of structures. The development associated with this alternative would primarily be greenhouses 
with associated accessory structures; these would not require the same extent of construction 
time and equipment as the proposed project. The construction phase of this alternative would be 
shorter than the proposed project, reducing emissions. 
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Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in lower 
transportation-related operational emissions. It is reasonable to assume that similar mitigation 
required of the proposed project, including the purchase of carbon offsets, would be 
implemented for this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under this alternative, potential impacts related to existing hazardous materials sites and 
contamination would be similar to the proposed project. It is assumed that the existing structures 
on site that contain potentially hazardous materials would be demolished and similar mitigation 
required of the proposed project would occur under this alternative. Construction and operation 
of this alternative would require the use, transport, storage, and disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials similar to that of the proposed project. 

All new structures would be required to be built per the requirements of the City and Oceanside Fire 
Department codes that govern building, infrastructure, and defensible space requirements, similar to 
that of the proposed project. In the event of an emergency requiring evacuation, this alternative 
would result in a substantially smaller population to be evacuated, reducing impacts to evacuation 
routes. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would have the potential to affect hydrology and water quality through 
changes in peak runoff flow, erosion, and siltation, which would be reduced through 
implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs. Construction and operation of this alternative would 
have similar sources of stormwater pollutants as the proposed project, and similar 
construction BMPs, source control facilities, and drainage management area facilities would 
be employed under this alternative to control stormwater pollution and flooding. This 
alternative would still place structures within a 100-year flood hazard zone; the alternative 
would be held to the same requirements as the proposed project. However, this alternative 
would result in a decreased impervious footprint. Therefore, this alternative would result in 
reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Land Use and Planning 

This alternative would be consistent with the existing General Plan and zoning designations of 
the project site and would not require an amendment to either. Similar to the proposed project, 
this alternative would be designed and would implement measures such that development on site 
under this alternative would be consistent with the objectives and policies of the General 
Plan and other applicable planning documents. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 
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Mineral Resources 

This alternative would result in development being located within the MRZ-2, similar to the 
proposed project. However, the agricultural land uses under this alternative as well as the existing 
surrounding land uses would be incompatible with extractive land uses, similar to the proposed 
project. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Noise 

Overall, construction activities would be reduced and shortened under this alternative compared 
to the proposed project. Construction activities under this alternative would likely be located a 
similar distance to existing sensitive receptors.  

A reduced ADT under this alternative would result in a reduced contribution to traffic noise. This 
alternative does not include any residential land uses or other noise sensitive land uses. As such, this 
alternative avoids potential impacts to on-site residential land uses under the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

This alternative would be consistent with the existing General Plan and zoning designations for the 
project site. It would therefore be consistent with regional and local growth projections, which use 
these existing designations as a basis for analysis for planned growth in the area. This alternative 
does not include a residential component and therefore would not directly induce population growth. 
Additionally, this alternative would not require the upsizing of a portion of the existing off-site sewer 
line in N. River Road. This alternative would result indirect growth through economic stimulation 
and the provision of jobs from the intensification of agricultural use of the site. Similar to the 
proposed project, it is not known how many of the jobs would employ residents that currently live in 
the region versus how many would relocate to the area. However, it is unlikely that this alternative 
would introduce a new permanent population similar to that of a residential project. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Public Services 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for public services, including 
fire protection and police protection. This alternative would not result in an increase in demand 
for parks or schools as no new permanent population (including school-aged children) would be 
introduced to the area. This alternative would be required to pay development impact fees as 
appropriate and required by the City. Overall, this alternative would result in a smaller increase 
in demand for public services compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative 
would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 
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Recreation 

This alternative would not result in an increase in demand for parks and recreational facilities as no 
new permanent population would be introduced to the area. This alternative also does not include the 
construction of parks or recreational facilities that could result in impacts to the environment. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Traffic and Circulation 

This alternative would generate substantially fewer ADTs compared to the proposed project. 
Potentially significant impacts that would occur under the proposed project would be reduced or 
avoided. Off-site roadway improvements would be provided adjacent to the project site on N. 
River Road and along the bend of Wilshire Road similar to that proposed by the proposed 
project. 
General Plan as ultimately built out as a four-lane major road. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

This alternative would result in new development within the same project site. As such, this 
alternative would have similar potential to affect TCRs as the proposed project. To date, 
consultation with tribes has not identified any TCRs that could be affected by the project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project.  

Utilities and Service Systems 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for utilities and service systems, 
including water, sewer, storm drainage, and waste management. This alternative would be required 
to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City. This alternative would result 
in a smaller increase in demand for sewer and storm drain facilities compared to the proposed 
project. Additionally, this alternative would not require the upsizing of a portion of the existing off-
site sewer line in N. River Road. Intensive farming would likely have the highest returns; however, 
this form of farming requires suitable soils and has a high water demand. The intensive farming 
proposed under this alternative would likely require a greater water demand compared to the 
proposed project, as it focuses on high yield, short rotation crops. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in greater impacts compared to the proposed project.  

This alternative would not provide any residential or commercial components, public improvements, or 
public access; therefore, the Existing Zoning  Agriculture Alternative would not meet Objectives 2, 3, 
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6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. This alternative would partially meet Objectives 4 and 5 by developing the 
site with additional agricultural uses, consistent with the surrounding area; however, the alternative 
would not serve as a transition between urban uses and adjacent agricultural land.. This alternative 
would meet Objective 1.  

7.4.4 Reduced Development Alternative 

The Reduced Development Alternative is shown on Figure 7-3. As shown on Figure 7-3, this 
alternative provides a combination of residential and commercial development, while reducing 
land use intensity and the overall development footprint. The proposed development area of this 
alternative is confined to avoid the 100-year flood hazard zone. Additionally, the majority of the 
southern portion of the site would remain as existing agricultural uses in its existing condition. 
To allow for 71 single-family residential units on large lots (ranging from 1 to 2.5 acres) and 
approximately 7 acres of special commercial (including hotel, restaurant, retail, and educational 
uses), a General Plan and Zoning Ordinance amendment would be required. The remaining area 
outside of development footprint of this alternative would retain its existing agricultural General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance designations. Landscaping would be similar as the proposed project.  

Improvements to N. River Road would include construction of intersections for access north and 
south into the project site; no roundabouts are included under this alternative. This alternative 
would not provide right-of-   General Plan as 
ultimately built out as a four-lane major road. Therefore, N. River Road would remain a two-lane 
roadway through the project site with no additional improvements. Additional site access would 
be provided off Wilshire Road. Off-site roadway improvements would be provided adjacent to 
the project site on N. River Road, along Wilshire Road, and to provide access to the site at the N. 
River Road/Wilshire Road intersection (without a roundabout), similar to that proposed by the 
proposed project. No other off-site improvements would occur as a result of this alternative.  

Aesthetics 

Under this alternative, the northern portion of the project site would be developed as low-density, 
single-family homes with an internal roadway system that provide access to each property. Compared 
to the proposed project, this alternative would reduce the bulk and scale of development across the 
project site, resulting in less overall contrast in visual character compared to the existing conditions and 
surrounding areas. Structures (both residential and any potential accessory structures) would be spaced 
apart from one another and no clustering or massing would occur. The large lot single-family homes 
would be consistent in character with the existing large residential lots found to the north and east of the 
project site. More of the project site would likely remain as open space or contain agricultural plots.  
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Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would include commercial land uses, including a 
hotel, retail, restaurant, and educational facilities, south of N. River Road. These commercial 
land uses would be visually similar to that of the proposed project, but would cover a smaller 
area within the project site and appear at a smaller scale. This alternative would provide a greater 
visual buffer of agricultural land between development and the San Luis Rey River. While this 
alternative would represent a moderate to strong visual change from the existing condition, 
depending on the portion of the project site viewed, it would ultimately result in less overall 
contrast compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

This alternative would result in residential and commercial development on land designated a 
Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland, thereby converting 
such land to non-agricultural uses. Compared to the proposed project, substantially less of the 
project site would be developed, retaining much of the land within the southern portion of the 
site as farmland. Like the proposed project, this alternative would mitigate for all impacts to 

CE Program or a similar program in the City should one 
be established and effective prior to grading. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Air Quality 

Construction emissions resulting from development of this alternative would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project due to a smaller amount of required grading and development 
of structures. The construction phase of this alternative would be shorter than the proposed 
project, reducing emissions. 

During operation, the ADTs would be sourced from fewer residences and smaller commercial 
uses. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in 
lower transportation-related operational emissions. Therefore, this alternative would result in 
reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources  

This alternative would be located within the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, it 
would have the same potential to impact sensitive biological resources that exist or have the 
potential to exist on site. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not impact 
sensitive wildlife, and mitigation for avoidance of nesting birds would be required. This 
alternative would result in direct impacts to on-site sensitive vegetation communities, similar to 
the proposed project. This alternative could also result in development within the 100-foot buffer 
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of the San Luis Rey River, and mitigation in accordance with the Oceanside Subarea Plan would 
be required, similar to the proposed project. However, this alternative does not require the off-
site storm drainage improvements that would be required with the proposed project. As such, this 
alternative would avoid impacts to non-vegetated channel and southern arroyo willow riparian 
forest. While the lotting under this alternative would include areas of on-site sensitive 
communities of disturbed southern willow scrub, mulefat scrub, and disturbed wetland, ultimate 
configuration of the single-family residences on these large lots could feasibly avoid these areas. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources 

This alternative would result in development of the same site as the proposed project. While less 
overall excavation would be required, this alternative would have the same or similar potential of 
encountering significant unknown cultural and/or paleontological resources during excavation. 
Potential development under this alternative could occur in areas adjacent to known cultural 
resource sites within and adjacent to the project site, where potential for unidentified subsurface 
artifacts may exist. Additionally, excavation within areas of moderate and high paleontological 
sensitivity could occur. This alternative would require the same cultural and paleontological 
mitigation as required of the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar 
impacts as the proposed project. 

Energy Consumption 

Construction activities would be shortened, resulting in reduced energy consumption compared to the 
proposed project. Similarly, the operation of 71 large lot residences and smaller commercial land 
uses would require less energy in the long-term compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils 

This alternative would be located on the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, existing 
geologic conditions and potential hazards would be the same as under the proposed project. 
Similar mitigation required for unsuitable soils and grading requirements would be required for 
this alternative as under the proposed project. During construction of this alternative, SWPPPs 
and BMPs would be require to control for erosion, as required of the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

The required grading and construction equipment would be substantially less than the proposed 
project. A shorter construction schedule and few equipment would result in reduced GHG 
emissions during construction compared to the proposed project.  

Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in lower 
transportation-related operational emissions. It is reasonable to assume that similar mitigation 
required of the proposed project, including the purchase of carbon offsets, would be available for 
this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the 
proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under this alternative, potential impacts related to existing hazardous materials sites and 
contamination would be similar to the proposed project. It is assumed that the existing structures 
on site that contain potentially hazardous materials would be demolished and similar mitigation 
required of the proposed project would occur under this alternative. Construction and operation 
of this alternative would require the use, transport, storage, and disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials similar to that of the proposed project.  

All new structures would be required to be built per the requirements of the City Fire Department 
codes that govern building, infrastructure, defensible space, and landscaping requirements, 
similar to that of the proposed project. In the event of an emergency requiring evacuation, this 
alternative would result in a substantially smaller population to be evacuated, reducing impacts 
to evacuation routes. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the 
proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would have similar potential to affect hydrology and water quality through changes 
in peak runoff flow, erosion, and siltation, which would be reduced through implementation of a 
SWPPP and BMPs. Construction and operation of this alternative would have similar sources of 
stormwater pollutants as the proposed project, and similar construction BMPs, source control 
facilities, and drainage management area facilities would be employed under this alternative to 
control stormwater pollution and flooding. However, this alternative would result in a decreased 
impervious footprint and have fewer sources of pollutants compared to the proposed project. 
Additionally, less area of the project site would be altered from its existing condition. 
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Additionally, this alternative would not place housing or any structures within the 100-year flood 
hazard zone, resulting in avoidance of this potentially significant impact under the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Land Use and Planning 

The existing General Plan and zoning designations for the project site do not allow for 
residential lots smaller than 2.5 acres or for the type of commercial included in this 
alternative. Therefore, a General Plan and Zoning Ordinance amendment would be required 
for the development footprint of this alternative; the remainder of the site would retain 
existing land use and zoning designations. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative 
would be designed and would implement measures such that development on site under this 
alternative would be consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan 
and other applicable planning documents. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Mineral Resources 

This alternative avoids the majority of the MRZ-2 area located in the southern portion of the project 
site. However, residential development under this alternative as well as the existing surrounding land 
uses would be incompatible with extractive land uses, similar to the proposed project. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Noise 

Overall, construction activities would be reduced and shortened under this alternative compared 
to the proposed project. Construction activities under this alternative would likely be located a 
similar distance to the nearest existing sensitive receptors north of N. River Road. Construction 
would occur farther from those sensitive receptors to the south. 

Fewer dwelling units would result in less ADT and a reduced contribution to traffic noise. 
Residential lots would still be located along N. River Road and may be exposed to noise 

Similar interior noise mitigation would be required of this alternative. This alternative does 
propose residential dwelling units adjacent to commercial areas. Therefore, on-site residences 
may be potentially impacted by noise sourced from adjacent commercial mechanical equipment 
and truck loading areas. Similar mitigation as the proposed project for a noise study upon more 
detailed site planning would be required of this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 
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Population and Housing 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not be consistent with the existing General 
Plan and zoning designations for the project site. Therefore, it would not be consistent with 
regional and local growth projections, which use these existing designations as a basis for 
analysis for planned growth in the area. However, this alternative would introduce a smaller 
population compared to the proposed project. Additionally, this alternative would not require the 
upsizing of a portion of the existing off-site sewer line in N. River Road. As such, this alternative 
would not induce growth beyond regional projections to the same degree as the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Public Services 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for public services, 
including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities. This 
alternative would be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by 
the City and school district. Overall, the reduced number of residential  units and commercial 
development would result in a smaller increase in demand for public services compared to 
the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to 
the proposed project. 

Recreation 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for parks and recreational 
facilities. Overall, the reduced number of residential development would result in a smaller increase 
in demand for these facilities compared to the proposed project. Additionally, this alternative would 
be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City. While this 
alternative does not provide any new parks and recreational facilities, each lot is a minimum of 1 acre 
with one single-family residential dwelling unit located on each lot. As such, it is assumed that 
adequate private open space is available for each new resident under this alternative. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Traffic and Circulation 

This alternative would result in substantially fewer ADTs compared to the proposed project. Some of 
the potentially significant impacts that would occur under the proposed project would be reduced or 
avoided. As with the proposed project, this alternative would include some off-site roadway 
improvements on N. River Road and Wilshire Road. Additional access through the project site from 
N. River Road to Wilshire Road would be provided. This alternative would not provide ROW for N. 

General Plan as ultimately built out as a four-lane major road. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 
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Tribal Cultural Resources  

 This alternative would result in new development within the same project site. As such, this 
alternative would have similar potential to affect TCRs as the proposed project. To date, 
consultation with tribes has not identified any TCRs that could be affected by the project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for utilities and service 
systems, including water, sewer, storm drainage, and waste management. This alternative would 
be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City. Overall, the 
reduced number of residential units and commercial development would result in a smaller 
increase in demand for utilities and service systems compared to the proposed project. 
Additionally, this alternative would not require the upsizing of a portion of the existing off-site 
sewer line in N. River Road. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the proposed project. 

The Reduced Development Alternative would meet Objectives 1, 3, 4, 5, and 8 because this 
alternative includes both residential and commercial components that promote connectivity to 
agricultural land uses, similar to the proposed project. This alternative would meet Objectives 10, 
11, and 12, but to a lesser degree than the proposed project, by providing some public 
improvements, a mix of land uses, and introducing some residents to support commercial and 
agricultural uses. This alternative would not meet Objectives 2, 6, 7, and 9 because it does not 
include diverse housing types connected by open space, parks, paseos, and other amenities.  

7.4.5 Clustering Alternative 

The Clustering Alternative is shown on Figure 7-4. The purpose of this alternative is two-fold: (1) to 
reduce the land use i efficiency metric 
of 3.5 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per service population per year (MT CO2e/SP/yr), 
and (2) reduce the overall development footprint on site. As shown on Figure 7-4, this alternative 
would include 600 high-density residential units on the north side of N. River Road, approximately 
3.6 acres of special commercial (including hotel, restaurant, and retail) on the south side of N. River 
Road, approximately 5.3 acres of open space and parks, and internal roadways, with the remainder of 
the site retained as the existing agricultural land uses in its existing condition. The development of 
this alternative would require a General Plan and Zoning Ordinance amendment to allow for high 
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density residential and special commercial land uses; the remainder of the site would retain its 
existing land use and zoning designations. The proposed development area of this alternative would 
avoid the 100-year flood hazard zone. Landscaping would be similar as the proposed project. 

Improvements to N. River Road would include construction of intersections for access north and 
south into the project site; no roundabouts are included under this alternative. This alternative 
would provide right-of- General Plan as 
ultimately built out as a four-lane major road. This alternative would provide similar 
improvements to N. River Road within the site as proposed by the proposed project. Additional 
site access would be provided off Wilshire Road. Off-site roadway improvements would be 
provided adjacent to the project site on N. River Road and along the bend of Wilshire Road 
similar to that proposed by the proposed project (no roundabouts included). No other off-site 
improvements would occur as a result of this alternative.  

Aesthetics 

Under this alternative, the development would be concentrated at the center of the project site. 
The remaining areas would retain their existing agricultural land uses. Approximately 600 high-
density residential dwelling units would be located on the north side of N. River Road. Visually, 
these dwelling units would appear similar to the multifamily residences located in the Village 
Core of the proposed project; however, the higher density and clustering would increase overall 
bulk, scale, and massing of the residential structures when viewed from N. River Road. These 
higher density residences would represent a strong visual change from the existing condition. 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would include commercial land uses, including a 
hotel, retail, restaurant, and educational facilities, south of N. River Road. These commercial 
land uses would be visually similar to that of the proposed project, but would cover a smaller 
area within the project site and appear at a smaller scale. This alternative would provide a greater 
visual buffer of agricultural land between on-site development and the San Luis Rey River, as 
well as existing agricultural lands to the north. While this alternative would represent a moderate 
to strong visual change from the existing condition, depending on the portion of the project site 
viewed, it would ultimately result in less overall contrast compared to the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

This alternative would result in residential and commercial development on land designated a 
Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland, thereby converting 
such land to non-agricultural uses. Compared to the proposed project, substantially less of the 
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project site would be developed, retaining much of the land within the southern and northern 
portion of the site as existing farmland. Like the proposed project, this alternative would mitigate 
for all impacts to agricultural lands t  or a similar program in 
the City should one be established and effective prior to grading. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Air Quality 

Construction emissions resulting from development of this alternative would be reduced compared to 
the proposed project due to a smaller amount of required grading and development of structures. The 
construction phase of this alternative would be shorter than the proposed project, reducing emissions. 

During operation, the ADTs would be sourced from fewer residences and smaller commercial 
uses. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in 
lower transportation-related operational emissions. Therefore, this alternative would result in 
reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources  

This alternative would be located within the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, it would 
have the same potential to impact sensitive biological resources that exist or have the potential to 
exist on site. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not impact sensitive wildlife, and 
mitigation for avoidance of nesting birds would be required. This alternative would result in 
development (associated with improvements to N. River Road) within the 100-foot buffer of the San 
Luis Rey River, and mitigation in accordance with the Oceanside Subarea Plan would be required, 
similar to the proposed project. This alternative does not require the off-site storm drainage 
improvements. As such, this alternative would avoid impacts to non-vegetated channel and southern 
arroyo willow riparian forest. Due to the clustering under this alternative, the development footprint 
would avoid the majority of on-site sensitive vegetation communities. Therefore, this alternative 
would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources 

This alternative would result in development of the same site as the proposed project. While less 
overall excavation would be required, this alternative would have the same or similar potential of 
encountering significant unknown cultural and/or paleontological resources during excavation. 
Potential development under this alternative could occur in areas adjacent to known cultural resource 
sites within and adjacent to the project site, where potential for unidentified subsurface artifacts may 
exist. Additionally, excavation within areas of moderate and high paleontological sensitivity could 
occur. This alternative would require the same cultural and paleontological mitigation as required of the 
proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project. 
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Energy Consumption 

Construction activities would be shortened, resulting in reduced energy consumption compared 
to the proposed project. Similarly, the operation of fewer residences and smaller commercial 
land uses would require less energy in the long-term compared to the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils 

This alternative would be located on the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, existing 
geologic conditions and potential hazards would be the same as under the proposed project. 
Similar mitigation required for unsuitable soils and grading requirements would be required for 
this alternative as under the proposed project. During construction of this alternative, SWPPPs 
and BMPs would be require to control for erosion, as required of the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

The required grading and construction equipment would be substantially less than the proposed 
project. A shorter construction schedule and few equipment would result in reduced GHG 
emissions during construction compared to the proposed project.  

Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in lower 
transportation-related operational emissions. It is reasonable to assume that similar mitigation 
required of the proposed project, including the purchase of carbon offsets, would be 
implemented for this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under this alternative, potential impacts related to existing hazardous materials sites and 
contamination would be similar to the proposed project. It is assumed that the existing structures 
on site that contain potentially hazardous materials would be demolished and similar mitigation 
required of the proposed project would occur under this alternative. Construction and operation 
of this alternative would require the use, transport, storage, and disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials similar to that of the proposed project.  

All new structures would be required to be built per the requirements of the City and Oceanside 
Fire Department codes that govern building, infrastructure, defensible space, and landscaping 
requirements, similar to that of the proposed project. In the event of an emergency requiring 
evacuation, this alternative would result in a smaller population to be evacuated, reducing 
impacts to evacuation routes. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the proposed project. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would have similar potential to affect hydrology and water quality through changes 
in peak runoff flow, erosion, and siltation, which would be reduced through implementation of a 
SWPPP and BMPs. Construction and operation of this alternative would have similar sources of 
stormwater pollutants as the proposed project, and similar construction BMPs, source control 
facilities, and drainage management area facilities would be employed under this alternative to 
control stormwater pollution and flooding. However, this alternative would result in a decreased 
impervious footprint and have fewer sources of pollutants compared to the proposed project. 
Additionally, less area of the project site would be altered from its existing condition. 

Additionally, this alternative would not place housing or any structures within the 100-year flood 
hazard zone, resulting in avoidance of this potentially significant impact under the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Land Use and Planning 

The existing General Plan and zoning designations for the project site do not allow for high 
density residential or for the type of commercial included in this alternative. Therefore, a General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendment would be required for this alternative to allow for 
development of high density residential and special commercial land uses; the remainder of the 
site would retain its existing land use and zoning designations. Similar to the proposed project, 
this alternative would be designed and would implement measures such that development on site 
under this alternative would be consistent with the objectives and policies of the General 
Plan and other applicable planning documents. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Mineral Resources 

This alternative avoids the majority of the MRZ-2 area located in the southern portion of the project 
site. However, residential development under this alternative as well as the existing surrounding land 
uses would be incompatible with extractive land uses, similar to the proposed project. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Noise 

Overall, construction activities would be reduced and shortened under this alternative compared 
to the proposed project. Construction activities under this alternative would likely be located a 
greater distance from existing sensitive receptors. 
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Fewer dwelling units would result in less ADT and a reduced contribution to traffic noise. 
Residential lots would still be located along N. River Road and may be exposed to noise 

Similar interior noise mitigation would be required of this alternative. This alternative does 
propose residential dwelling units adjacent to commercial areas. Therefore, on-site residences 
may be potentially impacted by noise sourced from adjacent commercial mechanical equipment 
and truck loading areas. Similar mitigation as the proposed project for a noise study upon more 
detailed site planning would be required of this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not be consistent with the existing General 
Plan and zoning designations for the project site. Therefore, it would not be consistent with 
regional and local growth projections, which use these existing designations as a basis for 
analysis for planned growth in the area. However, this alternative would introduce a smaller 
population compared to the proposed project. Additionally, this alternative would require the 
upsizing of a portion of the existing off-site sewer line in N. River Road. As such, this alternative 
would not induce growth beyond regional projections to the same degree as the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Public Services 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for public services, including 
fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities. This alternative 
would be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City and 
school district. Overall, the reduced number of residential and commercial development would 
result in a smaller increase in demand for public services compared to the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Recreation 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for parks and recreational 
facilities. Overall, the reduced number of residential development would result in a smaller 
increase in demand for these facilities compared to the proposed project. This alternative would 
be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City. This 
alternative would include approximately 5.3 acres of open space and parks on site. Similar to the 
proposed project, the potential effects of constructing these parks would be included in 
environmental analysis and any measures would be implemented to reduce such effects. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 
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Traffic and Circulation 

This alternative would result in substantially fewer ADTs compared to the proposed project. 
Some of the potentially significant impacts that would occur under the proposed project would 
be reduced or avoided. As with the proposed project, this alternative would include some off-site 
roadway improvements on N. River Road and Wilshire Road. Additional access through the 
project site from N. River Road to Wilshire Road would be provided. This alternative would 
provide right-of-way for N. River Road   General Plan as ultimately 
built out as a four-lane major road. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts 
compared to the proposed project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

 This alternative would result in new development within the same project site. As such, this 
alternative would have similar potential to affect TCRs as the proposed project. To date, 
consultation with tribes has not identified any TCRs that could be affected by the project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for utilities and service systems, 
including water, sewer, storm drainage, and waste management. This alternative would be required 
to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City. Overall, the reduced 
number of residential and commercial development would result in a smaller increase in demand 
for utilities and service systems compared to the proposed project. Additionally, this alternative 
would require the upsizing of a portion of the existing off-site sewer line in N. River Road. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

The Clustering Alternative would meet Objectives 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, and 9 because this alternative 
includes both residential and commercial components that promote connectivity to agricultural, 
parks, and open space land uses, similar to the proposed project. This alternative would meet 
Objectives 10, 11, and 12, but to a lesser degree than the proposed project, by providing some 
public improvements, a mix of land uses, and introducing some residents to support commercial 
and agricultural uses. This alternative would not meet Objectives 2, 6, and 7 because it does not 
include diverse housing types.  
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7.4.6 Single-Family Residential Alternative 

The Single-Family Residential Alternative is shown on Figure 7-5 and summarized in Table 7-1. 
This alternative would develop residential land uses that are not allowed under the existing 
General Plan and zoning designations. To allow for 400 single-family residential units, a General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendment would be required. The remaining area outside of 
development footprint of this alternative would retain its existing agricultural General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance designations (approximately 30.8 acres). Landscaping would be similar as the 
proposed project. No commercial land uses are included in this alternative.  

Improvements to N. River Road would include construction of intersections for access north and 
south into the project site; no roundabouts are included under this alternative. This alternative 
would provide right-of-
ultimately built out as a four-lane major road. This alternative would provide similar 
improvements to N. River Road within the site as proposed by the proposed project. Additional 
site access would be provided off Wilshire Road. Off-site roadway improvements would be 
provided adjacent to the project site on N. River Road, along Wilshire Road, and provide access 
to the site at the N. River Road/Wilshire Road intersection (without a roundabout), similar to that 
proposed by the proposed project. Two off-site storm drainage outlets extending south of the 
project site would be required under this alternative, similar to the proposed project.  

Aesthetics 

Under this alternative, the majority of project site would be developed as low-density, single-
family homes with an internal roadway system that provide access to each property. Compared 
to the proposed project, this alternative would reduce the bulk and scale of development across 
the project site, resulting in less overall contrast in visual character compared to the existing 
conditions and surrounding areas. Structures (both residential and any potential accessory 
structures) would be spaced apart from one another and no clustering or massing would occur. 
The single-family homes would be consistent in character with the existing residential 
subdivisions found to the north, west, and south (across the San Luis Rey River) of the project 
site. Additionally, approximately 30.8 acres of the project site would likely remain as agricultural 
lands. This alternative would likely result in a visually cohesive development across the project 
site that would be typically expected of a residential subdivision. This alternative would not 
adversely affect scenic resources, including the San Luis Rey River and Guajome Regional Park. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 
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Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

This alternative would result in residential development on land designated as Prime Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland, thereby converting such land to 
non-agricultural uses. Compared to the proposed project, less of the project site would be 
developed as residences and roadways, retaining much of the land within the site as farmland. 
Like the proposed project, this alternative would mitigate for all impacts to agricultural lands 
through the Count
established and effective prior to grading. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Air Quality 

Construction emissions resulting from development of this alternative would be reduced 
compared to the proposed project due to a smaller amount of required grading and development 
of structures. The construction phase of this alternative would be shorter than the proposed 
project, reducing emissions. 

During operation, the ADTs would be sourced only from the 400 single-family residences. 
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in lower 
transportation-related operational emissions. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Biological Resources  

This alternative would be located within the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, it would have 
the same potential to impact sensitive biological resources that exist or have the potential to exist on 
site. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not impact sensitive wildlife, and mitigation 
for avoidance of nesting birds would be required. This alternative would result in direct impacts to on-
site sensitive vegetation communities, similar to the proposed project. This alternative would also result 
in development and drainage structures within the 100-foot buffer of the San Luis Rey River, and 
mitigation in accordance with the Oceanside Subarea Plan would be required, similar to the proposed 
project. Similar to the proposed project, the on-site sensitive communities of disturbed southern willow 
scrub, mulefat scrub, and disturbed wetland would be avoided. Therefore, this alternative would result 
in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Cultural Resources 

This alternative would result in development of the same site as the proposed project. While less 
overall excavation would be required, this alternative would have the same or similar potential of 
encountering significant unknown cultural and/or paleontological resources during excavation. 
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Potential development under this alternative could occur in areas adjacent to site CA-SDI-12241, 
where potential for unidentified subsurface artifacts may exist. Additionally, excavation within 
areas of moderate and high paleontological sensitivity could occur. This alternative would 
require the same cultural and paleontological mitigation as required of the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project.  

Energy Consumption 

Construction activities would be shortened, resulting in reduced energy consumption compared 
to the proposed project. Similarly, the operation of 400 single-family residences would require 
less energy in the long-term compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils 

This alternative would be located on the same site as the proposed project. Therefore, existing 
geologic conditions and potential hazards would be the same as under the proposed project. 
Similar mitigation required for unsuitable soils and grading requirements would be required for 
this alternative as under the proposed project. During construction of this alternative SWPPPs 
and BMPs would be require to control for erosion, as required of the proposed project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

The required grading and construction equipment would be substantially less than the proposed 
project. A shorter construction schedule and few equipment would result in reduced GHG 
emissions during construction compared to the proposed project.  

During operation, the ADT would be sourced only from the 400 residences. Compared to the 
proposed project, this alternative would have fewer ADT, resulting in lower transportation-
related operational emissions. It is assumed that similar mitigation required of the proposed 
project, including the purchase of carbon offsets, would be available for this alternative. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Under this alternative, potential impacts related to existing hazardous materials sites and 
contamination would be similar to the proposed project. It is assumed that the existing structures 
on site that contain potentially hazardous materials would be demolished and similar mitigation 
required of the proposed project would occur under this alternative. Construction and operation 
of this alternative would require the use, transport, storage, and disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials similar to that of the proposed project.  
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All new structures would be required to be built per the requirements of the City and Oceanside 
Fire Department codes that govern building, infrastructure, defensible space, and landscaping 
requirements, similar to that of the proposed project. In the event of an emergency requiring 
evacuation, this alternative would result in a substantially smaller population to be evacuated, 
reducing impacts to evacuation routes. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would have similar potential to affect hydrology and water quality through 
changes in peak runoff flow, erosion, and siltation, which would be reduced through 
implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs. Construction and operation of this alternative would 
have similar sources of stormwater pollutants as the proposed project, and similar 
construction BMPs, source control facilities, and drainage management area facilities would 
be employed under this alternative to control stormwater pollution and flooding. This 
alternative would still place housing and structures within a 100-year flood hazard zone; the 
alternative would be held to the same requirements as the proposed project . However, this 
alternative would result in a decreased impervious footprint and have fewer sources of 
pollutants compared to the proposed project. Additionally, less area of the project site would 
be altered from its existing condition. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Land Use and Planning 

The existing General Plan and zoning designations for the project site do not allow for residential 
lots smaller than 2.5 acres or for the type of commercial included in this alternative. Therefore, a 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance Amendment would be required for the development 
footprint of this alternative to allow for 400 single family residences; the remainder of the site 
would retain existing land use and zoning designations. Similar to the proposed project, this 
alternative would be designed and would implement measures such that development on site 

Plan and other applicable planning documents. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Mineral Resources 

This alternative would result in a similar development footprint being located within the Mineral 
Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2). Residential development under this alternative, as well as the existing 
surrounding land uses, would be incompatible with extractive land uses, similar to the proposed 
project. Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project.  
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Noise 

Overall, construction activities would be reduced and shortened under this alternative compared 
to the proposed project. Construction activities under this alternative would likely be located a 
similar distance to existing sensitive receptors.  

Fewer dwelling units would result in less ADT and a reduced contribution to traffic noise. Residential 

threshold due to existing and projected traffic volumes along the roadway. Similar interior noise 
mitigation would be required of this alternative. This alternative does not propose a mix of commercial 
and residential uses. As such, it avoids potential noise impacts on residential uses that are in proximity 
to commercial mechanical equipment and truck delivery noise under the proposed project. Therefore, 
this alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Population and Housing 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not be consistent with the existing General 
Plan and zoning designations for the project site. Therefore, it would not be consistent with 
regional and local growth projections, which use these existing designations as a basis for 
analysis for planned growth in the area. However, this alternative would introduce a smaller 
population compared to the proposed project. As such, this alternative would not induce growth 
beyond regional projections to the same degree as the proposed project. Therefore, this 
alternative would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Public Services 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for public services, including 
fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities. This alternative 
would be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City and 
school district. Overall, the reduced residential development would result in a smaller increase in 
demand for public services compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Recreation 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for parks and recreational 
facilities. Overall, the reduced number of residential development would result in a smaller 
increase in demand for these facilities compared to the proposed project. Additionally, this 
alternative would be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the 
City. While this alternative does not provide any new parks and recreational facilities, each lot 
provides private open space. As such, it is assumed that adequate private open space is available 
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for each new resident under this alternative. Therefore, this alternative would result in reduced 
impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Traffic and Circulation 

This alternative would result in substantially fewer ADTs compared to the proposed project. 
Some of the potentially significant impacts that would occur under the proposed project would 
be reduced or avoided. As with the proposed project, this alternative would include some off-site 
roadway improvements on N. River Road and Wilshire Road. Additional access through the 
project site from N. River Road to Wilshire Road would be provided. Therefore, this alternative 
would result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

 This alternative would result in new development within the same project site. As such, this 
alternative would have similar potential to affect TCRs as the proposed project. To date, 
consultation with tribes has not identified any TCRs that could be affected by the project. 
Therefore, this alternative would result in similar impacts compared to the proposed project. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

This alternative would result in an incremental increase in demand for utilities and service 
systems, including water, sewer, storm drainage, and waste management. This alternative would 
be required to pay development impact fees as appropriate and required by the City. Overall, the 
reduced number of residential development would result in a smaller increase in demand for 
utilities and service systems compared to the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative would 
result in reduced impacts compared to the proposed project. 

The Single-Family Residential Alternative would not meet Objectives 2, 6, 8, 9, 11, and 12. The 
Single-Family Residential Alternative would not provide a mix of land uses that include diverse 
residential housing options and commercial uses. This alternative would meet Objectives 3, 4, 7, 
and 10 but to a lesser extent compared to the proposed project. Agricultural uses would still be 
incorporated into this alternative but would not serve as community assets. Similarly, this 
alternative would improve pedestrian and bicycle connectivity, but would not include amenities 
such as paseos or trails. Improvements to roadways would be provided, but not to the same 
degree as the proposed project. This alternative would meet Objectives 1 and 5. 
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Table 7-2 outlines the comparative impacts between each alternative and the proposed 
project. The No Project (No Build) Alternative would result in the least environmental 
impacts and would be the environmentally superior alternative. However, CEQA Guidelines , 
Section 15126.6(e)(2), 

among the other alternatives. In this case, the environmentally superior alternat ive is the 
Existing Zoning  Residential Alternative. 

Table 7-2 
Summary of Analysis for Alternatives to the Proposed Project 
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The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was circulated for public review from July 27, 
2018, through September 17, 2018, in accordance with the 45-day comment period required under 
Section 15105(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, and formally 
extended by one additional week. A total of 200 written comment letters were received on the 
Draft EIR from agencies, organizations, and individuals as shown in Table 10-1. A separate 
appendix has been added to the Final EIR (Appendix T0). Within that a

of contents in order to direct the reader to the appropriate comment and/or response. Each of the written 
comment letters have been assigned an alphanumeric label, and the individual comments within each 
written comment letter are bracketed and numbered. For example, Comment Letter A1 contains one 
comment that is numbered A1-1. 

The responses to each comment on the Draft EIR represent a good-faith, reasoned effort to 
address the environmental issues identified by the comments. Under the CEQA Guidelines, 
the City, as lead agency, is not required to respond to all comments on the Draft EIR, but only 
those comments that raise environmental issues. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15088 
and 15204, the City has independently evaluated the comments and prepared the attached 
written responses describing the disposition of any significant environmental issues raised. 
CEQA does not require the City to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 
experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. 

Rather, CEQA requires the lead agency to provide a good faith, reasoned analysis supported by factual 

consulted with, and independently reviewed, the analysis responding to the Draft EIR comments 
prepared by Dudek and other experts, which include experts in aesthetics, agriculture, air quality, 
biology, cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, land use planning, noise, public services, transportation and 
traffic, utilities and service systems, energy, and environmental studies, each of whom has years of 
educational and field experience in these categories of environmental sciences; is familiar with the 
project and the environmental conditions in the City; and is familiar with the federal, state, and local 
rules and regulations (including CEQA) applicable to the proposed project. Accordingly, the final 
analysis provided in the responses to comments are supported by substantial evidence.  

In the case of specific comments, the City has responded with specific analysis; in the case of a 
,

where applicable, included below. The absence of a specific response to every comment does not 
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violate CEQA if the response would merely repeat other responses. Several of the comment letters 
repeat issues are addressed in Topical Responses and other written responses as part of the Final 
EIR. Due to the repetition, those other responses addressing the same or similar issues are relied 
upon, even if an individual response does not reference other applicable response(s). This is 
justified by the voluminous comments provided, and by the same or similar issues raised in such 
comments. For this reason, each reviewer is encouraged to review the Topical Responses and the 
other written responses for further responsive information. 

10.1.1 List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that 
Commented on the Draft EIR 

Table 10-1 provides a list of the agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments 
on the Draft EIR. This table also provides the alphanumeric label for each comment letter. 

Table 10-1 
Comment Letters and Commenters 
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Comment Letters and Commenters 
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Table 10-1 
Comment Letters and Commenters 

Changes have been made to the Draft EIR in strikeout/underline format in response to comments and 
to provide updates and clarifications to information provided herein. Consistent with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), these revisions have been made to clarify text for consistency or revise 
punctuation as appropriate throughout the document, and these revisions do not result in what 
constitutes new significant information that would require recirculation of the document. Changes of 
note include the following: 

Residential Unit Count and Trip Generation 

In response to the comment letter provided by Caltrans (see Comment Letter A3), the total residential 
unit count has been reduced from 689 to 656; the Riverside Village Planning Area has been reduced 
from 250 to 231 dwelling units and the Village Core Planning Area has been reduced from 130 to 116 
dwelling units. This reduction in unit count occurred due to an error in the project trip generation 
calculations, resulting in an underestimation of project generated trips from residential land uses (refer 
to Response to Comment A3-5). Therefore, in order to maintain similar total project trip generation, 
the residential unit count was reduced, as shown in Table 10-2.  
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Table 10-2 
Revised Residential Unit Count and Trip Generation 

This reduction in unit count would result in a slightly lower total project trip generation than that 
analyzed in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no new impacts to traffic and circulation would result from 
this change in the project. Additionally, as the Draft EIR had assumed a total of 689 residential 
units throughout the analysis, the Final EIR presents a conservative analysis with respect to various 
issues areas such as air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, long-term energy demand, traffic 
related noise, and public service and utility demand. As such, the analysis within the Final EIR 
retains an analysis of 689 units, whereas the findings and conditions of approval will only permit 
a maximum of 656 dwelling units. 

Fire Response Mitigation 

The project has been revised to require the provision of a temporary fire station through 
implementation of mitigation measure MM-PUB-1, incorporated into Section 4.15 of the Final 
EIR. A potential location for this temporary fire station has been identified within the Village Core 
of the project site. Refer to Appendix T7 for additional response time analysis for this potential 
location. Because this temporary fire station would be located within an area such that the entire 
project site is within the acceptable response goal of 5 minutes, the previously identified significant 
and unavoidable impact to fire protection is reduced to a less than significant level with 
incorporation of mitigation measure MM-PUB-1. The temporary fire station would be capable of 
providing service until a permanent fire station is sited, funded, and constructed. 

The identified potential location of the temporary fire station is within the same proposed 
development footprint of the proposed project assumed in the Draft EIR. This potential location 
was identified as proposed mixed-use development. The introduction of a temporary fire station 
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would not substantially alter the construction or operational characteristics of the proposed project 
such that new environmental effects to areas such as aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, 
energy, noise, traffic, and utilities, would occur. Therefore, the introduction of a temporary fire 
station would not result in new significant impacts.  

Appendices 

The following Draft EIR appendices received minor revisions based on comments received during 
public review. These appendices include: 

 Appendix B  North River Farms Planned Development Plan 

 Appendix D1  Air Quality Analysis Technical Report  

 Appendix E  Biological Resources Technical Report 

 Appendix H  Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report 

 Appendix J1  North River Farms Fire Protection Plan 

 Appendix J2  Conceptual Wildland Fire Evacuation plan 

 Appendix N  Transportation Impact Analysis  

In addition to Appendix T0 discussed above, the following appendices have been added to the EIR 
to support the responses to comments with additional information, and to further support the EIR 
analysis based on comments received. These appendices include: 

 Appendix H1  Newhall Ranch GHG Reduction Plan 

 Appendix T1  Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement (PACE) Program  

 Appendix T2  Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement (PACE) Program Fact Sheet 

 Appendix T3  South Morro Hills Visions Plan 

 Appendix T4  City of Oceanside Agritourism Strategic Plan 

 Appendix T5   

 Appendix T6  California Natural Resources Agency Final Statement of Reasons for 
Regulatory Action, Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines Addressing Analysis and 
Mitigation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Pursuant to SB97 

 Appendix T7  Fire/Medical Response Analysis 

 Appendix T8  Additional and Re-Analyzed Intersections and Street Segments and 
Revised Trip Generation Table  
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 Appendix T9  affic Generation Rates 
for the San Diego Region  

 Appendix T10  City of Oceanside General Plan Circulation Element Appendices 

 Appendix T11 - Final Additional Environmental Analysis for the Newhall Ranch Resource 
Management and Development Plan and Spineflower Conservation Plan, Appendix 1, June 2017 

 Appendix T12  California Air Resources Board Review of the Greenhouse Gas Analysis in the 
Final Additional Environmental Analysis for the Newhall Ranch Resource Management and 
Development Plan and Spineflower conservation Plan (SCH No. 2000011025) 

 Appendix T13 - Supplementary Environmental Analysis for North River Farms  College 
Boulevard Bridge Improvements and On-Site Fire Station 

 Appendix T14 - North River Farms  Vandegrift Boulevard/N. River Road  
Intersection Improvements 

 Appendix T15  Health Effects from Criteria Air Pollutants Associated with the North 
River Farms Project  

 Appendix U - North River Farms Planned Development Plan Project and the Trial Court 
Decision in the San Diego County Climate Action Plan (CAP) Litigation 

 Appendix U1  Sierra Club v. County of San Diego, Minute Order 

 Appendix U2  CEQA Guidelines 2018 

 Appendix U3  Evaluation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Offset Availability within San 
Diego County 

 Appendix U4  CARB Compliance Offset Program 

 Appendix U5 - American Carbon Registry Standard - Project-Based GHG Emissions Reductions 
and Removals 

 Appendix U6  Climate Action Reserve  Program Manual 

 Appendix U7  Verified Carbon Standard  Program Guide 

 Appendix U8  California Health and Safety Code Section 38562 

 Appendix U9  Climate Action Reserve Protocols 

 Appendix U10  Climate Action reserve Verification 

 Appendix U11  CARB Proposed Regulations for California Ca-and-Trade Programs 

 Appendix U12  ABC News San Diego  Making it in San Diego 

 Appendix U13  Newland Sierra Final EIR Market Analysis 
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Revision Summary 

A summary of all revisions to the Draft EIR is provided in Table 10-3 below.  

Table 10-3 
Summary of EIR Changes 
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Table 10-3 
Summary of EIR Changes 

The Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was recirculated for public review 
from August 12, 2019, through September 26, 2019, in accordance with the 45-day comment 
period required under Section 15105(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines. Pursuant to CEQA, if revisions to an EIR are limited to a few chapters or portions of 
the EIR, the lead agency  need  only  recirculate  the  chapters  or  portions  that  have  been  
modified  (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(c)). Therefore, only portions of the project EIR 
were recirculated in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

A total of 571 written comment letters were received on the Recirculated Final EIR from agencies, 
organizations, and individuals as shown in Table 10-4. A separate appendix has been added to the 
Revised FEIR (Appendix W

reader to the appropriate comment and/or response. Each of the written comment letters have been 
assigned an alphanumeric label, and the individual comments within each written comment letter are 
bracketed and numbered. For example, Comment Letter A1 may contain multiple comments that are 
numbered A1-1, A1-2, etc. Refer to Section 10.1 regarding the City , as lead agency, requirement 
to respond to comments on the Recirculated Final EIR. 

10.3.1 List of Agencies, Organizations and Individuals that 
Commented on the Recirculated Final EIR 

Table 10-1 provides a list of the agencies, organizations, and individuals that provided comments 
on the Draft EIR. This table also provides the alphanumeric label for each comment letter. 

                                                 
1  Note that general letters of opposition and support for the project were compiled into Comment Letters I54 and 

I55, refer to Table 10-4 and Appendix W0, Volume I. 
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Table 10-4 
Comment Letters and Commenters 
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Table 10-4 
Comment Letters and Commenters 

Changes have been made to the Recirculated Final EIR in strikeout/underline format in response to 
comments and to provide updates and clarifications to information provided herein. Consistent with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), these revisions have been made to clarify text for consistency 
or revise punctuation as appropriate throughout the document, and these revisions do not result in what 
constitutes new significant information that would require recirculation of the document. Changes 
include the following: 

Section PR, Preface to the Recirculated Final Environmental Impact Report  

In response to public comments (Appendix W0), a minor text clarification was made with respect to 
-2. 
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Appendix V, Oceanside Plan Consistency Tables 

In response to public comments (Appendix W0), a minor text clarification was made to the Policy 
EDE-3a-4 discussion in Table 1, City of Oceanside Economic Development Element Consistency 
Evaluation, of Appendix V.  


